
the Diocese of San Bernardino, where various ethnic groups 

coexist, is a reflex.

Anxiety and Uncertainty Management Theory. Gudykunst 

(1995, 2005) states that anxiety and uncertainty must be 

managed for intercultural interactions to be effective. 

According to this theory, anxiety and uncertainty have a 

maximum and a minimum threshold beyond which communication 

is ineffective or does not initiate. If anxiety or 

uncertainty is too high, interaction will not occur because 

the individual is too affectively and cognitively impaired 

by fear arid the unknown. If anxiety and uncertainty are too 

low, interaction will not occur for lack of motivation. It 

is important to notice that "we do not want to reduce our 

anxiety and uncertainty totally" (Gudykunst & Kim, 2003, p. 

41). Thus, anxiety and uncertainty are defined as basic 

causes of effectiveness. In fact, Gudykunst (2005) affirms 

that "anxiety and uncertainty... are related to effective 

communication between the two thresholds" (p. 289).

Anxiety and uncertainty are directly connected;
!

whenever anxiety increases or decreases so does 

uncertainty, and vice-versa. There are other variables such 

as self-concept, intergroup contact, categorization, etc, 

termed secondary causes, that influence effective 
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communication by impacting anxiety and uncertainty. Their 

influence is mediated by these two basic causes. Management 

of anxiety and uncertainty occurs by directly controlling 

these two basic causes and by managing the secondary 

causes. Management is moderated by mindfulness that 

requires awareness of the intercultural communication 

process, the various causes and processes involved, and the 

enactment of mindful behavior. For AUM theory, mindfulness 

is a central component of competence. The theory version 

used in this project accounts for the interaction of a host 

national encounter with a foreigner national and is fully 

named 'Anxiety and Uncertainty Management Theory of 

Effective Communication'(Gudykunst, 2005).

Identity Negotiation Theory. Ting-Toomey (1999, 2005) 

argues that intercultural communication interactions are 

more clearly explicated by the process of identity 

negotiation. In exchanging verbal and nonverbal messages 

during an intercultural interaction, it is one's identity, 

or ,identities, that are negotiated. In effect, Ting-Toomey 

(1999) states that "identity negotiation theory emphasizes 

that identity is viewed as the explanatory mechanism for 

the intercultural communication process" (p.39). This 

assertion is based on the foundational conception that 

47



culture informs and shapes individuals' identity, which in 

turn "profoundly influences one's cognition, emotions, and 

interactions" (Ting-Toomey, 1999, p. 26). Identity directly 

guides and shapes one's behavior in every circumstance, 

including intercultural exchanges, and, in turn, is formed 

and developed as a result of everyday interactions which 

are1 always embedded in a cultural realm.

According to these assumptions, identity plays a 

central mediating role between the various factors that 

impact intercultural communication and the final outcomes. 

Identity negotiation theory is based on ten core 

assumptions forming its theoretical foundations, which 

formulate its explanatory mechanisms and desired results. 

"In a nutshell, the theory assumes that human beings in all 

cultures desire both positive group-based and positive 

person-based identities in any type of communicative 

situation" (Ting-Toomey, 1999, p. 217). It further asserts 

that human identity has five dialectical dimensions: 

security, inclusion, trust, connection, and consistency 

that influence interaction. Fulfilling these dimensions 

requires competence centered on mindfulness, knowledge, and 

skills. "The theory assumes that while the efforts of both 

communicators are needed to ensure competent identity 

48



negotiation, the effort of one individual can set competent 

communication in motion" (Ting-Toomey, 1999, p. 218).

Contextual Theory of Interethnic Communication. Kim 

(2003a, 2003b, 2005) contends that interethnic 

communication occurs when individuals interact primarily
I

from an ethnic-social identity perspective, that is, 

"whenever the communicator perceives himself or herself to 

be different from the other interactant(s) in terms of 

ethnicity, ethnic group membership, and/or ingroup 

identification" (Kim, 2005, p. 327). According to this 

theory, communication is understood as an open system, 

based on system theory, in which the components are 

interdependent (Kim (2005). The contextual theory model is 

composed by the communicative behaviors embedded in three 

levels of contexts: first, the communicating interactants; 

second, the specific interaction situation; and third, the 

overall social environment in which the communicative 

interaction takes place.

"The behavior and the three layers of the context 

coconstitute a communication event in which all components 

operate in a reciprocal relationship of stimulus and 

response rather than a one-directional cause and effect" 

(Kim, 2005, p. 328). Interethnic communicative behavior is 
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encoded and decoded according to the mediating processes of
I

social categorization and attribution which produce 

association or dissociation depending on how the contextual,
i

factors impact the contact. Mindfulness informs
i

communication behavior, facilitates appropriate social
i

categorization and attribution, and produces associative 

outcomes. "Interethnic communication is, thus, treated not
i

Ias a specific analytic unit (or variable), but as the
I
Ientirety of an event in which the behavior and the context 

are;taken together into a theoretical fusion..." (Kim,
I

2005, p. 327). This approach emphasizes the central role of
i

contexts in intercultural communication.

■ All three theories have both an interpersonal and an
i

intergroup dimension. The integrated framework focuses 

primarily on their intergroup aspect. They are compatible 

and;complement each other sharing several points of 

intersection such as the concepts of 'mindfulness' and
I

'competence', as well as most of the influencing factors.

This makes easier for their integration into the 

theoretical framework advanced below. Nonetheless, each 

theory advances unique contributions to the explanation of 

the:intercultural communication phenomenon. Anxiety and

Uncertainty Management theory points to these two factors 
I
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as essential to explicate intercultural communication.

Identity Negotiation Theory centers on identity and 

identity negotiation as the mediating factors to explicate 

intercultural interaction. Contextual Theory of Interethnic 

Communication focuses on the ethnic dimension of 

communication and presents the communication behavior­

context relationship as structurally necessary to 
understand tihe intercultural process. These three theories

I

validate and have influenced each other (Gudykunst, 2005; 

Kim, 2005; Ting-Toomey, 2005).

Interpersonal and Intergroup Communication. Every 

intercultural communication interaction has two dimensions: 

interpersonal and intergroup. In composing and interpreting 

messages, one utilizes both the personal and social
i

dimensions of one's identity (Gudykunst, 2004, 2005; Ting- 

Toomey, 1999). Ting-Toomey (1999) explains that the 

personal dimension is the one formed by an individual's non 

shared traits and experiences that make for the 

individuality of a person. These traits and experiences 

create one's personal identity. Ting-Toomey (1999) also 

explains that the social dimension is the one formed by an 

individual membership in a given social group such as a 

culture, an ethnic, organizations, etc. These groups create 
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one's social identities. All identities are present in 

every interaction (Gudykunst, 2005). Thus, when messages 

are exchanged based on personal identity, communication is 

interpersonal (even if it is intercultural); when they are 

exchanged based on social identity, communication is 

intergroup (Gudykunst, 2005).

The Concept of the Stranger. This concept is central 

for this project based on the welcoming the stranger 

statement. Gudykunst (2004, 2005) explains that the 

stranger is both close, as all human persons share 

similarities at various levels, and far, as being the other 

implicates dissimilarities. No one shares every dimension 

of existence with anyone else. Thus everyone is potentially 

a stranger to one another. This concept reaches deep into 

the understanding of intercultural communication as a 

process. Gudykunst (2004) posits that communication, in its 

fundamental processes, is basically the same whether 

intracultural or intercultural, and further defines it as 

"communication with strangers" (p.l). The fundamental 

difference, explains Gudykunst (2004, 2005), is that when 

communicating with people of the same culture, our 

referential for message exchange tends to be more similar 

than when communicating with people from a different 
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culture. Communicating with strangers is fraught with 

anxiety and uncertainty which increase with the increment 

of dissimilarity. Thus, communicating with strangers 

"involves a pattern of information seeking (managing 

uncertainty) and tension reduction (managing anxiety)" 

(Gudykunst, 2005, p. 285).

An Integrated Framework of Intercultural 
Communication

After the overview of each foundational theory, it is 

possible to propose an integrated framework to facilitate 

an explanation of the intercultural communication process, 

which will be used to inform the designing of the training 

program advanced in this project and the guidelines for its 

implementation. This integrated theoretical framework 

(Figure 1) argues that the process of intercultural 

communication is best explained as the identity negotiation 

process through the exchange of messages by way of encoded 

and decoded communicative behaviors that seek to produce 

association between culturally dissimilar interactants as 

the- final outcome resulting from the achievement of 

identity satisfaction marked by mutual respect, 

understanding, and validation of identity obtained through 

the creation of shared meaning.
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Shared Meaning + 
Identity Satisfaction

Association

Figure 1. The Integrated Theoretical Framework of the
Intercultural Communication Process
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The identity negotiation process is directly shaped by 

identity as the locus of encounter between culture and 

communication. It is also influenced by several variables 

residing on two contextual levels, that is, the encounter 

situation and the socio-structural contexts, in which the 

communicative behaviors are embedded. The communicator is 

the locus of the primary influencing factors. Primary 

factors are anxiety and uncertainty dialectically related 

to the categorization and attribution processes. Primary 

factors are the fundamental variables that influence the 

communicative behaviors and consequently affect 

communication outcomes. Last, the mediating process that 

makes possible the occurrence of effectiveness by the 

management of all impacting factors is mindfulness. All 

these interconnected variables, components, and mechanisms 

work together in the process of intercultural communication 

interaction. A closer look at each theoretical framework 

process, variable, component and dimension will help to 

further clarify this framework.

This integration process to construct the framework 

begins with an analysis of effectiveness and effective 

outcomes. Defining effectiveness is central in designing an 

effective training. It then proceeds toward the description 
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and analysis of the influencing factors, passing through an 

analysis of the communication interaction, behavior, 

mediating factors, processes, and the contextual layers 

within which the entire process takes place.

Intercultural Communication Effectiveness. The 

positive outcome of an intercultural interaction that 

allows for the accomplishment of the interactants' desired 

goals is termed effectiveness. Gudykunst (2004, 2005), 

states that effectiveness is the result of communicative 

acts that allow the receiver of a message to interpret its 

meaning as close as possible to the meaning intended by the 

sender of that same message. In other words, effectiveness 

is the ability to "maximize understandings" (Gudykunst, 

2005, p. 289) and "minimize misunderstanding" (Gudykunst, 

2004, p. 28). Ting-Toomey (1999, 2005) equates 

effectiveness with competence and defines it as the 

achievement of identity satisfaction expressed by feelings 

of reciprocal respect, understanding, and validation. Thus, 

for identity negotiation theory, effectiveness is the 

result of competent negotiation of identity.

Kim (2005) indicates that effectiveness is the 

production of the desired outcome, whether it is 
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association or dissociation. In fact, Kim (2005) clearly 

states that

While we generally prefer associative behavior over 

dissociative behaviors, we must recognize that 

dissociative behaviors are desirable and even 

necessary for forcing a change in the existing rules 

of interethnic communication and bringing about more 

equitable long-term relationships between individuals 

and groups, (p. 342)

In the integrated framework, effectiveness is defined 

as the creation of association, that is, a convergence of 

the interacting parties to each other in mutual 

understanding, respect ■, and validation as the result of 

feelings of identity satisfaction through the achievement 

of shared meanings in verbal and non-verbal messages. 

Effectiveness takes place as the result of an intercultural 

interaction.

Intercultural Communication Interaction. Intercultural 

interaction refers to the concrete encounter and 

communicative exchange between individuals of different 

cultural background. It can take a variety of forms and 

include countless situations. It is the result of an 

interaction that identity satisfaction by way of shared 
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meaning takes place. Gudykunst (2004) argues that 

intercultural communication, as any communication, is a 

process of message exchange and creation of meaning and 

affirms that "meanings cannot be transmitted from one 

person to another. Only messages can be transmitted..." 

(Gudykunst, 2004, 9). Ting-Toomey (1999, 2005), contends 

that intercultural communication is a process of message 

exchange to create common meaning "whereby individuals in 

an intercultural situation attempt to assert, define, 

modify, challenge, and/or support their own and other's 

desired self-images" (p. 40). It is an action and reaction 

exchange through verbal and nonverbal communicative 

behaviors in which individuals advance their identity the 

way they want it to be perceived while interpreting other's 

identity as they perceive them.

Intercultural communication is thus a negotiation 

process that includes clarification, confirmation, 

acceptance and/or rejection of the identities being 

negotiated. Following similar lines, Kim (2005) focuses 

intercultural interaction on ethnic identity alone and 

posits that interethnic communication interactions occur 

whenever individuals involved in a communication event do 

so primarily from an ethnic-social identity perspective, 
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that is, "whenever the communicator perceives himself or 

herself to be different from the other interactant(s) in 

terms of ethnicity, ethnic group membership, and/or ingroup 

identification" (p. 327),. Moreover, Interethnic 

communication interaction takes place through the exchange 

of verbal and nonverbal communicative behavior. For the 

theoretical framework, intercultural interaction is defined 

as the process of personal and social identity negotiation 

between culturally dissimilar interactants conducted 

through the exchange of both verbal and nonverbal messages. 

Intercultural Interaction occurs through the enactment of 

communicative behaviors.

Intercultural Communicative Behavior. Communi cat ive 

behaviors make possible for communication to take place. 

They are formed by a multiplicity of verbal and nonverbal 

actions that convey messages and enable identity 

negotiation. It is through communicative behaviors that 

symbols are used to craft, transmit and interpret messages 

(Gudykunst, 2004). Furthermore, Gudykunst (2004) contends 

that "when we communicate we present ourselves as we want 

strangers to see us and respond to how strangers present 

themselves to us" (p. 10). Meaning cannot be transmitted, 

only messages can, thus communicative behaviors can only 
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transmit messages, not meaning (Gudykunst, 2004). Ting- 

Toomey (1999) explicates that the decoding and encoding of 

verbal and nonverbal messages exchanged in the negotiation 

process between culturally different others take place 

through explicit interaction behaviors that in turn 

generate the production of shared content, identity, and 

relational meaning.

Kim (2005) affirms that "communication behavior is 

defined broadly to include not only overtly observable 

(external) actions and reactions, but also covert 

(internal) actions and reactions" (p. 329). Thus, every 

communicative behavior is the product of a coding process 

organized in two aspects distinguished as decoding and 

encoding. According to Kim (2005) , while decoding is the 

internal process within the interactant's mind that creates 

the verbal and nonverbal messages, encoding is the external 

act utilized to express the verbal and nonverbal message. 

In this theoretical framework, intercultural communicative 

behavior is, therefore, defined as an advance or a 

response, formulated by a process of decoding and encoding, 

used to compose, transmit, and interpret, that is, to 

exchange, verbal and nonverbal messages between culturally 

dissimilar interactants.
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Anxiety and Uncertainty Factors. Drawing from

Gudykunst (1995, 2004, 2005) this theoretical framework 

incorporates anxiety and uncertainty as essential factors 

impacting an intercultural communication process. Anxiety 

is an affective response. It is a state of insecurity, 

uneasiness, of being worried, and of fear in face of a 

given situation, usually involving danger, threat, newness, 

uncertainty, loss of control, inadequacy, or possibility of 

failure (Gudykunst 2004, 2005). Thus, in interacting with 

strangers, anxiety increases with dissimilarity. Gudykunst 

(2005) states that anxiety has a maximum and a minimum 

threshold that defines the levels with which one is 

comfortable dealing with the anxiety in a situation. 

Thresholds vary from individual to individual. It is also 

important to notice, as Gudykunst & Kim (2003) indicate, 

that "our anxiety about communicating with strangers 

fluctuates over time" (p.35).

Anxiety is triggered by different variables such as 

self-conception, rigid attitudes, amount of previous 

contact, among others, and in turn will continue to feed 

them in a dialectical process that sustains ineffective 

communication. Gudykunst (2004) contends that anxiety, both 

above the maximum threshold or below the minimum threshold, 
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on a behavioral level, leads to avoidance of the stranger; 

on a cognitive level, triggers poor information processing 

by way of simplistic categorizations, with reliance on 

negative stereotyping, negative expectations, and 

ineffective attribution; and on an affective level, affects 

self-esteem, both group and personal. These consequences of 

anxiety interfere with one's ability to accurately 

interpret strangers' messages and behavior, improperly 

decoding and encoding communicative behavior that impacts 

message exchange, identity negotiation, and the creation of 

effective outcomes marked by identity satisfaction, shared 

meaning, and association.

Uncertainty is the intellectual or cognitive 

counterpart of anxiety. It is a state of knowledge 

deficiency, an inability to explain and predict something 

that occurs in face of new or unexpected situations or 

interactions. According to Gudykunst (2004), "there is 

predictive uncertainty, the uncertainty we have about 

predicting strangers' attitudes, feelings, beliefs, values, 

and behavior" and "explanatory uncertainty, the uncertainty 

we have about the explanations of strangers' behavior" (p. 

20). Ultimately, uncertainty is an intrinsic state of being 

human and it always depends on what is expected to be 
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explained or predicted (Gudykunst 2005) . When there is more 

similarity, there is lesser uncertainty. Uncertainty varies 

from culture to culture and from individual to individual 

(Gudykunst, 2005). As with anxiety, there is also a maximum 

threshold and a minimum threshold for uncertainty.

The very same factors that trigger anxiety and are in 

turn triggered by it also trigger uncertainty and are in 

turn triggered by it. Uncertainty over time is a 

fluctuating variable (Gudykunst, 2004). Finally, when 

uncertainty is not reduced through mindful management, "we 

rely on our categorization of strangers to reduce our 

uncertainty and guide our predictions" (Gudykunst & Kim, 

2003, p. 31). This behavior often gives rise to inaccurate 

interpretation of stranger's messages and behavior. It also 

affects proper decoding and encoding of communicative 

behavior with consequent poor exchange of messages, 

inadequate negotiation of identity, and ineffective 

outcomes of identity unsatisfaction, non shared meanings, 

and dissociation.

Social Categorization and Attribution Processes. All 

three foundational theories recognize social categorization 

and attribution as a fundamental variable affecting 

intercultural communication in its intergroup dimension.
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Tajfel (1978, 1992) argues that in order to make sense of 

the world around oneself, it is necessary to categorize the 

social reality one is immersed in. This process of social 

categorization is defined as "the ordering of social 

environment in terms of groupings of persons in a manner 

that makes sense to the individual" (Tajfel, 1978, p. 61). 

The grouping process elicits the erection of boundaries 

based on similarities and differences between groups and 

the consequent formation of ingroups and outgroups. Groups 

develop a social identity which informs individual 

identity, defines membership, and generates collective 

self-esteem, understood as an appreciation of one's 

cultural group and a pride of belonging. Groups also 

develop an ingroup-outgroup relationship dynamic. This 

relationship is usually fraught with tension, conflict, 

defense mechanisms, polarized attitudes, and other rather 

negative feelings.

Every person has many social identities as it is 

possible to belong to several groupings simultaneously. One 

source of social categorization and social identity is 

culture. Groups are defined according to cultural 

similarities or differences. Ingroup members tend to see 

each other more as individuals, while perceiving the 
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outgroup as more culturally homogenous. Ingroup-outgroup 

opposition usually creates a dynamic of inclusion­

exclusion, generates stereotypes, and attitudes of 

prejudice and discrimination when it is effected based on 

the ingroup bias or the subjective comparison of groups on 

the same dimension avowing ingroup with superior, or the 

right, position. Such behavior is often a mechanism to find 

and reaffirm one's social, cultural identity, increase 

collective self-esteem, and to address uncertainty. Such 

attitude is at the root of ethnocentrism and other rigid 

attitudes (Tajfel 1978, 1979, 1992).

Kelley (1967) explains that in order to make sense of 

human behavior in relationship and best respond to it, one 

t search to explicate the motivations underneath the 

behaviors. This process of assigning meaning or 

interpreting behavior is’ termed attribution. The 

attribution of meaning or interpretation of behavior is 

done by comparing the behaviors of the individual with the 

behavior of other people, by comparing it with the 

individual behavior with other people, and finally with the 

individual behavior in different circumstances. Disposition 

of behavior is also classified according to locus, that is, 

internal or personal factors and external or situational 
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factors. In this sense, attribution is marked with biases. 

Often, there is a tendency to place more emphasis on 

personal over situational factors in interpreting behavior. 

This has been termed the fundamental attribution error.

Also, there is a tendency to attribute one's own 

negative behaviors to situational factors, while one's own 

positive behaviors to personal disposition, which is named 

the actor-observer bias. When making attributions about 

other's people behaviors, more often there is a tendency to 

attribute negative behavior to personal factors and also to 

consider one's behavior as the norm upon to evaluate 

other's behavior. These are the ego-protective and ego­

centric biases respectively (Deutsch, 2000). On intergroup 

relations, negative behaviors of culturally dissimilar 

others are usually attributed to intrinsic dispositions of 

the outgroup, while positive behaviors usually to 

situational dispositions. This is what is called the 

ultimate attributional error. It is usually based on 

stereotypes and strongly marked by a prejudicial tendency 

toward the outgroup (Gudykunst, 2004; Hewstone, 1988; Kim, 

2005; Pettigrew, 1997; Ting-Toomey, 1999).

Borrowing primarily from the contextual theory of 

interethnic communication (Kim, 2003a, 2003b, 2005), the 
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integrated framework advances that categorization and 

attribution processes are the immediate factors influencing 

the encoding and decoding of communicative behavior. Kim 

(2005) contends that social categorization informs 

communicative behaviors decoding and encoding based on 

stereotyping, deindividualization, accentuation of 

categories, and depersonalization, which, together with 

ineffective attribution based on the ultimate attributional 

error, produces dissociation. However, a mindful 

categorization, which generates decategorization, 

recategorization, or wide categorization, in sum, 

differentiation, creates a decoding and encoding that 

produces association (Kim, 2005). Ting-Toomey (1999) 

advances that social categorization with the consequent 

stereotyping creates rigid categories, polarize judgments, 

and increases distance; it also distort the perception of 

other's self-image and, therefore, impairs'identity 

negotiation with identity satisfaction.

Ting-Toomey (1999) also proposes the distinction 

between mindless and mindful stereotyping. The latter is a 

positive approach to stereotyping recognized as a cognitive 

process inherent to human thinking. It does not have 

negative outcomes because it manages categorization 
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mindfully. Gudykunst (2004) argues that social 

categorization with resulting stereotyping is used in 

trying to reduce the uncertainty of the relationship with 

the stranger by informing the attributional process. 

Because stereotyping is an overgeneralization, it does not 

reduce but rather creates false certainty and consequent 

attributional misunderstanding. It also contributes to the 

increase of anxiety. Thus, anxiety and uncertainty propel 

narrow categorization, stereotyping, and inaccurate 

attribution that, in turn, fuel uncertainty and anxiety. 

Managing these factors mindfully is, therefore, an 

essential form to steer communication to effectiveness.

Identity. Borrowing from the identity negotiation 

theory, of which it is a central tenant, this integrated 

theoretical framework also uses the concept of identity in 

its explanation of the intercultural communication process. 

Identity is the image or concept one constructs of oneself 

through life's experience. It is thus named self-image, 

self-concept, or yet self-construct. Cupach and Imahori 

(1993) term identity the "theory of oneself" (p. 113). It 

is a dynamic reality resulting of processes and 

interactions (Collier, 2005; Hecht, Warrens, Jung, Krieger, 
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2005; Imahori and Cupach, 2005; Ting-Toomey, 2005). In fact 

Ting-Toomey (1999) posits that

The term identity is used in the identity 

negotiation perspective as the reflective self­

conception or self-image that we each derive from 

our cultural, ethnic, and gender socialization 

processes. It is acquired via our interactions 

with others in particular situations. It thus 

basically refers to our reflective view of 

ourselves - at both the social identity and the 

personal identity levels. Regardless of whether 

we may or may not be conscious of these 

identities, they influence our everyday behaviors 

in a generalized and particular manner, (p.28-29) 

Identity is formed and developed through a process of 

enculturation and is changed through similar processes, 

including acculturation (Ting-Toomey, 2005). Hecht and 

colleagues (2005) asserts that "identity is formed, 

maintained, and modified in communicative process and thus 

reflects communication" (p. 262). Identity is the locus in 

which communication and culture meet and interwove with 

each other to be manifested in the world (Kim, 2001). 

Culture impacts self-construct and "in turn, is acted out 
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and exchanged in communication. Thus communication 

externalizes identity" (Hecht, Warrens, Jung, & Krieger, 

2005, p. 262). Ting-Toomey (1999, p. 29) proposes eight 

dimensions of identity, categorized into primary (cultural, 

ethnic, gender, and personal identities) and situational 

(role, relational, facework, and symbolic interaction) 

identities.

Cultural identity expresses one's level of shared 

content with a given cultural group. Ethnic identity 

denotes heritage as part of a given ethnic group. Gender 

identity defines one's socialization as male and female 

within a given cultural context. Personal identity reveals 

the traits and personality that is particular to each 

individual. Role identity is situational and has distinct 

scripts given by one's culture. Relational identity defines 

the norms of relationship according to a culture and 

facework identity expresses the specific behaviors used to 

respect and protect one's own and other's identity. 

Finally, symbolic interaction identity refers to the 

processes of identity acquisition itself (Ting-Toomey, 

1999, pp. 30-39). Identity content is given by the elements 

forming an identity and is influenced by culture while 

maintaining individual variation. Salience is the
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