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Abstract 

The last few decades have witnessed profound changes in population mobility, 

instant international communication and the ever-increasing frequency of intercultural 

encounters. In response, languages education, as an inherently intercultural activity, has 

been called upon to equip learners to deal with this new reality, heralding significant 

changes to the field of language teaching. The most fundamental change  is reflected in 

the underlying goal of language learning, no longer defined primarily in terms of the 

acquisition of communicative competence (CC) (1972) in a foreign language, but rather, 

the development of intercultural communicative competence (ICC) (Byram, 1997). The 

latter encompasses the skills, knowledge and attitudes that help learners to communicate 

effectively across languages and cultures and thus to become „interculturally competent 

speakers‟.  

Despite widespread agreement that languages education should lead to the 

development of interculturally competent speakers, there is lack of agreement about 

how to achieve such a goal. This discrepancy between expected goals, and teaching 

approaches and practices in place to achieve them, is reflected in the failure of both 

theorists (i.e., linguists and applied linguists) and practitioners (i.e., teachers, teacher 

trainers and curriculum designers) to traverse the theory/practice divide.  

This is particularly evident in the Australian higher education (HE) context, where 

curricular contents and objectives of even experienced university language teachers fail 

to reflect the broader educational mission in everyday practices. This discrepancy 

between „ends‟ and „means‟ requires further examination and, above all, the 

identification of possible avenues that may bridge the seemingly unbridgeable chasm 

between theory and practice in language and culture pedagogy.  
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In this investigation I have set out to address these two tasks by exploring the 

complex landscape of language and culture pedagogy in both its theoretical and 

practical dimensions. I conducted theoretical inquiry through critical review of three 

interrelated areas of concern: current conceptualisations of the relationship between 

language and culture; current conceptualisations and models of ICC; and the articulation 

of these conceptualisations in practice. I complemented exploration of these three 

interrelated areas of concern with development and implementation of four case studies 

of curriculum innovation at an Australian university.  

Thus, for this investigation I employed a qualitative, interpretative research design 

underpinned by a critical, constructive and transformative stance toward language and 

culture pedagogy as well as professional development in higher education. The case 

studies, which included a Participatory Action Research (PAR) component, explored 

the viability of curriculum innovation for the development of „critical languaculture 

awareness‟ (CLcA) as an alternative to ICC. I use the term „languaculture’ to refer to 

the language + culture mix that I advocate for language teaching. Qualitative data from 

interviews, field notes from classroom participant and non-participant observations, as 

well as classroom-work samples offered a holistic view of the teachers‟ curricular 

innovations. I conducted thematic content analysis to analyse and interpret the collected 

qualitative data.  

The four case studies of curricular innovation revealed several positive outcomes 

and exemplars of good practice of language and culture pedagogy in HE. However, they 

also revealed several limitations in the inherent structure of university language 

programs and the overall organisational philosophy of Australian universities. These 

limitations, together with a number of pedagogical variables, highlighted a pervasive 

lack of coherence between theoretical concepts and the imperfect nature of the everyday 
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language classroom. This pervasive lack of coherence seemed to render curriculum 

innovation for the development of ICC – and even CLcA as an alternative model – a 

highly problematic task and thus further question the feasibility of such goals in 

university language programs. 

This context highlights the need to formalise the development of a languaculture 

agenda that aims to address this lack of coherence in Australian HE language programs. 

As such, the agenda I propose is underpinned by a curriculum development framework 

that is driven by praxis – reflective practice informed by theory – to help both theorists 

and practitioners integrate a critical languaculture dimension within the curricula of 

university language programs. Rather than serving as yet another prescriptive model, 

this praxis-driven curriculum development framework serves as a pedagogic blueprint. 

It includes a number of interrelated building blocks that both theorists and practitioners 

should consider when engaging with processes of curriculum innovation for the 

development of interculturally competent graduates.  
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Chapter 1 Introduction 

1.1 Background and identification of the problem 

As General Peter Cosgrove said at the Australian Principals Associations 

Professional  Development Council: “Language skills and cultural sensitivity will be the 

new currency of this world order” (MCEETYA, 2005, p. 2). While the compelling 

nature of this statement is likely to resonate in every country of the globalised world we 

live in, it is particularly relevant in Australia, where intercultural encounters have now 

become ubiquitous in everyday life.  

Intercultural encounters are not a new phenomenon. However, in the past, the 

need to communicate effectively across cultures was restricted to certain groups within 

society, and thus may not have been as essential to people in everyday communication 

as it is today (Jiang, 2006, pp. 306-307). In the last few decades, the emerging processes 

of globalisation, physical and virtual hypermobilities, as well as instant international 

communication have increasingly required people to address and, in many cases, to 

become more sensitive to cultural and linguistic differences.  

Members of Australian society are increasingly required to interact on a daily 

basis with people whose cultural and linguistic backgrounds are different from their 

own, and this means that there is an increasing need to deal effectively and 

appropriately with diversity. This situation impacts significantly on the employment 

market, which expects prospective employees to have such skills and knowledge to 

enable them to deal competently with a wide range of situations and communication 

styles. In this context, higher education is central to developing these skills and to 

providing graduates with a competitive advantage in the labour marketplace. Here 
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languages education, as an inherently intercultural activity, has become crucial in 

exposing students to a world linguistically and culturally different from their own.  

As a result, in recent years the field of language pedagogy has undergone 

significant changes, with one of the most fundamental being redefinition of the 

underlying goal of language learning. According to some leading scholars in the field 

(Byram, 1997; Feng, Byram, & Fleming, 2009; Liddicoat, 2004a, p. 159; Roberts, 

Byram, Barro, Jordan, & Street, 2001; Sercu, 2002, 2004b, 2005, 2007), the underlying 

goal of language learning is no longer primarily defined in terms of the acquisition of 

communicative competence (CC) (Hymes, 1972) in a foreign language, but rather, the 

development of intercultural communicative competence (ICC)1 (Byram, 1997). The 

latter encompasses the skills, knowledge and attitudes that may help learners to 

communicate effectively across languages and cultures and thus become “interculturally 

competent speakers” (Sercu, 2005, p. 2; Sercu, et al., 2005).  

Despite widespread agreement that languages education2  should lead to the 

development of interculturally competent speakers, there is lack of agreement about 

                                                 

1
Intercultural Communicative Competence (ICC) should not be confused with Intercultural 

Competence (IC). The former refers to an overarching model, while the latter is one of its 

components. In Chapter 2 I discuss their meaning and relationship in detail.  

2
In this study I use the term „languages education‟ to refer to teaching of „Languages Other Than 

English‟ (LOTE), which earlier were referred to as Australian „community‟ or „heritage‟ languages 

(e.g., Chinese, Italian, Greek, and other first languages of Australian immigrants). While the term 

LOTE has been used in Australia for a considerable period of time, policy documents from the 

National Statement for Languages Education in Australian Schools: National Plan for Languages 

Education in Australian Schools 2005–2008 (MCEETYA, 2005)  use the term „languages‟ (RCLCE 

- University of South Australia, 2008b, p. 3). 
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how to achieve such a goal. This discrepancy between expected goals, and teaching 

approaches and practices in place to achieve them, is reflected in the failure of both 

theorists (i.e., linguists and applied linguists) and practitioners (i.e., teachers, teacher 

trainers and curriculum designers) to traverse the theory/practice divide. On the one 

hand, theorists continue to advance models of language, culture and their 

interrelationship, along with numerous ways of conceptualising intercultural 

communicative competence and all-encompassing teaching approaches to address it in 

practice. On the other hand, practitioners continue to struggle to translate these models 

and teaching approaches into actual classroom practice. In other words, while the 

theoretical models for language and culture teaching have become ever more 

sophisticated over the last few decades, their implementation still fails to address the 

imperfect nature and limitations of the everyday language classroom. This is 

particularly evident in the Australian higher education (HE) context, where the rich 

mosaic of practices among experienced university language teachers reveals curricular 

content and objectives that fail to reflect the teachers‟ widened educational mission. 

This discrepancy between „ends‟ and „means‟ requires further examination and, above 

all, the identification of possible avenues that may bridge the seemingly unbridgeable 

chasm between theory and practice in language and culture pedagogy.  

1.1.1 The Australian higher education context  

In a bid to better prepare graduates for an increasingly globalised academic and 

employment market, Australian language-in-education policies at compulsory and 

tertiary education levels have now endorsed an intercultural approach to language 

teaching and its avowed purpose of developing intercultural competence.  
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Education in a global community brings with it an increasing need to focus on 

developing inter-cultural understanding. This involves the integration of 

language, culture and learning. Inter-cultural language learning helps learners to 

know and understand the world around them, and to understand commonality 

and difference, global connections and patterns. (MCEETYA, 2005, p. 3) 

Yet, language teachers in Australian universities face trying challenges. Australia 

is considered one of the most multicultural countries in the world, and when compared 

with other predominantly English-speaking countries, it may also be considered the 

most multilingual. According to data from the latest census, almost 400 different 

languages are spoken within Australia by migrants originating from 230 countries 

around the world (ABS, 2008). In addition, as Martín (2005) noted, Australia played a 

pioneer role as “the first English-speaking country to formulate an explicit language 

policy, and the first in the world to have a multilingual language policy” (p. 53). Given 

these conditions, it could be assumed that languages education in Australia is a thriving 

field. However, this assumption appears to be far removed from the current reality that 

languages teachers face, particularly at university level, where the number of languages 

on offer has been rapidly reduced since the beginning of the new millennium. 

Moreover, although Australia is also considered one of the most multiethnic countries in 

the world, the typical Australian student arrives at university with limited knowledge of 

languages other than English and little meaningful exposure to other cultures. This is 

largely due to the “persistent monolingual [and monocultural] mindset” (Clyne, 2005, p. 

xi) entrenched in Australian society. The dwindling number of languages available for 

study at university level is evidence of this attitude.  

This declining trend has been substantiated by the 2007 “Languages in Crisis” 

discussion paper presented by the Group of Eight, Australia‟s leading universities. The 
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paper revealed that in the ten years to 2007, the number of languages offered at 

Australian universities plummeted: 

In the past decade the number of languages offered in our universities has 

dropped from 66 to 29 and most states and territories are experiencing difficulty 

recruiting adequately skilled language teachers. This is occurring at a time when 

monolingual native English speakers are losing their linguistic advantages and 

are increasingly competing with multilingual graduates from around the world. 

(Go8, 2007b, p. 1) 

Given Australia‟s multilingual potential, this pattern of decline and erosion in the 

provision of languages education at university has been described as not only a national 

tragedy, but also an “international embarrassment” (Clyne, Pauwels, & Sussex, 2007). 

Paradoxically, in the face of this trend, the 2008 Review of Australian Higher Education 

(DEEWR, 2008) further highlighted the importance of languages education in the 

context of the internationalisation of universities and the development of interculturally 

competent graduates:  

There is growing demand from employers for tertiary qualifications with a 

strong international component – both from the perspective of the curriculum 

content and through exposure to different cultures to develop intercultural and 

language skills and competencies. […] Knowledge of other cultures and their 

languages is an essential life skill for future graduates if they are to engage 

effectively in global professional practice. (DEEWR, 2008, p. 104)  

This vision was further endorsed by the national statement on education in 

Australia, which emphasises the need to develop students‟ ability “to relate our own 

values and traditions to the experience of others” and in so doing to promote the 
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development of skills such as “intercultural engagement, communication and 

understanding” for future participation in society (Council for the Australian Federation, 

2007, p. 17).  

In this context, most Australian universities‟ mission statements now include 

among their graduate attributes various descriptors of intercultural competence such as 

“sensitivity to other cultures” and “awareness of graduates” responsibilities as “global 

citizens” (Briguglio, 2004). However, these graduate attributes are often assumed to be 

an automatic outcome and benefit of the intercultural contact resulting from having a 

variety of students from different countries and ethnic backgrounds together (AEI, 

1998, p. 2), on campus, in class, or during offshore sojourns. Much research undertaken 

in Australia, however, indicates that “having culturally diverse classrooms will not, by 

itself, necessarily promote student development in this area” (Briguglio, 2006, p. 1).  

Thus, in spite of an „interculturally aware‟ vision for the future of Australian 

university graduates, no official frameworks have been proposed to help university 

language instructors achieve this goal. Moreover, the bleak picture that language 

departments in Australian universities are facing means that revisiting the „intercultural 

goals‟ of languages education has become a relatively low-ranking priority. Here lies 

the paradox; language education is in crisis, yet according to education policies and 

university mission statements languages are of ever-increasing relevance in preparing 

interculturally competent students for the globalised world in which we live.3  

                                                 

3
 This paradoxical situation mirrors the UK‟s higher education context (Rollin, 2006).  
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At the core of this paradox, we find a field in transition. As mentioned earlier, the 

field of languages education is undergoing deep transformation of its role in the 

teaching of culture and the development of interculturally competent speakers. This 

transformation, in turn, has called for a reconceptualisation of teaching approaches and 

syllabi to address the development of intercultural competences, and above all it has 

called for teachers to revisit their role in promoting the development of such 

competences. As a result, university language teachers find themselves at a crossroads 

in terms of reconceptualising their role and teaching practices as well as specific 

curricular content and objectives within this new educational landscape.   

1.1.2 The research context 

Research into this complex educational landscape has focused on both its 

theoretical and empirical aspects. Sercu‟s (2004b) extensive review of the literature in 

this area underpins the following overview while shaping the research agenda for the 

present investigation.  

Theoretical research has focused on conceptualising the relationship between 

language and culture4 underlying various approaches to language and culture teaching 

and conceptualising intercultural competence. In both aspects the available 

conceptualisations have proven unsatisfactory. In the case of language and culture, the 

concepts of language and culture themselves have been changed over time and so have 

the ways in which their relationship is conceptualised. The way their relationship is 

conceived has oscillated from being considered two completely separate entities to the 

                                                 

4
Here, the term „culture‟ is used to refer to the wide set of definitions used within the literature 

on language pedagogy. I conduct in-depth exploration of this concept in relation to language and 

language teaching in Chapter 2.  
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now widely held isomorphic view that „language is culture and culture is language‟. In 

practice, the latter view has led to the oversimplified idea that „teaching the language 

automatically means teaching the culture‟. In turn, relying on this idea has resulted in 

language teachers lacking ability to articulate the specific ways in which language and 

culture are related. Thus, available conceptualisations of the relationship between 

language and culture have been unable to provide language instructors with a 

pedagogical framework that may assist them in exploring how culture is reflected in 

everyday interaction. In addition, the relationship between language and culture has 

been deeply interrelated with shifts in the pedagogic paradigms developed to teach 

languages and promote intercultural competence. The notion of intercultural 

competence has also evolved significantly over the last few decades, but it is still an 

elusive construct that generates a great deal of discrepancy in the literature.  The 

literature also reveals differing conceptualisations of the overall vision of the 

„interculturally competent speaker‟ as the ultimate goal of language teaching. These 

discrepancies result in conflicting information that language teachers need to assess 

before formulating specific curricular goals.  

Empirical research, on the other hand, has focused on identifying teaching 

materials, strategies, approaches and other variables that may lead to the effective 

development of intercultural competences. The interrelated variables at the core of 

empirical research are: a) the teaching approach (which may also include materials, 

strategies and techniques, as well as assessment); b) the setting, that is, the naturalistic 

setting and the formal, structured classroom setting; c) the learner; and d) the teacher. 

Due to their inherent interrelated nature, these variables are rarely explored in isolation, 

although each of them may be brought to the foreground of specific research designs. 
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The selection of a teaching approach and its components – teaching materials, 

strategies and techniques, as well as assessment – is deeply intertwined with its 

underlying conceptualisation of the language and culture nexus as well as the notion of 

intercultural competence. As such, the empirical study of the teaching approach variable 

represents the key point of articulation between theory and practice and is thus at the 

core of the „end‟ and „means‟ discrepancy discussed earlier in this chapter. Yet, the 

literature reveals that the study of this variable is seldom connected with these current 

theoretical trends in the field. Furthermore, empirical research tends to focus on the 

implementation of these approaches in the language course components of language 

programs; that is, in isolation from their complementing non-language course 

components, or „cultural context‟ courses. The latter are also part of language programs 

at universities and thus should also be considered as integral to a teaching approach that 

contemplates the relationship between language and culture in a coherent manner.  

In recent times, a number of teaching approaches have attempted to address this 

„theory and practice‟ gap. These approaches can be grouped within the emerging 

paradigm of “intercultural language teaching” (ILT) (Liddicoat & Crozet, 2000; Lo 

Bianco, Liddicoat, & Crozet, 1999). Yet, the literature also reveals that attempts to 

operationalise these approaches in practice, require further research into their 

implementation (cf. Risager, 2007). This is due to a number of inconsistencies and lack 

of transparency in the theoretical underpinnings of these teaching approaches, but above 

all to the situation where research into the implementation of these approaches has 

focused on claims of „effectiveness‟, in this case, their „effectiveness‟ in developing IC. 

Yet, the focus on „effectiveness‟ implies a degree of generalisability across contexts: 

cultural, linguistic, educational and so forth. While the wider applicability of findings is 

still an extremely valuable aim, it proves highly unattainable when one considers the 
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range of variables involved in a given educational research design, such as settings, 

learners and teachers.  

The setting variable has distinguished naturalistic settings from the formal, 

structured classroom settings. Research on naturalistic settings has focused on „study 

abroad‟ programs. Findings in this context have suggested that even though naturalistic 

settings may enhance the language and culture learning experience, they do not 

guarantee the development of intercultural competence beyond what can be attained in 

the formal classroom setting. Empirical research on the development of intercultural 

competence in the formal structured classroom setting is remarkably scarce, particularly 

in the foreign language context. Recent studies have tried to bridge the gap between 

naturalistic and formal by focusing on computer-mediated communication and the use 

of specific tools such as email exchanges, blogging and discussion forums. But, the 

results remain inconclusive. Consequently, despite claims in the literature advocating a 

combination of classroom learning and experiential learning in the field as the best 

approach to promote the development of intercultural competence, empirical research 

has not been able to demonstrate that this can be easily achieved in practice. In 

particular, there seems to be no clear, consistent view of what exactly needs to be 

achieved when aiming to develop IC.  

The learner variable is arguably the most relevant variable as the ultimate goal of 

language teaching has shifted to helping learners in becoming interculturally competent 

speakers. However, this is arguably the most complex variable, particularly outside the 

compulsory education context. Adult learners enter the university classroom with highly 

heterogeneous backgrounds. Some are „mature age‟ students with rich life experiences 

but established ideas about the world. Others are high school graduates who may have 

never left the country where they were born but are quite open to learn new ways of 
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looking at the world. Language learners enter the classroom with a wide range of 

learning styles and educational backgrounds, not to mention linguistic and cultural 

backgrounds and goals for their own personal language-learning journey. Finally, 

learners‟ development of IC cannot be constrained to the relatively short period of their 

study program, for instance, a semester. The development of IC, particularly its 

affective dimension, is a long-term, life-long process, which makes it difficult to 

determine the effectiveness of a given teaching approach under study in a given period 

of time. The heterogeneous nature of the language classroom as well as the 

developmental nature of IC thus pose many challenges for teachers and researchers to 

conceive of a research design that can account for the „effectiveness‟ of a given teaching 

approach.   

The teacher variable, on the other hand, is more manageable, but importantly, it 

also has the potential for long-term impact in the field. Like learners, teachers also enter 

the classroom with highly heterogeneous backgrounds, sets of ideas and teaching 

philosophies that determine how the teachers implement a given teaching approach. 

Research focused on teachers as variables has therefore concentrated on identifying 

teachers‟ beliefs and attitudes about language and culture teaching as the main factors 

affecting the development and implementation of the language and culture curriculum 

(Klein, 2004; Ryan, 1995, 1996; Sercu, 2007; Sercu, et al., 2005; Sercu & St. John, 

2004). However, teachers‟ beliefs have been investigated mostly in isolation of 

sustainable practice innovation. In other words, teachers‟ beliefs and attitudes have been 

investigated through questionnaires, in-depth interviews and classroom observations, 

with a static view of the teachers‟ professional development. Hence research is yet to be 

conducted on how to promote an avenue of continuing professional development where 

in-service teachers‟ practices may be studied and, at the same time, scaffolding erected 
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to embrace sustainable innovation. This kind of research may thus be more conducive to 

developing praxis, that is, reflective practice informed by theory, not just in the period 

under study, but in the long term.  

Empirical studies of the teacher variable have focused on two specific educational 

contexts: the compulsory education system, that is, primary and secondary school 

teachers; and teacher education, that is pre-service teachers. Consequently, research is 

yet to be conducted on scaffolding the professional development of in-service language 

teachers in the context of higher education. This research is particularly imperative in 

the Australian context where university language teachers find themselves in a 

vulnerable position as the majority does not have a background in languages pedagogy 

(White & Baldauf, 2006).   

This overview of the research context in language and culture pedagogy has 

revealed a number of important issues that have shaped the research agenda for the 

present investigation. First, it identified two theoretical issues that remain to be 

addressed satisfactorily, namely, the conceptualisation of the relationship between 

language and culture and the conceptualisation of intercultural competence, together 

with its overall vision of the „intercultural speaker‟. Second, it considered a number of 

interrelated empirical variables that may be included in a given educational research 

design concerned with the development of IC. I have suggested that among these 

variables, the „teaching approach variable‟ represents the key point of articulation 

between theoretical views on the language and culture nexus and the notion of 

intercultural competence in everyday practice. My overview of the research context has 

revealed that the „classroom setting variable‟, particularly one that combines formal and 

experiential learning, is more conducive to the development of intercultural 

competence. Finally, I have suggested that the „teacher variable‟, as opposed to the 
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„learner variable‟, has the potential for long-term impact in the field, particularly in the 

context of higher education, where research is lacking.  

1.1.3 Bridging the gap  

This investigation sets out to fill the gaps in the current research landscape by 

exploring three interrelated areas of concern in the field of language and culture 

pedagogy: two are largely theoretical, one is mainly practical. The first is the 

conceptualisation of the language and culture nexus; the second is the existing 

conceptualisations of intercultural competences and the overall vision of the 

„intercultural speaker‟; the third is the articulation of the first two areas in „practice‟. 

The third is particularly complex as it can be further divided into two dimensions: 

theoretical and practical. The theoretical dimension concerns available models of 

language and culture, teaching, and the practical concerns about implementing these 

models in specific educational settings, in this case, Australian higher education 

language programs.  

This investigation places the teacher in the foreground of the research agenda, 

recognising the teacher‟s role in long-term change in the languages education field. In 

other words, to address the challenges posed by changes under way in the languages 

education field, teachers need to re-examine their most basic assumptions about 

language and culture teaching and learning and their place in the curriculum. As 

teachers critically re-examine the interplay between these assumptions and their 

everyday practices, they may be able to offer insights that help to explain the lack of 

coherence between „ends‟ and „means‟, and in so doing, develop ways  to help bridge 

this gap. 
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This investigation uses the theoretical contentions derived from examining the 

three areas of concern mentioned above to propose a teaching framework and curricular 

recommendations. The framework and recommendations should be flexible and 

adaptable to diverse classroom settings, across languages, curricular programs and 

proficiency levels in the higher education context. Above all, this teaching framework 

needs to be transparent for both teachers and learners so that they can participate 

actively in bringing it into operation (Byrnes, 2008). For teachers, who are in the 

foreground of this investigation, transparency is required to enable flexible, principled 

pedagogical action. For learners, who are in the background of this investigation, 

transparency is required to promote active critical engagement in their learning 

experience.  

1.2 Three areas of concern in the language and culture curriculum 

My review of the literature focuses on three areas of interrelated theoretical and 

empirical research. Detailed examination of these three areas identifies current trends in 

language and culture pedagogy, which are helpful for informing a curriculum that aims 

to develop „interculturally competent graduates‟. The first area explores the „what‟ of 

language and culture pedagogy, that is, the cultural content of the language and culture 

curriculum. This entails examination of the relationship between language and culture 

underlying the various approaches to language and culture teaching. The second area 

focuses on the expected goals of language and culture pedagogy, that is, on the „why‟ of 

language and culture teaching. This area examines the development of culture learning 

goals in the field of languages education, specifically, the conceptual development of 

ICC and its IC component, and alternative emerging concepts of critical intercultural 

awareness, as well as the overall vision of the „interculturally competent speaker‟. The 

third area focuses on the „how‟ of language and culture teaching, that is, on the 
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development of language teaching approaches to promote the development of IC. This 

area examines the development of curriculum design features, particular learning 

materials, as well as assessment procedures to promote and monitor the development of 

IC. This area, which incorporates both theoretical and empirical research literature, sets 

the agenda for the development of alternative teaching framework(s) and curricular 

recommendations to promote the development of critical intercultural awareness.  

The following three sections present a brief overview of the interrelated 

arguments that are examined in each of these areas and are discussed further in Chapters 

2, 3 and 4 of this thesis.  

1.2.1 The language and culture nexus 

The relationship between language and culture has long been the focus of 

attention of several disciplines. For decades many areas in linguistic fields such as 

Anthropological Linguistics, Sociolinguistics, Foreign Language (FL) pedagogy and 

research into Intercultural Communication have assumed the existence of a relationship 

between language and culture (Risager, 2006). Interest in the implications of this 

assumption has been reflected in the increasing body of literature and inquiry into how 

cultural differences are expressed and how they are created through linguistic practice 

and discourse; how different cultural worldviews are contained in the semantic and 

pragmatic systems of various languages, and how socialisation processes contribute to 

the development of cultural identities and cultural models of the world (Agar, 1994; 

Byram, 1989; Crozet & Liddicoat, 2000; Kramsch, 1993a, 1998; Scollon & Scollon, 

1995; Wierzbicka, 1997;  inter al.). This thesis argues that the development of these 

inquiries has been problematic, particularly in the field of languages education. 

Researchers in this field have tended to oversimplify the nature of the relationship 

between language and culture focusing either on their separability or, more recently, on 
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their inextricable connection (Byram, 1989; Byram & Morgan, 1994; Roberts, Byram, 

Barro, Jordan, & Street, 2001).  

Are language and culture separable or inextricable? The claim that they can be 

separated, and are, in fact, two separate constructs, is at the core of disciplines such as 

Structural Linguistics, which deals with description, analysis and comparison of 

languages as systems; and anthropology, which deals with the description, analysis and 

comparison of the cultures of past and present ages. This claim views language in a 

decontextualised fashion as an inventory of symbols within a system that ties them 

together and regulates their combination. Such a view of language is helpful in branches 

of linguistics such as syntax, lexicography, and descriptive, comparative and historical 

linguistics, in which cultural factors have little impact on the focus of study. Yet, this 

description of the language and culture relationship is highly problematic in the context 

of current language pedagogy, which aims at developing learners‟ intercultural skills. 

Indeed, this view of the language and culture nexus does not account for the 

sociocultural aspects of language in use nor does it reflect the dynamic nature of culture 

in interaction. Moreover, it presumes that language use can be explained outside the 

context of social interaction and social relations, in a static, factual fashion.  

On the other hand, the claim of „indivisibility‟ of, or an „isomorphic relationship‟ 

between, language and culture has become a cliché in languages education, leading to 

expressions like “language and culture are inseparable” (Byram, 1997; Kramsch, 1993a, 

1999; Pulverness, 2000), “language and culture are inextricably linked” (Lange & 

Paige, 2003; Tang, 1999) or the most frequent “language is culture and culture is 

language” (Wright, 1996). Significantly, as Fantini pointed out, although most language 

educators acknowledge that “language and culture are interrelated, . . . they often lack 

explicit understanding of this interrelationship” (Fantini, 1991, p. 115). This widespread 
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but over-simplified description of the relationship between language and culture is 

highly problematic as it assumes that, if targeted effectively, language learning per se  

will lead to culture learning. This assumption, which Robinson poetically refers to as 

the “magic-carpet-ride-to-another-culture syndrome” (Robinson-Stuart & Nocon, 1996; 

Robinson, 1978), has been problematised by several researchers (Byram, Esarte-Sarries, 

& Taylor, 1990; Hall & Ramírez, 1993; McMeniman & Evans, 1997; Risager, 2006;  

inter al.). Yet, this assumption continues to be part of the collective subconscious in 

languages education, not only for teachers, but also for learners.  

It can be argued, therefore, that these extreme views are unsatisfactory or, at the 

very least, that a more comprehensive analysis of the complex relationship between 

language and culture is lacking in the literature. Indeed, there is a need in languages 

education for a conceptualisation of the relationship between language and culture that 

addresses key issues in helping language learners to become effective intercultural 

communicators, one that takes into account different levels of language proficiency and 

practical constraints such as time and resources. In other words, such conceptualisation 

should help learners to explore instances in which success or breakdown in 

communication may be caused by the ways in which „culture‟ is manifest through 

language in native and non-native communicative encounters. 

This thesis examines the relationship between language and culture beyond the 

assumption of indivisibility in order to emphasise the nuanced complexity of this 

relationship and to consider alternative conceptualisations. In this context, the thesis 

looks at the concept of languaculture (Agar, 1994; Risager, 2003a, 2006, 2007) together 

with Crozet‟s conceptual framework to help teachers in identifying where culture is 

located in language use (Crozet, 2003). These concepts are thus used in this 
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investigation as touchstones for the systematic conceptualisation and exploration of the 

relationship between language and culture. 

1.2.2 The culture learning goals 

As noted earlier, it is widely acknowledged that the ultimate goal of languages 

education is no longer primarily acquiring communicative competence (CC), but rather, 

developing intercultural communicative competence (ICC) (Byram, 1997). Agreement 

on the meaning and operationalising of ICC is prerequisite to devising the means to 

achieve ICC in practice, but according to Sercu (2002) language teachers have neither a 

working definition of ICC nor understanding of its implications for their teaching 

practices. Exploring the components of Byram‟s model of ICC (illustrated in Figure 1 

below) – linguistic, sociolinguistic and discourse competences juxtaposed with 

intercultural competence (IC) – is therefore crucial to providing an explicit description 

of how they are articulated and put into operation. This is particularly so when we 

recognise that usage of the terms ICC and IC in the literature and in the teaching 

profession demonstrates considerable confusion as to their precise meanings.  

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1 Byram‟s model of intercultural communicative competence 

Source: Byram, 1997, p. 34. 
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The most relevant component of ICC is “intercultural competence” (IC), generally 

defined as a set of “knowledge, skills and attitudes” (Byram, 1997) about language and 

culture. According to Byram, Gribkova and Starkey (2002), intercultural competence 

implies linguistic knowledge but it is essentially grounded on the development of such 

“attitudes” as openness to difference, and acceptance and tolerance of cultures different 

from one‟s own.  

Grosse was quick to question the feasibility of Byram‟s model and its focus on 

attitudinal change: 

Even though Byram‟s (1997) model of [IC] acknowledges the role of attitudes 

(savoir être) as one of five dimensions of [IC], the affective realm is approached 

primarily as a skill of “relativising self” and “valuing others” (1997, p. 34), i.e., 

as the ability to “decentre” (1997, p. 34). The question arises whether such a 

generic, all-encompassing affect actually constitutes a realistic goal. (Grosse, 

2001, p. 105) 

Furthermore, the understanding of „intercultural competence‟ (IC) in Byram‟s 

ICC umbrella model and its focus on the development of such „attitudes‟ is deeply 

embedded in a Western5 view of intercultural communication in which cultural 

relativism is the goal.  In other words, IC is itself a product of Western cultural views of 

languages education. Close examination of Byram‟s ICC model also reveals a number 

of shortcomings with the mechanics of this model. These include its lack of a systematic 

                                                 

5
In this thesis, I acknowledge the highly problematical nature of the term „Western‟ I therefore 

draw from the popular lexicon to use this term as an umbrella term that identifies and groups various 

cultural practices in juxtaposition to „Eastern‟ equivalents.  
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view of the relationship between language and culture, and its lack of an explicit 

account of how each of ICC‟s components – linguistic, sociolinguistic, discourse and 

intercultural competences – relates to, or influences, the others. But above all are 

developmental shortcomings, that is, the lack of clear outlines on how ICC can be 

acquired and developed, which teachers could use to formulate specific objectives for 

instruction, class activities and coherently aligned assessment tasks. 

A term frequently used interchangeably with „intercultural competence‟ is „cross-

cultural‟ or „(inter)cultural‟ awareness. However, there are significant differences 

between the two and these are seldom problematised. Closer examination of the terms 

„competence‟ and „awareness‟ reveals fundamental differences. „Awareness‟ has a more 

distinct focus on cognitive processes that range from lower levels of awareness 

encompassing comparative thinking skills, to higher levels of awareness that entail the 

development of reflectivity, criticality and meta-awareness. According to Mezirow 

(1981, 2000), teachers can help learners to develop a transformative stance towards both 

linguistic and cultural (or languaculture) frames of reference by raising critical 

awareness about these frames of reference, which teachers and learners usually take for 

granted. Here, specific tasks that promote cognitive dissonance and conflict, as well as 

consensus and compromise (Guilherme, 2002, p. 219), are identified as catalysts for the 

“perspective transformation” of learners (Mezirow, 1981, 2000). “Perspective 

transformation” refers to: 

… the emancipatory process of becoming critically aware of how and why the 

structure of psycho-cultural assumptions has come to constrain the way we see 

ourselves and our relationships, reconstituting this structure to permit a more 

inclusive and discriminating integration of experience and acting upon these new 

understandings. (1981, p. 6) 
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Mezirow extends this notion into Transformative Learning, a theory of adult 

learning underpinned by philosophical (Socrates, Marx, Hegel, Habermas), as well as 

psycho-developmental and educational (Freud, Piaget, Vygotsky, Bruner, Freire) 

approaches to learning. He provides a typology of cognitive educational tasks that may 

trigger processes of “perspective transformation” in the context of adult education.  

Given these considerations, in this thesis I argue for a reconceptualised 

„intercultural communicative competence‟ or ICC model that integrates the 

development of critical languaculture awareness as a goal for languages education. 

Fostering the acquisition of „critical languaculture awareness‟ (CLcA) can help teachers 

and learners to explore the processes through which the underlying, „out-of-awareness‟ 

cultural „schemata‟ of people interacting permeates intercultural encounters. I argue that 

if language teachers are to promote the development of intercultural speakers, they 

should start by focusing on the development of critical awareness of languaculture in 

communication and consider intercultural competence (IC) and its focus on attitudinal 

change as a by-product. Critical languaculture awareness refers to the critical 

understanding of the pervasive cultural norms that permeate interaction, that is, the 

linguistically mediated cultural conventions of a given speech community. Developing 

critical languaculture awareness offers language educators a suitable starting point to 

promote learners‟ acquisition of language in relation to culture.  

These considerations also enable us to identify another need: to conceptualise an 

overall picture of the characteristics of an „interculturally competent speaker‟. On the 

basis of my findings in this study, I argue that we conceive of „interculturally competent 

speakers‟ as people who take on the life-long learning journey of reaching beyond their 

native and target languacultures to link, mediate and reconcile the two, to acquire a 

unique, dynamic, in-between mode of communication. 
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1.2.3 The cultural dimension 

Although the cultural dimension of language pedagogy is today widely 

acknowledged, it remains implicit and its integration in the curriculum is not taken for 

granted as is, for instance, the place of grammar. This reflects methodological 

approaches that according to Kramsch  are “still operating on a relatively narrow 

conception of both language and culture” (1995a, p. 89, emphasis added). Indeed, in 

most cases, „language‟ continues to be taught as a fixed system of grammatical and 

phonological structures with general speech functions, and considered to be “a neutral 

conduit for the transmission of cultural knowledge” (Kramsch, 1995a), instead of one of 

its components. „Culture‟, on the other hand, is conventionally incorporated in the 

classroom as a „fifth skill‟, to be developed following the „four core skills‟ of reading, 

writing, listening and speaking. As such, the incorporation of „cultural aspects‟ in the 

language classroom tends to be incidental and to include aspects that are not entirely 

language related such as popular culture and traditional arts, sports and food (Kramsch, 

1991a). Instead of being used to challenge stereotypes and (pre)conceptions of „self‟ 

and „other‟ and of native and target cultures, these cultural aspects are used narrowly to 

describe and compare „facts‟, behaviours and customs, which in many cases can result 

in perpetuating stereotypes.  

This ad hoc incorporation of cultural aspects permeates all of the curricular 

elements: aims, syllabus selection, learning activities and their sequence, as well as 

assessment tasks. It gives rise to the clear disconnect between „intercultural goals‟ 

teachers are expected to integrate into language programs and actual enactment of these 

goals in everyday practice. This lack of coherence between goals and teaching practices 

is manifest in both language and non-language components of Australian university 

language programs.  
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Theorists and practitioners have usually chosen either of two paths for integrating 

„culture‟ in language programs. One path avoids the „intangibles‟ – the abstract, 

nuanced complexities of culture in communication – and focuses on the „tangibles‟ – 

concrete examples of culture in communication (how Chinese people use chopsticks, 

how Japanese people bow when they greet each other, and so forth). Generally, these 

examples remain incidental and unassessed for their languaculture significance. The 

alternative path accepts, to some extent, the dynamic and pervasive nature of culture in 

communication and hand-picks specific aspects of the target language that reflect this 

well. Because this selection is arbitrary, almost always it has meant ignoring other 

aspects of culture that are more complex and difficult to explain, leaving them to 

advanced language courses or to non-language courses in the students‟ lingua franca6.  

Thus, in attempting to integrate „culture‟, both language and non-language course 

components almost inevitably fail to convey the complexity and dynamic essence of 

culture in communication. As such, „culture‟ becomes a static, one-dimensional, 

piecemeal representation of the complex whole. I argue that to develop and integrate a 

sustainable languaculture dimension in the curricula of university language programs, 

theorists and practitioners need to stop looking at one-size-fits-all solutions. They need 

to incorporate ambiguity constructively into the curricula. They can achieve this only by 

becoming aware of the shortcomings of presenting culture in an essentialist manner, as 

is currently encouraged by the structural and logistical constraints of the Australian 

higher education sector. Critical awareness of these shortcomings needs to inform 

                                                 

6
 I use the term lingua franca to mean any language widely used as a medium of communication 

among speakers of other languages; in the Australian HE context, English.  
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educators‟ rationale for not only teaching language and culture but also for developing 

and implementing specific curriculum elements.  

1.3 Research questions and research design  

As Byram and Feng (2004) point out: 

Research in the “sciences of education” – to use a designation borrowed from 

some European traditions – can be broadly categorised under three headings: 

work which seeks to establish explanations in terms of cause and effect, work 

which seeks to understand the experience of people involved in education, and 

work which attempts to create change. (p. 150) 

This investigation falls within the last category. The change that it seeks is 

profound: the conceptual and practical transformation of language and culture 

pedagogy, in particular by promoting praxis-driven curricular innovation in the higher 

education context. Two particular aims have motivated my research. The first is to 

understand what causes the pervasive discrepancy between „ends‟ and „means‟, theory 

and practice in language and culture pedagogy. The second is to identify ways to 

address this discrepancy, particularly through avenues that may bridge the gap between 

theory and practice in language and culture pedagogy and in so doing, point towards 

paths of viable, sustainable change. 

Here, Maxwell‟s insights are useful. He notes the importance of distinguishing 

between what one wants to accomplish by doing a study – the practical issues – and 

what one wants to understand by doing a study – the intellectual issues. He also 

distinguishes “between the purpose [of the study] and the research question” (Maxwell, 
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2005, p. 68). In working towards the change I seek through this study, I formulated and 

pursued two specific research questions:  

1) Why is it so difficult to integrate a languaculture dimension into the 

curricula of university language programs?  

2) How can educators approach curriculum innovation to develop critical 

languaculture awareness in university language programs when there is no 

comprehensive pedagogic blueprint to support this move? 

The first question entailed a theoretical inquiry into the three interrelated areas of 

concern mentioned earlier in this chapter: 1) current conceptualisations of the 

relationship between language and culture; 2) current conceptualisations and models of 

ICC; and 3) articulation of these conceptualisations in practice – particularly through 

examining teaching models and their enactment in Australian HE language programs. 

The second question entailed formalising a languaculture agenda that aims to address 

the theory and practice discrepancies. I needed to identify what hinders attempts to 

bridge the gap between current theory and practice so that I could devise a coherent 

pedagogic blueprint for promoting languaculture by overcoming these hindrances, to 

support sustainable curriculum innovation in Australian HE language programs.  

The research design that I developed to answer these research questions draws on 

the qualitative, interpretative paradigm and is underpinned by a multiple case study 

strategy. The case studies focus on the implementation of four curriculum innovation 

projects at an Australian university. Each case study involved a number of pedagogical 

interventions underpinned by a Participatory Action Research (PAR) component, which 

I explain in Chapter 5. The interventions entailed developing and implementing 

teaching modules that aim to develop critical languaculture awareness.  
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This investigation is thus informed strongly by the philosophical assumptions of 

two complementary paradigms or worldviews: the Critical Constructivist paradigm 

(Kincheloe, 2005) and the Participatory Inquiry paradigm (Guba and Lincoln, 1994; 

Heron & Reason, 1997; Denzin & Lincoln, 2005). Critical Pedagogy (CP) (Guilherme, 

2002) provided an ideal theoretical underlay to promote connection between theory and 

practice, between „ends‟ and „means‟. I found that problematising current theoretical 

trends in language and culture teaching through critical reflection in practice was central 

to bridging this gap. Indeed, according to Guilherme, “the articulation between 

reflection and action provides for the nullification of the dichotomy between theory and 

practice, thus changing the educational practice , ... into a praxis ...” (2002, p. 37). The 

collaborative, PAR component of this investigation enabled myself as researcher and 

the teacher–participants to embrace the roles of (a) reflective practitioners, (b) dialogue 

facilitators and (c) transformative intellectuals (Kumaravadivelu, 2003).  

1.4 Scope, originality and significance of this investigation  

The scope of this study has two trajectories. First, the study focuses on critically 

re-examining discrepancies between the expected goals of languages education in 

relation to culture learning and the teaching approaches and practices in place to achieve 

them. Second, it focuses on the curriculum development and implementation strategies 

of university-level language teachers to address these discrepancies.  

Two features of this study in particular signify of its originality. The more 

significant one is theoretical and concerns my proposal for a praxis-driven curriculum 

development framework to help university language teachers bridge the gap between 

current theoretical trends in culture teaching and their reflection in practice. The second 

feature is empirical and concerns examination of what factors affect university-level 
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language teachers when they develop and implement curriculum innovation projects. 

The latter is particularly relevant to the field of languages education since there is a gap 

in the knowledge on how in-service language teachers go about improving their culture 

teaching practices in view of the changing nature of this field.  

In this thesis I argue that re-examination by theorists and practitioners of the 

interplay between theoretical and practical aspects of language and culture teaching can 

lead to the development and implementation of a pedagogic blueprint that articulates 

both current theoretical trends in the field of languages education as well as the 

challenges that language educators face in everyday practice. I therefore expect that the 

field of languages education may benefit directly from the results of this study, first at 

university level and ultimately at the primary and secondary levels into which teacher 

education feeds. Teacher trainers may also benefit from the findings of this study as 

these findings provide empirical exemplars of language and culture teaching and 

learning that can inform professional development for both in-service and pre-service 

teachers.  

This investigation may also serve as a starting point for alternative descriptions 

and appraisals of ICC, which is now considered to be the underlying goal of languages 

education. Alternative descriptions and appraisals, like the ones I offer in this thesis, 

may help language teachers in designing instructional objectives most appropriate for 

their circumstances and in developing and implementing more suitable tools to enhance 

and monitor learners‟ intercultural learning processes. 

At an overarching level, the results of this research project contribute to the 

development of deeper reaching and more effective   processes of internationalisation of 

the higher education curriculum through intercultural awareness in knowledge and 

practice. Finally, by encouraging readers to reflect critically on their assumptions about 
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language, culture and their inter-relationship, as well as their own teaching and learning 

practices, this study may help to generate the kind of personal and professional 

reflection that is at the heart of intercultural learning and the development of 

intercultural competencies.  

1.5 Summary and thesis overview 

In this introductory chapter I have provided the contextual background to this 

study. I have identified specific problems in the field of languages education in relation 

to the development of interculturally competent speakers and have discussed these 

problems from both theoretical and empirical perspectives. This chapter has also 

indicated the aims of this study and the research questions this study addresses. The 

chapter has also justified this investigation, clarified its scope and explained both its 

originality and contributions to a variety of fields. The remainder of this thesis 

comprises eight chapters as follows.  

Chapters 2, 3 and 4 focus on the three areas of concern I have identified above. 

Chapter 2 presents a comprehensive review of the literature, exploring recent 

conceptualisations of the relationship between language and culture. It pays particular 

attention to the concepts of languaculture and existing conceptual frameworks to locate 

culture within communication. Chapter 3 explores the conceptualisation of culture 

learning goals in language education and focuses specifically on both the complex 

concept of ICC and the emerging concept of „critical languaculture awareness‟. Chapter 

4 provides a detailed description and analysis of the cultural dimension in the language 

curriculum and its manifestation in the various curricular elements.  

Chapter 5 has two main sections. In the first I identify the paradigmatic 

underpinnings of this investigation, explain the qualitative nature of this study‟s 
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research design, and detail and justify the research strategies I have used. I also 

explicate the positions of myself as researcher and of participants within this 

investigation. In the second section I focus on the specifics of the research design and 

the development of both the four case studies centred on the teacher–participants and 

the PAR projects I developed in conjunction with the teacher–participants. This chapter 

also discusses the multiple data collection tools and the analytical procedures I have 

used to interpret the data collected in the case studies. Here I also explicate how I have 

sought to maximise the trustworthiness of research findings throughout the course of 

this investigation.  

In Chapter 6 I present my analysis of the four case studies of curriculum 

innovation in the context of the Australian higher education sector. My discussion of the 

state of play in the provision of languages education at Australian universities provides 

a top-down, contextual backdrop for this analysis. I provide a bottom-up perspective 

through analysis of the case studies, which set out to explore how language educators 

might begin to tackle the development of a languaculture agenda through curriculum 

innovation projects. These curriculum innovation projects, which were underpinned by 

the current theoretical trends explored in the literature review chapters, also included a 

PAR component to research teacher–participants‟ professional development as a 

collaborative strategy. Data obtained from multiple sources – class observations, semi-

structured interviews with academics and students, and samples of classroom activities 

– are organised under the themes that recurred during implementation of the 

languaculture modules.  

In Chapter 7 I discuss my critical interpretation of the findings presented in 

Chapter 6 to answer the first research question that guide this investigation. My critical 

interpretation of the findings highlights valuable elements in current theory and practice, 
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but also points to limitations that are caused largely by what is still a clear disconnect 

between theory and practice. In so doing, this chapter shapes the path to rebuilding 

connections between theory and practice to overcome these limitations. These 

connections are discussed in Chapter 8 to answer the second research question, and in 

so doing, advance a pedagogical blueprint that can serve as a guiding compass for 

theorists and practitioners when considering the variables involved in the complex 

process of traversing the theory/practice divide in language and culture teaching. 

Chapter 9, the final chapter of this thesis, revisits the aims, scope and limits of this study 

in the light of the completed research task and concludes by outlining paths for future 

research agendas.  
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Chapter 2 The Language/Culture Nexus   

Chapter 1 identified three interrelated areas of concern in bridging the current gap 

between theory and practice in the field of languages and culture pedagogy. The focus 

of this chapter is the first area of concern: the study of the language and culture nexus. 

This chapter is divided into three main sections. The first examines conceptualisations 

of culture and its relationship with language within the field of languages education. 

The second explores the notion of languaculture as an alternative conceptualisation of 

the language and culture nexus. This notion provides the key points of articulation 

between the two by reflecting linguistically mediated cultural behaviour in interaction. 

This section also looks at conceptual frameworks that may complement the notion of 

languaculture and that may be used as touchstones for systematically exploring the 

relationship between language and culture in practice. The third and final section 

provides a brief summary of the chapter.  

2.1 The language and culture continuum 

Study of the language and culture nexus is not new. Several disciplines have 

investigated it from various perspectives: cognitive, psychological, sociological, 

anthropological, communicative and of course, linguistic. Exploring these theoretical 

threads and tracing their passage into the field of language pedagogy is essential to 

understanding and problematising how contemporary explanations of the relationship 

between language and culture are conceptualised in languages education, and more 

significantly, to identifying the specific ways in which culture manifests through 

language. Consequently, I explore the most influential theories put forth through several 
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disciplines or fields: theoretical Linguistics, (cultural) Anthropology, language 

pedagogy and Sociolinguistics.  

The literature reveals that researchers in these disciplines/fields have postulated a 

number of conceptualisations of the relationship between language and culture, which 

can best be described with the idea of a continuum (Figure 2 below). On the far left 

extreme is „language‟, while on the far right extreme is „culture‟, one completely 

separated from the other. In this section I will explore the historical reasons behind this 

separation and examine the subsequent „movements‟ that have tried to bring them closer 

together, „movements‟ essentially triggered by shifts in the conceptualisation of 

„language‟ and „culture‟.  

 

 

 

 

 

From the progressive linkages between language and culture we move to the 

middle of the continuum where language and culture are completely indivisible. This 

conceptualisation is particularly relevant for this research project as it is widespread in 

the field of language teaching and has become a cliché among languages educators. 

However, a closer look at this description of the relationship between language and 

culture reveals that is highly problematic and requires further analysis.  

When considering „language‟ as completely detached from „culture‟, it is relevant 

to look into the field of (theoretical) Linguistics. This discipline is concerned with the 

frameworks for describing individual languages and theories about universal aspects of 

Figure 2 Continuum conceptualising the language/culture nexus 
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language, as well as what languages can tell us about the language faculty. In this 

context, language is conceived as a symbolic system with an underlying structure of 

interrelated elements which can be categorised phonologically, morphologically, 

syntactically and semantically. Thus, „language‟ is justifiably studied as a system in 

isolation, neither in relation to culture nor as part of culture.  

Even though there are historical reasons why Linguistics developed into a rather 

narrow, abstract discipline treating certain aspects of language structure as autonomous 

from language users, the legacy of this approach to language study is the notion most 

people associate with „language‟ nowadays: grammatical categories.7 Indeed, early 

approaches in language pedagogy were based on this structuralist tradition and focused 

on teaching languages as grammatical systems and on assessing learners‟ knowledge of 

grammatical structures. In the last few decades, these traditional views of „language‟ 

and language instruction have been challenged by post-structuralist research trends that 

favour a more social, communicative view of language. In the second section of this 

chapter I discuss how structuralist and post-structuralist views of language, culture and 

their relationship have influenced the field of language pedagogy.  

I now briefly examine the other extreme of the continuum, where „culture‟ stands 

alone. In this context, the field of Anthropology provides a suitable starting point. 

Although researchers in Anthropology started by focusing on „culture‟ as a separate 

entity from language, they progressively tried to breach the gap between the two, 

particularly in the cultural branch of anthropology.  

                                                 

7
In the context of this thesis, „grammar‟ or „grammatical categories‟ refers to syntax, 

morphology, lexis, phonetics and phonology.  
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Cultural anthropology began to take shape as a distinct field of study in the mid-

nineteenth century with the appearance of systematic attempts to offer scientific theories 

of cultural differences. In this context, „culture‟ was conceptualised as a „complex 

whole‟, the sum total of the characteristics of a society: 

Culture ... taken in its wide ethnographic sense is a complex whole which 

includes knowledge, belief, art, morale, law, custom, and any other capabilities 

and habits acquired by man [sic] as a member of society. (Tylor, 1903 cited in 

Risager, 2006, p. 40) 

The first theories postulated to explain the differences across cultures suggested 

that culture „evolved‟ in conjunction with human races and the material aspects of a 

society (Ilieva, 1997). However, this assumption emphasised that culture „evolved‟ at 

different speeds, thus distinguishing culturally „advanced‟ societies like European ones, 

from other culturally „primitive‟ societies around the world, which were described as 

„living fossils‟ (Risager, 2006, p. 40). The study of „culture‟ concentrated on 

investigating what Tylor described as “the civilisation of lower tribes as related to the 

civilisation of higher nations” (Tylor cited in Ibid). However, at the turn of the 20th 

century, a critical transition occurred at the core of the anthropological field. 

Evolutionists‟ views were criticised extensively, particularly by Franz Boas, who 

described such an approach to the study of culture as ethnocentric, since “it measured a 

culture‟s position on a scale in terms of the culture of the one doing the measuring” 

(Agar, 1994, p. 52).  

Boas, considered the founder of American cultural anthropology, proposed a shift 

in the evolutionists‟ views with a twofold conceptualisation of „culture‟: „holistic‟ and 

„difussionistic‟. The former refers to those cultural traits that are interrelated and form a 
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coherent pattern, while the latter refers to cultural traits that divide and spread and 

interact with other cultural traits (Risager, 2006, p. 41).This conceptualisation was 

particularly useful in conceiving cross-cultural differences per se , and not as reflections 

of more or less „evolved‟ cultural traits.  

This shift in the field of Cultural Anthropology was also characterised by a 

distinctive research method – ethnographic fieldwork – that would become the core and 

the justification for cultural anthropology. Ethnographic fieldwork entailed the 

qualitative description of the culture, or set of practices, of a particular group whereby 

data collection was mainly conducted in situ. For Boas and his disciples, most of these 

groups were the surviving members of indigenous American tribes whose lives were on 

the edge of extinction (Agar, 1994, p. 54). In this context, language came to be seen as a 

means to an end for ethnographers who needed to speak a given groups‟ language(s) to 

be able to interview group members as participants in their research, people who 

researchers at the time referred to as „their subjects‟.  

Therefore, cultural anthropologists sought „culture‟ and viewed „language‟ as one 

of the cultural manifestations of a given group. The study of the „subjects‟ language, its 

sounds, syntax and lexicon, was simply one step in the research approach that 

researchers believed would enable them to better understand and describe that „culture‟. 

In other words, researchers who used this approach viewed language as part of the 

„complex whole‟ of „culture‟. Such a view can be described as a relationship of 

inclusion, and as language in culture, but at the same time, of juxtaposition, as language 

could be separated and studied as an isolated system (from which the field of 

descriptive-structural linguistics later developed).  

Despite Boas‟ utilitarian conceptualisation of language as a „fieldwork tool‟, his 

work provided data for further inquiry into more holistic views of the language and 



- 48 - 

culture interface. Indeed, the type of linguistic study carried out during the ethnographic 

fieldwork provided evidence that grammatical differences existed among different 

languages but, contrary to evolutionist views, their existence did not mean that scholars 

“could rank a language as more or less simple, more or less „primitive‟, or more or less 

„evolved‟” (Agar, 1994, p. 57). Thus, from Boas‟ work the principles of linguistic 

relativity and its more inclusive version, culture relativity, re-emerged.8 These principles 

postulated that linguistic and cultural differences were simply expressions of alternative 

systems rather than tools to measure the „evolved‟ against the „primitive‟.  

The notion of linguistic relativity is commonly associated with one of Boas‟ 

followers, Benjamin Lee Whorf. Indeed, when discussing the relationship between 

language and culture, the first association for most linguists and anthropologists is more 

than likely the Sapir-Whorf or Whorfian hypothesis, one of the most controversial 

theories that sought to explain how language, culture and cognition (thought) were 

related. Dating back to the 1920s, and with a mainly cognitively oriented stance, the 

Sapir-Whorf theory claimed that a „causal arrow‟ could be drawn from language 

categories and forms, to cultural meanings, which, in turn, translate into a unique 

„worldview‟ related to that language (Damen, 1987, p. 125). Whorf substantiated this 

claim based on the grammatical differences found between Hopi, an American Indian 

language, and American English. From these differences he extrapolated the argument 

                                                 

8
The concept of relativity, in its linguistic and cultural sense, was initially formulated by Greek 

philosophers circa 500 B.C. (Annas, 2000). 
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that the speaker of American English and the speaker of Hopi lived in two different 

„worlds‟.9 Whorf (1952) argued that „language organised experience‟:  

[Language] is . . . the shaper of ideas, the program and guide for the individual's 

mental activity, for his [sic] analysis of impressions, for his synthesis of the 

mental stock in trade. (p. 5) 

In addition, Sapir (1929) argued that „language‟ not only organised speakers‟ 

experiences but was also „a guide to social reality‟:  

It is quite an illusion to imagine that one adjusts to reality essentially without the 

use of language and that language is merely an incidental means of solving 

specific problems of communication and reflection. The fact of the matter is that 

the “real” world is to a large extent unconsciously built up on the Language 

habits of the group. (p. 209) 

In this context, „language‟ was conceived as a „symbolic guide to culture‟ and 

„culture‟ as worldview; and though language remained defined in terms of grammar, 

two linguistic systems were no longer seen as „evolved‟ or „primitive‟ „alternative 

systems‟ to talk about the same reality, but rather as different theories of what reality in 

fact represents. Indeed, according to the „radical‟ or „strong‟ version of the Sapir-Whorf 

                                                 

9
One grammatical aspect Whorf investigated was the use of verb tense. He observed that while in 

American English changes in the morphosyntactical use of verbs are made in reference to time – 

past, present, or future – in the Hopi language they concern validity, i.e., whether there is evidence to 

support that the action happened or not. From this observation he extrapolated that Americans live in 

a world of clocks and calendars (measured time) while the Hopi live in a world of events that 

happen.  
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hypothesis, also known as linguistic determinism, languages shape the way one sees the 

world, the way one thinks about it and the consciousness one has of it. On the other 

hand, linguistic relativism, the „weak version‟ of the Sapir-Whorf‟s hypothesis claims 

that even though languages do provide a framework for the perception, interpretation 

and description of reality, the differences between these realities are not „irreconcilable‟. 

This was discussed further from the 1970s, when the shift from a structuralist to a more 

functional and pragmatic interest in linguistics expanded discussion of linguistic 

relativity and incorporated considerations about the relationship between language use 

or discourse and cultural context (Risager, 2006, p. 11). 

Thus, in Sapir‟s and Whorf‟s eyes, the relationship between language and culture 

could be described with a conjunction instead of a preposition of inclusion – in other 

words, language and culture are inextricably connected. For them, „language‟ was not a 

means to an end; studying language was in fact studying culture. Nevertheless, the 

Sapir-Whorf hypothesis was contextualised narrowly in relation to the study of native or 

first language and culture.  

The extreme version of the Sapir-Whorf hypothesis was criticised and discredited 

by many scholars, mainly because of its unintended nationalistic implications. Indeed, 

Whorf‟s claims were consistent with the German philosophical tradition of Humboldt 

and Herder, who argued that every language has a worldview or Weltansicht. This 

argument was contextualised at a time when people in some European nations, 

including Italy and Germany, felt that their languages were being threatened. Thus, von 

Herder viewed „language‟ as having a decisive role in expressing people‟s degree of 

culture and enlightenment. By „language‟ he implied „the mother tongue‟, the spoken 
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and written „language of the people‟, in which people (Volk) was synonymous with 

„nation‟ (Risager, 2006, pp. 54-61).10 This particular idea was problematised by 

Gumperz and Levinson who highlighted that speakers of a same language within a 

nation may be divided into social groups that have interpretative subsystems that go 

beyond and beneath linguistic variety. In their words:  

The simple association of one tribe, one culture, one language, which was 

implicit in the older Humboldtian and Sapir/Whorf traditions … breaks down. 

We can have speakers of the same language fractionated by interpretative 

subsystems associated with distinct social networks in complex societies, and 

conversely, we can have social networks that transcend cultural and grammatical 

systems to create shared interpretative systems beneath linguistic diversity. 

(Gumperz & Levinson, 1996, p. 361)  

These views were taken up by Claire Kramsch, one of the more recent and most 

influential researchers in the field of language and culture pedagogy. In her book 

Language and Culture (Kramsch, 1993a, p. 3), she proposes a tripartite model to 

explain the relationship between language and culture: first, language expresses cultural 

reality, second, language embodies cultural reality and third, language symbolises 

cultural reality.  

                                                 

10
This was a more linguo-ethnic idea of nationhood. Herder's focus upon language and cultural 

traditions as the ties that create a „nation‟ extended to include folklore, dance, music and art. It is in 

his work where we find for the first time the fusion between the concepts of language and nation 

(Risager, 2006, pp. 54-61).  
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Kramsch views language as an expression of „cultural reality‟, which she defines 

amorphously as “common experience, shared knowledge about the world” (Kramsch, 

1993a, p. 3). This view can be related to what has been described as the „weak version‟ 

of the Sapir-Whorf hypothesis. In this context language expresses “ideas or events that 

are communicable because they refer to a stock of knowledge about the world that other 

people share” (Kramsch, 1993a, p. 3). Language embodies this “common experience 

and shared knowledge”, it helps to create and share meaning through speakers‟ choices 

of medium, written or spoken, and of verbal and non-verbal aspects of communication 

such as “tone of voice, accent, conversational style, gestures and facial expressions” 

(Ibid). Kramsch sees language as a symbol that signifies and creates meaning through 

its use: “speakers identify themselves and others through their use of the language” 

(Ibid).  

In this context Kramsch proposes more dynamic conceptualisations of both 

„language‟ and „culture‟. Language is not simply „grammar‟ and „culture‟ is not simply 

a „complex whole‟ or a „worldview‟. Moreover, by referring to verbal and non-verbal 

aspects of communication, written and spoken forms, as well as an identity dimension 

of language use, she provides a more nuanced, dynamic description on the language and 

culture interface than previous models. However her focus remains on the relationship 

of „language to culture‟, that is, how „language‟ relates to „culture‟; she fails to address 

the reverse. The way in which „culture‟, as a dynamic set of practices, manifests through 

„language‟ and affects communication both in helping to create meaning and causing 

communication breakdowns remains unexplored.  
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2.2 Languaculture  

Michael Agar, an American (cognitive) linguistic anthropologist who supports the 

„weak version‟ of the Whorfian hypothesis, tried to address this matter by focusing on 

the study of communication and how culture affects it. He described language as part of 

culture. However, he distinguished between „language inside the circle‟, languages‟ 

grammars, and languaculture,11
 the interaction of „inside the circle‟ meanings, with all 

the meanings outside the circle.  

He employs the term languaculture to define the interface between culture and 

those aspects of language that are „culture bound‟. The term languaculture, therefore 

stresses two relations: “the langua in languaculture is about discourse, not just about 

words and sentences. And the culture in languaculture is about meanings that include, 

but go well beyond, what the dictionary and the grammar offer” (Agar, 1994, p. 96) 

(italics in the original). Figure 3 illustrates my interpretation of Agar‟s views on the 

relationship between language and culture. 

                                                 

11
Agar coined the term languaculture drawing from the American linguistic anthropologist Paul 

Friedrich. Friedrich proposed the term „linguaculture‟ to fuse together language and culture, 

defining their relationship as one that constantly fuses grammar and verbal expressions of „culture‟ 

by language users. In his words, „linguaculture‟ is: “ … a  domain of experience that fuses and 

intermingles the vocabulary, many semantic aspects of grammar, and the verbal aspects of culture; 

both grammar and culture have an underlying structure while they are constantly being used and 

constructed by actual people on the ground. I will refer to this unitary but, at other levels, internally 

differentiated domain or whole as linguaculture, or, concretely, Greek linguaculture, rural southern 

linguaculture and so on” (Friedrich, 1989, pp. 306-307).  
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Agar further described the inseparability of language and culture by emphasising: 

“Culture is in language, and language is loaded with culture” (Agar, 1994, p. 28). In his 

highly linguistically oriented conception of culture, he explains “Culture starts when 

you realise that you‟ve got a problem with language, and the problem has to do with 

who you are” (Agar, 1994, p. 20). He suggests that rather than something that someone 

has, culture is something that happens to the individual:  

Culture is . . . what happens to you when you encounter differences, become 

aware of something in yourself, and work to figure out why the differences 

appeared. Culture is awareness, a consciousness, one that reveals the hidden self 

and opens paths to other ways of being. (Ibid) 

Agar‟s idea of a „hidden self‟ points to those aspects of culture that „emerge‟ 

through intercultural encounters, in other words, those aspects that become overt and 

explicit through interaction. Hence, those aspects of „culture‟ that are more implicit, like 

the principles underlining patterns of behaviour, which are not as readily observable, 

become more obvious through differences in communication.  

 

CULTURE 

LANGUACULTURE 

LANGUAGE 

Figure 3 Visual interpretation of Agar‟s languaculture 
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In this context, „the complex whole‟ of „culture‟ is redefined in terms of those 

cultural aspects that are „observable‟ and those that are not. This notion is normally 

represented with the „iceberg analogy‟ (BCE, 1998) illustrated in Figure 4 below, 

whereby the aspects that are „non-observable‟ can be found „below the surface‟, firmly 

sustaining the „observable aspects‟ that are found „above the surface‟.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4 Iceberg analogy of culture 

Source: BCE, 1998, p. 4. 

 

Among the „observable‟ cultural aspects are behaviours, appearance, dress, 

language, habits, customs, beliefs and traditions. In interaction, „language‟ becomes the 

main „code‟ to decipher what lies beneath the „iceberg‟ surface. In this context, the 

language teachers‟ task entails bringing to language learners‟ consciousness the latent, 

„below the surface‟ assumptions and premises underlying their belief and value systems 

(cf. Humphrey, 1998, p. 242) and, most importantly, showing that our own culture 

predisposes us to a certain worldview. The difficulty lies in acknowledging that these 

assumptions and premises are part of a cognitive framework which is, to a great extent, 

maintained and sanctioned through the very use of language, arguably, the most visible 

and available expression of culture (H. D. Brown, 1980). 
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Indeed, cultural differences based on below-the-surface aspects such as norms, 

expectations, perceptions, time orientation, space orientation, and so forth, may emerge 

when speaking a native or a foreign language. Agar refers to those moments in 

interaction where interlocutors become aware of their cultural differences as „rich 

points‟. His interest lies in semantic and pragmatic „rich points‟ that may lead to 

communication breakdown. In other words, Agar is interested in „culture-specific 

concepts‟, that is, words whose semantic fields vary across and within cultures; and 

those aspects of interaction whereby meaning is created, or not, as a result of 

sociolinguistic and sociocultural rules. Agar highlights the issue of communication 

breakdown among both different native users of the same language, and people who use 

that language as a second or foreign language (Ibid). This is further supported by 

Gudykunst who emphasises that “the processes operating when we communicate 

interculturally are the same as when we communicate intraculturally” (Gudykunst, 

1991, p. x, emphasis added). 

Agar‟s ideas are particularly relevant in the context of this study because they 

address the connection between language and culture and how it is manifested 

specifically in interaction. He discusses the idea of communication breakdown as a 

result of the differences in speakers‟ languacultures, particularly in relation to semantic 

and pragmatic aspects of communication. He also acknowledges the existence of 

miscommunication in native–native interaction as well as in native–non-native, and 

non-native–non-native interaction. This understanding can help language learners to 

analyse cultural manifestations in interaction from their own languaculture perspective 

as well as that of the target languaculture.  

Nevertheless, Agar‟s analysis of languaculture and semantic and pragmatic „rich 

points‟ in communication is anecdotal, without systematic analysis supported by 
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scientific research. One scholar who has attempted to systematise Agar‟s ideas is Karen 

Risager. In  Language and Culture: Global Flows and Local Complexities (2006), she 

argues that “by introducing the term languaculture one gains a way out of the all far too 

reaching claim concerning the inseparability of language and culture” (p. 119). She 

proposes a comprehensive and theoretically encompassing, highly systematic definition 

of the languaculture concept that reaches beyond Agar‟s and Friedrich‟s description.  

Risager identifies three points of view or loci for languaculture. One is 

sociological or languaculture in linguistic practice; the second is psychological or 

languaculture in linguistic resources; and the third is system-oriented or languaculture 

in the „linguistic system‟. Risager claims these loci, illustrated in Figure 5, have a 2+1 

relationship: the linguistic practice and the linguistic resources go together, while the 

language system is added to the equation. In this context, „linguistic practice‟ refers to 

oral and written behaviour in interaction, which covers verbal language, paralanguage 

and kinesics. „Linguistic resources‟, refers to the socially constituted knowledge of 

language, developed as part of the life history of the person who is communicating, 

including an „idiolectical repertoire‟ of productive, receptive and interpretative, 

paralinguistic and kinesic skills (Risager, 2005) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5 The 2+1 loci of Risager‟s languaculture 

Source: Risager, 2005, p. 188. 
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According to Risager, these two loci of language presuppose each other. 

Linguistic practice cannot be produced and received without linguistic resources held by 

individual language users, and the linguistic resources of the individual cannot be 

developed without the experience of linguistic practice. Risager argues that while these 

two loci of language are both natural and necessary, the idea of the „language system‟ is 

not. Risager defines the „language system‟ as a construct, a family of historically and 

discursively constructed notions of language („English‟, „French‟ etc.). But she 

highlights that this construct has consequences for linguistic practice and linguistic 

resources as it interacts with both of them as a kind of – more or less conscious – 

normative factor. 

Risager identifies three dimensions in each of these loci. The first is the semantic 

and pragmatic dimension, which corresponds to Agar‟s interests. This dimension is 

concerned with the constancy and variability in the semantics and pragmatics of specific 

languages and the social and personal variability that is found in concrete situations of 

use. The second is the poetic dimension, which relates to Friedrich‟s definition of 

languaculture. This dimension refers to the specific kinds of meaning created in the 

exploitation of the phonological and syllabic structure of the language in question, its 

rhymes, its relationships between speech and writing. The third is the identity 

dimension, which some sociolinguists call „social meaning‟ (Hymes, 1972, 1974). This 

dimension is concerned with the social variation of a given language, whereby its users 

project their own understanding of the world onto the interlocutors and consciously or 

unconsciously invite them to react. This particular view is further substantiated in works 

by Le Page and Tabouret-Keller (1985) who view language use as identity construction.  

In using the language in a specific way, with a specific accent for instance, you 

identify yourself and make it possible for others to identify you according to 
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their background knowledge and attitudes. Linguistic practice is a continuing 

series of „acts of identity‟. (p. 14) 

Particularly useful for the present study, Risager (2006) poses the question: “what 

is the relationship between language and culture, not only when the language in 

question is a first language, but also when it is a foreign or second language?” (p. 12). 

Here she distinguishes between languaculture in its function as first language (which 

includes early second language) and foreign language (which includes late second 

language). She justifies the need for this distinction on the ground that previous 

conceptualisations of the language/culture interface favoured what she calls the „first 

language bias‟, which she attributes to the Whorfian „nationalistic‟ tradition. In other 

words, previous conceptualisations tended to focus on: 

… how native-language users are influenced cognitively by the language they 

speak, and how their language use interacts with the immediate and the broader 

cultural context, which implicitly means the cultural context in which the 

language has mainly developed historically speaking, or the first-language 

context. (Risager, 2006, p. 11) 

Figure 6 below, presents a visual representation of all the languaculture 

dimensions contemplated by Risager. Here languaculture in all its dimensions is 

characterised as both relatively constant and relatively variable. Relative constancy is 

maintained by „constant‟ aspects of the structure of language and relative variability is 

maintained by „variable‟ social, individual and situational aspects of communication. As 

to the idea of first and foreign languaculture, these features become particularly 

relevant as they suggest individuals may select from their languaculture blueprint to act 

appropriately, but not reductively, in different social contexts within the same culture. 
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This notion of „constant‟ and „variable‟ languaculture behaviour concurs with 

observations of Liddicoat et al. (2003) that, “although an individual‟s use of language is 

to a certain extent „bound‟ by his/her native cultural blueprint, he/she is also capable of 

creating a personal unique expression in communication” (Liddicoat, et al., 2003, p. 

10).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

To sum up, Risager, who holds a post-structuralist and sociolinguistic stance, 

takes the concept of languaculture far beyond Agar‟s, whose notion of languaculture 

dealt with the semantic-pragmatic dimension, or Friedrich‟s, whose notion was 

concerned with both the semantic and poetic dimensions. As Risager points out, neither 

of them linked the sociolinguistic research on language and identity to their concept of 

linguaculture/languaculture (Risager, 2006, p. 115) as Kramsch (1998) did. Therefore, 

Risager‟s multifaceted conceptualisation of the relationship between language and 

culture addresses not only the shortcomings in Agar‟s and Friedrich‟s views, but also 

the „first language bias‟ in Whorf‟s, as well as the „language relation to culture‟ in 

Kramsch‟s views.  

Semantic-

Pragmatic
IdentityPoetic

First

Language

Foreign

Language

   Figure 6 Visual representation of Risager‟s languaculture model 



- 61 - 

In her 2006 book, Risager offers only one practical example throughout her book 

to illustrate the different aspects of languaculture that may emerge through a given 

language classroom exercise. In the counterpart book Language and Culture Pedagogy: 

From a National to a Transnational Paradigm (2007) she examines the notion of 

languaculture in relation to specific language and culture teaching approaches through 

“a critical analysis of the international culture pedagogy discourse concerning language, 

culture and nations since the 1980s” (p. 2). Notwithstanding the value of her 

comprehensive critical review, she does not provide specific examples of how 

languaculture can be translated into the curriculum, and more importantly, into 

everyday practice. As a result, although Risager‟s notion of languaculture addresses the 

complexities of the language and culture interface, the question remains as to how 

language teachers can explore the various dimensions she identifies through specific 

pedagogical approaches and activities.  

A model that is acknowledged to have significant implications in the field of 

languages education is Crozet and Liddicoat‟s (1999, p. 116) language and culture 

continuum (Figure 7 below). These researchers describe the relationship between 

language and culture as a continuum with five levels or points of articulation.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 7 Crozet and Liddicoat‟s points of language and culture articulation 

Source: Crozet & Liddicoat, 1999, p. 116. 
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On the far left we find „culture‟ as „world knowledge‟, completely detached from 

language: the speakers‟ knowledge of how the world works. The next level to the right, 

„spoken and written genres‟, refers to the variability of top-level language structures in 

relation to cultural perceptions about what is an appropriate text, whether written or 

spoken; “what is considered „good‟, „elegant‟, or „logical‟ in one language or cultural 

context may not be thought of in the same way in another language or cultural context” 

(Liddicoat, et al., 2003, p. 9). „Pragmatic norms‟, the third level, located in the middle 

of the continuum, refers to norms of language use, and the ways in which specific 

utterances are evaluated by a given culture. In particular, they refer to speech acts such 

as „thanking‟, „complimenting‟, and so forth. „Norms of interaction‟ refers to what it is 

appropriate to say at a particular point in a conversation, and what someone is expected 

to say at this point. This level entails the exploration of appropriate opening and closing 

sequences in specific conversational exchanges such as the expected answer(s) to a 

question like „How are you?‟ (Béal, 1992) or expressing the intention to leave a party 

(Liddicoat, 1997). The fifth level, on the far right, concerns the ways in which ideas, 

concepts and relationships are encoded in language, including appropriate registers (e.g. 

formal, informal), and non-verbal aspects of communication (e.g., proxemics, haptics 

and kinesics)12
 (Crozet & Liddicoat, 1999). 

                                                 

12
 Proxemics refer to interpersonal space factors, such as the physical distances people put 

between themselves and others or how they orient their bodies in interaction. Haptics refer to tactile 

communication such as the firmness of a handshake, a gentle stroke, and so forth. Kinesics, also 

known as body language, includes facial and hand gestures, such as smiles and frowns, open palms 

and clenched fists, the way people relax their bodies, and how they walk or position their heads 

(Sullivan, 2009, p. 352). 
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Through this spectrum, Crozet and Liddicoat‟s „culture-in-language‟ 

conceptualisation illustrates the idea that “there is no level of language which is 

independent of culture and, therefore, which is not open to cultural variation” 

(Liddicoat, et al., 2003, p. 9). In considering the pedagogic implications of these levels, 

Liddicoat (2004) identifies that each and any of the levels identified in the spectrum can 

become a “potential site for learning” as well as “potential content for teaching” (p. 52). 

In this framework, language is inextricably related to culture at all times, a view they 

consider essential in a language pedagogy that advocates language learning for 

intercultural communication. Although this continuum excludes deeper aspects of the 

language and culture interface identified in Risager‟s model, such as its identity 

dimension or first and foreign language use, it seems to provide a more detailed 

description of cultural manifestations in both written and spoken language, including for 

instance cultural variations in text structure in different genres.  

Interestingly, Crozet and Liddicoat (1999) symbolically locate „pragmatic norms‟ 

of communication or „culture within utterances‟ right in the middle of the continuum. 

Agar‟s and Risager‟s models also identify the pragmatic dimension of interaction as a 

fundamental point of articulation between language and culture. But neither of their 

models provides an analytical and systematic description of its effects in intercultural 

interactions or its implications in language teaching. Crozet and Liddicoat‟s points of 

articulation are more specific but even so require further development, both 

conceptually and in terms of their practical applications. Their definition of „pragmatic 

norms‟ as „culture within utterances‟ may prove to be conceptually limited in practice as 

the levels of articulation they identify as „culture within utterances‟ and „culture in the 

organisation and selection of units of language‟ may both be considered „pragmatic 

norms‟.  
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Crozet later proposed a conceptual framework that may serve as a touchstone for 

both teachers and learners as “they explore together ... the complexity of the links 

between language and culture” (Crozet, 2003, p. 40). This conceptual framework is 

underpinned by Kerbrat-Orecchioni‟s approach for describing what she refers to as “the 

communicative profile” of speech communities. Crozet clarifies that here, „speech 

community‟ follows Hyme‟s definition:  

[A] community sharing knowledge of rules for the conduct and interpretation of 

speech. Such sharing comprises knowledge of at least one form of speech, and 

knowledge also of its patterns of use. (Hymes, 1974, p. 51) 

Here, Kerbrat-Orecchioni, whose seminal works on pragmatics and discourse 

analysis and interaction have focused mainly on French languaculture (Kerbrat-

Orecchioni, 1994, 2000), draws on different sources of cross-cultural communication 

research to describe an approach that Crozet (2003) claims can be extrapolated and 

“used by language teachers to help them structure their research on the typology of 

cultural traits in the languages they teach” (p. 40). Crozet conceptualises this approach 

as a conceptual framework that can help teachers and learners identify where culture is 

located in language use. This framework consists of five „axes‟ or principles identified 

by Kerbrat-Orecchioni, along which the communicative profile of a given speech 

community can be described. The first axis refers to “the importance placed on speaking 

in the functioning of a society” or its „levels of verbosity‟.13 This axis refers to how 

                                                 

13
Crozet clarifies that the term „verbosity‟ is used in this context as a technical term. In other 

words, it does not have a negative connotation and refers simply to the volume (amount) of speech 

considered acceptable in a given speech community.  
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much or how little time people spend talking to each other and the importance they give 

to silence. The second axis, „approaches to inter-personal relationships‟, refers to the 

way different societies conceive and express interpersonal relationships. Based on this 

axis, speech communities can be split into three groups according to the type of 

tendencies they express through their handling of human relationships, that is, societies 

valuing: proximity and/or distance between individuals; hierarchy versus equality; and 

consensus versus conflict.  

The third axis, „rules of politeness‟ refers to the conventions that pervade all 

verbal interactions and whose transgression can lead to serious communication 

breakdown. The fourth axis refers to „levels of ritualisation‟ whereby in some speech 

communities, the socio-cultural behaviour of interactants follows a strict observance of 

rituals and routines, as opposed to speech communities where the conversational rules 

are so not so strictly adhered to, giving more room to the individual to accommodate 

common rules to his/her personal taste. Finally, the fifth axis, „level of 

expressivity/emotionology‟ refers to the level of expressivity regarded as desirable in a 

given culture. Crozet exemplifies the use of this framework with the communicative 

profile of French conversational ethnolects living in France (Table 1, below).  

Crozet suggests that teachers can use this communicative profile as a sum of the 

dominant culture traits which are relevant to the understanding of culture in verbal 

interaction. In addition, teachers may also want to contemplate the non-verbal 

realisation of each of these axes in communication. Indeed, the non-verbal dimension 

can provide a more holistic picture of languaculture.  
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 Table 1 Communicative profile of French conversational ethnolects 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Source: Crozet, 2003, p.47 

    *Kerbrat Orecchioni defines FTAs as acts that praise, value, and enhance interlocutor‟s face, 

for instance: compliments, greetings, expressions of thanks, wishes to do well/feel better, expressions 

of admiration. (Kerbrat-Orecchioni, 1994, 2000, 2010) 

In sum, Crozet‟s framework aims to “make the intangible cultural features of 

spoken language tangible” (Crozet, 2003, p. 39) by describing specific aspects of 

culture that are reflected in language use, or, in Agar‟s terms, aspects of languaculture. I 

have visually interpreted this framework in Figure 8, below. In this graphic 

interpretation of Crozet‟s framework we find a horizontal axis “x” where we can locate 

cultures under discussion, and five vertical axes that represent five levels of 

languaculture features of the culture “x” that emerge, or are reflected, in interaction.  
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 Figure 8 Graphic Interpretation of Crozet‟s conceptual framework 

 

The rationale behind this graphic interpretation is that the vertical „axes‟ (levels 

and approaches) can be studied cross-sectionally. This representation of the vertical 

axes also serves to illustrate that the cultures under study (horizontal axis) may have a 

high degree (above the culture axis) or low degree (below the culture axis) of 

acceptance or emphasis in that particular axis in comparison with the native 

languaculture. This is particularly useful, as Crozet (2003) suggests, for describing 

these traits “in terms of degree rather than absolute truths” (p. 48).  

Crozet‟s framework thus provides a typology of languaculture traits that can be 

used as a touchstone for teachers to explore aspects of both native and target 

languaculture. Yet, as she explains, this should not be read as a “rigid framework”, 

since these traits may “fluctuate with time, space and social class [and] variables such as 

age, sex and personality can distort or cancel the culture-specificity of a particular form 
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of behaviour” (Crozet, 2003, pp. 47-48). Crozet also cautions teachers not to interpret 

this conceptual framework as simplifying or reducing a given culture to a number of 

salient traits. Instead, this framework utilises a typology of languaculture traits as a 

“tool for students to unravel the complex webs which structure verbal interaction and 

culture” (Crozet, 2003, p. 48).  

Crozet‟s framework is presented in Lo Bianco‟s and Crozet‟s edited volume 

Teaching Invisible Culture: Classroom Practice and Theory (Lo Bianco & Crozet, 

2003). This volume provides practical suggestions and examples of operationalising 

Crozet‟s conceptual framework in several language classrooms: Australian English, 

Chinese, French, German, Italian and Japanese. These suggestions are mainly for 

„inside-the-classroom‟ activities such as case analysis, case comparison, role-play, film 

strip analysis and so forth. Yet, as noted by Luk (2004, p. 30) “none of the chapters 

reports empirical and systematic data-collection methods”, to exemplify the articulation 

of the framework in practice.  Rather, the practical suggestions and activity examples 

arise from the authors‟ experiences as language teachers. Nonetheless, Crozet‟s 

conceptual framework represents a useful touchstone for teachers to explore 

languaculture. In contrast with other available frameworks generally used by 

interculturalists (e.g., collectivism versus individualism, etc.), Crozet‟s framework 

specifically focuses on the systematic exploration of the relationship between language 

and culture in conversation. In addition, despite the lack of empirical data, the volume‟s 

contributions on the operationalisation of this framework in several languages are quite 

timely in a field that is in search of an explicit approach to defining the relationship 

between language and culture that can be applied across languages. For these reasons, I 

have adopted this conceptual framework for this investigation, which takes the 
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framework a step further by adding an empirical dimension that can provide empirical 

data for its implementation in the curriculum.  

2.3 Summary    

In this chapter I have explored how the relationship between language and culture 

has been conceptualised within different disciplines. The literature reveals a number of 

conceptualisations of this relationship, which I have cast on a continuum ranging from 

their complete separation to their isomorphic juxtaposition. The need to describe this 

relationship has been paralleled by the need to name it. We find a number of widely-

used hyphenated terms such as „culture-in-language‟ (Liddicoat & Crozet, 2000; 

Murphy, 1988) and „language-and culture‟ (Papademetre & Scarino, 2000) employed to 

define the relationship between the two elements. The portmanteau term linguaculture, 

introduced by Friedrich (1989) and later adapted by Agar (1994) to languaculture, has 

been used less widely than the hyphenated terms, but post-structuralist sociolinguist 

Karen Risager has recently resuscitated the term and taken it into more useful territory 

while offering what I identify as the most comprehensively descriptive representation of 

the language/culture nexus (Risager, 2006). Nevertheless, Risager‟s efforts to address 

the implications of her languaculture model in the field of languages education 

(Risager, 2007) do not offer teachers the tools to translate it into their everyday practice.  

The „culture-in-language‟ continuum by Crozet and Liddicoat (1999) seeks to 

provide a framework for a pedagogical conceptualisation of the language and culture 

interface, but as I have argued, it fails to accurately acknowledge the pervasive nature of 

the conitnuum‟s pragmatic dimension. Both Risager‟s languaculture model and Crozet 

and Liddicoat‟s „culture-in-language‟ continuum identify a pragmatic dimension in the 

language/culture interface. However neither offers a clear explanation of the pervasive 
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effect of this interface in intercultural interactions. And importantly for this study, 

neither discusses the implications of the language/culture nexus for language teachers 

and for the design of language courses or programs across language levels from 

beginners to advanced. Crozet‟s conceptual framework (2003) presents the key points of 

articulation that reflect linguistically mediated cultural behaviour in interaction and I 

use this framework as a touchstone for the systematic exploration of the relationship 

between language and culture that I undertake as the basis for this research project.  
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Chapter 3 Culture Learning Goals in the Language Curriculum  

In this chapter I turn to the second of the three areas of concern in the field of 

language and culture pedagogy that I identified in Chapter 1. Here discussion centres on 

the conceptualisation of culture learning goals in languages education. This discussion 

entwines deeply with discussion in Chapter 2 concerning conceptualisation of the 

relationship between language and culture in languages education. Indeed, theoretical 

developments in that area have inevitably helped to shape language and culture learning 

goals into what they are today.  

This chapter has four main sections. The first sets the scene for the rest of the 

chapter by discussing changes in the field of languages education and their impact on 

the field‟s ultimate goal. The second section focuses on the notion of „competence‟, 

traditionally used in this field to define models for „communicative competence‟ (CC) 

as the ultimate goal of language learning. I pay particular attention to the „cultural‟ 

dimension of these models to explain the advent of „intercultural communicative 

competence‟ (ICC), which is currently considered to be the ultimate goal of language 

learning. Moves between models are particularly relevant in this investigation as they 

reveal changes in conceptualisations of the role of culture in interaction, and thus, in 

language pedagogy. Exploration of these models is pivotal to formulating instructional 

objectives14 for a language curriculum that aims to develop „interculturally competent 

                                                 

14
My use of the terms „goals‟ and „instructional objectives‟ follows Brown‟s definitions of these 

concepts. In his seminal book Elements of Language Curriculum: A Systematic Approach to 

Program Development, Brown defines „goals‟ as “the general statements about what must be 
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speakers‟. This section then shifts the spotlight to emerging notions of „awareness‟ in 

language pedagogy, relating them to the concept of languaculture discussed in Chapter 

2 and to the concept of „critical thinking‟ in adult education.  

The third section considers conceptualisation of life-long learning goals in 

language and culture pedagogy and their relationship with the so called „Third Place‟ 

that is supposed to combine native and target languacultures. It critiques the static 

features of this widespread notion to look at alternative descriptors that may better 

capture the dynamic nature of intercultural communication. The fourth and final section 

provides a brief summary of the chapter‟s main arguments.  

3.1 Goals in a field in transition  

As noted in earlier chapters, globalisation processes have had a significant impact 

on the field of languages education, which is no longer defined primarily in terms of the 

acquisition of communicative competence (CC), but rather, in terms of the development 

of intercultural communicative competence (ICC). The concept of ICC, proposed by 

Byram (1997) and now widely spread in the context of foreign language education, 

attempts to systematically operationalise the place of linguistic and sociocultural 

knowledge as part of language learners‟ proficiency. Byram conceives of ICC as 

comprising a number of sub-competencies including linguistic, sociolinguistic, 

discourse and intercultural competence (IC) and argues that the last of these, IC, is the 

crucial component in developing the skills of an effective intercultural speaker.  

                                                                                                                                               

accomplished in order to satisfy students needs” and „objectives‟ as “precise statements about what 

skills the students must master in order to attain a particular goal” (J. D. Brown, 1995, p. 21). 
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Despite their pre-eminence, close examination of CC models and Byram‟s ICC 

model in particular reveals they are limited in articulating linguistic and intercultural 

goals in the curricula of languages education. The first limit is conceptual and concerns 

the models‟ failure to explicitly articulate both ICC and the relationship between 

language and culture. This limit, in turn, reveals another shortcoming in the model. 

While IC seeks to develop learners‟ „knowledge, attitudes and skills‟ to deal with 

intercultural encounters, these have not been connected clearly to the language-oriented 

dimension of these encounters. In relation to curriculum development, there is also a 

lack of explicit articulation in two areas: 1) between the linguistic components of 

Byram‟s model of ICC – linguistic, sociolinguistic and discourse competence – and 

intercultural competence; and 2) between the operationalisation of the latter in everyday 

classroom practices. But above all, Byram‟s model fails to provide an outline of the 

developmental processes involved in IC, which means teachers are still at a loss over 

how to map out and monitor the development of this goal throughout a sequential 

program of studies. As Yershova et al. (2000) point out, for teachers the questions still 

remain “how do we teach intercultural competence and how do we know that the 

students are learning it?” (p. 41). 

On the basis of the limitations attributed to these models, this thesis proposes a 

shift to emerging models of „awareness‟ in language and culture learning (Schmidt, 

1993, 1994) and to available models of „critical thinking‟ relevant in the context of adult 

education (Barnett, 1997; Brockbank & McGill, 1998; Mezirow, 1981, 1990, 1991). In 

so doing, the development of intercultural speakers may be essentially grounded in 

„critical languaculture awareness‟, rather than on intercultural competence (IC) as 

suggested by Byram (1997) and supported by recent teaching approaches (cf. Liddicoat 

et al. 2003). Here the notion of languaculture specifically deals with the linguistic 
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aspects of intercultural encounters that are constrained by the interactants‟ cultural 

schemata discussed in Chapter 2. Moving away from the „competence‟ paradigm to 

focus on „awareness‟ brings to the fore the cognitive processes involved in the 

development of the intercultural speaker, while a „critical‟ component specifically deals 

with current aspirations in higher education.  

3.1.1 A genealogy of CC and its cultural dimension  

Models of Communicative Competence (CC) abound in the literature. The 

evolution of these models reflects numerous attempts to operationalise the dimensions 

of the language learning process, including a wide range of dimensions such as its 

linguistic, psycholinguistic and (socio)cultural dimensions. Tracing the origins of the 

cultural dimension embedded in models of CC is essential for developing specific 

curriculum objectives in light of the current educational goals.  

It has been suggested that the term „competence‟ is one of the most controversial 

and confusing terms in the fields of Applied Linguistics, particularly in its languages 

education branch. Confusion appears to derive from the wide range of definitions 

available in the literature, which follow four perspectives: cognitive, behavioural, 

affective, and a combination of the three. According to D. Taylor (1988), the first source 

of confusion stems from the widespread interpretation of „competence‟ to include, or to 

be equated with, the idea of „ability‟ (p. 148). Taylor‟s unique and extensive 

examination of the meaning and use of the term „competence‟ serves as starting point 

for my discussion in this section.  

The term „competence‟ was introduced in the field of Linguistics by Chomsky in 

the mid-1960s, when he made the fundamental distinction between „competence‟ and 

„performance‟, identifying “competence (the speaker–hearer‟s knowledge of the 



- 75 - 

language) and performance, the actual use of language in concrete situations” (p. 40). 

He identified „competence‟, as “intrinsic tacit knowledge” (Ibid) of the grammar of a 

language. Chomsky‟s distinction can thus be equated with „knowledge‟ (competence) 

versus „use‟ (performance). Yet, leaving aside the idea of actual „use‟, the question 

arises whether „competence‟ as „intrinsic tacit knowledge‟ includes the idea of ability, 

or ability to use knowledge. Chomsky (1980) addressed this issue in later works and 

clearly excluded this interpretation:  

The term “competence” entered the technical literature in an effort to avoid 

entanglement with the slew of problems relating to “knowledge”, but it is 

misleading in that it suggests “ability” – an association I would like to sever. (p. 

59)  

Thus, the meaning of the term „competence‟ as Chomsky originally introduced in 

the field of Linguistics clearly referred to „knowledge‟ and excluded the idea of 

„ability‟. Chomsky contextualised the notion of competence in the terms of monolingual 

native speakers, failing to link it with how „language users‟ make use of this knowledge 

or how this knowledge is acquired because he considered this knowledge innate (D. 

Taylor, 1988).  

Communicative competence is a concept introduced by Dell Hymes (1972), who 

reacted against what he perceived as the inadequacies of Chomsky's distinction between 

competence and performance. He particularly objected to the lack of a sociocultural 

dimension in Chomsky‟s distinction. Hymes‟ original idea was that speakers of a 

language must have more than grammatical competence to be able to communicate 

effectively in a language; they also need to know how language is used by members of a 

speech community to accomplish their purposes. He introduced a more behaviourally 
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oriented conceptualisation of „competence‟ that included both knowledge of 

appropriateness and an element of „ability‟ to put that knowledge to use, both aspects 

excluded in Chomsky‟s formulation.  

Hymes‟ notion of communicative competence included both knowledge of 

grammatical rules and rules of language use as well as the ability to put them to use in 

context, a mix that he called sociolinguistic competence. He also contextualised the use 

of this term in the field of second language acquisition, in terms of non-native speakers 

or „language learners‟. Hence, Hymes‟ apparent extension of Chomsky's notion of 

competence into communicative competence is in fact a different take on „competence‟ 

altogether (D. Taylor, 1988). 

This different conceptualisation led to confusing ideas about grammatical 

„knowledge‟ and „ability‟ to use that knowledge, a notion Chomsky contextualised 

within the dimension of language use. Chomsky himself addressed this problem in later 

works and proposed both „grammatical competence‟ and „pragmatic competence‟, 

knowledge of the conditions of language appropriate use.  

For purposes of enquiry and exposition, we may proceed to distinguish 

“grammatical competence” from “pragmatic competence”, restricting the first to 

the knowledge of form and meaning and the second to knowledge of conditions 

and manner of appropriate use, in conformity with various purposes. Thus we 

may think of language as an instrument that can be put to use. The grammar [of 

a language] thus expresses grammatical competence. A system of rules and 

principles constituting pragmatic competence determines how the tool can be 

effectively put to use. (Chomsky, 1980, p. 224)  
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Yet, if one considers Chomsky‟s psycholinguistic notion of „pragmatic 

competence‟ in the context of native speakers, it still remains unclear how „pragmatic 

competence‟ can be integrated in a language learning environment that acknowledges 

sociocultural aspects of communication. According to D. Taylor (1988), Hymes‟ 

attempt to address this gap through the concept of „sociolinguistic competence‟ had a 

wider scope than Chomsky‟s „pragmatic competence‟.  

Later efforts to refine Chomsky‟s cognitively oriented notion of „competence‟ 

were made by Canale and Swain (1980) in the field of Second Language Acquisition 

(SLA). These scholars conceptualised CC as the relationship between „grammatical 

competence‟ (knowledge of the rules of grammar), and „sociolinguistic competence‟ 

(knowledge of the rules of language use). They distinguished clearly between CC and 

actual communication, which they referred to as communicative performance, 

recognising that actual communication may not reflect a speaker‟s CC due to factors 

such as the speaker‟s fatigue and nervousness.  

Canale and Swain‟s (1980) model of CC initially comprised three components. 

The first, grammatical competence („linguistic competence‟ in Hymes‟ model) 

concerned one‟s knowledge of lexical items, morphology, syntax, semantics and 

phonology in a particular language. This knowledge underlies the encoding and 

decoding of the literal meaning of utterances. The second, sociolinguistic competence, 

encompassed knowledge of the rules governing production and interpretation of 

language in different sociolinguistic contexts as well as discourse rules. The third, 

strategic competence, had a behavioural slant, referring to strategic knowledge and 

ability to compensate for problems or deficits in communication by using various verbal 

or nonverbal strategies during communication breakdowns.  
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This model was later updated by Canale (1983) who proposed a fourth component 

to separate knowledge of discourse rules from „sociolinguistic competence‟. This fourth 

component, discourse competence, on the one hand referred to the ability to construct 

longer stretches of language, oral or written, so that its parts make up a coherent whole; 

and on the other hand to the ability to interpret these longer stretches of language in a 

larger context, beyond the sentence level.  

Hence, Canale and Swain‟s model implicitly combined a cognitive dimension 

consistent with Chomsky‟s idea of „competence‟ as knowledge, with a behavioural 

dimension in the „strategic‟ and „discourse‟ competence sub-components. However, 

they failed to make this combination explicit by distinguishing how the components of 

CC articulated. In addition, even though Canale and Swain proposed the idea of 

„communicative performance‟, they did not elaborate further on the operationalisation 

of these four components in relation to their „performance‟, that is, their reflection in 

use.  

Savignon (1983, 2002) proposed a model of CC in which each of its four 

components were interrelated closely. Her model was shaped as an inverted pyramid 

(Figure 9, below) consisting of four components: grammatical, strategic, discourse and 

sociocultural competence, essentially the same elements identified in Canale and Swain 

(1980) and Canale (1983). In Savignon‟s model, the fourth component, sociocultural 

competence, broadened the view of what Canale and Swain (1980) identified as 

sociolinguistic competence. For Savignon (2002), sociocultural competence extends 

well beyond linguistic forms that concern the social rules of language use, to integrate 

“an understanding of the social context in which language is used: the roles of the 

participants, the information they share, and the function of the interaction” (Savignon, 

2002, p. 9).  
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Figure 9 Savignon‟s model of communicative competence 

   Source: Savignon, 2002, p. 8. 

In the more recent version of her model, Savignon broadens this definition by 

arguing that sociocultural competence includes: 

 A willingness to engage in the active negotiation of meaning along with a 

willingness to suspend judgment and take into consideration the possibility of 

cultural differences in conventions of use. Together these features might be 
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subsumed under the term “cultural flexibility” or “cultural awareness”. 

(Savignon, 2002, p. 10) 

These additional descriptors of the sociocultural component incorporate an 

affective dimension to what had so far been mainly a cognitive and behavioural 

component. Another important contribution in her models was their emphasis on the 

interrelationship between the components. Savignon argues that the development of 

each component affects the rest. In other words, all the components interact with each 

other to increase overall communicative competence. As such, they cannot be 

developed or measured in isolation, so that “when an increase occurs in one area, that 

component interacts with other components to produce a corresponding increase in 

overall communicative competence” (Savignon, 2002, p. 8) . Despite this explicit 

indication of interrelations amongst the model‟s components and their development, the 

model does not provide clear guidance as to the mechanics of their „interrelated 

development‟ in practice, particularly for assessment purposes.  

In the early 1990s, a pragmatic shift in the field of SLA influenced the 

sociocultural/sociolinguistic component of CC. Bachman (1990) proposed a more 

elaborate description of CC, which sought to describe this pragmatic aspect in more 

detail and provide specific assessment guidelines. Bachman conceptualised CC as 

communicative language ability and identified three main components: „language 

competence‟, „strategic competence‟ and „physiological skills‟. Although Bachman used 

the umbrella term „communicative language ability’, he used the term „competence‟ to 

name two of these sub-components, in this way combining cognitive and behavioural 

dimensions. Yet, he identified only the first one, „language competence‟, as concerned 

exclusively with knowledge; the other two were concerned with „ability‟. Figure 10 

below illustrates these components and their constituents.   
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As Figure 10 reveals, Bachman sub-divides „language competence‟ into 

„organisational competence‟ and „pragmatic competence‟ (PC). The former consists of 

„grammatical competence‟ (vocabulary, morphology, syntax, phonology and 

graphology), and „textual competence‟ (textual cohesion and rhetorical organisation), 

which is equivalent to Canale and Swain‟s „grammatical competence‟ and „discourse 

competence‟ respectively. Under PC, Bachman makes a useful distinction between 

„illocutionary competence‟ and „sociolinguistic competence‟. While the former refers to 

knowledge of speech acts and language functions (ideational, manipulative, heuristic 

and imaginative); the latter refers to knowledge of the contextual appropriateness of the 

forms of realising illocutions and includes: sensitivity to dialect or language variety, 

register, naturalness and cultural references and figures of speech (Bachman, 1990). 

Figure 10 Bachman‟s model of communicative language ability 

Source: Based on Bachman, 1990, pp. 81-110. 
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Under the „strategic competence‟ component, Bachman takes a broader view of the role 

of „strategic competence‟ than Canale and Swain did. In fact, he separates „strategic 

competence‟ from what he calls „language competence‟. Bachman conceptualises 

„strategic competence‟ as the ability to assess a situation, plan an utterance and verbally 

perform that utterance. He also added a new element – „psychophysiological 

competence‟ – which concerns essential mechanisms for performing utterances such as 

neuromuscular skills, and neurological and physiological processes.  

 Contextualised in the field of SLA, Bachman‟s model of „Communicative 

Language Ability‟ is largely consistent with cognitively oriented definitions of 

„competence‟. On the other hand, the „ability dimension‟ of Bachman‟s model is not 

articulated with the concept of „performance‟ present in Chomsky‟s proposition. 

Instead, it shows the integration of a behavioural dimension as the „ability to use [the 

knowledge of X]‟. As for the sociocultural component, Bachman‟s conceptualisation of 

PC is consistent with not only the cognitive approach to „competence‟, and „pragmatic 

competence‟ proposed by Chomsky, but also Canale and Swain‟s model of CC and 

distinctions made in the field of Pragmatics. Bachman and Palmer (1996) addressed the 

behavioural dimension of PC by proposing the idea of „pragmatic ability‟ but failed to 

articulate it with the rest of the model. Bachman‟s conceptualisation of PC remains the 

most widely acknowledged in the fields of SLA, Pragmatics and the sub-discipline of 

Interlanguage Pragmatics, which is concerned with the acquisition, comprehension and 

production of speech acts (Kasper & Dahl, 1991). In Bachman‟s model, the notion of 

„pragmatic competence‟ (knowledge of the rules of language use) groups together 

„illocutionary competence‟ and „sociolinguistic competence‟. The latter in particular, 

provides language teachers with a number of sociolinguistic aspects learners should 

become sensitive to. However, the lack of a clear underlying conceptualisation of the 
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language/culture nexus relating these two components renders „sociolinguistic 

competence‟ rather compartmentalised.  

Criticisms of Bachman‟s and Bachman and Palmer‟s models have focused on 

their assessment-driven view of „competence‟ – that their model was developed with 

language assessment in mind, rather than language teaching objectives and overall 

curriculum development (Celce-Murcia, 1995; Celce-Murcia, Dörnyei, & Thurrell, 

1995). Scarino (2009) also points out that Bachman and Palmer‟s model is underpinned 

by a psycholinguistic stance “that takes as its starting point the native-speaker as the 

communicative norm and assumes that communicative ability is developed as an 

individual accomplishment” (p. 72). Her criticism points to how psycholinguistic 

models “do not capture the social-interactive dimensions of communication” (Ibid) nor 

do they address the non-native speakers‟ point of view in intercultural encounters 

(Chalhoub-Deville, 2003; McNamara & Roever, 2006).  

3.1.2 The intercultural turn in the conceptualisation of CC 

In the mid-1990s, a strong impetus surfaced to incorporate into a model of CC a 

component that addresses sociocultural and sociolinguistic aspects of communication, 

the non-native speaker‟s view, and the interactive nature of intercultural encounters. 

Byram and Zarate (1994) took up the task in the field of foreign language education 

within the European context. They proposed a new component to complement previous 

models of CC: intercultural competence (IC). According to Byram and Zarate, this 

component should not be considered a skill or a body of knowledge, but a set of 

practices that can be grouped under three dimensions: cognitive (knowledge), 

behavioural (skills) and affective (attitudes) (Byram and Zarate, 1994). They described 

these dimensions using the French term savoir, which can be translated as „knowing‟. 

They identified four savoirs. The first, savoirs or „knowings‟, represents the knowledge 
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of self and other in interaction, both individual and societal. The second, savoir 

comprendre, or „knowing how to understand‟, concerns the skills for interpreting and 

relating information. The third, savoir apprendre/faire or „knowing how to learn/to do‟, 

concerns the skills for discovering new knowledge and for interacting to gain new 

knowledge. The fourth, savoir être or „knowing how to be‟, concerns the attitudes 

involved in relativising the self and valuing the other. Byram (1997) later added a fifth 

component, savoir s’engager or „knowing how to commit oneself‟, which concerns the 

development of „critical cultural awareness‟. Byram compared this last component to 

the purposes of politische Bildung in the (West) German education tradition, in which 

the goal is to encourage “learners to reflect critically on the values, beliefs and 

behaviours of their own society” (Byram, 2009b).  

Although Byram and Zarate developed their model specifically in the context of 

foreign language teaching, its influential notion of „intercultural competence‟ does not 

specifically deal with the interrelationship of these savoirs and the linguistic 

components of the CC model they aimed to complement. Byram (1997) tried to address 

this issue by proposing a new model referred to as intercultural communicative 

competence (ICC). Figure 11 below illustrates how IC complements previous 

descriptions of language learners‟ competencies. In Byram‟s 1997 model, IC‟s five 

interrelated sub-components or savoirs from Byram and Zarate (1994) complement 

another three elements identified in previous models. These three are especially in 

Canale and Swain‟s (1980) model: linguistic competence: knowledge of the linguistic 

code including lexicon, syntax, morphology, semantics, and phonology; sociolinguistic 

competence: appropriate selection of language forms for audience and context; 

discourse competence, appropriate structuring of the language in the production or 

interpretation of texts; and intercultural competence, with the five savoirs identified by 
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Byram and  Zarate (1994). Here Byram‟s use of double-sided arrows joining these four 

components seems to indicate they are interdependent and mutually influencing.  

Finally, Byram also includes three “Locations of Learning”, ranging from the classroom 

(between the teacher and the learner); fieldwork (with the learners and the potential 

inclusion of the teacher); and independent learning (for the learner alone). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Byram‟s model addresses another important shortcoming in most of the previous 

models, that is, considering the intercultural speaker‟s perspective rather than the native 

speaker‟s as the goal or ideal. Byram (2009b) claimed that he coined the phrase 

Figure 11 Byram‟s model of intercultural communicative competence 

Source: Byram, 1997, p. 34. 



- 86 - 

„intercultural speaker‟ within the context of foreign language pedagogy in his working 

paper with Zarate published in 1994 (p. 321). Indeed, their paper and Byram‟s 

subsequent model do not use the native speaker as a point of reference for the 

developments of IC and its savoirs. Instead, these savoirs point to the relevance of the 

target culture in relation to the learner‟s native culture. Byram argues that a model of 

competence with the native speaker‟s linguistic and sociocultural competences as its 

goal: 

… would create the wrong kind of competence. It would imply that the learner 

should be linguistically schizophrenic, abandoning one language in order to 

blend into another linguistic environment, becoming accepted as a native 

speaker by other native speakers. This linguistic schizophrenia also suggests 

separation from one‟s own culture and the acquisition of a native sociocultural 

competence, and a new sociocultural identity. (Byram, 1997, pp. 11-12) 

This significant contribution represented a turning point in the conceptualisation 

of CC models. In this context, shifting the focus from the native mastery of the target 

language to the notion of learning to be an „intercultural‟ speaker does not mean that the 

requirements hitherto imposed on the learner to acquire a native-like linguistic 

competence disappear completely. Rather, the goal becomes being able to move easily 

and appropriately between discourse communities across languages and cultures 

(Byram, 1997).  

Byram has recently updated his model to give savoir s’engager, or „critical 

cultural awareness‟ centre stage (Byram, 2008, 2009b, p. 323), claiming this position 

symbolises the significance  of this component as the element on which languages 

education should be hinged (see Figure 12 below). In this updated model, the French 
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terms savoirs, savoir comprendre, savoir être and savoir apprendre/faire are replaced 

by their English interpretation, respectively: knowledge, skills of interpreting/relating, 

attitudes-curiosity/openness and skills of discovery/interaction. Finally, while Byram 

keeps the „locations of learning‟ at the bottom of the figure, he removes the double 

sided arrows used in his 1997 model to join the three linguistic components (linguistic, 

sociolinguistic and discourse competence) with intercultural competence.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 12 Byram‟s updated model of ICC 

Source: Byram, 2009, p. 323. 
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Since its proposal in the mid-1990s, Byram and Zarate‟s description of savoirs as 

„intercultural competence‟ (1994) has been widely adopted in the UK, and more 

recently across Europe. The Council of Europe‟s Common European Framework of 

Reference for Languages (CEFR) has endorsed this model within the compulsory 

education system as a framework to prepare learners: 

… for interaction with people of other cultures; to enable them to understand 

and accept people from other cultures as individuals with other distinctive 

perspectives, values and behaviours; and to help them to see that such interaction 

is an enriching experience. (Byram, et al., 2002, p. 6, emphasis added) 

At university level, Deardorff‟s Delphy study to identify and assess IC in tertiary 

institutions revealed university administrators‟ preference for Byram‟s definition of IC 

as the most applicable for formulating university goals:  

Knowledge of others, knowledge of self; skills to interpret and relate; skills to 

discover and/or to interact; valuing others‟ values, beliefs and behaviours; and 

relativising one‟s self. Linguistic competence plays a key role. (Byram, 1997, p. 

34, cited in Deardorff, 2006, p. 247) 

Byram‟s model has been used extensively in studies examining the outcomes of 

intercultural exchanges in different educational contexts inside and outside the formal 

classroom environment. Inside classroom studies have focused on the use of literature 

and drama to develop IC (Alred, Byram, & Fleming, 2003; Byram, 2001; Fleming, 

1998, 2003). Outside classroom studies have focused on the use of ethnographic 

techniques (Byram & Fleming, 1998; Roberts, et al., 2001). Several studies have 

focused on the role of the computer assisted language learning (CALL) environment in 

developing IC, examining the use of new technologies such as telecollaboration, blogs, 
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tandem learning, corpora, and so forth (cf. Belz, 2003; Belz & Mueller-Hartmann, 2003; 

Belz & Thorne, 2006; Elola & Oskoz, 2008; O'Dowd, 2003, 2007; Thorne, 2003; Vogt, 

2001, 2006; Ware, 2005; Ware & Kramsch, 2005; inter al.). Nonetheless, many of these 

studies use definitions and applications of IC inconsistently in their research designs. 

Their focus on development of IC overlooks its relationship to the rest of the ICC sub-

components. This is not problematic per se, but it indicates that the model used fails to 

explain how its elements are related. These studies also reveal inconsistent definitions 

of the developmental aspects of IC, with failure to provide a clear outline of how they 

conceptualise the stages learners go through in developing IC.  

As a result, despite its widespread use, many aspects of this model are hardly 

problematised and remain problematical. Byram himself noted recently that his model 

has been “widely cited, and less widely, critically evaluated” (2009b, p. 322). Here I 

identify five particular shortcomings to this ICC model that have become evident to me 

while critically appraising the model to conduct the study at hand. 

The first is conceptual and concerns Byram and Zarate‟s definition of savoir 

(knowing). Although the term may at first seem faithful to Chomsky‟s notion of 

competence, closer examination of each of the definitions reveals that savoir merges 

cognitive and behavioural constructs, that is, the notions of knowledge and ability to use 

knowledge. Savoir also encompasses an affective, attitudinal dimension. Such a 

conceptualisation of „competence‟ including cognitive, behavioural and affective 

dimensions is commonly found in the field of Education (Taylor, 1988; Wiemann & 

Backlund, 1980). This is not problematic in itself. However, attempting to articulate 

such a conceptualisation alongside the more cognitively, psycholinguistically, oriented 

one that underlies „linguistic competence‟ may create confusion over how to approach 

development of the two conceptualisations.  
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A second weakness derives from the lack of clear connection among the ICC 

components. Byram‟s model assumes but does not clearly explain how each of ICC‟s 

components – linguistic, sociolinguistic, discourse and intercultural competence – 

relates to, or influences, the others (Liddicoat, et al., 2003, pp. 15-16; Rathje, 2007; 

Scarino, 2009). As pointed out earlier, Byram‟s 1997 model of ICC uses double-sided 

arrows to join these four components and thus suggest their interdependent relationship. 

However, this relationship is never explicitly addressed in the mechanics of the model. 

Furthermore, in Byram‟s most recent visual representation of ICC (2009), these arrows 

are no longer included.  

Byram himself has recently acknowledged this shortcoming: “The model does 

not, however, represent links of dependency or interdependency among the 

competences; it is a „list model‟, not a „structural model‟” (2009b, p. 325). Despite his 

acknowledgment and his distinction between a list and a structural model, Byram still 

fails to address the main underlying flaw in the model. The list-like nature of the model 

perpetuates the „disconnect‟ between linguistic and intercultural elements. This may be 

related to the lack of a conceptualisation of the relationship between language and 

culture to underpin the model. As a result, the place of „culture‟ within the more 

language-oriented domains of ICC is not explicit, and the level of integration that 

Byram wishes to include within his model cannot be achieved.  

Another crucial issue that arises for language educators in trying to help learners 

become effective intercultural communicators is how to address the different 

components of IC in a coherent way. Conceptualising IC as „knowledge, skills and 

attitudes‟ is highly problematic. It remains unclear what these „knowledge‟, „skills‟ and 

„attitudes‟ actually are, how they interact and complement each other, and how they 

interact and complement the language-oriented elements of their model. As a result, 
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how to adequately develop all such dimensions in conjunction with linguistic 

competencies also remains unclear.  

How to monitor the acquisition of these „knowledge, skills and attitudes‟ and how 

to assess the learners‟ overall effectiveness in intercultural communication are also 

problematic. Even though concentrating on the development of the „knowledge 

dimension‟ of IC may be feasible in terms of input and assessment, knowledge of the 

target language and culture per se does not guarantee effective intercultural 

communication. The „skills dimension‟ of IC assumes a relationship with the 

„knowledge dimension‟, but because it is not operationalised in the model, its 

development is problematic.  

Finally, the „attitudinal dimension‟ of IC also presents a number of challenges. 

This dimension, described as „openness‟, „respect‟, „curiosity‟, „tolerance‟ and „valuing 

all cultures,‟ is certainly a desirable objective. However, these are highly abstract 

constructs, and language instruction per se, or any other type of instruction on its own, 

can only provide the appropriate context to develop such attitudes; it cannot guarantee 

their development (Ingram, Kono, Sasaki, Tateyama, & O'Neill, 2004). Such „attitudes‟ 

are embedded in a Western view of intercultural communication that aspires to cultural 

relativism. Indeed, Byram acknowledges that because his model was developed in the 

European (British, French, German) context, it incorporates Western value-laden skills 

deemed important in cross-cultural encounters within the Western world. In other 

words, IC is itself a product of Western cultural views of languages education. It can 

therefore be argued that teachers from Eastern cultural backgrounds may find this type 

of „attitudinal‟ issue very difficult to conceptualise and integrate into their teaching 

practice. The underlying concern about this model is thus, paradoxically, its potentially 

ethnocentric view of cultural relativity and notion of effectiveness in communication. 
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Appreciation of other cultures, for instance, may be considered a Western value. 

Notions of „effectiveness‟ in intercultural encounters are not completely congruent 

across, perhaps even within, Eastern–Western contexts. As Spitzberg and Changnon 

(2009) point out: “Most of the models and related assessments have been developed in 

Western or Anglo [sic] contexts. It is difficult to ascertain at present the extent to which 

such contexts may bias or shift emphasis” (p. 43).  

Byram (1997) suggests that the key factor in assessing the attitudes component of 

IC is “the existence or absence of a perspective shift” (Byram, 1997, p. 108). However, 

attempts to explicate the processes involved in such perspective shifts, as well as their 

monitoring and assessment, remain largely unaddressed (Henerson, Morris, & Fitz-

Gibbon, 1987; Schneider & North, 2000; Vogt, 2006). Because assessment of „attitudes‟ 

uses observable data such as a learner‟s words or actions in specific contexts, 

identifying potential attitudinal qualities or changes that might occur through exposure 

to a particular teaching approach is highly subjective. This assessment would also 

require language teachers to be conscious of their own prejudices and acquired 

stereotypes about other cultures and peoples. Although Byram et al. (2002) emphasise 

teachers should ensure that only the ideas behind a learner‟s attitudes are challenged and 

not the learner personally, they do not explain the mechanics involved in changing 

learners‟ ideas, particularly with adult learners at university.  

Finally, in terms of the overall acquisition of ICC, and IC in particular, Coperías-

Aguilar points out that Byram‟s model fails to indicate whether there are degrees or 

levels of competence development that can be identified in order to provide teachers 

with useful progression touchstones (Coperías Aguilar, 2002). Byram et al. (1994) 

provide the only source that contemplates psychological theories in relation to learners‟ 

cognitive and moral development vis-à-vis culture learning. Yet, their conclusions refer 
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mainly to children and young adults within the compulsory education system, which 

means that adult cognitive processes remain unexplored. Here, having a clear outline of 

the potential progression touchstones is useful not only in designing coherent 

assessment tasks, but also in formulating specific instructional objectives across levels 

within a program of study.  

This examination of both relevant CC models and Byram‟s ICC model provides 

valuable insights into the range of knowledge, skills and attitudes required of an 

intercultural speaker. Here I identify a number of issues that need to inform assessment 

of a replacement model. First concerns what components should be included in a model 

of CC or ICC, on which there has never been unanimous agreement (Weir, 1993). My 

review of influential models of CC reveals that whether it is viewed as a static or 

dynamic construct, „competence‟ is itself an inherently problematic concept. Second are 

the models‟ limitations, classified as relational, practical and developmental. The 

models lack a systematic explanation of the relationship between language and culture 

and of relationships among its constituents. They also fail to articulate where/how these 

models fit within the curriculum; although some studies have illustrated ways in which 

IC in particular can be put into practice, operationalising IC‟s components within the 

curriculum remains unresolved. Third, and above all, I argue that these models have 

failed to outline a clear path on how they may contribute to the continuing, long-term 

goal: development of the interculturally competent speaker. In this context, and in a 

somewhat competitive relationship to ICC, are emerging concepts of „(inter)cultural 

awareness‟ that aim to address these shortcomings.  
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3.2 Emerging concepts of (inter)cultural awareness  

A term frequently used interchangeably with „intercultural competence‟ is „cross-

cultural‟ or „(inter)cultural‟ awareness. However, the difference between the two is 

seldom explored. A closer examination of the terms „competence‟ and „awareness‟ 

reveals some similarities, but above all, some fundamental differences. „Competence‟, 

as discussed in the previous section, has been present in the language pedagogy 

discourse since the 1960s, whereas „Cultural Awareness‟ (CA) was introduced into the 

education discourse in the 1980s (Risager, 2004, p. 159). Perhaps because of its 

relatively recent entry to the language education discourse, it has not been thoroughly 

unpacked.  

Many so-called interculturalists (Tomalin & Nicks, 2007; Tomalin & Stempleski, 

1993; Tomlinson & Masuhara, 2004; inter al.) see „cultural awareness‟ as the keystone 

on which effective and appropriate interactions depend. Byram, inter al., cites „(critical) 

cultural awareness‟ as the most dominant dimension of the available models of ICC 

(Byram, 1997, 2008, 2009b). But despite widespread acknowledgment that 

development of „cultural awareness‟ is at the core of the culture learning process, there 

are neither clear nor consistent definitions of what learners need to be „aware‟. Nor are 

there clear outlines about the processes through which teachers may go to raise learners‟ 

awareness or how to map out these processes within in a sequential program of studies.  

The concept of „awareness‟ has been compared with that of „consciousness‟ put 

forth in the field of SLA. In discussing the idea of consciousness in the context of 

language learning strategies, Lehtonen (2000) argues that there are at least two possible 

ways of approaching it: the intra-individual and the inter-individual. The intra-

individual way is perhaps more widely known in the language learning literature and 

sometimes coincides with the most common notion of „awareness‟ as „consciousness‟. 
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When discussing consciousness, Schmidt (1994) distinguishes between the following 

four categories of intra-individual consciousness: 1) as intentionality (i.e., a person‟s 

aims, plans, desires, deliberateness) (pp. 15–16); 2) as attention („subjective awareness 

of the objects of focal attention‟) (pp. 16–18); 3) as awareness (pp. 18–20); and 4) as 

control (pp. 20–21).  Lehtonen (2000) rightly notes, “all of Schmidt‟s categories involve 

a learner capable of somehow stepping out of her or his actions and 

observing/thinking/talking about them” (p. 66).  

The second and third categories are nevertheless particularly relevant to 

understanding the learning process: „consciousness as attention‟ and „consciousness as 

awareness‟.15 The latter is perhaps the most common in ordinary use and in 

psychological and philosophical discourses. The former, according to Schmidt (1995), 

is nearly isomorphic with „noticing‟, and seems to be a pre-condition for all types of 

learning (p. 1). In earlier studies, Schmidt put forward his „noticing hypothesis‟ 

(Schmidt, 1993; Schmidt & Frota, 1986), which is concerned with the initial phase of 

input processing and the „attentional conditions‟ required for input (the L2 data 

available in the learners‟ environment) to become intake (the subset of the input that 

learners appropriate to build on their interlanguage). According to Schmidt, to extract 

intake from input and make it available for further processing, relevant input features 

have to be „noticed‟, that is, they have to be registered under „attention‟ or „awareness‟. 

Schmidt also distinguishes „noticing‟ from „understanding‟. While the former is defined 

as the “conscious registration of the occurrence of some event”, the latter implies 

“recognition of some general principal, rule or pattern”. In other words, „noticing‟ refers 

                                                 

15
According to Schmidt (1995), what is crucial to learning is „attention‟ because „intention‟ to 

learn may only support learning, but not necessarily be a pre-condition for it.  
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to the surface level phenomena while „understanding‟ refers to deeper level(s) of 

abstraction. Here, Schmidt provides the basis for understanding the existence of levels 

of intra-personal awareness, which would, in turn, imply the existence of specific ways 

of moving from surface to deeper levels of awareness.  

In addition to these intra-individual conceptualisations of awareness as 

consciousness, these conceptualisations have also guided an increasing number of 

researchers studying the acquisition of socio-cultural norms. Many of these researchers 

follow the Vygotskian tradition, within which consciousness is above all an inter-

individual property, that is, “co-knowledge which is constructed in interaction as a 

sociocultural practice” (Lehtonen, 2000, p. 66). This type of inter-personal 

conceptualisation and learning relates to collaborative learning activities which, in the 

Vygotskian tradition, are seen as a way of promoting change at the intra-personal level. 

In the context of language and culture teaching, an implication of this contention is that 

collaborative learning activities such as mini-group and class discussions are important 

elements in raising learners‟ levels of intra-personal awareness of the native and target 

languacultures. In this inter-personal, collaborative learning take on „consciousness-

raising‟, discussions prompted by specific questions provided by the teacher may be 

carried over to group work. In turn, a member of a group may also initiate a new area of 

enquiry for the other group members. Learner training studies suggest a correlation 

between this type of activities and collective changes measured after the learner-training 

period (Lehtonen, 2000). It could thus be argued that both the intra-personal (highly 

cognitive) and inter-personal (social) conceptualisations of awareness are relevant and 

interrelated in the learning process.   

However, two interrelated questions still remain to be answered: 1) what do 

learners need to be aware of?; and 2) how can they become increasingly aware of this? 
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In other words, in order to develop intercultural speakers, what aspects of language and 

culture in communication should teachers guide students to notice, and how can 

teachers go about presenting these aspects in a way that can lead to incrementally 

advancing learners‟ levels of awareness.  

On the first question, one must examine the mechanics involved in intercultural 

exchanges, and in particular, in instances of miscommunication. The literature reveals 

widespread agreement that intercultural misunderstandings are more likely when 

interactants lack a basic level of awareness of their own „cultural schema‟ in 

interpreting the interlocutor‟s message. Here, „cultural schema‟ refers to the cognitive 

framework of unconsciously acquired assumptions, beliefs and value systems of a given 

culture. This cognitive framework is maintained and sanctioned largely through the very 

use of language, which is arguably the most visible and available expression of culture 

in communication (H. D. Brown, 1980).  

The idea of raising one‟s awareness of our „hidden cultural programming‟ is not 

new. The „hidden‟ dimension of culture in interaction was first recognised by Edward 

Hall in 1959. However, as Shaules (2007) noted, “the implications of [Hall‟s] 

fundamental insight are seldom focused on” (p. 13), particularly in the field of 

languages education. This field has focussed on study of the „sociolinguistic transfer‟ 

phenomenon as a trigger for miscommunication. This type of „transfer‟ refers to the 

learner‟s attempts to apply rules and forms of the native language into the target 

language.  

Richards and Sukwiwat (1983), for instance, provided a taxonomy of “how 

culturally specific assumptions and strategies for conversation surface in cross-cultural 

encounters” (p. 113) due to this type of transfer. They divided this taxonomy into two 

macro-categories: „conventional usage in conversation‟ and „interactional dimensions of 
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conversation‟ (p. 125). The former refers to speech events and their conversational 

routines, that is, the systematically organised, socially significant communicative events 

where the interactants‟ communicative behaviour is prescribed by the setting which also 

reflects the values and beliefs about the event. Some examples are meetings, 

conferences, weddings, funerals, elections, parties and the like. These communicative 

events also include specific speech acts as well as formulaic and idiomatic expressions 

that can be understood only through exploring their function, not their direct translation, 

e.g., „how was your weekend?‟ (Béal, 1992) and the „tall poppy syndrome‟ (Peeters, 

2004), in the Australian context. Interactional dimensions of conversation, on the other 

hand, refer to interactants‟ “marking dimensions of social distance, status and 

politeness, and the effects that different linguistic conventions for marking such 

dimensions have on the interlanguage of second language learners” (J. Richards & 

Sukwiwat, 1983, p. 117). These dimensions coincide with the notion of languaculture 

(Agar, 1994; Risager, 2006) and the aspects identified in Crozet‟s conceptual 

framework (2003), discussed in Chapter 2. Approaches to interpersonal relationships 

and levels of ritualisation reflect some of these, while the potential triggers may be 

considered, in Agar‟s term, „rich points‟.  

Transgression of these languaculture rules may thus be attributed to learners‟ low 

level of language proficiency, but most importantly, it may be due to culturally based 

differences about what is expected during communication (Gudykunst, 1991; Gumperz 

& Hymes, 1986; Wierzbicka, 1997). Instances of these transgressions have been 

labelled „pragmatic failures’ (Thomas, 1983), and more recently, moving away from the 

word „failure‟, „pragmatic dissonances’ (Zamborlin, 2007). Zamborlin has borrowed the 

term „dissonance‟ from an essay by the sociologist Erving Goffman (1967) who did not 

use it with cases of miscommunication in intercultural encounters per se , but with the 
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latent range of feelings in conversation that may range from uneasiness and 

discomfiture to embarrassment:  

There seems to be no social encounter which cannot become embarrassing to 

one or more of its participants, giving rise to what is sometimes called an 

incident or false note. By listening for this dissonance, the sociologist can 

generalise about the ways in which interactions can go awry and, by implication, 

the conditions necessary for interaction to be right. (p. 100) 

In this context, „languaculture dissonance‟ refers to any aspect of „linguistic 

practice‟ that originates either intentionally or unintentionally, and which, on the part of 

the interlocutor(s), comes across as unexpected within an array of evaluation that may 

range from the slightly incongruous to the extremely out of place. Depending on the 

type and range, „languaculture dissonance‟ may not only cause break-down in 

communication, but also establish – and possibly perpetuate – negative stereotypes 

(Blum-Kulka, 1982). For instance, „where are you going?‟ is a polite greeting form 

among Chinese-speaking people, but if used to show friendliness to native English 

speakers, it may be potentially regarded as an intrusion upon privacy. 

Concurrently, as Hewstone and Giles (1986) point out, establishment of negative 

stereotypes is one of the causes for communication breakdown in intercultural 

encounters. Hewstone and Giles identify four essential aspects of the way stereotypes 

are created and perpetuated through communication:  

Stereotyping is the result of cognitive biases stemming from illusory correlations 

between group membership and psychological attributes; stereotypes influence 

the way information is processed, that is, more favourable information is 

remembered about in-groups and more unfavourable information is remembered 
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about out-groups; stereotypes create expectancies (hypotheses) about others and 

individuals try to confirm those expectancies; stereotypes constrain others‟ 

patterns of communication and engender stereotype-confirming communication, 

that is, they create self-fulfilling prophecies. (p. 11) 

It could thus be argued that in order to function effectively in intercultural 

encounters, teachers need to raise students‟ awareness of their own „languaculture 

schemas‟ and the effect of these schemas in communication. Becoming cognisant of the 

„hidden dimension‟ of intercultural communication and the underlying languaculture 

schemas is what I define as developing „languaculture awareness‟ and what I propose 

as an alternative to IC. Here, awareness moves away from the „intercultural 

communicative competence‟ paradigm, which largely focuses on the development of 

desired „attitudes‟ such as „openness‟ and „tolerance‟, to deal with difference. Instead, 

languaculture awareness focuses on the learners‟ cognitive processes and their 

development of relevant skills that can help them to deal with expected and unexpected 

„languaculture dissonances‟ in intercultural interaction.  

Yet in adult education, according to Mezirow (2000), informed interpretations 

require not only awareness of one‟s languaculture schemas, “but also critical reflection 

on the validity of their assumptions and premises” (p. 7, emphasis added). In other 

words, in the context of higher education, teachers should help learners in “becoming 

critically aware of [their] own tacit assumptions and expectations and those of others 

and assessing their relevance for making an interpretation” (p. 4, emphasis added). This 

critical aspect of awareness is certainly not new. Criticality, like „awareness‟, is a 

concept that abounds in the language and culture teaching literature but is seldom 

problematised. Byram (2009a) claims, “criticality should be a crucial element of all 

intercultural training and education” (Byram, 2009a, p. 213). Here, he refers to the 
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„criticality‟ dimension included in his IC model‟s sub-component „critical cultural 

awareness‟ or savoir s’engager. This is defined 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” (Byram, et al., 2002, p. 9). Yet, this definition seems to 

assume „criticality‟ is somehow embedded in the analysis and evaluation of specific 

practices and products, without explaining the mechanisms behind it. This definition 

also infers that fostering learners‟ savoir s’engager leads to what Byram (1997) called 

“perspective shift” (p. 108), but as I discussed earlier, Byram et al. do not explain the 

mechanics of such „perspective shifts‟, particularly in adult education.   

Unlike the contentions of Byram et al. on this matter, Mezirow provides a strong 

conceptual framework for his theory of „perspective shifts‟, or as he calls it, 

“perspective transformation”. According to Mezirow, „perspective transformation‟ 

refers to:  

The emancipatory process of becoming critically aware of how and why the 

structure of psycho-cultural assumptions has come to constrain the way we see 

ourselves and our relationships, reconstituting this structure to permit a more 

inclusive and discriminating integration of experience and acting upon these new 

understandings. (1981, p. 6) 

Mezirow (2002) extends his notion of „perspective transformation‟ into 

Transformative Learning, a theory of adult learning underpinned by philosophical 

(Socrates, Marx, Hegel, Habermas), as well psycho-developmental and educational 

(Freud, Piaget, Vygotsky, Bruner, Freire) approaches to learning. By Transformative 

Learning (TL) he refers to:  
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… the processes by which we transform our taken-for-granted frames of 

reference (meaning perspectives, habits of mind, mind-sets) to make them more 

inclusive, discriminating, open, emotionally capable of change and reflective so 

that they may generate beliefs and opinions that will prove more true or justified 

to guide action. (Mezirow, 2000, pp. 7-8) 

In this context, we may tackle the second question posed earlier in the chapter. It 

concerns how to identify the awareness-raising processes involved in helping learners to 

become increasingly aware of the pervasive effect of culture when they interpret a given 

exchange, to transform the frames of reference that the learners otherwise take for 

granted. Mezirow (2000) classifies „frames of reference‟ under three categories: 

meaning perspectives, habits of mind and points of view (pp. 16-19). Perspectives refer 

to the assumptions and expectations through which we filter sense impressions. These 

include one‟s worldview – both cultural learning that is unintentionally assimilated, and 

intentionally learned philosophical, sociological and psychological orientations. Habits 

of mind refer to sets of assumptions and predispositions that act as a filter for 

interpreting the meaning of experience. These include preference to work alone or with 

others; tendency to respect or challenge authority; approaching a problem analytically 

or intuitively; judgements about aesthetics, such as the ugly, the beautiful and so forth. 

Points of view are the expressions of habits of mind, comprising sets of beliefs, 

expectations, values, attitudes and judgements that “tacitly direct and shape a specific 

interpretation and determine how we judge, typify objects and attribute causality” 

(Mezirow, 2000, p. 18).  

Mezirow argues in that study that our frames of reference provide us with “a sense 

of stability, coherence, community and identity. Consequently they are often 

emotionally charged and strongly defended” (Ibid). This means that when other frames 
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of reference call into question our own, we tend to dismiss them by using our own 

„frame of reference‟ criteria to judge them. Adult education should thus focus on 

fostering critical reflectivity, that is, raising learners‟ awareness of why they view and 

interpret experiences and events through a particular uncritically assimilated frame of 

reference.  

In an earlier study, Mezirow (1981) observed that transforming these frames of 

reference by questioning their validity becomes a distinguishing characteristic of adult 

learning. Here Mezirow referred to the work of developmental psychologist John 

Broughton, who argued that only in adulthood are we able to develop a “theoretical self-

consciousness”, which allows us to recognise the paradigmatic assumptions in our 

thinking. Broughton (1977) explained:  

What emerges at adolescence is not self-consciousness but theoretical self-

consciousness, an intellectual competence that enables us to articulate and 

communicate systematic justifications for the felt necessities of our ideas. Such 

legitimising activities require epistemological reasoning about how we know, 

about how the self knows reality. (p. 95) 

Broughton‟s observations of our cognitive development are relevant to my 

argument that ICC in Byram‟s model fails to take into account different levels of 

awareness development in the non-compulsory education context. IC‟s focus on the 

affective dimension and „perspective shifts‟ becomes attainable only in late 

adolescence. It is in this period that we are able to theorise about alternative paradigms 

of thought or „frames of reference‟ as sets of assumptions that significantly influence 

our interpretations of experiences and events.  
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The notion of reflectivity is central to perspective transformation. Mezirow has 

graphically represented the different levels of reflectivity in a useful model (Figure 13 

below).   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In this set of concentric squares we find three sub-levels of reflectivity, with the 

most complex level on the outer-squares increasingly incorporating the less complex 

ones. At the most basic level, we can see that an act of reflectivity entails becoming 

aware of specific perceptions, thoughts or behaviours and habits of seeing, thinking or 

acting. At the next level, we find consciousness, which has three components. Affective 

reflectivity entails becoming aware of how we feel about our perceptions, thoughts or 

behaviours. Discriminant reflectivity allows us to assess the efficacy of our perceptions, 

thoughts or behaviours. Judgemental reflectivity entails making and becoming aware of 

our value judgements about our perceptions, thoughts or behaviours.  

Figure 13 Mezirow‟s levels of reflectivity 

Source: Mezirow, 1981, p. 12. 
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In the third level of reflectivity, we find critical consciousness, which entails 

becoming aware of the previous levels of reflectivity and being able to critique them. 

Critical consciousness has three components. Conceptual reflectivity refers to the 

concepts we use to critique our perceptions, thoughts or behaviours. Psychic reflectivity 

entails recognising the habit of making precipitant judgments about people on the basis 

of limited information about them. Theoretical reflectivity entails becoming aware that 

the reason for this precipitant judgment or for conceptual inadequacy in our 

interpretations is caused by a set of taken-for-granted cultural or psychological 

assumptions that explain personal experience less effectively than another perspective 

with more functional criteria for seeing, thinking and acting. This last level of 

„consciousness‟ can also be conceived as „meta-awareness‟, which entails becoming 

aware and increasingly in control of one‟s own internalised frames of reference and 

their effect in filtering experiences and events. In this transformative theory of learning, 

Mezirow explains that even though there is uncertainty about the degree to which these 

levels of consciousness are age-related, the highest level, critical consciousness and 

within it theoretical reflectivity in particular, are a uniquely adult capacity (Mezirow, 

1981).  

Mezirow‟s theory of adult learning and critical consciousness is underpinned by 

both the philosophical work of Jürgen Habermas (1971) and his notion of „critical 

awareness‟ or „kritisches Bewußtsein’, and the seminal works of Paulo Freire (1970, 

1973, 1998). In Freire‟s radical pedagogic approach, „critical awareness‟ or 

conscientização is made possible through praxis, which Freire defines as “reflection and 

action upon the world in order to transform it” (Freire, 1973). In this way, Freire 

connects reflection and action together as part of the process coming to recognise and 

transform social, economic and political contradictions. According to Freire, the 
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development of conscientização is the most important task of education as it concerns 

the awareness of the self and the other in a social situation, which in turn can lead to the 

transformation of the self and of one‟s relations to others and to dealing critically and 

creatively with reality (and fantasy).  

At the core of these tasks lie Bruner‟s reflections on awareness. When discussing 

how reality is construed in narrative, Bruner (1996) observed three classic antidotes for 

„unconsciousness‟: contrast, confrontation and metacognition (p. 147). According to 

Bruner, learning about the relativity of knowing by contrast and confrontation may 

work as „medicine for unawareness‟ (p. 148). But it is metacognition (where the object 

of thought is thought itself or, for example, turning around to see what one has learnt) 

that provides a base for negotiating meanings in interaction (Bruner, 1996, pp. 88, 148). 

Bruner‟s reflections on awareness are complemented by Vygotsky‟s 

considerations regarding the development of awareness. He argues that its development 

takes place within the zone of proximal development (ZPD), which he defines as:  

The distance between the actual developmental level as determined by 

independent problem solving and the level of potential development as 

determined through problem solving under adult guidance or collaboration with 

more capable peers. (Vygotsky, 1978, p. 86) 

Bruner defined Vygotsky‟s notion of “adult guidance” or the assistance received 

from “more capable peers” as „scaffolding‟ (Bruner, 1996, pp. 20-22). By providing 

adequate guidance and instructions in the context of a given activity or class discussion, 

teachers can build a „scaffolding‟ structure to support the learners‟ problem solving. In 

turn, the learners‟ guided participation fosters an active role in their own learning and 

contribution to the successful solution of problems. As such, teachers‟ effective 
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guidance involves the transfer of the learning responsibility to the learner. Effective 

„scaffolding‟ generally entails dialogic guidance. In the SLA context, Donato (2000) 

defines scaffolding more explicitly as a kind of dialogue that is: 

… conversational in its attention to coherence, distributed turn taking, 

spontaneity and unpredictability and its focus on new information... [and also] 

instructional because teachers shape the discussion toward a curricular goal, 

build or activate background knowledge in students, engage at times in direct 

instruction or modelling, and promote more complex language expressions by 

using questions to help students expand, elaborate or restate. (p. 34). 

Therefore, the task of the university teachers, Mezirow (1981) argues, is to 

promote an educational experience that challenges the taken-for-granted, uncritically 

acquired frames of reference, to call them into critical consciousness. Here Mezirow 

integrates the work done by Freire in demonstrating how adult educators could trigger 

as well as facilitate and reinforce „perspective transformation‟. He explains that teachers 

should start by considering the problems and perspectives of the learner in order to 

develop instructional material – contrasting pictures, comic strips or stories – “posing 

hypothetical dilemmas with contradicting rules and assumptions rooted in areas of 

crucial concern to learners” (p. 19). These dilemmas may include representations of 

cultural discrepancies that the teacher may perceive learners take for granted. Socratic 

dialogue may then be used in small group settings to engage learners in solving the 

dilemma (A.-M. Morgan, 2008). This problem-solving task aims to elicit and challenge 

the psycho-cultural assumptions behind the frames of reference, ways of perceiving, 

thinking, feeling and behaving represented in the dilemma. Here Mezirow emphasises 
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that “an ethos of support, encouragement, non-judgmental acceptance, mutual help and 

individual responsibility” (Ibid) should be created. 

Bruner (1996, pp. 92-93) sees that human beings take an agentive approach to 

problem-solving, to the world around us. But a person cannot deploy her or his mind 

unassisted or unscaffolded. It is the dialogue between the agentive mind and its context 

that builds the scaffold. The aim of scaffolding in collaboration is “to achieve not 

unanimity, but more consciousness. And more consciousness always implies more 

diversity‟” (p. 97). The issue remains of how to integrate the development of „critical 

languaculture awareness‟ to language learning.  

3.2.1 Language awareness and languaculture awareness  

Awareness-raising processes, and in particular critical awareness or meta-

awareness, have been seen increasingly as the cornerstones of language learning and 

ensuring sophisticated access to higher forms of cognition and consciousness mediated 

through language (Lantolf & Thorne, 2006). Indeed, the notion of Language Awareness 

(LA) has been present in the field of languages pedagogy for a number of decades. LA 

was initially defined as “a person‟s sensitivity to and conscious awareness of the nature 

of language and its role in human life” (Donmall, 1985 cited in Donmall-Hicks, 1997, p. 

21) and was later extended to include “explicit knowledge about language, … conscious 

perception and sensitivity in language learning, language teaching, and language use” 

(Ibid). Raising levels of LA was considered to facilitate language development. Leow 

concluded that 1) meta-awareness apparently correlated with an increased usage of 

hypothesis testing and morphological rule formation (conceptually driven processing); 

and 2) learners demonstrating a higher level of awareness performed significantly better 

than those with a lower level of awareness on both the recognition and written 

production of the targeted forms (Leow, 1997, p. 560 in Gabrys, 2002). Learners were 
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also seen to develop a better appreciation of targeted forms, greater understanding of 

their complexity; and were more likely to transfer that understanding to structure and 

use of their mother tongue (Ibid). 

A critical dimension was subsequently added by Fairclough (1992), who sought to 

integrate critical discourse analysis into the language classroom as a pedagogical tool to 

help develop learners‟ „Critical Language Awareness‟ (CLA). For Fairclough: 

People cannot be effective citizens in a democratic society if their education cuts 

them off from critical consciousness of key elements within their physical 

environment. If we are committed to establishing resources for citizenship, 

critical awareness of the language practices of one‟s speech community is an 

entitlement. (p. 6) 

These claims share many similarities with Byram‟s notion of savoir s’engager but 

extend beyond it by incorporating discourse, that is, language in use. Some of the 

awareness-raising processes mentioned in relation to CLA can also be easily transferred 

to the notion of languaculture to assist learners in becoming critically aware of both 

native and target languaculture schemas.  

3.3.2 Developing „critical languaculture awareness‟  

In order to integrate the language and culture nexus into the „awareness raising‟ 

process, this thesis argues for a „critical languaculture awareness‟ (CLcA) model that 

includes both intra-personal and inter-personal orientations and is based on the 

theoretical foundations discussed above. In this model each level of awareness should 

build upon the previous one(s). In addition, each level also implies the development of a 

number of skills. Table 2 below presents the skills involved in the different levels of 

cognitive involvement and draws parallels between Mezirow‟s levels of reflectivity and 
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Bloom‟s taxonomy of cognitive development (Bloom, 1956). Interest in the latter has 

been renewed at university level, where academics are increasingly required to refine 

the formulation of the specific objectives in their course descriptions (McAlpine & 

Harris, 2002; Young, 2008).  

 

 

 

Table 2 Taxonomy of awareness levels and related skills 
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In this table, the first level of awareness is concerned with „noticing‟, which Schmidt 

argues is nearly isomorphic with „attention‟, and seems to be associated with all types of 

learning (Schmidt, 1995, p. 1). This basic level would thus include „noticing‟ patterns in 

communication and be followed by a more complex level of awareness that integrates 

Bruner‟s „contrast‟ and „confrontation‟ skills. Becoming aware of our own 

languaculture schemata may be challenging because it is not conscious to us. Thus, 

misunderstandings or misinterpretations are more likely to occur when we lack this 

basic level of awareness of our own languaculture behaviour. At this basic level, 

learners should thus be guided into becoming conscious of their native languaculture 

schemata. This consciousness-raising process could be triggered by tasks whereby 

learners are able to observe, identify and compare elements of their own languaculture 

schemata vis-à-vis the target languaculture schemata. 

The identification, observation and contrast of languaculture dimensions through 

which learners become „conscious‟ of their languaculture schema should, in turn, 

encourage learners to question and challenge their languaculture schema. This takes us 

to the next level of critical consciousness or „meta-cognitive awareness‟ whereby 

comparative practices may lead to processes of „cognitive dissonance‟, i.e., the 

cognitive, mental conflict that people experience when they are presented with evidence 

that their beliefs or assumptions are limited (Montier, 2002). The theory of „cognitive 

dissonance‟ (Festinger, 1957) essentially argues that contradicting cognitions serve as a 

driving force that compels the mind to acquire or create new thoughts or beliefs, or to 

modify existing beliefs, so as to reduce the amount of dissonance (conflict) between 

cognitions.  

The skills related to this level include being able to identify and question 

stereotypes or stereotypical portrayals by putting into perspective the similarities and 
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differences identified in level one. Being able to identify stereotypical portrayals of 

target languaculture behaviours is indeed an underrated skill that requires learners to be 

critical, that is, to critically analyse languaculture information presented in textbooks 

and the media in general.  

This level also includes the ability to use the cues or hypotheses about what goes 

on during interaction from the observations made in level one, in order to interpret the 

interlocutor‟s behaviour and negotiate meaning. For instance, if learners are aware that 

answers to negative propositions in questions such as “Don‟t you want me to come?” 

may trigger an unexpected response in Chinese speakers due to their languaculture 

system, they can follow with questions to clarify the interlocutor‟s response.  

The last level within „critical consciousness‟ concerns the development of 

theoretical reflectivity, a more dynamic type of awareness. This entails the ability to 

accept that languaculture behaviour may be negotiable among interactants and that, 

ultimately, the outcome of intercultural encounters is open to interpretation, which 

requires the ability to suspend interpretation and judgement of „languaculture 

dissonances‟. This term draws on the concept of languaculture in line with the 

argument I have presented so far, and on the term „dissonance‟, which suggests a less 

dramatic meaning than „failure‟ or „breakdown‟ in communication. In fact, „dissonance‟ 

can denote different degrees of intensity and have rather unpredictable consequences, 

being strictly bound to contextual conditions.  

This level can also be linked to the concept of „dynamic-in-betweenness‟ 

(Yoshikawa, 1987) whereby speakers can consciously manage their alternative frames 

of languaculture reference in intercultural encounters. At this level, learners may 

become „aware‟ of the fluidity and dynamic nature of culture in interaction, and that 

their identities are not pre-destined by the differences and similarities in their native 
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languaculture schemata as a multiplicity of factors may affect their own languaculture 

behaviour and that of the interlocutor. While the first two levels of „languactultural 

awareness‟ may be developed through a number of tasks inside and outside the 

classroom, within a certain period of time, the third level requires learners to have more 

personal experience in intercultural encounters. Some of the skills concerned with this 

level may be developed only over time.  

Thus we can conclude that „critical languaculture awareness‟ is multi-

dimensional, entailing language and culture learning and use in communication. 

Specifically, this involves learners using language in interaction to interpret and 

construct meaning and analysing and reflecting upon this experience and continuing to 

learn from the use of language in intercultural interactions. Learners therefore develop 

this awareness over time. As such, awareness of the languaculture dimensions of cross-

cultural encounters, that is, the interactants‟ language-mediated cultural behaviours, 

may be more conducive to processes of „cognitive dissonance‟, which, in turn, may help 

learners in developing sought after attitudinal dimension of IC.  

A final aspect in the development of critical languaculture awareness is taking 

into account learners‟ awareness-raising processes. Native speakers realise the process 

of becoming a competent member of society through exchanges of language in 

particular social situations. Every society orchestrates the ways in which children 

participate in particular situations, which in turn affect the form, function and content of 

children‟s utterances. Caregivers‟ primary concern is not grammatical input, but the 

transmission of lexical input and sociocultural knowledge (Buttjes & Byram, 1991). 

Adult second or foreign language (L2) learning is clearly different. To begin, adult 

learners already have a rich knowledge of their own mother tongue (L1) as well as 
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sociocultural knowledge. Bialystok (1993) emphasises this sociocultural knowledge 

may be used as a foundation for building language instruction.  

The process of sociocultural acquisition in foreign and second language (L2) 

contexts can be conceptualised in ways analogous to the L1 language acquisition 

processes. The learner begins with a knowledge of the practices of their own first 

culture and gradually acquires an „approximative‟ system of practices (cf. Nemser, 

1971) which vary from the starting position as a result of exposure to new input. 

Liddicoat (2003) compares this „approximative‟ system, with the concept of 

interlanguage (Selinker, 1972) by using the term intercultures. In this context, different 

stages of interculture can contain rules that are identical to those of the first culture, are 

derived from the target culture or belong to neither culture, but which are learners‟ 

accommodations to their noticing of, and reflection on, the input. In this case, each 

stage of interculture represents a new step in the development of a set of intercultural 

practices, as shown in Figure 14.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 14 Progression in development of intercultural practices 

Source: Liddicoat, et al., 2003, p. 21. 
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However, language learners may not be aware of their own cultural knowledge or 

how to apply it in an L2 context, which leaves a clear role for pedagogical intervention 

(Rose & Kasper, 2001). Schmidt (1993) emphasises that there is no evidence for 

implicit learning of L2 sociocultural rules and thus he highlights the importance of the 

role of consciousness as a precondition for the development of L2 pragmatic 

competence. He argues that in order to acquire ability in pragmatic norms, for instance, 

learners must “attend to both the linguistic forms of utterances and the relevant social 

and contextual features with which they are associated” (Schmidt, 2001, p. 30).  

Schmidt‟s proposition argues that language learners acquire pragmatic 

competence by consciously paying attention to linguistic form, pragmalinguistic 

function and sociopragmatic constraints. However, Schmidt argues that learners do not 

have to consciously attempt to notice gaps as it is „awareness‟ of pragmatic features 

rather than the „intention‟ to notice them that matters. This means that learners may 

benefit more from noticing specific aspects in their input with the initial help of a 

teacher (Schmidt, 1993). 

Swain‟s (1995) and Long‟s (1996) ideas on the functions of output and interaction 

in second language learning can be adapted to the acquisition of critical languaculture 

awareness. Swain (1995) identified three main functions of output. The first is 

consciousness-raising in that learners are forced to notice non L2 like elements of their 

output. The second is hypothesis-testing and the third is a reflective, whereby learners 

can reflect on L2 forms. On the other hand, Long‟s (1996) research emphasised both 

input and output and integrated them in his „interaction hypothesis‟, which views 

communication as a platform for language acquisition. In this context, the negotiation of 

meaning plays a key role in interaction. According to Long‟s theory, negative evidence 

and modified output are the main learning channels (Ibid).  
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From these observations, Liddicoat (2003) proposes a more process-oriented 

acquisitional model of sociocultural learning for the field of foreign language teaching. 

This cyclical model (Figure 15, below) conceives the development of sociocultural 

knowledge as an ongoing process of acquisition where the primary stimulating tool is a 

reflection on one‟s own linguistic behaviour and that of one‟s interlocutors.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

According to Schmidt (1993) for any acquisition to take place, however, 

particular elements of the input have to be „noticed‟. As mentioned above, our cultural 

conventions are often „invisible‟ to us and noticing cultural differences can be made 

more difficult because of this. Thus, Liddicoat (2003) highlights the promotion of 

noticing as one of the key tasks of the teacher. Once it has been noticed, the input is 

available for reflection and experimentation.  
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in input to reflect on the nature of the difference and to decide how to respond to that 

difference; that is, whether and how far the learner will modify his/her practices to 

accommodate this new input. This initial modification is not, however, the final stage of 
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Figure 15 Cyclical model of the acquisition of sociocultural knowledge 

Source: Liddicoat, 2002b, p. 11. 
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noticing and reflection. This noticing may be a positive or negative evaluation by the 

learner of the new modified practices, which may feel comfortable or uncomfortable. 

The noticing may also be of a native speaker‟s response to the modified practices of the 

learner, which indicate whether the modification has been successful. These „noticings‟ 

can become the target of further reflection, which again becomes realised in the 

student‟s output, and so in a (potentially) continuous cycle of acquisition (Liddicoat, 

2003). I adopt this cyclical model for my investigation to identify the nature of the 

critical languaculture awareness raising process. As my discussion of the literature 

suggests, this process extends beyond the context of the formal classroom into a life-

long learning journey.  

3.3 Perspective transformation and the “Third Place” 

Learning goals may be classified into two categories: „short-term‟ goals and 

„continuing‟ or long-term goals. The first are specific instructional objectives within the 

curriculum of a course and may be conceptualised within available frameworks of both 

linguistic and (inter)cultural „competence‟ or „critical languaculture awareness‟. The 

second refer to the learners‟ lifelong learning process to become an „interculturally 

competent speaker‟ and can be conceptualised only as a vision for the learners‟ future, 

beyond the formal context of their studies. The long-term, continuing goal of becoming 

an intercultural speaker lies beyond the boundaries of a given course or program of 

studies. Teachers should therefore consider the development of „critical languaculture 

awareness‟ as planting the seeds for learners‟ continuing, autonomous development of 

critical frames of reference in finding their own unique perspective, somewhere in 

between the native and target languaculture frames of reference.  
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In this context, theories of „thirdness‟ come into play to conceptualise the 

learners‟ negotiation between the native and target languacultures. Theories of thirdness 

challenge binary opposites such as the „here and there‟; „self and other‟; and so forth. 

Here, the notion of a „third space‟ emerges as a place of negotiation between the native 

and target cultures. This notion has been explored extensively by cultural studies 

theorist Homi Bhabha (1990, 1994) and his notions of hybridity; and specifically by 

Claire Kramsch, (1993a, 1995a, 1998, 1999) in the field of language pedagogy. More 

recently, in intercultural language teaching (ILT) approaches (Liddicoat & Crozet, 

2000; Liddicoat, et al., 2003; Lo Bianco, Liddicoat, & Crozet, 1999) have also adopted 

this notion. These approaches train learners to apply four phases to any situation where 

they encounter a person from the target culture. First is exploring the „First Place‟ and 

how this situation is handled in one's own language and culture. Second is exploring the 

„Second Place‟ and how this situation is handled in the Target language and culture. 

Third is reflecting on the similarities and differences between the „First and Second 

Places‟. Fourth is, arriving at the „Third Place‟ (Kramsch, 1993a), which is how each 

person negotiates his or her response to the situation.  

This approach is problematic because it limits understanding of cultural 

manifestation in communication to a highly static concept. At a conceptual level, far 

from „dynamic‟, the notions of „First, Second and Third place‟, imply „static‟ 

realisations of language and culture and suggest the „First‟ and „Second‟ Place remain 

unchanged through the process of creating a separate „Third Place‟. Alternatively, the 

notion of „dynamic in-betweenness‟ provides a more dynamic view of one‟s 

languaculture behaviour(s) in intercultural encounters. This term, coined by Yoshikawa 

(1987) in the context of „third culture kids‟ – children who accompany their parents into 

another society – has been used to describe „constructive cultural marginality‟, that is, 
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the ability to fit-in on the edges or the margins of the cultures one has grown 

accustomed to in order to experience a wholeness and integration of one‟s cultural 

identities. In the context of this thesis, „dynamic in-betweenness‟ denotes the underlying 

nature of culture and cultural manifestations: their dynamism. This concept also ties in 

with Buttjes‟ definition of „intercultural competence‟ as “the ability to mediate between 

one‟s own culture and that of others (Buttjes, 1989, p. 112, emphasis added), and 

integrates a „dynamic‟ view of culture. Yoshikawa (1982) further elaborated on the 

notion of „dynamism‟ and „fluidity‟ in his conceptualisation of intercultural 

communication as a „dynamic phenomenon‟ that considers the individual, language and 

meanings created in interaction as co-constructed dynamic elements. In this context, 

critical languaculture awareness can help to provide students with tools that promote an 

ongoing reflective process so that students can conscientiously make decisions and 

manage their alternative frames of languaculture reference and develop „dynamic in 

betweenness‟ as opposed to a „third place‟.  

3.4 Summary 

In this chapter I have explored development of the concept of „competence‟ 

through the fields of Linguistics, into Applied Linguistics, and then language pedagogy. 

My analysis of this term has provided insight into the diversity of its meanings and has 

identified how I conceptualise the term in this study – including cognitive, behavioural 

and affective features. In this chapter I have also discussed the notion of „critical 

languaculture awareness‟, rather than intercultural competence (IC) (Byram, 1997) as 

an alternative focus for language pedagogy. 

Here, I have explored the notion of languaculture specifically in relation to 

linguistic aspects of intercultural encounters that are constrained by the interactants‟ 
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cultural schemata discussed in Chapter 2. Moving away from the „competence‟ 

paradigm to focus on „awareness‟ has brought to the fore the cognitive processes 

involved in developing the intercultural speaker, while a „critical‟ component has dealt 

specifically with current aspirations in higher education.  

Critical theories of adult education and transformative learning theories 

underpinning the awareness-raising processes have involved de-stabilising learners‟ 

assumptions about the target culture and their own cultural schemata (Barnett, 1997; 

Brockbank & McGill, 1998; Mezirow, 1981, 1990, 1991). I have therefore argued that 

presenting learners with instances of „cognitive dissonance‟ can provide an adequate 

starting point for subsequent development of IC as a by-product. I have used the notion 

of „critical languaculture awareness‟ to address the lack of clarity about the learning 

processes involved in IC, that is, how IC is acquired or developed. In the next chapter I 

address the relationship between language and culture underlying various language and 

culture teaching practices.  
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Chapter 4 The Cultural Dimension of the Language Teaching 

Curriculum 

The third area of concern in this study refracts our lens to the „how‟ of language 

and culture teaching. Here we examine approaches and practices to help teachers and 

learners explore the language/culture nexus in the classroom. As the key point of 

articulation between theory and practice, this area is at the core of the „ends‟ and 

„means‟ discrepancy. In this chapter I therefore draw upon a wide body of literature to 

trace the development of the cultural dimension in language teaching methodologies 

and how this dimension is manifest in the curricula of language programs. This provides 

the theoretical and practical insights to pursue the key question of „how‟. 

The chapter has five sections. The first concerns evolution of the cultural 

dimension in language teaching approaches and the second concerns specifically 

curriculum elements, syllabus selection, presentation techniques and exercises. The 

third focuses on the most problematic element of the curriculum: assessment, and the 

fourth contemplates the language teacher‟s role as curriculum developer. The fifth and 

final section provides a brief summary of the chapter‟s main contentions.  

4.1 Language and culture teaching approaches  

At the turn of the new century, shifts in the dominant view of the relationship 

between language and culture and the increasing frequency of intercultural encounters 

have prompted calls for new teaching approaches that promote the development of 

intercultural skills to deal with differences in ways of communicating. Approaches to 

language teaching have therefore changed significantly in recent years, and as Liddicoat 

and Crozet (2000) argue, each change appears to have been triggered by a 
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reconceptualisation of „culture‟ and its role in communication and consequently, in 

language teaching (p. 7). 

The continuum metaphor used in Chapter 2 to represent the different 

conceptualisations of the relationship between language and culture can also be used 

analogically in the field of language pedagogy to represent the journey of culture into 

the language classroom. Although widely acknowledged today, „culture‟ has taken a 

long time to be recognised by researchers and teachers as part of foreign language (FL) 

teaching. Even now its place in the foreign language classroom remains implicit and is 

not taken for granted as is, for example, the place of grammar.  

As Stern et al. (1992) point out, culture has always played a subordinate role in 

language instruction. This subordinate role has mainly been reflected in the formulation 

of language teaching goals (Kelly, 1969). According to and Murphy (1988), although 

official statements of objectives in foreign language teaching have traditionally included 

a cultural dimension, this usually referred to the acquisition of “an understanding of the 

foreign community” (p. 148), and it was considered to be “complementary to the 

linguistic objective” (Ibid) and expected to contribute to the overall development of the 

learners.  

In addition to the twin challenges of operationalising the relationship between 

language and culture and specifying its aims in foreign language teaching, many 

controversies and ambiguities have arisen concerning what culture teaching in language 

classes actually involves. Many studies have claimed that the greatest challenge 

language teachers face in culture teaching is that they are uncertain about what the word 

„culture‟ actually means (Byram & Risager, 1999; Lange & Paige, 2003; Sercu, et al., 

2005). This is not surprising, since „culture‟ is a slippery term. Nowadays it is a 

buzzword in such phrases as „working culture‟, „marketing culture‟ and „popular 
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culture‟. One of the most common uses – in „national culture‟ – ranges extremely 

broadly, conjuring up vague notions about nations, races and sometimes whole 

continents, notions that are often imprisoned with stereotypes and prejudices. While 

numerous definitions of „culture‟ are accessible to teachers through different disciplines, 

these are often defined according to the disciplines‟ dominant paradigms. This situation 

poses many challenges for FL educators since the various disciplines that employ 

concepts of „culture‟ are rarely in dialogue with each other.  

The lack of explicit frameworks for conceptualising the place of culture in 

languages education produces four particular lines of inquiry for this study to pursue. 

One is critical inquiry into the underlying conceptualisation of the cultural dimension of 

language teaching. The second is investigation into how current teaching approaches 

may be improved to most effectively address the language/culture interface discussed in 

earlier chapters. The third is analysis of the actual choices made about how, when and to 

what purpose cultural inputs are incorporated into the language learning curriculum. 

The fourth seeks to identify how these choices are reflected in promoting (inter)cultural 

competence.16 

The following briefly overviews the evolution of culture and cultural competence 

in foreign language teaching methods,17 under five „umbrella‟ models: grammar–

                                                 

16
 Here I use (inter)cultural competence to distinguish „cultural competence‟ as a goal in a 

number of earlier teaching approaches which isolated language from culture, and the concept of 

„intercultural competence‟ discussed in Chapter 3.  

17
In this chapter I use the term „methods‟ interchangeably with „approach‟, referring to not only 

the selection of teaching activities and materials, but also the theoretical and practical hypotheses 

underpinning the teaching practices.  
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translation methods, audio-visual methods, civilisation approaches, communicative 

approaches and intercultural approaches.18  

My analysis of these models suggests that understanding of the place of culture 

within language pedagogy has evolved in a way analogous to that of the language/ 

culture relationship illustrated earlier with the language–culture continuum. Early in the 

recorded history of language teaching, language was considered to be separate from 

culture and was used as a tool to access a society‟s highest cultural works, believed to 

be mainly embodied in literature. In time, studies of culture developed separately from 

language study, while more recently observers have begun to recognise language as a 

part of culture, and thus as a tool to explore it. Accordingly, recognition of what 

constitutes cultural competence has evolved from denoting a static body of „factual‟ 

cultural knowledge to implying a more dynamic and complex set of knowledge, skills 

and attitudes. These findings suggest that, perhaps because of increased interest in the 

sociolinguistic dimension of communication, the cultural dimension has progressively 

found its place within foreign language education. In particular, the intercultural 

teaching paradigm, the most recent attempt to address cultural aspects of 

communication in language education, proposes conceptualisations of culture relevant 

to communication. Nevertheless, the literature reveals that attempts to operationalise 

teaching approaches within this paradigm require further research into their 

implementation.  

                                                 

18
The selection of these models is predominantly based on work by Murphy (1988), Stern (1983; 

Stern, et al., 1992) and Risager (2007) in their thorough analyses of the cultural dimension in foreign 

language teaching. 



- 125 - 

In the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, the so-called Grammar–

Translation (GT) methods were considered a „gateway‟ to high culture, and to being 

able to read renowned literary works that were believed to be the embodiment of a 

society‟s cultural knowledge. In this context, culture was seen as residing in text itself. 

It could be acquired through language, which, in turn, was seen as system – a tool for 

accessing culture and thus becoming a „cultivated person‟, intellectually, spiritually and 

aesthetically.  

The GT approach was used originally to teach „dead‟ languages (and literatures) 

such as Latin and Ancient Greek, and this may account for its heavy bias towards 

developing receptive reading skills, to the virtual exclusion of oral production. Thus, 

cultural competence was defined in relation to the learner‟s ability to access an 

established canon of literature (Liddicoat, et al., 2003), rather than to interact with 

native speakers.  

In the early twentieth century, the focus of language pedagogy shifted from the 

development of receptive skills like reading to more aural/oral skills, so audiolingual 

methods were favoured. Language came first and so cultural competence was implicit 

and subordinated to the acquisition of productive language skills such as speaking 

(Murphy, 1988). In this context culture was viewed as existing within language, and it 

was believed that learners would eventually „pick it up‟ (Liddicoat, 2002b). In other 

words, although these methods were not completely impervious to cultural aspects of 

language instruction, the emphasis was placed explicitly on the acquisition of practical 

communicative skills. 

So-called „civilisation‟ approaches juxtaposed language and culture. These 

approaches emphasised the acquisition of a body of knowledge about the target culture. 

This was achieved through a „facts‟ approach to culture learning. These approaches 
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conceived culture teaching part of as area studies, and thus, cultural competence was 

conceived as a body of knowledge about historical events and characters, geographical 

and institutional notions of the country where the target language is spoken. Liddicoat et 

al. (2003) noted that this knowledge is seen as “background for understanding language 

and society” (2003, p. 3) but claim  that this type of study of a country is rather „tourist-

like‟ and does not promote the learners‟ reflection about their observations. This 

paradigm did not identify a clear link between cultural knowledge and language use 

(Murphy, 1988; Liddicoat, 2003), nor did it explain how acquiring this knowledge 

would affect the learner as a user of the target language. As a result, most civilisation 

approaches tended to position themselves autonomously outside the language 

classroom. The most recent version of these approaches can be seen in culture and 

society courses. In these courses generally, culturally based practices of the target 

culture are presented to people with no knowledge of, or involvement in, the learning of 

the target language. Classes are taught in the students‟ native language or their lingua 

franca and the target language is used only for naming historical events, institutions and 

places, making the relationship between language and culture ever more irreconcilable. 

From the early 1960s, an anthropological view of culture as societal norms began 

to permeate the field of language pedagogy. The seminal work on Language and 

Language Learning by Brooks in the 1960s presented a number of recommendations, 

from revising the conceptualisation of „culture‟ in language teaching to creating specific 

teaching materials and incorporating culture teaching within language programs at an 

early stage. He offered 64 topics regarding culture, combined with questions aimed at 

promoting teachers‟ reflections. These „hors d’oeuvres‟, as he called them, concerned, 

inter alia, such crucial aspects of culture as greetings, expletives, verbal taboos, cafes, 



- 127 - 

bars, and restaurants, contrasts in town and country life, and patterns of politeness 

(Brooks, 1960, 1968). 

Thanasoulas (2001) identified Brooks‟ groundbreaking work as conducive to “a 

shift of focus from teaching geography and history as part of language learning to an 

anthropological approach to the study of culture” (p. 6). By distinguishing between 

„Culture‟ with a „capital C‟ (which included art, music, literature, politics and so forth) 

and „culture‟ with a „small c‟ (the behavioural patterns and lifestyles of everyday 

people), Brooks helped demystify the concept of „culture‟, which was hitherto believed 

to be “an intellectual gift bestowed only upon the elite” (Ibid). This shift in 

conceptualising „culture‟ therefore raised awareness that „culture‟ resides in the very 

fabric of people‟s lives – their modus vivendi, their beliefs, assumptions, and attitudes – 

rather than “in a preoccupation with aesthetic reflections” (Ibid).   

In the 1970s, understanding of the role of culture in the foreign language 

curriculum was enhanced by a greater emphasis on sociolinguistic aspects of 

communication. This led to greater emphasis on the situational context of foreign 

language education, and audiolingual methods were replaced by the advent of 

Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) approach. It marked a turning point, as the 

pedagogic paradigm shifted from an approach based largely on language form and 

structure to one based on functions in communication (Genc & Bada, 2005, p. 73). In 

this context, Canale and Swain (1980) claimed that “a more natural integration” of 

language and culture could be achieved “through a more communicative approach than 

through a more grammatically based approach” (p. 31). „Culture as an everyday 

activity‟ and „authenticity‟ were paramount in CLT, and authentic texts, such as 

brochures and flyers, were often said to „bring culture into the classroom‟. However, 

these texts were treated as a vehicle for developing language skills in a complete 
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cultural vacuum (Pulverness, 2000). „Authenticity‟ criteria used for teaching materials 

did not extend to the „authenticity‟ of learning tasks; hence, the limitations of activities 

asking students to „pretend‟ to be Italian waiters or Spanish doctors.  

Liddicoat argues that in the context of this approach, cultural competence is 

conceived as “knowing what people from a given cultural group are likely to do and 

understanding the cultural values placed upon certain beliefs and ways of acting” 

(Liddicoat, 2004, p. 50). Furthermore, it involves the ability to use linguistic knowledge 

meaningfully in a given socio-cultural context. Thus, more emphasis was placed on 

understanding the cultural values embedded in certain ways of acting and beliefs within 

communication. 

An alternative approach within the CLT paradigm involves combining principles 

from the civilisation „facts‟ approach to culture with communicative language teaching 

ideas. Even so, these cultural „facts‟ are presented in an isolated, ad hoc manner 

(Kramsch, 1983; Sercu, 2002). Galloway (1985) assessed these commonly used „facts‟ 

approaches for teaching culture as a disheartening reflection of many language teachers‟ 

practices. The approach is also problematic because it presents culture as rather 

homogenous and promotes the observation and interpretation of the target cultural 

paradigm without reference to the learners‟ own cultural paradigms.  

Finally, on the cusp of the new century, a shift in languages education as well as 

emerging conceptualisations of culture as a heterogeneous, dynamic phenomenon that is 

related intrinsically to language, called for reconceptualising culture teaching 

approaches in the context of languages education. Galisson (1994, p. 21) identified this 

turn to culture as “un rupteur épistémologique” in relation to preceding models of 

language teaching.  
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In the early 1990s, scholars already had begun to consider the dynamics of culture 

as a vital factor contributing to „successful‟ language learning (Byram & Morgan, 1994, 

p. 5). Littlewood (1981) for instance, emphasised the value of cultural learning. 

However, he still considered “linguistic proficiency as the overall aim of 

communicative competence” (p. 56). Many research projects provided insightful 

comparisons on the culture-specific behavioural conventions reflected in language use. 

Some examples are the use of silence (LaForge, 1983, pp. 70-81; Odlin, 1989), 

frequency of turn-taking (Odlin, 1989, p. 55; Preston, 1989, pp. 128-131), and 

politeness (Odlin, 1989, pp. 49-54). In the 1980s and 1990s, advances in the fields of 

Pragmatics and Sociolinguistics (Levinson, 1983), prompted reconceptualisation of the 

nature of „language‟ itself. „Language‟ was no longer thought of as merely describing or 

communicating, but as persuading, deceiving, or punishing and controlling (Bakhtin, 

1986; Byram, 1989; Fairclough, 1989; Lakoff, 1990). 

These shifts in the underlying conceptualisations of language, culture and the 

relationship between them have rendered people‟s frames of reference and cultural 

blueprints tentative (Thanasoulas, 2001), and led to attempts at “bridg[ing] the cultural 

gap in language teaching” (Valdes, 1986). These have led to the emergence of a new set 

of teaching approaches which can be grouped under the umbrella term „intercultural 

language teaching‟ (ILT) approaches. Its main advocates, Byram (1989, 1997; 1994) 

and Kramsch (1993a, 1998), emphasise the intercultural nature of languages education 

and argue that without the study of culture, teaching L2 is inaccurate and incomplete; 

the study of language in use reveals culturally infused forms of language that should be 

taught explicitly.  

One of the most recent examples of the ILT approaches in the Australian context 

has been put forth by Liddicoat, Papademetre, Scarino and Kholer in the government 
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commissioned Report on Intercultural Language Learning (Liddicoat, et al., 2003). This 

report has been particularly influential in FL teaching practices in compulsory 

education. Its ideas and recommendations were based on the results obtained from the 

analysis of curriculum and policy documents in compulsory education, and from an 

Australia-wide school survey targeted at managers of the languages programs in each 

state/territory from the government and non-government sectors, as well as teachers, 

professional associations, and instructors in the tertiary sector. It proposed an 

„Intercultural Language Teaching‟ (ILT) approach, which aims to develop the 

intercultural dimension of language teaching and intercultural skills.19 This framework 

has been widely propagated in the compulsory education system.  

This ILT approach is based on the dynamic interplay of two basic principles: that 

every language and its culture are inseparable and that people are unique, in both how 

they express their own culture and how they respond to another culture (Liddicoat et al., 

2003). In addition, ILT presents six major sets of beliefs that make it particularly 

innovative. First, it claims that culture is not acquired through osmosis and must be 

taught explicitly. This is particularly important as it concurs with research that suggests 

that culture learning requires an explicit moment of reflection (Byram, et al., 1990; Hall 

& Ramírez, 1993; McMeniman & Evans, 1997; Risager, 2006; inter al.). Second, it 

argues that culture should be taught explicitly from the start of language learning rather 

than in later stages when higher levels of proficiency have been achieved. This 

argument is based on the idea that delaying cultural input does not delay cultural 

learning, but rather hinders it by creating false culture learning and delaying the process 

                                                 

19
ILT is referred to in Education Queensland‟s policy documents as „Intercultural Language 

Learning‟ (IcLL).  
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of reflection and comparison with the native culture. Third, it integrates culture into the 

language macro-skills, reading, writing, listening and speaking. This is innovative as it 

brings to the fore the cultural dimension of language teaching hitherto subordinated to 

the linguistic dimension. Fourth, it argues for a redefinition of the ultimate goal of 

language learning. It focuses on the bilingual/multilingual non-native speaker as the 

norm, as opposed to taking the native speaker as the norm. This is also groundbreaking 

as it encourages language learners to maintain their own identity and de-emphasises the 

need for them to become native-like in their language or behaviour. Fifth, it argues that 

both conceptual and experiential learning are required to acquire intercultural 

competence. This implies the active involvement of learners in discovering new 

information about the target culture. Finally, the sixth belief argues that language 

learners should be trained explicitly on how to discover this information and how to 

engage with it.  

In implementing this ILT approach, Liddicoat et al. emphasise that there are many 

implications for the language teacher. First, ILT offers language teachers a rationale and 

methodology for their planning, teaching and evaluating of outcomes. Second, language 

learning is given a real purpose, relevant to the students' attitudes and interests. Third, 

knowledge about language and culture is integrated with, and facilitates, the journey to 

the Third Place. Finally, the uniqueness of each encounter is appreciated, and the 

integrity of each student's own response is respected. 

At first sight, this approach presents many advantages. It seeks to address what 

Liddicoat et al. perceived in the 2003 Report as the two main shortcomings in 

Communicative Language Teaching‟s (CLT) culture teaching dimension: inadequate 

exploration of the link between language and culture, and the conceptualisation of the 

communication processes. Alternatively, ILT claims to be based on notions that (1) 
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language and culture are inseparable, a claim supported by Crozet and Liddicoat‟s 

„culture-in-language‟ continuum; and (2) that culture should be defined as a „dynamic‟ 

notion, that is, as a set of variable practices in which people engage on a day-to-day 

basis. Moreover, by conceptualising communication between native and non-native 

speakers as „intercultural communication‟, ILT focuses on developing „intercultural 

competence‟ (IC), which is viewed as more than learning about cultures and contrasting 

them. IC is considered the ability to create a comfortable „Third place‟, a linguistic and 

culturally negotiated space between the notions of „First place‟ (native language and 

culture) and „Second place‟ (target language and culture).  

Liddicoat et al.‟s ILT approach argues convincingly that both conceptual and 

experiential learning are required to acquire intercultural competence. Such a 

proposition entails a re-definition of the role of teachers and learners, in which teachers 

assume a supportive role where they can assist learners in articulating and resolving 

possible conflicts between the native and target cultures, and therefore in developing 

their „Third Place‟. Learners, on the other hand, assume a more active role in the 

analysis of their native culture and the target culture in order to create their own „Third 

Place‟.  

A closer examination into the mechanics of this approach, however, reveals two 

types of problems with its implementation. First and foremost is a conceptual problem. 

As shown in the previous section, Crozet and Liddicoat‟s „culture-in-language‟ 

continuum (1999) does not provide an accurate description of the pragmatic dimension 

of the language and culture interface. Thus, describing language and culture‟s 

indivisibility on the basis of such models provides an inadequate starting point for 

teachers and learners to explore „culture-through-language‟. Also, the notion of IC 

seems to be equated with the development of a „Third Place‟.  
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This is problematic because it limits the definition of IC to a concept that is highly 

static. In other words, at a conceptual level, far from „dynamic‟, the notions of „First, 

Second and Third place‟, imply „static‟ realisations of language and culture and suggest 

the „First‟ and „Second‟ Place remain unchanged through the process of creating a 

separate „Third Place‟.  

The second problem with the implementation of this ILT approach relates to its 

pedagogical implications. Though some case studies of good practice have been put 

forward (for example, McLaughlin & Liddicoat, 2005), there is a conspicuous lack of 

detail on the concrete procedures of this approach. This means that even when using 

ILT principles as touchstones, language teachers are expected to rely on their own 

understanding of concepts such as „culture‟ and „Third place‟ in making pedagogical 

decisions related to curriculum planning, materials selection and development, 

assessment and evaluation processes. It may lead to inconsistent teaching practices 

under the umbrella of ILT, and therefore to unreliable results for assessing its 

effectiveness, a situation analogous to what happened with CLT.  

I argue that even though this ILT approach certainly provides tools for language 

instructors to integrate culture-related aspects, it has yet to provide specific tools for 

comprehensively implementing such reflections into everyday classroom activities. 

Thus, further research into its implementation is clearly required before it can replace 

the commonly used methodologies such as CLT, on which many university language 

programs are based.  

Currently, acknowledgment of the complexity and diversity of the educational 

contexts of language teaching, particularly evident in Australian universities, has 

prompted some to claim that languages education has moved „beyond methods‟ to what 

has been defined as a „postmethod condition‟ (Kumaravadivelu, 2003). In this context, 
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Savignon (2007) has suggested that “the quest for a better method has been or should be 

abandoned in favour of the identification of practices or strategies of teaching designed 

to reflect local needs and experiences” (p. 207). Savignon also suggests a „postmethod‟ 

era may lead to recognition of teachers as „professional decision-makers‟ (p. 218).  

I argue that a „postmethod‟ view should be adopted by those attempting to 

integrate the cultural dimension of languages education. Language teachers should not 

have to decide on one specific teaching „methodology‟ or „approach‟ in order to 

integrate intercultural aspects of communication. Rather, they should be able to make 

pedagogical decisions based on principles that are informed by understanding of the 

complex relationship between language and culture and the development of IC. This 

claim may seem inconsistent with my criticism about the lack of detail on implementing 

intercultural approaches. Yet, the highly regulated teaching context in compulsory 

levels of education is different from the higher education context, where language-in-

education policies do not apply to the syllabi planning. Even though future teachers of 

many target groups (primary school, secondary school, adult education) undertake 

teacher training at university level, the incorporation of intercultural language teaching 

approaches in their university education is a relatively unexplored area (Jensen, Jæger, 

& Lorentsen, 1995). I therefore argue that language educators at university level need to 

consider a „beyond-methods‟ approach as an alternative to available ILT approaches 

such as Liddicoat et al.‟s, whose pedagogic implementation is still being investigated 

When grounded on relevant theoretical principles, a „beyond-methods‟ approach allows 

the language educator to incorporate an intercultural dimension tailored to the specific 

conditions of a given course or program. These include the medium of instruction used 

in the course, the proficiency level of the students from beginners to advanced, the 

amount of contact hours, and so forth.  
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Based on my critique of current ILT approaches, I argue that conceptualising the 

development of IC as „teaching‟ is inappropriate and should be reconsidered carefully. 

Conceptualising the approach to culture in the language classroom as „teaching‟ implies 

a static viewpoint. Use of the term „culture teaching‟ throughout the literature suggests 

that culture can be „taught‟ by presenting „facts‟, and concrete answers to questions such 

as „why, what, how‟. As argued earlier, this view can easily lead to stereotyping and 

leave students with static sets of generalised and inaccurate features of the target 

culture.  

If we accept that meaning emerges through social interaction as suggested by 

Bakhtin (1986), Lave and Wenger (1991) and Wertsch (1991), teaching fixed cultural 

meanings seems useless since in reality they do not exist. Crawford and Lange (1984) 

present a very powerful argument that the conceptualisation of „culture teaching‟ is 

misleading. They believe that the acquisition and dissemination of cultural information 

put severe limits on learning about culture.  

An information-centred, culture teaching strategy implies that the culture under 

study is closed, final, complete… [It also] eliminates consideration of culture at 

the personal level, where the individual interacts with and acts upon the culture... 

Although culture contains knowable facts, these facts are in constant flux. More 

important to an understanding of culture than the collection of facts is an 

appreciation of culture as a constellation of phenomena in a continual process of 

change, brought about by the participants in the culture as they live and work. 

To study culture as a body of facts is to study the characteristics of culture; to 

study culture as a process is to study its essence. (pp. 141-142) 



- 136 - 

On an epistemological level, these issues raise the important question of whether 

culture teaching and the development of IC, which involve affective and attitudinal 

dimensions, can actually be achieved through language education. Some have argued 

the impossibility of teaching culture in its complexity and totality in the classroom 

(Byram, 1989; Kramsch 1993a). Sauvé (1996) raises the valid question about teaching 

culture: “how possible is it to teach something when we cannot even be fully conscious 

of it?” (p. 17), which is particularly relevant for native language teachers. He claims, “I 

am more comfortable with the notion of enabling the acquisition of culture; I am less 

comfortable with the idea of trying to teach it” (Ibid). Conventional conceptualisations 

of „culture teaching‟ seem to disregard that we are dealing with something “which has 

not been and probably can never be fully articulated in words and in human 

consciousness” (Ilieva, 1997). 

Inspired by this argument, Ilieva (1997) proposes conceptualising the study of 

culture as a process of “exploration”. This challenges currently predominant practices in 

culture teaching, which she argues “not only ignore the relevance of the students‟ 

personal experiences of the cultural ways of the target community, but are also 

unreliable in providing „authoritative‟ sources of cultural knowledge” (pp. 95-96). 

Through current mainstream approaches “students are taught about culture; they are not 

taught how to interact with culture” (Crawford-Lange & Lange, 1984, p. 146, emphasis 

added), an observation that is particularly relevant in discussing cultural manifestations 

in interaction.  

These views are especially relevant in the case of adult foreign language students 

who arrive in the language classroom with a set of acquired cultural practices of their 

own background. Here teachers cannot assume that students are fully cognisant of their 

own cultural behaviours. Because cultural practices are largely invisible to us, we do not 
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usually see them as cultural and constructed. Therefore, to explore the target culture, 

learners need to be given the opportunity to „explore‟ their own culture at the same time 

they explore the target culture. According to Liddicoat (2003) this exploration 

inevitably entails a comparison of their native culture with the target culture. Kramsch 

(1983) noted that processes of comparison are essential because before students can 

understand the viewpoint of a person of another culture, they must understand that their 

own attitudes, motivations and behaviour are culture-bound. In other words, they must 

first recognise that they see the world through their own „cultural lenses‟.  

In this context, „exploration‟ primarily involves learning how to discover new 

information about the native and target culture while engaging with the target language 

and culture. „Exploration‟ also involves comparison and reflection processes that can be 

integrated into any classroom activity and transferred to authentic situations. These 

claims echo the awareness raising processes described in Chapter 3, thus I argue that 

within the „beyond-methods‟ paradigm, „languaculture exploration‟ can be 

conceptualised and integrated into different teaching approaches and techniques inside 

and outside the classroom, in interactions with fellow classmates, international students 

and native speakers in the community. Importantly, a languaculture exploration 

approach can be integrated into both language specific courses and cultural context 

courses taught in English (as a lingua franca). The latter is particularly relevant as it 

offers beginner level learners the opportunity to discuss pragmatic issues early in their 

language learning journey. Hence, exploring, comparing and reflecting on the effects of 

the pragmatic dimension in cross-cultural communication can help create a propitious 

environment to productively de-stabilise students‟ beliefs about their own culture and 

the target culture.  



- 138 - 

This cycle can be broken through critical languaculture awareness-raising 

activities such as exploring authentic instances of pragmalinguistic or sociopragmatic 

failures. This type of awareness-raising activities may be more conducive to „cognitive 

dissonance‟, that is, the cognitive, mental conflict that people experience when they are 

presented with evidence that their beliefs or assumptions are wrong (Montier, 2002).  

Along with recognising critical languaculture awareness-raising activities as 

potential catalysts for „cognitive dissonance‟ in learners‟ cultural schemata, there is a 

concomitant need to identify the syllabus and the actual activities and techniques that 

language teachers may use in such awareness-raising tasks. Here I present a brief review 

of the available syllabus and culture exploration techniques used in languages education 

so that we are better placed to identify potential activities or techniques that can be 

integrated into a languaculture exploration approach. 

4.2 Syllabus, presentation techniques and exercises 

Literature in the field of second and foreign language education presents a number 

of techniques for selection of „culture syllabi‟. The most influential works include 

Brooks, (1968) discussed earlier in this chapter, and later, Lafayette (1975), Nostrand 

(1978), and Seelye  (1984). These scholars aimed to aid the selection of „culture 

content‟ for the language curriculum by providing categorised lists of „culture areas‟ 

such as: arts, literature, music, paralanguage, time concept, space concept, law and 

order, and so forth. These areas, however, were selected in a largely arbitrary manner 

and ultimately failed to explicitly address the language/culture nexus, rendering the 

integration of such areas, incidental and ad hoc. In addition, teachers‟ reliance on 

language teaching textbooks as de facto syllabi reinforced the incidental nature of 

culture teaching in the language classroom (Klapper, 2001b). From the early 1990s, 
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discussion of a „culture syllabus‟ as such was replaced by the discussion of the 

development of intercultural competence and specific techniques to foster its 

development.  

Literature in the field of second and foreign language education also includes a 

wide range of culture exploration techniques used in language classrooms dating back 

to the early 1960s. These techniques provided a propitious context for cultural 

comparisons. However, their conceptualisations of cultural differences were grounded 

on a facts-based, static approach to culture, generally unrelated to language. One of the 

best-established and best-known examples of such culture teaching techniques is the 

culture capsule (H. D. Taylor & Sorensen, 1961), later expanded to culture clusters 

(Meade & Morain, 1973).  

A culture capsule provided a brief description of some aspect of the target culture, 

illustrating a significant difference from the native culture. Its presentation usually 

included several descriptive photographs and relevant realia (e.g., what is customarily 

eaten for meals and when those meals are eaten, marriage customs, and so forth). This 

was followed by, or incorporated with, contrasting information from the students' native 

culture. Teachers usually presented culture capsules orally, with a brief lecture on the 

chosen cultural aspect and then leading a discussion about the differences between 

cultures, normally in English as a lingua franca. Culture capsules were normally 

introduced by the teacher, but they were also used as tasks to be prepared by students 

outside the classroom and presented during class time. Culture clusters, comprising 

three or more culture capsules on related themes/topics about the target culture, aimed 

to spread the exploration of a given cultural aspect over a period a period of time, each 

cluster by itself or in relationship to one another as an unfolding series of themes.  
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When they were first popular in the early 1970s, culture capsules and culture 

clusters were considered suitable methods for developing the cognitive dimension of 

intercultural skills. However, their limitations in terms of the length of time they 

required and their manner of presentation, particularly in terms of the medium of 

instruction, prompted questions about the effectiveness of culture capsules and culture 

clusters in the target language classroom. In the context of French language instruction, 

Knop (1976) criticised the culture capsule‟s excessive focus on overt behaviour rather 

than language-mediated features of cultural behaviours. Knop favoured a culture 

exploration technique from the cross-cultural training field: the culture assimilator 

(Fiedler, Mitchell, & Triandis, 1971). 

Cultural assimilators, also called intercultural sensitisers (Albert, 1983), are short 

descriptions of an incident or situation where interaction takes place between at least 

one person from the target culture and people from other cultures. Four possible choices 

about the meaning of the participants‟ behaviour are provided. Students read the 

description in the assimilator and then choose which one of the four options they feel is 

the correct interpretation of the interaction. Once all students have made their individual 

choices, the teacher leads a discussion about why particular options are „correct‟ or 

„incorrect‟ in interpretation. This is considered an effective method that gives students 

understanding about cultural information in specific contexts. By making them choose 

among a number options and then supporting their choice, „cultural assimilators‟ 

provide a propitious setting for de-stabilising the students‟ beliefs and interpretations of 

cultural behaviour. This may lead to emotional empathy or affect if students have strong 

feelings about one or more of the options.  

A later version of the „cultural assimilator‟, called critical incident, focuses on the 

descriptions of scenarios that depict a critical difference between the cultures being 
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studied. There are no right or wrongs options to be discovered. The value of this tool 

derives from the discussion it may trigger. However, the main criticisms of „cultural 

assimilators‟ and „critical incidents‟ are that they are usually written in English as a 

lingua franca and they tend to focus on non-language related aspects of culture. Yet, if 

one considers the definition of „context‟ in its pragmatic sense, language teachers could 

effectively use these scenarios to explore cross-cultural pragmatic features such as 

differences in what is expected during communication (Gudykunst, 1986; Gumperz, 

1971). By adequately using this type of activities creatively, teachers are also able to 

move away from expectation that they will provide the „correct‟ answers since after 

discussion they may leave decision making to the learners.  

Another variation of the „culture assimilator‟ that tried to breach the language gap 

is the mini-drama (Snyder, 1975). It consists of a brief dialogue between a member of 

the target culture and a member of the native culture, usually in the country where the 

target language is spoken. These dialogues are written in the target language and portray 

language-mediated cultural misunderstandings. In some cases, these dialogues are 

followed by four possible choices to explain the meaning of the participants‟ behaviour. 

Students are asked to choose an option and support it through a discussion led by the 

teacher, who encourages students to explain cultural reasons behind the interactants‟ 

(linguistic) behaviours. Cultural assimilators, and to a lesser extent cultural mini-

dramas, are widely used and highly valued as a training tool for their solid research base 

(Wang, Williams, Brislin, Chao, & Wang, 2000). Yet, one of the main flaws in the input 

these techniques offer is that they tend to present exaggerated, potentially stereotypical 

portrayals of speakers‟ pragmatic practices in order to focus students‟ attention on 

specific languaculture differences. The incidents may also portray differences as static 

features of the native and target cultures, disregarding the dynamic interplay of 
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pragmatic contexts. Despite their limitations, I argue that they can be adapted and 

effectively integrated as input to raise students‟ awareness of the pragmatic dimension 

in cross-cultural interaction and its potential effect in creating and perpetuating 

stereotypes.  

4.3 Assessment tasks 

The design and implementation of assessment tasks that may monitor learners‟ 

development as intercultural speakers is, arguably, the most problematic area of the 

curriculum. It is problematic because it is essential for providing evidence that learners 

are developing ICC, in particular its intercultural competence component savoir 

s’engager. Yet the curricula of most language programs are ostensibly bereft of any 

such tasks. While the advent of ILT approaches has compelled language educators to 

reconceptualise the inclusion of (inter)cultural goals in their curricula, these goals are 

generally vague and seldom indicate how they will be assessed in practice. This means 

there is a clear lack of alignment between „ends‟ and „means‟, between curriculum goals 

and objectives, and assessment tasks in place to address them (Fantini, 1997; Wright, 

1996).  

There is a significant literature on curriculum design and assessment of 

intercultural competence relevant for languages education, in particular at university 

level, includes (Bennet, 1997; Deardorff, 2004, 2006; Fantini, 1997, 2000, 2006a, 

2006b; Hughes, 1986; Liddicoat, et al., 2003; C. Morgan, 1993; Sercu, 2004a; Wright, 

1996). It reveals four specific sets of reasons for the lack of internal curriculum 

alignment. The first goes back to unsatisfactory conceptualisations of culture and its 

relationship with language. In this context, assessment has focused on monolithic 

dimensions of culture, largely isolated from language in interaction, that is, artistic 
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traditions, geography, history and institutions (Hughes, 1986). Assessment of these 

dimensions has centred on a factual type of assessment tasks that require student to 

memorise dates, facts, in other words, elements that can be easily tested and quantified 

(Valette, 1986). Even when these elements are integrated into the curriculum of 

advanced levels and are thus tested in the target language, marks are still awarded 

predominantly for learners‟ linguistic accuracy (C. Morgan, 1993).  

The second set of reasons is a corollary of the first and refers to the limited 

understanding of ICC models and the (inter)dependency of their subcomponents, both 

linguistic and non-linguistic. As I explained in Chapter 3, intercultural competence 

models, and in particular Byram‟s model of ICC, fail to clearly rationalise the 

relationship between linguistic, sociolinguistic, discourse and intercultural competence 

(IC). The IC component in Byram‟s ICC model is described as including cognitive, 

attitudinal and behavioural elements. But while in theory each of these elements may be 

examined individually, in practice they overlap, and the complex relationship between 

them makes their separation for assessment purposes highly problematic (Wright, 

1996).  

Sercu (2004a) grouped these elements (Table 3 below) showing the discrimination 

of Byram‟s savoirs and their alignment with the cognitive, behavioural and attitudinal 

dimensions as well as their representative expressions.  
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Table 3 Aspects of intercultural competence 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Sercu, 2004a, p. 75.  

 

Sercu (Ibid) contemplated available assessment tasks that could address each of 

these dimensions. However, she also considered critically the nature of these tasks, 

raising questions about their validity and reliability with regard to the potential 

interpretations of assessors. Some of these questions include whether it is possible to 

score learners‟ answers objectively given the difficulty of cultural interpretation in 

relation to problem-solving strategies, if learners cannot solve a particular intercultural 

problem. Sercu observes the difficulty in establishing if this is because “[learners] are 

not skilful with respect to the savoir-apprendre or savoir-comprendre dimensions of 

intercultural competence, or are inadequate savoirs the reason for [learners‟] failure to 

complete an assessment task adequately?” (Sercu, 2004a, p. 78). On assessment of the 

affective dimension of intercultural competence, Sercu poses crucial questions that raise 

deep epistemological and ontological concerns regarding the role of languages 

education in developing specific attitudes: 

Does education want to be prescriptive about the intercultural attitudes learners 

should develop and can learners be punished for not having particular desired 
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personality traits, such as „interest in cultures‟ or „positive self-image‟, which are 

traits which have been identified as characteristic of the effective intercultural 

person? (Ibid) 

Another of Sercu‟s concerns is about interdependence between assessment of 

these dimensions and corresponding elements in a holistic way. This concern represents 

the third set of reasons for the lack of internal curriculum alignment and IC. 

Acknowledging that there is a complex relationship among the components of IC 

implies that assessment of them should be holistic. Nonetheless, available assessment 

tasks remain compartmentalised (Sercu, 2004a) and usually isolated from language.  

Finally, the fourth set of reasons has to do with the developmental nature of 

intercultural competence. As I explained in Chapter 3, the long-term nature of 

developing intercultural competence presents two main challenges. First, it is difficult to 

establish the level of IC development in adult learners as they arrive in class. In other 

words, when it comes to language learning, although beginner FL learners can be 

considered „blank slates‟ in many ways, their lack of familiarity with the target language 

should not be confused with that of the target culture. Particularly for adult beginners in 

the higher education context, when it comes to culture learning they already have some 

background knowledge of the target culture, which may include attitudes, 

presuppositions and even stereotypical ideas. Thus, if teachers are to monitor learners‟ 

development of IC, how can teachers establish the level of IC that learners bring to class 

to demonstrate an actual increase in learners‟ IC levels? Second, if development of IC is 

viewed as a long-term goal, teachers require a blueprint of this development so they can 

map it progressively through different courses within a program.  
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A common thread underlying these four sets of reasons is the ubiquitous tension 

between traditional views on assessment that are underpinned by the positivist need to 

identify, calculate and quantify the attainment of a goal (Scarino, 2008), and the 

inherently elusive, unquantifiable nature of languaculture learning. An alternative 

assessment path is to consider the design of output eliciting and formative assessment 

tasks. Such tasks can offer language teachers the opportunity to elicit linguistic data 

while also encouraging reflection on the languaculture practices in the native and target 

cultures, in the process promoting the development of critical languaculture awareness. 

Here, the field of interlanguage pragmatics offers language educators useful ideas on 

tasks to obtain learners‟ output and thus monitor the development of their pragmatic 

knowledge and skills. Let us consider the most relevant tasks, based on review by 

Liddicoat et al. (2003).  

One of the most common output elicitation tasks is role-plays, which have proven 

particularly useful in studying the development of norms of interaction (Crozet, 1998; 

Liddicoat & Crozet, 2001), pragmatic norms (Hudson, Detmer, & Brown, 1992; Kasper 

& Dahl, 1991) and some linguistic and paralinguistic phenomena (Liddicoat & Crozet, 

2001). Text construction tasks are less common than role-plays and seek to develop 

knowledge of culturally determined features of written texts. They have mainly been 

used for assessing knowledge of features of target language genres (Liddicoat, 2002a). 

Reflective writing or speaking tasks (Byram, 1997; Byram & Morgan, 1994; Kordes, 

1991) are used for assessing learners‟ levels of understanding of cultural relativity, their 

ability to move into alternative cultural frameworks to analyse instances of 

communication and to mediate between interpretative frameworks. Discourse 

completion tasks involve providing a (written) response to a stimulus scenario and 

require the learner to provide an appropriate next turn as a response to the scenario. 
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These tasks are used frequently for assessing pragmatic norms (Blum-Kulka, 1982; 

Kasper & Dahl, 1991) and can give information about the accuracy of students‟ 

understanding of native speakers‟ language use and the accuracy of their pragmatic 

choices.  

Research on the assessment of intercultural competence as an integrated part of 

the language curriculum is a developing field. As such, there is still much work to be 

done to address the existing gaps in knowledge. While these tasks offer language 

teachers a wide range of options in designing languaculture elicitation tasks, they still 

fail to adequately address the aforementioned sets of concerns. Nonetheless, some of 

them may be adapted to the proposed languaculture exploration approach for the 

development of „critical languaculture awareness‟ raising tasks. I discuss their 

adaptation in the next chapter as a result of the collaborative work conducted with 

language teacher–participants. This discussion highlights teachers‟ paramount role as 

innovators of discussed curriculum elements (objectives, syllabus, learning activities, 

assessment).  

4.4 The role of the teacher as curriculum innovator 

The impetus for this investigation arose from a desire to help university teachers 

in revisiting their teaching philosophies and practices in light of a widened educational 

mission exhorting them to embrace their role as curriculum innovators. The reflective 

nature of this task requires us to consider more closely the curriculum itself as a 

construct, the nature of curriculum innovation, and above all, the role of the teacher as 

curriculum innovator. The curriculum is a construct that has remarkably escaped the 

critical lens in professional discussions. As Byrnes (2008) points out, “there is 

curriculum as wishful intention, at times as imposed prescription of „what should 
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happen‟; and there is curriculum as reality, „what does happen‟” (p. 111). The task of 

helping teachers to bridge the seemingly unbridgeable chasm between „what should 

happen‟ and „what does happen‟ is at the core of sustainable curricular innovation.  

Byrnes urges teachers to turn to the well-known curriculum specialist Lawrence 

Stenhouse, who argues teachers should think of a curriculum as “an attempt to 

communicate the essential principles and features of an educational proposal in such a 

form that it is open to critical scrutiny and capable of effective translation into practice” 

(Stenhouse, 1975, p. 4 in Byrnes, 2008, p. 111). Here the role of the teacher in 

translating this “educational proposal” into practice entails developing a critical stance 

toward their own teaching philosophies and teaching practices to become what Giroux 

(1988) calls „transformative intellectuals‟. This term conceives of teachers as 

professionals with the task of engaging critically with social realities. Giroux argues that 

teachers should develop a capacity for self-reflection and for conscious action directed 

at dealing with the perceived social inequalities. The term reflects Giroux‟s adoption of 

Freire‟s view of „transformation‟ as a process that results from the interplay between 

action and critical analysis.  

Here the adoption of a critical stance by the teacher presupposes the 

understanding of reality “as a process, undergoing constant transformation” (Freire, 

1970, p. 56; emphasis in original). Freire has argued that such an understanding of 

reality should aim towards conscious participation in the process of transforming this 

reality (Freire, 1970, 1994). Freire conceptualised this process of conscious 

participation through the Gramscian concept of praxis, the process of “reflection and 

action upon the world in order to transform it” (Freire, 1970, p. 33).  

The notion of teachers as „transformative intellectuals‟ is consistent with the 

theory of „transformative learning‟ I discussed in Chapter 3. Indeed, Mezirow‟s theory 
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of adult learning is also underpinned by Freirian views of education. In this context, the 

process of curricular innovation places teachers, as adult learners, in a position of 

transformation. Kumaravadivelu (2003) argues that this should be the main role of 

teachers as educators.  

Kumarvadivelu has explored the historical development of language teachers‟ 

roles and identified the main features of teachers‟ roles (Table 4 below). He argues that 

these roles should not be treated as absolute opposites, but rather as relative tendencies, 

with teachers leaning toward one or the other at different moments.  

Table 4 The roles of the teacher 

 

 Source: Kumaravadivelu, 2003, p. 16.  
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In this table Kumaravadivelu compares three types of teacher roles. The first type 

of role refers to teachers as passive technicians whose primary task is to act as conduits 

of professional knowledge and the empirical research conducted by experts. In this role, 

teachers tend to maximise their knowledge through prescribed activities anchored in a 

discipline informed by the experts in the field. The second type of role conceives 

teachers as reflective practitioners whose primary task is to act as facilitators of 

professional knowledge as well as their knowledge informed by action research 

activities. In this role, teachers tend to focus on maximising learning through problem-

solving activities anchored in the interface between their own experience in the 

classroom, their learners‟ experience and the experts in the field. Finally, the third type 

of role concerns teachers as transformative intellectuals whose primary task is to act as 

agents of change. This type of change is reflected in personal transformation anchored 

in professional knowledge, their personal knowledge and experiences in the classroom, 

but more importantly, in an exploratory process of self-reflection. In this role, teachers 

tend to focus on maximising the socio-political awareness through problem solving 

activities in a holistic approach which includes learners, experts and the community as a 

whole.  

Kumaravadivelu (2003) also argues that the essential feature of teachers as 

transformative intellectuals is “their ability and willingness to go beyond the 

professional theories transmitted to them through formal teacher education programs 

and try to conceive and construct their own personal theory of teaching” (p. 17). In 

other words, the process of transformative teaching demands that “teachers take a 

critical look at the dichotomy between theory and practice, between theorists and 

practitioners” (Ibid). Kumaravadivelu‟s arguments are supported by  Kincheloe‟s 

seminal book Teachers as Researchers: Qualitative Inquiry as a Path to Empowerment 
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(2003). Kincheloe extends the notion of teachers as „transformative intellectuals‟ to 

support a qualitative inquiry approach which I use in this investigation and which is 

discussed in the next chapter.  

4.5 Summary 

This chapter has explored the chronological evolution of the place of culture 

within language pedagogy, identifying five umbrella models that illustrate the cultural 

dimension in foreign language teaching. The most recent of these models is referred to 

as ILT approaches. This model seems to be the most promising for conceptualising the 

relationship between language and culture and for its approach to cultural knowledge 

and cultural competence. However, attempts to operationalise this model in the 

Australian context reveal that there are still many challenges that remain unaddressed in 

their implementation and which, ultimately, question its feasibility in practice. On the 

other hand, a „culture-through-language‟ or languaculture exploration approach, which 

can be conceptualised within the „beyond-methods‟ paradigm, may be a more propitious 

starting point that is not restricted by a given teaching methodology. Moreover, culture 

exploration can be conceptualised and integrated into different teaching approaches and 

techniques inside and outside the classroom, with English or the target language as a 

medium of instruction. 

In this context, critical languaculture awareness-raising activities may serve as 

catalysts for „cognitive dissonance‟ in learners‟ cultural schemata. In turn, this can 

provide a more propitious starting point to develop learners‟ cultural relativity. The 

planning and design of the relevant curriculum elements can be informed by available 

elicitation tasks in the field of language pedagogy. Above all, discussion in this chapter 

has highlighted that curriculum planning and design entails the involvement of language 
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teachers in their paramount role as agents of educational change. In the following 

chapter I explore these notions further and discuss the development of a languaculture-

driven curriculum and its place within the research design of this investigation. 
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Chapter 5 Research Design  

This chapter provides an explanation of the research design and methods applied 

in the empirical dimension of this investigation and it is divided into three main 

sections. The first concerns theoretical foundations. It positions the investigation within 

the qualitative, interpretative paradigm and offers justification for my selection of 

specific research strategies. In particular, this section explicates my use of case studies 

to explore curriculum innovation processes, and my inclusion of a Participatory Action 

Research (PAR) component to explore professional development. The second section 

focuses on the mechanics of the research design. I discuss development of the four case 

studies of curriculum innovation as well as the data collection instruments and the 

analytical techniques I have used to interpret case study findings. I also explain how I 

sought to achieve „rigour‟ throughout the course of this investigation. To identify 

strategies that would „offset‟ threats to the trustworthiness of my findings, I used Guba 

and Lincoln‟s (1994) criteria-based concept of „trustworthiness‟, as opposed to the 

positivist concept of „validity‟. I close the second section with discussion of ethical 

considerations. In the third section, I provide a summary of the chapter.  

5.1 Theoretical underpinnings 

In this first section I begin by positioning this investigation within the Critical 

Constructivist (Kincheloe, 2003) and the Participatory Inquiry paradigms (Denzin & 

Lincoln, 2005; Guba & Lincoln, 1994; Heron & Reason, 1997). Guba and Lincoln 

define the basic anatomy of an inquiry paradigm in terms of three fundamental kinds of 

questions: the ontological question about the nature of reality, the epistemological 

question about the nature of knowing, and the methodological question about how to go 
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about knowing. The ontological, epistemological and methodological implications of 

these paradigms also position this investigation within the qualitative inquiry paradigm. 

To clarify, I provide a brief outline of defining and relevant features of this paradigm. 

Figure 16 below provides a visual representation of how the theoretical framework of 

this investigation underpins its empirical dimension. I then justify my selection of the 

multiple case study approach as the most suitable approach to study the factors that 

affect university language teachers in articulating development and implementation of 

innovation in the language and culture curriculum.  

I have complemented the multiple case study approach with a Participatory 

Action Research (PAR) component. The PAR component aimed to promote the 

collaborative engagement of in-service language teachers in the search of praxis-driven 

curricular innovation. In this chapter I also discuss the link between PAR and 

professional development (PD), which is a core aspect of this investigation, and the 

position of myself as researcher within this investigation. 
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Figure 16 Theoretical underpinnings of this study 
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5.1.1 Critical constructivism  

This thesis is underpinned philosophically by critical constructivism. Kincheloe 

(1993) explains: 

Critical constructivists … ask what are the forces which construct the 

consciousness, the ways of seeing of the actors who live in it. … Critical 

constructivism concerns the attempt to move beyond the formal style of thinking 

which emerges from empiricism and rationalism, a form of cognition that solves 

problems framed by the dominant paradigm, the conventional way of seeing. (p. 

110)  

Critical Constructivism combines key elements of social constructivism (Bandura, 

1986; Bruner, 1960; Piaget, 1970; Vygotsky, 1962, 1978) and critical theory (Dewey, 

1933, 1938; Habermas, 1971). Constructivism and critical theory provide unique and 

complimentary epistemological perspectives. Constructivism emphasises individual 

cognitive activity, but acknowledges negotiation with others as a means of determining 

the viability of knowledge. Critical theory emphasises the socio-cultural legitimation of 

knowledge, but argues for the emancipation of the individual from repressive traditions 

that constitute the social reality of legitimating institutions.  

Critical Constructivism therefore provides a powerful theoretical framework for 

developing a praxis-driven language and culture curriculum and in so doing, promotes 

the professional development of teacher–participants. The key philosophical 

assumptions of this paradigm are grounded in a constructivist set of beliefs about truth, 

or ontology, which claims that there is no single, tangible reality that can be reduced or 

approximated; there are only multiple, participative, co-created, subjective–objective 

realities. This paradigm is also underpinned by an epistemology, or a set of beliefs 
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about knowledge, which value the creation of knowledge through critical subjectivity 

and the co-creation of findings.  

5.1.2 Qualitative research  

Research methodology within a critical constructivist and participative worldview 

needs to be coherent with the ontological and epistemological assumptions outlined 

above. Qualitative methodological approaches offer just that. Denzin and Lincoln 

(2005) define qualitative methodological approaches as multi-method in focus, 

involving a naturalistic approach to its subject matter. They explain that in the 

qualitative research context, the researcher studies events and participants in their 

natural settings, attempting to make sense of, or interpret, phenomena in terms of the 

meanings participants bring to them, thus giving participants a central role. These 

features make qualitative inquiry particularly relevant to this investigation as it focuses 

on a „process-oriented‟ line of questioning that places the language teachers‟ 

perspective in the spotlight.  

Merriam (1998, pp. 8-9) identified another feature of qualitative research: since its 

focus is on process, meaning and understanding, the research findings tend to be richly 

descriptive, comprehensive and holistic. Scholars have defined this type of qualitative 

data as „thick‟ and „rich‟ descriptions that avoid simplistic interpretation through 

reductionism (Silverman, 2000).  

To generate thick and rich empirical data, qualitative inquiry relies on the use of 

several techniques such as personal experience, introspective (un)structured interviews, 

and observational, visual, historical, intra and inter-personal texts, which can further 

describe the experiences of the participants. These techniques can be used in a number 

of approaches to qualitative inquiry such as narrative research, phenomenology, 
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grounded theory, ethnography, and case study (Silverman, 2000). I chose a case study 

approach for this investigation, recognising it as most suitable for exploring the variety 

of factors that affect university language teachers in articulating how they develop and 

implement the language and culture curriculum.  

5.1.3 Defining the case study approach in educational settings 

The literature on a qualitative case study approach shows a lack of consensus on 

what constitutes a case study and how this type of research is carried out. The discipline 

of Social Sciences and the field of Education, in particular, seem to hold inconsistent 

views on their use and application. In the former, case studies are conceived as part of 

the research process itself. Yin identifies a case study as “an empirical inquiry that 

investigates a contemporary phenomenon within its real-life context, especially when 

the boundaries between phenomenon and context are not clearly evident” (2003, pp. 13-

14). The field of Education, however, tends to view case studies as „units of study‟ and 

the „end product‟ of this type of investigation. In this context a case study is defined as 

„an integrated, bounded system‟ (Stake, 1995), “a single entity, a unit around which 

there are boundaries” (Merriam, 1998, p. 27), and “an intensive, holistic description and 

analysis of a single instance, phenomenon or social unit” (p. 21). This investigation has 

adopted a combination of the last two perspectives. The case study as a „unit of study‟ 

allowed for me to explore each of the selected teachers and educational contexts as a 

bounded, whole, integrative system, with its own dynamics and in-depth characteristics, 

while using multiple sources of evidence to study its elements. The case study as an 

„end product‟ allowed me to identify, describe and do cross-sectional analysis of 

emerging themes from each unit in a rich, comprehensive way. 

As Diesing (1971) highlighted, case studies, whether treated as „units of study‟ or 

„end-products‟ belong to a “holist tradition of scientific inquiry” (Diesing cited in 
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Sturman, 1997, p. 61). In this tradition, “a rich description of the case and an 

understanding of it [in relation to its] parts” (Ibid) can provide the researcher with the 

tools to promote change. Educational case study research certainly suggests that 

changes in discrete elements of the complex educational phenomena may result in 

changes to the whole.  

This feature of case studies addressed two problematic issues that emerged from 

the literature. One is that development of „critical languaculture awareness‟ cannot be 

expected solely within a course or language, but rather, within a program that includes a 

variety of learning contexts inside and outside the formal classroom environment. The 

present research project seeks to provide a more feasible and realistic approach whereby 

different dimensions of „languaculture awareness‟ can be developed in a variety of 

learning contexts within a program of studies.  

Because this investigation sought to develop and implement teaching modules in 

various educational contexts, treating each context as a unit or case study provided 

several case studies as end-products. This type of investigation is defined as the 

„multiple case studies‟ strategy, as opposed to the single case study strategy (Merriam, 

1998, p. 40). In this context, the use of a number of case studies allowed for greater 

variation across the cases, which in turn strengthened the trustworthiness of the 

findings. I explore additional strengths and limitations of this research strategy in the 

next chapter.  

In sum, within the paradigm of qualitative inquiry, this study used the multiple 

case study strategy to explore factors affecting the development and implementation of 

„languaculure exploration‟ modules. The case studies represent „units of study‟, as they 

embody the various educational contexts in which the modules were implemented, and 



- 160 - 

„end-products‟ as they describe and analyse the findings from each unit thoroughly and 

comprehensively. 

5.1.4 Participatory action research  

Participatory Action Research (PAR) is a subset of the Action Inquiry paradigm. 

As Tripp (2003) explains, the „Action Inquiry‟ paradigm is: 

… an umbrella term for the deliberate use of any kind of a plan, act, describe, 

review cycle for inquiry into action in a field of practice. Reflective practice, 

diagnostic practice, action learning, action research and researched action are all 

kinds of action inquiry.  

Tripp defines action inquiry as „superordinate‟, serving as a category to include 

any kind of inquiry into action in a field of practice (Tripp, 2003). Hill et al. (2006, p. 

23) define action inquiry as any methodical, iterative, or cyclic approach to problem 

identification, action planning, evaluation and reflection. This definition is relevant to 

the present investigation since it is centred on an iterative pedagogic cycle of inquiry 

that examines the processes of pedagogic interventions within the language and culture 

curriculum.  

Action inquiry has been used in three domains of science education: teacher 

training and professional development, research on science learning, and curriculum 

development and implementation. In all three domains, teachers take on the role of 

researchers, either studying their own methods of instruction and assessment, examining 

the cognitive processes of learning, or participating in the process of curriculum 

research and development. This describes exactly what this investigation set out to 

achieve. 
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5.1.4.1 Relevant features of PAR  

Many scholars in the field of action inquiry agree on the distinctive features of 

PAR as a subset of action inquiry. Zuber-Skerrit (1992, p. 12) and Kemmis and 

Wilkinson (1998, pp. 23-24)  identify a number of features of PAR that make this 

approach particularly relevant for this investigation.  

PAR is participatory and collaborative. The researcher is not considered to be an 

„outsider‟ expert conducting an investigation on subjects, but a „co-worker‟ doing 

research with and for those concerned with the practical problem and its actual 

improvement. This feature of PAR is consistent with my position as researcher in this 

investigation, which I discuss later in this chapter. As I indicated in Chapter 1, the 

ultimate aim of this thesis is to provide recommendations on how to develop and 

implement a curriculum that bridges the gap between the theoretical and practical 

aspects of language and culture teaching at university level. This aim is also congruent 

with another feature of PAR: its practical nature. The results and insights gained from 

the research are not only of theoretical importance to advancing knowledge in the field, 

but also lead to practical improvements during and after the research process.  

PAR is interpretative. The inquiry is not assumed to result in the researcher‟s 

positivist statements based on right and wrong answers to the research questions, but in 

solutions based on the views and interpretations of the participants involved in the 

investigation.  

It is critical. The researcher seeks not only to bring practical improvements but 

also to act as a critical and self-critical catalyst of „change‟. In this investigation, 

„change‟ stemmed from contesting and problematising teacher–participant approaches 

to language and culture teaching.  



- 162 - 

It is reflexive. PAR researchers critically reflect on issues and processes within 

their own inquiry, making explicit their role in interpretation of the findings. In this 

way, the practical accounts can give rise to theoretical considerations.  

It is emancipatory. PAR aims to help participants contest the constraints that limit 

their self-development. It is a process that encourages and supports participants to 

explore how their practices are shaped and constrained by wider structures. Participants 

are then able to decide whether they can and will intervene – to release themselves from 

these constraints, or to minimise the extent to which they contribute to perpetuating 

those constraints.  

It is cyclical or iterative. By changing their practices through a spiral of cycles of 

critical action and reflection, language teachers can learn more about their own 

practices, their knowledge of their practices, and the context to which they realise their 

practices (Kemmis & McTaggart, 1988). The iterative nature of PAR is illustrated in the 

cycle of inquiry presented in Figure 17 below, while the specific way in which PAR 

cycles were realised in this investigation is discussed later in this chapter in section 

5.2.2.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Figure 17 Iterative cycle of inquiry 

Source: Adapted from Kemmis & McTaggart, 1988, p. 11. 
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5.1.4.2 PAR and professional development (PD) 

As noted above, PAR has been identified as a particularly suitable avenue for 

continuing professional development. At the core of PAR is its bottom-up process of 

praxis-driven action with the potential to bring about positive change. As Flamini and 

Jiménez Raya (2007, p. 105) point out, research has shown that top-down PD has been 

largely ineffective in bringing about substantial change in classroom practice (cf. 

Fullan, 1982; Leithwood, Begley, & Cousins, 1994). A bottom-up approach that 

incorporates a collaborative teacher–researcher inquiry is more likely to result in 

relevant, long-lasting improvement in their teaching practices.  

In this investigation, my choice to use PAR as an alternative avenue for 

continuing PD stemmed from recognition that PAR is engaging and purposeful, which 

makes it particularly fitting to the higher academic context. Conventionally, the 

continuing PD agenda in higher education has been linked to practical, short-term needs 

often met through seminars and workshops. However, most of these seminars and 

workshops are conducted outside the classroom setting and neglect consideration of 

individual teachers‟ needs in everyday practice. Moreover, the considerable workload of 

academics limits their capacity to engage in innovation „outside the classroom‟. 

Using PAR in this investigation provided teacher–participants with an opportunity 

to engage in innovation through a scaffolded cycle of inquiry within the context of their 

own courses while minimising interference with their workload. My investigation 

achieved this by providing extensive scaffolding in the first cycle of inquiry and by 

providing teacher–participants with specific opportunities for reflection during the 

investigation.  
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The PAR iterative cycle of inquiry model in Figure 17 above provides a clear 

illustration of the sequence of research activities, from the first scaffolded cycle of 

inquiry to transferral of the researcher‟s responsibility and ownership in the subsequent 

cycles of inquiry. In my investigation I arranged for specific times for reflection 

strategically throughout its course to best accommodate the teacher–participants‟ 

demanding workloads. These „reflective moments‟, which I discuss in detail in the 

following chapter, consist of in-depth interviews at strategic points in the investigation, 

weekly/fortnightly meetings, and an in-depth final reflective questionnaire.  

5.1.4.3 PAR and the researcher’s position  

This investigation consciously opposes the positivist notions of research that fail 

to acknowledge the intrinsic role of the researcher and minimise the researcher‟s 

involvement in the research. The inherently collaborative and self-conscious nature of 

PAR rejects the positivist notions that advocate an „objective‟ way of seeing data, as if 

they were not an interpretation or a point of view.  

To discuss the researcher‟s position within this investigation, i.e., my own role in 

choosing, guiding, interpreting, analysing and so forth, I use the voice of first person, 

which acknowledges and clarifies my positioning as an important methodological 

concern. In doing so, I try not only to explicate my position, but also to make explicit 

the impact on this investigation of my interactions with the participants, in particular, 

the teacher–participants and their positioning of me.  

Self-positioning  

As an experienced language learner, but more importantly, as an experienced 

language teacher, my self-positioning in this investigation was unique. I was able to 

present myself and my research project to potential teacher–participants as an „insider‟, 
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which appealed to their own disposition and needs. This was consistent with 

Stenhouse's (1975) seminal work that exhorts: 

Any research into classrooms must aim to improve teaching. Thus any research 

must be applied by teachers, so that even the most clinically objective research 

can only feed into practice through the interested actor in the situation. There is 

no escaping the fact that it is the teachers' subjective perception which is crucial 

for practice since (s)he is in a position to control the classroom (p. 157).  

Collaborative–interactive positioning  

Achieving a collaborative, dynamic and interactive relationship with the teacher–

participants was, at times, challenging. I was conscious of my positioning as the driving 

force behind my research project. I attempted to reduce the teacher–particpants‟ 

potential perception of my role as „researcher/expert‟ by stressing that my role was 

neither to evaluate their practices nor to „teach‟ them how to improve practice; my role 

was to act as a catalyst for their self-critical reflection and their engagement in 

curricular innovation.  

I applied a similar strategy in my interaction with the student–participants who 

volunteered to be interviewed. I made it very clear to them that their input would be 

highly beneficial to teachers‟ development and curricular innovation.  

Positioning by the participants  

I cannot account for the various ways in which the student–participants may have 

positioned me during this investigation. However I took every step possible to 
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counteract a „halo‟ effect20 in their answers, particularly during one-on-one interviews. I 

included probing questions in the qualitative questionnaires that would promote the 

teacher–participants‟ reflections on their positioning of me and the collaborative nature 

of the research. I also attempted to reconcile possible implications through keeping a 

self-reflective journal myself, which helped me to maintain a sense of critical self-

awareness about my role in the research process.  

5.2 Mechanics of the research design 

The focus of this investigation was to examine processes of praxis-driven 

language and culture curriculum development and implementation through a PAR 

project with four university language teachers. I examined these processes through four 

case studies based on the PAR projects I developed with each of the four teacher–

participants. Here I discuss the design of each case study and the specific data-gathering 

methods I used in each, which included participant observations, semi-structured 

interviews and qualitative questionnaires. I then consider the strengths and limitations 

of my overall research design and data-gathering methods, how I established meaning 

from the data, and how I sought „rigour‟ throughout this investigation.  

For clarification, my use of the term „methodology‟ throughout this chapter refers 

to the theoretical approaches and traditions that underpin this investigation, in this case, 

qualitative inquiry. I use „strategy‟ to refer to sub-categories or types of qualitative 

                                                 

20
 „Halo effect‟ refers to the tendency among human beings to respond positively to a person they 

like. An extension of this effect in a research design is referred to „subject expectancy‟ which 

implies participants‟ tendency to rate positively, perhaps unintentionally, particular tasks or to 

respond to the researcher in a way that reflects what they believe the researcher expects or 

anticipates, on the basis of prior knowledge or their personal bias (J. D. Brown, 1988, p. 33).  
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research, such as multiple case studies. I use „method(s)‟ and „techniques‟ 

interchangeably to refer to particular ways of gathering data, such as observations, 

questionnaires and interviews. This follows the convention adopted by Silverman 

(2000).  

5.2.1 Designing the multiple case studies 

In this section I discuss the design of the multiple case studies, from site and 

participant selection to the identification of specific phases in exploring individual 

teacher–participants‟ curriculum development and implementation processes. 

5.2.1.1 Purposeful site selection 

In qualitative research, the researcher selects for study the individual(s) and site(s) 

that can purposefully (Light, Singer, & Willett, 1990, p. 53) inform understanding of the 

research problem and the phenomenon under study (Creswell, 2007). In this 

investigation, the research problem concerned the lack of coherence between „ends‟ and 

„means‟ in language and culture teaching practices. The phenomenon under study was 

thus the language teachers‟ actual processes of curriculum development and 

implementation in relation to language and culture.  

To conduct this study I needed to select a higher education institution with a 

language teaching department that would allow me as researcher to approach potential 

teacher–participants with whom I could develop a PAR project to address the research 

problem. I chose the languages and applied linguistics department at the Australian 

university in which I am undertaking my studies and have worked as a language tutor 

on a casual basis for four years. My choice was consistent with Spradley‟s (1980) four 

guidelines for site selection: 1) accessibility, 2) blending in, 3) permissibility, and (4) 

simplicity.  
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Accessibility was particularly relevant since being both a doctoral researcher and 

part of the teaching team in the department facilitated my access to an ample pool of 

potential participants with whom I am familiar. This relates to the second guideline, 

„blending in‟ in the selected site. My need to „blend in‟ was important, to minimise the 

perception that I may have posed a potential „threat‟ to the teacher–participants under 

study. My direct access to the site and ability to „blend in‟ also increased the likelihood 

of potential teacher–participants‟ comfort in working collaboratively with me as 

researcher.  

Permissibility was also an essential guideline since I needed not only easy access 

but also free or restricted involvement in the activities at my chosen site. The 

collaborative nature of this investigation required me to be involved actively in the 

teacher–participants‟ courses. The final guideline, simplicity, requires the research site 

to have some observable boundaries and in this investigation the courses taught by the 

teacher–participants provided the boundaries for each of the case studies.  

5.2.1.2 Purposeful selection of participants  

To research language teachers‟ processes of curriculum development and 

implementation, I needed a number of university language teachers who were willing to 

participate in an investigation that would question their practices and entail a number of 

interventions in their courses. I compiled the following criteria to guide my purposeful 

selection of potential participants:  

1. They must be language teachers engaged in teaching beginners to 

intermediate language learners. The literature revealed that research has 

focused on learners with advanced proficiency levels. This criterion is 
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coherent with the tenet that critical languaculture awareness-raising activities 

should be implemented from early stages in the language learning process.  

2. They may be involved in teaching language courses or cultural context 

courses within any language program. This criterion relates to the tenet that 

critical languaculture awareness-raising activities should be integrated in 

both language and cultural context courses.  

3. They may not necessarily have tenured positions but must be convenors of 

the courses they teach, to facilitate processes of curriculum intervention. This 

criterion is particularly relevant as in this educational context, casual teachers 

cannot make dramatic changes in the courses they teach.  

After obtaining full support from the Head of Department, and ethical clearance 

approval from the university‟s Human Research Ethics Committee, I proceeded to 

recruit potential teacher–participants. I contacted directly the teaching staff who met the 

above criteria to organise a brief preliminary interview. At the interview I explained the 

aims of this investigation while explicitly discussing its collaborative nature. I stressed 

confidentiality issues, encouraged their participation, and discussed a tentative research 

schedule for those interested in participating as volunteers in my research. Four of the 

eight academic staff I approached were willing and able to participate in this research 

project.  

Each of these academic staff members and the courses they were involved in 

became a case study unit, making four case studies for this investigation. These four 

were heterogeneous, making this what qualitative researchers label a „multiple case 

study‟ investigation. The literature indicates that there is not an „ideal‟ set number of 

cases for a multiple case study investigation. However, Creswell (2007) suggests that 
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the researcher choose no more than four or five cases, since the focus of qualitative 

research is not „generalisation‟of the findings but elucidation of “the particular, the 

specific” (p. 126). Developing four case studies allowed me to conduct in-depth study 

of each of the teacher–participants‟ curriculum development and implementation 

processes.  

5.2.2 Development of multiple case studies  

I developed this multiple case study investigation in five phases. The first 

concerned operationalising the languaculture teaching framework. The second involved 

designing and implementing specific pedagogic interventions for the various 

educational contexts. The third focused on selecting suitable data collection instruments 

to study the outcomes in each of the educational contexts. The fourth involved 

presenting study results to the teacher–participants. The fifth and final phase involved a 

follow-up phase to observe the individual teacher–participants‟ curriculum development 

and implementation strategies. The following flowchart provides an „at a glance‟ visual 

representation of these five phases.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

       Figure 18 Flowchart of multiple case study development 
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5.2.2.1 Phase 1 – Operationalising languaculture teaching  

The first phase involved a) operationalising the languaculture teaching framework 

to promote the development of critical languaculture awareness among teachers and 

learners; and b) selecting suitable learning contexts to develop and implement the 

languaculture teaching modules.  

As the literature review suggests, it is highly unlikely that ICC can be developed 

solely within a single language or content course alone. A more feasible and realistic 

approach is to deal with developing „critical languaculture awareness‟ within different 

several educational contexts – language and content courses – within a study program. 

Consequently, this investigation set out to explore the integration of the languaculture 

teaching modules in diverse language and cultural context courses in which the teacher–

participants were involved.  

I chose two language-specific courses and two „cultural context‟ courses: (1) a 

first year Chinese cultural context course; (2) a first year Mandarin Chinese language 

course; (3) a first year Italian cultural context course; and (4) a second year Italian 

language course. My choices were consistent with the argument that critical 

languaculture awareness should be promoted from early stages in the language learning 

process – through use of the target language in both language courses, and use of 

English, the students‟ lingua franca, in the cultural context courses.  

 Each of these four courses had a different approach to construing and presenting 

the relationship between language and culture. They therefore provided an opportunity 

for my investigation to explore the teacher–participants‟ different conceptualisations of 

culture and their culture teaching rationales. I developed the four case studies on the 

basis of the PAR projects conducted in each of these courses. Each case study unit 
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involved the implementation of teaching modules that explored the pervasive effect of 

culture in interaction. 

5.2.2.2 Phase 2 – Designing and implementing the interventions  

This phase involved designing and implementing specific pedagogic 

interventions. This phase included selecting suitable content and input material, and 

designing the actual languaculture teaching modules to be implemented in each of the 

selected educational contexts. In turn, this involved the collaborative design of an 

implementation schedule for each of the educational contexts, bearing in mind the 

syllabi and aims of the courses. The intervention schedules are presented in tables and 

discussed in Chapter 6. 

I selected these curriculum elements in collaboration with the each of the teacher–

participants after the initial introductory interview. The initial interview was followed 

by weekly/fortnightly meetings in which I discussed with teacher–participants 

implementation of the teaching modules.  

Based on careful consideration of both the culture exploration techniques 

presented in the literature review and the content and pedagogical aims in each of the 

courses, I worked with each teacher–participant to develop a number of awareness-

raising tasks for their classes. The thematic thread of these tasks in all four case studies 

was to study the pervasive effect of languaculture features in communication and the 

related formation and perpetuation of stereotypes. I discuss the techniques used and 

rationalise selection and implementation of them in Chapter 6.  

5.2.2.3 Phase 3 – Data collection  

This phase involved selecting data collection instruments that could provide 

evidence to explain the outcomes of the interventions in each of the courses. Three data 
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collection tools were chosen. Two focused on the student–participants: (1) work 

samples produced during class activities, and (2) semi-structured interviews between 

myself, the teacher–participant and each student–participant at the end of the semester. I 

also made use of (3) participant observations. This combination of multiple data sources 

was central to enhancing the trustworthiness of the findings from each of the 

instruments and to providing holistic, comprehensive (re)presentation of the findings 

(Patton, 1990).  

The collection of work samples produced during class activities, particularly 

during the „production‟ stage, enabled me to reflect on the students‟ output and 

provided evidence of their reflective processes. One of the main limitations of relying 

on work samples is that researchers cannot probe for further clarification on 

participants‟ answers/output; they can only ask the questions that they anticipated as 

possibly important. Here, the semi-structured interviews with student–participants 

provided valuable input. This data collection strategy is also useful for obtaining 

feedback from students whose cultural background or personality inhibits them from 

contributing openly to a group discussion such that they may not want to participate. 

The semi-structured interviews with student–participants were conducted at the end of 

the semester. As the ultimate intended beneficiaries of the languaculture teaching 

framework, student–participants were in a unique position to help me and the teacher–

participants in the process of reflecting on the outcomes of the interventions. One of the 

limitations of using interviews as data collection tools is that because informants‟ 

participation is voluntary, only a limited number of the class cohort are likely to 

participate. In this case, a minimum of four students per course volunteered to 

participate in the interviews. Fink (1995) claims that a general limitation of having 

students as informants is that students do not usually have a full understanding of how a 
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course might be taught, either in terms of pedagogy or content. Hence they can 

effectively address what is, but not what might be. This is why I used participant 

observations as an additional data collection instrument. In this context, the teacher–

researcher adopts an overt role, soliciting the group of learners to record their own 

experiences during the intervention. Combining these data collection instruments was 

important for maintaining consistency and enabling comparisons between the four 

cases.  

5.2.2.4 Phase 4 – Follow-up on participants‟ curriculum development  

In this follow-up phase of the investigation I contacted the teacher–participants 

one semester after the interventions were conducted. The revised implementation plan 

signified the start of a new research cycle in which teachers reclaimed ownership of 

their curriculum design and implementation processes. The iterative nature of the cycles 

of inquiry developed in this investigation is visually presented in Figure 19 below.  

I also conducted a number of non-participant classroom observations in the 

teacher–participants‟ courses. These enabled me to corroborate the specific changes in 

the teacher–participants‟ language and culture teaching practices. This extended 

engagement with the teacher–participants allowed me to further establish and confirm 

emerging patterns within and across the four case studies. This phase also involved 

meetings with teacher–participants to conduct member-checks on the data collected. 

Last, I conducted an extensive final interview with each of the teacher–participants to 

consider the changes in their language and culture teaching practices. This final phase of 

the investigation was consistent with philosophical assumptions of the PAR paradigm. 

In this highly interpretative participatory paradigm, the creation and legitimisation of 

knowledge is conceived as a collaborative process between the researcher and the 

participants, which is true of my study that I discuss in this thesis.  
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Figure 19 Case studies and iterative cycles of inquiry 
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5.2.3 Analytical and interpretative framework 

The multiple case study coding process followed Creswell‟s template illustrated in 

Figure 20, below.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

     

Chapter 6 of this thesis presents the in-depth portrait and analysis of these case 

studies. I start by providing the „Case Context‟, which in this investigation is divided 

into two dimensions. The first contextual dimension refers to the umbrella context 

encapsulating the four case studies, that is, the state of play of languages education in 

the Australian HE sector. This includes the inherent structural and logistical features of 

language programs at university level.  

The second dimension is concerned with the specific contextual features of each 

case, namely: the role of each course within the overall language program as well as the 

programs‟ main language and culture teaching rationales. The „Case Description‟ 

element focuses on the specific pedagogical intervention modules collaboratively 

Figure 20 Coding of multiple case studies 

Source: Creswell, 2007, p. 172. 
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developed in concert with each of the teacher–participants. A discussion of the findings 

informs each of these sections which includes an illustrative vignette of how a typical 

languaculture workshop was conducted. This snapshot-like description, signalled inside 

shaded text, is consistent with the presentation techniques used in qualitative case 

studies (Creswell, 2007). Finally, the case descriptions discuss the outcomes and 

limitations of the pedagogical intervention modules in each of the courses. Here, the 

themes that emerged from the analysis of the case studies are discussed in detail. The 

analysis of the primary data presented in Chapter 6 is discussed in an interpretative, 

narrative style supported by the established formulas of case study methodology in the 

field of education (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2007, pp. 262-263). However, it is 

important to clarify the analytical processes that informed this discussion. The primary 

data obtained from teacher and student interviewees was coded utilising content 

analysis techniques which were complemented by the use of software discussed in 

section 5.2.4. This coding process was supplemented by the field notes obtained 

throughout the interventions, reflections in my research journal, and subsequent 

discussions with teacher–participants. For more details on the „audit trail‟ see section 

5.2.4 in this chapter.  

Finally, Chapter 6 also includes the discussion of emerging themes in both 

„within-case theme analysis‟ and „cross-case theme analysis‟. The former entailed the 

identification of themes in each of the individual cases while the latter focused on the 

differences and similarities across the themes identified in all four case studies. This 

chapter concludes with a number of assertions and generalisations about good practice 

and overall recurrent limitations.  
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5.2.4 Ensuring quality in qualitative research  

There is considerable debate over the nature of the findings produced by 

qualitative research and how the quality of such findings should be assessed. 

Traditionally, the quality of an investigation has been assessed in relation to its 

„validity‟, „reliability‟ and „generalisability‟. This is particularly true within the 

quantitative research paradigm where, as Kvale (1994) observes, these concepts have 

been elevated to the status of a scientific „holy trinity‟.  

In the qualitative paradigm, however, quality can be assessed through specific 

criteria (Creswell, 2007, p. 211). The literature reveals two extreme views of these 

criteria. One view demands that the same criteria used in quantitative research be 

applied to qualitative research. At the other extreme are scholars who oppose the 

dominance of the positivist legacy and argue that the traditional measures of „validity‟, 

„reliability‟ and „generalisability‟ are incompatible with qualitative research due to its 

inherent epistemological and ontological nature, which promote the uniqueness of the 

research.  

In practice, most qualitative researchers seem to hold a more moderate viewpoint 

(Johnson, 1997). This „in-between‟ point of view contends that quality in qualitative 

research can be established in relation to the same broad criteria and concepts used for 

quantitative research, but that these criteria and concepts need to be operationalised 

differently to take into account the distinctive goals of qualitative research (Mays & 

Pope, 2000). Scholars who support this view provide a wide range of alternative 

terminology to redefine these concepts (cf. Creswell, 2007, p. 203). Among these 

scholars, Guba and Lincoln propose the criteria of „trustworthiness‟. Figure 21 below 

presents the terms Guba and Lincoln offer, parallel to the criteria used in the positivist 

research paradigm.                                                                                                        
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Figure 21 Parallel criteria in quantitative and qualitative paradigms 

 

Guba and Lincoln suggest a number of specific strategies and techniques that can 

be used to address these criteria and offset „threats‟ to the trustworthiness of the 

findings (see Table 5). I then discuss how I have used these strategies and techniques in 

the context of this investigation.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                 

Source: Developed from Lincoln (1990, p. 72); and Guba and Lincoln (1989, pp. 246-

250). 

 

Before addressing these criteria, it is important to emphasise that overall „validity‟ 

or „trustworthiness‟ as defined by Guba and Lincoln, is not “a commodity that can be 

purchased with techniques” (Brinberg & McGrath, 1985, p. 13, as cited in Maxwell, 

  Table 5 Trustworthiness assessment criteria 
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2005, p.105). The use of these strategies and techniques does not inherently guarantee 

the trustworthiness of the findings (Maxwell, 2005, p. 105). Maxwell (Ibid) explains 

that they are not „magic wands‟ that when applied „magically‟ endow the findings with 

„validity‟ or „trustworthiness‟. Instead, they help provide evidence for the 

trustworthiness of the accounts, which is why the researcher should address how these 

strategies and techniques were used. As Maxwell points out, “validity is a goal rather 

than a product; it is never something that can be proven or taken for granted” (Ibid). In 

other words, validity can never be achieved, but instead needs to be checked endlessly 

(Lincoln & Guba, 2005). With these considerations in mind, I justify the strategies I 

chose to use and explain how I applied them, to provide evidence of the trustworthiness 

of my research findings.  

Credibility  

Critical subjectivity or reflexivity is arguably one of the pivotal techniques in 

enhancing credibility. Johnson (1997) claims this is fundamental in offsetting 

„researcher bias‟, a major threat to the credibility of an investigation. Researcher bias 

tends to result from “selective observation and selective recording of information, and 

also from allowing one‟s personal views and perspectives to affect how data are 

interpreted and how the research is conducted” (p. 284).  

In this investigation, I used several techniques to achieve credibility. First, I kept a 

research journal where I reflected on several aspects of the research process (Appendix 

5), consistent with Friere‟s philosophy that underpins the critical aspect of praxis 

explained in earlier chapters. Second, I conducted „member checking‟, also referred to 

as „respondent validation‟, which has been seen as “the most crucial technique for 

establishing credibility” in data interpretation (Lincoln and Guba, 1985, p. 314). For 

„member checking‟ the researcher shares reconstruction of their collected data and 
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tentative conclusions with the participants, in order to obtain feedback and check for 

perceived accuracy of the data description. This helps to rule out the possibility of 

misinterpretation as it can clarify any areas of misunderstanding, and in so doing can 

help the researcher to identify his or her own biases. A major challenge in applying this 

strategy is to make sure that participants are able to “agree that reconstructions are fair 

even if they are not in total agreement with them” (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p. 315). This 

is particularly challenging in the case of class observations when teacher–participants 

may be confronted by learners‟ observations of their practices. At a cross-cultural level, 

this strategy poses the additional challenge that participants from certain cultural 

backgrounds may consider it „face-threatening‟21 to contradict or disagree with the 

researcher, even when the researcher has made the collaborative nature of the research 

explicit.  

I sought to address these challenges by seeking the teacher–participants‟ 

validation throughout the course of the investigation. I explicitly discussed and 

negotiated „face-threatening‟ instances, particularly with the Chinese teacher–

participants, one of whom expressed the need to openly discuss „face‟-related issues. 

This takes me to the next strategy for offsetting the „researcher bias‟ threat: „attention to 

negative cases‟. I became aware of this strategy in the process of this investigation with 

Case Study B, examined in the next chapter. This Chinese teacher–participant 

disconfirmed a number of expectations, particularly in relation to the need for 

reflectivity in the development of „critical languaculture awareness‟. I also found the 

„prolonged engagement‟ strategy useful in establishing and confirming emerging 

                                                 

21
 A „face-threatening act‟ occurs when a speaker says something that represents a threat to the 

interlocutor‟s expectations regarding his/her self-image(P. Brown & Levinson, 1987).  
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patterns „within‟ and „across‟ the four case studies, as explained above in Phase 4 of the 

case study design.  

Dependability  

Dependability is parallel to the positivist criterion of reliability in that it is 

concerned with the stability of the data over time. The heuristic nature of research 

conducted within a critical constructivist and participatory paradigm means it requires 

use of the „audit trail‟ strategy. An audit trail is a transparent explanation of the steps 

taken from the start of a research project to the development and reporting of findings. 

In this investigation I provide a detailed description of the multiple case study design 

and the analytical and interpretative framework I have used to analyse and interpret the 

findings.  

The appendix to this thesis contains supporting evidence of what Lincoln and 

Guba (1985, pp. 319-310) consider to be categories of „audit trail‟ material: raw data 

reduction and analysis products (samples of raw analysis notes); data reconstruction and 

synthesis products (samples of the identification of categories, themes, definitions and 

their relationships); materials relating to intentions and dispositions (including personal, 

reflective notes from my research journal); and instrument development information 

(pedagogic implementation material, observation formats and questionnaire and 

interview schedules).  

I used Computer Assisted Qualitative Data Analysis Software (CAQDAS) for 

analysis in this investigation to further enhance the „dependability‟ of its findings. 

Leximancer.3, a computer assisted text (content) analysis application, was particularly 

useful software for enhancing analysis of the interview data.  
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This online platform software analyses a corpus of data, in this case the corpus of 

interview data, and identifies the main concepts and how these concepts relate to each 

other. Content analysis is thus produced conceptually (thematically) and relationally 

(semantically). In identifying concepts and showing how they interrelate, Leximancer 

uses word frequency and co-occurrence counts as its basic data to provide rank-orders 

of concepts. These rank-orders illustrate the strength of the associations and semantic 

similarities between the concepts identified. The program uses these data to 

stochastically calculate a map of the concepts identified. This visual representation 

enabled me to have an „at a glance‟ version of the relevant, recurrent concepts in the 

corpus and the relationships between them. I was then able to further dissect these 

concepts by directly accessing the chunks of text where those concepts were found. This 

enabled me to critically interrogate the text and interpret it in light of the program‟s own 

reading of the corpus data. I present examples of concept maps produced by Leximancer 

and their related chunks of texts in Appendix 4.  

Leximancer generates a concept map that provides an „at-a-glance‟ view of the 

concepts and their relationships. This map is the result of several analytical processing 

stages that entail reading the words in the textual data and configuring the concepts, 

which are then grouped into thematic circles. These stages are illustrated in Figure 22, 

below.  

Using Leximancer further enhanced the „dependability‟ of the interview data 

analysis. Its analytical processing provides the equivalent to „intercoder reliability‟. This 

automated processing of the data is highly consistent no matter how many times a 

corpus is processed and reprocessed (coded and recoded) by the application. As a result, 

Leximancer provided the research with a high level of coding stability (Leximancer, 

2009).  
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Figure 22 Leximancer coding process 

 

Confirmability 

Confirmability refers to the degree of neutrality or the extent to which the findings 

of a study are shaped by the participants and not by the researcher bias. As such, this 

criterion is deeply interrelated with the „credibility‟ criterion addressed earlier in this 

section.  

Transferability  

Guba and Lincoln (1994) use the term „transferability‟ to replace the positivist-

laden term generalisability. Transferability concerns the applicability of the findings and 

results of the study to other contexts, settings, situations, populations, circumstances and 

so forth. In this context, providing a „thick description‟ (Geertz, 1973) of the study‟s 

contextual elements as well as a detailed description of its design is imperative. I 

provide a „thick description‟ of these aspects of this investigation in sections 5.1 and 5.2 

of this chapter.  
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5.2.5 Ethical considerations 

As mentioned earlier in this chapter, the research design was submitted to and 

approved by the university‟s Human Ethics Committee before I began the data 

collection process (CAL/02/06/HREC). I provided all interviewed participants with an 

Informed Consent package, which included an information sheet outlining details of the 

study as well as the precautions I needed to carry out as researcher to protect and 

preserve their privacy and anonymity. Accompanying this information sheet was a form 

that participants were required to sign before beginning their interview with me. I later 

saved digital recordings of the interviews in a password-protected file. My presence as 

researcher during the pedagogic interventions and the classroom participant-

observations was disclosed to all students.  

Any information obtained in connection with this study that can be identified with 

the participants remains confidential. I have ensured the anonymity of data obtained 

from the interviews and observations by using pseudonyms. Since the teacher–

participants were co-workers, they were aware of each other‟s participation in this 

investigation.  

One of the major concerns with regard to Ethical Clearance was to ensure that the 

pedagogic interventions would not have any effect on the participating students‟ overall 

assessment performance. To comply with this concern, all assessment tasks related to 

the interventions were integrated into the courses‟ „participation‟ requirement or not 

given a specific weighting.  

5.3 Summary  

This chapter has positioned my investigation within the Critical Constructivist 

(Kincheloe, 2003) and the Participatory Inquiry paradigms (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005; 
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Guba & Lincoln, 1994; Heron & Reason, 1997), and has explained its ontological, 

epistemological and methodological implications.  

Here I have justified my selection of the multiple case study approach and the 

strategies I have chosen as most suitable to address the research questions posed by this 

investigation. I complemented the case study approach with inclusion of a Participatory 

Action Research (PAR) component to promote the collaborative engagement of in-

service language teachers in the search of praxis-driven curricular innovation. This 

chapter also discussed the link between PAR and professional development (PD), which 

is a core aspect of this investigation, and my own position as researcher within this 

investigation.  

Here I have explained the sequence of inquiry in developing the four case studies 

as well as the pedagogical interventions in their different educational contexts. I have 

also explained in detail my choice of data-gathering methods, what I consider to be the 

strengths and limitations of the overall research design and data-gathering methods, and 

the process of establishing meaning from the data. Discussion of the trustworthiness of 

the findings and the main ethical considerations closed this chapter, bringing it to 

readiness for my discussion of the four case studies in the following chapter. 
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Chapter 6 Case Studies of Curriculum Innovation            

This chapter explores the viability of curriculum innovation for developing 

intercultural competence (IC) in the Australian higher education context. It juxtaposes 

two complementary perspectives: top-down and bottom-up. The top-down perspective 

points to the inherently limiting structure of university language programs through 

discussing the state of play in the provision of languages education at Australian 

universities. The bottom-up perspective discusses what is pedagogically achievable in 

the classroom through four case studies of curriculum innovation at an Australian 

university.  

This chapter has three main sections. The first presents a top-down perspective 

and provides the contextual backdrop for the case studies by painting a broad-brush 

picture of the state of play in the provision of languages education at Australian 

universities. This analytical description forms an integral part of this investigation as it 

identifies a number of ubiquitous challenges and limitations inherent in the structure 

and curriculum delivery strategies of language programs in the Australian Higher 

Education (HE) sector. The second section presents a bottom-up perspective by turning 

the spotlight onto the four case studies of curriculum innovation that I conducted at an 

Australian university. These case studies explore the challenges faced by language 

educators as they sought to tackle the development of „critical languaculture awareness‟ 

(CLcA) as an alternative model to intercultural communicative competence (ICC).  

The third and last section in this chapter presents a synthesis of the outcomes and 

exemplars of good practice that emerged from the case studies. Importantly, this last 

section also draws together the recurrent limitations identified in discussion of the data. 

My examination of these limitations suggests that despite several instances of good 
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practice, the inherent structure of university language programs together with a number 

of pedagogical variables render curriculum innovation for the development of ICC – 

and even CLcA as an alternative model – a highly problematic task and thus further 

question the feasibility of IC development in university language programs.  

6.1 Languages in the Australian HE context: The state of play 

There is no national umbrella policy regulating the structure and provision of 

languages education in the Australian HE sector. Nevertheless, an examination of 

language faculties across the nation reveals that most language programs share 

fundamental structural features and thus face similar challenges as they seek to develop 

a curriculum aimed to promote IC. Here I discuss these features and the challenges they 

present. This discussion is based on recent government-commissioned reports 

(Nettlebeck, et al., 2007; White & Baldauf, 2006; Winter, 2009); academic publications 

concerning the state of languages education in the Australian HE sector (Briguglio, 

2004, 2006; Clyne, et al., 2007; Go8, 2007b; Pauwels, 2002; 2007 inter al.); and 

examination of Australian university websites, their degree offerings, and in particular, 

their language programs and courses.  

As to structure, most language programs offer a three-year, six-semester course 

sequence for specialist learners. They also share a similar bottom-heavy enrolment 

structure with a significant increase in non-specialist, ab initio language learning 

courses, compared with post-matriculation courses (Pauwels, 2002). In this context, and 

in the midst of a dwindling number of languages on offer, cross-institutional initiatives 

have emerged from within some universities for collaboration and strategic survival of 

language programs. These initiatives add to the complexity of the curriculum 
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development landscape and add further doubt to the prospect of coherent curriculum 

innovation strategies.  

These structural features, coupled with financial difficulties, have had a 

significant impact not only on language programs, but also on the overall morale of 

teaching staff. Language teachers in Australian universities face the conflicting 

imperatives of an increase in their teaching workload and research output targets 

alongside an increase in uncertainty about their employment. In this context, revisiting 

the curriculum‟s „cultural dimension‟ becomes a relatively low-ranking priority for 

most language educators. Most university language programs appear to have similar 

strategies to address the inclusion of a „cultural dimension‟, but these are typically 

limited to the acquisition of „cultural‟ knowledge, and are isolated from language or 

languaculture, the pragmatic and sociolinguistic aspects of the target language.  

A look through the language departments of the 39 existing Australian 

universities22 reveals the typical structure of a language program is a three year (or six 

semester) sequence of courses ranging from elementary to advanced levels of language 

proficiency. Courses average 52 direct contact hours per semester for European 

languages and 65 direct contact hours for Asian languages (with variations across 

institutions). Further investigation reveals that in most cases these courses have been 

designed on the assumption that commencing students will undertake this three year 

sequence of language study. This assumption is blind to the current enrolment needs 

and challenges revealed by cogent recent research  (cf. Clyne, et al., 2007; 

                                                 

22
 Thirty-seven of the 39 universities in Australia offer language study programs (White & 

Baldauf, 2006).  
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Fotheringham, 2009; Go8, 2007b; Nettlebeck, et al., 2007; Pauwels, 2002; White & 

Baldauf, 2006; Winter, 2009).  

Another feature of most Australian university language programs is their bottom-

heavy structure, that is, their pyramid-like shape in terms of enrolments, with a high 

number of enrolments in the elementary courses and a high attrition rate in the 

advanced, third year courses. The problems with this bottom-heavy structure are 

exacerbated by what former University of Western Australia Arts Dean Anne Pauwels 

has described as a “new breed” of non-specialist language learners: “language tasters” 

(Pauwels cited in Lane, 2010b). Pauwels describes this type of learner as no longer 

interested in undertaking a three-year major in the target language, and instead wanting 

to have just a “taste” of the language. According to Pauwels, this type of learner 

generally takes up the target language as an additional subject or an elective within a 

professional degree or a language diploma and completes either a semester or, at most, a 

year of language study. This trend is substantiated by the 2008 Council of the Australian 

Academy of the Humanities (AAH) report on provision of beginners‟ language courses 

across the Australian university sector. The report indicates that most language 

programs are characterised by high enrolments in the ab initio, first year language 

learning courses, that fewer than 10 per cent of first-year students undertake language 

studies of any kind, and fewer than 25 per cent of these students complete a three year 

language program (Nettlebeck, et al., 2007). This trend of high attrition at advanced 

levels points to why very few graduates actually gain advanced proficiency levels in the 

target language (Pauwels, 2002).  

Another key feature of language programs in the Australian HE sector is that they 

are not a compulsory element in most undergraduate degrees, except for those 

specialising in linguistics or applied linguistics. As Martín indicates, “none of the 38 
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doctorate-granting Australian universities has compulsory language study requirements 

(compared with 90 per cent of similar institutions in the United States)” (Martín, 2005, 

p. 54). Most faculties, other than those in which languages are taught, allow students to 

undertake language studies as an elective course (Nettlebeck, et al., 2007), but the 

structure of their degree programs often allows for only a limited number of elective 

language courses. In most degree programs, this number is “usually limited to one year 

of instruction, which is sufficient for no more than a superficial introduction to the 

foreign language” (Eisenchlas, Trevaskes, & Liddicoat, 2003, p. 145). Attempts have 

been made in some institutions to integrate a language component into their Bachelor 

undergraduate degrees by creating combined degrees with language study as a formal 

co-requisite. These degrees include international business degrees, political science and 

international relations, education (B.Ed., Dip.Ed.) and other communications degrees 

majoring in journalism and public relations (Nettlebeck, et al., 2007). However, these 

combined requirements extend the three year standard period of undergraduate studies 

to a four or five year period and do not necessarily allow for completion of the three-

year sequence of specialist language studies. 

The survival of most language programs in Australian universities is highly 

problematic. A 2007 report by Nettlebeck et al. claims that in the absence of any 

„language studies culture‟ at a national level, the only form of structural national 

support for the teaching of languages is in the funding provided by the Department of 

Education, Employment and Workplace Relations (DEEWR). DEEWR recognises 

smaller student numbers and equipment needs as a reason to provide much higher 

cluster funding for teaching languages other than English (LOTE) than for other 

humanities areas. However, this contribution is undermined by three circumstances in 

particular. First, DEEWR funding constitutes a diminishing proportion of overall 
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university budgets, and second, in most institutions, DEEWR funding is not processed 

so that it actually reaches language programs (Nettlebeck, et al., 2007, p. 3). Third, most 

universities continue to impose financial models on language departments that expect 

viability based solely on student numbers. These quantitative models are highly 

ineffective given the contextual enrolment features I discussed above.  

Many language faculties therefore find themselves struggling to survive. In a bid 

to address this issue, many institutions have embarked upon various types of 

collaborative initiatives to complement their provision of languages education. 

According to White and Baldauf (2006), “more than half Australian universities are 

involved in some sort of collaborative arrangement, and these range from a „one to one‟ 

type of arrangement to consortia with a number of [domestic and/or international] 

partners” (White & Baldauf, 2006, p. 21). Such initiatives have been promoted as 

positive, „win–win‟ arrangements that are mutually satisfactory for all partners 

involved, especially in cases where the alternative was the closure of a language 

program. However, the actual positive effect they have had is highly contentious. In 

some cases, such collaborative arrangements have actually meant the closure of 

language programs and even of whole language faculties (Fotheringham, 2009). And 

many other contentious issues remain unresolved. The most pressing of these is the lack 

of clarity on how financial arrangements are established and administered, particularly 

in terms of student enrolments or Equivalent Full-Time Student Load (EFTSL) per 

course and the provision of teaching resources. Other structural and logistic problems 

include differences between collaborating institutions in their enrolment procedures (for 

both domestic and international students), credit point systems and assessment 

procedures; difficulties with timetable alignment; and largely, poor support from partner 

institutions (White & Baldauf, 2006, pp. 18-26; Winter, 2009). 
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Overall, the national press and academic channels suggest there is an increasing 

sense of uncertainty and identity crisis in the sector. Nonetheless, many language 

educators remain committed to their educational mission, as evident in their continuing 

search for innovative practices and ideas to survive in the current state of play (cf. the 

Beyond the Crisis Colloquium (Ferrari, 2009)). This attitude, however, is undermined 

by the lack of continuing professional development opportunities that could help 

language teachers respond effectively to the changing nature of their discipline while 

addressing the universities‟ vision for the future of Australian university graduates. This 

is particularly true in the case of language and culture pedagogy.  

The mission statements of most Australian universities now include among their 

graduate attributes various descriptors of intercultural competence such as “sensitivity 

to other cultures” and “awareness of graduates‟ responsibilities as global citizens”. Yet 

no official frameworks have been proposed to guide university language instructors in 

achieving this goal. Even so, at least three common trends can be identified in the 

integration of a „cultural dimension‟, or lack thereof, in the curricula of most university 

language programs.  

The first and most traditional strategy has been to create language „content 

courses‟ dedicated to the study of specific areas such as literature, film and other 

„cultural traditions‟ through the target language. These courses require intermediate to 

advanced levels of language proficiency, which makes them accessible only to specialist 

learners, mostly students who are enrolled in the more advanced courses of these 

programs. The syllabi of these courses reveal that their approach to the study of 

„culture‟ may be limited to the acquisition of „knowledge‟ without necessarily looking 

at the development of IC‟s critical awareness dimension. This is evident in the type and 

focus of assessment items. Students are generally assessed on their knowledge of the 
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subject matter (literature, film and so forth) and more specifically, on their development 

of the four macro-linguistic skills (listening, speaking, reading and writing). Assessment 

does not reach to development of IC‟s critical awareness.  

The second strategy has focused on integrating non-language course components. 

In addition to the core language course components, language programs may also 

include so-called „cultural context‟ courses, typically offered at beginners‟ level. 

„Cultural context‟ courses are usually open to students across faculties since they are 

taught in English, the students‟ lingua franca. Generally, these courses present an 

introduction to a potpourri of „cultural‟ aspects about the target language and the 

countries where it is spoken. These „cultural‟ aspects typically include historical and 

political developments as well as literary, film and other salient representations of the 

country or countries where the target language is spoken. The focus of these courses 

becomes acquisition of knowledge isolated from language, rather than examination of 

sociolinguistic and pragmatic aspects of the target language for the critical exploration 

of both native and target languacultures.  

The third strategy to address the „cultural‟ dimension entails incorporating an in-

country exchange component. Some university language programs offer such a 

component, typically at intermediate and advanced levels. Here the university offers 

some financial assistance to support students who want to pursue their language studies 

at an overseas university with which their Australian university has a formal exchange 

agreement. The opportunity to pursue language courses overseas is generally identified 

as a motivating factor for students taking up language studies. Nevertheless, the number 

of students who take advantage of this opportunity is relatively low (Nettlebeck, et al., 

2007) since it is not a compulsory requirement for completing the university‟s language 

program, and is often seen by cash-strapped university students as an expensive move 
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that is not warranted and can easily be forsaken. Even though many universities claim 

incorporation of such exchange components as a key aspect in their commitment to the 

internationalisation process, as the extensive research I explored in earlier chapters has 

indicated, periods of sojourn abroad do not automatically guarantee the development of 

IC. 

The first two of these three strategies reveal two extreme versions of the 

integration of a cultural dimension in language teaching. At one end is „culture 

teaching‟ in the target language relegated to advanced levels for „specialist‟ learners; at 

the other is „culture teaching‟ in the students‟ lingua franca at beginners‟ levels for both 

specialist and non-specialist learners. However, both extremes seem to share two 

potential shortcomings: 1) their apparent disconnect with other courses within the 

program in terms of sequential development of cultural and linguistic competence; and 

2) their focus on a rather static, one-dimensional view of „culture‟ isolated from its 

pragmatic and sociolinguistic dimensions. This is apparent in some of the universities‟ 

language course descriptions and in outlines of their programs.  

This disconnect is exacerbated at course-level, where most course descriptions 

include all-encompassing „cultural‟ goals and objectives that appear to merely pay lip-

service to university requirements. In addition to development of the four macro-skills, 

course objectives typically refer to the acquisition of „cultural knowledge‟ and 

„awareness of differences and similarities with the target culture‟. Yet course syllabi fail 

to indicate how these objectives are addressed in terms of content, or how their 

achievement is evaluated or monitored in terms of assessment. This observation 

supports the claim that cultural goals continue to be subordinated to linguistic goals in 

most language courses, casting further doubt upon their feasibility.  
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The literature reviewed in earlier chapters reveals that numerous studies have 

attempted to address the development of IC in Australian university language programs 

– from specific course designs to the design of course modules, from syllabus selection 

to development of specific assessment items. However, these studies are of isolated 

instances of innovation and do not bespeak – or offer – a comprehensive, programmatic 

view of curriculum innovation. Mostly they focus on specific languages and levels of 

proficiency. They concern specific course contexts that do not provide language 

educators with an overall, clear conceptualisation of how language and culture are 

linked, and how to use this conceptualisation for selecting specific content across 

languages and proficiency levels within a program.  

6.2 Case studies of curricular innovation at an Australian university  

As well as to this complex and challenging institutional landscape, languages 

educators must also respond to the changing educational mission of their discipline. 

This is represented in the current literature, which now focuses almost exclusively on 

the development of IC (cf. Briguglio, 2004; Council for the Australian Federation, 

2007; DEEWR, 2008; MCEETYA, 2005). These circumstances explain why I set out in 

this investigation to explore the challenges faced by HE language educators as they try 

to develop IC through curriculum innovation in the everyday university language 

classroom. Here I have conceptualised innovation as any deliberate, planned changes or 

additions made to improve and enhance these curricula and their elements from a 

bottom-up perspective, that is, by the teachers as decision makers and curriculum 

developers (Markee, 1997; Print, 1993). The curriculum innovation projects that inform 

my four case studies have been underpinned by current theoretical trends in the field of 

language and culture pedagogy discussed in earlier chapters. I have used case studies to 

explore how teachers might address the challenges and limitations inherent in the 
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program structure and curriculum delivery of languages education in their everyday 

practices.  

The languages faculty in the Australian university where I conducted this study 

represented well the common salient features I have outlined in the previous section. 

This faculty offered a three-year undergraduate program for students wishing to 

specialise in languages and applied linguistics. In 2006 when I began this investigation, 

the faculty offered six language programs: Chinese (Mandarin), Indonesian, Italian, 

Japanese, Korean and Spanish. Four years later when I completed this investigation, 

only two thirds were still on offer; two of the four Asian language programs had been 

closed. The four languages still on offer were two Asian languages – Japanese and 

Chinese – and two European languages – Italian and Spanish.  

I chose two language programs for this investigation, each representing different 

language and culture teaching approaches. These two are: from the European languages, 

Italian, and from the Asian languages, Chinese. In each program I purposefully selected 

two courses, in conjunction with the program‟s coordinator: a language course and a 

„cultural context‟ course. The latter had been designed specifically as adjunct to the 

programs‟ language components and was therefore ideal to explore the integration of 

languaculture. Selecting these courses was particularly relevant since they enabled me 

to explore curriculum innovation strategies in both language and non-language course 

components within a specific program.  

My motivation for this investigation was a desire to help university teachers 

revisit their teaching philosophies and practices in light of a broadened educational 

mission. This is why I chose a Participatory Action Research (PAR) component so that 

teacher–participants could engage directly in innovation themselves through a 
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scaffolded cycle of inquiry within the context of their own courses while minimising 

interference with their workload.  

The teachers in charge of each of the four selected courses were allocated a key 

role in the curriculum innovation process. This role, which I have contemplated in the 

PAR component of this investigation discussed in Chapter 5, involved reflecting on the 

course‟s enacted curriculum, collaborating in development of the languaculture 

modules for pedagogic intervention in the course, and reflecting on the outcomes of 

these interventions. The four teacher–participants were all female and three were native 

speakers of the language they were teaching. In the Italian program, Cate – the only 

non-native speaker – was in charge of a first year Italian „cultural context‟ course taught 

in English, while Sandra was in charge of a second year intermediate Italian language 

course focused on developing oral skills. In the Chinese program, Dana was in charge 

of a first year Chinese „cultural context‟ course taught in English while Jane was in 

charge of a first year elementary Chinese language course.  

To explore the discrepancy between „ends‟ and „means‟ explained in earlier 

chapters, the underlying rationale for innovation required that we problematise the 

cultural goals and objectives of each of the four courses and explore their realisation (or 

lack thereof) in practice. The teacher–participants revised and in some cases 

reformulated their course goals and objectives to address the students‟ development of 

critical languaculture awareness. Subsequently, I worked with the teacher–participants 

to focus on development of languaculture modules aimed at exploring if/how the 

courses‟ newly formulated goals and objectives were realised in practice.  

Development and implementation of these modules entailed addressing the 

questions behind the theoretical aspects discussed in earlier chapters, that is, the 

curriculum goals (why?), syllabus or content (what?), and teaching activities (how?). In 
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terms of content, all four case studies were underpinned by Crozet‟s (2003) conceptual 

framework of languaculture traits and thus included the relevant set of readings from 

Lo Bianco and Crozet‟s volume: Carroli et al. (2003) for the Italian courses and Li 

(2003) for the Chinese. Other academic resources such as supplementary textbooks and 

readers, authentic material such as film excerpts and documentaries, and electronic 

sources such as blogs were also used. In terms of activities, all languaculture modules 

included the integration of in-class presentations and discussions around specific 

languaculture aspects. These discussions aimed to promote „transformative learning‟, 

the type of reflective learning I discussed in Chapter 3. This type of discussion sought to 

help students in questioning their uncritically acquired frames of reference and in so 

doing, scaffold processes of „perspective transformation‟(Mezirow, 1991, 2000).  

Before analysing and discussing each of the four case studies, I consider the 

overall program structure, its existing language and culture teaching rationale and the 

role of each course within the program. Each case study includes a detailed profile of 

the course based on an initial in-depth interview with each of the teacher–participants 

(Appendix 1). This is followed by explanation of how the underlying language and 

culture teaching rationale was (re)conceptualised and how the languaculture modules 

for pedagogic intervention were developed and implemented in conjunction with the 

teachers.  

Finally, I analyse the outcomes of these interventions in relation to the various 

data collection tools. To reiterate the information presented in Chapter 5, the primary 

data were obtained from the following data collection tools:  

1. An initial and a final semi-structured interview with each teacher–participants. 

(That is, a total of eight main interviews of approximately one and a half hours 

each).  
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2. Field notes on weekly/fortnightly meetings held with teacher–participants.  

3. Work samples produced during languaculture exploration class activities as well 

as homework tasks, such as reflective worksheets.  

4. Participant-observation field notes taken during interventions and non-

participant observation of subsequent classes.  

5. Semi-structured interviews at the end of the semester with student–participants 

(with a minimum of four in one of the courses and up to six in another, that is a 

total of 20 student interviews of approximately 25 minutes). 

6. A personal reflective journal completed throughout the investigation.  

To identify good practice and shortcomings in the pedagogic interventions I used 

data from my interviews with teacher–participants as well as relevant class work 

samples, and data from both participant observation and my interviews with student–

participants at the end of each course. My analysis and discussion of these data 

highlight a fundamental predicament in meeting the discrepancy between „ends‟ and 

„means‟ in language and culture teaching. Despite teachers‟ ostensibly positive 

intentions and several instances of good practice, curriculum innovation to develop IC 

remains highly problematic in practice. The overall structure of university language 

teaching and a number of pedagogical variables seriously limit possibilities for 

successful innovation and further question the feasibility of IC development in 

university language programs.  

6.2.1 The Italian language program  

The Italian program at this university mirrored the main structural features and 

enrolment patterns discussed earlier in this chapter. Table 6 below illustrates the three 

year sequence of Italian language courses aimed to develop learners‟ proficiency from 
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elementary to advanced levels. This program also offered a fourth year course for 

students wishing to continue their language studies into their Honours degree, a unique 

feature compared to other programs available within the faculty. This program also 

included two cultural context courses taught in English, the first one in first year, 

second semester; and the second one in second year, first semester. Although the first 

cultural content course was not a pre-requisite for enrolling in the second cultural 

context course, both courses were a compulsory requirement for specialist learners. The 

courses highlighted in the table represent the ones selected for the curriculum 

innovation PAR projects.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In my interview with the coordinator of the Italian language program, she 

revealed that the Italian teaching team as a whole tried to work in consultation with one 

another to develop and implement their teaching curricula coherently and cohesively. 

This was substantiated by the team-teaching approach and documents that the team had 

produced to explicate the program‟s overall teaching rationale. One of these documents 

 Table 6  Italian language program structure 
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provided to me by the program coordinator specifically described the program‟s 

rationale for language and culture teaching. This document revealed a seemingly 

coherent thread underlying their approach, that is, the presentation of Italian language:  

. . . not only as an object of study in itself, but also as a means by which to study 

Italian culture and society and the debates and discourses transmitted through the 

language. […] to develop students’ awareness of Italian mentalità, or ways of 

thinking, and how these are reflected in language use. (Emphasis added)  

This rationale, included in several course outlines within the program, appeared to 

be well thought out and deliberately integrated within the curriculum. However, when 

probed about how the team explicitly realised the development of such „awareness‟ and 

measured or monitored its development, the coordinator admitted that activities for 

raising cultural awareness were rather ad hoc and incidental. This was particularly so in 

first year language courses, and there were no assessment items to monitor „awareness‟ 

development within each course or sequentially throughout the program. This response 

substantiated my speculation that even where the place of culture within a program is 

presented on paper as well established and deliberate, its realisation in practice falls 

short. Almost camouflaged by such descriptions in writing, in classroom practice 

cultural awareness remains unquestioned. Nevertheless, the teaching team‟s positive 

attitude on innovation provided a suitable starting point for the development and 

implementation of PAR projects.  

6.2.1.1 Case Study A: Italian cultural context course 

This Cultural Context Course was purposefully selected. It represented the first 

formal introduction to issues in language, society and culture in Italy to both specialist 

and non-specialist students wishing to learn essential concepts in Italy‟s linguistic 



- 203 - 

history and some key issues in the historical development of Italy‟s language and 

culture. As described in the course outline, this course was designed to complement the 

first year elementary language course and lay the foundations upon which later courses 

in the Italian studies major are built. While it was a compulsory component for students 

specialising in Italian language, it was also recommended as an elective component for 

students undertaking Italian-related studies within any other degree program. Class 

work was conducted in English, although activities were often based on material in 

Italian (with translations available where necessary).  

The course‟s syllabus had three modules. Module 1 provided an introduction to 

the course and an overview of Italian linguistic history. It examined the major 

influences on Italy‟s linguistic and cultural development from ancient times to 

unification in 1860 and then through to the present day, with particular attention to 

processes of modernisation and diversification of Italian society since World War 2. 

Module 2 looked at language and the arts in historical perspective, with respect to four 

areas in which Italians have made a major contribution to the arts in Europe: poetry, 

theatre, opera and cinema. Module 3 explored relationships between language, society 

and culture in contemporary Italy, through a survey of the variation in Italians‟ 

linguistic repertoires: territorial, social, by context of use and by medium of 

communication. It also briefly examined Italian language and culture in Australia as a 

component of the Italian diaspora. Throughout the course, students were exposed to 

some of the key Italian contributors to European artistic traditions (in poetry, opera and 

cinema) as well as to the game show hosts of Berlusconian television. The course 

explored links between language and culture in daily life and sought to develop 

familiarity with some Italian mentalità or ways of thinking.  
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The course‟s delivery mode consisted of three contact hours per week: a one-hour 

lecture followed by a two-hour workshop. In the workshops, the concepts introduced in 

the lecture were explored further and practised through examining Italian texts, usually 

with an English translation available. These texts included songs, scenes from films, 

extracts from novels, and material from newspapers, television and websites. The 

assessment items required students to engage in a wide range of academic activities, 

including small-scale research, preparation and delivery of an oral presentation and 

writing a summary and a critical comment on specific texts. Students were also 

expected to keep abreast of the set of weekly readings and participate actively in class 

work throughout the semester.  

Pedagogic interventions  

The guiding thread in this course was a sociolinguistic stance on the study of 

Italian language. This stance entailed study of Italian language and its historical 

evolution: – from its origins in Latin vernacular forms to dialetti23 and today‟s regional 

varieties, and their coexistence with other minority languages – in relation to societal 

changes. Specific aspects were explored, alongside identification of significant 

historical milestones, political events, and literary, musical and other artistic 

representations of language in use. Nonetheless, the sociolinguistic aspects of these 

studies appeared to be reduced to a static „object‟ of study. In other words, the course 

                                                 

23
Dialetti d'Italia, dialects of Italy such as Sicilian, Vèneto, Piedmontese, are spoken in Italy but 

their grammar, syntactic features and vocabulary are very different from standard Italian. Thus, from 

a linguistic point of view, many dialects of Italy are considered „languages‟ (Lepschy & Lepschy, 

1988).  
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did not include exploration of languaculture aspects of Italian language in use such as 

levels of politeness, verbosity or other paralinguistic features as expressions of the 

dynamic, linguistically mediated manifestations of Italian mentalità, out-of-awareness 

cultural values and beliefs. 

The PAR project on curriculum innovation therefore set out to add to this 

underlying thread a more complex and nuanced representation of language and its 

relationship with culture in everyday communication. This entailed incorporating 

languaculture modules under the guise of „intercultural reflection workshops‟ (or 

intercultural workshops). Five intercultural workshops were developed to explicitly 

introduce the languaculture continuum and discuss its axes. The format of these 

workshops consisted of a 20–30 minute class discussion that I conducted at the end of 

the two-hour tutorial in five separate instances throughout the 13-week semester. The 

structure of the workshops consisted of a brief presentation of conceptual and/or 

theoretical points drawn from the set reading, followed by trigger questions aimed to 

raise students‟ awareness of their prior knowledge and specific discussion questions 

aimed to promote students‟ critical reflection on the languaculture aspects under 

examination.  

The set reading was the interpretation by Carroli et al. (2003) of Crozet‟s 

conceptual framework for the Italian languaculture context, specifically in face-to-face 

communication. The paper illustrated Crozet‟s five languaculture axes and explicitly set 

out to:  

… develop critical awareness of general cultural traits expressed in everyday 

conversation in Italy and at national level, whilst pointing out that there are 

geographical and social cultural differences. By “critical” awareness we mean 
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that both teachers and students, when reading materials on the subject, are able 

to discern between blatant stereotype and cultural trait, between regional trait or 

biased description. (Carroli, et al., 2003, p. 178) 

In addition to the in-class discussions, students were also asked to continue 

reflecting on and discussing the languaculture aspects introduced during the workshops 

through the online discussion forum available in the course‟s Blackboard webpage. 

Incorporating this element of participation had a twofold purpose: to complement the 

course‟s in-class participation requirement and to give students who were not able to 

contribute to the class discussions time and space to formulate their ideas and have the 

opportunity to share them with their classmates.  

Table 7 below illustrates the schedule of the presentations that were designed in 

conjunction with the teacher–participant, Cate. Each of the five presentations was 

underpinned by a guiding topic and languaculture aspect(s). The last column includes 

the main questions used to trigger the in-class discussion and posted later on the online 

discussion forum. These questions served as catalysts for further discussion and sharing 

anecdotes and experiences. Here the goal was to raise students‟ awareness of their 

assumptions and their taken-for-granted frames of reference, and to reflect on their 

personal experiences in relation to interpreting salient Italian languaculture features.  

Discussions were steered towards providing students with an analytical 

framework to understand, conceptualise and further examine these features and to 

scaffold their reflection on past and potential instances of languaculture dissonance. 

This type of reflection aimed to encourage and provide a space for learners to become 

cognisant of their uncritically acquired frames of reference and in so doing, foster 

„perspective transformation‟ processes.  
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Table 7 Case Study A: Languaculture modules intervention schedule 
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The following vignette illustrates the development of a typical languaculture 

exploration workshop and is based on my participant observation field notes. 

Languaculture exploration vignette 

Fourth intervention: Formal and informal registers in Italian 

 

The fourth intervention was designed to give the students the opportunity to reflect on 

Italian languaculture approaches to interpersonal relationships and the manifestation of these 

approaches in speakers‟ formal and informal registers. In particular, students were asked to 

discuss the rationale behind the use of „lei’ (you-formal) and „tu’ (you-informal) as well as other 

terms of address (titles: dottore, signore, etc.).  Appendix 8 contains the slides used during the 

workshop. 

To complement the discussion of these languaculture aspects, we also wanted to provide 

an Italian‟s point of view regarding Australian languaculture approaches to interpersonal 

relationships. We thus selected a blog entry published by a recently migrated Italian in Australia 

(Slide 11). In this blog entry the author discussed what he defined as „most beautiful Australian 

word: mate‟. I provided students with a verbal translation of the text and asked language 

students to help me with the translation. Students were then asked to comment on the content of 

the blog entry and explain their use of the word „mate‟.  

The trigger questions asked students to critically reflect on the concept of „hypocritical 

informality‟ discussed in the set reading. This concept, which emerged through Italian 

sociolinguistic studies, referred to the generalised use of „tu’ (you-informal) with anyone below 

30-35 years of age even if the interactants do not know each other and may never see each other 

again.   

Finally, students were asked to discuss instances of languaculture dissonance they may 

have experienced due to interactant‟s differing expectations regarding the use of terms of 

address. Students‟ contributions to the discussion were varied. Interestingly, most of the 

discussion centred on the Italians‟ potential view on Australians‟ languaculture behaviours and 

on the need to establish a hierarchy vis-à-vis the concept of „hypocritical informality‟. This 

intervention provided a clear example of how languaculture exploration both incorporated and 

challenged „etic‟ and „emic‟ native and target languaculture frames of reference. 
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Outcomes and limitations 

Cate indicated that the intercultural workshops added a much needed component 

to the course. They enhanced the course‟s underlying notion of culture, which Cate 

conceptualised as the worldviews of Italian people, by integrating the languaculture 

dimension, as Italians‟ worldviews reflected in interaction. The students‟ in-class 

participation generated in-depth discussions and in the end-of-semester interviews 

students indicated that they had enjoyed learning and reflecting on the various 

languaculture aspects and their impact on everyday communication. Nonetheless, a 

number of shortcomings were identified in the process of integrating these elements into 

the course. First was the lack of seamless integration of the intercultural workshops with 

the rest of the course, second was the lack of readily available teaching resources such 

as intercultural sensitisers, and third was the format of the discussions vis-à-vis Cate‟s 

teaching style and conceptualisation of culture.  

While Cate and I tried to integrate the „intercultural reflection workshops‟ into the 

course‟s structure and syllabus, we found it difficult to map out each of the 

languaculture aspects and match them to the topics discussed in the lectures and 

workshops of an already established course. This meant that while most of the 

languaculture aspects were explicitly related to the lecture and workshop content (e.g., 

formal and informal registers, aspects of non-verbal communication), at times, the 

connection was inevitably lost. Holding the discussions at the end of the regular 

workshops created further time constraints, which meant that the discussions sometimes 

had to be closed before reaching fullness. Students indicated that while the discussion–

debate format of the intercultural workshops was an interesting addition to the regular 

workshops, overall contribution of the former to the course was undermined by the 



- 210 - 

limited amount of time dedicated to these workshops. The opportunity to continue the 

discussions online, however, did not encourage many students to do so. Many students 

indicated that they chose not to participate in the online forum because they preferred 

the in-class exchange of ideas.  

Thus, despite our efforts to ensure their seamless integration, overall, the 

„intercultural reflection workshops‟ appeared to be an add-on component to the course. 

Other variables also could have influenced this outcome. First, the apparent separation 

between Cate‟s part of the workshop and mine, that is, having two different teachers 

present information, may have contributed to the perception that the cultural workshops 

were not intrinsically part of the course. Second, the discussion–debate format of the 

intercultural workshops involved teaching and learning strategies different from those 

of the regular workshops, which followed a more formal, lecture-like approach. Here, 

one student indicated that this made the intercultural workshops seem “quite disjointed” 

and that the transition to a different type of learning required students to suddenly 

change from one learning mode to another. A fourth variable was the frequency of the 

presentations. Because the intercultural workshops were not conducted every week, a 

recapitulation was required at the beginning of each workshop to remind students of 

what had been discussed in the previous session. This also indicated that discussion of 

languaculture aspects was limited to these moments and that Cate did not integrate 

these aspects as they emerged in the rest of the course. This was corroborated in my 

interviews with the students who indicated that “it was up to [them] to make the 

connection” between the content of the lectures and the intercultural workshop 

discussions.  

In terms of teaching resources and materials, the paper by Carroli et al. was 

considered a useful introductory reading for exploring languaculture. However, Cate 
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expressed concern about the lack of readily available material for further analysis and 

discussion of languaculture aspects. This was particularly evident at the end of semester 

in preparing the final written exam. Cate wanted to incorporate case studies or 

intercultural sensitisers into the exam to trigger students‟ written reflection on the 

languaculture aspects discussed verbally in class, yet lack of available resources meant 

that in the end she had to keep the already established format of the exam.  

As for the overall format of the discussions and the use of trigger questions, 

students indicated that they appreciated the incorporation of this type of interactive 

approach into their learning experience as it enabled them to share their ideas with 

others and to reflect on their own perceptions of Italians and Australians in everyday 

interaction. This substantiated the use of „perspective transformation‟ techniques in 

adult education. At the end of the semester, students were asked to reflect on the overall 

experience and indicate how the examination of various aspects of languaculture had 

helped them conceptualise differences and similarities between Italians‟ languacultures 

and their own. This question was posted on the online forum to give students time to 

reflect outside the classroom. Figure 23 below shows one student‟s answer to the 

question. This post highlights several positive outcomes, including the idea of „noticing‟ 

and raising students‟ levels of awareness. However, this was the only response from the 

class cohort.  

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 23 Discussion forum excerpt 
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In my final interview with Cate she indicated the type of guided discussions in the 

languaculture workshops would have been the hardest for her to incorporate into her 

own teaching practice. Cate explained that her teaching style did not include this type of 

open discussions as she did not feel comfortable using students‟ experiences and 

anecdotes as the basis for discussion. She considered that allowing students to share 

their experiences without using theoretical background to explain themselves may 

indirectly contribute to the perpetuation of stereotypical assumptions. She also pointed 

out that perhaps some student cohorts may be more predisposed to share anecdotes and 

discuss different experiences than others so she was not sure about how such a 

technique would be applicable in future. Cate‟s concerns raised an important issue: the 

teachers‟ personal teaching style vis-à-vis the type of learning experiences that need to 

be promoted to foster processes of „perspective transformation‟. This becomes an 

essential variable in the development and implementation of critical languaculture 

awareness raising strategies.  

In terms of assessment, students‟ lack of participation in the online discussion 

forum meant that they could be assessed only on their contribution to in-class 

discussions. This contribution was particularly difficult to assess as the same students 

would take part in the debates and there was never enough time to organise mini-group 

discussions to give everyone the opportunity to express their ideas. Some of the student-

interviewees suggested written homework (instead of participation in the online forum) 

as an assessment item to ensure the active participation of the class as a whole and the 

monitoring of those students who may not feel comfortable contributing during the 

workshop.  
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6.2.1.2 Case Study B: Italian language course 

The language course selected for the PAR project – a second year, second 

semester course taught in Italian – focused on development of oral skills. This course 

had two main aims, as specified in its course outline. These were to 1) consolidate and 

extend students‟ proficiency and understanding of spoken colloquial Italian, and 2) 

enhance  students‟ cultural understanding of and familiarity with Italy and Italian 

popular culture through work with texts drawn from a variety of media (in class and in 

private practice) and through interaction with native or near-native speakers of Italian in 

the community. Meeting with members of the community sought “to further develop 

students’ awareness of Italian mentalità” by creating opportunities to gain “direct 

insight into Italian and Italo-Australian ways of life”. That feature gave this course a 

particularly significant role within the program, as the only course that required learners 

to meet with members of the Italian community. Sandra, the program‟s coordinator and 

teacher of this course, referred to this course as particularly representative of the 

program‟s language and culture teaching rationale discussed earlier.  

Thus, students were required to meet with Italian native speakers or near-native 

community members of Italian heritage selected by the course convenor, in addition to 

the course‟s four contact hours each week. The group of Italian community members 

included recently migrated Italian native speakers, as well as Italian immigrants who 

had lived in Australia for a number of years but returned to Italy regularly or were in 

contact with the Italian community on a regular basis. Students were required to meet 

the community members (CM) at least four times (five meetings were recommended) 

during the semester, for a total of six hours. The meetings were to be organised by the 

students in agreement with the CM. Depending on the number of students enrolled and 

the number of community members available, some students were required to share 
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their meetings with the CM. These meetings were to be conducted in Italian and 

students were required to tape their conversations, or at least half an hour of each 

meeting, to help them complete a scheda (worksheet) that they had to submit as part as 

their assessment. The tape-recording requirement was to enable students to concentrate 

on their conversations without taking notes and review the conversation after meetings 

so they could complete the scheda accurately and in detail. Students were also 

encouraged to pursue other activities with their allocated CM, including cooking an 

Italian meal, shopping, watching an Italian film or television program and going to an 

Italian restaurant.  

As such, this course included both in-class and outside-the-classroom activities. 

In-class contact hours were divided into weekly two-hour workshops and one-hour 

tutorials. In the workshops, various types of activities were conducted, in pairs and 

groups, aimed at promoting development of both fluency and accuracy in speaking, and 

comprehension of spoken and written Italian. The tutorials were mainly concerned with 

preparing students for their meetings with the CM and exploring particular linguistic or 

cultural elements. Time was also dedicated to discussing the communication and 

interaction strategies that students may find useful during their conversations with the 

CM. During the tutorials, students were also required to complete the first section of the 

scheda before each meeting.  

This scheda or worksheet had five sections. The first section encouraged students 

to list a series of questions, points of discussion and words and expressions relevant to 

the topic of the meeting. After the meeting, students had to complete the rest of the 

scheda by writing comments and notes based on the recording or on their own notes. 

The second section focused on new words or expressions they encountered while 

listening to the recording; and the third section required them to provide a summary of 
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the meeting in Italian. The fourth section, a process of self-reflection on the students‟ 

linguistic performance, was designed to give students the opportunity to reflect on 

grammatical difficulties or recurrent mistakes they could identify in their production 

during the meeting. The fifth section included general questions about the meeting that 

students could answer in English or in Italian. These questions included aspects such as 

the CM‟s use of English or simpler expressions in Italian, their own use of pictures and 

dictionary to convey their message; the CM‟s error correction strategies, and examples 

of misunderstandings arising from cultural/social differences. 

Suggested topics for each meeting as specified in the subject outline were 

personal – getting to know each other and describing their personal histories; reasons 

for coming to Australia; their family; their region or city of origin; their household, 

home life and life in the community; spare time activities; and impressions of Italy and 

Australia – and current issues such as immigration, the environment and political issues. 

For assessment, in addition to  submitting the schede, assessment of this course 

consisted of a listening test, an oral presentation in class, an oral exam with the teaching 

team, and regular tasks concerned with preparing for, and reporting back from, the 

conversations with the community members. 

Pedagogic interventions 

The main ways this course sought to introduce key aspects of Italian culture 

involved the students‟ opportunity to interact with members of the Italian community. 

My initial observations revealed that while exploration of specific cultural aspects such 

as campanilismo (local patriotism) or mammismo (belief among sons that no one can 

ever love them as much as their mothers) was introduced explicitly in class, the 

students‟ worksheets focused largely on their reflection on linguistic and strategic 

competence. Cultural aspects were relegated to an open question at the end of the 
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scheda where students were prompted to “Give (if possible) a few examples of 

misunderstandings arising from cultural/social differences”.  

The curriculum innovation for the PAR project in this course therefore had two 

trajectories. One entailed systematic introduction of specific languaculture aspects in 

class, as part of preparing for the meetings with the CM. The other was a separate, more 

detailed section on languaculture in the students‟ worksheets. Four interventions of 40 

minutes each throughout the semester for presentations by me with Sandra‟s assistance, 

on specific languaculture aspects, were programmed into the class schedule. We 

conducted each intervention during the two-hour workshop in the target language, 

seeking to correlate with the topics suggested for the students‟ meetings with the CM. 

Table 8 below illustrates distribution of the four presentations throughout the 13-week 

semester, and the main guiding topics and languaculture aspects introduced in each 

class. The last column on the right that provides a brief description of materials and 

specific tasks during the workshops indicates reformulation of the fifth section in the 

scheda to integrate: „Riflessione sul contenuto linguistico-culturale’ (Languaculture 

Reflection). 
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Table 8 Case Study B: Languaculture modules intervention shedule 
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The fifth section in the scheda (Languaculture Reflection) aimed to provide a space for 

students‟ written reflections on the particular languaculture aspect(s) presented in class. 

Table 9 presents the questions included in this section of the schede vis-à-vis the topics 

assigned to each meeting.  

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 9 Case Study B: Schedule of intercultural reflection questions in schede 
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The following vignette illustrates the development of a typical languaculture 

exploration workshop in this course, based on my participant observation field notes. 

Languaculture exploration vignette 

Fourth intervention: Non-verbal communication (gestures and silence) 

 

The fourth intervention was designed to give the students the opportunity to reflect on 

Italian languaculture levels of verbosity and the manifestation of these levels in conversation. In 

particular, students were asked to discuss the use of gestures as well as turn-taking rules in 

interaction. Appendix 9 contains the slides used during the workshop.  

To complement the discussion of these languaculture aspects, we included a) pictures on 

common Italian gestures, and b) the contextualised use of gestures in excerpts of a film (Il mio 

meglior nemico). Students were asked to compare the use of gestures in the native and target 

languaculture(s). Next, to trigger additional discussion, students were asked to comment on the 

explanations regarding Italian languaculture(s) use of silence and turn-taking in conversation 

presented in the set reading. Finally, students were asked to discuss instances of turn-taking 

difficulties during their meetings with the CMs, for instance, whether they had noticed instances 

of pause vuote, (silent pauses), pause piene (pauses filled with hesitation fillers, or other 

strategies to keep the floor), and accavallamenti (overlapping) and whether they had 

experienced any discomfort due to interactant‟s differing expectations regarding these turn-

taking strategies. Students‟ contributions to the discussion raised several interesting issues. They 

expressed in the first few meetings with the CMs it was difficult to follow these turn-taking 

rules, interrupting their interlocutors to ask for clarification or simply attempting to ask more 

questions was a difficult task. Similarly, they indicated that keeping the floor in conversation 

was not easy, especially in cases where there were two students per CM. The discussion led to 

the formulation of strategies for students to adapt their languaculture behaviour so that they felt 

comfortable interrupting their interlocutor or keeping the floor when necessary. This vignette 

illustrates the complementary role of the languaculture exploration modules in this course. 

Overall, the discussions helped students share their frustrations as well as positive experiences 

in learning to interact with their CM. Additionally, these reflective processes were 

complemented by the languaculture section in their schede (see Table 9, above). 
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Outcomes and limitations 

Sandra advised that one of the main contributions of the interventions to her 

culture teaching rationale was having a more specific, systematic way of relating 

language and culture that she could share with the students and that allowed her to 

explicitly present and exemplify the points of articulation between them. Together with 

this systematic description of the language/culture nexus, Sandra also found it 

extremely useful to have the terminology to discuss their relationship: “I learned the 

language to talk about this. It has broadened my theoretical understanding and seeing 

how it can be realised in practice.” Sandra thus acknowledged the importance of having 

such a “blueprint” to describe languaculture and allocating time to present these aspects 

and promote in-class discussions. In similar vein, Sandra observed that adding a fifth 

section to the schede provided “more visible, tangible goals for the students”. Sandra 

felt that in the Italian program the teaching team members “always have the intention to 

teach culture through language, but to know how to do it is not easy”.  

While allocating specific moments for in-class languaculture discussions was a 

welcome addition to the course, Sandra also acknowledged the issue of time constraints. 

She considered both the time spent outside the classroom in preparing the discussions as 

well as the time dedicated to the discussions during the lesson. She indicated that 

allocating time for planning is essential: “[the exploration of languaculture aspects] 

needs to be planned; some of it is incidental, but it has to be intentional”. Time for in-

class discussions was also scarce. Sandra explained that while she felt it was important 

to present the languaculture concepts in the target language, doing so took more time to 

provide examples and to check students‟ understanding. She would have liked “more 

time” for group or pair activities so that students could discuss the concepts amongst 

themselves. She felt that once the specific languacultures aspects were introduced to 
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students, students needed time to reflect and revisit these aspects, particularly after their 

experiences meeting with the CM. For Sandra, “recycling” the concepts and discussions 

was important so that they did not remain isolated in the students‟ minds. However, 

Sandra felt restrained by having to cover the rest of the course content, particularly due 

to the other assessment items that focused on linguistic aspects and the „four macro-

skills‟.  

Sandra offered two specific suggestions to address these issues. First, she 

suggested that if the Italian program incorporated the concept of languaculture and 

Crozet‟s conceptual framework earlier, perhaps in first year, by the time students take 

her course, less time would be needed for concepts and more time could be dedicated to 

discussions. This suggestion was particularly relevant as it not only revealed the need 

for a „programmatic approach‟ to the development of critical languaculture awareness, 

but also the need to start raising students‟ languaculture awareness from an early stage 

in their language learning experience. Here the inconvenient truth remains that 

languaculture is still perceived as „time away‟ from the rest of the curricula rather than 

itself an intrinsic component of the curricula and that efforts need to be coordinated 

amongst willing staff in different courses across the study program in a coherent, 

sequential manner.  

Second, Sandra suggested that a way to complement the in-class discussion would 

be to provide students with a social network forum to go from a teacher-centred 

discussion to a learner-generated discussion online, which is something she intends to 

look into in the future as computer assisted language learning (CALL) is also one of her 

research interests. This suggestion was significant for highlighting several key issues in 

the critical reflexivity learning process. First is the need for students to discuss 

languaculture issues amongst themselves in an asynchronous mode, that is, giving 
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themselves time to reflect before responding to other students‟ comments. Second, this 

approach would give students who may be too shy to express themselves „on the spot‟ 

during in-class discussions the opportunity to express their views. Third, social 

networks and online discussions are more appealing to younger people.  

On the material used throughout the course, Sandra indicated that the paper by 

Carroli et al. (2003) was useful for presenting the theoretical concepts in English as the 

students‟ lingua franca, with examples of the conceptual framework axes in relation to 

Australian and Italian languacultures. During in-class discussions students were 

encouraged to thoughtfully critique the claims and some of the examples and 

conclusions that seemed particularly dogmatic in this paper. Sandra acknowledged that 

the available theoretical reading material on the topic is scant and mostly in English.  

Sandra also pointed out that there is little material available in the target language 

that can be used to trigger languaculture discussion or exemplify languaculture aspects 

without reinforcing stereotypical views. In fact, she said, this is an issue she tried to 

challenge in class. In the last intervention, concerning the use of present subjunctive to 

express stereotypes about Italian, students were puzzled to complete phrases that 

expressed the stereotypes that people of many nationalities hold about Italian people; 

the students felt quite strongly that these stereotypes were not “entirely true” in their 

experience. Sandra felt it is important for students to understand that using stereotypes 

as departure points for discussion can be a way to engage with their experience as well 

as other people‟s points of view. For these reasons, she is continuously searching for 

authentic audio and written material in the target language that can be used or adapted 

for this purpose. Sandra indicated that the interventions made her more aware of topics 

that can promote languaculture discussions and as a result she has set out on a research 

project to collect material in Italy that she can use for this purpose in her course.  
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Some of the main challenges in the format of this course concern the very feature 

that sets it apart from other language courses: the interaction with the members of the 

Italian community. First, pairing up students with members of the community is 

extremely time consuming for the teacher. Second is the issue of how the students view 

their interactions with these community members, some of whom have resided in 

Australia for years and have a somewhat “fossilised” view of Italian languaculture. 

During in-class discussions students were encouraged to reflect on the role of the CM in 

providing both a linguistic and a cultural model. Here students were reminded to 

consider the CM‟s (langua)cultural behaviour in relation to the general descriptors used 

in class and in the set reading to describe Italian languaculture, as well as the CM‟s 

personal, idiosyncratic characteristics.  

A student reflected on her CM and this CM‟s level of expressivity and emotional 

disclosure during their meetings in one of her scheda:  

[My CM] isn‟t an extremely expressive person in comparison to other Italians I 

have met. Once again, this could be to do with the fact that she has been living in 

Australia for quite a few years. [...] We didn‟t actually talk about levels of 

emotional disclosure at all. It never even entered my mind because to me she 

seems to be adapted to the Australian social way. I wonder though if this level of 

emotional disclosure has a lot to do with personality as well, and not just culture 

or region. Although she loves to talk and be around people, she isn‟t 

overwhelming at all, which is what I have felt from a few Italians I have met. 

(Francis – Worksheet Number 4)  

This student‟s reflections reveal her level of awareness in relation to similarities 

and differences between Italian and Australian languaculture in relation to other Italian 
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people she has met. But above all, her comments reveal her transition to a higher level 

of awareness in which she considers her CM‟s behaviour in relation to factors such as 

the amount of time living in Australia as well as her personality. Later in her scheda, 

Francis continues her reflection on another point of “comparison between Italy and 

Australia”, the topic of this last meeting with her CM. Here she presents the issue of 

clothing and self-representation as a key difference noticed by her CM. Although this 

issue is not part of the languaculture conceptual framework, Francis and her CM 

discuss how clothing can be a reflection of what and how people communicate in both 

countries. Francis then traces her reflective thinking process and openly discloses that 

she is not sure what to think – perhaps implying that she should decide which way is 

better – but concludes that there are positives and negatives in both.  

From what we have discussed, [my CM] mainly noticed the difference between 

Italy and Australia through the clothing/self-representation and the people‟s 

attitude. When she first arrived she was shocked at the way people dressed and 

thought that it was strange. However, now she sees it as something positive, that 

people here are freer to express themselves without being judged, whereas in 

Italy there isn‟t so much social freedom. [...] Even if Italy is more sophisticated 

and Australia is less, Italy has less social freedom in terms of dressing and 

Australia has more. If Australia is sloppier, and Italy is less, which is actually 

better or worse and to whose perspective? If Australians seem more open, is it 

fake openness or is it real? [...] [does that mean that they are] being truthful 

about how they are [and how they] really feel? Just think that with every positive 

and negative there could be a downside and an upside so it is always really hard 

to make concrete decisions. (Francis – Worksheet Number 4)  
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The nuanced description of Francis‟ experience presented in her final worksheet 

clearly points to the issue of cultural relativity and thus highlights the complex level of 

self-reflexivity that can be made evident in this type of reflective tasks. Another issue 

highlighted by Francis‟ reflections was the need to consider the inclusion of non-verbal 

aspects, such as clothing (dimensione vestemica – vestemic dimension, described in 

Appendix 9) to the languaculture framework. Currently, the non-verbal dimension of 

the languaculture framework focuses largely on levels of verbosity and its paralinguistic 

features, such as use of silence and overlapping in conversation, as well as some 

features of kinesic behaviour, in particular, gestures, and some features of the haptic and 

proxemic dimensions of communication.  

Adding in-class discussions and, in particular, a new section in the worksheets 

aimed at guiding the students‟ reflections on languaculture aspects introduced in class 

significantly improved this continuous assessment item. They provided Sandra with a 

tool to explicitly integrate languaculture as part of the students‟ assessment and to 

observe the level of awareness evident in the students‟ comments. Sandra felt that by 

the end of semester students seemed “more critical without being judgemental”. 

However, the „increased‟ level of critical reflexivity was difficult to gauge from some of 

the students‟ reflections. In addition, Francis‟ reflections also highlight the need to 

consider the inclusion non-verbal aspects, such as clothing, to the languaculture 

framework. 

This reveals several limitations in using the worksheets as a type of reflective 

journal assessment. First concerns the assumption that learners are equipped adequately 

to observe their interlocutors‟ behaviour in an ethnographic manner while focusing 

simultaneously on their own linguistic performance and making sure they follow the 

conversation. Second, this type of task assumes that students are capable of and willing 
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to disclose their reflection processes that may include the range of questions they ask 

themselves, as in the case of Francis. A corollary to this, which reveals a third 

limitation, concerns evaluation of this type of reflections. Here teachers would be 

required to develop feedback strategies to help learners to move to higher levels of 

awareness. In the context of this study, students were not given a numerical mark for 

this section of the scheda, which was used as a tool to document their reflections. A 

fourth limitation is that students‟ need to feel confident and comfortable enough to 

discuss such personal questions and similarly, tutors need to be ready to ask further 

questions and provide comments that can scaffold the learner‟s reflective skills and take 

them further.  

6.2.2 The Chinese language program  

The Chinese program in my PAR project had the main structural features shared 

by most language programs in Australian universities. Table 10 below illustrates the 

three year sequence of language courses that aimed to develop learners‟ proficiency 

from elementary to advanced levels. This program also included one cultural context 

course taught in English in first year, second semester. The distinctive feature of this 

program was its hourglass, sand-clock shape enrolments from a high number of 

enrolments in both the ab initio first year courses and the third year, advanced language 

courses, whose cohort was mainly students with Chinese heritage and international 

students from China.  

The courses highlighted in the table represent those purposefully selected for the 

curriculum innovation PAR projects. The first year elementary Chinese language course 

was selected in order to explore the integration of languaculture modules from early 

stages in the language learning process. The cultural context course was selected as the 

only course of its kind in the program.  
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My interview with the coordinator of the Chinese language program suggested 

that while the Chinese teaching team as a whole did not engage in team-teaching, team 

members shared similar pedagogical practices. The Chinese program‟s language and 

culture teaching rationale seemed to be underpinned by two main types of strategies or 

approaches for introducing cultural content, particularly in the language course 

components. The first strategy was to use the set textbook as the de facto syllabus upon 

which the teacher decides what cultural aspects are relevant as s/he introduces each 

unit‟s topic for the first two years of language courses. For instance, if a chapter centred 

on the topic of shopping, the teacher might discuss bargaining customs in China. This 

strategy not only enables an ad hoc approach to the inclusion of cultural content in a 

course, it also relies on a teacher‟s knowledge and experiences of the target culture and 

his/her own point of view on the topic at hand. As noted in earlier chapters, the latter 

can be particularly detrimental if the teacher does not incorporate a critical dimension to 

his/her own perspective or the learners‟ experiences and perspectives. The second 

strategy entailed addressing culture specific concepts as they emerged through specific 

characters, that is, a lexical approach to culture. However, both strategies seemed to be 

applied in an ad hoc manner, with no planning or coherence across courses or 

 Table 10 Chinese language program structure 
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proficiency levels. It was up to the teacher in charge to decide whether, how, and for 

how long to discuss culture aspects.  

Overall, the Chinese program presented the archetypical features of university 

language programs: a textbook as de facto syllabus, focus on linguistic aspects 

(particularly due to the demands of a character-based language), and teacher 

responsibility for the incidental integration of cultural aspects in the classroom. It was 

thus important that the PAR projects addressed not only the discrepancies between what 

course profiles claimed and what was actually enacted by the teachers, but also the 

variables limiting this program.  

6.2.2.1 Case Study C: Chinese language course 

This first year, second semester subject was conducted mainly in Chinese. It was a 

compulsory subject for those students majoring in Chinese. Although it belonged to the 

Languages and Applied Linguistics program, students from other degree programs were 

permitted to enrol. As stated in the course outline, this course aimed to provide students 

with a basic knowledge of Chinese language and culture through the study of prepared 

or selected texts structured around set topics. The course objectives were further 

detailed in relation to the four macro-skills – development of students‟ listening and 

speaking skills through discussion, oral presentations and role plays on topics in 

Chinese and Australian contexts. The course also aimed to develop students‟ reading 

comprehension and basic writing skills.  

This course included five contact hours per week: 1) a two-hour lecture, 2) a two-

hour practical workshop, and 3) a one-hour writing workshop. The two-hour lecture 

focused on the presentation of new vocabulary, linguistic features, grammar and usage, 

character writing and relevant cultural information. The two-hour practical workshop 
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focused on vocabulary use, practice of the functions, and other aspects of language use 

encountered in the texts, including pronunciation and tone, through a variety of 

exercises and activities. This session entailed individual or group work to complete a set 

task, e.g., devising a questionnaire or an interview that may culminate in a group 

presentation, individual report to the class, a role play or other activities. The one-hour 

writing workshop focused on practising the writing of Chinese characters and used a 

textbook different from the one used in the practical workshop.  

Assessment in this course consisted of two oral tests and two written tests. Oral 

tests generally consisted of an interview between the assessor and the student, involving 

questions and topics discussed during the semester. The criteria used to assess students‟ 

performance in oral tests included evidence of ability to respond accurately to questions 

asked; demonstrated ability to use a variety of structures; accuracy of tones, intonation 

and sounds, as well as accurate use of structures, grammar and expressions. The two 

written tests included both writing and reading and the assessment criteria included 

evidence of ability to read and understand simple narratives and to respond accurately to 

questions asked.  

Pedagogic interventions 

Of the four courses, this language course was arguably the most challenging to 

tackle. While its course description specifically referred to “the acquisition of basic 

knowledge of Chinese language and culture through the study of selected texts around 

set topics”, content of the course did not include any such texts nor did it indicate how 

such a goal would be assessed. When I discussed circumstances with Jane, she 

acknowledged that the textbook did not include any cultural background information. 

She indicated that her approach to remedy this situation was to introduce “cultural 

aspects as they emerged in class”. For instance, if a lesson focused on shopping, she 
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would introduce not only the linguistic input presented in the textbook but also 

additional cultural background details that were not included in the textbook, such as 

bargaining in China. Jane also acknowledged that this practice leaves it up to the teacher 

to decide whether to integrate any type of cultural information and „what‟ kind of 

cultural information is relevant in relation to the topic; that is, “it depends on the 

teacher to bring that [cultural] knowledge with them”.  

Because of heavy reliance of this course on the textbook as the syllabus, and a 

strong focus on the linguistic content of each lesson, the pedagogic interventions 

consisted of integrating a number of brief presentations focused on exploring speech 

acts that had a correlation with the linguistic aspects presented in the textbook.  

Table 11 below illustrates the correlation of topics and class activities in the 

semester. The discussion of speech acts was based on the set reading „Chinese‟ (Li, 

2003) which presented analysis of specific speech acts such as complimenting, 

thanking, requesting, and so forth in relation to Crozet‟s conceptual framework to 

examine Chinese languaculture aspects. Students were also given a quiz to reflect on 

the content of the presentations in relation to their own experiences.  
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Table 11 Case Study C: Languaculture modules intervention schedule 
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The following vignette illustrates the development of a typical languaculture 

exploration workshop in this course. This vignette is based on my participant 

observation field notes.  

Languaculture exploration vignette - Third intervention 

Making an invitation, offering food and drinks and paying for dinner 

 

The third intervention was designed to give the students the opportunity to reflect on 

Chinese languaculture levels of ritualisation together with approaches to interpersonal 

relationships and politeness, and their manifestation in specific speech acts: making invitations, 

offering food and drinks as well as paying for dinner. Appendix 10 contains the slides used 

during the workshop together with the presenter‟s notes. The first part of the presentation 

invited students to provide critical comments on the set reading‟s assertions and relate them to 

their own experience.  

The trigger questions proposed in the final slide aimed to encourage students to both 

reflect on past experiences and to anticipate potential behaviours. Students were thus asked to 

reflect on whether they had experienced instances of languaculture dissonance due to the 

interactant‟s differing expectations when making an invitation or offer. In addition, students 

were asked to consider whether they could see themselves adopting some of the languaculture 

behaviours discussed (e.g., insisting when someone rejects an offer or rejecting an offer the first 

time it is made even if they would like to accept it straight away).  

In previous discussions, many of the students in the class had indicated that they had 

Chinese speaking classmates in other classes, as well as language exchange partners with whom 

they practiced the language outside the class (most of these were Chinese speaking international 

students). As a result, students‟ contributions to the discussion raised the issues of individual 

idiosyncrasies, age and gender differences. In particular, students discussed the issue of alcohol 

drinking and avoiding losing face or making hosts lose face. Finally, students also questioned 

the languaculture behaviours of the Chinese international students with whom they interacted 

and commented on the extent to which these students were being influenced by the Australian 

languaculture when interacting with them, especially when extending invitations and paying for 

dinner or meals in general.  The content of this discussion was particularly interesting as it 

pointed to a developing level of meta-awareness of languaculture frames of reference.  
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Outcomes and limitations 

While exploring speech acts presented a complementary component to the course, 

poor overall integration of the languaculture modules became evident from the start of 

the project. This appeared to stem from Jane‟s underlying resistance to including the 

languaculture component, a position that seemed to be related to Jane‟s belief that a 

language course should focus solely on developing linguistic competence. 

This belief is not uncommon amongst both language teachers and language 

learners alike. It reflects other underlying assumptions, for instance, that languages can 

be learnt in isolation from culture or that language and culture are somewhat related but 

only linguistic accuracy is important for communication. A corollary of this assumption 

is its „backwash‟ on assessment. In other words, if a course focuses on learning 

linguistic aspects, then it should assess only these aspects. As a result, one of Jane‟s 

main concerns was time constraints in relation to being able to cover the rest of the 

linguistic content that she needed to assess. I responded to this situation by carrying out 

only three of the above-mentioned presentations and left the other three for her to 

incorporate into her lessons. I attended these lessons as a participant-observer to follow 

up on completion of the curriculum innovation project.  

Other limitations in this case study entailed the textbook: both its content and how 

it was used. First, the chosen textbook presented isolated and decontextualised speech 

acts. Second, in a style that appears to be common in many language courses around the 

world, Jane followed the textbook dogmatically as the main guiding source for 

linguistic content and thematic aspects. Although the set reading provided an additional 

source of examples and material for discussion, Jane objected to using it. She felt the 

reading was inappropriate for the course and an imposition on learners since its content 

was highly technical and therefore unnecessary for language learners at this level. 
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Student-interviewees, however, found the reading very useful. They did not object to its 

integration in this course, but had difficulty relating it to the rest of the course content.  

As for assessment, because the languaculture presentations were quite brief, the 

in-class discussions were also brief. Nevertheless, Jane indicated she felt that the 

presentations were “time-consuming” and that students were “carried away by the 

excitement of discussion and it took some efforts to get them back to the learning [of the 

language]”. Jane‟s assessment takes us to the idea that the languaculture exploration 

represented “time away” from the core learning component in the course, and to the 

informed understanding that the type of “learning mode” necessary to promote 

“perspective transformation” is likely to be quite different from that involved in learning 

grammatical structures.  

As well as participating in class discussions, students were asked to complete a 

quiz after the third presentation to help them review the languaculture aspects explored 

thus far and give them the opportunity to write a brief reflective piece on their 

experience. While the quiz was not an assessable item, all students completed it. 

Nonetheless, Jane found this reflective task unnecessary. She also objected to the 

reflective line of questioning that involved considering whether, when speaking 

Chinese, learners would choose to adopt certain languaculture behaviours, such as self-

deprecating compliments and so forth. Jane advised her belief that it is a personal choice 

and that the questions seemed to be biased, as if forcing students to think they had to 

adopt such behaviours.  

Overall, even though Jane and I held several meetings to discuss these issues, it 

was difficult to communicate with each other at times. In particular, it was difficult to 

alter Jane‟s perspective about the benefit of including languaculture in language 

courses. This pointed to the difficulty of changing teachers‟ beliefs about language, its 
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relationship to culture, and most importantly, the teacher‟s role in the process of 

language and culture learning. Jane seemed to be particularly concerned with the 

learners‟ expectations of the course, which she assumed were mainly linguistic. In our 

final interview Jane and I discussed these issues and when probed about her resistance, 

Jane indicated that in this first year course, she saw the curriculum as simply a 

linguistically driven curriculum in which she may integrate „culture‟ but only when she 

considered it relevant to do so:  

I guess because culture is a very broad word […] and also for the teacher to 

decide which aspect to be included into a syllabus or the curriculum is a little bit 

difficult. [Students to ask maybe the linguistic aspect is more solid, is more 

concrete.] It's there, you have to teach them that stuff otherwise they can't 

express their ideas. But with the cultural part, we just feel sometimes maybe we 

can put it off a little bit, or the students can acquire, afterwards or after class or 

sometimes maybe, yeah. Not sure. It's not a resistant, I wouldn't say because if 

there is opportunity, you know, if the content is relevant, then we would try to 

put this culture element there. But to me it's not like cultural-guided kind of 

curriculum. It's more like linguistically guided one.  

While this case study was particularly challenging and resulted in a largely 

unsuccessful innovation project, it drew attention to several limitations that provide 

constructive guidance for other similar contexts. First are the teacher and learners‟ 

beliefs about language courses, particularly beginners‟ courses, and their focus on 

acquiring grammatical structures. Second, and a direct result of these beliefs, is the 

„backwash‟ effect on assessment. These beliefs may stem from specific assumptions 

about not only the relationship between language and culture, but also the teacher‟s role 
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in the language and culture learning process. Third is use of the textbook as the course‟s 

syllabus, which seems to be particularly common. This poses challenging limitations if 

the textbook does not contemplate a cultural dimension or if the teacher is not willing to 

supplement the text with additional resources.  

6.2.2.2 Case Study D: Chinese cultural context course 

The final case study was based on a first year, second semester course, conducted 

in English. It was a compulsory subject for students majoring in Chinese language but 

students from different degree programs were also permitted to take it up as an elective. 

As specified in its course description, the goal of this course was two-fold. First, it 

aimed to give Chinese language students an introduction to key pragmatic features of 

Chinese language in social interaction as a complement to their language learning. 

Second, this course also aimed to provide students with a critical knowledge of the 

important political, social and cultural trends and issues in contemporary China.  

The course syllabus had three modules. Module 1 provided an overview of the 

course and an introduction to contemporary Chinese society, politics and history. 

Module 2 focused on the nexus between language and culture in everyday social 

interaction. This included concepts of face and politeness, language use in interpersonal 

relationships, guanxi (human connections and networking), and key areas in Chinese 

pragmatics. Module 3 explored the relationship between language, society and culture 

through a survey of Chinese media, examining how social change is interpreted by 

Western scholars and the Chinese media. 

This course involved three contact hours per week: a one-hour lecture followed by 

a two-hour workshop. Class work was conducted in English as no Chinese language 

knowledge was required. In the workshops, the concepts introduced in the lecture were 
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further explored and practised through work with texts and activities. Some fostered 

students‟ intercultural communicative competence by giving them the opportunity to 

perform problem-solving tasks, role-plays, interpreting scenarios, and vignettes and 

other materials. The assessment items required students to engage in a wide range of 

academic activities, including small-scale research, preparation and delivery of an oral 

presentation, and writing a summary and a critical comment on specific texts.  

Pedagogic interventions 

The main way in which this course sought to introduce key aspects of Chinese 

culture was through the exploration of key readings (journal articles and oral history 

accounts). However, these readings focused mainly on historical and political aspects of 

Chinese culture and did not present an underlying coherent thread for exploring culture 

in relation to language. During our pre-intervention meetings, the teacher of this course, 

Dana, indicated that she was particularly interested in helping students understand the 

nature of miscommunication based on aspects of languaculture. The pedagogic 

interventions therefore centred on exploring specific instances of miscommunication 

caused by various types of languaculture dissonance. In particular, Dana and I decided 

to concentrate on three specific areas through which languaculture dissonance may be 

explored. The first area concerned core Chinese culture concepts and their meaning in 

social interaction. Here, particular attention was paid the distinctions between 

„self/other‟, „insider/outsider‟: 生人 shengren; 熟人shuren, vis-à-vis 外人wairen; 

自己人 zijiren; and corresponding linguistic behaviours in relation to 关系 guanxi 

(networking and social capital), 客气 keqi (politeness) and 面子mianzi, 脸 lian (face) as 

well as other languaculture dimensions explored in key readings (Li, 2003; Z. V. Ye, 

2004). I present more examples in Table 12, below. The second area entailed examining 
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stories of people‟s lives exploring manifestations of and potential instances of 

languaculture dissonance. These stories ranged from intercultural sensitisers in 

textbooks to autobiographical accounts (Z. V. Ye, 2007) and oral history interviews (S. 

Ye, 2006). The third area consisted of examples of authentic oral and written text 

portraying China as a rapid transforming society. These included film excerpts, 

documentary excerpts, intercultural sensitisers and oral history interviews. 

     Table 12 Case Study D: Languaculture modules intervention schedule 
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This was a newly established course developed in concert with the PAR component of 

this investigation. As such, the development of languaculture modules and their 

implementation schedule were relatively flexible. As a result, eight interventions were 

developed and scheduled in correlation with the topics planned for each of those weeks. 

The interventions, conducted in English during the two-hour workshop, were 

implemented jointly with Dana, who as a native Chinese speaker was able to provide 

the linguistic input on the languaculture aspects under examination. 

The format of the interventions included a theoretical segment based on analysis 

of the reading(s) proposed for each week, and a practical activity underpinned by 

analysis of a given text featuring a „rich point‟ of languaculture dissonance. Analysis of 

the readings was guided by a „Study Guide‟ designed to help students identify the 

languaculture dimensions to be explored before the lesson. The practical activities were 

designed to raise students‟ awareness of their assumptions and taken-for-granted frames 

of reference, and encourage students to reflect on their personal experiences in relation 

to interpreting the given concept, situation or story.  

The following vignette illustrates the development of a typical languaculture 

exploration workshop and is based on my participant observation field notes.  

 

Languaculture exploration vignette 

Fifth Intervention: Interacting in Society 

 

The fifth intervention was designed to give the students the opportunity to synthesise the 

theories and concepts hitherto presented in the lectures and workshops and covered in the 

readings (Brick, 2005; Li, 2003; Pratt, 1991; Z. V. Ye, 2004). In particular, as the theme of the 

intervention suggests, students were to focus on the notions of self/other, insider/outsider, how 

to interact within those categories and how to potentially traverse those categories. (See 

Appendix 11 for slides). 
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The task was for students to work in small groups with an overhead transparency and 

different colour markers to design a concept map explaining the relationships between the 

theories and concepts on Chinese interaction discussed in earlier sessions. A nominated speaker 

for each group then presented their concept map to the rest of the class using the overhead 

projector. The class members were thus able to ask for clarification on the concept maps and 

provide feedback to each other. In addition Dana and I also provided feedback and probed the 

groups when needed. The concept map in Figure 24, below, is one of the ones produced in class 

with the feedback from students and teachers.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This concept map illustrates the Chinese levels of interpersonal relationships as well as 

the approaches to politeness and levels of verbosity associated with them. With the various 

arrow students explained the relationships between the key concepts of zijiren 自己人 („one of 

us‟) and shuren 熟人 (acquaintance); vis-à-vis: shengren 生人 (stranger) and 外人wairen 

(outsider). The differentiated ways of acting with shengren and shuren means that a great deal of 

investment goes into moving from shengren and shuren and ultimately to „one of us‟. This is 

done through linguistic strategies and pragmatic acts through: 1) specific 打招呼 da zhaohu 

(greetings); 2) ways of addressing people using the prefixes 同 tong and 老 lao; and 3) rules of 

客气 keqi (politeness).  

Figure 24 Chinese insider/outsider languaculture concept map 
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One of the most interesting issues raised by the students was that while the concepts of 

„insider‟ and „outsider‟ are not limited to Chinese languaculture, the rules of politeness and 

strategies to traverse those categories are vastly different from Australian languacultures. The 

final activity consisted of discussion about one of Brick‟s intercultural „case studies‟ or 

„intercultural sensitisers‟ (Brick, p. 47). This activity invited students to reflect on two 

stereotypical views of friendship from the Chinese and the Australian points of view, that is 

applying both „emic‟ and „etic‟ points of languaculture reference. Dana and I thus invited 

students to put on the cultural “eyeglasses” and answer the questions and the answers were 

discussed in a centralised manner.  

 

Students were also required to submit a „Discovery Page‟ after each intervention 

(see Appendix 12). This „Discovery Page‟ contained questions to help them reflect 

further on the particular languaculture aspect(s) discussed in class. This worksheet had 

three sections. The first asked students to reflect on both what they learned during the 

class discussion and how studying a particular languaculture aspect helped them to 

understand differences and similarities between the target and the native languaculture. 

The second section focused on applying that knowledge outside the classroom, asking 

students to provide examples of miscommunication. The third section asked students to 

identify other languaculture aspects they would like to explore in the future. This last 

section was very useful for Dana and me as it helped us keep the content of the 

discussions relevant to the students‟ needs and to the syllabus we had planned for the 

course. Overall, the aim of these worksheets was to ensure that students who may not 

feel comfortable contributing during the workshop would still be able to express their 

ideas and reflections in written form. 
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Outcomes and limitations 

Since this was a newly established course, the pedagogic interventions became an 

integral part of the curriculum. The languaculture conceptual framework provided Dana 

with a “map to play with”, a map that was “broad enough” and flexible enough to adapt 

to all her lessons and bring specific areas to the foreground in the discussions. The 

languaculture modules thus served as a backbone to addressing the goals Dana had set 

for the course, particularly in relation to the salient pragmatic features of Chinese 

language.  

With regard to the material used in this course, Dana explained that she found Li 

Kaining‟s paper (Li, 2003) on languaculture contained aspects that may be considered 

“old fashioned” and as such, she invited students to add their own point of view to the 

article and add information they thought was missing. While we were able to use 

several resources for in-class discussion (biographical accounts, documentaries, film 

excerpts), Dana also highlighted the difficulty in finding readily available authentic 

material for analysis.  

The process of reflectivity in this course took place both during class discussions 

and through the „Discovery Page‟. With regard to in-class activities, Dana felt that use 

of personal experiences proved particularly useful as catalysts for discussion. She 

explained “you always have to let them reflect on the experience, and ‘puzzles’, any 

experiences of miscommunication, anything that they do not understand, and use them 

as a starting point to bring about discussion and the exploration of stereotypes, [which 

can be] a very rewarding fruitful discussion on something that they never understood”. 

She felt that through some of these discussions she had “saved a few relationships” as 

many students revealed their frustration and perplexity about certain languaculture 

behaviours in their Chinese friends and partners.  
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The „Discovery Page‟ worksheets provided students with an opportunity to further 

reflect on the content of the class-discussions. The languaculture module centred on the 

perpetuation of stereotypes based on languaculture dissonances, for instance, generated 

particularly interesting reflections from the students. Here Christian, a Fijian-Indian 

student, reflected on how learning about possible areas of languaculture dissonance 

helped him reflect and interpret misunderstandings he may have experienced in the past:  

… realising I was unconsciously transposing my cultural norms and values on 

the other interlocutors during interactions or while evaluating pragmatic failures. 

I was restricted to a biased view of a situation due to a limited intrinsic 

understanding of Chinese cultural norms and values. (Christian – Discovery 

Page – WEEK 6)  

Ted, a mature age student who had travelled throughout Southeast Asia reflected:  

[It] made me consider more the perpetuation of stereotypes about Westerners 

and how my behaviour in overseas contexts might have reinforced and 

perpetuated such beliefs.  

Despite positive evidence such as this about the value of the „Discovery Page‟ as a 

useful tool to promote students‟ reflection, two issues became evident at the end of the 

course. One was that some students used the „Discovery Page‟ not as an opportunity to 

reflect on their learning, but rather to summarise the main ideas discussed in class. The 

second issue concerned students failing to submit these reflections as they were not a 

compulsory assessment item. Only five students out of the class cohort (20students) 

submitted the „Discovery Page‟ every week. The rest of the class submitted them after 

two or three sessions and others all at once at the end of the intervention period. Dana 

felt that asking students to complete the „Discovery Page‟ from one week to the next 
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meant that most students would write “what the teacher wants to hear”, rendering these 

reflections “less real”. Dana suggested to instead initiate every lesson with a brief 

discussion on whether students experienced any instance of miscommunication during 

the week and use that as a starting point for the discussion.  

The relatively large number of interventions implemented in this course entailed 

Dana‟s engagement in the PAR project over an extended period of time. This allowed 

Dana to reflect on her experiences from a point of view different from those of the other 

teacher–participants. When discussing the use of PAR as a strategy for sustainable 

curricular innovation and professional development, Dana observed that participating in 

the project brought her professional practice “to a different level”. She felt that she had a 

“consultant”, someone in the capacity of a “personal trainer”, which made her feel 

“privileged and lucky” to go through the process. When discussing the use of PAR, 

Dana also discussed the issue of professional change and transformation. She declared:  

[PAR] is just fantastic and it‟s really opened the door to a person who wants a 

change, a person who wants new insight, wants new knowledge and then it‟s up 

to the person to play with it and carry this with them wherever they go.  

Dana mentioned that after developing and implementing the languaculture 

modules in this course, she felt like she wanted to “run the personal training” process 

again because having reached a higher level of awareness in her own languaculture 

teaching practices meant that “she would be able to gain much more”. She declared that 

she is “desperate, passionate about the area” and found participating in such a 

collaborative teaching project to be a “rare opportunity” for her professional and 

personal growth.  
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6.3 Good practice and recurrent limitations  

The second section of this chapter presented four exploratory case studies of 

curriculum innovation aimed to foster critical languaculture awareness in two language 

programs at an Australian university. The curriculum innovation projects underpinning 

each case study set out to build a bridge between theory and practice, between the 

theoretical trends in the development of IC discussed in Chapters 2 to 4 and the actual 

limitations of their implementation in the everyday university language classroom. The 

analysis of the data collected in each case study revealed recurrent underlying 

limitations. In the third and final section in this chapter I synthesise the outcomes and 

exemplars of good practice vis-à-vis the recurrent limitations identified in discussion of 

the case study data. All four case studies set out to problematise the selected courses‟ 

cultural goals and objectives and in so doing to question their realisation in the enacted 

curriculum. Table 13 below provides a comparative summary of the four courses‟ 

pedagogic interventions at a glance.  

As such, it presents the number of interventions scheduled in each course as well 

as their duration and the main type of activities carried out. The table also indicates the 

materials used throughout the process, in all four cases, a set reading from Lo Bianco 

and Crozet‟s monograph (Lo Bianco & Crozet, 2003) as a well as some complementary 

materials such as intercultural sensitisers, film excerpts and documentaries. The 

assessment in all four case studies focused mainly on the students‟ participation in in-

class discussions due to ethical clearance constraints. In addition to participation during 

class discussions, all four courses included an item of asynchronous written reflection 

that would allow students to elaborate on their experiences and reflections outside the 

classroom.  
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Table 13 Comparative summary of languaculture interventions 
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On the basis of discussion in the two sections above, I now turn to discussing the 

outcomes and recurrent limitations for the theoretical areas of concern discussed in 

earlier chapters, that is, the ways in which the interventions addressed the curriculum‟s 

goals (why?), syllabus or content (what?), and the teaching activities (how?). As for the 

goals and objectives of courses, the data derived from the teacher–participants‟ course 

descriptions and their initial interviews revealed an underlying tendency to define goals 

in linguistic terms, specifically in relation to acquisition of grammatical structures. 

Although the courses‟ instructional objectives contemplated a „cultural‟ component, this 

was limited to developing a “basic understanding” of the target culture through “the 

study of selected texts structured around set topics”. This finding was consistent with 

not only the literature examined in Chapter 4, but also the notion that cultural goals 

continue to be subordinated to linguistic goals in most language courses. Such vague 

goals and instructional objectives meant that no specific assessment items were needed 

to demonstrate their attainment. All four teacher–participants acknowledged the 

resulting incidental, ad hoc nature of their culture teaching rationale and were willing to 

reconceptualise it.  

The pedagogic intervention modules were thus designed to integrate this newly 

conceptualised rationale for languaculture exploration and critical languaculture-raising 

activities. However, the level of integrating this rationale with the languaculture 

exploration modules into the existing courses varied from course to course. On one end 

of the continuum we find Case Study D, a newly established Chinese cultural context 

course, in which the languaculture interventions were designed from the grassroots 

giving them a strong driving force and resulting in their full integration into the 

curriculum. At the other end of the continuum we find Case Study C, the Chinese 

language course, in which the interventions remained an add-on component. Here, 
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Jane‟s underlying convictions and concerns regarding the fulfilment of a predominantly 

grammar-driven curriculum did not allow for the schedule of interventions to be 

completed as planned. In between these extremes we find the two case studies in the 

Italian language program: Case Study A, the Italian cultural context course, and Case 

Study B, the Italian language course. While the former also presented a number of 

challenges to the full integration of the languaculture modules, the teacher‟s concerns 

were of a different nature. Cate‟s concerns ranged from the lack of readily available 

teaching material, and the dearth of academic readings, to the influence of her own 

teaching style in the implementation of the languaculture discussions. In Case Study B, 

Sandra‟s efforts to extend the effect of the modules into the rest of the course resulted in 

students having a strong sense of coherent and cohesive integration.   

Under these circumstances, except for Case Study D, time constraints posed the 

biggest challenge for fully integrating the languaculture modules in the courses. In Case 

Study B, the Italian Language Course, time constraints were overcome by the outside-

the-classroom component. That is, students were able to continue reflecting on the 

languaculture aspect presented through their meetings with the community members. In 

addition, Sandra also made sure to recycle the languaculture aspect discussions 

throughout the course. This ensured students were able to make connections between 

the rest of the sessions and while completing their worksheets.  

In Case Studies A and C, however, time constraints were limiting factors. Both 

Cate and Jane still perceived the modules as add-ons to the course rather than an aspect 

that could be interwoven with the rest of the course. In Jane‟s case in particular, the 

modules represented “time away” from the linguistic content that needed to be covered 

for assessment. This reflected not only the tendency to focus on what is assessed, but 

also the teacher‟s difficulty reconceptualising the link between language and culture and 
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thus what it actually means to teach language. In other words, both teachers and learners 

tend to conceptualise language courses as courses where only grammatical structures 

are to be taught and learned as tacit goals, and any divergence from this signifies time 

away from these goals, which makes learners switch off and teachers feel guilty for 

dedicating time to such discussions. On the other hand, in culture context courses where 

such discussions would be welcome, teachers tend to focus on more tangible, 

observable aspects of culture (such as historical events, everyday customs) that are not 

necessarily related to understanding culture in interaction. Overall, integration of the 

languaculture modules in these courses was thus largely restricted by time constraints 

and by the teachers‟ underlying beliefs and reflection on their language and culture 

teaching practices.  

Another dimension of integrating sustainable innovation that was highlighted in 

the case studies was the need for a programmatic approach to curriculum innovation and 

the development of critical languaculture awareness. Yet, even in relatively coherent 

and cohesive language programs such as the Italian one in case studies A and B, where 

a programmatic approach to the study of languaculture aspects could be feasible, it 

proved challenging to achieve agreement among the teachers about their beliefs and 

their conceptualisations of what needs to be taught. This becomes ever more 

challenging in language programs that lack articulation among their courses and 

agreement among teaching staff on the underlying language and culture teaching 

rationale. This was the case in the Chinese program, whose syllabus was largely guided 

by the textbook. The current lack of a sequential, incremental view of the development 

of students‟ critical languaculture awareness adds to the difficulty of mapping out a 

programmatic approach to curriculum development.  
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Another hurdle for integrating languaculture was associated with the syllabus. 

Use of the textbook as a de facto curriculum/syllabus presented a major constraint for 

integrating the languaculture modules. Similarly, the lack of readily available material 

for studying and exploring languaculture aspects emerged as an equally significant 

constraint. This was the case in the Italian program in particular. The common source 

material in all four case studies was the set readings from Lo Bianco and Crozet‟s 

monograph (Lo Bianco & Crozet, 2003). While Sandra, Dana and Cate readily took on 

board the set reading, Jane explicitly expressed that it felt like an imposition on the 

students and the course itself. She found the vocabulary used in the reading, that is, 

terms such as “collectivism” and “individualism”, were too technical for the students. 

Student-interviewees indicated that they did not find the reading technical or difficult to 

read, but that they found it hard to relate this reading to the rest of the course. Once 

again, this pointed to the lack of integration and the teacher‟s underlying belief about 

what is to be taught in a language course. This issue was further substantiated by Jane‟s 

reticence to using the term languaculture, which could be clearly contrasted with 

Sandra‟s embracing of this term and considering it a new meta-language for her and 

students to discuss aspects of languaculture.  

The teacher–participants indicated that the dearth of adequate teaching material to 

promote languaculture awareness-raising activities also represented a challenge to 

innovating the curriculum. It is useful to note that more teaching material was found 

concerning Chinese languaculture (cf. Brick, 2005; Wang, et al., 2000; S. Ye, 2006; Z. 

V. Ye, 2007) than concerning Italian languaculture. Two of the teacher–participants, 

Sandra and Dana, explained how they used the limited descriptions and interpretations 

presented in the assigned set readings (Carroli, et al., 2003; Li, 2003, respectively) as a 

starting point for discussing and promoting critical analysis of the text. Dana indicated 
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she would ask students to provide additional areas of languaculture dissonance they 

may have experienced that could be added to the reading.  

Finding adequate material remains a challenge. Nonetheless, the data derived 

from all four case studies indicates that it is the techniques used to most effectively 

„work‟ the material that can make all the difference. Various strategies can be useful: 

problematising potentially stereotypical views in the available activities in textbooks or 

set of readings, accessing suitable online discussion forums, blogs, etc., and using 

autobiographical accounts such as the one analysed in the Chinese culture context 

course (Z. V. Ye, 2007) may provide ideal starting points for discussion. For Sandra, the 

lack of material, particularly audio-material, represented a significant challenge that 

motivated her to address the issue herself. At the time of our final interview she was 

embarking on a new project collecting audio-recorded interviews with native and non-

native speakers living in Italy. The main aim in this project was to use the weekly topics 

planned for the intermediate Italian course as conversation starters with native and non-

native speakers, and in so doing to elicit their views on specific areas of potential 

languaculture dissonance, such as „level of verbosity‟ (turn-taking and overlapping), 

„approaches to interpersonal relationship‟ (register), „level of ritualisation‟ (specifically, 

greetings, taking leave, and so forth). 

Assessment was arguably the most challenging element of the curriculum to 

develop and implement. First, as explained in Chapter 5, due to ethical clearance 

constraints, student–participants‟ performance could not be assessed. Nonetheless, I was 

able to negotiate with each of the teacher–participants for the inclusion of tasks that 

students had to complete in lieu of assessment. In all four cases, these tasks were 

included under the course‟s “participation” assessment item and in two of the courses, 

Dana‟s and Sandra‟s, as a reflective worksheet. In the context of these case studies, the 
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challenge of evaluating students‟ participation during class discussions emerged. 

Promoting dialogue and being able to communicate in a safe environment should also 

be considered variables in this context.  

The issue of assessment presented two specific challenges that go hand in hand: 

identifying what tasks were the most suitable to assess students‟ critical languaculture 

awareness, and identifying how to evaluate those tasks, that is, the formulation of 

specific assessment criteria that would help the teacher monitor attainment of the 

instructional goals. For the first, many suggestions were put forth by both the student–

participants and the teacher–participants. It was agreed that a „reflective task‟ was 

necessary. The „Discovery Page‟ used in Case Study A or the Languaculture section of 

the schede in Case Study D proved particularly useful for some students. Other 

suggestions included using a „Reflective Essay‟, and including critical incident analysis 

in the final written exams. However, both give rise to a further challenge about how to 

evaluate such tasks. Here, suggestions included designing specific criteria for reflective 

activities, which would need to combine the integration of theoretical content with 

students‟ personal interpretations. A final challenge concerning assessment of critical 

languaculture awareness remains to be addressed. The current lack of a sequential, 

incremental conceptualisation of the development of students‟ critical languaculture 

awareness makes monitoring its development a highly unfeasible task.  

6.4 Summary  

This chapter explored the viability of curriculum innovation for developing IC in 

the Australian HE sector. It began by providing a top-down, contextual backdrop 

through discussing the current state of play in languages education at Australian 

universities. This top-down perspective revealed a plethora of challenging limitations 



- 253 - 

inherent to the structure and curriculum delivery strategies of the higher education 

sector in Australia. The case studies set out to explore how language educators might 

begin to tackle the development of IC through four curriculum innovation projects. 

These curriculum innovation projects, which were underpinned by the current 

theoretical trends explored in the literature review chapters, also included a PAR 

component aimed to study teacher–participants‟ professional development as a 

collaborative strategy.  

Overall, the PAR component of the studies proved to be a useful avenue to 

promote teacher–participants‟ bottom-up professional development. Teacher–

participants‟ reflections help them to confront their inner beliefs about the relationship 

between language and culture vis-à-vis their practice and their beliefs about what is 

pedagogically achievable in their everyday practices.  The case studies also helped the 

teachers to reflect on their own level of critical languaculture awareness. When 

interpreting texts, modifying materials and planning class discussions for critical 

languaculture awareness-raising, teacher–participants found themselves having to 

reflect on their own understanding of the underlying languaculture differences and their 

effect in communication. This reflective process was at times quite difficult and 

confronting, which suggests that teachers‟ own level of critical languaculture awareness 

may be a further limiting variable in learners‟ development of IC. The analysis and 

discussion of the case studies also revealed that, from a bottom-up perspective, 

additional limitations in developing and implementing specific curriculum elements 

ultimately render curriculum innovation for developing IC a highly problematic task, 

which casts further doubt on the feasibility of IC development in higher education.  

The literature in the field of language and culture teaching seems to uphold an 

underlying optimistic, „glass half-full‟ approach to identifying limitations in teachers‟ 
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examples of good practice. In other words, while limitations are duly acknowledged, 

they are usually attributed to contextual factors and are ultimately overtaken by the 

assumption that „good practice‟ advances the field towards achieving its goal, currently 

conceptualised as the development of IC. While „good practice‟ for the development of 

IC is certainly a desirable aspiration and provides a contribution to development of the 

field, its optimism is deceptive. Achievement of this goal as currently conceptualised is 

hardly ever problematised as one of the main underlying limitations to research. The 

lack of available theoretical and empirical tools to explore its development as a 

sequential and incremental construct means that study remained hitherto one-

dimensional. This was evident in the context of these case studies. Despite their focus 

on developing „critical languaculture awareness‟ as an alternative to the largely 

attitudinal-based IC component, its assessment has remained highly problematic.  

Embracing a „glass half-empty‟ outlook on the research of language and culture 

pedagogy may provide a more realistic view of what can actually be achieved in 

practice. This may entail conceiving a praxis-driven integrative curriculum development 

framework that considers both top-down and bottom-up perspectives on the limitations 

of sustainable curriculum innovation. Thus, such a framework should not only be 

underpinned by current theoretical trends in language and culture teaching but should 

also address the intrinsic structural features of university degrees and, in particular, of 

language programs. Most importantly, it should contemplate the conceptual, logistical 

and organisational features of the everyday classroom reality. Such a framework should 

also recognise teachers in their key role of curriculum innovators and ensure the 

availability of continuing professional development opportunities. Finally, such a 

framework should not be conceptualised as immutable, procedural, „one-size fits all‟ but 

rather, as both a pedagogical blueprint and guiding compass for theorists and 
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practitioners to consider the variables involved in the complex process of traversing the 

theory and practice divide in language and culture teaching. The next chapter explores 

how such a framework may be rationalised.  
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Chapter 7 Discussion of Findings 

This chapter draws together the findings presented in earlier chapters specifically 

to consider the answers to the research questions driving this research project. I begin 

with briefly recapitulating the research problem and the two research questions guiding 

this investigation. I then turn to the findings of the PAR projects to identify, interpret 

and synthesise emerging themes. I consider the answer to the first research question 

through critically considering findings in light of existing research. In this critical 

examination I highlight valuable elements in current theory and practice, but also 

acknowledge their limitations, which are caused largely by a clear disconnect between 

concepts and the reality that encapsulates them. This critical discussion prepares us for 

considering the path to rebuilding connections between theory and practice, and in so 

doing, to answering the second research question, to be discussed in the next chapter.  

7.1 Revisiting the research problem 

In an increasingly globalised world intercultural encounters have become part of 

the common routine. Whether through physical or virtual encounters, through verbal or 

non-verbal communication, daily we need to deal with people from different cultures                                                                                                                                                                                      

that engage us with differences, including ethnic, religious, sexual, generational, 

professional and educational. The ever-increasing frequency of these intercultural 

encounters has led to reconceptualising the ultimate goal of languages education as an 

inherently intercultural activity. The ultimate goal of languages education is now widely 

conceived as the development of interculturally competent speakers with specific 

knowledge, skills and attitudes to equip them to deal with this new reality. Yet 
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widespread agreement on this goal has not also resulted in agreement about how to 

accomplish this goal.  

This discrepancy between expected goals, and the teaching approaches and 

practices in place to achieve them, is reflected in the failure of both theorists (i.e., 

linguists and applied linguists) and practitioners (i.e., teachers, teacher trainers and 

curriculum designers) to traverse the theory/practice divide. Theorists continue to 

advance models of language, culture and their mutual relationship, along with numerous 

ways of conceptualising intercultural communicative competence (ICC) and all-

encompassing teaching approaches to address it in practice. Practitioners continue to 

struggle to translate these models and teaching approaches into improved classroom 

practice. In other words, theoretical models for language and culture teaching have 

become ever more sophisticated over the last few decades, but their implementation still 

fails to address the imperfect nature and limitations of the everyday language classroom.  

This problem is particularly evident in the Australian HE context. HE policy 

documents and university mission statements ostensibly endorse an „interculturally 

aware‟ vision for the future of Australian university graduates (Briguglio, 2004; Council 

for the Australian Federation, 2007; DEEWR, 2008; MCEETYA, 2005). However, no 

official frameworks have been proposed to help language instructors as they try to 

achieve this goal. Language program curricula have thus included highly uncritical, 

taken for granted „intercultural‟ goals that language courses largely fail to address in 

practice. Experienced language teachers have produced a rich mosaic of practices but 

their curricular contents and assessment strategies fail to reflect the broader educational 

mission in everyday practices. 

My investigation therefore sought to address two specific and complementary 

research questions about the underlying discrepancy between „ends‟ and „means‟: 
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„why?‟ and „how?‟. I recognise it is important to explore and understand the reasons 

behind this ubiquitous discrepancy in languages education. But above all, in the absence 

of a pedagogic blueprint to support the integration of a languaculture dimension, I 

recognise it is crucial to search for ways to address problems and identify possible 

avenues that may bridge the gap between theory and practice in language and culture 

pedagogy. This  can lead us towards and along paths of viable, sustainable change. 

Hence, my two guiding research questions are: 1) Why is it so difficult to integrate a 

languaculture dimension into the curricula of university language programs?; and 2) 

How can educators approach curriculum innovation to develop critical languaculture 

awareness in university language programs when there is no comprehensive pedagogic 

blueprint to support this move? Despite the apparent simplicity of the two question 

words – „why?‟ and „how?‟ – I argue that their inherent connection and interrelated 

implications have been largely neglected by both theorists and practitioners.  

The answer to the first question, that is, the reasons behind the discrepancy 

between „ends‟ and „means‟, can be classified into two closely intertwined sets of 

theoretical and practical factors. My exploration of the literature discussed in Chapters 

2, 3 and 4 of this thesis has opened the window on theoretical factors. However, the 

actual limitations of these theoretical factors became evident only in Chapter 6, through 

my analysis of four case studies of curriculum innovation. In these case studies I 

explored the viability of curriculum innovation for developing critical languaculture 

awareness (CLcA) – as an alternative to Intercultural Competence (IC) – in the 

Australian higher education sector. This exploration provided both top-down and 

bottom-up perspectives on the contextual, structural and logistical aspects concerned 

with the implementing curriculum innovation projects. The examination suggested that 

the discrepancy between „ends‟ and „means‟ may hinge on the way the intercultural 
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competence goal has come to be conceptualised, especially in the absence of 

institutional scaffolding at university level. Indeed, the data examined suggest that the 

inherent structure of university language programs, together with a number of 

pedagogical variables render, the task of curriculum innovation to develop IC, or CLcA 

as an alternative concept, a highly problematic task.  My findings ultimately question 

the overall feasibility of incorporating intercultural awareness within university 

language programs.  

These answers to the first research question highlight the need to question the 

very notion of ICC within current intercultural language teaching (ILT) approaches, as 

well as any alternative models such as CLcA explored in the context of this thesis. They 

also point to the need to consider both top-down and bottom-up perspectives on the 

limitations of sustainable curriculum innovation manifest in the case study data. Only 

by doing so can we begin to identify possible avenues to traverse the theory and practice 

divide. Indeed, Chapter 6 concluded with an outline of the tentative features of a 

curriculum development framework that may provide an answer to the second research 

question. However before delving into description of this framework, it is important to 

consider the data obtained through the case studies in light of the literature reviewed. In 

the following discussion I draw together common threads from the theoretical and 

empirical findings discussed in these chapters to answer the guiding research questions.  

7.2 Facing some inconvenient truths 

Review of the literature and analysis of the findings suggest that the ubiquitous 

discrepancies between theory and practice stem from an underlying tendency to negate 

„reality‟ when it does not „fit‟, i.e., when what happened does not fulfil „the concept‟ or 

constructed form of knowledge for which it was designed. In this context, the tendency 
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is to value a concept or sets of concepts such as development of intercultural 

communicative competence (ICC) within various intercultural language teaching (ILT) 

approaches, over its/their myriad limitations in practice. Development of ICC is a 

highly desirable outcome of languages education and striving to uphold or improve it is 

a justifiable action. However, since the negation of reality – the negation or downplay of 

the contextual, structural and logistical aspects of its implementation – seems to be an 

underlying flaw in the literature on language and culture pedagogy, it undermines all 

efforts to uphold or improve ICC and ultimately questions the viability of this concept.  

Instead I choose to problematise „the concept‟ rather than the „reality‟ as a more 

suitable starting point to uncover grounds more conducive to innovation. The first part 

of my approach entails an extensive critique of the various ILT approaches and the 

underlying concept of ICC, in particular, the intercultural competence (IC) component, 

as the ultimate goal of languages education. This critique is underpinned by both the 

theoretical and empirical dimensions of this investigation.  

I argue that while in theory the intercultural shift in language pedagogy has led to  

enhancing the cultural dimension of this field, in practice the shift has resulted largely in 

theorists effectively superimposing the development of intercultural competence (as the 

prominent component of ICC) onto an ill-prepared field whose inherent focus has 

historically been linguistic. Undoubtedly, the appeal of intercultural competence as a 

highly desirable outcome of languages education for the globalised world in which we 

live has led to its widespread acceptance. Yet, curricula and teaching practices are still 

largely based on the development of linguistic competence, and so are teachers‟ and 

learners‟ expectations of classroom work. These discrepancies are exacerbated further 

by the complex structural and logistical features of the Australian HE sector. Thus, at a 

practical level, I contend that superimposing this goal ultimately sets up language and 
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culture teaching practices for failure. The field has still largely failed to acknowledge 

both the imperfect nature of the language classroom and the complex, multidimensional 

practical and logistical aspects of the culture learning process.  

This is an inconvenient truth that theorists and practitioners need to acknowledge 

in order to come to terms with nub of the problems and move forward to promote 

sustainable curriculum innovation. From here I turn to substantiate these contentions 

through discussing the limitations or „stumbling blocks‟ I identified in interpretation and 

implementation of ILT approaches and ICC, in relation to the findings obtained in this 

investigation. I start with the theoretical and pedagogical stumbling blocks to highlight 

the problematic principles underlying ILT approaches and their manifestation in both 

the various curriculum elements and actual teaching practices. I then explore the 

convergence of these issues with the structural and logistical stumbling blocks inherent 

in the Australian HE context, and in particular, in the delivery of university language 

programs.  

7.2.1 Theoretical and pedagogical „stumbling blocks‟ 

In the mid-1990s, the increasing frequency of intercultural encounters along with 

emerging conceptualisations of culture as a heterogeneous, dynamic phenomenon, 

deeply related to language in communication, generated the impetus to address the 

sociocultural and sociolinguistic dimension of languages education. As an inherently 

intercultural activity, languages education was called upon to equip learners to deal with 

this new reality, heralding significant changes to the field of language teaching. This 

development led those in the field of languages education to reconceptualise the field‟s 

ultimate goal, now widely accepted as the development of intercultural communicative 

competence (ICC) (Byram, 1997). ICC encompasses the skills, knowledge and attitudes 

that may help learners to communicate effectively across languages and cultures and 
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thus become interculturally competent speakers. In turn, this reconceptualisation has led 

to a new set of pedagogic practices grouped under the umbrella term „intercultural 

language teaching‟ (ILT) approaches. Its main advocates – Byram (1989, 1997; 1994) in 

Europe and the UK; Kramsch (1993a, 1998) in the United States; and Liddicoat, Crozet 

and Lo Bianco (Liddicoat & Crozet, 2000; Liddicoat, et al., 2003; Lo Bianco & Crozet, 

2003) in Australia – emphasise the intercultural nature of languages education and argue 

that without the study of culture, language learning is inaccurate and incomplete. Only 

through the study of language in use are culturally infused forms of language revealed.  

These approaches have helped to develop understanding of culture teaching in 

language pedagogy. The task had been present in the dialogue of theorists and 

practitioners for some decades (cf. Brooks, 1968; Crawford-Lange & Lange, 1984; 

Damen, 1987; Lafayette, 1975), but had been neither properly recognised nor 

adequately understood. Subsequently, there has been no consensus on what this task 

entails or how to implement it in practice. This lack of consensus seems to stem from 

the problematic conceptual aspects underpinning the task of developing ICC and from 

teachers‟ limited experience interpreting and implementing ICC in their teaching.  

7.2.1.1 Culture, language and ICC 

As they are currently conceptualised, ILT approaches do not provide a clear, 

explicit notion of how the approach conceives of culture nor how it rationalises the 

relationship between culture and language (Risager, 2006, 2007). I explored these 

notions and the ways in which they have evolved in detail in Chapter 2. In this chapter, I 

argue that having a clear conceptualisation of these notions is pivotal to bringing 

together theory and practice, especially since language teachers still lack an 

understanding of these notions (Fantini, 1995; Sercu, et al., 2005). I argue that this 
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remains one of the key reasons preventing language teachers from planning the explicit, 

deliberate integration of a cultural dimension into their teaching practices. I substantiate 

this contention with data from my initial interviews with teachers in the case studies. 

The teacher–participants‟ responses revealed that in the language lesson, the teachers 

still introduce „culture‟, however it may be conceptualised (some mix of practices, 

artistic traditions, geography, history and so forth), in an ad hoc, incidental fashion, 

whenever they find it suitable. In my discussion here, I refer to the case studies analysed 

in the previous chapter. I therefore include Table 14 below, summarising details, to 

facilitate discussion here.  

Table 14  PAR Curriculum innovation case studies 

 Teacher Course 

A Cate First year Italian cultural context (in English) 

B Sandra Second year intermediate Italian (oral skill focus) 

C Dana First year Chinese cultural context (in English) 

D Jane First year elementary Chinese 

 

A core issue here is a corollary limitation or stumbling block: theorists continue to 

overlook that most practitioners, language teachers, teacher trainers, curriculum 

developers and language learners, still operate under the assumption that language 

learning is mainly a linguistically driven activity. This assumption is a product of the 

historical development of the field, largely influenced by the Saussurean, structuralist 

tradition (Agar, 1994; Risager, 2006). The legacy of this structuralist-tradition language 
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teaching appears to have perpetuated the study of languages as grammatical systems and 

thus on the assessment of learners‟ knowledge of grammatical structures.  

At a theoretical level, several post-structuralist waves have challenged these views 

in favour of a more social, communicative view of language. Manifestations of these 

waves include communicative language teaching approaches in the 1970s (cf. Savignon, 

1983, 2007) and intercultural language teaching approaches from the mid-1990s (cf. 

Risager, 2007). However, in practice these pedagogical waves have largely reduced 

understanding of the relationship between language and culture to the notion that they 

are related implicitly. This implicit relation has led both teachers and learners to assume 

that by teaching and learning languages, they are automatically teaching and learning 

about culture, an assumption that Robinson poetically refers to as the magic-carpet-ride-

to-another-culture syndrome (Robinson-Stuart & Nocon, 1996; Robinson, 1978).  

As a result the structuralist tradition remains entrenched in teachers‟ and learners‟ 

convictions and expectations about the language learning process. As Eisenchlas (2010) 

points out, “despite the espoused adoption of a communicative rhetoric, many of the 

practices implemented in classrooms are still guided by grammar-driven agendas” (p. 

19). I contend that this critique may also be extended to the „intercultural rhetoric‟ in 

languages pedagogy. I argue that even in cases where language teachers claim to have 

adopted an (inter)cultural stance, their teaching practices remain largely linguistically 

oriented. This claim is supported by analysis of the Italian and Chinese language 

courses informing case studies B and C respectively. There were ostensible 

discrepancies between the cultural objectives described in the course outlines and the 

enactment of them. These discrepancies were underpinned by the lack of specific syllabi 

and assessment tasks to ascertain how these objectives were being addressed. Both 

syllabus and assessment were driven by the linguistic content to be covered.  
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Thus, the absence of an explicit conceptualisation of culture and its relationship 

with language has a significant impact on rationalising the curriculum as a whole. This 

is particularly evident in the assessment dimension in light of the newly avowed 

purpose of language pedagogy: the development of ICC, and in particular, its 

intercultural competence component. I have outlined the evolution of ICC as it has 

come to be understood in the field of language pedagogy in Chapter 3, with particular 

attention to the shortcomings in Byram‟s ICC model (Byram, 1997), which despite wide 

acceptance in the field is seldom analysed critically.  

I discussed three main types of shortcomings identified in Byram‟s ICC model. 

The first two are the lack of a systematic view on the relationship between language and 

culture (Risager, 2007) and the lack of an explicit rationale describing the relationship 

between its linguistic and (inter)cultural sub-components (Liddicoat, et al., 2003; 

Rathje, 2007; Scarino, 2009). Byram has recently attempted to address the latter by 

stating that his is a list-model as opposed to a structure-model (Byram, 2009b, p. 325) 

of ICC. This acknowledgement notwithstanding, a list-model perpetuates an „add-on‟ 

type of incorporation of intercultural competence into teaching practices rather than an 

integral one. The third shortcoming is failing to outline the potential progression 

touchstones in its development (Coperías Aguilar, 2002). This is quite problematic since 

it prevents practitioners from being able to map out integration of the model into the 

language curriculum throughout a program of studies.  

Research carried out within the field of Interlanguage Pragmatics (ILP), a 

subdiscipline of linguistics, has attempted to shed some light on the path to developing a 

sequential outline to guide curriculum developers, textbook writers and teachers. ILP, 

whose first studies date from the late 1970s and early 1980s (Blum-Kulka, 1982; House, 

1979; Kasper, 1981), has been broadly defined as: “... the investigation of non-native 
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speakers‟ comprehension and production of speech acts, and the acquisition of L2-

related speech act knowledge” (Kasper & Dahl, 1991, p. 215). However, research 

carried out in this field has focused largely on the first part of this statement rather than 

the second. Barron (2003) highlights the main underlying limitations in this regard. The 

ILP body of research reveals the dearth of longitudinal studies as well as the dominance 

of English as the subject of most of the research. A final limitation here is that despite 

the significant relevance of this field for language teaching, the review of the language 

and culture pedagogy literature reveals that its contributions have been largely 

overlooked. Language teachers seem to be widely unfamiliar with its focus, context and 

methodologies. This could be attributed to its inherent complexity as the product of a 

combined theoretical background and the convergence of several subdisciplines: 

pragmatics, cross-cultural pragmatics, second language acquisition.  

We see, then, that a lack of clear understanding about the language/culture nexus 

is paralleled by the lack of a clear developmental outline for the intercultural dimension 

of ICC, which limits the design and implementation of assessment tasks and strategies 

that may demonstrate its actual development. These shortcomings make the integration 

of IC in the curriculum particularly problematic.   

7.2.1.2 Developing languaculture in the Australian HE language curriculum 

The development of an intercultural dimension, or lack thereof, in Australian 

university language programs is particularly representative of this situation. Here the 

lack of „curriculum alignment‟ is evident in the failure of syllabi, learning activities and 

assessment tasks to match and support spoused intercultural learning objectives. This 

lack of alignment can be traced back to the aforementioned structuralist beliefs. As 

indicated earlier, these beliefs have a significant impact on the curriculum as a whole as 
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well as a knock-on effect on all its dimensions: syllabus selection and sequencing, 

material selection, teaching approach, and particularly, the assessment dimension of the 

curriculum. Assessment, in turn, triggers what has been defined as the „backwash effect‟ 

in teaching, that is, assessment has a strong influence on “what and how” teachers teach 

and “what and how” students learn. Thus, if assessment is focused on acquisition of the 

grammatical aspects of language, this will also be the focus of teachers‟ and learners‟ 

efforts.  

In the context of this investigation, teachers‟ and learners‟ beliefs regarding the 

inclusion of an intercultural dimension in the classroom emerged as a distinct factor 

affecting the curriculum innovation projects. The most evident manifestation of these 

beliefs consisted in teachers‟ and learners‟ concern with „time‟. Both teacher–

participants and student–interviewees reported that time spent discussing „cultural‟ 

issues implied „time away‟ from the study of linguistics aspects. In all four case studies, 

„time away‟ from the „rest of the curriculum‟ emerged as an underlying concern, 

particularly for teacher–participants. Even Sandra, who was favourably disposed to 

integrating the languacultural dimension into the curriculum acknowledged that time 

dedicated to both preparing the lesson and discussing languaculture aspects during the 

lesson was a significant concern. 

Despite the small sample in this investigation, these findings mirror those of Sercu 

et al. in their larger international research project (Sercu, 2007; Sercu, et al., 2005). 

Their project focused on the study of secondary education teachers‟ convictions about 

language and culture learning and the conditioning convictions that may prevent them 

from implementing what they believe in terms of culture teaching and learning. The 

data in this mostly quantitative study revealed that across countries and target 

languages, whether favourably or disfavourably disposed to the integration of an 
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intercultural dimension, all teachers complained about “lack of time, lack of interest on 

the pupil‟s side and lack of suitable teaching materials or training” (Sercu, 2007, p. 77).  

Concern with „time‟ is also symptomatic of additional assumptions underlying the 

structuralist tradition in language teaching. If „language‟ in languages education is 

conceptualised narrowly as the study of grammatical systems, isolated from the cultural 

dimension of interaction, it is understandable that teachers feel „guilty‟ when dedicating 

time to the latter, and that learners ultimately disregard this work as it is not going to be 

„assessed‟. This mirrors the aforementioned shortcomings in the theoretical 

underpinnings of ILT approaches, namely: the lack of a conceptual „touchstone‟ or 

reference point from which teachers can draw on their understandings of culture and as 

a corollary, the lack of a clear conceptualisation of how culture interacts with language.  

In Chapter 2 of this thesis I explored alternative models conceptualising the 

interface between language and culture. Here, the notions of languaculture (Agar, 1994; 

Risager, 2006), together with Crozet‟s conceptual framework representing key points of 

articulation between language and culture (Crozet, 2003) were adopted as touchstones 

for both teachers and learners to identify where culture is located in language use and to 

“explore together […] the complexity of the links between language and culture” 

(Crozet, 2003, p. 40). Crozet‟s framework, which lacked an empirical dimension, was 

introduced to teacher–participants in the curriculum innovation projects and was 

examined through a number of languaculture exploration modules.  

Crozet‟s framework served as the backbone for presenting the languaculture 

content and class discussions in each of the four courses. In general, teacher–

participants were receptive to this framework and valued having explicit aspects of 

languaculture to explore with learners. After the interventions we conducted together, 

Dana, the teacher in charge of the Chinese cultural context course, felt that she was 
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integrating culture (or, in this case, languaculture) “more consciously”. The 

interventions provided her with a framework, a “map to play with”, a map which was 

“broad enough” and flexible enough to adapt to other courses and bring specific areas to 

the foreground in different language levels. She became explicitly aware of the “core 

cultural concepts” she wanted the students to focus on, rather than “telling stories 

randomly”. While Dana, who is also a teacher of Chinese language, seemed more 

favourably disposed to exploring these issues in her cultural component course, she 

admitted that a language course could be more challenging. Dana expressed her concern 

about students‟ expectations, observing that “students come to the language classroom 

expecting to learn the language”. In such context, culture remains a tangential 

digression from the „real‟, expected goal.  

In addition to the explicit framework, Sandra, the Italian language course teacher, 

valued having the „metalanguage‟ to discuss languaculture aspects, for instance levels 

of verbosity and politeness, languaculture dissonance, and the like. On the other hand, 

Jane, in charge of the Chinese language course, objected altogether to using this 

terminology and viewed it as „unnecessary‟ for first year language learners. Jane‟s 

objection to using the framework, its terminology and the reading, was thoroughly 

discussed in our interviews. Her answers to my questions revealed that she conceived 

the language classroom as a space for language learning exclusively and did not 

conceive the role of the language teacher to include being catalyst for the discussion of 

cultural issues, especially in relation to students‟ experiences and perspectives. Students 

who participated in this course expressed their appreciation for the languaculture 

modules. However, they found it hard to relate activities in the modules to the rest of 

the course‟s content and found it unusual that they would not be assessed on the module 

work.   
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In this case study, even with an explicit languaculture framework, the legacy of 

the structuralist tradition worked through this particular teacher‟s perspective and 

practice to perpetuate the isolation of language from culture in the student‟s university 

learning experience. This was manifest in her choice to use a Chinese language textbook 

as the de facto syllabus for the course. This textbook did not include explicit cultural 

content, as such, and Jane saw that it was up to her to decide when and which cultural 

issues would be discussed. This is not uncommon in language teachers‟ practices. 

Davcheva and Sercu (2005) claim that language textbooks, “reduce preparation time, 

and guarantee that the teacher can approach the teaching of the foreign language in a 

systematic way, teaching particular syntactic features before others” (p. 106). 

Implementation of the languaculture modules aimed to address this matter. However, 

inability to integrate these modules with the rest of the course rendered them a mere 

add-on component without capacity to work in the way they had been designed.  

Like in case study D, in the Italian culture context course in case study A, 

inability to integrate the languaculture modules within the course bore similar 

deleterious results. In this case, the limited integration stemmed from the format time 

allocated to the modules as well as the lack of teaching resources available to explore 

Italian languaculture aspects. As such, the dearth of readily available material to 

explore intercultural issues or instances of languaculture dissonance was identified as 

an additional stumbling block with the implementation of the languaculture modules. 

Sandra and Dana tried to offset this limitation by exploring stereotypical views in blogs 

and other sources of authentic materials such as films and autobiographical genres. 

However, they both remarked upon the “time consuming” task of having to 

pedagogically manipulate these input sources. Research in the field indicates that the 

dearth of readily available material coupled with the limited cultural content in the 
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language textbooks that are generally used as the de facto syllabus, also render the task 

of integrating a languaculture dimension very difficult or usually impracticable (cf. 

Davcheva & Sercu, 2005; Pulverness, 2004; Skopinskaja, 2003). This is also the case 

with the lack of assessment tasks that may help teachers to monitor students‟ 

development of critical languaculture awareness.  

7.2.1.3 Testing the untestable 

In Chapter 4 of this thesis I discussed the myriad challenges that the assessment of 

ICC yields: from the dearth of available assessment tools to provide evidence of ICC 

development, to the difficulty of establishing developmental sequences and assessing 

the various dimensions of ICC. I suggested that formative assessment tasks underpinned 

by a languaculture conceptual framework could provide a suitable starting point for 

teachers to promote instances of “perspective transformation” (Mezirow, 1991). 

Nevertheless, providing evidence of an actual increase in students‟ levels of critical 

languaculture awareness proved to be a particularly challenging task.  

Two main types of formative assessment strategies were implemented in the case 

studies: participation in class discussions, and reflective tasks. The first, common in all 

four case studies, aimed to encourage students to share their thoughts with each other, in 

small groups and with the class as a whole. Discussions were triggered by questions or 

statements that served as catalysts for students to share their opinions, experiences and 

observations in general. This type of strategy aimed to promote instances of 

„perspective transformation‟ through Socratic dialogue (A.-M. Morgan, 2008). The 

main caveats in implementing this strategy concern the teacher‟s disposition and ability 

to guide this type of discussion. Cate, the Italian cultural context course teacher, 

indicated that she found this strategy particularly challenging. Because the discussions 
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are largely underpinned by students‟ experiences and opinions, Cate was concerned by 

the difficulty of the teacher‟s need to challenge the often uncritical views of students, of 

students challenging each other‟s views, and the possibility of perpetuating stereotypes.  

This strategy was complemented with the use of an online forum where students 

could contribute to the class discussion in an asynchronous manner (O'Dowd, 2007). 

The discussion threads were initiated by the teacher, with the trigger questions posed in 

class. The use of this online discussion forum aimed to encourage students who did not 

feel comfortable sharing their thoughts in class to participate in the discussion in an 

alternative arena. The forum also gave all class members time for further reflection on 

the trigger questions and the opportunity to elaborate on their comments and ideas in 

more critical fashion.  

Nonetheless, two main caveats became evident in the online discussion forum. 

First, because this was not an assessable task, student participation was rather poor, 

which reinforces the idea of the „backwash effect‟ in assessment. The second caveat had 

to do with the quality of students‟ comments. These comments, just as the comments 

students provide in class, require teacher monitoring and guidance to ensure they 

continue to promote awareness-raising processes. In other words, students‟ comments 

need to be probed by teachers when necessary, so that they can be clarified, elaborated 

upon, and therefore instructive to all forum users, but above all so that they do not 

offend other class members or perpetuate uncritical convictions.  

Here, it is important note that using this type of Information and Communication 

Technologies (ICT) tool is enticing for university language teachers as they are 

increasingly required to incorporate ICTs in their curriculum (O'Dowd, 2007). This type 

of tool includes online discussion forums, blogs, wikis and podcasting, generally 

available through the university‟s online platform. The aim is to use different types of 
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social networking technologies that are familiar to most of the student cohort, as tools 

for engaging them in online learning communities. ICTs, which in the context of 

language pedagogy fall under the umbrella of computer assisted language learning 

(CALL), are therefore rationalised as tools that promote the design and implementation 

of learner-centred tasks for developing more autonomous, self-directed learners who 

can continue their learning experience outside the classroom. ICTs also represent a 

solution to teachers‟ concern about „lack of class time‟ to dedicate to this type of 

discussions.  

Nonetheless, as the example discussed suggests, ICT-related tasks need to be 

purposefully and explicitly integrated in the curriculum. The literature reveals several 

attempts to do so (cf. Belz, 2003; Belz & Mueller-Hartmann, 2003; Belz & Thorne, 

2006; Elola & Oskoz, 2008; O'Dowd, 2003, 2007; Thorne, 2003; Vogt, 2001, 2006; 

Ware, 2005; Ware & Kramsch, 2005; inter al.). However, many of these attempts were 

marred by the „stumbling blocks‟ identified above, namely: inconsistent definitions and 

applications of IC in their research designs, lack of a clear outline of the relationship 

between IC and the rest of the ICC sub-components, and above all, lack of a clear 

outline for IC to help teachers document, monitor and determine the degree of its 

development.  

The second type of alternative formative assessment implemented through the 

case studies of curriculum innovation aimed to explore the developmental nature of 

critical languaculture awareness through the use of reflective tasks. In Case Study B, 

the intermediate Italian language course, learners were expected to complete a minimum 

of four schede or worksheets after meeting their assigned Italian community member. 

These worksheets, in particular their fifth section, were designed to raise students‟ 

levels of critical languaculture awareness and thus provide evidence of their 
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„perspective transformation‟ processes. As such, this section included specific questions 

formulated to foster students‟ reflective processes. Students could write these reflections 

in the target language or English, and they were not required to share their reflections 

with the rest of the students.  

Students‟ comments in this section of the schede provided more promising results 

than the discussion forums. Since this task was styled as keeping a private journal, 

students provided their answers mainly in English, as observed in earlier work by 

Liddicoat (2008), and in a stream of consciousness fashion. This type of narrative 

portrayed the students‟ flows of thought in replying to the questions the teacher had 

posed. Their flows of thought included rhetorical questions, perceptions, wonderings 

and feelings held at conscious and subconscious levels. This comments task provided an 

opportunity to document students‟ critical reflectivity. However, it was difficult to 

gauge the „increased‟ level of critical reflexivity from some of the students‟ reflections. 

Diagnostic assessment tools to establish students‟ initial levels of awareness and critical 

reflectivity were not available, so from a methodological point of view, this assessment 

strategy could offer only a cross-sectional, snapshot picture of the students‟ levels of 

awareness. Although much of the literature reveals that this type of portfolio assessment 

is a preferred alternative assessment tool, Jacobson et al. (1999) note rightly that 

portfolios reveal only a one-dimensional picture of the learning process, from the 

learners‟ point of view:  

Because portfolios rest on how students choose to represent their learning, and 

because they may value different types of learning or may not know how to best 

represent themselves, the portfolios themselves may provide only a limited 

picture of what students have learned. (p. 488) 
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This finding raises further concerns about the underlying assumptions of this type 

of assessment strategy, for instance, its implementation in just one course rather than 

throughout a program of studies. Limiting the use of portfolios to one course within a 

program exponentially reduces potential benefit. This type of assessment can be found 

in many language programs, but it is rarely integrated at program level. Usually it is 

implemented on the basis of two underlying assumptions: 1) that learners are adequately 

prepared or trained to track their awareness raising process; and 2) that teachers are 

adequately prepared or trained to help students increase their levels of reflection. If 

integrated at program level, some of these assumptions may be offset. Learners may be 

trained from beginner levels about their metalearning, and how to talk about their level 

of meta-awareness. Learners also require training in processes of critical reflection to 

further their degree of criticality and foster instances of „perspective transformation‟. 

Once again, the need for a programmatic approach to language and culture teaching 

emerges as paramount.  

Nevertheless, pertinent research reveals that in attempts to integrate „culture‟ 

within language learning programs, both language and non-language course 

components almost inevitably lose the complexity and dynamic essence of culture in 

communication. „Culture‟ becomes a static, one-dimensional, piecemeal representation 

of the complex whole and tends to be assessed through equally one-dimensional, 

quantifiable assessment tasks.  

Recent attempts to counteract this largely positivist conception of assessment 

entail the shift to a new, emerging “assessment culture” (Dervin & Suomela-Salmi, 

2010b) in language and culture pedagogy. This emerging “assessment culture” is 

characterised by “the systematic and reflexive integration of assessment into teaching 

and learning, the active role of the student in assessment processes, [and the] assessment 
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of both product and process instead of a numerical score” (Dervin & Suomela-Salmi, 

2010a, p. 12).  

Yet, even within this new vision for assessing intercultural competence, issues of 

validity, interpretation and objectivity remain unresolved. Moreover, as Sercu (2010) 

highlights, the assessment dimension of intercultural competence and, in this case, 

critical languaculture awareness, raises more questions than answers. There are no 

available instruments to assess this dimension in a holistic fashion, nor are there 

instruments to document, monitor or determine its acquisitional development.  

If such a tool existed, teachers would have something to hold on to when planning 

practice activities and designing learning paths fit to promote individuals‟ or groups‟ 

learning, sharing with learners what specific goals they should achieve and what criteria 

will be used to assess to what extent these goals have been met. (Sercu, 2010, p. 25) 

I argue that the lack of such an assessment tool traces to not only the imposition of 

IC onto an ill-equipped field, but also the lack of feasible conceptualisation of IC itself, 

as my discussion in earlier chapters has made clear. Assessment will remain a 

contentious element in the language and culture curriculum, particularly if users of the 

new, emerging “assessment culture” (Dervin & Suomela-Salmi, 2010a) do not 

contemplate an alternative way to conceptualise both evaluation and the place of 

assessors‟ subjectivity. And without reconceptualising and adequately addressing the 

underlying notion of IC, or CLcA, no advancements can be made here.  

7.2.1.4 Scaffolding innovation in teachers’ practices  

As discussion above begins to uncover, the field of language and culture 

pedagogy now confronts an additional dilemma: ensuring teachers‟ continuing 

education. In Chapter 1 I noted that language educators find themselves in a quandary, 
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urged to reconceptualise their role and teaching practices as well as specific curricular 

content and objectives to address the development of IC. Meantime it has become clear 

that language teachers hold the key to promoting innovation, including development of 

IC, despite the lack of support to help them do so. Furthermore, as Sercu and St. John 

(2004) point out, “it has [also] become clear that to become an agent of change, a 

teacher needs to become an achiever of personal and professional change” (Sercu & St. 

John, 2004, p. 59, emphasis added).  

Yet, professional development within the HE system in Australia is like 

Ouroboros, the legendary serpent that devoured its tail. The consequent lack of adequate 

pre-service adult teacher education and in-service continuing professional development 

opportunities for language teachers serves to perpetuate an unfortunate cycle of 

deficiency in language and culture pedagogy in Australian universities – and beyond. 

The majority of language teachers in Australian universities do not have a background 

in language pedagogy. White and Baldauf‟s 2006 report on Australia‟s Tertiary 

Language Programs indicated that while most universities aspire to employ staff with 

pedagogical training, this is not a requirement. Moreover, “where there is shortage of 

skilled language teachers in a particular language, universities would settle for native 

speakers with some teaching experience” (White & Baldauf, 2006, p. 29). And as in 

most areas of the university system, there is increasing employment of casual staff and 

postgraduate research students whose educational background and professional 

experience vary widely. Their teaching practices rely heavily on their own experiences 

as language learners.  

Professional development within Australian universities is somewhat different 

from that in the nation‟s school system. Teaching in Australian primary and high 

schools is a highly regulated profession, with specific rules applying to language 
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teachers‟ pre-service training opportunities and in-service professional development 

requirements. Nonetheless, pre-service student-teachers learn languages from mostly 

pedagogically untrained teachers who are not familiar with current trends in language 

pedagogy or with the language-in-education policies being promoted nation-wide. In 

my investigation, three of the four teacher–participants held a Masters degree in applied 

linguistics. However, the focus of the Masters degrees of two of them was teaching 

English as a foreign language. This is not problematic per se as language teaching skills 

are largely transferable across languages. Yet there appears to be an inherent 

assumption that by virtue of being a native-speaker language teacher, they have 

developed a critical level of awareness of their native languaculture and know 

intuitively how to integrate it within their language teaching. As the findings in the case 

studies suggest, this is not the case.  

As for awareness of the education policies being promoted within the Australian 

compulsory education sector, none of the four teacher–participants were aware. These 

policies, largely underpinned by the government commissioned project Intercultural 

Language Teaching and Learning in Practice (ILTLP) (RCLCE - University of South 

Australia, 2008a), are considered to be an integral part of training for both student-

teacher and in-service teacher training. However, if those in universities who train or in-

service the teachers do not know about this project, they cannot pass on this knowledge 

to the school teachers. It appears that languages programs in most universities have long 

been dissociated from the education programs. In fact, many institutions make this 

distance ever-more pronounced by encouraging students who aspire to become language 

teachers to enrol in Languages and Applied Linguistics programs and subsequently 

obtain a Graduate Diploma in Education. The duration of their studies is still four years 

but the practicum component is reduced and compressed (White & Baldauf, 2006). In 
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these circumstances, many would challenge the idea that language programs should be 

responsible for educating future language teachers. I contend that while this may indeed 

represent an additional task, university language teachers should at the very least be 

offered continuing professional development opportunities so that they are familiar with 

current teaching approaches and requirements of the language programs at primary and 

high school levels.  

While many Australian universities have introduced formal programs for 

professional induction of new academic staff and development and support of 

continuing staff, these programs remain non-compulsory (Dearn, Fraser, & Ryan, 

2002). They tend to focus on generic teaching skills and rarely target such specific areas 

as language teaching. Another consideration is the poor communication between 

language departments and education departments on the development of student-teacher 

specialist language learners. This is quite paradoxical in the context of national 

education policies promoted within the Australian compulsory education sector, 

considering that is from this particular student cohort that future teachers of many target 

groups (e.g., primary and secondary school and adult education) will emerge. This 

raises critical questions about the role of language teachers in the process of innovation. 

The first is: how can in-service university language teachers provide an adequate model 

of language and culture learning for future language teachers if they are unfamiliar with 

the current developments in the field? Moreover, how can teachers who are unfamiliar 

with these developments be aware of their own development of IC? And, how can 

native teachers of Eastern languages have developed IC if their education system does 

not contemplate this type of notion? A number of additional questions from Sercu and 

St John (2004) concern raising teachers‟ critical awareness of their changing roles and 

educational mission:  
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How can teachers foster learner responsibility in the classroom, unless they 

themselves are bearing the intellectual responsibility for their own professional 

development? How can they encourage reflectivity among their students, 

without developing a capacity for critical reflection themselves? How can they 

help learners acquire intercultural competence, if they are not intercultural 

learners themselves? How can they promote change in the skills and attitude of 

their students, if they are unable to see a need for change in themselves and are 

not taking systematic action to develop their approaches to foreign language 

teaching? (p. 59) 

To address these questions from a bottom-up perspective, in this investigation I 

used Participatory Action Research (PAR) underpinned by the theoretical and 

philosophical tenets that I explained in Chapter 5. Zuber-Skerritt (1992) explains that 

using PAR as a professional development strategy “is not only a possible alternative to 

advancing knowledge in higher education, it is also a more effective and immediate way 

of improving learning and teaching practice” (p. 10).  

Overall, collaborative action research proved to be a useful avenue to promote the 

bottom-up professional development of the teacher–participants. Jane‟s comments 

summarise the overall perceptions of the teacher–participants in this regard:  

With this project, I have learned through doing, which is quite different from 

traditional professional development workshops. I have gathered some first-hand 

information, which may work and which may not. I don‟t believe this can be 

achieved through traditional workshop talks and discussion.  

Yet, the case studies also revealed an additional inconvenient truth: putting 

teachers at the forefront of innovation is not enough. Of the four teachers who 
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participated in this investigation, only two seemed to fully embrace the opportunity to 

generate bottom-up innovation in their courses. The other two expressed their concerns 

and resistance to their changing roles and teaching practices. Indeed, in Jane‟s case in 

particular, this resistance seemed to stem from her own level of languaculture 

awareness. This relates to the question posed earlier on native teachers of Asian 

languages and their own attitudes and beliefs with regards to language teaching coming 

from an education system which does not contemplate this type of notion. 

Significantly, as Hartley (2003) noted, often these types of continuing 

professional development programs in HE are “likely to be resisted by the very agents 

for whom they are designed” (Hartley, 2003, p. 63). This is understandable given that, 

as mentioned earlier in this chapter, language teachers are being constrained by 

conflicting imperatives. On the one hand are the beliefs underlying their teaching 

practice – and their own attitudes and beliefs with regards to language teaching and 

languaculture awareness – and on the other hand are increases in their teaching 

workload and research output targets juxtaposed with an increase in employment 

uncertainty.  

Thus, my contention is that to achieve sustainable innovation in practice as well as 

theory, both theorists and practitioners need to accept the inherent ambiguities of culture 

and culture learning, and in so doing embrace the „unknowns‟ and complexities of 

culture teaching in the interrelated issues discussed above. As knowledge producers and 

life-long learners themselves, theorists and practitioners need to consider both top-down 

and bottom-up perspectives on the structural and logistical features of HE degree 

programs and curriculum delivery strategies. These may provide not only limitations 

but also opportunities for creatively implementing some form of flexible languaculture 

program to improve language and culture teaching through curriculum innovation.  
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7.2.2 Structural and logistical „stumbling blocks‟  

Analysis of the top-down, contextual perspective on the provision of languages 

education at Australian universities revealed a plethora of challenging limitations 

inherent to the structure and curriculum delivery strategies of the higher education 

sector in Australia. At the core of these limitations is a critical paradox between two 

contradicting forces. On the one hand, the rhetoric in policy documents and university 

mission statements expresses an ostensible commitment to the development of 

„interculturally sensitive‟ graduates, alongside internationalising the curricula of degree 

programs (cf. Briguglio, 2004; Council for the Australian Federation, 2007; DEEWR, 

2008; MCEETYA, 2005), which is conceived as fostering “better understandings about 

other people and cultures, and competence in foreign languages” (Harman, 2005, p. 

120). On paper, then, both policy documents and universities view languages education 

as an integral component of both the internationalisation process and the development 

of interculturally competent graduates. In language learning, however, the reality of the 

Australian HE context reveals almost a complete absence of correlation between these 

espoused views and actual graduate outcomes.  

Evidence of the paradoxical difference between Australian universities‟ stated 

vision for the future of graduates and the actual graduate profiles can be found in recent 

figures on the percentage of graduates who complete a program of studies with a 

language component. Lo Bianco‟s 2009 report reveals that “fewer than 5 per cent of 

students exit university with at least a minor study in a language other than English” (Lo 

Bianco, 2009, p. 56). This figure refers to the study of languages over the typical three 

year undergraduate degree program and does not include study abroad or exchange 

components.  
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Nonetheless, it is a clear indication that a very low percentage of Australian 

graduates develops an intermediate to advanced level of proficiency in a language other 

than English. Considering that languages education is regarded as an integral factor in 

the development of interculturally competent graduates (DEEWR, 2008; MCEETYA, 

2005), it is an alarming figure, and it is further exacerbated by classroom practices 

which, as discussed in the previous section, seem to be have been guided by grammar-

driven agendas. In other words, the low percentage of Australian graduates who 

complete their study of a given language may be described as „fluent fools‟ (Bennet, 

1997). Many of these graduates could be described as speakers who demonstrate high 

levels of grammatical accuracy in a given language, but lack understanding of the 

languaculture dimension of that language, and one could add, of his or her own native 

languaculture(s).   

This situation results from a number of underlying stumbling blocks. In particular 

is the critical situation of languages on offer at university level. Despite Australia‟s 

multilingual and multicultural potential (Clyne, 2005; Crozet, 2008), recent figures 

indicate that in the last ten years, the number of languages on offer at Australian 

universities has halved (Go8, 2007b). Klapper (2006) characterises this alarming trend, 

which mirrors the situation in the United Kingdom, as “an insidious loss of coherence” 

(p. 6) between efforts to keep the study of languages alive while simultaneously 

fostering a utilitarian ethos. The rise of an instrumentalist approach in the study of 

languages has, in turn, triggered the rise and fall of certain languages (cf. Martín, 2005; 

Pauwels, 2002; Pauwels, 2007). For instance, an increase in the study of Chinese 

language as China has become an extremely important strategic business partner for 

Australia has paralleled the fall of Korean as a less widely taught language (White & 

Baldauf, 2006).  
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Segregation of the study of languages by Australian universities can be observed 

in the restrictive structure of undergraduate degree programs (Nettlebeck, et al., 2007). 

The structure of most undergraduate degrees usually allows for only a limited number 

of elective language courses, which in most cases does not exceed one year of language 

instruction (Eisenchlas, et al., 2003). This exacerbates the critical situation of language 

departments that are struggling to survive.  

In these straitened circumstances, various cross-institutional initiatives and 

schemes have been proposed for collaboration, in moves aiming to strategically secure 

the survival of language programs. However, as Lo Bianco (2009) points out, “some of 

these schemes are failing under budget pressures, with single-institution financial 

imperatives overriding the collaborative rationale” (p. 56). From a logistical point of 

view, these initiatives add to the complex landscape of curriculum development and 

further reduce the potential of coherent curriculum innovation strategies for developing 

a languaculture agenda.  

These financial and logistical constraints together with the structural features of 

university language programs discussed in Chapter 6 are further exacerbated by the 

institutional pressures on teaching staff, as discussed earlier. Teacher–participants‟ 

responses did not explicitly point to „underfunding‟ as a key cause in the lack of 

available PD opportunities. However, the conflicting imperatives of ensuring the 

survival of their language programs together with increasing teaching workloads were 

evident in their overall attitude regarding curriculum innovation. In this context, 

revisiting the curriculum‟s „cultural dimension‟ becomes a relatively low-ranking 

priority for most language educators. Nonetheless, language educators‟ resilient 

commitment to their educational mission is evident in their continuing search for 

innovative practices and ideas to increase the chances that the language they teach will 
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survive in the current slippery state of play. This was evident in the overall attitude 

displayed by teacher–participants in the context of the PAR projects.  

Yet, the potential positive effect of course innovation through languaculture is 

undermined by failure to integrate this aspect and articulate it with the program as a 

whole. As Sandra, the Italian language teacher, pointed out, students in her second year 

class would have benefited from introduction of this framework in first year. It would 

also have „saved time‟ spent in the modules on presentations to students and 

familiarising them with the terminology used in the framework. Similarly, in Case 

Study D, the Chinese cultural context course, Jane restricted successful integration of 

the languaculture exploration modules to the non-language component of the program.  

Both theorists and practitioners thus find themselves in an educational context 

bereft of any support frameworks to help them in developing language learners‟ 

intercultural competencies. It is almost impossible to imagine where to begin the 

process of mapping out such a pedagogical blueprint given the deeply systemic nature 

of the problems at work here. In the next chapter I therefore discuss how turning 

negatives into positives may open the door to the realm of possibility and serve as a first 

step in the complex process of traversing the seemingly irreconcilable gap between 

theory and practice.  

7.3 Summary 

This chapter presented the discussion of the theoretical and empirical findings 

examined in earlier chapters together with the interpretation of the emerging themes and 

critical implications for language and culture pedagogy, and the Australian HE sector. 

Discussion of these findings served to consider the answers to the first of two research 

questions guiding this investigation: why is it so difficult to integrate a languaculture 
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dimension into the curricula of university language programs? As such, this chapter 

focused on the extensive critique of ILT approaches and their avowed goal of 

developing IC, beginning with the superimposition of this contentious goal onto an ill-

prepared field and culminating with the limiting features inherent in the Australian HE 

education sector. This critical discussion prepares us for considering the path to 

rebuilding connections between theory and practice, and in so doing, to answering the 

second research question: how can educators approach curriculum innovation to 

develop critical languaculture awareness in university language programs when there is 

no comprehensive pedagogic blueprint to support this move? This is the focus of the 

next chapter.  
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Chapter 8   Research Implications: Bridging the Theory/Practice Gap 

This chapter uses interpretation and discussion of the themes emerging from my 

investigation to help bridge the gap between theory and practice in teaching 

language/culture as a core component of a foreign language program. Here I identify 

critical implications of my research – theoretical and practical – for language and 

culture pedagogy and for the Australian higher education sector and education policies. 

On this basis I advance a praxis-driven integrative framework for sustainable 

curriculum innovation that aims to foster the development of a languaculture agenda in 

Australian university language programs.  

8.1 Theory vs. practice vs. reality and the realm of possibility  

In this investigation I set out to explore avenues for bridging the gap between 

theory and practice in the field of language and culture pedagogy. The underlying 

assumption in this investigation has been that without carefully informed remedial 

attention, this seemingly irreconcilable gap will stay in place, or perhaps widen. Only an 

explicit conceptual and empirical effort to understand this gap will open the way to a 

new space for developing pedagogy and practice in this field.  

My study rationale therefore entailed a two-stage process involving: 1) systematic 

exploration of the complex web of shortcomings in theory/practice and disjuncture 

between the two; and 2) untangling this web to identify ways to address these 

shortcomings and make the vital linkages to connect theory with practice efficaciously. 

In so doing, I set out to provide a blueprint to serve both ends. It aims to help theorists 

and practitioners consider critically the complex relationships between the various 

elements in this web, as the basis for taking appropriate action to bridge the 
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theory/practice gap. I provide this blueprint as a guide so that these „how to‟ lessons can 

be taken into the intercultural language teaching classroom through informed teachers, 

to strengthen learning outcomes. My penultimate aim is improving intercultural 

communicative competence among language learners, as a vital aspect of what 

Australian universities and national policies aspire to produce: globally minded, 

prepared and capable international citizens. 

The contention in the first part of my argument is that superimposing IC as it is 

currently conceptualised, as a goal for languages education in Australia, sets up teaching 

practices for failure. Indeed, throughout this investigation I have exposed the concept of 

IC as the proverbial elephant in the room. Despite IC‟s wide acceptance and the lip-

service paid to its inclusion in the curriculum, stakeholders‟ beliefs about language 

learning as well as theoretical and institutional limitations or „stumbling blocks‟ render 

achievement of IC a highly unfeasible goal in practice. Despite the need for languages 

education to lead to the development of interculturally competent speakers, not only is 

there a lack of agreement about how to achieve such a goal, but the literature thrives on 

a plethora of optimistic, unrealistic „should be‟ models rather than realistic models of 

what is actually possible to accomplish in practice.  

Spolsky (1988) argued more than 20 years ago that theorists of second language 

learning continue to be “seduced by language teachers‟ natural longing for simple 

solutions” that can be translated into “a teaching method rather than accounting for 

empirical facts” (p. 377). I argue alternatively that no teaching approach or framework 

should be designed to give the impression that the subject under the lens, in this case 

culture teaching, is all-encompassing and translatable across contexts. Nor can 

classroom language learning alone can provide all or even most of the culture learning 

that a student needs to become an „interculturally competent speaker‟.  
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Rather than a specific teaching approach or framework, and in concert with a post 

method stance (Kumaravadivelu, 2001, 2003), I propose formalising a curriculum 

development framework that researchers, curriculum designers and above all, teachers, 

can use as a guide as they try to integrate language and culture in the classroom. While 

this framework may be adapted to other content areas, in the context of this 

investigation, it will focus on languages education. This framework needs to be 

underpinned by building blocks that acknowledge and embrace the complexities of 

language culture teaching discussed in earlier sections. But above all, this framework 

should reject the idea that there is a conventional teaching approach of what „should be‟, 

to focus on what is possible (or at least, what teachers are realistically able to draw on 

given the imperfect nature and limitations of the classroom, the teachers themselves, the 

students and the institution).  

Here we face the struggle of not falling into the trap of prescribing, while still 

retaining balance between the competing and often conflicting forces of structure and 

freedom. That is, at one end, providing practitioners with explicit and coherent 

structural guidelines to maximise the chance of achieving the goals sought in language 

and culture pedagogy. At the other end, providing the freedom and flexibility for them 

to make the difficult pedagogical choices in adapting such guidelines to their own 

educational environment. This tension notwithstanding, the efforts to provide such a 

curriculum development framework are vital if we are to help teachers to make 

informed and deliberate choices that best enable them to address the demands of their 

broadened educational mission and thus support sustainable curriculum innovation.  

In the following sections I discuss this tentative framework, its building blocks 

and the tenets underlying it. This framework can be used as a blueprint and guiding 



- 290 - 

compass for theorists and practitioners to consider the variables involved in the complex 

process of traversing the theory/practice divide in language and culture teaching.  

8.2 Turning „stumbling blocks‟ into „building blocks‟ 

In the first part of my argument I brought to light the paradoxical contradictions 

between theory and practice in language and culture pedagogy vis-à-vis the 

organisational philosophy of Australian higher education institutions. These 

contradictions seem to be underpinned by a ubiquitous lack of coherence between 

espoused concepts and the reality that encapsulates them. I identified the interrelated 

„stumbling blocks‟ or limitations underlying the concept of ICC, its IC component, and 

their pedagogical implementations, in the context of the structural features of the 

Australian HE sector. I argued that these „stumbling blocks‟ ultimately compromise the 

development of interculturally competent graduates in practice. 

Nevertheless, the need to be able to deal with diversity is set to deepen in the 

future, increasing the imperative upon language teachers to address this goal in their 

everyday practice. These circumstances compel the need to generate change and 

innovation from within; to undertake a centrifugal type of innovation driven by clear 

understanding of the limitations imposed by the convergence of theory and practice. 

Having surveyed this landscape and critically identified the „stumbling blocks‟ 

hindering practice, I have opened the path for creativity and innovation. The crux of the 

issue thus becomes how to turn these limitations and constraints into opportunities to 

generate innovation, underpinned by a coherent alignment of theory and practice, „ends‟ 

and „means‟. I have created a visual representation of how these building blocks fit 

together in columns (Figure 25, below).  
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I have used columns sustaining a structure, in this case a bridge, to emphasise the 

need for „sustainability‟ in curriculum innovation. Here, the metaphor of the bridge 

resonates with the visual imagery I have used throughout the thesis: traversing the 

theory/practice divide and bridging the gap between theory and practice. In turn, the 

sustainability of this bridge depends upon the steady support of three interrelated sets of 

foundation stones: theoretical, pedagogical and institutional. These foundation stones 

support a column comprising three building blocks, each made up of additional internal 

elements or sets of tenets that bind them together. These tenets may be conceived as the 

„raw materials‟ that bind the building blocks together. The idea behind the „building 

blocks‟ metaphor is that weaknesses in the internal elements or sets of tenets binding 

the building blocks may cause the structure to yield substantially in one direction or 

another, and in the worst case scenario, to collapse altogether. In this context, 

„weaknesses‟ may range from lack, to complete absence, of coherence among the tenets 

and building blocks.  

In the following sections I discuss each of these sets of foundations, their 

corresponding building blocks and binding sets of tenets. First, however, I acknowledge 

and address some of the concerns that these elements, and the framework as a whole, 

may generate.  
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Figure 25 Framework for developing sustainable curriculum innovation 
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8.3 A framework, not a ready-made solution 

This framework does not provide a ready-made solution for the theory/practice 

divide in language and culture pedagogy. Rather, I have created this framework to 

provide a systematic account of the elements that can support the meeting of the two 

through curriculum innovation. This entails the integration of a languaculture agenda 

within Australian HE language programs.  

Because frameworks are conceptual representations of reality, they will always 

remain simplified, abstract reductions of the more complex, multi-faceted reality they 

strive to represent. As such, they are rife with potential limitations. Yet the advantages 

of carefully conceived frameworks far outweigh their limitations. I argue that 

conceptualising frameworks provide a frame of reference to consider a problem, in this 

case, the lack of a cohesive, comprehensive approach to scaffold curriculum innovation 

for the development of intercultural competences in HE. Striving to conceptualise this 

particular framework forced me to consider as many of the theoretical and real world 

attributes as possible, attributes that would otherwise continue to be camouflaged or 

pass unnoticed in the complex of web of interrelated elements.  

What can a framework offer theorists and practitioners if not a definite solution 

and prescriptive guidelines? I argue that it can offer descriptive guidelines and examples 

of good practice with which to make informed choices regarding curriculum 

development. Rooted in a postmethod paradigm (Kumaravadivelu, 2001, 2003), this 

framework forfeits claims of effectiveness and generalisability, definite answers and 

prescriptive guidelines typical in ready-made solution-like approaches. It offers its users 

choice as an alternative. The choice is to contemplate and address the elements involved 

in a systematic way, fully cognisant of their complex interdependence within a given 

educational context.  
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While the nature of this framework and its building blocks is therefore largely 

descriptive, this description is grounded in praxis. The tenets binding together each of 

the building blocks are not ad hoc stipulations but principles I have extrapolated from 

my discussion of the theoretical and empirical findings presented in this thesis. The 

latter, in particular, stem from curriculum innovation projects, which involved a PAR 

component. As such, these findings integrate bottom-up perspectives of the participants 

involved and thus provide a unique convergence of theory and practice.  

From here I discuss these „building blocks‟ and corresponding tenets as well as 

their supporting foundation stones. I begin with theoretical foundations, move on to  

pedagogical foundations, and finally discuss institutional foundations. The order of this 

discussion mirrors both the examination of the „stumbling blocks‟ in the first part of the 

thesis and the structural progression of the content of this thesis. I look at theory, its 

convergence with practice, and the theory/practice interface with institutional realities.  

8.3.1 Theoretical foundations  

The first foundation stone in this framework aims to address the theoretical 

aspects of innovation. The field of languages education is undergoing a deep 

transformation of its role in the teaching of culture and development of interculturally 

competent speakers. This transformation, in turn, has called for a reconceptualisation of 

teaching approaches and syllabi to address the development of intercultural 

communicative competence ICC (Byram, 1997) and above all, it has called for teachers 

to revisit their role in promoting the development of such competences. As a result, 

university language teachers find themselves at a crossroads in terms of 

reconceptualising their role and teaching practices as well as specific curricular content 

and objectives within this new educational landscape. In this context, it becomes 

imperative to be familiar with and have a clear understanding of current theoretical 
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trends in the field. Indeed, the data from my interviews with teacher–participants 

indicated they were largely unaware of both theoretical trends in language and culture 

pedagogy and related education policies in the Australian context.  

This first foundation stone supports a column made up of three interrelated 

building blocks. The first block is concerned with why, referring to development of the 

rationale for exploring languaculture. The second is concerned with what, that is, the 

content dimension of languaculture. The third block is concerned with how, referring to 

how the articulation of previous building blocks helps identify relevant teaching 

strategies and techniques to integrate languaculture within the curriculum.  

8.3.1.1 Why? 

The first building block is concerned with developing a rationale for this 

curriculum innovation project. This rationale aims to  explain the need for innovation in 

Australian HE language programs and the use of languaculture exploration. The 

previous chapter has identified several conceptual „stumbling blocks‟ in ILT 

approaches, largely rooted in over-reliance on tacit connections between language and 

culture in interaction. This building block therefore justifies the use of languaculture on 

the basis of three main features or tenets that render the tacit explicit: 1) it provides an 

explicit conceptualisation of the language and culture nexus; 2) it complements this 

with a framework articulating that nexus in practice; and, in turn, 3) this framework 

enables users to formulate coherent instructional objectives. I discuss each of these three 

below. 

Explicit conceptualisation of the language and culture nexus 

The first tenet in this building block is concerned with having a clear, explicit 

conceptualisation of the relationship between language and culture. My review of the 
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literature in Chapter 2 revealed that the lack of a clear conceptualisation of the language 

and culture nexus results in not only inconsistent, ad hoc culture teaching practices, but 

also perpetuation of the magic-carpet-ride-to-another-culture syndrome (Robinson-

Stuart & Nocon, 1996; Robinson, 1978). In this context, the notion of languaculture 

(Agar, 1994; Risager, 2003, 2006) represents a key point of articulation reflecting 

language-mediated cultural behaviours and expectations in cross-cultural encounters. 

The notion of languaculture can therefore help language teachers to understand that 

while some aspects of language can be explored in isolation (pronunciation, 

morphology, etc.), many aspects are culture bound. Similarly, while many aspects of 

culture can be explored in isolation from language (historical matters, artefacts, etc.), 

many of these are realised through language. This is relevant when thinking about the 

language classroom as the sole setting for languaculture exploration. The key 

underlying issue from this tenet is thus to have a clear notion of the language and 

culture nexus, which can serve as a touchstone in the language classroom, the cultural 

context classroom, and in a language program as a whole.  

A framework articulating the language and culture nexus in practice 

The second tenet implies that in addition to the notion of languaculture, teachers 

require a conceptual framework that operationalises the specific points of articulation 

between language and culture. This means having what Byrnes defines as “a principled 

and comprehensive, rather than an ad hoc and compartmentalised, way of linking about 

the culture or content of a second language/cultural area with second language learning” 

(Byrnes, 2008, p. 105). Such a conceptual framework should also be amenable to and 

adjustable within diverse educational settings – both language and cultural context 

courses; courses that involve fieldwork, and so forth. Such a framework should also be 

applicable across languages.  
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In the context of this investigation, Crozet‟s conceptual framework (Crozet, 2003) 

offers just that. Crozet‟s framework provides teachers with five cross-sectional axes to 

help them identify the most salient features of the target languaculture in verbal and 

non-verbal interaction. These features can be used as a starting point for the selection of 

the syllabus and input sources. This conceptual framework also provides teachers with a 

set of specific features to draw comparisons and to identify differences and similarities 

between the target and the learners‟ languaculture and their effect in the creation and 

perpetuation of stereotypes. This framework also acknowledges the dynamic nature of 

languacultures, which means teachers should consider its variation across variables 

such as gender, age, and so forth.  

Formulation of coherent instructional objectives 

The third tenet in this building block concerns formulating specific educational 

goals and instructional objectives related to the notion of languaculture. This tenet 

operationalises a dimension that is usually incidental, ad hoc, and as a result, not 

assessed. If teachers are to formulate specific goals in relation to languaculture and its 

conceptual framework, then they are bound to monitor its development. The choice of 

how to do so will be guided by the context and characteristics of the teaching program. 

In the Australian HE context, the notion of “critical languaculture awareness” 

serves as an alternative to CC and ICC models and offers teachers a framework for 

developing cognitive, analytical skills that better places teachers andlearners towards 

“perspective transformation”. The literature discussed in Chapter 3 reveals that it is by 

raising the levels of critical awareness regarding their taken-for-granted frames of 

cultural reference, that teachers can help learners develop a transformative stance 

towards both linguistic and cultural (or languaculture) frames of reference (Mezirow, 

1981, 2000). Specific tasks that promote cognitive dissonance and conflict as well as 
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consensus and compromise (Guilherme, 2002, p. 219) have been identified as catalysts 

for the learners‟ “perspective transformation” (Mezirow, 1981, 2000). 

Table 2 in Chapter 3 has illustrated the skills for the different levels of cognitive 

involvement and drawn parallels between Mezirow‟s levels of reflectivity and Bloom‟s 

taxonomy of cognitive development (1956). Interest in the latter has been renewed at 

university level, where academics are increasingly required to refine the formulation of 

the specific objectives in their course descriptions (Young, 2008). With this table, 

discussed in detail in Chapter 3, curriculum designers may be able to formulate goals 

and objectives that reflect a sequential progression of cognitive skills, from basic to 

more advanced, that can be mapped out against the curricular progression of linguistic 

proficiency levels. This table may also be used as a tool in creating criteria for 

assessment items, which would enhance accountability in making the intercultural 

learning goals explicit.  

8.3.1.2 What? 

The absence of syllabi to reflect the effect of culture in interaction is one of the 

main „stumbling blocks‟ hindering genuine integration of a cultural dimension in 

languages education. Despite the small sample of teacher–participants in this 

investigation, the findings in Case Study D would suggest a tendency to rely on a 

textbook as the de facto syllabus. This means that if the textbook does not include 

exploration of culture, which is generally the case, it is up to the teacher to incorporate 

such content. As I discussed earlier, however, this is quite problematical since these 

moves by unprepared teachers often perpetuate ad hoc, incidental culture learning. Even 

when textbooks include cultural aspects, they tend to provide stereotypical 
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representations of the target culture. Moreover, they tend to overlook languaculture 

aspects, that is, instances of linguistically mediated cultural input.  

Teachers therefore need to have a touchstone-type framework that enables them to 

select aspects of languaculture to be explored and complements their linguistically 

driven syllabi. That is the focus of this building block, which is underpinned by three 

specific tenets: 1) the purposeful selection of languaculture aspects to be explored; 2) 

the selection and development of material for languaculture exploration; and 3) the 

sequential articulation of languaculture content across proficiency levels.  

Purposeful selection of languaculture aspects to be explored 

Crozet‟s conceptual framework (2003; Young, 2008) served as the backbone for 

the design of languaculture modules as it helped teachers and learners identify where 

culture is located in language use, specifically the linguistic content they were to cover 

in class. Its various axes – levels of verbosity, ritualisation, expression of emotions and 

feelings and approaches to interpersonal relationships and politeness – served as 

touchstones for exploring both native and target languaculture(s). These five axes gave 

teachers a blueprint to guide the deliberate incorporation of languaculture.  

This conceptual framework also gave teachers and learners a „common language‟ 

to talk about languaculture. As Sandra, teacher of the second year Italian language 

course stated, this also gave her a metalanguage to share with the learners; a 

metalanguage they could use to discuss instances of languaculture dissonance caused 

by different approaches to politeness or different levels of verbosity. Presenting this 

conceptual framework  explicitly to students also legitimised its integration throughout 

the course.  
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In Case Study C, the first year Chinese language course, Crozet‟s conceptual 

framework was used to complement the linguistic input presented in the textbook. We 

purposefully selected various languacuture aspects to explore, based on the speech acts 

students were to learn. For instance, if students were to learn about offering drinks or 

food, and making, accepting and refusing dinner invitations, we would integrate the 

discussion of different approaches to politeness and the hidden values they may reveal. 

Here, notions of insisting, and of never accepting an offer of this kind straight away, 

were some of the issues discussed in the learners‟ lingua franca. We used discussion of 

these languaculture aspects to promote the students‟ critical engagement with their 

conceptualisation of politeness in their native culture(s).  

Once this conceptual framework is used to map out the presentation of 

languaculture aspects, the next stumbling block that needs to be overcome is the 

selection and development of material for exploring languaculture.  

Selection and development of material for languaculture exploration 

When it comes to language learning, beginner learners can be considered „blank 

slates‟ in many ways, yet, their lack of familiarity with the target language should not be 

confused with that of the target culture. When it comes to culture learning, particularly 

in the case of adult beginners in the HE context, they already have background 

knowledge of the target culture, which may include attitudes, presuppositions and even 

stereotypical ideas. This is why cultural information and representation should be 

considered crucial factors when evaluating teaching resources such as textbooks, videos 

and audio-tapes. According to Ros i Solé (2003), “the treatment of culture [in FL 

teaching materials] should entail a process where the individual not only absorbs, but 

also interprets and becomes critical about the information presented” (p. 142). 
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When selecting suitable input for awareness-raising tasks, teachers may resort to 

available „cultural assimilators‟, „mini-dramas‟, or „critical incidents‟ or even create 

their own. However, teachers should be aware of the „edited‟ features of some materials 

specifically designed for language learners, which may „nativise‟ cultural information in 

order to focus on language, thus giving students a distorted picture of the target culture 

(cf. Kramsch, 1987). Teachers may also use authentic material from films, television or 

radio shows, cartoons (cultoons), and stories. In particular, teachers‟ experiences of 

intercultural communication, especially of miscommunication or misunderstandings, 

can lead to insights about language and culture. Thus, the input embedded in these tasks 

may include instances of dissonances between the native and target languaculture or 

instances of failure in interaction.  

Finding adequate material for languaculture exploration remains a trying 

challenge. Nonetheless, the data derived from all four case studies indicate that it is the 

techniques used to exploit the material that can make the difference. Various strategies 

can be useful: problematising potentially stereotypical views in the available activities 

in textbooks or set of readings, accessing suitable online discussion forums, blogs, and 

so forth. Using autobiographical accounts such as the one analysed in the Chinese 

cultural context course (Z. V. Ye, 2007) may provide ideal starting points for 

discussion.  

Content sequence across proficiency levels  

At university level, this entails an articulation of a curricular sequence throughout 

a given language program. This sequence must be translatable into different curricular 

progressions that recognise the idiosyncrasies of teachers‟ programmatic needs. In most 

programs, the notion of an underlying curricular sequence is taken for granted when it 

comes to linguistic development. Yet, this is often ignored in the case of cultural 
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knowledge and development of critical languaculture awareness. Translating the 

culture–language nexus into a curricular progression is a challenging task. However, if 

the focus becomes „critical languaculture awareness‟, teachers may formulate specific 

instructional objectives that build on one another throughout a given language program.  

Languaculture awareness-raising should be integrated from the beginning stages 

of language learning in both language and cultural context courses from the lowest, 

most basic levels, to higher, more complex levels of critical awareness. This means that 

languaculture awareness-raising should not be delayed until learners have acquired a 

given level proficiency in the target language. Delaying input about languaculture may 

not delay culture learning as such, but may lead to a prescriptive approach to culture as 

a result. At beginners levels this may involve providing students with the terminology to 

categorise points of articulation between language and culture in interaction through the 

use of the learners‟ lingua franca. At more advanced levels this may involve exploring 

the points of articulation through use of the target language outside the classroom by 

means of conducting fieldwork and other guided ethnographic research tasks.  

8.3.1.3 How? 

The third building block is concerned with articulating the what and the why of 

the language and culture curriculum. The previous chapter pointed out that the literature 

presents a plethora of “should be” models with very little in common other than catchy 

slogans and ambitious claims regarding the „all-encompassing‟ nature of their approach 

to culture teaching. As a key point of articulation between content and goals, the how of 

a curriculum development framework is surely at the crux of the process and is deemed 

to attract this type of models.  
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Yet this is the particular juncture where curriculum developers should not 

succumb to the temptation of providing „ready-made‟ solutions. Instead, they should 

focus on providing tools to enable individual teachers to design their own „tailor-made‟ 

macro-strategies to best deal with their own reality. Instead of providing prescriptive 

guidelines, this building block is underpinned by three key features or tenets that 

describe how languaculture may be implemented. 

Transparency  

The first tenet is concerned with transparency. This tenet postulates that the 

exploration of languaculture should be transparent for both teachers and learners so that 

they can actively participate in its operationalisation. At university level, teachers 

generally tend to provide learners with explicit guidelines on the methodological 

principles of their language teaching approaches. These may advise on grammatical 

explanations, how mistakes will be treated in class, and so forth. Yet, as the literature 

revealed, culture learning is usually relegated to incidental instances that isolate it from 

the rest of the language learning experience. I argue that explicit presentation of the 

notion of languaculture and its conceptual framework can provide both teachers and 

learners with specific concepts and terms to discuss the effect of languaculture in 

communication. This can be compared to teaching students about „adjectives‟, „verbs‟ 

and „nouns‟, „tenses‟ and „moods‟; these „technical‟ grammatical terms give teachers 

and learners the tools to discuss linguistic problems such as „wrong verb conjugations‟, 

„lack of adjective–noun agreement‟ and so forth. By explaining concepts as 

languaculture, „politeness‟, „verbosity‟, „dissonance‟ and so forth, can provide teachers 

and learners the necessary „meta-language‟ to talk about „languaculture dissonance‟ and 

its effect in creating and perpetuating stereotypes or „levels of verbosity‟. It can also be 

used to discuss the importance of silence in communication, in both their native and 
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target languacultures. By sharing with learners the conceptual framework underlying 

their learning process, teachers can foster an engaged, attentive, conscious learning 

experience for themselves as well as for their students.  

 

Critical languaculture awareness raising process 

Having a clear understanding of how to raise learners‟ levels of critical 

languaculture awareness is pivotal in developing languaculture exploration strategies. 

The first stage in this process is „awareness-raising‟. In this stage, learners are 

introduced to new input about a „rich point‟ in the target languaculture. New input may 

be introduced through tasks whereby learners are encouraged to notice differences 

between the new input and their own practices, with the teacher leading students to 

notice differences.  

Because the awareness-raising process is comparative and is based on learning to 

notice differences, the important element is the exploration of the new input in order to 

become aware of difference rather than teaching difference. Liddicoat suggests 

students‟ noticings should be followed up with an explanation of the function of 

particular actions in the target language to help students develop an explanatory 

framework for understanding how the speakers are communicating. Hence, this stage is 

crucial in promoting „cognitive dissonance‟ in learners‟ cultural schemata. 

This stage is supported by Schmidt‟s (1993) argument, discussed in Chapter 3, 

that pragmatic learning happens most readily when students themselves notice things 

about the language in interaction. It is especially important that students have the 

opportunity to think about and talk about what they notice, either in their first language, 

or if their proficiency is adequate in the target language. Here it is important to make 
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pedagogical decisions about the use of the target language or the students‟ lingua franca 

to enable them to express clearly their opinions and impressions.  

The next stage involves development of critical skills. It should ideally take place 

immediately after the awareness-raising stage to help learners consolidate the newly 

noticed knowledge through reflection activities. Liddicoat (2004b) proposes the use of 

“short, supported communicative tasks which practice elements of the new knowledge 

and help to build towards overall learning for a new speech situation”, which enable 

learners to “[try] out native speakers‟ ways of acting and speaking” (p. 50). 

Instead, I propose that these tasks involve teachers and students in explicit 

reflection upon the features they have noticed. These reflection processes aim to 

develop specific analytical skills such as identifying key expressions in the input that 

led students to notice languaculture differences. For instance, they may be identifying 

and reflecting on the realisation of speech acts in invitations or the sequence of 

utterances in pragmatic routines, but more importantly, reflecting on the connection 

between these languaculture differences and the native and target culture schemata. 

These entail answering the question: what do these languaculture differences reflect 

about the native and target cultures? In this way, learners are not to pretend they are 

„native speakers‟, a concept that is not supported in a languaculture exploration 

approach. Rather, learners are to develop analytical skills that help them in becoming 

intercultural speakers.  

Suitable tasks to promote reflection on languaculture differences depend on the 

input provided and the languaculture aspects being explored. These tasks may be 

conducted individually or in small groups, and may include identifying and comparing 

speech acts in the native and target languaculture or identifying contextual features that 

may affect the pragmatic behaviour of the interactants (social distance, politeness and so 
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forth). In developing the sequential progression of these tasks, teachers may use the 

taxonomy of skills presented in Chapter 3, section 3.3.2 to formulate specific learning 

objectives to match.  

The third and final stage is concerned with moving beyond awareness into meta-

awareness. This is a crucial stage in languaculture exploration and involves the explicit, 

conscious individual reflection on the experiences of stages one and two. During this 

stage, learners may discuss among themselves and with the teacher how they felt about 

becoming cognisant of their own languaculture in relation to the target one. This 

enables the teacher to comment on the students‟ language use, and enables the students 

to express how they felt and move into a meta-awareness stage. This discussion can take 

place in the target language or in the students‟ lingua franca (Liddicoat, 2008). These 

stages should therefore aim at providing students with tools that promote an ongoing 

reflection process so that students can conscientiously make decisions about their 

interpretations and manage their alternative frames of cultural reference.  

Formative Assessment 

Perhaps the most prevalent „stumbling block‟ identified in the critical section of 

the previous chapter relates to assessment, which is pivotal to providing evidence that 

learners have met the requirements of a given instructional objective. Yet, it is one of 

the most difficult areas of the curriculum to address. This difficulty stems from  

positivist traditions underpinned by the need to quantify learners‟ performance; and 

from the lack of a clear developmental sequence for „critical languaculture awareness‟, 

which sets up inability to establish and subsequently compare learners‟ initial levels of 

awareness with their levels post-intervention.  
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However, recent shifts in researchers‟ discourse on the approaches to assessment 

urge us to recognise that “not everything can be assessed and that we should be 

interested in processes rather than products” (Dervin & Suomela-Salmi, 2010a, p. 13). 

In this context, formative assessment tasks that promote students‟ self-reflection emerge 

as a suitable alternative to help teachers and learners monitor their awareness raising 

process. Formative assessment tasks may include written portfolios, oral presentations, 

reports on group discussions, peer-review and so forth (cf. Suomela-Salmi, 2010). 

However, these tasks are not without caveats. Earlier in the chapter several caveats were 

identified in the implementation of these assessment tasks in the case studies. These 

caveats range from the disposition of teachers‟ and learners‟ to valuing the 

implementation of these tasks, to the challenges of two main underlying assumptions: 1) 

that learners are adequately prepared or trained to track their own reflections and thus 

their awareness raising process; and 2) that teachers are adequately prepared or trained 

to help students increase their levels of reflection. The final caveat has to do with the 

lack of integration of these tasks at program level.  

In light of these caveats, and in order to provide flexibility for educators to make 

informed decisions regarding assessment, I propose the use of a checklist for evaluating 

formative assessment efforts. This checklist (see Table 15, below) is based on 

Deardorff‟s generic checklist and has been adapted to include the essential elements 

relevant to this framework.  
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Table 15 Checklist for evaluating assessment efforts 

 

Source: Adapted from Deardorff, 2009, p. 485. 

 

The checklist includes six parameters represented by yes/no questions that 

teachers should consider in evaluating the implementation of formative assessment 

tasks. In answering these questions, teachers can reflect on not only the design of the 

tasks, but also their integration at course and program level, as well as their 

improvement for subsequent offerings. Here, teachers‟ reflections on the alignment of 

teaching and assessment practices takes on a paramount role, which takes me to the next 

set of building blocks.  

8.3.2 Pedagogical Foundations 

The second foundation stone is concerned with the pedagogical aspects involved 

in development of a languaculture dimension in language programs. Here, pedagogy 

refers to the underlying principles of teaching practices, which in the context of this 

investigation are underpinned by the notion of „critical pedagogy‟ (Freire, 1973; Giroux, 

1988; Kincheloe, 2003). This critical stance on pedagogy contends that teachers should 

embrace their role as researchers of their own teaching practices. In so doing, they “can 
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revolutionise professional practice by viewing themselves as potentially the most 

sophisticated research instrument available” (Kincheloe, 2003, p. 52).  

One of the key „stumbling blocks‟ to traversing the theory/practice divide 

identified in the previous chapter was the ubiquitous discrepancies between avowed 

intercultural teaching principles and their absence in enactment of the curriculum. I 

have argued that these discrepancies stem partly from unsatisfactory conceptualising of 

principles, but above all from teachers‟ limited interpretation and implementation of 

them. Through teachers‟ systematic engagement in examining their own teaching 

practices, this „stumbling block‟ may be ultimately transformed into a „building block‟. 

The pedagogical foundations of this framework are therefore underpinned by 

three interrelated tenets. The first is concerned with continuing professional 

development opportunities; the second with development of reflective practices; and the 

third with managing the process of curriculum innovation.  

Continuing professional development  

Here the findings revealed that language teachers at university level are in a 

precarious situation. The case studies revealed that teacher–participants were unfamiliar 

with current trends in the field and with relevant education policies. Given the critical 

situation of university language departments across the nation (Go8, 2007a), this is not 

surprising. Language teachers find themselves in „survival mode‟, trying to cope with 

simultaneous employment uncertainty, increasing teaching workloads and conflicting 

demands made by universities in relation to research outputs and teaching standards 

(Nettlebeck, et al., 2007; White & Baldauf, 2006). 

Yet if language departments are even to survive, let alone fulfil the expectation 

upon them to produce a flow of inter-culturally competent communicators to meet 
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national requirements, language educators need to be adequately informed and equipped 

to fight for their survival. They need to be familiar with current trends in theory, with 

national language policies and university internationalisation policies, and with their 

newly formulated intercultural goals. This will best prepare them to embrace their role 

as agents of educational change (Stenhouse, 1975) and ultimately, to be better prepared 

collectively to position language studies at the forefront of such policies.  

In this light, the professional development of language teachers takes on a 

paramount role. Given the precarious situation of university language departments, it is 

important to consider how approaches to professional development may best promote 

effective and sustained innovation to meet the critical needs of these teachers. Over the 

last few decades, the traditional top-down approaches to professional development of 

language teachers have come under increasing scrutiny. Even though research has 

indicated that top-down approaches are largely ineffective in promoting and supporting 

ongoing advancement of teachers‟ knowledge and skills (Klapper, 2001b; J. C. Richards 

& Lockhart, 1994; Wallace, 1991), universities continue to rely on this mode.  

Recently, driven by a pressing need to rationalise and substantiate the quality of 

learning and teaching, many Australian universities have introduced formal programs 

for professional induction of new academic staff and development and support of 

continuing staff (Dearn, et al., 2002). However, these programs are largely underpinned 

by top-down prescriptive perspectives on teachers‟ practices and tend to focus on 

generic teaching skills, rarely targeting specific areas such as language teaching. 

Nonetheless, languages education is one of perhaps many university departments or 

sections within them that have much to gain from subject-specific professional 

development, why it may be unreasonable to expect universities to set up independent 

professional development programs within language departments (Klapper, 2001a).  
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Nevertheless, there is still considerable room for conducting and promoting 

collaborative professional development initiatives like the one I have carried out in this 

investigation. This type of initiative becomes central to the sustainability of innovative 

practices because it is driven by the needs of the agents involved and it is underpinned 

by the iterative nature of reflective practice (J. C. Richards & Farrell, 2005; J. C. 

Richards & Lockhart, 1994; Schön, 1987; Zeichner & Liston, 1996). 

Developing reflective practice  

Reflective practice is at the core of bottom-up, collaborative professional 

development initiatives (J. C. Richards & Farrell, 2005; J. C. Richards & Lockhart, 

1994). In this context, reflection entails the critical examination of teaching practices 

through which teachers are able to develop awareness of their own practices and their 

underlying convictions. Roberts (1998) argues that increased levels of awareness are 

often made possible through collaboration between professionals.  

In my investigation I used a PAR approach to teachers‟ reflective processes. This 

included my semi-structured interviews and regular meetings with the teacher–

participants to discuss developing and implementing the languaculture modules, which 

were complemented by the teachers‟ participation in delivering the modules, first as 

observers, and later in charge of delivery. Through the interviews and discussions, I 

aimed to offer teacher–participants a cognitive space to reflect on their practices. 

Through their participation in delivering the modules, I aimed to provide them with 

actual instances of teaching practices that may challenge their reflections and thus 

increase awareness of their convictions to potentially trigger changes in their own 

practices. Research suggests that teachers‟ convictions may change as a result of 

experiences that challenge their frames of reference (Schön, 1983). And as Fullan 

(1982) has claimed, “the relationship between beliefs and behaviour is reciprocal – 
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trying new practices sometimes leads to questioning one‟s underlying beliefs; 

examining one‟s beliefs can lead to attempting new behaviour” (p. 247).  

The PAR component of this investigation mirrored both the type of learning 

processes used to develop critical languaculture awareness raising activities and 

Mezirow‟s theory of transformative learning underpinning the notion of „perspective 

transformation‟ (Mezirow, 1981, 1991). It enabled teachers to challenge their own 

frames of reference through discussing critical incidents, in this case, implementation of 

the languaculture modules. That process gives this framework a clear connecting 

thread: criticality. Criticality becomes central to breaking the destructive cycle 

underlying the pervasive lack of coherence, which seems to perpetuate the 

theory/practice divide.  

In this investigation, the starting point for teacher–participant reflection was 

problematising the courses‟ cultural goals and their enactment, or lack thereof, in 

practice. Then came development and implementation of the languaculture exploration 

modules and the data collection tools to examine the outcomes of the interventions. 

Finally, teacher–participants had the opportunity to continue with the research cycle and 

incorporate findings into their next offering of the investigated course or other courses. 

Only Sandra, the Italian language teacher, and Dana, the Chinese cultural context course 

teacher, took on this challenge, albeit with different degrees of planning, and applied the 

knowledge gained through this experience to other courses. Jane and Cate both advised 

that at the end of the first cycle they had learned a lot from participating in the project. 

Nevertheless, my later discussions with these teachers revealed that both had barely 

altered their teaching practices. This takes me to the last building block in this group.  
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Managing curriculum innovation 

The third tenet in this block is concerned with managing the process of curriculum 

innovation. The iterative nature of reflective practice requires the implementation of 

management strategies. This entails systematically planning each cycle of inquiry to 

ensure that the results obtained from one cycle can be taken up in the next to move the 

innovation process forward. The process requires teachers to design data collection tools 

to provide evidence of the interventions conducted and the outcomes from them. This 

evidence can be incorporated into the next cycle of inquiry and so forth (McAlpine & 

Harris, 2002). This research approach is particularly relevant in the HE sector as 

teachers are increasingly required to document their teaching practices for quality 

assurance purposes (Dearn, et al., 2002). In the context of this investigation, data 

collection tools included classroom samples and the learners‟ reflective tasks.  

In addition, teachers need to monitor the outcomes of the interventions. 

Monitoring strategies may include regular peer observation and subsequent discussions 

with teachers involved; individual interviews and focus groups with students before, 

during, and at the end of the course; and course evaluations, which are now compulsory 

at most Australian universities (Dearn, et al., 2002). In this investigation, the 

collaborative nature of the interventions provided an opportunity to discuss both the 

progress of the interventions with the teacher–participants during the course and the 

final outcomes with both the teacher and student–participants. However, the structural 

and logistical limitations inherent to course offerings at university level prevented our 

use of additional monitoring strategies that may have strengthened the research design. 

For instance, one possibility could have been to have control groups, that is two 

different course cohorts, possibly in two different campuses. Even as we observed the 

requirements of these pedagogical building blocks, we must acknowledge that 
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curriculum innovation initiatives take place within the structural and logistical 

constraints of institutions, which impose their own constraints. This takes us to the last 

set of building blocks.  

8.3.3 Institutional foundations 

The third and final foundation stone is concerned with the role of Australian HE 

institutions in the processes of curriculum innovation, which in this context, aims to 

develop a languaculture dimension in language study programs. If Australian 

universities are to prepare graduates who can communicate confidently in culturally 

appropriate ways in a variety of contexts and settings, the universities need to re-

evaluate their commitment to this vision. The critique presented in the previous chapter 

illustrates clearly the glaring lack of coherence not only between „ends‟ and „means‟ in 

the field of language and culture pedagogy, but also within the inherent structure of 

Australian HE. The internationalisation rhetoric and lip-service paid by policy 

documents and university mission statements to the internationalisation of the 

curriculum and the development of interculturally competent graduates are nullified in 

practice.  

It is clear that curriculum innovation for the development of a languaculture 

agenda requires a high level of institutional commitment and support. In the Australian 

HE sector, institutional commitment and support are no longer considered to be a 

desirable aspiration. On the contrary, there is a pressing need to rationalise and 

substantiate the quality of such graduate outcomes. At the moment, this is being 
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enforced by the Australian Universities Quality Agency (AUQA),24 an independent, not-

for-profit national agency that promotes, audits, and reports on quality assurance in 

Australian HE. From 2011, the Australian government will complement the AUQA 

efforts with a newly formed national regulatory and quality agency: the Tertiary 

Education Quality and Standards Agency (TEQSA).25  

Progress toward genuinely developing both internationalisation and interculturally 

competent graduates thus hinges on a shift in the organisational philosophy of the 

Australian HE sector (Eisenchlas, et al., 2003). This shift should play a key role in 

creating structural alignment between universities‟ mission statements, curriculum goals 

and everyday teaching practices. Such a shift would entail a reconceptualisation of the 

values underlying what it actually means to be an interculturally competent speaker in 

today‟s globalised world.  

Clearly, there are also financial implications. This means that both governments 

and institutions need to display a genuine commitment to this vision by investing in 

                                                 

24
AUQA was formally established by the Ministerial Council on Education, Training and Youth 

Affairs (MCEETYA) in March 2000. It operates independently of governments and the higher 

education sector under the direction of a Board of Directors (AUQA, 2010).  

25 
According to the Department of Education Employment and Workplace Relations website: 

TEQSA will be established as an independent body with powers to regulate university and non-

university higher education providers, monitor quality and set standards. Its primary task will be to 

ensure that students receive a high quality education at any of our higher education providers. 

TEQSA will register providers, carry out evaluations of standards and performance, protect and 

assure the quality of international education and streamline current regulatory arrangements. 

(DEEWR, 2010) 
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research projects. This investment should be seen as future enrichment, not only in 

Australia‟s intellectual and cultural capital but also in Australia‟s trade, tourism and 

security sectors, amongst others. Funding should thus be directed towards examining 

current efforts to retain languages and to improving the training and quality of language 

teachers in higher education (Go8, 2007b). While the former has received some 

attention (cf. Winter, 2009),26 the latter, as explored in earlier sections, remains largely 

unaddressed.  

Finally, universities do not operate in a vacuum. Australia‟s “language crisis” has 

received more attention within the compulsory education sector. However, despite 

report recommendations, little has been done to articulate those efforts with the HE 

sector (Go8, 2007a, 2007b; Nettlebeck, et al., 2007; White & Baldauf, 2006). Pauwels 

(2007) argues for the exploration of incentive schemes to study languages at university 

level. Some universities have already implemented such initiatives, for instance offering 

additional points on students‟ entry scores if they successfully completed the study of a 

language other than English to the end of Year 12. However, to ensure the efficacy of 

                                                 

26
As this thesis reaches completion in December 2010, announcements have been made 

concerning financial support to create a national tertiary languages network. The Australian 

Learning and Teaching Council has awarded a AU$215,000 grant to a project led by Professor John 

Hajek, chairman of languages at the University of Melbourne, to set up this nationwide network. The 

network, which will start to take shape in 2011, aims to help language teachers across languages and 

institutions to discover and share ideas regarding how to subsist “at a time when some departments 

have weak enrolments and an uncertain future” (Lane, 2010a).  
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these initiatives in promoting the study of languages at university level, they should be 

coherently implemented nationwide.  

The column standing on this foundation stone is made up of three building blocks. 

The first addresses the issue of graduate profile goal alignment; the second concerns the 

existing structural constraints in university degrees, and the third refers to the 

underlying programmatic constraints in developing and implementing innovative 

curricula.  

Graduate profile goal alignment  

In the PAR projects, the first step in moving toward curriculum innovation 

entailed problematising the cultural goals and objectives of each course in order to 

question their realisation in the enacted curriculum. Similarly, universities need to 

revisit their mission statements to ensure that their notion of „interculturally sensitive 

graduates‟ includes a languaculture dimension. As discussed in earlier chapters, 

Australian universities have been increasingly concerned with preparing graduates for 

an ever more globalised academic and employment market and have embarked upon a 

number of initiatives to promote internationalisation and the development of 

interculturally sensitive graduates. However, these initiatives have been largely bereft of 

a linguistic dimension, or at least, one that goes beyond the focus on English language.  

Interestingly, thus far the AUQA efforts have focused solely on examining 

universities‟ examples of good practice in the context of English language education. 

The AUQA report on “Good Practice Principles for English Language Proficiency for 

International Students in Australian Universities”, funded by the Department of 

Education, Employment and Workplace Relations (DEEWR), acknowledged that “there 

is also an increased recognition within universities of the fundamental nature of 
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language in learning and academic achievement for all students” (AUQA, 2009, p. 2). 

Yet, efforts continue to be placed on areas that are of direct economic relevance to 

universities, that is, the satisfaction of full fee-paying overseas students. As Trevaskes et 

al. (2003) point out:  

[U]niversities‟ financial compulsion to attract fee-paying international students 

has introduced a new, customer-satisfaction imperative that impels universities 

to enhance both the quality of learning and the overall experience of Australian 

life for international students. (p. 1) 

While ensuring the development of English language proficiency for international 

students is certainly an imperative, it is also evidence of the one-dimensional view of 

the internationalisation process held not only by institutions, but also by the national 

government. It is this type of one-dimensional perspective that continues to perpetuate 

the monolingual mindset embedded in Australian society (Clyne, 2005; Clyne, et al., 

2007).  

Degree structure requirements  

The second tenet is closely related to the previous tenet as it entails ensuring that 

degree program structures are flexible enough to enable the study of languages across 

faculties. This requires universities to revisit the place of language learning within the 

structure of degree programs, while developing and implementing international and 

nationwide collaborative arrangements to enhance maintenance and capacity of 

university language programs.  

As I discussed in Chapter 6, study programs of specific professional areas 

including engineering, business, information technology, medicine and law have a 

prescribed curriculum that prevents students from taking on „elective‟ subjects such as 
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language studies (cf. Nettlebeck, et al., 2007; Pauwels, 2007; White & Baldauf, 2006). 

Thus, Pauwels (2002) argued, offering greater flexibility in degree structure will enable 

students to include language studies in these degree programs, which is not possible 

under present arrangements. In a bid to address this pressing need, some institutions 

have opted to introduce a Diploma of Languages that students can undertake 

concurrently with other degree programs (Nettlebeck, et al., 2007; Pauwels, 2002). 

Others have created combined degrees with language study as a formal co-requisite. 

These degrees include international business degrees, political science and international 

relations, education (B.Ed., Dip.Ed.) and other communications degrees majoring in 

journalism and public relations (Nettlebeck, et al., 2007). However these combined 

requirements extend the three year standard period of undergraduate studies to a four or 

five year period. Both initiatives add substantially to students‟ workload and financial 

burden, given that university fees are charged on a study unit basis (Pauwels, 2007). 

Universities should thus consider incentive schemes for students wishing to incorporate 

language study in their degree program. Such initiatives may involve waving or 

reducing tuition costs for these courses. Above all, in view of such a complex 

educational context, universities should encourage collaboration among faculties and 

language departments to ensure that while language study may remain an optional 

component, it becomes an integral part of degree programs.  

Programmatic constraints  

This building block is concerned with one of the arguments put forth in this thesis, 

that is, the need for a programmatic approach to developing a languaculture agenda. 

Approaching this task at program level would ensure genuine integration and 

development of a coherent languaculture thread interweaving language and non-

language course components. The contention behind this argument is that the 
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development of intercultural competencies, specifically „critical languaculture 

awareness‟, cannot be expected solely within one course, whether language or content, 

but rather within a program that includes a variety of learning contexts inside and 

outside the formal classroom environment. A „program approach‟ to curriculum 

innovation thus provides a coherent starting point for the courses involved and ensures 

alignment with overarching graduate outcomes from first to third year courses.  

Another tenet binding together this building block relates back to the 

developmental nature of raising learners‟ levels of „critical languaculture awareness‟. 

CLcA may be developed through a combination of formal and experiential learning. 

Indeed, formal learning that promotes reflection, together with individual and group 

experiential learning tasks, may be more conducive to processes of “perspective 

transformation” than exclusively formal learning (Mezirow, 1991, 2000). As the 

literature reveals, “perspective transformation” for languaculture learning takes place 

through interaction, not simply through exposure and analysis (McMeniman & Evans, 

1997). If learning a culture means learning the “system of symbols in the minds of the 

members of a society by which they interpret their experiences and predict the 

behaviour of their fellows” (Taylor & Sorenson, 1961, p. 350), then cultural instruction 

must include more than imparting factual information. Thus, it should not be conceived 

as passive reception of „facts‟ about language and culture, but rather as active 

involvement in communicative events. This means that language programs should 

consider a variety of contexts within their courses, integrating learning events inside and 

outside the classroom, in the learners‟ lingua franca and in the target language 

(Liddicoat, 2008), across both language and non-language course components.  

The four case studies that informed this investigation involved two language 

programs: Chinese and Italian. The Chinese language program lacked both articulation 
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among courses and agreement among teaching staff about the underlying language and 

culture teaching rationale. The Italian program, however, displayed a relatively coherent 

and cohesive rationale among courses and teachers involved. Both Cate and Sandra, the 

teacher–participants in this program, embraced the programmatic approach to 

curriculum innovation, albeit with different levels of integration in the courses where 

the PAR projects were implemented. Cate even acknowledged the need for such a 

programmatic approach, despite shortcomings in integrating the languaculture modules 

in her cultural context course. This view was supported by Sandra, who specifically 

mentioned the need to familiarise students with the terminology early in their 

languaculture learning journey. Student–interviewees also indicated that having taken 

two courses in the Italian program with shared information gave them a sense of 

consistency across courses and helped them to explore the same theoretical concepts in 

different contexts through different activities, which in turn helped them consolidate 

such concepts and their meaning.  

Nonetheless, efforts to commit to a programmatic approach to develop 

languaculture may pose some other challenges that need to be addressed from the start 

of the curriculum innovation process. A programmatic approach entails not only the 

definition of goals at program-level and at course-level so that specific instructional 

objectives may be identified at each stage, it also entails involvement of the whole 

teaching team and their willingness to embrace this type of curriculum innovation. 

Agreement among teachers on their beliefs and conceptualisations of what needs to be 

taught, as well as how and why, is essential.  
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8.4 Summary 

In this chapter I have carefully considered the findings of my research and have 

used them to address the second of my two research questions, which concerns how 

educators can approach curriculum innovation to develop intercultural competence in 

university language programs. I have justified and emphasised the need for innovation 

in language and culture pedagogy and therefore for formalising a pedagogical blueprint 

to promote the sustainable development of a languaculture agenda in Australian HE 

language programs. I have also offered a praxis-driven framework for curriculum 

development that, I argue, can serve well as this pedagogical blueprint, suggesting paths 

that lead to viable, sustainable improvement by guiding teachers on integrating a 

languaculture agenda in university language programs and in so doing helping to bridge 

the gap between theory and practice.  

This framework is „built‟ on three foundation stones: theoretical, pedagogical and 

institutional. Each foundation stone supports three columns made up of building blocks 

that can serve to guide integration of a languaculture agenda in university languages 

programs. In this context, languaculture functions as an alternative way of 

conceptualising the relationship between language and culture. This notion is 

complemented by a conceptual framework showing specific points of articulation 

between language and culture, which helps to formulate coherent learning objectives for 

the development of „critical languaculture awareness‟. The framework also presents the 

specific pedagogical steps to developing relevant elements of the curriculum within 

language programs. This languaculture curriculum development framework thus 

provides teachers with a flexible conceptualisation of culture learning that is not 

restricted by any given teaching methodology. It avoids notions of effectiveness and 

generalisability to focus on providing flexible descriptive guidelines as a blueprint for 
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creating extended instructional sequences that may be suitable across languages and 

may help teachers in promoting sustainable curriculum innovation processes.  

The notion of „critical languaculture awareness‟ and its potential to promote 

„perspective transformation‟ in teachers and learners provide a compelling argument for 

universities to consider formalising this framework. Such a move would also signal 

genuine commitment to the process of „internationalisation‟ that all Australian 

universities now espouse.  

On a personal level, my own perspective on language and culture pedagogy has 

been transformed deeply through this investigation. I set out on this task looking for a 

way to help language teachers integrate an intercultural dimension into their teaching 

practices. As the investigation progressed, I encountered almost all of the „stumbling 

blocks‟ that I have explained in this chapter – from the inadequacy of „should be‟ 

theoretical models to resistance of the curriculum stakeholders themselves. Critically 

understanding and positively embracing these stumbling blocks ultimately helped me to 

identify connections between the seemingly unbridgeable theory/practice chasm.  

In this study I have critically explored current theoretical trends and the 

convictions guiding policy documents, university mission statements and the curricula 

of university language programs, in conjunction with the perspectives of teacher and 

student participants in my investigation. I have been guided by these in preparing the 

framework that can serve as a coherent blueprint to scaffold the development of a 

languaculture agenda in the curriculum. Thus, while deeply embedded in the practical 

reality of languages education in Australian universities, the argument I propose centres 

on the importance of examining the theory/practice conundrum in relation to its 

institutional interface. This examination can be applied to other educational contexts 

and in the process can help to transform the perspectives of other theorists, practitioners 
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and policymakers to help build connections between the chasm now separating theory 

from practice in languages education. 
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Chapter 9 Conclusion 

This investigation began by problematising the seemingly unbridgeable gap 

between theory and practice in language and culture pedagogy within the Australian 

higher education context. In so doing, it questioned the underlying discrepancies 

between theoretical and practical aspects involved in the development and 

implementation of innovative curriculum projects aimed to foster what I have termed a 

„languaculture agenda‟. This final chapter starts by revisiting the aims and scope of this 

investigation. Next, it presents a summary of the each of the chapters in this thesis and 

outlines the main findings of this investigation. Finally, this chapter highlights a number 

of strengths and limitations, which, in turn, light the paths for emerging research 

agendas.  

9.1 Aims and scope revisited 

Two particular aims motivated my research. The first was to understand what 

caused the pervasive discrepancy between „ends‟ and „means‟, theory and practice in 

language and culture pedagogy. The second was to identify ways to address this 

discrepancy, particularly through avenues that may bridge the gap between theory and 

practice in language and culture pedagogy and in so doing, point towards paths of 

viable, sustainable innovation.  

As a result, the scope of this study had two trajectories. First, the study focused on 

critically re-examining discrepancies between the expected goals of languages 

education in relation to culture learning and the teaching approaches and practices in 

place to achieve them. Second, it focused on the curriculum development and 
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implementation strategies of university-level language teachers to address these 

discrepancies.  

9.2 Summary of thesis and findings 

In Chapters 2, 3 and 4, I examined theoretical aspects through critical review of 

the literature identifying the main limitations in three interrelated areas of concern in the 

field of language and culture pedagogy, building the case for alternative perspectives 

that may offset these shortcomings in practice. Chapter 2 presented a comprehensive 

review of the literature exploring current conceptualisations of culture and its 

relationship with language. Absence of clear conceptualisation opened the window on 

the need to provide theorists and practitioners with a clear, explicit conception of the 

relationship between language and culture and its manifestation in interaction. I use 

languaculture as a descriptor of this relationship, but more importantly the term also 

identifies the effect of culture in interaction. This chapter focused on conceptual 

frameworks to help stakeholders identify specific languaculture aspects in interaction 

for systematic analysis and study.  

Chapter 3 explored the conceptualisation of culture learning goals in language 

education, focusing specifically on the complex model of intercultural communicative 

competence (ICC). It identified the widespread use and application of this model and 

then moved its focus to „critical languaculture awareness‟ (CLcA) as a possible 

alternative. Chapter 4 provided a detailed explanation of the cultural dimension in the 

language curriculum and its manifestation (or lack thereof) in different curricular 

elements – teaching approaches, instructional objectives, syllabus selection, activities 

and assessment tasks. It also explored the paramount role of language teachers as 

curriculum innovators. The alternative perspectives presented in each of these chapters 
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informed the practical dimension of this investigation by setting the foundations for four 

exploratory case studies of curriculum innovation at an Australian university.  

In Chapter 5, I explained the research design underpinning the development of 

these case studies. The first section located this investigation within the qualitative, 

interpretative paradigm and justified my selection of specific research strategies. The 

second section focused on the mechanics of the research design and thus on the steps 

followed in developing the four case studies of curriculum innovation. The case studies 

entailed by a Participatory Action Research (PAR) component aimed to foster teacher–

participants‟ continuing professional development. This chapter also explained the use 

of multiple data collection tools and the analytical procedures I used to interpret data 

collected in the case studies. This chapter also explained the ways in which I sought to 

establish the trustworthiness of the findings throughout the course of this investigation. 

Chapter 6 presented and analysed the four exploratory case studies of curriculum 

innovation. It juxtaposed two complementary perspectives: top-down and bottom-up. 

The top-down perspective pointed to the inherently limiting structure of university 

language programs through discussing the state of play in languages education at 

Australian universities. The bottom-up perspective discussed what may be 

pedagogically achievable in the classroom through the development and implementation 

of the four case studies. These case studies set out to explore how language educators 

can begin to advance the development of a languaculture agenda through exploring the 

alternative perspectives that emerged in the literature review. Here I organised the 

qualitative data obtained from the multiple data sources – classroom observations, semi-

structured interviews with academics and students, and samples of classroom activities 

– under the recurrent themes that emerged from the implementation of the 

languaculture modules.  
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In Chapter 7, I discussed my critical interpretation of the findings presented in 

Chapter 6 to answer the first research question that guided this investigation. My critical 

interpretation of the findings highlighted valuable elements in current theory and 

practice, but also pointed to limitations that are caused largely by what is still a clear 

disconnect between theory and practice. In so doing, this chapter shaped the path to 

rebuilding connections between theory and practice to overcome these limitations. 

These connections were discussed in Chapter 8 to answer the second research question, 

and in so doing, advance a pedagogical blueprint that can serve as a guiding compass 

for theorists and practitioners when considering the variables involved in the complex 

process of traversing the theory/practice divide in language and culture teaching.  

Across these eight chapters, the present study makes a number of contributions to 

theoretical and practical knowledge, to which I now turn. However these strengths and 

limitations also light the paths for emerging research agendas. My discussion of agendas 

for future research does not pretend to be exhaustive. I have drawn from areas that 

proved to be problematical when analysing data and from areas that were beyond the 

scope of the present investigation but emerged as potentially significant for advancing 

theory and practice in the field of languages education.   

9.3 Strengths, limitations and emerging research agendas 

In this investigation I sought to bring about innovation of university language 

courses by helping in-service university teachers to respond most effectively to the 

demands of their redefined task: the development of language learners as intercultural 

speakers. Directed toward this task, my investigation fills a gap in the existing literature 

to advance the understanding of the mechanisms that may promote or constrain 

interculturally responsive practices in the under-researched context of higher education.  
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In this context, the most significant contribution of this investigation is its 

provision of a blueprint to help theorists and practitioners to traverse the gap between 

theory and practice in language teaching – at university level and below. I identified the 

complex web of elements that are responsible for this gap and systematically untangled 

them to explore their connections and impact on one another. In doing so I was able to 

turn theoretical and practical limitations or „stumbling blocks‟ into the „building blocks‟ 

that support my praxis-driven curriculum development framework.  

Since the focus of this investigation was language programs at university level in 

Australia, it brought to the foreground adult learning in terms of both the teacher–

participants and the student–participants in my empirical investigation. As such, this 

investigation has also shed light on the under-researched area of non-compulsory 

education. 

My discussion of research findings in Chapter 8 in particular has suggested a 

number of strengths and limitations of this investigation. It is important to outline them 

in more detail so that they can be used to help light the path for further research. As 

Merriam (1998) explained, all research projects can be discussed in terms of their 

relative strengths and limitations; both tend to be inherently related to the selection of 

the most suitable plan to address the research problem, its scope and delimitations.  

This investigation moved away from attempting to claim the „effectiveness‟ of the 

alternative languaculture exploration modules proposed to foster the development of 

„critical languaculture awareness‟. A focus on „effectiveness‟ would have entailed a 

prescriptive approach and its generalisability across contexts – cultural, linguistic, 

educational and so forth – which, as discussed in the literature, may prove largely 

unfeasible when considering the range of variables involved in a given educational 

research design.  Alternatively, my inquiry into the development and implementation of 
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languaculture exploration modules was exploratory and as such sought to provide 

models of curriculum designs that may help teachers to bridge the gap between the 

broadened educational aim of languages education and the practical challenges 

involved. 

Due to its exploratory nature, this investigation focused on a relatively small 

sample of courses. Sacrificing breadth for depth enabled me to have extended 

engagement with the teacher–participants involved and provided valuable insight into 

four different curriculum innovation experiences. Because of the time constraints 

inherent in course delivery over the academic calendar, I could be involved with only 

two courses at a time, per semester. I sought to study at least one language course 

component and one non-language course component within two different language 

programs.  

Nevertheless, the limitations of this investigation may encourage further research 

to confirm, extend or even disconfirm the results I have obtained. Through my 

investigation I have identified at least four areas which I have argued require future 

research.  

The first concern research design. At least two paths are evident for future 

research design. One is selection of a larger sample of courses within a language faculty 

across a larger number of language programs; the other is selection of a larger number 

of courses within a given language program. Future research designs may also consider 

long-term engagement with participants. Here the options may vary in terms of focus 

and scope. This investigation brought teachers to the foreground of the research design 

in their paramount role as curriculum developers and potential agents of educational 

innovation. Future research agendas may continue to focus on teachers but engage in 

longitudinal study of their practices. A teacher-focused longitudinal study underpinned 
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by a participatory action research design may shed valuable light on the various 

processes of professional development that emerge from the iterative cycles of inquiry.  

The second area concerns the development of data collection tools to explore the 

transformative theory of adult learning used in this investigation and involved in 

„perspective transformation‟ processes. In addition to teaching practices, the findings 

suggested that teachers‟ own level of „critical languaculture awareness‟ may be a 

relevant variable worth investigating. If so, inclusion of additional data collection tools 

such as teachers‟ reflective journals may provide further insights into their reflective 

processes. Alternatively, bringing the learner variable to the foreground may also 

present a significant contribution to the field. Future researchers may thus shift their 

focus to the development of learners‟ „critical languaculture awareness‟ and engage in 

long-term examination of processes for raising learners‟ awareness. A learner-focused 

longitudinal study on the development of different levels of „critical languaculture 

awareness‟, for instance, may enable delineation of a path for learners‟ life-long journey 

to becoming increasingly aware of the languaculture dimension in communication.  

A third area concerns innovation of specific elements of the curriculum. This 

investigation looked at the curriculum as a whole, however, focusing on specific 

elements such as the materials and tasks that may have useful input to promoting 

„cognitive dissonance‟ and leading to „perspective transformation‟ can make a 

significant contribution to the present under-endowment of material.  Finally, a fourth 

avenue for future research concerns new technologies. Only one of the case studies in 

this investigation, Case Study D, utilised an online forum to promote further discussion 

of the issues raised in class. Both Cate and Sandra expressed an interest in exploring the 

use of new technologies such as blogs and wikis that may provide learners with the 

opportunity to continue expressing their ideas. Such technologies may also provide 
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suitable avenues for learners who are timid or are from languaculture backgrounds that 

make it challenging for them to share opinions in class, „on the spot‟. Here it may be 

instructive to explore discursive features of the discussions, which may shed light on 

learner‟s co-construction and co-development of critical awareness raising processes.  

Overall, the limitations of this investigation are that it relies on evidence from a 

limited number of case studies conducted in one particular educational setting. 

Nonetheless, its strengths are that it relies on a thorough, in-depth description of its 

research design and analysis of its findings. This will ensure the transferability and 

applicability of the data collection tools and the findings to other contexts. Indeed, 

future implementation of this praxis-driven curriculum innovation framework will 

enable the findings of this investigation to be verified and extended.  

I contend that innovations brought about by the need to further develop the 

language/culture dimension of the curriculum will drive future pedagogical debates and 

teaching practices in the field of languages education. In this context, it is important to 

consider that in promoting innovations to bridge the theory/practice gap, small, 

carefully planned, cautious steps may be better than illusory quantum leaps. 

Furthermore, as the imperative to produce interculturally competent citizens strengthens 

further, the value of the framework I have articulated and its goal of developing a 

languaculture agenda in Australian HE language programs will become ever more 

relevant for the future of the nation as a whole.  
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Appendix 1 Protocol for teacher interviews  

A. Initial interviews with teacher–participants 

Carrying out in-depth semi-structured interviews with teacher–participants was 

essential in order to establish the language and culture teaching and learning rationales 

in the selected courses. This initial interview helped establish the teacher–participants‟ 

understanding of the relationship between language and culture as well as their 

approaches to language and culture pedagogy.  The interviews had the following 

structure:  

Introduction:  

 Brief explanation regarding anonymity and tape-recording: go through the Ethical 

Clearance, Informed consent package.  

Elicitation of demographic data  

 Where were you born? 

 What languages do you speak/teach?  

Academic background 

 Years of experience teaching. 

Part 1: Opinions/beliefs/ understandings of key concepts in language and culture 

teaching and learning: 

This section elicited data in relation to the instructors‟ understandings of the 

concept of culture and its relationship with language:  

 What comes to your mind when you think of „culture‟?  

 Describe what you see as the relationship between language and culture. (How do 

you think they are related? 

 Describe you rationale for teaching culture in the language class 

 What about goals for the language program and subject outlines.  
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Part 2: Language and culture teaching practices: 

This section intends to explore language instructors‟ opinions on culture teaching 

methodologies and teaching practices. The instructors will be asked questions on their 

rationale for teaching culture, relevance, time allocation, goals and assessment.  

 Do you think language and culture can be taught in an integrated way? 

 How are language and culture learning specifically incorporated in practice in your 

everyday teaching? You may wish to consider subject outline, assessment, 

textbooks, materials, and any other aspects of practice.  

 What are the sorts of „cultural input‟ you use? How often do you use them? When 

(beginning/end of class/chapters)? 

 Describe what sort of „cultural learning activities‟ do you use in class? 

 Describe what sort of „culture‟ or „cultural material‟ do you use? (Are you satisfied 

with the cultural contents of your textbook / culture teaching material available in 

this country? Elaborate.  

 In what ways do you think this could be improved?  

 Do you discuss stereotypes? How? 

 When you discuss culture aspects, do you do it in the target language or in English? 

Do you think the cultural context course that complements your language course 

deals with culture in a satisfying way?  

 Discuss time pressures/constraints - Culture teaching - WHEN? (At the end of 

chapter/unit?/every opportunity?/ From beginners‟ levels?)  

 Do you feel language has to give way to culture?  

 What is the sort of cultural knowledge students come to class with? What do you 

think are their expectations regarding culture learning?  

 Do you find students ask you questions on cultural issues on a regular basis?  

 Can culture learning be assessed? How? 

 

Part 3:  Professional Development: 

The question in this section aimed at eliciting information on the participants‟ 

familiarity with Australian language-in education policies; their familiarity with culture-

teaching methodologies; and the available options for professional development in these 

areas. 
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 Are you familiar with Australian language-in education policies in relation to the 

culture teaching? 

 Are you aware of any work in progress in this area that is responding effectively to 

policy goals? (Please provide details).  

 Are you familiar with culture-teaching methodologies?  

 Do you feel prepared to teach face cultural issues in class?  

 Do you feel language and culture is part of the dialogue among other teachers? 

 How do you deal with sessional teacher‟s professional development in these areas?  

 Any comments? Something I didn‟t ask?  
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B. Final Interviews with Teacher–participants 

Introduction:  

Brief explanation regarding anonymity and tape-recording: go through the Ethical 

Clearance, Informed consent package.  

Start by thanking participants for agreeing to collaborate in this research project. 

Explain the purpose of the interview, that is, to help them reflect and critically evaluate 

the effect this collaborative project had on their courses, but most importantly on their 

language and culture teaching practices.  

Just as a reminder, I provided a graphic representation of the sequence of 

activities followed in the project:  
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Part 1: Language and Culture Teaching Rationale  

After having been involved in this research project:  

1.1 Describe what you see now as the relationship between language and culture. (Do 

you think it has changed since the start of the interventions?)  

1.2 Do you think language and culture can be taught in an integrated way? 

1.3 With regard to the development of the different levels of languaculture awareness, 

what do you see now as attainable goals in your course(s)?  

1.4 Describe what your future rationale for teaching culture in the language class will be 

like. 

Part 2: Curriculum Development 

Please indicate the effect the interventions had on the development and 

implementation of the course‟s language and culture curriculum elements. You may use 

the bullet points and questions as prompts for reflection:  

2.1 GOALS 

Relevance to the course. (e.g. did the interventions help/hinder the achievement of 

the aims described in the course outline? Particularly, in relation to the language and 

culture aims.) 

2.2 TEACHING APPROACH/FORMAT OF THE INTERVENTIONS  

 Time allocated. (e.g. was it too little/too much time?)  

 Frequency of the interventions.  

 Discuss time pressures/constraints. 

 Format (PPT – accessible online).  

 Language used to deliver the presentations. (In the case of language courses, use of 

English during class discussions).  

 Format of the class discussions. (Use of open questions to promote awareness-

raising).  
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2.3 CONTENT OF INTERVENTIONS  

Opinion on the LANGUACULTURE Framework (How effective was this 

framework in the context of your course in making the relationship between 

language and culture explicit to the students?) 

Opinion on the level of technicality of the concepts presented during the 

interventions. (e.g. languaculture, „levels of politeness‟, did you find the terms 

presented too technical?) 

Opinion on the students‟ reflection on both native and target 

languacultures. 

2.4 MATERIALS 

Use of the reference reading. (Did you find the set reading was adequate 

for the course?) 

Use of authentic material (videos, etc.)  

2.5 ASSESSMENT 

Overall opinion on the relevance of assessment of languaculture 

component.   

Opinion on the use of „participation‟ weight allocated for „reflection 

sheets‟, quizzes, forum participation, etc.  

How did you feel about discussing/reflecting on behaviours that learners 

may/may not (be able to) adopt about the target languaculture?  

What type of assessment would you suggest be more useful?  
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Part 3: The Research Project & your Prof.  Development 

3.1 In what ways do you feel this collaborative teaching project enhanced your 

professional development in the area of language and culture teaching?  

3.2   What aspects of this collaborative teaching project did find most helpful/beneficial 

for you as a language teacher?  

3.3 What aspects of this collaborative teaching project did you find 

unhelpful/detrimental for you as a language teacher?  

3.4 What changes would you suggest for future collaborative teaching projects of this 

kind?  

3.5   How would you compare this experience with traditional professional development 

workshops? 

Part 4: Language and Culture Teaching Practices  

4.1 Since participating in this research project, how have your language and culture 

teaching practices changed if at all?  

 If possible, please provide evidence from course outlines/ activities/tasks/ materials 

you have created/feedback from students‟ evaluations/ etc.  

 Any comments/questions? Something you would like to ask/mention that I did not 

include in this questionnaire? 
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Appendix 2 Protocol for student interviews  

Interviews with Student–participants 

Introduction:  

Brief explanation regarding anonymity and tape-recording: go through the Ethical 

Clearance, Informed consent package.  

Elicitation of demographic data  

 Nationality  

 Studies 

 Knowledge / Experience with the target languaculture (visit to the country, family, 

friends, etc.) 

 Reason for learning the target language  

General Overview:  

 General perception/overview of the INTERVENTIONS („Intercultura worskshops‟, 

mini-presentations, etc.)  

 Overall coherence of the presentations 

 Overall quality of the discussions 

 Did you feel these presentations were well integrated?  

Opinion on the format of the interventions:  

 Time allocated 

 Frequency of the presentation 

 Format (ppt – accessible online) 

 Language used to deliver the presentations 

Content of the interventions:  

 Use of terminology (level of technicality)  

 Use of the reference reading  

 Reflecting on both native and target languacultures 
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Assessment: 

 Opinion on the use of „participation‟ weight allocated for „reflection sheets‟, forum 

participation, etc.  

 Opinion on the assessment of languaculture knowledge  

 What type of assessment would you suggest be more useful?  

 How did you feel about discussing/reflecting on behaviours that you would be able 

to adopt or not about the target languaculture?  

Experience outside the class: 

 Where there any particular topics we discussed that were particularly useful in your 

personal life? Knowledge/skills that you were able to apply?  

 Which topics did you find more relevant/interesting? 

 In what ways did these interventions affect your language learning process?  

 Did you experience instances of miscommunication outside the classroom that you 

were able to understand through the knowledge gained in the class?  

 Were you able to transfer this knowledge into other areas of your life?  

 Regarding course content: 

 Did you find these interventions relevant in this course?  

 Would you have preferred to have done them in a different course (language, 

context, etc.)? 

Regarding teaching team: 

 Did you feel having a non-native speaker discuss intercultural issues had any impact 

on the delivery of the presentations?  

 Was there anything that I didn‟t ask you that you would like to share or that you 

expected to be asked today? 
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Appendix 3 Interview transcription sample 

Example of teacher–participant interview raw content analysis. Identification of 

emerging themes.   
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Appendix 4 Interview Leximancer coding sample 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This concept map produced by Leximancer presents the main themes (named by 

concept words) discussed with a student-interviewee as well as the relationship amongst 

the themes. For instance, starting from the left hand side, the peripheral concept words 

described relate to the cognitive processes discussed in the interview (learning, aware; 

learn, understand) they were peripheral to the main topics discussed which centred on 

the content of the course (China, Chinese, language, culture, and so forth). When 

placing the cursor on any of the theme/concept, the right hand side of the window 
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would display the interview transcript in which instances of this theme/concept may be 

further explored. 

The concept mapping process was applied to each interview transcript document 

as well as groups of transcript documents, thus producing maps that graphically 

illustrated recurrent themes such as „time constraints‟ in the interviews with teacher–

participants‟ and students‟ views on the „integration‟ of languaculture modules and 

„curriculum‟ elements (e.g. assessment tasks, reflective tasks, and so forth).  
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Appendix 5 Research diary entry sample 
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Appendix 6 Classroom observations 

This particular data collection tool was essential to corroborate the data obtained 

in the interviews, questionnaires and Focus Group Discussion.  The observations were 

structured (the classroom observation grid can be found in the appendix section), and 

explored whether or not any cultural aspects were discussed, the type of materials used 

to discuss them and the medium of instruction.  

The observations were used to verify whether: 

1- Language teachers have an ad hoc approach to explicitly incorporating cultural 

aspects of the target language.  

2 - Language teachers that do (incidentally) introduce cultural aspects focus on 

aspects that are not entirely language related (traditions, food, music). 

3 - The incidental explanation of these aspects is presented as a “fact” not a 

“reflection” on language and culture.  
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Appendix 7 Sample lesson plan  

Case Study B: Italian Language Course  
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Appendix 8 Case Study A: Languaculture Workshop Presentation 
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Appendix 9 Case Study B: Languaculture Workshop Presentation 
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Appendix 10 Case Study C: Languaculture Workshop Presentation 
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Appendix 11 Case Study D: Languaculture Lecture Presentation 
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Appendix 12 Case Study D: Discovery Page 
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