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ABSTRACT

This study examines the effects of new media use on levels of ethnocentricity
and rhetorical sensitivity. Ethnocentricity is the tendency to judge out-groups using
the in-group as the standard for what is good, correct, and natural. Rhetorical
sensitivity is characterized by having a high concern for both the self and the other in
communication interactions. Intercultural sensitivity was used as a mediating factor
for the effects of new media use. Using a path analysis, the results revealed that the
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participated in the study were barely indirectly related to their use of new media
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levels were significantly negatively related. A model of the effects was developed to
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Introduction

This chapter provides a set of reasons as a logical basis justifying the research.
The logical basis will consist of explanations and examples of established theoretical
concepts and issues related to intercultural communication competence and
contemporary uses of communication technology and new media. In addition, a
statement of the problem, the research question, the research objectives, and the
significance of the research are provided. This chapter will show that the following
theoretical concepts are related and that further exploration can provide a deeper
understanding of intercultural communication competence that was previously
lacking.

1.2 Rationale

Intercultural communication competence is an area of research that is growing
and adapting with new ideas in communication studies. This thesis aims to investigate
what relationship exists between a person’s self-reported use of new media
technology and two concepts purported as contributors to intercultural communication
competence: ethnocentrism and rhetorical sensitivity. Additionally, the possibility of a
representation of common ground between ethnocentrism and rhetorical sensitivity is
explored. After providing an explanation of concepts, the potential for relationships
between the concepts of intercultural communication competence, ethnocentrism,

rhetorical sensitivity, and people’s use of new media technology will emerge.



While the main variables under investigation focus on ethnocentrism,
rhetorical sensitivity, and a person’s use of new media technology, the end result will
provide a better of understanding of intercultural communication competence. As a
result, the initial part of this chapter will begin with a conceptual discussion on
communication competence, leading to intercultural communication competence, how
ethnocentrism and rhetorical sensitivity tie into intercultural communication
competence, and ending with how the consumption of new media can be an
influencing factor.

Competence is used to describe doing something successfully and efficiently;
thus, we can gleam a general definition for communication competence as
communicating successfully and efficiently. However, more descriptive definitions
are available. In developing a communication competence model, Owen (1979) used
the following definition: the ability to manipulate, interact, cope, express feelings,
self-disclose, change and influence others, confirm one’s self concept, behave
flexibly, take risks, and give feedback. Furthermore, Owen (1979) found many
commonalities in the various descriptions of communication competence: being
empathic (taking the role of the other), being behaviorally flexible (choosing an
appropriate role from a repertoire), giving feedback, being responsible of thoughts of
feelings, and self-disclosing. These characteristics are some of the linking factors
between the key concepts this thesis investigates.

In communication competence, flexibility is not just choosing the right words
to say, but rather the correct communicative behavior. Barbour (1981) notes that
“although language may be important to competence, it does not guarantee it” (p. 45).

Competence requires the selection of behaviors to successfully communicate the



desired message. The available behaviors in a person’s repertoire should expand
beyond language; for example, nonverbal communication. In other words, when the
word “behavior” is used in a communication context, the meaning should encompass
any action employed to share some meaning between participants in a communication
process.

The flexible nature of communication competence is not only dependent on
the sender’s available repertoire of behaviors, but also the context of the
communication bout. As Barbour (1981) put it, “competence is situation dependent”
(p. 46). The appropriateness of a communication behavior is determined by the goals
of the communicator and the situation (Barbour, 1981). The situation, or context, of
the interaction can include where the communication is taking place, when it happens,
who is involved, and the relationship between the participants (Spitzberg, 1983).
According to Spitzberg (1983), “many behaviors are idiosyncratic to given
relationships” (p. 327). Duran and Kelly (1985) identified cognitive complexity as a
required characteristic for communication competence. They describe cognitive
complexity as the ability to perceive and interpret contextual clues in order to select
the most appropriate communication behavior (Duran & Kelly, 1985). Further
stressing the importance of the contextual nature of communication competence, the
communication competence model developed by Littlejohn and Jabusch (1982)
includes two requirements related to our discussion: process understanding, and
interpersonal sensitivity. Process understanding warns of knowing the rules of the
communication interaction while striving to manage those rules with flexibility.
Interpersonal sensitivity involves understanding one self and the other while carefully

watching for environmental clues. Therefore, flexibility in communication



competence is knowing how to adapt our behaviors in any given situation to achieve
the highest probability of success.

Our knowledge of ourselves and the communication context, however, is not
enough. Of the commonalities of communication competence characteristics found by
Owen (1979), empathy is the other key concept highly related to the variables under
the current thesis’ investigation. Empathy is the ability to take the role of the other
person. “An empathic person would have the ability to ‘decenter’ and be able to take
the role of the other person” (Barbour, 1971, p. 47). Barbour (1981) further notes that
we need to be “less egocentric, less turned inward, more perceptive to others, and
more alert to the ways that those we interact with think and feel and behave” (p. 49).
The decentering characteristic of empathy is a “reaction to another that reflects
recognition and understanding of the other” (Redmond, 1985, p. 377). Empathy is a
shift of focus from the self, to the other.

To communicate competently with flexibility and empathy, there are two
required components: behavior and knowledge. McCroskey (1982) eloquently
describes the need to “break down complex communication behaviors into small
component skills that can be learned” by learning from past situations and
determining which behaviors will yield the greater chance of success (p. 5). By
focusing on behaviors, we are focusing on things that can be easily observed, taught,
and learned. In regard to our ability to be empathic and accurately perceive and
interpret our communication contexts, knowledge is the key factor. Hazleton and
Cupach (1986) state that knowledge of the realm of culture, social, and interpersonal
rules govern the acceptability of message behavior. Furthermore, to employ empathy,

individuals must possess a certain level of knowledge about the other in an attempt to



better understand them.

While many similarities exist between the two, intercultural communication
competence’s demands expand beyond the ones prescribed by interpersonal
communication competence. Early developments of intercultural communication
competence models have included some of the same characteristics of interpersonal
communication competence with some additions. For example, Ruben and Kealey’s
(1979) seven characteristics of intercultural communication competence include 1)
respect for the other, 2) nonjudgmental responses, 3) an orientation for knowledge
(culture specific knowledge and knowledge about intercultural communication), 4)
empathy, 5) self-oriented role behavior, 6) interaction management (initiating
interactions, managing turns in communication, and interaction termination), and 7)
tolerance for ambiguity (tolerating what is not clear or certain in the communication
interaction). Later, the same characteristics were modified by Gudykunst and Hammer
(1984) to exclude self-oriented role behavior. The characteristics were used to assess
intercultural communication competence in an experiment testing the efficacy of an
intercultural communication workshop (Gudykunst & Hammer, 1984).

From identifying characteristics contributing to intercultural communication
competence, behaviors were also added to the equation. Using an integrative approach
of the sojourner’s characteristics and behaviors, Chen (1989) developed a model of

intercultural communication competence as shown in figure 1.1 (p. 121).



DIMENSIONS COMPONENTS

Self-Disclosure
Personal Self-Awareness

Atteibutes Self-Concept

Social Relaxation

Message Skills
Communication Social Skills

Skills < Flexibility
Interaction Management

Intercultural
Communication
Competence

Frustration
Psychological Stress
Adaptation Alienation

Ambiguity

Social Values
Cultural Social Customs

Awareness Social Norms

Social Systems

Figure 1: The Dimensions and Components of Intercultural Communication
Competence
Source: Chen, G.M. (1989). Relationships of the dimensions of intercultural
communication competence. Communication Quarterly, 37(2), 118-133.
Chen’s (1989) model breaks intercultural communication competence down into four
dimensions: 1) personal attributes (self-disclosure, self-awareness, self-concept, and
social relaxation), 2) communication skills (message skills, social skills, flexibility,
and interaction management), 3) psychological adaptation (frustration, stress,
alienation, and ambiguity), and 4) cultural awareness (social values, customs, norms,
and systems). Of the four dimensions, communication skills and cultural awareness
provide the strongest connection between the intercultural communication
competence and the concepts this thesis investigates.
Following the focus on empathy and behavior flexibility, the communication

skills dimension directly addresses these two. Chen (1989) later discovered that



“individuals with higher behavioral flexibility are more likely to be competent in
intercultural communication” (p. 254). “Social skills include empathy or perspective
taking, identity maintenance, and human relation skills,” according to Chen (1989, p.
120). In 2006, Arasaratnam (2006) tested a different model of intercultural
communication competence and found a direct measurement of empathy to be
significantly correlated to intercultural communication competence.

The cultural awareness dimension addresses our focus on cultural knowledge
and fluency, which Chen (1990) also pointed out that “individuals with a higher
degree of cultural awareness are more likely to be competent in intercultural
communication” (p. 256). In a meta-analysis of intercultural communication
competence research, Bradford, Allen, and Beisser (2000) found that both knowledge
and skill are significantly related to intercultural communication competence. In
Beamer’s (1992) development of a model for learning intercultural communication
competence, she stressed “the importance of cultural fluency” and covering the ways
of acquiring knowledge about a culture. “Learning intercultural communication
competence requires a willingness to acknowledge the frequently unexpected
differences in a new culture” stated Beamer (1992, pg. 302), further adding the
importance of “asking questions about the culture that will reveal fundamental values
and meanings that moderate the way people communicate in particular situations” (p.
302). Further support of a knowledge oriented component in intercultural
communication competence comes from Lussier’s (2007) review of the theory and
framework behind intercultural communication competence. Lussier (2007) divided
the theory and framework into three domains: 1) intercultural cognitive knowledge

(history, culture and identity, similarities and differences), 2) know-how competence



(verbal communication factors), and 3) existential competence (cultural awareness
and understanding, accepting and interpreting, and internalizing culture).

Additionally, the psychological adaptation dimension including dealing with
ambiguity will demonstrate to be a connecting factor in theories of intercultural
communication competence. Dealing with ambiguity has been described as managing
uncertainty through careful observation of the other in order to make appropriate
communication decisions (Gudykunst, 1995).

However, only having knowledge of another culture does not promote
intercultural communication competence. Menecke (1993) prescribes critical
appropriation of other cultures by respecting the values held by other cultures.
Menecke’s (1993) critical appropriation seems to coincide with Lussier’s (2007)
existential competence domain where he explains the importance of accepting,
interpreting, and internalizing culture. Furthermore, in Arasaratnam’s (2006)
intercultural communication competence model, he relates having an “attitude toward
other cultures,” which was defined as “a positive, hon-ethnocentric disposition toward
people from other cultures” (p. 94), to intercultural communication competence.

Ethnocentrism directly relates to intercultural communication. Ethnocentrism,
first developed by Sumner (1906), is “concerned with how the in-group is likely to
respond toward itself and toward the out-group” (Rhine, 1989, p. 2). It is the tendency
of a group to view themselves as the standard for which other groups will be judged.
Neuliep (2002) neatly conceptualizes ethnocentrism “as an individual psychological
disposition where the values, attitudes, and behaviors of one’s in-group are used as the
standard for judging and evaluating another group’s values, attitudes, and behaviors”

(p. 201). Rhine (1989) contends that ethnocentrism gives “insight into discrimination



and prejudice as they relate to intercultural communication” (p. 2). If we consider the
contents of culture, we can see that ethnocentrism is related to intercultural
communication through the use of values, attitudes, and behaviors when
communicating.

Previous looks into ethnocentrism suggest that it is not only related to
intercultural communication, but a factor in intercultural communication competence.
Neuliep and McCroskey (1997) specifically noted that “ethnocentrism is [...] an
obstacle to intercultural communication competence” (p. 389). Rhine’s (1989)
characteristics of ethnocentrism include how it “may interfere with our social
perception as we are not able to recognize communication aspects of another culture”
(p. 5), “encourages recognition of differences and over-emphasizing those
differences” (p. 5), “encourages us to respond to the other with aggression, hostility,
or suspicion” (p. 6), “encourages inaccurate stereotypes” (p. 6), and “discourages
communication interaction” (p. 7). Toale and McCroskey (2001) found that
ethnocentrism was a predictor for inter-ethnic communication apprehension, and
Neuliep (2012) found that “both ethnocentrism and communication apprehension
impede intercultural communication” (p. 12), further adding that “ethnocentric people
see little importance in understanding other cultures” (p. 12). Arasaratnam and
Banerjee (2007) state that “ethnocentrism strongly hinders motivation to interact with
people from other cultures” (p. 309). In addition, Kim and Hubbard (2007) note that
“ethnocentrism leads to a misunderstanding of others” (p. 225).

In its essence, ethnocentrism impedes intercultural communication
competence through a number of ways. Ethnocentrism does not support a person’s

cultural awareness by interfering with the recognition of the cultural aspects of others.
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Ethnocentrism impedes positive feedback by encouraging aggressive, hostile, and
suspicious responses. Ethnocentrism further reduces the likelihood of achieving
cultural fluency by increasing apprehension when communicating with cultural others
and by reducing motivation to interact with cultural others. It is clear that
ethnocentrism is a significant characteristic that needs to be reduced to achieve
intercultural communication competence.

Another concept demonstrated to be closely related to intercultural
communication competence is rhetorical sensitivity. A rhetorically sensitive person
possesses five traits: (1) tries to accept role-taking as part of the human condition, (2)
attempts to avoid stylized verbal behavior, (3) is characteristically willing to undergo
the strain of adaptation, (4) seeks to distinguish between all information and
information acceptable for communication, and (5) tries to understand that an idea can
be rendered in multi-form ways (Hart & Burks, 1972, p.75). “The rhetorically
sensitive person is an undulating, fluctuating entity, always unsure, always guessing,
continually weighing. The rhetorically sensitive person deals with the most slipper of
intellectual stuff, the values, attitudes, and philosophical predispositions of others”
(Hart & Burks, 1972, p. 91). Hart, Carlson, and Eadie (1980) discuss the concept of
rhetorical sensitivity has a mind-set rather than a behavioral guideline:

It represents a way of thinking about what should be said and, then, deciding

how to say it. Rhetorical sensitivity is not a behavioral guideline for measuring

one’s interpersonal competence but is a mind-set which some persons apply

usefully in their everyday lives (p. 2).

Ward, Bluman, & Dauria (1982) elaborate on the concept of rhetorical

sensitivity by providing six assumptions: 1) participants use rhetoric to achieve
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relational goals; 2) individuals must consider the decisions their active audience will
make in the communication process; 3) the situational constraints, or context, is
dynamic; 4) human action is not inevitable, but based on probability; 5)
communicators must invent styles for communicating; and 6) adaptation of selves
must occur in the context of the relationship. Adaptation, as previously purported as
an important factor in both communication competence and intercultural
communication competence, is a reoccurring theme in the discussion of various
intercultural communication theories; especially, rhetorical sensitivity. Ward, et al.
(1982) shed light on the connection between rhetorical sensitivity, adaptation, and
culture by stating that effective long-term relationships might require “one or both
parties to sacrifice or modify short-term, pragmatic goals. In effect we might have to
adapt by mutually reorienting our values and ideas” (p. 194). In their research on
rhetorical sensitivity among Thais, Knutson, and Posirisuk (2006) noted that the
flexible style of Thai communication is a contributing factor to their high level of
rhetorical sensitivity; thus, further supporting the connection between Intercultural
communication competence and rhetorical sensitivity. Furthermore, Knutson and
Posirisuk (2006), report that “the rhetorically sensitive individual has a concern for
self and a concern for others with a situational perspective likely to produce
intercultural communication competence” (p. 206). Where previous research on
intercultural communication competence failed to provide “generalizable traits
associated with intercultural communication competence,” research on rhetorical
sensitivity in intercultural communication would prevail (Knutson, et al., 2006, p.
206). Rhetorical sensitivity is also related to intercultural communication competence

in the psychological adapter dimension. Rhetorical sensitivity may enhance
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uncertainty avoidance management, thereby influencing intercultural communication
competence (Knutson, et al., 2006). Dilbeck, and McCroskey (2009) have noted a
conceptual similarity between rhetorical sensitivity and communication competence
in that they both require analyzing the situation and then selecting the best behavior
for achieving communication success. However, they argue that the two might be
separate applications for observing interpersonal communication competence.

New media represents a new emergence of daily life activities that pervade
millions of people’s lives. In 2012, the Internet saw 34% penetration
(Internetworldstats, 2012). Over one billion mobile phones are smart phones, capable
of browsing the internet and accessing new media applications that enable social
networking. 39% of Americans spend more time socializing online than they do in
face-to-face interactions (Badoo, 2012). The amount of people accessing new media
and the amount of time they are spending doing it is enough to warrant this thesis,
especially considering the global nature of new media which attempts to identify
factors of using communication technology as contributors to intercultural
communication in terms of ethnocentrism and rhetorical sensitivity.

Media has been proven to be an interesting and relevant factor in various
aspects of intercultural communication. Social media, smart phones, Line, Whatsapp,
Skype, text messaging, computer mediated communication, virtual worlds and multi-
player on line games make up the landscape of new media through the use of new
Internet based technologies with increasing access. In Shuter's (2012) review of new
media research in intercultural communication, issues of acculturation, intercultural
dialogue, and third culture building were found to be lacking. Allison and Emmers-

Sommer (2011) found that traditional media, specifically television, use had a
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significant effect on levels of acculturation, thus, further supporting the notion of use
of media affecting intercultural communication phenomena. Additionally, it was
found that reading international news in newspapers was significantly negatively
correlated to ethnocentrism, suggesting that traditional media use had an impact on
levels of ethnocentrism (Korzenny, Del Toro, & Gaudino, 1987). It is further noted
that the Internet use is linked to levels of international engagement through increasing
knowledge of the world and facilitating a sense of belonging in the “global village”
context (Kwak, Poor, and Skoric, 2006). Therefore, new media, which is largely
Internet based technology, should yield important discoveries in intercultural
communication. Intercultural sensitivity is suggested as a mediating factor between
new media and the other two variables as it represents a person’s interest in learning
about different cultures, their ability to recognize cultural differences and similarities,
and the respect they have for other cultures. Bhawuk and Brislin (1992) state that
interculturally sensitivity people must “be sensitive enough to notice cultural
differences and also be willing to modify their behavior” (p. 416). Thus, this study
recognizes the presence of intercultural sensitivity as a necessity for evaluating the
relationship between new media use and intercultural communication competence.

1.3 Statement of Problem

This thesis sets out to explore the relationship between new media use and
variables (ethnocentrism and rhetorical sensitivity) proven to be highly related to
intercultural communication competence. Because of the irrelevance of previous
research linking media use to intercultural communication and the lack of new
research exploring new media use in relation to intercultural communication, there

exists a gap in the understanding of behaviors related to intercultural communication.
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Where previous research has suggested relationships between media use and
intercultural communication competence characteristics (Korzenny, et al., 1987),
following studies have yet to explore the effects of new media use. Furthermore,
Dimmick, Chen, and Li (2004) suggest a competition between new and old media
where the introduction of new media reduces the amount of time spent on old media,
thus, making the effects of old media less relevant in today’s new media saturated
environment. The old research no longer serves the body of knowledge in intercultural
communication.

Therefore, this thesis measures ethnocentrism and rhetorical sensitivity against
use in new media technology. Understanding how new media plays a role in
intercultural communication is critical due to the pervasive nature of new media. Both
ethnocentrism and rhetorical sensitivity have played important roles in better
understanding intercultural communication competence and must be further explored
as the human communication environment changes.

If significant relationships are revealed, it will increase the information
available to provide teachable principles in education that demands intercultural
communication understanding, and intercultural communication workshops.
Regardless of the results, testing for a relationship will reveal new information that
will assist in future research and in the development of educational efforts related to
intercultural communication, such as workshops.

1.4 Research Question

As intercultural communication research continues to demand a better
understanding of what factors contribute to intercultural communication competence

and how they manifest and operate, applying tested concepts proven to be significant
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in new contexts is critical to developing the body of knowledge in intercultural
communication in a relevant direction. While the previous research of traditional
media in the intercultural context has fallen behind the times in the wake of new
media technology, it does serve as a catalyst and the motivation behind this thesis. It
suggests the potential for relationships to exist between the variables; however, the
difference between traditional media and new media is vast. Where traditional media
is low in interaction and engagement, new media involves the audience in a way that
blurs the line between sender and receiver. New media provides the ability for the
audience to instantaneously provide feedback as messages that can be received by
other audience members. Furthermore, traditional media provides a limited selection
of media to consume, where the on-demand nature of new media provides a near
limitless choice for users to access in real-time and anywhere their hand-held devices
have access to the Internet, which continues to expand.

The concepts of ethnocentrism and rhetorical sensitivity are clearly related to
intercultural communication competence. Media has been shown to be directly related
to ethnocentrism and indirectly related to aspects of rhetorical sensitivity. New media
use has suffered a lack of quantitative exploratory research that is a major downfall of
the current research in both intercultural communication and new media. Therefore,
this thesis aims to remedy the current lack of exploratory research in this field.

RQ1: Are the variables of ethnocentrism and self-reported use in new media
technology related?

RQ2: Are the variables of rhetorical sensitivity and self-reported use in new media
technology related?

RQ3: Are the variables of ethnocentrism and rhetorical sensitivity related as they are
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both dimensions of intercultural communication competence?
RQ4: Does intercultural sensitivity mediate the relationships between self-reported
new media and both ethnocentrism and rhetorical sensitivity.

1.5 Objective

1. To test the relationship between self-reported new media use and
ethnocentrism and rhetorical sensitivity as they relate to intercultural communication
competence.

2. To test the relationship between ethnocentrism and rhetorical sensitivity as
they relate to intercultural communication competence.

3. To test the mediating effects of intercultural sensitivity between new media
and both ethnocentrism and rhetorical sensitivity.

1.6 Significance

If relationships are found between the variables, then our understanding of
how the new media environment may change the nature, prevalence, and development
of intercultural communication competence will begin to take form. With any new
information on the subject of new media and intercultural communication, researchers
can do a number of things. Researchers can promote use in new media technology in
education, and through intercultural workshops if it is the case that new media use is
correlated to intercultural communication competence variables. If no relationship is
found, or a negative relationship is found, then this thesis can help future researchers
by avoiding the same topic and focusing their efforts on more fruitful avenues. The
main purpose of doing this research is to contribute to the body of knowledge of
intercultural communication in a meaningful and relevant way that can provide a

heuristic value that has the potential to lead to more effective intercultural
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relationships. Investigating the effects of new media consumption in an intercultural
communication context is important to the development of two bodies of knowledge
(new media and intercultural communication) that are becoming more relevant to

everyday people in each passing day.



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to review the related literature. Research
articles, books, and other publications related to ethnocentrism, rhetorical sensitivity,
and new media will be presented to provide a thorough background and history
necessary to fully grasp the concepts being explored in this thesis. The works
presented in this chapter will also demonstrate a lack in research that this thesis serves
to remedy. Based on the currently available knowledge on the subject, a set of
hypotheses are derived and will be presented at the end of the chapter.

2.2 Ethnocentrism

Ethnocentrism is a concept first published in writing by Sumner (1906) in the
book Folkways. Sumner’s (1906) work in Folkways cover a wide range of topics in
sociology. One of the main focuses of the book is how and why a society develops
and utilizes customs, traditions, etiquette, politeness, and other cultural aspects of a
society. Furthermore, morality and ethics are discussed in a manner relating to the
concept of in-groups and out-groups. Through his discussion on in-groups and out-
groups, Sumner (1906) coins the term ethnocentrism. Sumner (1906) discusses a
“primitive society” consisting of “we-group” and “other-group,” and “insiders” and
“outsiders.” The insider’s relationship to the outsiders is “one of war and plunder,
except so far as agreements have modified it” (Sumner, 1906, p. 12). Sumner (1906)
further mentions that “the exigencies of war with outsiders are what make peace

inside” (p. 12) and that “Loyalty to the group, sacrifice for it, hatred and contempt for
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outsiders, brotherhood within, warlikeness without,—all grow together” (p. 13). The
relationships suggested between loyalty to the group and contempt for outsiders
seems to serve the group. Thus, a technical term ethnocentrism is coined and used to
describe this “view of things in which one's own group is the center of everything,
and all others are scaled and rated with reference to it” (Sumner, 1906, p. 13). In the
ethnocentric society, the in-group will deem themselves as true and right while
judging the out-group as wrong. While in the primitive society, ethnocentrism served
a purpose, and some research today does suggest that ethnocentrism has the benefit of
increasing effectiveness in cooperation through solidarity (Neuliep & McCroskey,
1997), the current research seems to overwhelmingly point to the negative outcomes
of ethnocentrism.

In a time when world peace and global cooperation are highly valued and
becoming a necessity, this contempt for outsiders is problematic. The research
strongly suggests that ethnocentricity is a hindrance to intercultural communication
competence (Neuliep & McCroskey, 1997; Gudykunst & Kim, 1997; Toale &
McCroskey, 2001; Neuliep, 2012). Neuliep (2002) elaborates on the direct
relationship between ethnocentrism and intercultural communication by comparing
each concept’s description. Ethnocentrism is described as a “disposition where the
values, attitudes, and behaviors of one’s in-group are used as the standard for judging
and evaluating another group’s values, attitudes, and behaviors” (Neuliep, 2002).
Intercultural communication is communication between people of different cultural
backgrounds. Culture is sum of a group of people’s values, attitudes, behaviors, etc.
The relationship is evident.

In 1950 Adorno (1950) published a book, The Authoritarian Personality,
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describing his development of a scale to measure ethnocentric ideology. The scale is a
quantitative opinion-attitude measurement intended to “answer the major questions
concerning the structure of ethnocentric ideology” (Adorno, 1950, p. 104). The
overall ethnocentrism scale (E-scale) was divided into three sub-scales to address the
generality of ethnocentrism. The sub-scales include a “Negro sub-scale”, a “minority
sub-scale”, and a “patriotism sub-scale.” The “Negro sub-scale” consists of twelve
negative statements towards black people such as, “It would be a mistake to have
Negroes for foremen and leaders over whites” (Adorno, 1950, p. 105). The sub-scale
was an “attempt to cover most of the current ideology regarding Negroes and Negro-
white relations” (Adorno, 1950, p. 106). The second sub-scale, “minority sub-scale,”
consists of twelve negative statements about minorities in America, such as “any
group or social movement which contains many foreigners should be watched with
suspicion and, whenever possible, be investigated by the FBI” (Adorno, 1950, p. 106).
The “minority sub-scale” also included statements about specific minority groups
(other than black people and Jewish people), such as Japanese-Americans, the insane,
and criminals. The final sub-scale, “patriotism sub-scale,” included ten statements
“dealing with international relations and view America as an in-group in relation to
other groups as out-groups” (Adorno, 1950, p. 107). For example, one of the items
states “the main threat to basic American institutions during this century has come
from the infiltration of foreign ideas, doctrines, and agitators” (Adorno, 1950, p. 107).
From Adorno’s (1950) sub-scales, we can see the original E-scale was aimed
at United States Americans and their relationship to different identities of ethnicity,
race, and nationality. Given the era of the publication and development of the E-scale,

its relevancy was probably a result of limited international and intercultural
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interaction at the time. Additionally, the context of America in the 1950°s is of
problematic relations between white people and black people which have since
improved. Today, the focus has shifted to intercultural communication on a larger
scale, partly due to the “global village" effect. Therefore, Adorno’s (1950) original E-
scale would be much less relevant today and Adorno’s statement that “the total E scale
is intended to measure the individual’s readiness to accept or oppose ethnocentric
ideology as a whole” (p. 109) would be an inaccurate description in today’s global
context.

Following Adorno’s (1950) E-scale, a score of researchers attempted to
develop their own specialized scale for measuring ethnocentrism. In 1967, Warr,
Faust, and Harrison developed the British Ethnocentrism Scale. The British
Ethnocentrism Scale consisted negative and positive statements to be rated on a
Likert-type scale. The researchers (Warr, et al., 1967) reported reliability and validity
in their scale development and presented it as a major improvement to the original E-
scale developed by Adorno (1950). Similarly, an Australian Ethnocentrism Scale was
constructed in the same manner around the same time (Beswick and Hills, 1969).
Later Chang and Chang and Ritter (1975) would develop a scale for measuring
ethnocentrism in black college students that also utilized a Likert-type scale
consisting of half negative and half positive statements. The limitations of these scales
lies within the content of the items. Each of the previously mentioned scales use
group-specific items to measure ethnocentrism of a specific group, similar to the
original E-scale. For example, the ethnocentrism scale for black college students
includes 20 pro-black sentiment statements and 20 anti-white sentiment statements;

and, is intended to only measure a single specific group.
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The next major development in measuring ethnocentrism came from the field
of consumer advertising. Based on Sumner’s (1906) original concept of
ethnocentrism, Shimp and Sharma (1987) sought to develop an instrument “to
measure consumer’s ethnocentric tendencies related to purchasing foreign- versus
American-made products” (p. 281). The instrument produced was called the
Consumer Ethnocentrism Tendency Scale (CETSCALE). The author’s (Shimp &
Sharma, 1987) noted that a “unique scale is necessary because the classic measure of
ethnocentrism, the California ethnocentrism scale (Adorno, et al., 1950), is not
directly relevant to the study of consumer behavior” (p. 281). Thus, a 17-item Likert-
type scale was developed including items such as “Purchasing foreign made products
is un-American” (p. 281). Sharma and Shimp (1995) later investigated possible
antecedents to consumer ethnocentrism. They found that openness to foreign cultures,
patriotism, conservatism, and collectivism/individualism to be related to consumer
ethnocentrism.

The CETSCALE was used in an intercultural context to look at differences
between countries in particular regards to income, westernization, and exposure to
mass media. “Significant relationships were found between the lifestyle dimensions of
Kyrgyz and Azeri consumers and their ethnocentrism levels” (Kaynak and Kara,
2001, p. 478). Lower ethnocentric tendencies were reported to be a result of being
“westernized and more aware of mass-media communication” (Kaynak and Kara,
2001, p. 478). However, a large portion of the study focused on the characteristics of
the products, rather than that of the consumers. While the implications of this study
are predominantly relevant to marketing and consumer advertising, the consumer

characteristics that relate to ethnocentrism can be applied to general intercultural
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communication research.

In another intercultural consumer ethnocentrism study (Kwak, Jaju, & Larsen,
2006), relationships were explored between consumer globalization, online behavior,
and ethnocentrism among US Americans, South Koreans, and Indians. The study
sought to identify the factors that could reduce the effects of consumer ethnocentrism
in offline and online environments. The researchers suggested that the type of
websites visited by consumers regularly had a significant impact on ethnocentrism
levels. Furthermore, it was found that companies could reduce the impact of consumer
ethnocentrism online by increasing the amount of online communication, such as e-
mail, with the consumers. The results of this study indicate a strong relationship
between online behaviors of consumers and their level of ethnocentrism.

Lwin, Stanaland, and Williams (2010) recently used the CETSCALE in a
cross-cultural experimental design study. The CETSCALE was used to separate
groups according to low and high ethnocentrism. For the low ethnocentrism groups,
advertising with out-group symbols were preferred, while the high ethnocentrism
groups preferred the advertisements with in-group symbols. Results of the study
supported the idea that high levels of ethnocentrism manifest in predictable behavioral
outcomes. In this case, people who have previously displayed higher levels of
ethnocentrism will make behavioral decisions that show a preference for in-group
related content. Interestingly, people who have previously displayed lower levels of
ethnocentrism not only did not prefer the in-group related content, but actually
preferred the out-group related content instead. Part of the research also emphasized
that while higher levels of ethnocentrism did correlate to a bias for in-group related

content in advertising, it did not, however, correlate to a prejudice towards out-group
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related content. In other words, bias for in-groups and prejudice for out-groups can
operate exclusively and be a result of varying factors.

Because the wording of the CETSCALE limited the applicability to consumer
marketing research, Neuliep and McCroskey (1997) developed a more general scale
to measure ethnocentric tendencies. The development of a general ethnocentrism scale
was a two-step process. Two scales were developed concurrently; a United States
Ethnocentrism scale (USE) and a Generalized Ethnocentrism Scale (GENE). An
exploratory factor analysis was conducted on both to determine which items on the
two scales were usable. After discarding items that did not load in the factor analysis,
changing some wording on unclear items, and adding new items, modified versions of
the same scales were tested for validity by comparing the scales to seven predictor
variables. The seven predictor variables were (1) intercultural communication
apprehension, (2) inter-ethnic communication apprehension, (3) size of home town,
(4) frequency of travel outside of home state, (5) number of same race people in
hometown, (6) frequency of contact with people from different countries, and (7)
frequency of contact with people from different cultures. The final results of the scale
development study indicated that “the USE and GENE appear to be reliable and valid
measures of the concept” (Neuliep & McCroskey, 1997, p.395). However, the GENE
scale correlated more than the USE scale with the seven predictor variables,
suggesting that “they do not seem to be measuring the same concept” (Neuliep &
McCroskey, 1997, p. 395) despite being correlated. “The USE is probably tapping
into both ethnocentrism and US patriotism while the GENE mainly taps into
ethnocentrism” (Neuliep & McCroskey, 1997, p. 395). Items on the final GENE scale

contained items not specific to a particular culture, ethnicity, or nationality, such as
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“Most people from other cultures just don’t know what is good for them,” and “I am
very interested in the values and customs of other cultures” (Neuliep & McCroskey,
1997, p. 392).

To further assess the reliability and validity of the GENE scale, Neuliep
(2002) conducted a correlational study to compare the modified GENE scale to six
additional scales related to ethnocentrism. The six additional scales were (1) Traveling
to Other Countries scale, (2) Working With Foreigners scale, (3) Gudykunst’s
Ethnocentrism scale, (4) Patriotism scale, (5) CETSCALE, and (6) Self-Construal
scale. Scales one and two were based on a general attitude scale and were included to
assess the predictive validity of the GENE scale. Scale three was included to assess
concurrent validity in that both were aimed to measure the same thing. Scale four was
from the original E-scale, scale six is the previously discussed consumer
ethnocentrism scale, and the Self-Construal scale is a measurement of personality and
social psychology factors related to ethnocentrism of which were included to assess
construct validity. The results indicate that the modified GENE scale is both reliable
and valid. However, GENE did not correlate significantly with all six of the included
scales. GENE was found to be significantly related to the Traveling to Other
Countries scale, Working With Foreigners scale, Gudykunst’s Ethnocentrism scale,
and Adorno’s Patriotism scale. Despite not correlating with the CETSCALE and the
Self-Construal scale, validity still emerges through correlation with the remaining
scales. Neuliep (2002) expected a correlation between GENE and the CETSCALE
due to theoretical similarities, but noted that the CETSCALE was only applicable to
ethnocentrism that related to consumer purchasing behavior of foreign products.

Since its development, the GENE scale has been used in various cross-cultural
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studies and used in comparison with other variables related to intercultural
communication. Because of its reliability, validity, and generalizability, researchers
have been able to use the GENE scale to compare ethnocentrism levels between
different cultures and compare ethnocentrism to other intercultural communication
variables, such as communication apprehension, willingness to communicate,
uncertainty avoidance, and more. The following paragraphs will cover research
utilizing the GENE scale to help better understand various elements of intercultural
communication.

In 2001, Toale and McCroskey (2001) compared ethnocentrism against
interethnic communication apprehension and communication apprehension. To
measure ethnocentrism, the GENE scale was used. Personal report scales were used to
measure interethnic communication apprehension and communication apprehension.
The researchers sought to investigate the ability of communication apprehension and
ethnocentrism to predict interethnic communication apprehension. While both
variables were found to be significant predictors of interethnic communication
apprehension, ethnocentrism was found to be a slightly better predictor. Meaning that
higher levels of ethnocentrism would result in higher levels of interethnic
communication apprehension. Use of relational maintenance strategies were also
investigated in relation to ethnocentrism. Relational maintenance theory describes
behaviors used to adjust to the partner in a relationship or the behaviors used by
people to “maintain relationships by adapting to constantly occurring changes” (Toale
& McCroskey, 2001, p. 73). Again, ethnocentrism was found to be a strong predictor
of relational maintenance behaviors. In this case, people with higher levels of

ethnocentrism are less likely to employ relational maintenance strategies.
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To test ethnocentrism across cultures, Neuliep, Chaudoir, and McCroskey
(2001) went to Japan. The levels of ethnocentrism were compared between American
and Japanese college students. The study only employed the GENE scale. The results
show that “overall, Japanese students scored higher on GENE for ethnocentrism than
their American counterparts” (Neuliep, et al., 2001, p. 143). The researchers suggested
that socialization and various cultural aspects accounted for the differences in
ethnocentrism. The study concludes with the statement that “eventually, this work
may lead to our determining what cultural changes nations may need to make if they
wish to become effective partners in the world community” (Neuliep et al., 2001, p.
144).

To test ethnocentrism against other variables in intercultural communication in
an attempt to solidify a model of related factors, Lin and Rancer (2003) compared
ethnocentrism, intercultural communication apprehension (apprehension towards real
or imaginary interaction with ethnically, racially, or culturally different people),
intercultural willingness to communicate, and intentions to participate in an
intercultural dialogue program. Conceptually, these variables should be related, and,
as expected, the results support the hypothesized relationships. Ethnocentrism and
intercultural communication apprehension were found to be positively correlated.
Ethnocentrism and intercultural willingness to communicate were found to be
negatively correlated, and intercultural communication apprehension and intercultural
willingness to communicate were found to be negatively correlated. The results
reinforce each concepts construct validity in that they share common theoretical
consequences related to intercultural communication competence or effectiveness.

Next, in a cross-cultural comparison between Korean and American college
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students, Lin, Rancer, and Lim (2003) investigated ethnocentrism and intercultural
willingness to communicate. The GENE scale and a self-report scale for a person’s
willingness to communicate in intercultural interactions was employed. In this study,
it was found that Korean college students scored significantly lower in ethnocentrism
compared to their American counterparts; however, it the opposite was expected due
to the previous studies’ results showing that Japanese students were more ethnocentric
than American students. These results suggest that the cultural aspects affecting
ethnocentrism are more complex than previously thought. The results of the study
also support the expected outcome that ethnocentrism would be negatively correlated
with intercultural willingness to communicate. In other words, the more ethnocentric
someone is, the less willing they are to communicate interculturally. The negative
correlation was present in both cultures.

Similarly, Lin, Rancer, and Trimbitas (2005) looked at ethnocentrism and
intercultural willingness to communicate, but between Romania and US American
college students. While, this time, the Romanian students scored higher in
ethnocentrism than the American students, the negative correlation between
ethnocentrism and intercultural willingness to communicate was still present. Only
speculation as to what causes the difference in ethnocentrism is offered.

Another study looked at religiousness and ethnocentrism. Wrench, Corrigan,
McCroskey, and Punyanunt-Cater (2006) hypothesized that ethnocentrism would be
positively correlated with religious fundamentalism and negatively correlated with
tolerance for religious disagreement. Again, the GENE scale was used to measure
ethnocentrism. The hypothesized relationships were supported. Not only does this

study show the strength of the GENE scale’s construct validity, but also the range of
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application. Because the researchers suggest that religion is an important factor in the
overall understanding of intercultural communication, this study exemplifies the
applicability and relevancy of ethnocentrism, specifically the GENE scale, in
intercultural communication research.

In 2007, ethnocentrism was looked at as a predictor, along with sensation
seeking, for intercultural contact seeking behavior (Arasaratnam & Banerjee, 2007).
The purpose of this study was to introduce ethnocentrism into a previously reported
model containing variables for social initiative, motivation to interact with people
from other cultures, and quantity of intercultural friendships. The GENE scale was
used to measure ethnocentrism and the other variables used various Likert-type scale
questions, except for the measurement for quantity of intercultural friendships, which
was a simple nominal scale. Ethnocentrism proved to be a significantly related factor
in all of the other variables. Arasaratnam and Banerjee (2007) concluded that “the
results indicate that ethnocentrism strongly hinders motivation to interact with people
from other cultures, even among high sensation seekers” (p. 309).

Dong and Day (2008) conducted a study to see if intercultural communication
sensitivity and multiculturalism are significant predictors of reducing ethnocentrism.
The intercultural sensitivity scale included items such as “I respect the values of
people from different cultures” (p. 33). The multiculturalism scale included items
such as “You can learn a lot from cultural groups” (Dong & Day, 2008, p. 33). The
GENE scale was used to measure ethnocentrism. Significant correlations were found
between ethnocentrism and the variables of intercultural communication sensitivity
and multiculturalism. The suggested implications are that higher levels of intercultural

communication sensitivity and multiculturalism will lead to lower levels of
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ethnocentrism.

Attempting to address intercultural communication effectiveness, or
competence, Rucker (2009) compared ethnocentrism to intercultural effectiveness
among American and Asian college students. Rucker (2009) hypothesized that
ethnocentrism would predict American and Asian college student’s intercultural
communication effectiveness. The results showed that ethnocentrism had no
significant impact on levels of intercultural effectiveness. However, the research
instruments used in this study have not been proven as valid instruments of
intercultural effectiveness or ethnocentrism. Conceptualization of intercultural
communication competence has resulted in a multi-dimensional concept, divided into
skills and personality traits, with moderating factors such as culture specific
knowledge. Rucker’s (2009) use of Walter, Choonjaroen, Bartosh, and Dodd’s (1995)
22-item instrument attempting to measure intercultural effectiveness with items such
as “Being around foreign people makes me nervous” and “Friendships with people
from countries other than mine are important to me,” do not account for the
complexity of intercultural communication competence as prescribed by the various
conceptual frameworks and models of past researchers (Chen, 1989; and Lussier,
2007). Furthermore, the ethnocentrism scale developed by Kregg Hood in Dodd’s
(1998) intercultural communication textbook is specific to American culture in their
wording of the questionnaire items, such as “In reality members of other cultures
cannot adequately copy the characteristics of American culture” (Rucker, 2009, p.
363), and has not undergone the rigorous testing for reliability and validity or been
used in as many studies compared to the GENE scale. Therefore, the results of

Rucker’s (2009) study are suspect in terms of both reliability and validity.
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More recently, Neuliep (2012) used the GENE scale to compare to uncertainty
reduction and communication satisfaction in dyadic intercultural dialogues. Neuliep
(2012) notes that along with ethnocentrism, uncertainty reduction is a prerequisite to
effective intercultural communication, giving a basis for the expected relationship
between the two. The results of the study affirmed that expectation. People who
reported higher levels of ethnocentrism were less likely to attempt to reduce
uncertainty in communication interactions. Furthermore, people who reported higher
levels of ethnocentrism reported lower levels of communication satisfaction in a real
dyadic intercultural interaction. Neuliep (2012) concludes that intercultural
communication competence requires mindful communication and that “ethnocentrics
are not mindful” (p. 12).

The idea of cultural exposure also presents itself as a possible means of
reducing ethnocentrism. Cargile, and Bolkan (2013) hypothesized that exposure to
culturally diverse people would correlate negatively with ethnocentrism. The results
of the study found that cultural exposure does mitigate ethnocentrism. The researchers
propose that “opportunities that facilitate cultural exposure may have the biggest
impact on reducing levels of intergroup ethnocentrism” (Cargile & Bolkan, 2013, p.
351).

Ethnocentrism has also been subject to non-intercultural communication
research. In 2003, Wrench and McCroskey (2003) used the GENE scale to investigate
its impact on homophobia. Wrench and McCroskey (2003) predicted that
ethnocentrism would be a good predictor of homophobia. Results indicate a strong
relationship between the two variables. Individuals who reported higher levels of

ethnocentrism also reported higher levels of homophobia.
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Knowledge is often presented as factor in increasing intercultural
communication competence (Chen, 1998; Allen, 2000; and Lussier, 2007). Therefore,
classes in intercultural communication instruction should have an impact on the
various dimensions of intercultural communication competence. Corrigan, Penington,
and McCroskey (2006) conducted an experimental design study to test the impact of a
semester of intercultural communication instruction on ethnocentrism and
intercultural communication apprehension. Levels of ethnocentrism and intercultural
communication apprehension were measured before and after participants studied in a
semester of intercultural communication instruction. The results show no significant
difference in levels of ethnocentrism and intercultural communication apprehension
before and after the semester of instruction. Corrigan et al., (2006) claim that the data
suggests that “something is missing experience essential to improving our student’s
affective orientations” (p. 15).

In another look at knowledge and ethnocentrism, Meeusen, VVroom, and
Hooghe (2013) used education as their variable for comparison. Participants’ level of
education was found to be negatively correlated with ethnocentrism. In other words,
the more educated someone is, the less ethnocentric they are. Meeusen, et al., (2013)
specifically sought to uncover what underlying mechanisms were responsible for the
already proven education/ethnocentrism link. What they found were two components
of education that are believed to be causing the negative correlation: cognitive ability
and occupational status. Cognitive ability is the ability to understand, organize, and
apply information which is necessary for empathy. Dong, Koper, and Collaco (2008)
describe empathy as a part of cognitive ability in that “the individual is able to not

only feel, but understand what the other person is experiencing” (p. 164); thus, linking
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the concept of ethnocentrism to empathy, a prerequisite to intercultural
communication competence.

Ethnocentrism is an undeniable hindrance to intercultural communication
competence (McCroskey, 1997; Rhine, 1989; Toale & McCroskey 2001; Neuliep,
2012; Arasaratnam & Banerjee, 2007; and Kim & Hubbard, 2007). To overcome
ethnocentrism we must fully understand how ethnocentrism is created and fostered.
Wrench and McCroskey (2003) note that “there are a wide variety of interpersonal
communication variable that have not been researched with respect to ethnocentrism”
(p. 31). This research intends to reduce the amount of variables not yet researched in
regards to ethnocentrism, effectively increasing our understanding of human
communication phenomena demanding of a high level of understanding.

2.3 Rhetorical Sensitivity

In outlining the behaviors necessary for effective social interaction, Hart and
Burks (1972) presented the rhetorically sensitive person:

The rhetorically sensitive person, then, (1) tries to accept role-taking as part of

the human condition, (2) attempts to avoid stylized verbal behavior, (3) is

characteristically willing to undergo the strain of adaption, (4) seeks to
distinguish between all information and information acceptable for
communication, and (5) tries to understand that an idea can be rendered in

multi-form ways (p. 76).

Rhetorical sensitivity focuses largely on flexibility and adaptability in social
interactions. A simplified description of rhetorical sensitivity is to have a high concern
for the self, a high concern for others, and to display flexibility and adaptability in

communication. Comparing to communication competence and intercultural
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communication competence, we can see some similarities that suggest that some of
the concepts presented in rhetorical sensitivity may be related. However, to establish
construct validity measurements need to be compared.

The first attempt to measure rhetorical sensitivity took place in 1980 by Hart,
Carlson, and Eadie (1980). The first scale to measure rhetorical sensitivity used a
version of rhetorical sensitivity that was broken down into three sub-categories of
communicators developed by Darnell and Brockriede (1976): the noble selves (NS),
the rhetorical reflectors (RR), and the rhetorically sensitives (RS). The noble selves
see themselves as a standard for integrity and of most importance. The rhetorical
reflectors adapt themselves for the other for every new person they meet. Somewhere
in between, the rhetorical sensitives will attempt to adapt depending on the social
interaction while maintaining the self. The RHETSEN scale developed by Hart,
Carlson, and Eadie (1980) attempts to establish how people align to the three types of
communicators.

The initial development of the RHETSEN scale included 75 items written by
the researchers thought to be valid in their ability to measure rhetorical sensitivity.
Over 260 university students completed the questionnaire which yielded 17 usable
items, however, reliability was not consistent. Despite a lack in reliability, the
modified questionnaire was given to an additional 800 university students to help
further the development of the scale. At this point, the researchers only noted that “it
did appear to have face validity” (Hart, Carlson, & Eadie, 1980, p. 3).

The second stage in the development of a valid and reliable RHETSEN scale
involved creating an entirely new instrument. The researchers (Hart, Carlson, &

Eadie, 1980) testing a number of items ending with a 40-item scale with twelve
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dummy items. At this stage in the scale development, all three types of
communicators were accounted for with each belonging to a particular set of items on
the scale. The results of thousands of participants were analyzed and found to be only
partially reliable; considered “acceptable” or “encouraging.” Tests for validity proved
to be challenging as the “RHETSEN items are inappropriate mathematical candidates
for factor analysis” (Hart et al., 1980, p. 9). Further tests for validity compared
RHETSEN scores with other measurements expected to be indicative of the
characteristics prescribed by the RHETSEN scale. While some expected correlations
did appear, the overall magnitude was low. However, the authors note that “the
reliability and validity of the scale seem sufficiently demonstrated to warrant its
continued use in scholarly inquiry” (Hart et al., 1980, p. 21).

Since rhetorical sensitivity seems to be in the realm of communication
competence, Ward, Bluman, and Dauria (1982) attempt to draw theoretical
connections to the theories of rhetoric by Aristotle. Ward et al.,(1982) discuss the
nature of rhetorical sensitivity as goal directed communication, having an active
audience, having situational constraints, dependent on probability, being a function of
invention, and requiring adaptation while relating each component to Aristotle’s
principals of rhetoric. Discussing rhetorical sensitivity in relation to traditional
rhetoric provides a bases for the theory and a justification for its use as a way for
redescribing what scholars already know; that is, how to communicate effectively.
Ward et al.,(1982), however, explain that rhetorical sensitivity goes beyond what
traditional rhetoric teaches us. Ward et al.,(1982) explain that Harts and Burks (1972)
“are concerned with achieving effective relational communication with an individual

other” (p. 194), where the individual other is the audience. Ward et al.,(1982) further
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explain that the audience is “a unique individual able to make decisions or judgments
in any area which affects the relationship with the speaker” (p. 194). Thus, a focus on
the audience becomes as important as the communication behavior of the speaker.
Seeing the audience as a dynamic and unique individual requires skills to effectively
react to in real time.

From this point, the RHETSEN scale was used in a few empirical studies
despite its questionable reliability and validity. Eadie and Paulson (1984) tested the
three communicator styles of rhetorical sensitivity (NS, RR, RS) against situational
variables to determine communication competence. First, the three dimensions of
rhetorical sensitivity were tested against each other. The test confirmed equal
statistical variance. In other words, each communicator style is its own distinct type.
Perceived communication competence was then compared with each of the three
communicator styles, participants’ attitudes towards communication, and the situation
of communication (determined by the participants writing their own dialogues). The
noble self was perceived to be most competent in non-intimate situations. The
rhetorical reflector was perceived to be most competent when the speaker is in a low
power situation. The rhetorical sensitive was perceived to be most competent when
collaboration is necessary. A solidified distinction between the three communicating
styles gives a “clear indication of what each function represented” (Eadie & Paulson,
1984).

To address the problems of testing for validity and help increase reliability
Eadie and Powell (1991) developed a new scale to measure rhetorical sensitivity.
Knutson, Komolsevin, Chatiketu, and Smith (2003) lauded the new rhetorical

sensitivity scale, RHETSENZ2, as an “improved measurement of rhetorical sensitivity”
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(p. 68). Knutson et al.,(2003) were able to conduct a successful factor analysis of the
RHETSENZ2 scale and that “sub-scales developed for all three dimensions displayed
adequate reliability” (p. 69).

Spano and Zimmerman (1995) examined possible relationships between three
communication competences related concepts and job interview selection outcomes.
Self-reported interpersonal communication competence, communication flexibility,
and rhetorical sensitivity were used as the three communication competence related
concepts. While correlating data was expected to emerge, the researchers found no
supporting evidence that any of the three concepts were related to higher job
interview selection rates. The context-specific nature of job interviews may have been
a confounding factor in the study’s methodology. While the measurements claim to
measure specific traits leading to general communication competence, they may not
accurately pinpoint the traits related to the job interview process. Further research
regarding the job interview context is suggested to focus on what behaviors
interviewees are engaging in and how they change based on the situation. It should
also be noted that the study, despite a 1995 publish date, used the dated RHETSEN
scale, instead of the already conceived and improved RHETSEN?2 scale.

Again, despite the RHETSENZ2’s introduction in 1991, House, Dallinger, and
Kilgallen (1998) set out to investigate the relationship between rhetorical sensitivity
and gender orientations. House et al.,(1998) used the original RHETSEN to measure
rhetorical sensitivity and used a gender orientation scale that measures femininity and
masculinity. Participants could be labeled as undifferentiated, masculine, feminine, or
androgynous. Rhetorical sensitives were more likely to be in the undifferentiated

category (mostly moderated answers on the gender orientation scale). It was
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suggested that the undifferentiated would be more flexible and being able to display
different characteristics at different times. Noble selves were correlated with the
masculine gender orientation. The masculine gender orientation was related to the
noble selves through an “unyielding, consistent communicator style” (House et al.,
1998, p. 18). Rhetorical reflectors were matched with the androgynous category. The
androgynous category was also characterized by flexibility and adaptability, which the
authors expected to correlate with rhetorical sensitivity. The authors of the study note
flaws in the chosen instruments, particularly with the RHETSEN scale, noting that the
RHETSEN scale measures multiple dimensions on the same scale items. Using the
improved RHETSENZ scale may have provided better results consistent with what
was expected.

The RHETSENZ2 scale was finally used in a cross cultural examination of
rhetorical sensitivity between American and Thai college students by Knutson,
Komolsevin, Chatiketu, and Smith (2003). Included in the investigation was the
original RHETSEN scale to test the improved measurement capabilities of the
RHETSEN?2 scale. As previously mentioned, Knutson et al.,(2003) found the
RHETSEN?2 scale to produce both valid and reliable results compared to the original
RHETESN scale. However, the comparison between American and Thai college
students in terms of rhetorical sensitivity presented a new measurement problem.
Knutson et al.,(2003) criticize the wording of the RHETSEN2 scale in a Thai context
where words like “conflict, “disagreement,” and “argument” can produce much more
negative sentiments in Thai people than in Americans. As a result, the Thai
participants scored significant lower on rhetorical sensitivity than did their American

counterparts despite the cultural characteristics of Thai people suggesting otherwise.
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Knutson et al.,(2003) claim that while the RHETSENZ scale is effective in measuring
rhetorical sensitivity in the West, “the RHETSEN2 instrument must be adjusted to
locate rhetorical sensitivity variations in cross-cultural and intercultural
environments” (p. 75).

Because of the measurement problems with the western developed
RHETSENZ2 scale in an intercultural context, Knutson, Komolsevin, Datthuyawat,
Smith, and Kaweewong (2007) developed a scale to measure Thai rhetorical
sensitivity (THAIRHETSEN). Along with the original 30 items from the RHETSEN2
scale, a new 120-item preliminary scale was created using 90 items written by Thai
faculty members at a Thai university after being given a description of rhetorical
sensitivity. The 120-item scale was then given to 429 undergraduate students at
various Thai universities. A factor analysis was conducted with the data and the top 10
loading items for each communicator type (NS, RR, and RS) generating a 30-item
THAIRHETSEN scale. The results show clear distinctions between the three
dimensions of rhetorical sensitivity.

Next, Knutson and Posirisuk (2006) tested the results of the THAIRHETSEN
scale from Thai participants who thought of short-term relationships and Thai
participants who thought of long-term relationships. It was expected that Thais would
display high levels of rhetorical reflection in short-term relationships and high levels
of rhetorical sensitivity in long-term relationships. The results failed to support the
first expectation that Thais would display high levels of rhetorical reflection in short-
term relationships. Knutson and Posirisuk (2006) explained that rhetorical reflection
may be a means to reaching rhetorical sensitivity that naturally occur in long-term

relationships. Furthermore, Thai culture suggests that short-term relationships may
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illicit communication behaviors not consistent with rhetorical reflection due to a lack
of information between the speakers that Thai people require to communicate
normally. For example, Thai people require knowledge about someone’s age and
status to use the correct pronoun with communicating. Using the incorrect pronoun
would be seen as an offense. The second expectation that Thai people will display
high levels of rhetorical sensitivity in long-term relationships was supported. Knutson
and Posirisuk (2006), again, attribute the results to Thai cultural values. “The
nonassertive, flexible, polite, and humble style of Thais during initial encounters
continues throughout the relationship’s history” (Knutson & Posirisuk, 2006, p. 211).

Okabe (2007) wrote a paper comparing American and Japanese rhetorical
sensitivity by delineating cultural aspects that form the culture-specific construct of
rhetorical sensitivity. It is Okabe’s (2007) main contention that “each culture is
assumed to have developed its own unique way of looking at and resolving human
problems, that is, its own communicational and rhetorical thinking, and to have
codified it into theory” (p. 80). Japanese communication behaviors consistent with the
theory of rhetorical sensitivity are shown in contrast to American communication
behaviors to support his standing on the culture-specificity of rhetorical sensitivity.
The discussion leads to the suggestion that the nature of rhetorical sensitivity should
be delineated between cultures, for example American and Japanese culture, to make
relevant comparisons between cultures.

Recently, Dilbeck and McCroskey (2009) suspected that socio-communicative
orientation would be related rhetorical sensitivity. Socio-communicative orientation
suggests that competent communicators are equally supportive in the expression of

the self and the other. Because the main tenant of rhetorical sensitivity is having a
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high-concern for the self and a high-concern for other, a relationship seems likely.
However, no such relationship was found except for a “modest positive relationship
between their Noble Self and Assertiveness orientations” (Dilbeck & McCroskey,
2009, p. 263). The unexpected results were attributed to a “excessive conceptual
overlap” (Dilbeck & McCroskey, 2009, p. 263). While conceptually the two theories
are similar, they may, in fact, be measuring different phenomena not as related as their
conceptualization would suggest.

2.4 New Media

The word media refers to all medium of communication. A medium of
communication is a channel for delivering a communicative message. Traditional
communication media include print media sources, such as newspapers, magazines,
and books; radio; television, and movies. Traditional media’s role in human
communication has been well researched, but now there is a new category of
communication media that has emerged and deserves the same attention. “New
media” is the new media. The concept of what makes new media different from
traditional media is thoroughly discussed in New Media: a critical introduction by
Lister, Dovey, Giddings, Grant, and Kelly (2009). Lister et al.,(2009) is careful to give
a single defining description of new media because of vagueness that comes with the
words and the range of applicability with various communication technologies. “We
consider these here as some of the main terms in discourses about new media. These
are: digital, interactive, hypertexual, virtual, networked, and simulated” (Lister et al.,
2009, p. 13). In referring to those main terms offered to define what new media is,
Lister et al.,(2009) warns that “the characteristics which we have discussed above

should be seen as part of a matrix of qualities that we argue is what makes new media
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different. Not all of these qualities will be present in all examples of new media” (p.
61).

Examples of new media relevant to this study include the wide range of
activities people can engage on their computers, mobile smart phones, tablets, TV
sets, and gaming consoles. In the digital age, even TV sets are interactive and
connected to a network. Gaming consoles feature online multiplayer mode, or some
kind of interactive online feature with nearly every new game. Smart phones and
tablets now act as small computers with similar processing power and similarly
available programs.

Because new media technology allows users to access a continuously growing
network, interact with other people in ways traditional media does not allow, and is
available at our fingertips anywhere we are at any time, it should be significantly
related to intercultural communication. The following publications will demonstrate
various relationships between new media technology and intercultural
communication.

In 2004, when communication technology was already starting its journey into
hypermobility and the Internet was matured with various methods for tele-
communicating, such as e-mail, video conferencing, voice-over-Internet-protocol
calling, etc, O’Kane and Hargie (2004) wanted to test the difference in attitude
towards communication technology between people from the United Kingdom, and
people from Norway. The basis of their suspected difference comes from Hofstede’s
(1991) cultural values. Hofstede’s original cultural value research shows that Norway
is significantly more feminine on the masculinity-feminine scale, significantly more

collectivistic on the individualism-collectivism scale, Norway is more threatened by
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uncertainty, and is lower on the power-distance scale. While little is suggested to
hypothesize in which ways the two cultures will differ in their attitude towards
communication technology, evidence is presented to suggest that culture will affect
those attitudes. To test the difference, the authors developed a 125-item questionnaire
to measure attitude toward communication technology. Specifically, the instrument
measured habits in use of communication technology. The four dimensions in
Hofstede’s (1991) cultural value framework were assigned to sets of questions on the
communication technology questionnaire. Differences were found between the two
cultures with regards to the four cultural dimensions. Communication technology was
suggested to encourage individualism in the Norway sample, and higher levels of
feminine among the United Kingdom sample. The other two cultural dimensions did
not produce significant differences. Overall, the United Kingdom sample had a more
positive attitude towards communication technology than did their Norwegian
counterparts. The implications of this study are that use of communication technology
may have an impact on intercultural communication related cultural traits.

As a mechanism for understanding how new media technology can affect our
personal traits related to intercultural communication, Kwak, Poor, and Skoric (2006)
investigated the relation between Internet use and international engagement. Kwak et
al.,(2006) note that the Internet serves multiple functions that may increase
international engagement: organizing international movements, increasing
communication networks across borders, and disseminating international news. The
authors hypothesized that the use of international news would increase knowledge of
international issues, a sense of attachment to the international community, and

participation in international events. It is also suggested that the positive effect of



44

international news will have a larger effect among younger respondents. Both
hypotheses were fully supported by the data, and the authors conclude by stating that
“fostering international engagement may be one of the main functions of the Internet”
(Kwak et al., 2006, p. 207). These findings implicate a strong need for research of the
effects of Internet use and other new media technologies on international topics, such
as intercultural communication.
Cultural value identity has also been the subject of new media research. Chen
(2009) examined two areas of new media use: how Chinese college students are using
new media and what affect new media use has on their cultural value identity. Cultural
value identity was operationalized by a set of value laden phrases to be aligned with:
The terminal values are true friendship, mature love, self-respect, happiness,
inner harmony, equality, freedom, pleasure, social recognition, wisdom,
salvation, family security, national security, a sense of accomplishment, a
world of beauty, a world at peace, a comfortable life, and an exciting life.
Instrumental values refer to preferable modes of behavior. These are preferable
modes of behavior, or means of achieving the terminal values. The
instrumental values are: cheerful, ambitious, loving, clean, self-controlled,
capable, courageous, polite, honest, imaginative, independent, intellectual,
broad-minded, logical, obedient, helpful, responsible, and forgiving (Chen,
2009, p. 43).
Correlations were found between the value identities and frequency and volume of
Internet use, depending on which type is used more. The implications of the study are
that the Internet can change cultivate cultural values.

Research on how cultural values affect online behavior have also been
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conducted. In 2009, Tokunaga (2009) looked at self-disclosure in online and offline
relationships and tested if cultural values were related. Specifically, Hofstede’s (1991)
cultural dimension of individualism and collectivism was investigated. Self-disclosure
was measured through a self-disclosure scale that was worded for the two types of
communication (online and offline). Hofstede’s (1991) individualism-collectivism
scale was also used. The results of the study indicate that self-disclosure offline is
more correlated with collectivism than self-disclosure online, and that both online and
offline self-disclosure are more correlated with collectivism than individualism.
Online behavior is, once again, affected by cultural values contributing to the notion
that new media and intercultural communication is an intersect ripe with research
opportunities.

In a qualitative study evaluating the effects of the use of new media in an
educational context on students in a “global class” (Devran, 2010). The “global class”
is a class of students learning about culture related concepts in a real, new media
technology mediated intercultural setting between American students and Turkish
students. Internet based video conferencing was used to join the two groups of
students visually, and audibly. The class involved mutual interaction between the
American students and Turkish students through discussion and presentations by the
students. The study utilized interviewing to find out what effects the class may have
had on the participants. The authors discovered that

The Global Class is an effective learning method to remove the prejudices the

students who participate in the project have in their minds about other cultures

and countries, and highlights the vast differences between the previous

preconceptions and the new perceptions of the students (Devran, 2010, p. 96).
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This study demonstrates that new media technology facilitates direct interaction with
people culturally different than ourselves and that the effects are positive towards the
development of intercultural communication competence.

Another study looked at a similar cross-cultural education project. O’mara,
and Harris (2014) found that students interacting with students from different cultures
were more effective when using new media technology; concluding that “animation,
Facebook, Photoshop, mobile phones and YouTube can be used effectively for
bridging cultural gaps” (p. 11).

For the social network context (Facebook, Twitter, Instagram, etc.), Croucher
(2011) offers multiple propositions for how social networking may facilitate cultural
adaptation. The first proposition is that social networking will affect immigrant’s
cultural adaptation while adapting to a host culture. The bases of the first hypothesis is
that social networking will facilitate increased interaction with members of the host
culture siting past research demonstrating that the use of social networking increased
learning in the host culture through interpersonal connections with members of the
host culture. The second proposition, however, suggests that the opposite is also
possible. The authors suggest that the use of social networking will affect
communication with the members of the in-group by citing research demonstrating
that social networking behaviors of immigrant’s in another culture strengthened their
own cultural identities by communicating with members of their in-group through
social networking. The implications of these propositions suggest that new media
plays an important role with people’s intercultural interactions while living in another
culture.

Some research has also investigated the use of certain types of new media in
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relation to intercultural communication. Usage intensity of Facebook, a social
networking site, was measured against attitudes of non-Americans toward messages
with explicit American cultural values. Their research suggests “that the adoption of
social networking sties is another important avenue to enhance cultural learning” (Li,
2014, p. 168). As previous research suggests (Kwat, et al., 2006; Cargile & Bolkan,
2013), ethnocentrism should be affected by cultural learning facilitated by social
networking sites.

Another study focused on new media exposure. Literate (2013) found that
general media exposure positively correlated with “the ability to travel across diverse
communities, discerning and respecting multiple perspectives, and grasping and
following alterative norms” (p. 168). Participation in YouTube, a video hosting site,
was found to have the largest impact on this ability. Their description suggests that
intercultural communication competence can be gained from media exposure and
participation.

Park, Song, and Lee (2014) surveyed students studying abroad to see if their
acculturation stress levels were affected by the amount of time spent on social
networking sites. Their research found that the use of Facebook, measured in minutes
per week, reduced levels of acculturation stress. The authors suggested that the social
networking sites increased their network of friends while living abroad.

2.5 Intercultural Sensitivity

Early constructs of intercultural sensitivity seems to overlap with existing
concepts of intercultural communication competence. The following characteristics of
intercultural sensitivity described by Kealey and Rubin (1983) include many of the

same characteristics of intercultural communication competence: empathy, flexibility,



48

tolerance, and communication skill. Characteristics that separate sensitivity to
communication competence include respect and interest in other cultures. Further
distinguishing sensitivity from communication competence, Bhawuk and Brislin
(1992) state that interculturally sensitivity people must “be sensitive enough to notice
cultural differences and also be willing to modify their behavior” (p. 416). Using this
construct of intercultural sensitivity, Bhawuk and Brislin (1992) developed the
intercultural sensitivity inventory scale (ICSI). The ICSI measured traits thought to be
related to intercultural sensitivity: individualism-collectivism, and open-mindedness
and flexibility. While individualism-collectivism measurements for the ICSI did not
seem relate to their original construct of intercultural sensitivity, the open-mindedness
and flexibility measurements addressed issues of willingness to try new things,
adaptability in culturally different situations, and tolerance of different behaviors. The
ICSI had a short run in future research. A study comparing American and Mexican
participants attempted to validate the ICSI (Kapoor & Comadena, 1996). The results
of their study demonstrated mixed results in regards to how individualism-
collectivism related to intercultural sensitivity and offered an unclear explanation in to
how individualism-collectivism should remain a valid part of the intercultural
sensitivity construct. The authors state that “our results reveal anomalies that render
any clear-cut pattern invisible” (Kappor & Comadena, 1996, p. 174).

Later, Chen and Starosta (2000) developed a scale to measure intercultural
sensitivity that did not include individualism-collectivism as part of its theoretical
construct called the intercultural sensitivity scale. The intercultural sensitivity scale
was based on a construct developed by Chen (1997) including characteristics of self-

esteem, self-monitoring, open-mindedness, empathy, interaction involvement, and
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non-judgment. Chen (1997) described these characteristics were required to “develop
a positive emotion towards understanding and appreciating cultural differences and
eventually promote the ability of intercultural competence” (p. 6). The intercultural
sensitivity scale has since been used many times to measure intercultural sensitivity.

Intercultural sensitivity was measured and compared between Chinese and
Thai ethnics. Peng, Rangsipaht, and Thaipakdee (2005) found significant differences
between Chinese and Thai participants in intercultural sensitivity. Furthermore,
differences were found between majors being pursued by the participants during
university study and employment in multinational companies. Chinese partitipants
scored higher than Thai students in overall intercultural sensitivity. Students majoring
in English and employees at multinational companies has higher overall intercultural
sensitivity. The researchers suggest that Chinese participants displayed a higher level
of overall intercultural sensitivity due to a higher level of cultural differences present
in China compared to Thailand. The results regarding English major students and
employees of multinational companies can be attributed to the higher level of
intercultural communication experience that English major students will attain
through English media exposure and interaction with English speaking people and
multinational company employees will interact with more people of different cultural
backgrounds compared to domestic companies with a predominantly single-nation
employee demographic. The results of this study promote the idea that exposure to
different cultures can lead to intercultural sensitivity.

Later, intercultural sensitivity was compared with social intelligence and self-
esteem. As intercultural sensitivity was previously theorized to include self-esteem

and social intelligence (Chen, 1997; Chen & Starosta, 2000; Bhawuk & Brislin,
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1992), Dong, Koper, and Collaco (2008) set out to test those relationships.
Statistically significant relationships were found among social intelligence and
intercultural sensitivity and among self-esteem and intercultural sensitivity as
hypothesized by the researchers. Dong et al.,(2008) explain that social intelligence
can lead towards acceptance and adaptation in different cultures. Self-esteem is
reported to lead to less defensiveness, higher acceptance of others, higher
participation in intercultural encounters, and a higher motivation to learn about
cultural differences and similarities. The results validate Chen’s (1997) construct of
intercultural sensitivity.

In the development and validation of an intercultural communication
effectiveness scale, Portalla and Chen (2010) used the intercultural sensitivity scale to
provide construct validity in their intercultural communication effectiveness scale. A
positive correlation was hypothesized and found between their intercultural
effectiveness scale and Chen and Starosta’s (2000) intercultural sensitivity scale. The
researchers presented intercultural sensitivity as a prerequisite to intercultural
communication effectiveness.

Other concepts reported to relate to intercultural communication are
willingness to communicate, communication competence, and intercultural
apprehension (McCroskey, 1997). Del Villar (2010) surveyed Filipino participants for
intercultural sensitivity, willingness to communicate, communication competence and
intercultural apprehension. The results of the survey confirmed the researchers’
suspicion that intercultural sensitivity was positivitly related to both willingness to
communicate and communication competence and negatively correlated with

intercultural apprehension. Furthermore, the researchers expect that Filipinos reported
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high levels of intercultural sensitivity because of a high exposure to culturally
different people through global changes and a high level of employment abroad
among Filipinos.

The research involving intercultural sensitivity points has progressed from an
unclear variety of definitions of early researchers to a well-defined concept with a
frequently used and valid instrument. Use of the intercultural sensitivity scale has
supported the validity of the both the instrument and the concept of intercultural
sensitivity by relating to a number of other concepts such as social intelligence, self-
esteem, willingness to communicate, communication competence, and
communication apprehensions. Most importantly, however, has been the reoccurring
notion that exposure to different cultures leads to intercultural sensitivity and that
intercultural sensitivity leads to intercultural communication competence; thus, the
presence of the intercultural sensitivity scale in this research is justified.

2.6 Research Gap

Previous research involving ethnocentrism, rhetorical sensitivity, and new
media has covered a wide range of topics. Ethnocentrism, lauded as a barrier to
intercultural communication competence, has been compared to various other
intercultural communication related theories, such as willingness to communicate,
intercultural communication apprehension, and intercultural sensitivity. Rhetorical
sensitivity, also connected to intercultural communication competence, has been
compared to gender orientations, and socio-communicative orientations. New media
has been thoroughly examined in relation to various intercultural communication
concepts, such as Hofstede’s (1991) cultural value dimensions, international

engagement, and international communication competence in a global class.
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However, the literature lacks a distinct investigation in the following areas: how new
media affects ethnocentrism levels, how new media affects people’s placement on the
rhetorical sensitivity scale, and how a person’s ethnocentrism levels relate to their
placement on the rhetorical sensitivity scale.

Where the previous research shows a lack of research involving ethnocentrism
and new media use, it also suggests that it is worth investigating. Cultural adaptation
(acculturation) has been linked to media in two ways: TV use and social networking.
TV use has been shown to increase acculturation levels of students studying abroad in
America. Successful acculturation requires adaptation on part of the cultural sojourner
which is connected to intercultural communication competence through the adaptation
ability trait (Allison & Emmers-Sommer, 2011). TV use is a tradition media; new
media’s predecessor. Social networking has been shown to have an effect on
acculturation, in that it increases social connectiveness with the host culture and
increases the cultural sojourner’s cultural identity, possibly resulting in an integrated
acculturation style (Croucher, 2011). In this case, social networking is a new media.
Furthermore, new media (the Internet) has been shown to increase international
engagement (Kwak et al., 2006), which is suggested to decrease ethnocentrism
(Korzenny, et al., 1987). Because cultural exposure has been shown to mitigate
ethnocentrism (Cargile & Bolkan, 2013), the international engagement of new media
should have an effect in mitigating ethnocentrism as well. Thus, the next logical step
is to directly measure ethnocentrism against use of new media, where researchers
have yet to explore.

Rhetorical sensitivity has proven to be related to various cultural values while

new media use has also proven to affect and be affected by various cultural values,
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suggesting a relationship between rhetorical sensitivity and new media use. Links
between rhetorical sensitivity and cultural values are presented in Okabe’s (2007)
discussion that rhetorical sensitivity is a culture-specific construct and that a culture’s
approach to rhetorical sensitivity is highly dependent on cultural values. Knutson and
Posirisuk (2006) also noted that Thai rhetorical sensitivity is a result of their cultural
values. New media has also been linked to cultural values. In O’Kane and Hargie’s
(2004) research on new media use and cultural values between European and Eastern
European cultures, it was found that some of Hofstede’s (1991) cultural value
dimensions were related to new media use Tokunaga (2009). Chen (2009) also
discovered an effect of new media use and cultural value identity. Similarly to
ethnocentrism, this thesis directly measures rhetorical sensitivity to new media use as
the previous research suggests a potential relationship.

There has been little research involving consumption of media and
intercultural sensitivity. The necessity of this research partly comes from the
reoccurring idea that intercultural sensitivity comes from an exposure to different
cultures. This research aims to directly address the proposed relationship of exposure
to different cultures to intercultural sensitivity by measuring participants’ use of new
media, which is highly suspected to provide exposure to media content developed in
different cultures and intercultural encounters.

As both ethnocentrism and rhetorical sensitivity are reported to directly relate
to intercultural communication competence, and proposed to be both related to new
media use, the current thesis would also like to investigate a relationship between the
two variables. With the limited research of rhetorical sensitivity in the intercultural

communication context, and a high demand for ethnocentrism to be compared to other
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intercultural communication variables (McCroskey, 2003), the current thesis seeks to
address the lack of research between the two variables.

2.6 Hypotheses
H1: New media use will have an indirect negative relationship through intercultural
sensitivity with ethnocentrism.
H2: New media use will have an indirect positive relationship through intercultural
sensitivity with rhetorical sensitivity.

H3: Ethnocentrism and rhetorical sensitivity are negatively correlated.
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/
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Figure 2: Proposed Model



CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

3.1 Introduction

This chapter will provide the details of how the research was conducted. The
four variables (ethnocentrism, rhetorical sensitivity, intercultural sensitivity and the
use of new media technology) are described. Each variable will include a description
of its measurement instrument. A description of the participant sample is also
included. Details of how the questionnaire was developed and administered are also
provided followed by a detailed description of the data analysis.

3.2 Population and Sample

Population of this study is Thai citizens with an access to various types of new
media. Using the convenience sampling, a group of Thai undergraduate students
enrolled at a private university in Bangkok, Thailand were selected as sample of this
study. Based on Weisberg and Bowen’s (1977) research on the maximum sampling
error for samples of varying size, a sample size of at least 400 is expected to produce
results within a 5% error level. Demographic information (age, gender, academic
class level and year) was collected along with the main instruments to account for the
sample’s generalizability to the population. Nationality was also measured to confirm
that all participants are of Thai nationality.

3.3 Variables

To test the hypotheses, four variables were measured and compared for
significant relationships: ethnocentrism, rhetorical sensitivity, new media use, and

intercultural sensitivity. Ethnocentrism is the tendency to view ones group as the
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standard from which all other groups are judged. The result of ethnocentrism is to
judge other groups with different characteristics as inferior, or wrong, compared to the
in-group. In the current thesis project, ethnocentrism is investigated as a general
tendency, not specific to a particular group or context. Rhetorical sensitivity is a
behavioral concept addressing how individuals interact in social situations. The
concept categorizes types of behavior into three different archetypes: the rhetorical
reflector, the noble self, and the rhetorical sensitive. The rhetorical reflector adapts to
fit what they expect the other person wants from them in the social interaction. The
noble self sees themselves as the standard for integrity and the most important in the
social interaction. The rhetorical sensitive creates a balance between the rhetorical
reflector and the noble self by adapting to meet the expectations of the other while
recognizing their own needs; thus, striving to meet the needs equally of both the self
and the other. New media use will be measurement of time spent engaging in various
new media technologies. New media technologies include most Internet based
electronic devices, such as a home computer, smart phone, video game consoles,
television media centers, etc. Any activity on these types of technology that is in some
way digital, interactive, part of a network or a virtual simulation can be considered
new media. Intercultural sensitivity is a person’s ability to recognize differences and
similarities between different cultures, their interest and respect in different cultures,
and their ability to adapt themselves to communicate effectively with different
cultures.

3.4 Instruments

The questionnaire consists of four parts. Each part consists of the instrument

for measuring each variable. Part one of the questionnaire packet contains the 22-item
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GENE scale to measure general ethnocentrism. Part two contains the 30-item
THAIRHETSEN scale to measure rhetorical sensitivity. Part three contains a 9-item
question set to measure how much time is spent engaging in various new media
technologies. Part four contains the 24-item intercultural sensitivity scale. The four
parts were presented to the participants in a single convenient packet.

Consisting of the four variables being measured, the questionnaire packet
includes a total of 88 items. Specifically the GENE and THAIRHETSEN scales have
remained the current instruments used in recent research measuring those variables;
thus, the current study will use the same instruments as no other instruments have
been shown to be more reliable or valid in measuring the variables under investigation
by this thesis. Furthermore, Cronbach’s alpha tests were conducted to confirm
reliability of the instruments in use. Based on the alpha value of all scales except
ethnocentrism, the instruments of this study were considered reliable: GENE (.58),
THAIRHETSEN (.81), New Media Use (.77), and Intercultural Sensitivity (.81).

Convergence validity is determined by the comparison of ethnocentrism and
rhetorical sensitivity in terms of their suggested relation to intercultural
communication effectiveness; specifically, how the concepts of empathy, flexibility,
and cultural knowledge are related to both concepts and intercultural communication
competence. Predictive validity is assessed by how the use of new media instrument
affects ethnocentrism and rhetorical sensitivity. Use of new media should theoretically
predict ethnocentrism levels and rhetorical sensitivity based on past research (Allison
& Emmers-Sommer, 2011; Croucher, 2011; Kwak et al., 2006; Korzenny, et al., 1987;
Cargile & Bolkan, 2013; Okabe, 2007; Knutson & Posirisuk, 2006; O’Kane & Hargie,

2004; McCroskey, 2003). Intercultural sensitivity will act as a mediator between new
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media use and both ethnocentrism and rhetorical sensitivity. Previous research
suggests that exposure to other cultures and intercultural interaction leads to
intercultural sensitivity in-turn leads to the prerequisite characteristics of both
ethnocentrism and rhetorical sensitivity (Peng et al., 2005; Dong et al., 2008; Portalla
& Chen, 2010; & Del Villar, 2010).

Given the wide cross-cultural applicability of both the GENE scale and the
intercultural sensitivity scale, and the Thai cultural specific design of the
THAIRHETSEN scale, the current instruments are deemed appropriate for measuring
general ethnocentrism and rhetorical sensitivity among a Thai sample. For
measurement accuracy, all items and instructions in the questionnaire packet were
translated from English to Thai, and then back translated to English for comparison
with the original items. The back translated document showed sufficient similarity to
the original questionnaire.

The Demographics portion of the questionnaire determined the basic
information of each participant: age, gender, university major, and nationality. The
information provided by the demographics questions were used in determining the
qualification as well as the sample’s generalizability to the general public. For
example, any participant not meeting the qualifications through the demographics
questions (i.e. Not of Thai nationality) were not included in the data analysis.

3.4.1 Ethnocentrism
Participants’ level of ethnocentrism was measured using Neuliep and

McCroskey’s (1997) General Ethnocentrism Scale (GENE). The GENE scale

was developed to measure ethnocentrism in a way that was not culturally,

ethnically, racially, or nationally limited. In other words, the GENE scale
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should be a reliable and valid measurement regardless of who the participant
is, or where they come from. Since its development, the GENE scale has been
tested for reliability and validity multiple times and across multiple cultures.
Participants’ scores on the GENE scale will determine their level of general
ethnocentricity with a high score indicating a high level of general
ethnocentricity and a low score indicating a low level of ethnocentricity.

Secondary testing of GENE was conducted by Neuliep (2002). Neuliep
(2002) retested the instrument’s validity and reliability and its agreement with
other related instruments. Validity and reliability were found to still hold true
while its agreement with other related instruments were partially supported.
Neuliep (2002) concluded that its concurrent validity was strong enough, as
the instruments it did not agree with were only partially related. For example,
the consumer ethnocentrism scale did not show concurrent validity, however,
it does not claim to measure general ethnocentrism as the GENE scale does.
Originally an 18-item questionnaire (Neuliep & McCroskey, 1997), the
updated GENE scale features 22 Likert-type items to measure general
ethnocentrism.

GENE'’s intercultural applicability has been proven on numerous
occasions. The GENE scale has been used in numerous studies comparing
ethnocentrism with other variables among US participants (Neuliep &
McCroskey, 1997; Neuliep, 2002; Lin & Rancar, 2003; Neuliep, Hintz, &
McCroskey, 2005; Corrigan, Pennington, & McCroskey, 2006; Wrench,
Corrigan, McCroskey, & Punyanant-Cater, 2006; Arasaratnam & Banerjee,

2007; Dong & Day, 2008; and Neuliep, 2012). In addition to Western based
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studies, the GENE scale has been used in many cross-cultural studies
comparing ethnocentrism between different cultures in their respective
languages (Lin, Rancar, & Lim, 2003; and Lin, Rancar, & Trimbitas, 2005).
The GENE scale has been reported as a valid measurement of general
ethnocentrism in various countries demonstrating that it is likely to be a highly
valid instrument in measuring general ethnocentrism among Thai participants.
Therefore, the GENE scale is expected to be an effective instrument among
Thai participants.

The reliability of the GENE scale has been tested and proven to be a
consistent measurement of general ethnocentrism since its inception in 1997
(Neuliep & McCroskey, 1997). Reliability of the GENE scale was measured
among US (.76), and Korean (.79) participants by Lin, et al. (2003). Another
cross-cultural study measured the reliability of the GENE scale among US
(.90), and Romanian (.81) participants by Lin, et al. (2005). Many US based
studies reported similarly high Cronbach’s alpha scores: .76 (Lin & Rancar,
2003), .82 (Neuliep et al., 2005), .87 (Corrigan et al., 2006), .88 (Wrench et
al., 2006), .87 (Arasaratnam & Banerjee, 2007), .89 (Dong & Day, 2008), and
.87 (Neuliep, 2012). Accordingly, the GENE scale is expected to be a reliable
measurement of general ethnocentrism in the current thesis project. However,
seven of the 22 items were discarded leaving 15 items for the data analysis.
See details of this scare in the Appendix.

3.4.2 Rhetorical Sensitivity

Rhetorical sensitivity was measured using a Thai specific measurement

developed by Knutson, Komolsevin, Datthuyawat, Smith, and Kaweewong
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(2007). The THAIRHETSEN scale, adapted from the RHETSENZ scale
(Eadie & Powell, 1991) was specifically designed to measure the three styles
of communication in rhetorical sensitivity (the noble self, the rhetorical
reflector, and the rhetorical sensitive) among Thai people. The
THAIRHETSEN features 30 Likert-type items to measure the three types of
communicators: rhetorical reflectors, noble selves, and rhetorical sensitives.
Each type of communicator is represented by a portion of the THAIRHETSEN
scale and measured separately as their own scale. The THAIRHETSEN scale
is, therefore, divided into three separate scales purposed to each measure the
level that the participants identify or relate to the scales’ respective parts.
Participants who score high with the items categorized as “rhetorical
reflectors” would indicate high levels of rhetorical reflection. Score
interpretation for rhetorical sensitives and noble selves follow the same rule.

The THAIRHETSEN scale is the only instrument of its kind and has
shown validity in previous research (Knutson & Posirisuk, 2006; and Dilbeck
& McCroskey, 2009). Therefore, the current thesis will utilize the
THAIRHETSEN to measure rhetorical sensitivity of Thai participants.
Previous research utilizing the THAIRHETSEN scale reported reliability
scores of .82 (rhetorical reflectors), .88 (noble selves), and .81 (rhetorical
sensitives) (Knutson & Posirisuk, 2006). A more recent study also produced
similar Cronbach’s alpha scores of .68 (rhetorical sensitives), .79 (noble
selves), and .69 (rhetorical reflectors) (Dillbeck & McCroskey, 2009). Details
of this scale are provided in the Appendix.

3.4.3 New Media Use



62

To evaluate the volume and frequency of new media use among the
participants, a simple set of open-ended questions were devised. The set of
nine items in the questionnaire each refer to a specific new media use behavior
where the participant is asked to rate how often they engage in that behavior.
The survey should clearly distinguish how often each participant engages in
new media behavior in a way that accurate comparisons can be drawn between
the participants. Participants who give information indicating long length and
high frequency of use of new media technology in the first part of the new
media use questionnaire will be considered as high frequency users. In regards
to the second part of the new media use questionnaire, participants who
entered high scores will be considered heavy users of new media technology.
Details of this measurement are provided in the Appendix.

3.4.4 Intercultural Sensitivity

Participants’ level of intercultural sensitivity was measured using Chen
and Starosta’s (2000) intercultural sensitivity scale. The intercultural
sensitivity scale was developed by Chen and Starosta (2000) who developed
73 items that represent the construct of intercultural sensitivity. Through a
small 168-person study, Chen and Starosta (2000) reduced the 73 items to 44
items significantly loading on the factors related to intercultural sensitivity. A
larger, 414-person study was conducted to reduce the 44 items down to only
24 strongly factor-loading items. The 24-item survey became the intercultural
sensitivity scale used in this study. The items in the survey include statements
such as, “I am sensitive to my culturally-distinct counterpart’s subtle meanings

during our interaction.”
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Since its development the survey has displayed both validity and
reliability. Many international studies have been conducted to prove its
viability across cultures. The intercultural sensitivity scale has been used with
Chinese, Thai, Filipino, and US participants (Peng et al., 2005; Dong et al.,
2008; Portalla & Chen, 2010; & Del Villar, 2010). Cronbach’s alpha validity
scores were, however, only reported by Chen and Starosta (2000) at 0.87 and
Dong et al. (2008) at 0.88. Participants with high scores will be considered
having a high level of intercultural sensitivity. Details of this scare are
provided in the Appendix.

3.5 Data Collection

The sampled participants were expected to meet a set of qualifications (being
Thai citizens) to be included in the data analysis for this thesis. Therefore, the
researcher contacted three lecturers of a private university in Bangkok, Thailand for
their approval of collecting primary data in their class rooms. At the beginning of the
second semester of the 2014-2015 academic year, copies of the questionnaire packet
were provided to these lecturers who administered the questionnaire packet to their
undergraduate students during normal class time at the university, in the class room.
The participants were given the questionnaire packet at the same time and were
instructed on how to correctly complete the questionnaire by the course instructor.
After completion of the questionnaire by the undergraduate participants, all copies of
the questionnaire were collected and returned to the researcher for data processing and
analysis.

3.6 Data Analysis

All raw data in the questionnaires were transformed into numerical ones so
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that they could be entered into a statistical program for data analyses. Reverse coded
items in the GENE and the intercultural sensitivity scale were returned to a normal
coded mode before being tested for statistical significance. To investigate the
statistically significant relationships between the variables, a standard multiple linear
regression tests of the data were conducted using statistical analysis software. All
three hypotheses tested relied on the presence or absence of a statistically significant

relationship between the variables under investigation.



CHAPTER 4

FINDINGS

4.1 Introduction

This chapter provides the quantitative results of the survey and report the
results of the hypothesis testing. Demographic data are provided to confirm the
qualification of the participants included in the data analysis and their generalizability
to the sample population. The results of the multiple linear regression testing as well
as the Pearson correlation testing of the seven hypotheses are explained and
discussed.

4.2 Demographics

Questionnaires were distributed to 420 students in classes by the participating
lecturers and the thesis researcher or were distributed by the lecturer alone. Of the 420
distributed questionnaires, 367 were included in the survey while the rest were
unusable due to non-Thai nationality or incorrectly filling out the questionnaire, and
some questionnaires were not returned. Of the included questionnaires, 100% fell
between the age-range of 15-30. More males (51.2%) than females (48.8%)
participated in this study. The reported demographic data suggest a homogenized
sample of Thai subjects between the ages of 15-30, studying for their bachelor’s
degree during the first three years of their academic program. Additionally, most
(89.9%) of the students are majoring in communication studies with the remaining
studying engineering (10.1%). Table 4.1 — 4.6 provide details of participants’

demographic characteristics.



Table 1: Frequency and Percentage of Participants’ Gender

Frequency Percentage

Female 179 48.8
Male 188 51.2
Total 367 100.0

Table 2: Frequency and Percentage of Participants’ Age

Frequency Percentage

15-20 119 32.4
21-25 247 67.3
26-30 1 3
Total 367 100.0

Table 3: Frequency and Percentage of Participants’ Nationality

Frequency Percentage

Thai 367 100
Non-Thai 0 0
Total 367 100

Table 4: Frequency and Percentage of Participants’ Academic Major

Frequency Percentage

Communication Studies 330 89.9
Engineering 37 10.1

Total 367 100.0
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Table 5: Frequency and Percentage of Participants’ Pursuant Degree

Frequency Percentage

Undergraduate Degree 367 100
Graduate Degree 0 0
Other 0 0
Total 367 100

Table 6: Frequency and Percentage of Participants’ Year of Student

Frequency  Percentage

1™ Year 41 11.2
2" Year 75 20.4
3" Year 232 63.2
4™ Year 15 4.1
5+ 4 1.1
Total 367 100.0

4.3 Descriptive Statistics

Observing the standard deviation of each of the four scales’ mean tells us how
well the mean reflects the overall sample. The smaller the standard deviation value,
the closer each participant in the sample is to the mean of the sample. New media
use’s mean value is 48.94 with an acceptable standard deviation of 7.91. Intercultural
sensitivity’s mean value is 115.01 with an acceptable, but higher, standard deviation
of 15.06. Rhetorical sensitivity’s mean value is 53.88 with an acceptable standard

deviation of 8.37. Ethnocentrism’s mean value is 51.56 with an acceptable standard
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deviation of 9.11. All of the standard deviation values for the four measurements
indicate that the individual values of the participants cluster around the overall mean
of the sample. Item statistics for each scale are provided in tables 8 — 11.+

Table 7: Mean and Standard Deviation of Variables

Variable N Mean S.D.
New Media Use 367 48.94 7.91
Intercultural sensitivity 367 115.01 15.06
Rhetorical sensitivity 367 53.88 8.37

Ethnocentrism 367 51.56 9.11
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4.4 Hypothesis Testing

Hypothesis one states that new media use will have an indirect negative
influence through intercultural sensitivity on ethnocentrism. The intercultural
sensitivity scale measures factors of self-esteem, self-monitoring, open-mindedness,
empathy, interaction involvement, and non-judgment. These factors of intercultural
sensitivity conceptually relate to some of the factors of ethnocentrism; specifically,
open-mindedness, empathy, and non-judgment. As a result, a negative relationship is
expected to present itself from the data. Ethnocentrism has been shown to be
negatively impacted by exposure to different cultures through intercultural interaction
and mass media. Therefore, the intercultural interaction and exposure to culturally
differing media should negatively impact a person’s level of ethnocentrism. The
variables should theoretically fit into the model as previous research has stated that
intercultural sensitivity may partly be a result of exposure to different cultures and
intercultural communication interactions, and, that intercultural sensitivity should
result in characteristics required for low ethnocentrism.

Hypothesis two states that new media use will have an indirect positive
influence through intercultural sensitivity on rhetorical sensitivity. The intercultural
sensitivity scale measures factors of self-esteem, self-monitoring, open-mindedness,
empathy, interaction involvement, and non-judgment. These factors of intercultural
sensitivity conceptually relate to some of the factors of rhetorical sensitivity;
specifically, self-esteem, self-monitoring, empathy, and interaction involvement. As a
result, a positive relationship is expected to present itself from the data.

Hypothesis three states that general ethnocentrism will be negatively related to

rhetorical sensitivity. In other words, a high ethnocentrism score should correlate with
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a low rhetorical sensitivity score and vice-versa.

The three hypotheses that make up the proposed model were tested using a
path analysis through a multiple-linear regression test. The beta values resulting from
the multiple-linear regression test will determine the strength of the relationships and
can range from -1.00 to 1.00. A negative relationship is described as one value
increasing as the other decreases. A p-value is provided to determine whether the
reported relationship resulting from the beta value is significant or not. A p-value can
range from .00 to 1.00. A p-value of <.01 indicates a 99% confidence level in the
significance of the relationship.

The results indicate significant relationships between the variables in the
directions hypothesized. The first two hypotheses that make up the proposed model
consist of two layers. The first layer establishes a relationship between new media use
and the mediating factor of intercultural sensitivity with new media use as the
independent variable and intercultural sensitivity as the dependent variable. A
significant but weak positive relationship was found between new media use and the
mediating factor of intercultural sensitivity (f =.14, p =.01). The second layer uses
new media use and intercultural sensitivity as independent variables. To test the first
hypothesis, general ethnocentrism was used as the dependent variable. A moderate
significant negative relationship was found between new media use with intercultural
sensitivity and general ethnocentrism (f = -.41, p =.00).

To test the second hypothesis, rhetorical sensitivity was used as the dependent
variable. A moderate significant positive relationship was found between new media
use with intercultural sensitivity and rhetorical sensitivity (£ =.51, p =.00). The

weaker relationship between new media use and intercultural sensitivity indicates that
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new media use is not as strong of a factor as intercultural sensitivity in the resulting
model. Despite producing significant results, the relationship of new media use in the
proposed model is negligible; therefore, hypotheses one and two are only partially
supported by the data.

The third hypothesis also used a path analysis through a multiple-linear
regression test between the variables of general ethnocentrism and rhetorical
sensitivity. A beta value of -.27 emerged with a significance level of p value (.00).
This relationship is considered a slightly weak negative relationship. The relationship
is neither negligible nor strong. Given that the third hypothesis states merely that there
would be a relationship without referring to the strength, hypothesis three is
supported. A summary of hypothesis testing result is provided in Table 66.

Table 12: Summary of Hypothesis Testing Results

Research Hypothesis Result

HP#1: New media use will have an indirect negative  Partially supported
relationship through intercultural sensitivity with

ethnocentrism.

HP#2: New media use will have an indirect positive Partially supported
relationship through intercultural sensitivity with

rhetorical sensitivity.

HP#3: Ethnocentrism and rhetorical sensitivity are Supported

negatively correlated.

The conceptual model of this research (see Figure 3) illustrates the strength

and direction of the relationships of the variables under investigation. The significant



relationships in the model below are in the predicted directions as proposed by the

research hypotheses. The model explains how new media have a negligible indirect

effect through intercultural sensitivity on both ethnocentrism and rhetorical sensitivity

and that ethnocentrism and rhetorical sensitivity are related.

Figure 3: Completed Model
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION

5.1 Introduction

This chapter provides the implications of the research findings. A summary of
the variables and how they fit into the model presented in this report is provided
followed by a summary of how the research was conducted and a summary of
hypothesis testing. Real world applications of the information generated by this
research is discussed followed by limitations of this study, and recommendations for
future research is provided.

5.2 Summary

5.2.1 Concept of Research
Exposure to different cultures has an undeniable relationship to

developing effective intercultural communication competence. Experiencing

different cultures can be achieved in two ways: direct intercultural

communication interaction and consumption of culturally different media

content. The Internet has proven to be both a source of direct intercultural

communication interaction and intercultural developed media content. Thanks

to the rapidly increasing availability and accessibility of the Internet, brought

on by the concept of “new media,” Internet consumers are now exposed to an

even higher concentration of media, both domestic and intercultural, and more

opportunities to interact with culturally different people than was ever possible

before. Therefore, this thesis proposed and thoroughly researched a link

between use of new media and concepts of intercultural communication
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competence. Suspicion of such a link was created from the interlinking aspects
of each concept and similar previous research.

To account for the idea of intercultural communication competence,
two concepts thought to be highly related to intercultural communication
competence were investigated: ethnocentrism and rhetorical sensitivity.
Ethnocentrism is thought to be a human characteristic that would prevent
intercultural communication competence. An ethnocentric individual could not
effectively communicate with another culturally different person if every
culturally different aspect of the culturally different person’s behavior was
being negatively judged by the ethnocentric. The emerging popularity of
intercultural communication research of the last century resulted in the
necessity for a tool to accurately measure general ethnocentrism that could be
used globally and cross-culturally. While previous ethnocentrism measuring
tools existed before it, Neuliep and McCroskey’s GENE scale was the first to
exclude specific details about particular cultures, nationalities, races, etc.
Previous ethnocentrism measuring tools also had non-general focuses, such as
the consumer ethnocentrism scale which focused on consumer purchasing
habits for use in marketing research. Since its inception, the GENE scale has
proven itself an accurate and effective tool for measuring general
ethnocentrism. Rhetorical sensitivity can been seen as a characteristic required
by intercultural communication competence. Rhetorical sensitivity leads to
intercultural communication competence through the abilities of
understanding the other person and adapting one’s own behavior to best suit

the other person while maintaining a high level of concern for the self,
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resulting in a collaborative effort towards meeting mutually desirable
communication goals. Rhetorical sensitivity in an intercultural context would
be impossible for the ethnocentric; however, the two remain mutually
exclusive. To be competent in intercultural communication, one would need to
be both non-ethnocentric and rhetorically sensitive. Thus, this thesis included
these two concepts to account for intercultural communication competence, in
addition to a lack of research concerning these two concepts and how they
relate to new media use.

Intercultural sensitivity plays an intermediary role between new media
use and the two concepts of intercultural communication competence in
question. Intercultural sensitivity covers a range of characteristics, but is well
defined and distinct from other concepts related to intercultural
communication. The aspects of intercultural sensitivity that warrant its
inclusion as a mediating factor in the proposed model are the interest in
learning about other cultures and the ability to recognize cultural differences
and similarities, both of which compose a large part of the concept. While
intercultural sensitivity has been argued as something that results from
exposure to different cultures and as something that leads to intercultural
communication competence, intercultural sensitivity conceptually fits the
proposed model. If someone is not intercultural sensitivity then no amount of
intercultural communication exposure offered by new media will lead to a
decrease in ethnocentrism or an increase in rhetorical sensitivity as the user
would either be not interested in the intercultural communication or would not

recognize it. Thus, the proposed model was conceived.
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The proposed model explains how new media use would affect both
ethnocentrism and rhetorical sensitivity through intercultural communication
sensitivity. A high use in new media would have a negative effect on
ethnocentrism and a positive effect on rhetorical sensitivity as long as a high
level of intercultural sensitivity was also present.

5.2.2 Methodology

To test the hypothesized relationships in the proposed model, a
quantitative study was carried out during the spring semester of the 2014-2015
academic year at Bangkok University. Questionnaires were distributed to 420
Thai undergraduate students. The questionnaire distributed featured
demographic questions and measurements associated with the thesis’s four
variables. To assure linguistic accuracy, the English language derived portions
of the questionnaire were translated into the native language of Thai and back
translated into English to compare to the original version. Of the 420
questionnaires, 367 were valid for data analysis.

The questionnaire consisted of five parts: 1) demographics, 2) GENE,
3) THAIRHETSEN, 4) intercultural sensitivity, and 5) new media use. The
demographics portion asked the participants to provide information of their
age, gender, nationality, pursuant degree, year of study, major of study, and
academic institution. Participants who did not identify as either being a Thai
national, or ethnically Thai were discarded from the data analysis to improve
the generalizability of the sample. The GENE scaled measured for general
ethnocentrism and consisted of 22 items. Seven of the 22 items were discarded

leaving 15 items for the data analysis. The Cronbach’s alpha reliability score
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for the GENE scale in this study was .58. The THAIRHETSEN measured
rhetorical sensitivity and was specifically designed to measure rhetorical
sensitivity among Thai respondents. The scale measured three factors, one of
which being rhetorical sensitivity with 10 items. The Cronbach’s alpha
reliability score for the THAIRHETSEN in this study was .81. The
intercultural sensitivity scale was used to measure intercultural sensitivity and
consisted of 24 items. The Cronbach’s alpha reliability score of the
intercultural sensitivity scale in this study was .81. The self-developed
instrument to measure frequency and volume of new media use consisted of 9
items with a Cronbach’s alpha reliability score of .77.

Once collected, the data from the questionnaires were entered into
statistical analysis software (SPSS) and analyzed following procedures
appropriate for testing the hypothesized model. The items for each variable
were combined in subsets according to their variable. For example, all 15
items of the GENE scale were combined to form the ethnocentrism variable
for analysis. Using a multiple linear regression, a path analysis was conducted
on the four variables. The resulting values were then transposed on the
illustrated model to show both the strength and direction of the relationships
giving a clear picture of how well the data support the model.

5.2.3 Hypothesis Testing

Each hypothesis tested represents an integral part of the proposed
model as hypothesized. For the model to be fully supported all three of the
hypothesis would need to be supported, otherwise only partial or no support of

the proposed model could be stated. To test for each of the two paths
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hypothesized, a correlation needed to be established between new media use
and its intermediary factor intercultural sensitivity. Because of a negligible
relationship found between new media use and intercultural sensitivity, the
first two hypothesis could not be supported. However moderate relationships
were found between the dependent variables of ethnocentrism and rhetorical
sensitivity and new media use and intercultural sensitivity. Therefore, the data
show that intercultural sensitivity is the major factor in relationships between
these variables with new media as a significant but negligible factor. The
results of the study partially confirm the hypothesized model. Being
interculturally sensitivity may contribute to decreased ethnocentrism and
increased rhetorical sensitivity, but using new media will have a very small
effect. The third hypothesis dealt with the idea that ethnocentrism and
rhetorical sensitivity are related. Resulting data show a significant relationship
in the hypothesized negative direction.

5.3 Discussion of Implications

Partial acceptance of the hypothesized model is due to a weak relationship

emerging between new media use and the intercultural communication variables. New

media use was found to be barely related to intercultural sensitivity. However,

intercultural sensitivity was found to be moderately related to both ethnocentrism and

rhetorical sensitivity. The hypothesized model predicted that intercultural sensitivity

would act as a mediating factor between new media use and ethnocentrism and

intercultural sensitivity. While the total effect of new media use and intercultural

sensitivity correlated with the other intercultural communication variables, new media

use was found to be a negligible factor in the mix. Therefore, the model confirms the
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literature’s description of intercultural sensitivity leading to intercultural
communication competence (Del Villar, 2010; Chen & Starosta, 2000; Portalla &
Chen, 2010), but does not confirm the suspected contribution of new media use in
leading to intercultural communication competence. These results can be explained by
new media’s wide range of uses that can have varying effects on the user and its
ability to exacerbate intercultural communication incompetence.

Any relation between new media use and intercultural communication
competence may be limited to only certain types of new media activities. Types of
new media activities include reading or watching news on various websites and
applications, social networking, chatting through text or video, watching various types
of videos, playing online games, online forums, etc. By measuring all types of new
media activities as one measurement, some activities that do relate to intercultural
communication competence, or relate to incompetence, may be overshadowing
relationships between other activities and intercultural communication competence.
Some of the previous research that lead to the idea of relating new media use to
intercultural communication competence seems to support this explanation.

A look back on the research supporting new media’s relation to intercultural
communication competence reveals a trend in the type of media specified.
Specifically, news media is the type of media that previous research showed to be
related to intercultural communication competence. Using traditional media as the
medium for accessing news, Korzenny, et al. (1987) found that watching televised
news related to lower levels of ethnocentrism. More recently, attention to news was
compared to levels of ethnocentrism among Japanese participants and was found to be

negatively correlated. In other words, participants who reported paying more attention
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to news reported lower levels of ethnocentrism (Swenson & Visgatis, 2011). This
research originally speculated that new media in general would provide some of the
same exposure to intercultural content that news media does in addition to
intercultural communication that should correlate with intercultural communication
competence; however, the results of this thesis show that that is not the case. In fact,
the other types of new media activity such as online chatting and playing online
games may be related to being less competent in intercultural communication.

Some research suggests that both traditional media and new media may
provide avenues for spreading ethnocentrism, cultural bias, and negative sentiments
towards foreign countries. While new media connects people from across the globe,
Lyutyanska (2014) found that it serves as a tool for spreading ethnocentrism. Through
a media discourse analysis, ethnocentric messages were easily accessible and spread
through various media platforms. Similarly, social media exposure encourages people
of the same culture to unify; thus, an in-group and out-group is defined (Ridzvan,
Bolong, Omar, Osma, Yusof, & Abdullah, 2011). By giving further distinction
between in-groups and out-groups, social media may contribute to increasing
ethnocentrism.

Intercultural sensitivity, on the other hand, can still be argued as a gateway
towards both lowering ethnocentrism and increasing rhetorical sensitivity. Although
Chen and Starosta (2000) clearly suggest intercultural sensitivity has a prerequisite to
intercultural communication competence, we can also argue a clearer link to
ethnocentrism and rhetorical sensitivity. Because intercultural sensitivity involves the
desire to learn about other cultures, respect other cultures, and the ability to recognize

cultural differences and similarities, ethnocentrism seems inevitable without
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intercultural sensitivity. Without having the desire to learn about other cultures,
respect other cultures, or the ability to even recognize cultural differences and
similarities a person will have both a hard time withholding bias and judgment when
interacting with culturally different people. Likewise, without being interested in
other cultures or having respect for them, rhetorical sensitivity cannot be achieved.
Rhetorical sensitivity is the characteristic of having a high concern for both the other
and the self while adapting behavior to achieve mutually desirable outcomes. As a
result, when interacting with culturally different people, intercultural sensitivity is
required to recognize their cultural differences in order to adapt. The supported part of
the model matches nicely with the available information in the literature.

From the partially supported model we can draw some implications. The effect
of new media on intercultural communication competence can be seen as inevitable
and to be increasing as new media technology increases in availability and
accessibility. Therefore, we can make some suggestions based on the model presented
in this thesis. The model purports that new media use through intercultural sensitivity
can decrease ethnocentrism and increase rhetorical sensitivity; however, new media
use, in general, was not shown to be related to reduced ethnocentrism or increased
rhetorical sensitivity. Previous research suggests that new media may be useful in
encouraging intercultural communication competence. This thesis shows that new
media use alone is barely related to having intercultural communication competence,
however, previous research has suggested links for specific activities and for specific
purposes; such as television for acculturation (Allison & Emmers-Sommor, 2011),
attention to news for reducing ethnocentrism (Swenson & Visgatis, 2011), Internet use

in academics (O’mara & Harris, 2014), social networking facilitating acculturation
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(Croucher, 2011), and intercultural video conferencing in education (Devran, 2010).
Therefore, in an effort to develop effective training programs and educational
curriculum, future research should focus on narrowing down what benefits can result
from which new media use activity.

Finding a significant relationship between the intercultural communication
variables of ethnocentrism and rhetorical sensitivity solidifies their claims to lead to
intercultural communication competence. According to Chen’s (1989) model of
intercultural communication competence, there are four dimensions that contribute to
intercultural communication competence: personal attributes, communication skills,
psychological adaptation, and cultural awareness. Ethnocentrism relates with cultural
awareness the most as they both deal with cultural differences. Rhetorical sensitivity
relates with communication skills as they both deal with flexibility and interaction
management. The findings support the idea that both measurements can be used in
assessing intercultural communication competence. The slightly weak relationship
found demonstrates their relation to a common construct, but that they are not
measuring the same part of that construct. Any highly correlating variables are
generally thought to be measuring the same thing.

The results of this thesis have made three discoveries: 1) new media use, in
general, is barely related to intercultural communication competence, 2) intercultural
sensitivity, as predicted, does relate to intercultural communication competence, and
3) ethnocentrism and rhetorical sensitivity measure separate dimensions that
contribute to intercultural communication competence. A general new media use
measurement leads to mixed results as only some new media activities may be related

to intercultural communication competence. To confirm this assumption, future
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research should define which types of activities relate to intercultural communication
competence and which do not. Future research can also rely on the GENE scale and
rhetorical sensitivity scales in assessing intercultural communication competence.

5.4 Limitations

This thesis is the first to measure the frequency and volume of new media use
and compare it to these two fundamental intercultural communication concepts,
however, it is not without limitations. In any research there are some aspects which
can be improved on, or some challenges that were not overcome, especially with a
master’s thesis such as this. As a result, this thesis has some limitations, particularly in
the research process. The limitations of this thesis are the type of instruments used in
the questionnaire, the language challenges in the questionnaire development, the
chosen subjects of the data collection, and the possible changes in attitudes of today’s
generation compared to generation during the development of some of the surveys.

The nature of the questionnaire was entirely self-reported. In other words, the
data relied on what the subjects reported, rather than factual observations. Participants
in the study could have be dishonest or mistaken in their answers. Some participants
could be exaggerating some of their responses, or could be answering in a way they
feel the researcher wants them to answer instead of the truth. Thus, the results of this
study might not actually reflect the real situation. Using an observation based method
for collecting data might have improved the validity of this study. Also, instead of
administering quantitative self-reported scales, qualitative interviews could have been
conducted which would have allowed for follow-up questions. Participants might
have been less likely to exaggerate or lie in their responses if followed up with

verifying questions.
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New media use not relating to the intercultural communication variables could
be a result of a too general approach in measurement. While the measure used in this
study attempted to include as many types of new media activities from reading news,
watching videos, playing games, and social networking, using a measurement that
assesses type of activity use rather than overall frequency and volume may provide
more definitive results. For example, new media use to access international news
might be more correlated with intercultural communication variables than social
networking. Additionally, the type of content being accessed could produce differing
results. In regards to news media, the type of news could be another factor relating to
the intercultural communication competence variables where international news may
result in a stronger relationship than local news. Other types of new media use are
subject to the same differences in content: video hosting websites and types of videos,
online video games and country location of game servers (where the people playing
the game are), online chat programs and the people to whom are chatted, etc. The
theory behind new media use’s suspected relationship to intercultural communication
comes from its ability to expose users to intercultural communication. If users are
avoiding interculturally produced content or communicating with culturally different
people, then the relationship will not emerge. New media use has proven to be too
broad of an activity to produce meaningful results.

Another challenge presented by the questionnaire was the linguistic aspect of
its development. While the THAIRHETSEN was developed in collaboration with
Thai academics, the other three instruments were developed in an entirely western
context by western researchers. Although those parts of the questionnaire were

translated and back-translated, the understanding of their meaning could be skewed
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due to context. For example, the word for “friend” in Thai may translate clearly, but
what Thai people would call a friend might not be the same as what an American
would call a friend. Thai people often use the word friend to refer to all of their
classmates or co-workers where an American would reserve the word friend for more
intimate relationships. Other words came in to question as well. The word “respect”
was used frequently in the GENE scale and the translation could be interpreted as
liking something or thinking something is good, rather than the intended meaning of
acknowledging its legitimacy. Thus, interpretation of the words by Thai participants
could be inconsistent with the original researcher’s intentions (Komolsevin, Knutson,
Datthuyawat, & Tanchaisuk, 2011).

In addition, a limitation may result from the researcher’s actual use of GENE
scale in the data analyses. The original scale contains 22 items. However, only 15
items were used for determining the participants’ general ethnocentrism. Accordingly,
the GENE scale seems to have lower feasibility when applied in a non-western
context like Thailand.

Given that all of the participants were Thai, another limitation was
encountered. The results of a thesis of this nature is most valuable when
generalization to the largest population is possible. Because all of the participants
were not only Thai, but also undergraduate students with mostly the same major at the
same school of the same age group, the results are not as generalizable as they would
be if the sample included a wider variety of participants. Due to the time constraints
and resources available to the researcher, a wider variety of participants was not
convenient.

The last limitation of this thesis involves the age of the participants compared
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to the age of the variable measuring instruments. It is of special concern considering
the variables describe cultural behavior. The recent political unrest in Thailand may
have influenced some of the younger generation’s attitudes towards their own country
that could have affected their responses in the GENE scale. For example, one item
statues that “other cultures should try to be like my culture” could have been affected
if a participant reflects on the recent anti-corruption protests. Part of the
THAIRHETSEN scale refers to how younger people interact with older people. This
generational relationship may have changed since the development of the
THAIRHETSEN as younger Thais become less in-touch with traditional Thai values.

The study might have benefited from a reworking of the instruments.

5.5 Recommendations for Future Research

Future researchers can find many ways to improve on the ideas represented by
this thesis. Both conceptual and methodological changes are recommended.
Conceptual changes can be achieved by changing some of the concepts in the model,
or by adding more to improve its validity and relation to intercultural communication
competence. Ethnocentrism and rhetorical sensitivity only represent a part of
intercultural communication competence. Methodological changes could improve the
accuracy of the measured variables. Thus, the following recommendations are
suggested.

First, other intercultural communication competence concepts could be added
or swapped with the current ones. For example, instead of measuring ethnocentrism,
intercultural willingness to communicate could be used. Another example is

intercultural communication apprehension. A number of variables could be used to
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further investigate the effects of new media use.

Another recommendation is the use of qualitative methods for ascertaining the
both the frequency and volume of new media use. Phrases such as “three times a day”
could be clarified by follow-up questions. Another benefit of qualitative interviews is
the ability to discern the type of content being consumed through new media the user
is exposed to, as well as the type, if any, of intercultural interaction happening. While
the debate between qualitative and quantitative methods continues, most agree that a
hybrid study is desirable.

As previously mentioned, the measurement of new media use should be
adjusted. More items should be added to accurately measure the type of new media
use activity and the content being accessed that can be used to measure various
relationships between the type of activity and intercultural communication

competence.
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APPENDIX A
Untranslated Instruments

Ethnocentrism Scale
Below are items that relate to the cultures of different parts of the world. Work
quickly and record your first reaction to each item. There are no right or wrong
answers. Please indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with each item

using the following five-point scale:

m @ & @ 6 © 0

Strongly Agree --- --- Strongly Disagree
1. Most other cultures are backward compared to my culture.

2. My culture should be the role model for other cultures.

3. People from other cultures act strange when they come to my culture.
4. Lifestyles in other cultures are just as valid as those in my culture.

5. Other cultures should try to be more like my culture.

6. I am not interested in the values and customs of other cultures.

7. People in my culture could learn a lot from people in other cultures.

8. Most people from other cultures just don't know what's good for them.
9. I respect the values and customs of other cultures.

___10. Other cultures are smart to look up to our culture.

______11. Most people would be happier if they lived like people in my culture.
____12.Thave many friends from different cultures.

____13. People in my culture have just about the best lifestyles of anywhere.
__ 14, Lifestyles in other cultures are not as valid as those in my culture.

15. I am very interested in the values and customs of other cultures.



16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

I apply my values when judging people who are different.
I see people who are similar to me as virtuous.

I do not cooperate with people who are different.

Most people in my culture just don't know what is good for them.

I do not trust people who are different.
I dislike interacting with people from different cultures.

I have little respect for the values and customs of other cultures.

105



106

THAIRHETSEN (Translated to English)
Directions: Please think of people you know for a long time. DO NOT think of a
particular person, but think of your general experiences associated with people you
have known for a long time. For each of the following 30 statements, please indicate
the degree to which the statement represents your typical attitudes, beliefs, and
behaviors that occur during the conversation between yourself and the people you
have KNOWN FOR A LONG TIME. There are no right and wrong answers. Please
note that statements appear on both sides of this page. Please indicate, on the form
provided, the degree to which the statements apply to you by selecting one of the

seven points on the following scale:

m @ 6 @& & ©e© O

Strongly Agree --- Strongly Disagree
1. Most of the conflicts I have with others are resolved to everyone’s
satisfaction.

2. More than a few times I’ve been told that I communicate well in difficult
situations.

3. T hold on to the principle “Do unto others as you would have others do unto

you.

4. When conversing, | try to please the other person while being myself.

5. I am a compromising person.
6. Ican find a way to make other accept my opinion without making them lose
face

7. 1 am always the first to say “hello” when greeting an older person.
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8. Tusually say “excuse me” when I have to bother others.
___ 9. 1often give advice to friends who are not as good as I in class.
__10. Others say that I am overconfident.
_11. When conversing, I select a topic of discussion that suites the other person’s
interests.
12. T show admiration to others to make myself accepted.
13. I don’t speak against the group’s decision.
14. T usually comply with others’ opinions even though I disagree with them.
15. T am willing to adjust my talking style to please the other person.
16. T usually speak out in support of my boss.
____17.Twould be considered a traitor if I expressed an opinion in conflict with the
group opinion.
__18. Itease my friend about his/her weakness.

19. I refrain from answering a professor’s question when a smarter friend
answers it wrong in the first place.
_20. The older person’s teaching is unconditionally trusted.
_21.Iexpress my feelings openly when I am displeased with another person.
_22.1speak overtly without caring for other feelings.
____23.Thold on to my opinion, even though others are opposed to it.
_____ 24.1am willing to change my opinion to be compatible with older people.
_25. I will retort immediately in conversations when I disagree with the opinion
proposed by that person
_____26. Children should not propose ideas in opposition to older people.

27. In a discussion, I aggressively express my opinions that are in conflict with
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others.
28. T usually attack those who have different opinions from mine.
29. Others say that I am aggressive.

30. I like to be the center of attention in a conversation
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Intercultural Sensitivity Scale
Below is a series of statements concerning intercultural communication. There are no
right or wrong answers. Please work quickly and record your first impression by
indicating the degree to which you agree or disagree with the statements.
Thank you for your cooperation.
o @ & 3 () (7)

Strongly Agree --- --- Strongly Disagree

1. Ienjoy interacting with people from different cultures.
___ 2. Ithink people from other cultures are narrow-minded.
3. I am pretty sure of myself in interacting with people from different cultures.
____ 4. Ifind it very hard to talk in front of people from different cultures.
5. Talways know what to say when interacting with people from different
cultures.
6. Ican be as sociable as I want to be when interacting with people from
different cultures.
7. Idon’t like to be with people from different cultures.
8. I'respect the values of people from different cultures.
9. I getupset easily when interacting with people from different cultures.
_____10. I feel confident when interacting with people from different cultures.
___11. Itend to wait before forming an impression of culturally-distinct
counterparts.
_12.T often get discouraged when I am with people from different cultures.

13. I am open-minded to people from different cultures.
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_____14.1am very observant when interacting with people from different cultures.
_____15. T often feel useless when interacting with people from different cultures.
_16. I respect the ways people from different cultures behave.

___17.1try to obtain as much information as I can when interacting with people
from different cultures.

__18. I would not accept the opinions of people from different cultures.

___19. 1 am sensitive to my culturally-distinct counterpart’s subtle meanings during
our interaction.

__20. I think my culture is better than other cultures.

_ 21.1often give positive responses to my culturally different counterpart during
our interaction.

__22.Tavoid those situations where I will have to deal with culturally-distinct
persons.

_ 23. 1 often show my culturally-distinct counterpart my understanding through
verbal or nonverbal cues.

___24.1have a feeling of enjoyment towards differences between my culturally-

distinct counterpart and me.
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New Media Use Scale
Please fill in the boxes as accurately as possible.
(The Internet includes all online activity through computers, mobile devices, or
gaming consoles)
I have been using the Internet or Internet related applications for  years, and on
average, I use the Internet or Internet related applications  times per week,
spending about  hours per day that [ use the Internet or Internet related
applications.
Below are statements that relate to new media use. Record your first reaction to each
statement using the following scale in regards to how often you engage in that
activity.
Never = 1; Very Rarely (about once per month) = 2; Rarely (about once per week) =
3; Sometimes (about 2-3 times per week) = 4; Often (once per day) = 5; Very Often
(more than once per day) = 6; Always (many times per day) =7
_ L. Tvisit online mainstream media sites (like Sanook.com, MThai.com,
ThaiRath.co.th, or other news sites).
2. Tvisit social networking sties (like Facebook, Twitter, Instragram, or other
people’s blogs).
_ 3. Tvisitvideo hosting sites (like YouTube, or other video sites)
4. Iplay online video games with people I don’t know.
5. Tuse my mobile phone or tablet to access online social network sites (like
Facebook, Twitter, or other people’s blogs).

6.  use my mobile phone or tablet to chat with friends (using Line, WhatsApp,
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Facebook Message App, or other messaging applications)

______7.Tuse my mobile phone or tablet to visit online mainstream media sites (like
Sanook.com, MThai.com, ThaiRath.co.th, or other news sites).

8. Tusemy mobile phone or tablet to visit video hosting sites (like YouTube, or
other video sites)

_____ 9. During my free time (not doing work or studying) I access the Internet

(through a computer or any mobile device).
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APPENDIX B
Translated Instruments

Demographics
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