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1. INTRODUCTION
Although a substantial body of literature has ad-

dressed interculturality in foreign language learning (FLL), 
much of this work tends to follow the same methodological 
pattern. Previous research has largely focused on contact-
related factors, which has informed important curricular 
work in the areas of evaluation and materials design. How-
ever, this emphasis has tended to leave less attention to the 
part played by individual variation in determining how  

interculturality develops and manifests in the FLL experi-
ence. Sawyer and Ranta (2001, p. 320) argue that ‘If the 
field of SLA is to attain explanatory adequacy, however, the ex-
ploration of how different learner traits lead to different learn-
ing outcomes needs to be a focus of future research activity’.

Building on this account, the current study examines 
the often-overlooked role of individual differences, spe-
cifically through the lens of goal orientation. Two main 
reasons justify the choice of the goals variable. First, goal 
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Although intercultural aspects of language learning have received 
increasing attention, learner differences remain comparatively 
underexamined. To address this gap, the present study examined goal 
orientation as a classroom-relevant source of learner variation and tested 
its association with intercultural sensitivity (ICS) and speaking 
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learners at the University of Jeddah, who completed goal-orientation and 
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interview tasks, one administered by a nonnative-speaker interviewer and 
the other by a native-speaker interviewer. The MANOVA results showed a 
significant association between goal orientation and ICS, F = 19.14, p < .001, 
η² = .60. Item-level ANOVAs for the ICS scale were also significant, with F 
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< .001, η² = .84. Follow-up ANOVAs showed significant group differences 
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group showed higher subordination (M = 1.05) and lexical density (M = 
47.70), whereas the LMHP group showed higher speech rate (M = 2.35) and 
fewer dysfluency markers (M = 8.73). Task-condition effects for the NS/NNS 
comparison were not significant. The findings indicate that goal orientation 
is associated with ICS and with distinct fluency-complexity profiles in EFL 
speaking performance.
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orientation integrates affective, behavioural, and cognitive 
aspects (Chiocca, 2020; He, 2005; Pintrich, 2000). 
Second, goal orientation is a well-established research area 
whose related findings may provide a strong basis for ana-
lysing and validating the outcomes presented in the frame-
work of this study. The rationale is based on two consider-
ations: (i) to determine whether goal orientation may serve 
as a useful unit of analysis to account for variance within 
individuals’ interculturality, and (ii) to examine whether 
such variance may be associated with their language learn-
ing outcomes.

 
2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND
2.1. Interculturality and individuality
Borelli et al. (2020, p. 102) define interculturality as 

the ‘process through which people from a given culture integ-
rate and interact with people from other cultures, customs and 
traditions’. The term has gained prominence in communic-
ation studies as scholars sought effective communicative 
practices to address the growing cultural diversity in the 
post-colonial era. In this context, Hall (1959) introduced 
intercultural communication to emphasise that foreign lan-
guage learning involves more than command of the lin-
guistic system. Later, interest in this intercultural dimen-
sion was such that considerable research across several dis-
ciplines, as in business studies and education, has been 
documented (Perry & Southwell, 2011) under several la-
bels, such as international organisation communication 
(Lauring, 2011), global communication (Fortner, 1993), 
cross-cultural communication (Hofstede & Hofstede, 
2005), and cross-cultural adaptation (Gudykunst, 2003). 
Despite efforts to broaden their scope, the resulting models 
show more overlap than difference. Similarly, each discip-
line adapts this concept according to its theoretical assump-
tions, as with second language acquisition (SLA).

Byram’s (1997) framework of intercultural communic-
ative competence (ICC) has further established the place of 
interculturality in language studies, influencing the dis-
course of language education (Council of Europe, 2001). 
His account builds on a tradition that extends from Chom-
sky’s (1965) notion of linguistic competence as an abstract 
system, through Hymes’ (1972) inclusion of social and 
functional aspects, to Canale and Swain’s (1980) descrip-
tion of grammatical (knowledge of lexical items and rules), 
sociolinguistic (knowledge of extra-linguistic rules of ap-
propriateness), and strategic (knowledge of (non)verbal 
skills to maintain communication) competences. This ver-
sion of competence extends this tradition by equipping 
FLL learners to manage their intercultural encounters ef-
fectively.

Byram (1997, p. 71) defines ICC as ‘the ability to interact 
with people from another country and culture in a foreign lan-
guage’, comprising both knowledge and skills. Knowledge 
(savoir) is associated with the cultural information that 

Bennett (1998) distinguishes as big C (literature, institu-
tions, arts, music) and small c (values, behavioural patterns, 
beliefs). Skills concern the dynamics of intercultural en-
counters, typically categorised into affective, cognitive, 
and behavioural dimensions (Arasaratnam, 2007; Bennett, 
2017; Council of Europe, 2001; Deardorff, 2006; Dombi, 
2021; Fantini, 2019). In this framework, the behavioural 
aspect, often termed intercultural sensitivity (ICS), ac-
counts for the response patterns in intercultural encoun-
ters. 

The relationship between ICS and ICC remains sub-
ject to debate. Moore-Jones (2018) views ICC as a skill set 
and ICS as an attitudinal orientation toward intercultural 
differences. He agrees with Straffon (2003) that the rela-
tionship is broadly causal. In this view, ICC develops 
when ICS features are established. Meanwhile, both sys-
tems reinforce each other, as ICC develops, ICS may also 
become more refined. Given the attitudinal nature of ICS, 
Moore-Jones (2018) contends, together with Sarwari and 
Abdul Wahab’s (2017) allusion to ICS as a ‘perception’ to-
ward learner differences, that this orientation reflects one’s 
willingness to initiate intercultural encounters. This 
echoes Chen and Starosta’s (2000, p. 231) definition of ICS 
as an ‘active desire to motivate themselves to understand, ap-
preciate, and accept differences among cultures’.

Although interculturality has become increasingly 
visible in FLL research, limited attention has been paid to 
individual differences and their influence on the learning 
process. Dombi (2021) was among the few studies that ex-
amined the sensitivity of ICC to individual variability. 
Perry and Southwell (2011) also noted such influences on 
ICS development, but their claim offered limited empirical 
support. Dombi (2021, p. 45) argues that the ‘experiences, 
fears, expectations, motives, beliefs, and attitudes learners bring 
to intercultural interactions play a role as important to their suc-
cess’. However, the psychometric evidence she presented 
demonstrated only correlations between these traits and 
interculturality; their effects on learning processes and 
outcomes remain to be verified.

The present study extends this argument by examin-
ing whether such differences – represented here by goal 
orientation – may be associated with learners’ intercultur-
ality and learning behaviour. Unlike single-factor vari-
ables, goal orientation can encompass affective (motivation 
and anxiety), behavioural (risk avoidance/taking) and cog-
nitive (self-regulation and ambiguity tolerance) measures 
that offer a multi-aspect framework for understanding in-
tercultural encounters.

 
2.2. Goal orientation
Goal orientation describes learners’ attitudes and en-

gagement patterns during academic tasks. The literature 
generally distinguishes two goal areas: Mastery and Per-
formance goal orientation. They have often been treated in 

the literature as opposite poles, yet He (2005) suggests a 
continuum-based approach where individuals may show 
strong affiliation with one of the two ends of a continuum 
and weakly so with the other end or position themselves 
somewhere in between. Mastery goal orientation is nor-
mally associated with individuals who consider learning as 
an opportunity for growth rather than focusing on the 
learning outcomes. They are motivated to engage with and 
benefit from challenging tasks. They are willing to take 
risks and endure ambiguity as they encounter difficulties 
while employing deep-level strategies. At the other end of 
the goal spectrum, those with Performance goal orienta-
tion prioritise achievement outcomes while being driven 
by fear of failure and loss of face. They are most likely 
prone to avoidance responses and therefore prone to using 
surface-level strategies with challenging tasks. 

Goal orientation is particularly relevant to FLL 
classrooms because it emphasises specific behavioural pat-
terns rather than broad learning outcomes. Its central focus 
is the ability to identify motivational traits in response to 
task engagement, and it aligns with Cumming’s (2006) 
call to rethink ‘research on motivation [that] has mostly involved 
survey studies that analyse the attitudes of groups of students, 
not the goals of specific learners in particular circumstances of 
language learning’ (Cumming, 2006, p. 3). It is also consist-
ent with Dörnyei’s (2003) situated approach, which de-
parts from the Gardnerian model (i.e., limited to probing 
the relationship between motivational qualities and lan-
guage proficiency) and aims to account for the motivation-
al processes that underlie certain behavioural, cognitive, 
and affective responses (e.g., strategy use, surface/deep 
processing).

Goal orientation is multifaceted, because each goal 
area includes several individual differences that together 
define the goal identity of the individual. Several discip-
lines have examined links between goal orientation and 
interculturality. For instance, interculturally sensitive/
competent individuals – and their counterparts – have 
been associated with one of those differences, such as mo-
tivation (Ting-Toomey & Kurogi, 1998), risk-taking (Elli-
ot, 1999), fear of losing face (Chiocca, 2020; Deardorff, 
2006), and tolerance of ambiguity (Alamer & Alrabai, 
2023). Nonetheless, Dombi (2021) provides the most com-
prehensive account of the relationship between intercul-
turality and a set of individual differences (e.g., 
motivation, apprehension, willingness to communicate, 
perceived competence). These variables can be understood 
as coherent components of a given goal-orientation area.

One of the few studies that examined goal orientation 
as a source of variation in one’s interculturality is Chiocca 
(2020). Her case study examined the relationship between 
ICC development and learning critical languages, yet her 
findings were not conclusive about the strength of that in-
terconnection. In this context, the present study aims to 

extend this research line and examine the strength of this 
association. Following Dombi’s (2021) assertion that indi-
vidual differences intersect with one’s interculturality 
level, the present study frames these individual differences 
under goal orientation and hypothesises that goal orienta-
tion and ICS level are associated with language learning 
patterns and outcomes. To investigate this empirically, the 
following research questions are proposed: 

1. Which goal orientation best aligns with high and/or 
low intercultural sensitivity levels?

2. How does goal orientation, as associated with 
learners’ intercultural sensitivity profiles, relate to fluency 
and complexity in speaking performance?
 

3. METHODOLOGY
3.1. Setting and sampling
The study was conducted at the University of Jeddah, 

Saudi Arabia. With an annual intake of approximately one 
thousand male students usually admitted to a two-semester 
curriculum upon computer-delivered placement tests, the 
ELI offers more than 220 hours of intensive English in-
struction, amounting to 18 hours each week. Enrolled stu-
dents are expected to develop the four language skills and 
intercultural competence, while completing regular assess-
ment in partial fulfilment of a foundational programme 
that incorporates other academic subjects. Participants are 
symmetrically divided into groups according to their profi-
ciency levels (pre-intermediate or intermediate), each un-
der the supervision of an instructor throughout a fourteen-
week term, using the Life textbook series (Hughes et al., 
2015) as the exclusive instructional materials. Consistent 
with the other skills, the speaking component involves 
tasks aligned with the weekly thematic units, supplemen-
ted by some training on a project-based presentation. Con-
sequently, students are expected to develop speaking skills 
ranging from pronunciation to presentation delivery, 
which are then assessed regularly.

The initial pool consisted of 212 students (males N = 
138; females N = 74) who were all enrolled in 
intermediate-level classes and distributed across two 
gender-based campuses. A female research assistant as-
sisted with data collection. All these students responded to 
a psychometric test and 19 individuals (males N = 9; fe-
males N = 10) participated in the interview phase. The par-
ticipants came from the urban area of Jeddah. Their ages 
ranged from eighteen to twenty-three years. As native 
speakers of Arabic, most of the participants had approxim-
ately nine years of learning English in public schools or in-
ternational schools, although a few of them had spent 
varying periods in English-speaking countries on govern-
ment scholarships. The majority of the sub-sample, around 
80%, reported that they had no prior immersive study-
abroad or residence experience in Western countries. 
They had instead experienced intercultural interaction 
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orientation integrates affective, behavioural, and cognitive 
aspects (Chiocca, 2020; He, 2005; Pintrich, 2000). 
Second, goal orientation is a well-established research area 
whose related findings may provide a strong basis for ana-
lysing and validating the outcomes presented in the frame-
work of this study. The rationale is based on two consider-
ations: (i) to determine whether goal orientation may serve 
as a useful unit of analysis to account for variance within 
individuals’ interculturality, and (ii) to examine whether 
such variance may be associated with their language learn-
ing outcomes.

 
2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND
2.1. Interculturality and individuality
Borelli et al. (2020, p. 102) define interculturality as 

the ‘process through which people from a given culture integ-
rate and interact with people from other cultures, customs and 
traditions’. The term has gained prominence in communic-
ation studies as scholars sought effective communicative 
practices to address the growing cultural diversity in the 
post-colonial era. In this context, Hall (1959) introduced 
intercultural communication to emphasise that foreign lan-
guage learning involves more than command of the lin-
guistic system. Later, interest in this intercultural dimen-
sion was such that considerable research across several dis-
ciplines, as in business studies and education, has been 
documented (Perry & Southwell, 2011) under several la-
bels, such as international organisation communication 
(Lauring, 2011), global communication (Fortner, 1993), 
cross-cultural communication (Hofstede & Hofstede, 
2005), and cross-cultural adaptation (Gudykunst, 2003). 
Despite efforts to broaden their scope, the resulting models 
show more overlap than difference. Similarly, each discip-
line adapts this concept according to its theoretical assump-
tions, as with second language acquisition (SLA).

Byram’s (1997) framework of intercultural communic-
ative competence (ICC) has further established the place of 
interculturality in language studies, influencing the dis-
course of language education (Council of Europe, 2001). 
His account builds on a tradition that extends from Chom-
sky’s (1965) notion of linguistic competence as an abstract 
system, through Hymes’ (1972) inclusion of social and 
functional aspects, to Canale and Swain’s (1980) descrip-
tion of grammatical (knowledge of lexical items and rules), 
sociolinguistic (knowledge of extra-linguistic rules of ap-
propriateness), and strategic (knowledge of (non)verbal 
skills to maintain communication) competences. This ver-
sion of competence extends this tradition by equipping 
FLL learners to manage their intercultural encounters ef-
fectively.

Byram (1997, p. 71) defines ICC as ‘the ability to interact 
with people from another country and culture in a foreign lan-
guage’, comprising both knowledge and skills. Knowledge 
(savoir) is associated with the cultural information that 

Bennett (1998) distinguishes as big C (literature, institu-
tions, arts, music) and small c (values, behavioural patterns, 
beliefs). Skills concern the dynamics of intercultural en-
counters, typically categorised into affective, cognitive, 
and behavioural dimensions (Arasaratnam, 2007; Bennett, 
2017; Council of Europe, 2001; Deardorff, 2006; Dombi, 
2021; Fantini, 2019). In this framework, the behavioural 
aspect, often termed intercultural sensitivity (ICS), ac-
counts for the response patterns in intercultural encoun-
ters. 

The relationship between ICS and ICC remains sub-
ject to debate. Moore-Jones (2018) views ICC as a skill set 
and ICS as an attitudinal orientation toward intercultural 
differences. He agrees with Straffon (2003) that the rela-
tionship is broadly causal. In this view, ICC develops 
when ICS features are established. Meanwhile, both sys-
tems reinforce each other, as ICC develops, ICS may also 
become more refined. Given the attitudinal nature of ICS, 
Moore-Jones (2018) contends, together with Sarwari and 
Abdul Wahab’s (2017) allusion to ICS as a ‘perception’ to-
ward learner differences, that this orientation reflects one’s 
willingness to initiate intercultural encounters. This 
echoes Chen and Starosta’s (2000, p. 231) definition of ICS 
as an ‘active desire to motivate themselves to understand, ap-
preciate, and accept differences among cultures’.

Although interculturality has become increasingly 
visible in FLL research, limited attention has been paid to 
individual differences and their influence on the learning 
process. Dombi (2021) was among the few studies that ex-
amined the sensitivity of ICC to individual variability. 
Perry and Southwell (2011) also noted such influences on 
ICS development, but their claim offered limited empirical 
support. Dombi (2021, p. 45) argues that the ‘experiences, 
fears, expectations, motives, beliefs, and attitudes learners bring 
to intercultural interactions play a role as important to their suc-
cess’. However, the psychometric evidence she presented 
demonstrated only correlations between these traits and 
interculturality; their effects on learning processes and 
outcomes remain to be verified.

The present study extends this argument by examin-
ing whether such differences – represented here by goal 
orientation – may be associated with learners’ intercultur-
ality and learning behaviour. Unlike single-factor vari-
ables, goal orientation can encompass affective (motivation 
and anxiety), behavioural (risk avoidance/taking) and cog-
nitive (self-regulation and ambiguity tolerance) measures 
that offer a multi-aspect framework for understanding in-
tercultural encounters.

 
2.2. Goal orientation
Goal orientation describes learners’ attitudes and en-

gagement patterns during academic tasks. The literature 
generally distinguishes two goal areas: Mastery and Per-
formance goal orientation. They have often been treated in 

the literature as opposite poles, yet He (2005) suggests a 
continuum-based approach where individuals may show 
strong affiliation with one of the two ends of a continuum 
and weakly so with the other end or position themselves 
somewhere in between. Mastery goal orientation is nor-
mally associated with individuals who consider learning as 
an opportunity for growth rather than focusing on the 
learning outcomes. They are motivated to engage with and 
benefit from challenging tasks. They are willing to take 
risks and endure ambiguity as they encounter difficulties 
while employing deep-level strategies. At the other end of 
the goal spectrum, those with Performance goal orienta-
tion prioritise achievement outcomes while being driven 
by fear of failure and loss of face. They are most likely 
prone to avoidance responses and therefore prone to using 
surface-level strategies with challenging tasks. 

Goal orientation is particularly relevant to FLL 
classrooms because it emphasises specific behavioural pat-
terns rather than broad learning outcomes. Its central focus 
is the ability to identify motivational traits in response to 
task engagement, and it aligns with Cumming’s (2006) 
call to rethink ‘research on motivation [that] has mostly involved 
survey studies that analyse the attitudes of groups of students, 
not the goals of specific learners in particular circumstances of 
language learning’ (Cumming, 2006, p. 3). It is also consist-
ent with Dörnyei’s (2003) situated approach, which de-
parts from the Gardnerian model (i.e., limited to probing 
the relationship between motivational qualities and lan-
guage proficiency) and aims to account for the motivation-
al processes that underlie certain behavioural, cognitive, 
and affective responses (e.g., strategy use, surface/deep 
processing).

Goal orientation is multifaceted, because each goal 
area includes several individual differences that together 
define the goal identity of the individual. Several discip-
lines have examined links between goal orientation and 
interculturality. For instance, interculturally sensitive/
competent individuals – and their counterparts – have 
been associated with one of those differences, such as mo-
tivation (Ting-Toomey & Kurogi, 1998), risk-taking (Elli-
ot, 1999), fear of losing face (Chiocca, 2020; Deardorff, 
2006), and tolerance of ambiguity (Alamer & Alrabai, 
2023). Nonetheless, Dombi (2021) provides the most com-
prehensive account of the relationship between intercul-
turality and a set of individual differences (e.g., 
motivation, apprehension, willingness to communicate, 
perceived competence). These variables can be understood 
as coherent components of a given goal-orientation area.

One of the few studies that examined goal orientation 
as a source of variation in one’s interculturality is Chiocca 
(2020). Her case study examined the relationship between 
ICC development and learning critical languages, yet her 
findings were not conclusive about the strength of that in-
terconnection. In this context, the present study aims to 

extend this research line and examine the strength of this 
association. Following Dombi’s (2021) assertion that indi-
vidual differences intersect with one’s interculturality 
level, the present study frames these individual differences 
under goal orientation and hypothesises that goal orienta-
tion and ICS level are associated with language learning 
patterns and outcomes. To investigate this empirically, the 
following research questions are proposed: 

1. Which goal orientation best aligns with high and/or 
low intercultural sensitivity levels?

2. How does goal orientation, as associated with 
learners’ intercultural sensitivity profiles, relate to fluency 
and complexity in speaking performance?
 

3. METHODOLOGY
3.1. Setting and sampling
The study was conducted at the University of Jeddah, 

Saudi Arabia. With an annual intake of approximately one 
thousand male students usually admitted to a two-semester 
curriculum upon computer-delivered placement tests, the 
ELI offers more than 220 hours of intensive English in-
struction, amounting to 18 hours each week. Enrolled stu-
dents are expected to develop the four language skills and 
intercultural competence, while completing regular assess-
ment in partial fulfilment of a foundational programme 
that incorporates other academic subjects. Participants are 
symmetrically divided into groups according to their profi-
ciency levels (pre-intermediate or intermediate), each un-
der the supervision of an instructor throughout a fourteen-
week term, using the Life textbook series (Hughes et al., 
2015) as the exclusive instructional materials. Consistent 
with the other skills, the speaking component involves 
tasks aligned with the weekly thematic units, supplemen-
ted by some training on a project-based presentation. Con-
sequently, students are expected to develop speaking skills 
ranging from pronunciation to presentation delivery, 
which are then assessed regularly.

The initial pool consisted of 212 students (males N = 
138; females N = 74) who were all enrolled in 
intermediate-level classes and distributed across two 
gender-based campuses. A female research assistant as-
sisted with data collection. All these students responded to 
a psychometric test and 19 individuals (males N = 9; fe-
males N = 10) participated in the interview phase. The par-
ticipants came from the urban area of Jeddah. Their ages 
ranged from eighteen to twenty-three years. As native 
speakers of Arabic, most of the participants had approxim-
ately nine years of learning English in public schools or in-
ternational schools, although a few of them had spent 
varying periods in English-speaking countries on govern-
ment scholarships. The majority of the sub-sample, around 
80%, reported that they had no prior immersive study-
abroad or residence experience in Western countries. 
They had instead experienced intercultural interaction 
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only through digital media and classroom instruction. This 
provides relevant baseline context of their intercultural 
sensitivity scores. 

Participants were selected from this pool, regardless of 
classroom achievement, based on their willingness to parti-
cipate in the study and consent to be audio-recorded during 
out-of-class sessions. In this respect, the use of a small 
number of participants – although it limits generalisability 
– was justified by the constraints of the two-week data-
collection period and the labour-intensive nature of data 
processing that might compromise the reliability and valid-
ity assumptions with a larger sample. Similar sample sizes 
are common in studies exploring the discourse measures of 
fluency, accuracy, and complexity (Ellis & Barkhuizen, 
2005; Skehan, 1998). 

 
3.2. Design of the study
To examine the hypothesised association between 

goal orientation and ICS and their relation to speaking per-
formance, the study used a staged mixed-methods design to 
define the main variables and prioritise them among 
others. First, it focused on between-subjects analysis to 
measure goal orientation (the primary individual-differ-
ence representative) and intercultural sensitivity (response 
forms to culture(s)) through the administration of a psy-
chometric tool. On the basis of these results, a within-sub-
jects design was applied to determine whether group differ-
ences identified in the psychometric phase were reflected 
in the participants’ speaking performance. Based on two 
interview-based speaking tasks, the study used a 2 × 2 
mixed factorial design, with Goal Orientation group 
(HMLP vs. LMHP) as the between-subjects factor and task 
condition (NNS episode vs. NS episode) as the repeated-
measures within-subjects factor. ICS was measured psy-
chometrically and examined in relation to goal orientation, 
but it was not entered as a separate factor in the speaking-
performance MANOVA. The resulting speaking perform-
ance data (fluency and complexity) were treated and ana-
lysed statistically.

Goal orientation was defined at two levels represent-
ing the goal affiliations of the students. A scale was de-
signed to identify participants’ affiliations. The results 
were used to group them into two main poles. The top 24 
scorers (12 in each group) were selected to take part in the 
experimental phase. However, the final pool included 19 
participants (10 in the HMLP group and 9 in the LMHP 
group) who volunteered to continue the experimental 
course. The remaining selected participants withdrew. Fol-
lowing He’s (2005) categorisation, orientations were 
treated as points along a continuum, not as binary poles 
(Pintrich, 2000; Skaalvik, 1997). At one end of the spec-
trum, the high-Mastery/low-Performance (HMLP) group 
scored the highest in terms of the Mastery Goal-Orienta-
tion Scale responses and the lowest Performance Goal- 

Orientation Scale responses. At the other end, the low-
Mastery/high-Performance (LMHP) group had the lowest 
responses on the Mastery goal-orientation side and the 
highest responses on the Performance goal-orientation 
side. This procedure reflects how these orientations co-ex-
ist, where one does not exclude the other.

ICS was used as a psychometric variable to establish 
learners’ intercultural-sensitivity profiles and to examine 
their association with goal orientation. To measure the 
participants’ level of sensitivity toward intercultural input, 
the study used a psychometric tool. Unlike the goal-orient-
ation variable, positive scale responses were expected to be 
higher among high-ICS informants and lower among those 
with little sensitivity to intercultural content. Given the 
expected association, the subsequent analysis examined 
how the resulting profiles were associated with the speak-
er participants’ speaking-performance outcomes. Gender 
and Education were considered in the psychometric ana-
lysis as control variables. In the speaking-performance 
analysis, the main tested factors were Goal Orientation 
group and task condition.

Speaking performance was the criterion variable, as-
sessed through fluency and complexity. Fluency was eval-
uated through Speech Rate/Minute and Dysfluency Mark-
er/Minute. While the latter measure captures fluency 
breakdowns (e.g., false starts, long pauses, repetitions, 
etc.), the former measures participants’ speech rate. Com-
plexity was measured structurally and lexically. Its struc-
tural part focuses on the count of subordination through 
the Subordination/T-unit measure, whereas its lexical side 
considers lexical use through the Lexical Density/Minute 
measure. These discourse-analytic measures enabled the 
examination of within-subject variation from the differ-
ences in the performances of the two speaking tasks.

 
3.3. Instruments and procedures
Two psychometric scales were used to measure goal 

orientation and intercultural sensitivity. Goal orientation 
was used to form the HMLP and LMHP groups for the 
speaking-performance analysis, while ICS was examined 
psychometrically in relation to goal orientation rather than 
entered as a separate factor in the speaking-performance 
MANOVA. The dependent variable consisted of the 
speaking performance of interview tasks conducted in two 
phases, one task by a non-native speaker (NNS Task) and 
another by a native speaker (NS Task). The first instru-
ment was the Goal-Orientation Scale, a psychometric in-
strument developed by Ben Maad (2010, 2012). It consists 
of two 5-point Likert subscales, each with 10 items repres-
enting a respondent’s affiliation with one orientation or 
the other. The format of the scale was informed by 
Midgley et al. (1998) and Skaalvik (1997). Its items reflec-
ted a set of antecedents based on Ames and Archer’s 
(1988) scheme. For instance, Item 1 in the HMLP subscale 

represents risk management by highlighting the ‘risk-tak-
ing’ behaviour. In the LMHP goal subscale, Item 11 repres-
ents risk-avoidance behaviour. 

The data collected by the Goal-Orientation Scale were 
part of the selection process through which a smaller num-
ber of participants was selected from the total sample of 212 
respondents. That smaller sample took part in the sub-
sequent experimental phase. The subsequent raw scores 
were tallied to determine the top scorers on each goal sub-
scale, and 24 respondents were retained at the outset to 
take part in the two interview tasks and have their per-
formances audio-recorded. Ultimately, 19 participants 
agreed to continue the experience after being informed 
about its objectives and requirements, while five withdrew 
because of personal commitments. A larger sample would 
have made it difficult to control task administration, audio-
recording, and treatment of the data, including segmenta-
tion of the transcribed content. This choice is consistent 
with similar FLL studies covering fluency, complexity, 
and accuracy (He, 2005; Myles, 2012; Ortega, 2005).

The second instrument was the ICS Scale, adapted 
from Chen and Starosta (2000). Given its strong reliability 
and validity evidence (Liu & Ren, 2019; Petrovic et al., 
2015) and its ease of administration, the present study used 
the abbreviated version verified by Wang and Zhou (2016) 
and Jia (2021). This abbreviated version included 15 of the 
original 24 items and retained the five dimensions of the 
original scale: respect for cultural differences, interaction 
confidence, interaction enjoyment, interaction engage-
ment, and interaction attentiveness. Each dimension in-
cluded three items. Each item represented a statement 
rated on a 5-point Likert response arrangement based on 
the participant’s degree of agreement (strongly agree = 5 
points to strongly disagree = 1 point). Items 3, 4, 5, 6, 10, 11, 
and 12 were reverse scored in the tally. Overall, higher 
scores indicated higher intercultural sensitivity.

In the experimental phase, participants completed 
face-to-face interview tasks one week apart. Each task in-
cluded eight questions, but topics differed (i.e., travelling 
and inter-racial marriage), as did the interviewers. In epis-
ode 1, the interviewer was a non-native speaker of English 
who shared the participants’ mother tongue; in episode 2, 
the interviewer was a native speaker. This choice was in-
tended to examine potential output differences when task 
takers interacted with culturally similar versus different 
interlocutors. However, because interlocutor type, task 
topic, interviewer identity, and task order varied together, 
the NNS/NS comparison should be interpreted as explor-
atory rather than as an isolated test of interlocutor type.

Responses were recorded and transcribed following 
the transcription protocol by Mackey and Gass (2005). 
The coding scheme specified procedures for reporting both 
complexity (i.e., structural complexity via subordination 
and lexical complexity via word diversity) and fluency 

(i.e., temporal measures for speech velocity and marked in-
stances of dysfluency for calculating speech breakdowns). 
The reliability test yielded acceptable results (cf. estimates 
by Mackey & Gass, 2005) for the four performance meas-
ures. The Speech Rate/Minute measure showed 90% con-
sistency, whereas the lowest value was for the Dysfluency 
Marker/Minute measure, which reached 78% consistency. 
After coding and scoring, the processed data were used for 
descriptive and inferential analyses.

 
4. RESULTS
4.1. Goal-orientation scale results
In the initial phase of data collection, the Goal-Orient-

ation Scale was administered to participants. The results 
allowed the formation of two distinct goal-orientation 
groups for the experimental phase. The descriptive analys-
is presented in Table 1 indicates consistent mean responses 
across the two subscales, although the LMHP subscale 
mean (M = 3.41) is slightly higher than the HMLP subscale 
mean (M = 3.05). The LMHP subscale also has a narrower 
mean range (M = 3.33 for Item 13 to M = 3.46 for Item 11) 
than the HMLP subscale (M = 2.94 for Item 2 to M = 3.14 
for Item 9). Consistency is also evident in the standard de-
viation scores, which are distributed across the two sub-
scales and range from SD = 1.35 to SD = 1.61. Descriptive 
statistics in Table 1 indicate broadly similar response distri-
butions across the two subscales. The LMHP items had a 
slightly higher mean level (M = 3.41) than the HMLP 
items (M = 3.05), while standard deviations ranged from 
1.35 to 1.61. Reliability was high at the subscale level (α = 
.97 for LMHP; α = .93 for HMLP). Item-total correlations 
were also strong, ranging from r = .81 to r = .90.

 
4.2. Goal orientation vs. ICS    
Table 2 reports the relationship between goal orienta-

tion and intercultural sensitivity based on the ICS scale 
data. A three-way MANOVA was carried out with Goal 
Orientation, Gender, and Education, which were included 
as factors that might be associated with ICS outcomes. The 
findings indicate that the Goal-Orientation variable has 
the only statistically significant F value (F = 19.14, p < 
.001) among the variables tested individually or in com-
bination. The Goal Orientation factor explains 60% of the 
overall variance in the outcome variable, as indicated by 
the effect size where the next biggest eta-squared estimate 
is only η² = .10 for Gender. These results indicate that the 
link between Goal Orientation and ICS is statistically sup-
ported, independently of other participant variables.

To examine whether goal profiles and individual-dif-
ference variables were associated with intercultural sensit-
ivity, inferential analyses were carried out. To ensure suf-
ficient statistical power across demographic cells (Educa-
tion and Gender), the three-way MANOVA and sub-
sequent ANOVAs used data from the initial pool (N = 212).

144_ _145

Goal orientation and intercultural sensitivity in EFL learners: Evidence from psychometric assessment and speaking performance
Mohamed Ridha Ben Maad Volume 10 Issue 2, 2026, pp. 141-153                                                                                                  doi: 10.22363/2521-442X-2026-10-2-141-153



Training, Language and Culture Training, Language and Culture 

Training, Language and Culture                                                                                                                                            rudn.tlcjournal.org                                                                                      

only through digital media and classroom instruction. This 
provides relevant baseline context of their intercultural 
sensitivity scores. 

Participants were selected from this pool, regardless of 
classroom achievement, based on their willingness to parti-
cipate in the study and consent to be audio-recorded during 
out-of-class sessions. In this respect, the use of a small 
number of participants – although it limits generalisability 
– was justified by the constraints of the two-week data-
collection period and the labour-intensive nature of data 
processing that might compromise the reliability and valid-
ity assumptions with a larger sample. Similar sample sizes 
are common in studies exploring the discourse measures of 
fluency, accuracy, and complexity (Ellis & Barkhuizen, 
2005; Skehan, 1998). 

 
3.2. Design of the study
To examine the hypothesised association between 

goal orientation and ICS and their relation to speaking per-
formance, the study used a staged mixed-methods design to 
define the main variables and prioritise them among 
others. First, it focused on between-subjects analysis to 
measure goal orientation (the primary individual-differ-
ence representative) and intercultural sensitivity (response 
forms to culture(s)) through the administration of a psy-
chometric tool. On the basis of these results, a within-sub-
jects design was applied to determine whether group differ-
ences identified in the psychometric phase were reflected 
in the participants’ speaking performance. Based on two 
interview-based speaking tasks, the study used a 2 × 2 
mixed factorial design, with Goal Orientation group 
(HMLP vs. LMHP) as the between-subjects factor and task 
condition (NNS episode vs. NS episode) as the repeated-
measures within-subjects factor. ICS was measured psy-
chometrically and examined in relation to goal orientation, 
but it was not entered as a separate factor in the speaking-
performance MANOVA. The resulting speaking perform-
ance data (fluency and complexity) were treated and ana-
lysed statistically.

Goal orientation was defined at two levels represent-
ing the goal affiliations of the students. A scale was de-
signed to identify participants’ affiliations. The results 
were used to group them into two main poles. The top 24 
scorers (12 in each group) were selected to take part in the 
experimental phase. However, the final pool included 19 
participants (10 in the HMLP group and 9 in the LMHP 
group) who volunteered to continue the experimental 
course. The remaining selected participants withdrew. Fol-
lowing He’s (2005) categorisation, orientations were 
treated as points along a continuum, not as binary poles 
(Pintrich, 2000; Skaalvik, 1997). At one end of the spec-
trum, the high-Mastery/low-Performance (HMLP) group 
scored the highest in terms of the Mastery Goal-Orienta-
tion Scale responses and the lowest Performance Goal- 

Orientation Scale responses. At the other end, the low-
Mastery/high-Performance (LMHP) group had the lowest 
responses on the Mastery goal-orientation side and the 
highest responses on the Performance goal-orientation 
side. This procedure reflects how these orientations co-ex-
ist, where one does not exclude the other.

ICS was used as a psychometric variable to establish 
learners’ intercultural-sensitivity profiles and to examine 
their association with goal orientation. To measure the 
participants’ level of sensitivity toward intercultural input, 
the study used a psychometric tool. Unlike the goal-orient-
ation variable, positive scale responses were expected to be 
higher among high-ICS informants and lower among those 
with little sensitivity to intercultural content. Given the 
expected association, the subsequent analysis examined 
how the resulting profiles were associated with the speak-
er participants’ speaking-performance outcomes. Gender 
and Education were considered in the psychometric ana-
lysis as control variables. In the speaking-performance 
analysis, the main tested factors were Goal Orientation 
group and task condition.

Speaking performance was the criterion variable, as-
sessed through fluency and complexity. Fluency was eval-
uated through Speech Rate/Minute and Dysfluency Mark-
er/Minute. While the latter measure captures fluency 
breakdowns (e.g., false starts, long pauses, repetitions, 
etc.), the former measures participants’ speech rate. Com-
plexity was measured structurally and lexically. Its struc-
tural part focuses on the count of subordination through 
the Subordination/T-unit measure, whereas its lexical side 
considers lexical use through the Lexical Density/Minute 
measure. These discourse-analytic measures enabled the 
examination of within-subject variation from the differ-
ences in the performances of the two speaking tasks.

 
3.3. Instruments and procedures
Two psychometric scales were used to measure goal 

orientation and intercultural sensitivity. Goal orientation 
was used to form the HMLP and LMHP groups for the 
speaking-performance analysis, while ICS was examined 
psychometrically in relation to goal orientation rather than 
entered as a separate factor in the speaking-performance 
MANOVA. The dependent variable consisted of the 
speaking performance of interview tasks conducted in two 
phases, one task by a non-native speaker (NNS Task) and 
another by a native speaker (NS Task). The first instru-
ment was the Goal-Orientation Scale, a psychometric in-
strument developed by Ben Maad (2010, 2012). It consists 
of two 5-point Likert subscales, each with 10 items repres-
enting a respondent’s affiliation with one orientation or 
the other. The format of the scale was informed by 
Midgley et al. (1998) and Skaalvik (1997). Its items reflec-
ted a set of antecedents based on Ames and Archer’s 
(1988) scheme. For instance, Item 1 in the HMLP subscale 

represents risk management by highlighting the ‘risk-tak-
ing’ behaviour. In the LMHP goal subscale, Item 11 repres-
ents risk-avoidance behaviour. 

The data collected by the Goal-Orientation Scale were 
part of the selection process through which a smaller num-
ber of participants was selected from the total sample of 212 
respondents. That smaller sample took part in the sub-
sequent experimental phase. The subsequent raw scores 
were tallied to determine the top scorers on each goal sub-
scale, and 24 respondents were retained at the outset to 
take part in the two interview tasks and have their per-
formances audio-recorded. Ultimately, 19 participants 
agreed to continue the experience after being informed 
about its objectives and requirements, while five withdrew 
because of personal commitments. A larger sample would 
have made it difficult to control task administration, audio-
recording, and treatment of the data, including segmenta-
tion of the transcribed content. This choice is consistent 
with similar FLL studies covering fluency, complexity, 
and accuracy (He, 2005; Myles, 2012; Ortega, 2005).

The second instrument was the ICS Scale, adapted 
from Chen and Starosta (2000). Given its strong reliability 
and validity evidence (Liu & Ren, 2019; Petrovic et al., 
2015) and its ease of administration, the present study used 
the abbreviated version verified by Wang and Zhou (2016) 
and Jia (2021). This abbreviated version included 15 of the 
original 24 items and retained the five dimensions of the 
original scale: respect for cultural differences, interaction 
confidence, interaction enjoyment, interaction engage-
ment, and interaction attentiveness. Each dimension in-
cluded three items. Each item represented a statement 
rated on a 5-point Likert response arrangement based on 
the participant’s degree of agreement (strongly agree = 5 
points to strongly disagree = 1 point). Items 3, 4, 5, 6, 10, 11, 
and 12 were reverse scored in the tally. Overall, higher 
scores indicated higher intercultural sensitivity.

In the experimental phase, participants completed 
face-to-face interview tasks one week apart. Each task in-
cluded eight questions, but topics differed (i.e., travelling 
and inter-racial marriage), as did the interviewers. In epis-
ode 1, the interviewer was a non-native speaker of English 
who shared the participants’ mother tongue; in episode 2, 
the interviewer was a native speaker. This choice was in-
tended to examine potential output differences when task 
takers interacted with culturally similar versus different 
interlocutors. However, because interlocutor type, task 
topic, interviewer identity, and task order varied together, 
the NNS/NS comparison should be interpreted as explor-
atory rather than as an isolated test of interlocutor type.

Responses were recorded and transcribed following 
the transcription protocol by Mackey and Gass (2005). 
The coding scheme specified procedures for reporting both 
complexity (i.e., structural complexity via subordination 
and lexical complexity via word diversity) and fluency 

(i.e., temporal measures for speech velocity and marked in-
stances of dysfluency for calculating speech breakdowns). 
The reliability test yielded acceptable results (cf. estimates 
by Mackey & Gass, 2005) for the four performance meas-
ures. The Speech Rate/Minute measure showed 90% con-
sistency, whereas the lowest value was for the Dysfluency 
Marker/Minute measure, which reached 78% consistency. 
After coding and scoring, the processed data were used for 
descriptive and inferential analyses.

 
4. RESULTS
4.1. Goal-orientation scale results
In the initial phase of data collection, the Goal-Orient-

ation Scale was administered to participants. The results 
allowed the formation of two distinct goal-orientation 
groups for the experimental phase. The descriptive analys-
is presented in Table 1 indicates consistent mean responses 
across the two subscales, although the LMHP subscale 
mean (M = 3.41) is slightly higher than the HMLP subscale 
mean (M = 3.05). The LMHP subscale also has a narrower 
mean range (M = 3.33 for Item 13 to M = 3.46 for Item 11) 
than the HMLP subscale (M = 2.94 for Item 2 to M = 3.14 
for Item 9). Consistency is also evident in the standard de-
viation scores, which are distributed across the two sub-
scales and range from SD = 1.35 to SD = 1.61. Descriptive 
statistics in Table 1 indicate broadly similar response distri-
butions across the two subscales. The LMHP items had a 
slightly higher mean level (M = 3.41) than the HMLP 
items (M = 3.05), while standard deviations ranged from 
1.35 to 1.61. Reliability was high at the subscale level (α = 
.97 for LMHP; α = .93 for HMLP). Item-total correlations 
were also strong, ranging from r = .81 to r = .90.

 
4.2. Goal orientation vs. ICS    
Table 2 reports the relationship between goal orienta-

tion and intercultural sensitivity based on the ICS scale 
data. A three-way MANOVA was carried out with Goal 
Orientation, Gender, and Education, which were included 
as factors that might be associated with ICS outcomes. The 
findings indicate that the Goal-Orientation variable has 
the only statistically significant F value (F = 19.14, p < 
.001) among the variables tested individually or in com-
bination. The Goal Orientation factor explains 60% of the 
overall variance in the outcome variable, as indicated by 
the effect size where the next biggest eta-squared estimate 
is only η² = .10 for Gender. These results indicate that the 
link between Goal Orientation and ICS is statistically sup-
ported, independently of other participant variables.

To examine whether goal profiles and individual-dif-
ference variables were associated with intercultural sensit-
ivity, inferential analyses were carried out. To ensure suf-
ficient statistical power across demographic cells (Educa-
tion and Gender), the three-way MANOVA and sub-
sequent ANOVAs used data from the initial pool (N = 212).
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Table 1
Quality check and scoring breakdown for the Goal Orientation scale

GOAL ORIENTATION ITEMS
DISTRIBUTIONAL ASSUMPTIONS

M SD

1. Risk-taking 3.09 1.39

2. Self-achievement 2.94 1.41

3. Disinterest in marks 2.98 1.42

4. Personal value 3.02 1.41

5. Deep strategy 3 1.39

6. Relaxed attitude 3.01 1.43

7. Process-based 3.1 1.39

8. Task-driven 3.13 1.35

9. Analysing 3.14 1.45

10. Self-satisfaction 3.08 1.45

11. Risk-avoiding 3.46 1.45

12. Outperforming 3.34 1.61

13. Concern for marks 3.33 1.51

14. Performance value 3.39 1.46

15. Surface strategy 3.43 1.45

16. Conservative 3.37 1.5

17. Product-focused 3.44 1.45

18. Fear-driven 3.44 1.45

19. Memorising 3.39 1.5

20. External feedback 3.46 1.51

Skewness

0.15

0.15

0.15

0.21

0.2

0.19

0.17

0.12

0.02

0.06

-0.31

-0.26

-0.24

-0.26

-0.37

-0.3

-0.29

-0.3

-0.32

-0.37

RELIABILITY

Item r

0.81

0.83

0.84

0.83

0.82

0.85

0.85

0.82

0.85

0.81

0.87

0.88

0.87

0.87

0.89

0.9

0.89

0.88

0.87

0.85

α if item deleted

0.96

0.96

0.95

0.95

0.96

0.96

0.96

0.96

0.96

0.96

0.97

0.97

0.97

0.97

0.97

0.97

0.97

0.97

0.97

0.97

COMPONENT LOADINGS

1

-0.84

-0.85

-0.86

-0.86

-0.85

-0.87

-0.87

-0.84

-0.87

-0.84

0.17

-0.21

0.02

0.02

0.08

0.04

0

-0.02

-0.14

0.18

2

0.05

0.03

0.28

-0.28

-0.19

0.11

0.12

0.18

0.04

-0.2

0.89

0.89

0.9

0.88

0.89

0.92

0.9

0.9

0.89

0.88

Table 2
Multivariate analysis of the ICS scale results

EFFECT F HYPOTHESIS df

Goal orientation 19.14 15

Gender 1.42 15

Education 1.18 15

Goal orientation × Gender 1.06 15

Goal orientation × Education 0.48 15

Gender × Education 0.65 15

p

p < .001

0.15

0.29

0.40

0.95

0.83

PARTIAL η²

0.60

0.10

0.09

0.08

0.04

0.05

Note: F = Fisher’s F-ratio; df = degrees of freedom; p = probability value; η² = eta-squared. The table reports the available MANOVA statistics.

Table 3
Univariate analysis of goal-orientation results from the ICS scale

MEANS

LMHP HMLP

INTERACTION

1. 1.98 3.75

2. 2.11 3.7

3. 1.99 3.7

RESPECT FOR CULTURAL DIFFERENCES

4. 2.06 3.65

5. 1.94 3.73

6. 1.95 3.62

INTERACTION CONFIDENCE

7. 2.09 3.6

8. 1.97 3.57

9. 1.94 3.73

INTERACTION ENJOYMENT

10. 2 3.75

11. 2 3.66

12. 1.84 3.48

INTERACTION ATTENTIVENESS

13. 1.98 3.43

14. 1.93 3.58

15. 1.98 3.64

LEVENE’S

0.31

0.16

0.09

0.25

0.22

0.18

0.19

0.49

0.36

0.35

0.09

0.31

0.09

0.33

0.35

SKEWNESS

0.39

0.2

0.17

0.36

0.28

0.23

0.25

0.29

0.15

0.3

0.35

0.47

0.56

0.44

0.22

ITEM TOTAL 
CORRELATION

0.76

0.73

0.77

0.73

0.75

0.74

0.72

0.73

0.75

0.76

0.77

0.75

0.73

0.72

0.71

CRONBACH’S 
ALPHAS

0.72

0.68

0.73

0.68

0.71

0.69

0.67

0.69

0.71

0.72

0.73

0.7

0.68

0.67

0.67

F

84.74

75.38

106.1

65.2

86.24

82.89

53.85

89.32

83.85

63.05

83.51

68.11

58.06

87.7

80.33

P

p < .001

p < .001

p < .001

p < .001

p < .001

p < .001

p < .001

p < .001

p < .001

p < .001

p < .001

p < .001

p < .001

p < .001

p < .001

Η2

0.32

0.28

0.33

0.24

0.28

0.29

0.2

0.31

0.34

0.24

0.3

0.23

0.22

0.32

0.27

Note: LMHP = Low-Mastery/High-Performance group; HMLP = High-Mastery/Low-Performance group; F = Fisher’s F-ratio; p = probability value; η² = Eta-squared. 
Item values for reverse-coded components adjusted prior to univariate procedure.
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Table 1
Quality check and scoring breakdown for the Goal Orientation scale

GOAL ORIENTATION ITEMS
DISTRIBUTIONAL ASSUMPTIONS

M SD

1. Risk-taking 3.09 1.39

2. Self-achievement 2.94 1.41

3. Disinterest in marks 2.98 1.42

4. Personal value 3.02 1.41

5. Deep strategy 3 1.39

6. Relaxed attitude 3.01 1.43

7. Process-based 3.1 1.39

8. Task-driven 3.13 1.35

9. Analysing 3.14 1.45

10. Self-satisfaction 3.08 1.45

11. Risk-avoiding 3.46 1.45

12. Outperforming 3.34 1.61

13. Concern for marks 3.33 1.51

14. Performance value 3.39 1.46

15. Surface strategy 3.43 1.45

16. Conservative 3.37 1.5

17. Product-focused 3.44 1.45

18. Fear-driven 3.44 1.45

19. Memorising 3.39 1.5

20. External feedback 3.46 1.51

Skewness

0.15

0.15

0.15

0.21

0.2

0.19

0.17

0.12

0.02

0.06

-0.31

-0.26

-0.24

-0.26

-0.37

-0.3

-0.29

-0.3

-0.32

-0.37

RELIABILITY

Item r

0.81

0.83

0.84

0.83

0.82

0.85

0.85

0.82

0.85

0.81

0.87

0.88

0.87

0.87

0.89

0.9

0.89

0.88

0.87

0.85

α if item deleted

0.96

0.96

0.95

0.95

0.96

0.96

0.96

0.96

0.96

0.96

0.97

0.97

0.97

0.97

0.97

0.97

0.97

0.97

0.97

0.97

COMPONENT LOADINGS

1

-0.84

-0.85

-0.86

-0.86

-0.85

-0.87

-0.87

-0.84

-0.87

-0.84

0.17

-0.21

0.02

0.02

0.08

0.04

0

-0.02

-0.14

0.18

2

0.05

0.03

0.28

-0.28

-0.19

0.11

0.12

0.18

0.04

-0.2

0.89

0.89

0.9

0.88

0.89

0.92

0.9

0.9

0.89

0.88

Table 2
Multivariate analysis of the ICS scale results

EFFECT F HYPOTHESIS df

Goal orientation 19.14 15

Gender 1.42 15

Education 1.18 15

Goal orientation × Gender 1.06 15

Goal orientation × Education 0.48 15

Gender × Education 0.65 15

p

p < .001

0.15

0.29

0.40

0.95

0.83

PARTIAL η²

0.60

0.10

0.09

0.08

0.04

0.05

Note: F = Fisher’s F-ratio; df = degrees of freedom; p = probability value; η² = eta-squared. The table reports the available MANOVA statistics.

Table 3
Univariate analysis of goal-orientation results from the ICS scale

MEANS

LMHP HMLP

INTERACTION

1. 1.98 3.75

2. 2.11 3.7

3. 1.99 3.7

RESPECT FOR CULTURAL DIFFERENCES

4. 2.06 3.65

5. 1.94 3.73

6. 1.95 3.62

INTERACTION CONFIDENCE

7. 2.09 3.6

8. 1.97 3.57

9. 1.94 3.73

INTERACTION ENJOYMENT

10. 2 3.75

11. 2 3.66

12. 1.84 3.48

INTERACTION ATTENTIVENESS

13. 1.98 3.43

14. 1.93 3.58

15. 1.98 3.64

LEVENE’S

0.31

0.16

0.09

0.25

0.22

0.18

0.19

0.49

0.36

0.35

0.09

0.31

0.09

0.33

0.35

SKEWNESS

0.39

0.2

0.17

0.36

0.28

0.23

0.25

0.29

0.15

0.3

0.35

0.47

0.56

0.44

0.22

ITEM TOTAL 
CORRELATION

0.76

0.73

0.77

0.73

0.75

0.74

0.72

0.73

0.75

0.76

0.77

0.75

0.73

0.72

0.71

CRONBACH’S 
ALPHAS

0.72

0.68

0.73

0.68

0.71

0.69

0.67

0.69

0.71

0.72

0.73

0.7

0.68

0.67

0.67

F

84.74

75.38

106.1

65.2

86.24

82.89

53.85

89.32

83.85

63.05

83.51

68.11

58.06

87.7

80.33

P

p < .001

p < .001

p < .001

p < .001

p < .001

p < .001

p < .001

p < .001

p < .001

p < .001

p < .001

p < .001

p < .001

p < .001

p < .001

Η2

0.32

0.28

0.33

0.24

0.28

0.29

0.2

0.31

0.34

0.24

0.3

0.23

0.22

0.32

0.27

Note: LMHP = Low-Mastery/High-Performance group; HMLP = High-Mastery/Low-Performance group; F = Fisher’s F-ratio; p = probability value; η² = Eta-squared. 
Item values for reverse-coded components adjusted prior to univariate procedure.
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To examine further the statistical significance associ-
ated with Goal Orientation, one-way ANOVAs were car-
ried out on the ICS data. Distributional assumptions of the 
reported data were met. Levene’s test confirmed that none 
of the five ICS subscales violated homogeneity. The p val-
ues were non-significant, all scoring above the standard 
.05 alpha level (P = .09 for Items 3 and 13 versus P = .49 for 
Item 11). As for normality, all the skewness values were 
distant from the ±2.00 threshold (0.56 for Item 13 versus 
0.17 for Item 3).

With regard to the psychometric assumption of reliab-
ility (Table 3), all the item-total correlations were above 
the standard level of r = .30 (lowest was r = .71 for Item 15); 
and the alpha values were acceptable, ranging from α = .67 
(Items 7, 13, and 15) to α = .73 (Items 3 and 11). The Alpha if 
Item Deleted test therefore did not indicate that any items 
needed reconsideration since all the individual reliability 
levels were satisfactory.

The item-level ANOVAs (Table 3) were not intended 
only to account for the statistical significance of Goal Ori-
entation but also showed how the effect was distributed 
across the five ICS subscales. The analysis considered the F 
ratios for the differences between the two Goal Orientation 
levels. All the F ratios were statistically significant for the 
ICS measures. The effects were distributed across the ICS 
items, although their strength varied by item. Across the 
full set of ICS items, the highest univariate effect for Goal 
Orientation was associated with Item 3 (F = 106.10, p < 
.001; η² = .33), whereas the lowest was observed for Item 7 
(F = 53.85, p < .001; η² = .20). These results indicate that 
the effect of Goal Orientation was observed across all ICS 
measures, although the strength of the effect varied by 
item.

Since the ANOVAs used to determine between-
groups variance (HMLP vs. LMHP) across the ICS meas-
ures provided no information about the source of such vari-
ance, a pairwise procedure was used to account for such 
variance. A pair-wise comparison test was considered as an 
alternative for the standard Bonferroni and/or Tukey due 
to the two-level nature of the Goal Orientation variable. It 
demonstrated overall and individual mean differences for 
all the ICS measures and showed clear differences, with an 
advantage for the HMLP group (average total marginal 
mean M = 3.64) over the LMHP group (average total mean 
M = 1.98). This pattern was consistent across all the ICS 
subscale data as shown in Table 3. For example, LMHP 
mean scores range between M = 1.84 (Item 12) and M = 2.11 
(Item 2) whereas the HMLP level’s lowest mean score is M 
= 3.43 (Item 13) and the highest is M = 3.75 (Items 1 and 
10). These means indicate higher ICS responsiveness in the 
HMLP group than in the LMHP group.

RQ1 was addressed by the empirical evidence show-
ing the role of goal orientation in differentiating learners’ 
ICS levels.            

 4.3. Speaking performance results
Addressing RQ2, the analysis examined whether Goal 

Orientation groups, which were associated with distinct 
high/low ICS profiles, differed in complexity and fluency 
across tasks. To assess the quality of the data collected 
through the two speaking tasks, two procedures took place. 
First, a basic descriptive analysis was conducted to identify 
potential outliers and their weight on subsequent analysis. 
Only three cases of outliers were detected across the four 
speaking measures: two for Speech Rate/Minute and one 
for Dysfluency/Minute. However, these cases did not rep-
resent a systematic outlier pattern because they did not 
come from the same informant/source and were within 
plausible ranges. They were not discarded because they 
represented genuine variability in speech. Their presence 
did not violate the distributional properties of homogeneity 
and skewness. The normality assumption was respected 
for all performance measures (the highest value X = .89 for 
Dysfluency/Minute, far from the 2.00 index of abnormal-
ity). The analysis also verified the assumption of homogen-
eity since Levene’s tests for the four measures were not 
statistically significant (e.g., between P = .14 for Lexical 
Density/Minute and P = .45 for Speech Rate/Minute).

A subsequent multivariate analysis was conducted on 
the four speaking measures to determine which independ-
ent variable (Goal Orientation, Gender, and Task type) af-
fected participants’ output. This procedure also tested 
whether such variables might affect performance individu-
ally or in interaction with each other. Results from Table 4 
indicate statistical significance at the level of the Goal-Ori-
entation variable (F = 29.05, p < .05) with a substantial ef-
fect size (η² = .84). The NS/NNS Task variable did not 
reach statistical significance (F = 1.79, p = .17; η² = .25). Ex-
cept for the limited Goal/Task combination effect (i.e., η² 
= .11), no interaction effect is reported elsewhere. In light of 
these findings, follow-up ANOVAs were conducted for 
the variables of Goal Orientation and NS/NNS Task to ex-
amine how variance was distributed across the four per-
formance measures.

Table 4 reports the univariate ANOVA results and 
estimated marginal means for the four speaking-perform-
ance measures. Goal Orientation showed statistically signi-
ficant effects across all four measures, with stronger effects 
for complexity than for fluency. The HMLP group showed 
higher subordination and lexical density, whereas the 
LMHP group showed higher speech rate and fewer dysflu-
ency markers. These results indicate group differences in 
speaking-performance profiles, but they do not show that 
ICS itself caused the observed differences.

By contrast, the NS/NNS task-condition effects did 
not reach statistical significance. The task-condition means 
show only descriptive differences: the NS task showed 
somewhat higher speech rate and subordination, but also 
higher dysfluency, while lexical density showed no   

Table 4
Univariate and pairwise results for speaking fluency and complexity measures

FACTOR MEASURE LEVEL

Goal orientation
Speech Rate/Min.

HMLP

LMHP

Dysfluency/Min.
HMLP

LMHP

Subordinates/T-unit
HMLP

LMHP

Lexical Density/Min.
HMLP

LMHP

Task condition
Speech Rate/Min.

NNS task

NS task

Dysfluency/Min.
NNS task

NS task

Subordinates/T-unit
NNS task

NS task

Lexical Density/Min.
NNS task

NS task

F

15.20

11.70

232.00

40.60

3.86

1.75

1.70

0.42

p

p < .001

p < .001

p < .001

p < .001

.06

.20

.20

.84

η²

.30

.30

.90

.50

.10

.10

.10

.00

M

2.09

2.35

11.10

8.73

1.05

0.35

47.70

35.70

2.15

2.29

9.52

10.40

0.67

0.86

43.20

43.00

95% CI LOWER

1.97

2.25

10.17

7.83

0.99

0.28

45.37

32.28

2.04

2.18

8.56

9.33

0.65

0.78

39.85

39.40

95% CI 
UPPER

2.17

2.46

12.05

9.81

1.13

0.44

51.05

39.16

2.25

2.39

10.49

11.67

0.80

0.95

46.50

46.61

Note: HMLP = High-Mastery/Low-Performance group; LMHP = Low-Mastery/High-Performance group; NS = native-speaker task condition; NNS = non-native-
speaker task condition; M = estimated marginal mean; CI = confidence interval; F = Fisher’s F-ratio; p = probability value; η² = eta-squared.

meaningful difference. Because interlocutor type, task top-
ic, interviewer identity, and order of administration were 
not fully counterbalanced, the task-condition findings 
should be interpreted cautiously as exploratory evidence 
of situational variation rather than as evidence that native-
speaker interlocutors caused the observed differences.

 
5. DISCUSSION
5.1. Reflection on the findings
The results were generally consistent with the repor-

ted psychometric assumptions, particularly after verifying 
the distributional suitability of the two questionnaire 
scales. Both instruments met the distributional and reliab-
ility assumptions, thus supporting their reliability and 
suitability for the present analysis. The Goal-Orientation 
Scale validated a two-component solution. Its two-factor 
structure is consistent with the goal structure commonly 
reported in goal literature (He, 2005; Skaalvik, 1997). 

Nonetheless, it contrasts with the trichotomous goal 
framework that separates LMHP into Performance-ap-
proach and Performance-avoid goal areas (Elliot, 1999; 
Pintrich, 2000). The two-level profile also corresponds to 
distinctions in FLL research, particularly Ortega’s (2005) 
classification of learners as either ‘accuracy-oriented’ or 
‘communication-oriented’. Meanwhile, the ICS Scale val-
idation supported the abbreviated 15-item version of the 
original instrument developed by Chen and Starosta 
(2000). Its brevity and successful application in the 
MENA region support its use in this context and comple-
ment its implementation in other contexts such as Turkey 
(Nazlı & Aşık, 2022), North America (Bletscher & Hell-
mann, 2022), and China (Wang & Zhou, 2016).

With respect to RQ1, learners with higher intercultur-
al sensitivity tended to correspond with HMLP orientation 
whereas learners with lower intercultural sensitivity ten-
ded to correspond with LMHP goal orientation. This      
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To examine further the statistical significance associ-
ated with Goal Orientation, one-way ANOVAs were car-
ried out on the ICS data. Distributional assumptions of the 
reported data were met. Levene’s test confirmed that none 
of the five ICS subscales violated homogeneity. The p val-
ues were non-significant, all scoring above the standard 
.05 alpha level (P = .09 for Items 3 and 13 versus P = .49 for 
Item 11). As for normality, all the skewness values were 
distant from the ±2.00 threshold (0.56 for Item 13 versus 
0.17 for Item 3).

With regard to the psychometric assumption of reliab-
ility (Table 3), all the item-total correlations were above 
the standard level of r = .30 (lowest was r = .71 for Item 15); 
and the alpha values were acceptable, ranging from α = .67 
(Items 7, 13, and 15) to α = .73 (Items 3 and 11). The Alpha if 
Item Deleted test therefore did not indicate that any items 
needed reconsideration since all the individual reliability 
levels were satisfactory.

The item-level ANOVAs (Table 3) were not intended 
only to account for the statistical significance of Goal Ori-
entation but also showed how the effect was distributed 
across the five ICS subscales. The analysis considered the F 
ratios for the differences between the two Goal Orientation 
levels. All the F ratios were statistically significant for the 
ICS measures. The effects were distributed across the ICS 
items, although their strength varied by item. Across the 
full set of ICS items, the highest univariate effect for Goal 
Orientation was associated with Item 3 (F = 106.10, p < 
.001; η² = .33), whereas the lowest was observed for Item 7 
(F = 53.85, p < .001; η² = .20). These results indicate that 
the effect of Goal Orientation was observed across all ICS 
measures, although the strength of the effect varied by 
item.

Since the ANOVAs used to determine between-
groups variance (HMLP vs. LMHP) across the ICS meas-
ures provided no information about the source of such vari-
ance, a pairwise procedure was used to account for such 
variance. A pair-wise comparison test was considered as an 
alternative for the standard Bonferroni and/or Tukey due 
to the two-level nature of the Goal Orientation variable. It 
demonstrated overall and individual mean differences for 
all the ICS measures and showed clear differences, with an 
advantage for the HMLP group (average total marginal 
mean M = 3.64) over the LMHP group (average total mean 
M = 1.98). This pattern was consistent across all the ICS 
subscale data as shown in Table 3. For example, LMHP 
mean scores range between M = 1.84 (Item 12) and M = 2.11 
(Item 2) whereas the HMLP level’s lowest mean score is M 
= 3.43 (Item 13) and the highest is M = 3.75 (Items 1 and 
10). These means indicate higher ICS responsiveness in the 
HMLP group than in the LMHP group.

RQ1 was addressed by the empirical evidence show-
ing the role of goal orientation in differentiating learners’ 
ICS levels.            

 4.3. Speaking performance results
Addressing RQ2, the analysis examined whether Goal 

Orientation groups, which were associated with distinct 
high/low ICS profiles, differed in complexity and fluency 
across tasks. To assess the quality of the data collected 
through the two speaking tasks, two procedures took place. 
First, a basic descriptive analysis was conducted to identify 
potential outliers and their weight on subsequent analysis. 
Only three cases of outliers were detected across the four 
speaking measures: two for Speech Rate/Minute and one 
for Dysfluency/Minute. However, these cases did not rep-
resent a systematic outlier pattern because they did not 
come from the same informant/source and were within 
plausible ranges. They were not discarded because they 
represented genuine variability in speech. Their presence 
did not violate the distributional properties of homogeneity 
and skewness. The normality assumption was respected 
for all performance measures (the highest value X = .89 for 
Dysfluency/Minute, far from the 2.00 index of abnormal-
ity). The analysis also verified the assumption of homogen-
eity since Levene’s tests for the four measures were not 
statistically significant (e.g., between P = .14 for Lexical 
Density/Minute and P = .45 for Speech Rate/Minute).

A subsequent multivariate analysis was conducted on 
the four speaking measures to determine which independ-
ent variable (Goal Orientation, Gender, and Task type) af-
fected participants’ output. This procedure also tested 
whether such variables might affect performance individu-
ally or in interaction with each other. Results from Table 4 
indicate statistical significance at the level of the Goal-Ori-
entation variable (F = 29.05, p < .05) with a substantial ef-
fect size (η² = .84). The NS/NNS Task variable did not 
reach statistical significance (F = 1.79, p = .17; η² = .25). Ex-
cept for the limited Goal/Task combination effect (i.e., η² 
= .11), no interaction effect is reported elsewhere. In light of 
these findings, follow-up ANOVAs were conducted for 
the variables of Goal Orientation and NS/NNS Task to ex-
amine how variance was distributed across the four per-
formance measures.

Table 4 reports the univariate ANOVA results and 
estimated marginal means for the four speaking-perform-
ance measures. Goal Orientation showed statistically signi-
ficant effects across all four measures, with stronger effects 
for complexity than for fluency. The HMLP group showed 
higher subordination and lexical density, whereas the 
LMHP group showed higher speech rate and fewer dysflu-
ency markers. These results indicate group differences in 
speaking-performance profiles, but they do not show that 
ICS itself caused the observed differences.

By contrast, the NS/NNS task-condition effects did 
not reach statistical significance. The task-condition means 
show only descriptive differences: the NS task showed 
somewhat higher speech rate and subordination, but also 
higher dysfluency, while lexical density showed no   

Table 4
Univariate and pairwise results for speaking fluency and complexity measures

FACTOR MEASURE LEVEL

Goal orientation
Speech Rate/Min.

HMLP

LMHP

Dysfluency/Min.
HMLP

LMHP

Subordinates/T-unit
HMLP

LMHP

Lexical Density/Min.
HMLP

LMHP

Task condition
Speech Rate/Min.

NNS task

NS task

Dysfluency/Min.
NNS task

NS task

Subordinates/T-unit
NNS task

NS task

Lexical Density/Min.
NNS task

NS task

F

15.20

11.70

232.00

40.60

3.86

1.75

1.70

0.42

p

p < .001

p < .001

p < .001

p < .001

.06

.20

.20

.84

η²

.30

.30

.90

.50

.10

.10

.10

.00

M

2.09

2.35

11.10

8.73

1.05

0.35

47.70

35.70

2.15

2.29

9.52

10.40

0.67

0.86

43.20

43.00

95% CI LOWER

1.97

2.25

10.17

7.83

0.99

0.28

45.37

32.28

2.04

2.18

8.56

9.33

0.65

0.78

39.85

39.40

95% CI 
UPPER

2.17

2.46

12.05

9.81

1.13

0.44

51.05

39.16

2.25

2.39

10.49

11.67

0.80

0.95

46.50

46.61

Note: HMLP = High-Mastery/Low-Performance group; LMHP = Low-Mastery/High-Performance group; NS = native-speaker task condition; NNS = non-native-
speaker task condition; M = estimated marginal mean; CI = confidence interval; F = Fisher’s F-ratio; p = probability value; η² = eta-squared.

meaningful difference. Because interlocutor type, task top-
ic, interviewer identity, and order of administration were 
not fully counterbalanced, the task-condition findings 
should be interpreted cautiously as exploratory evidence 
of situational variation rather than as evidence that native-
speaker interlocutors caused the observed differences.

 
5. DISCUSSION
5.1. Reflection on the findings
The results were generally consistent with the repor-

ted psychometric assumptions, particularly after verifying 
the distributional suitability of the two questionnaire 
scales. Both instruments met the distributional and reliab-
ility assumptions, thus supporting their reliability and 
suitability for the present analysis. The Goal-Orientation 
Scale validated a two-component solution. Its two-factor 
structure is consistent with the goal structure commonly 
reported in goal literature (He, 2005; Skaalvik, 1997). 

Nonetheless, it contrasts with the trichotomous goal 
framework that separates LMHP into Performance-ap-
proach and Performance-avoid goal areas (Elliot, 1999; 
Pintrich, 2000). The two-level profile also corresponds to 
distinctions in FLL research, particularly Ortega’s (2005) 
classification of learners as either ‘accuracy-oriented’ or 
‘communication-oriented’. Meanwhile, the ICS Scale val-
idation supported the abbreviated 15-item version of the 
original instrument developed by Chen and Starosta 
(2000). Its brevity and successful application in the 
MENA region support its use in this context and comple-
ment its implementation in other contexts such as Turkey 
(Nazlı & Aşık, 2022), North America (Bletscher & Hell-
mann, 2022), and China (Wang & Zhou, 2016).

With respect to RQ1, learners with higher intercultur-
al sensitivity tended to correspond with HMLP orientation 
whereas learners with lower intercultural sensitivity ten-
ded to correspond with LMHP goal orientation. This      
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correlation was consistent across the five ICS subscales, 
suggesting overlap between intercultural sensitivity and 
the ten antecedents of the goal scale. Although other vari-
ables – participants’ educational background, gender, and 
age – were considered, Goal Orientation accounted for the 
largest proportion of variance (60% of the total variance). 
Other factors had limited effects in interaction with the 
Goal Orientation (Gender X Goal Orientation: η² = .08 
was the highest). In view of the strong ICS/Goal Orienta-
tion correlation, different measurement choices for these 
variables could have yielded stronger effects. A broader 
range for Age might have produced more pronounced vari-
ance (e.g., comparing the participants with younger ones). 
Also, Education might have yielded larger differentials if 
the experiment had opted for another sample with school-
ing histories involving richer intercultural interaction. 
Nonetheless, the relative homogeneity of the group in 
terms of their intercultural disposition may have been a 
methodological advantage, allowing Goal Orientation to 
stand out as the primary factor associated with the ICS 
variable.     

Regarding the speaking-performance results, the ana-
lysis suggested that goal-orientation groups associated 
with different ICS profiles also differed in fluency and 
complexity. The HMLP/high-ICS group produced more 
structurally and lexically complex speech, but it also pro-
duced more dysfluency markers and spoke more slowly. 
The LMHP/low-ICS group produced faster and less dys-
fluent speech, but showed lower structural and lexical 
complexity. These results indicate a trade-off between 
complexity and fluency across the two goal-orientation 
profiles.

These patterns are consistent with the possibility that 
learners allocated attention differently during the speaking 
tasks (McLeod & McLaughlin, 1986). However, the 

present data do not directly identify the cognitive pro-
cesses behind those differences. Claims about formulaic 
language, risk avoidance, tolerance of ambiguity, simpli-
fied cultural schemas, or specific processing modes should 
therefore be presented as hypotheses for future transcript-
based or qualitative research rather than as findings 
demonstrated by the present analysis.

 
5.2. Implications
A key implication of the findings concerns the inter-

section between goal orientation research and intercultur-
ality. The present study highlights how individual differ-
ences – represented here by goal orientation and linked to 
intercultural sensitivity – may be associated with the FLL 
experience. The findings reinforce the value of goal ori-
entation which, unlike in fields such as organisational psy-
chology, has received limited attention in FLL research. As 
Button et al. (1996) argue, goal orientation provides a com-
prehensive framework that bridges dispositional and    
situational influences, which is consistent with Dörnyei’s 
(2003) call to reconsider our understanding of individual 
differences as both situated and stable factors. In this re-
spect, the present study extends this perspective by focus-
ing on interculturality in FLL.

While the findings support Dombi’s (2021) assertion 
that individual differences have a significant association 
with intercultural disposition, the study contributes to this 
research line both theoretically and methodologically. 
Dombi (2021) treated attitudes, motivation, and anxiety as 
isolated variables, whereas the focus on goal orientation 
here examined their internal correlation and their treat-
ment as a unified construct. Moreover, by examining the 
influence of such factors on FLL, the study moved beyond 
psychometric description to suggest how such variance ap-
peared in real-time language use. For instance, it may be 
possible to examine how anxiety helps explain the inter-
cultural orientation of LMHP individuals if researchers 
also examine how anxiety influences the processes 
learners use. Similarly, the FLL performance of HMLP in-
dividuals may be determined, at least in part, by individual 
characteristics associated with higher ICS.

The findings also have educational and pedagogical 
implications. With the growing interest in interculturali-
ty, teachers and curriculum designers have often sought to 
integrate it by creating viable contact opportunities and in-
corporating intercultural materials for practice and evalu-
ation. The current results suggest that intercultural sensit-
ivity may also be associated with individual differences, 
particularly goal orientation. Thus, interculturality may be 
supported through attention to positive goal orientations 
and to the varied learner profiles associated with them. 
Supporting the HMLP end of goal orientation may in-
crease learners’ readiness to develop necessary intercultur-
al skills even within proficiency-focused FLL curricula. 

Greater awareness of individual differences, such as 
goal orientation, may help FLL practitioners vary speaking 
pedagogy more deliberately. For learners who show high 
complexity but lower fluency, teachers may use fluency-
building tasks with reduced planning pressure, timed repe-
tition, and opportunities to maintain continuous speech. 
For learners who show higher fluency but lower complex-
ity, teachers may use task-repetition cycles, guided plan-
ning, and focused follow-up tasks that encourage more 
subordinate structures and richer lexical choices. Such 
practices would aim to balance fluency and complexity 
without assuming that the present data directly identify 
learners’ underlying processing mechanisms.

 
6. CONCLUSION
This study examined whether individual differences 

– represented by the Goal-Orientation variable – can be 
associated with FLL learners’ intercultural responsiveness. 
The findings showed a strong association between goal  
orientation and ICS and suggested that goal-orientation 
profiles were related to differences in fluency and com-
plexity during speaking tasks. More specifically, goal ori-
entation was associated with different speaking-perform-
ance profiles: HMLP learners showed higher structural 

and lexical complexity, whereas LMHP learners showed 
stronger fluency but lower structural and lexical complex-
ity. On the basis of these findings, the study contributes to 
research on interculturality in FLL. While much research 
has focused on optimising intercultural contact and materi-
als, future work should consider individual differences as 
one factor in the development of intercultural competence.

These implications should be interpreted cautiously 
until further empirical evidence is available. For instance, 
expanding the sample size would strengthen the external 
validity of the present findings and broaden the scope of 
this research. More importantly, for strengthening this re-
search line, three methodological considerations are worth 
noting.

First, a qualitative inquiry into FLL learners’ accounts 
of the intercultural experience is important for corroborat-
ing the systematic variance examined in the present study.

Second, direct analysis of formulaic language in 
speaking-task data to account for the processing choices 
underlying fluency and complexity differences would be 
useful.

Third, future studies should consider more authentic 
intercultural contact modes, such as social media, to gener-
ate richer data with greater communicative density.
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correlation was consistent across the five ICS subscales, 
suggesting overlap between intercultural sensitivity and 
the ten antecedents of the goal scale. Although other vari-
ables – participants’ educational background, gender, and 
age – were considered, Goal Orientation accounted for the 
largest proportion of variance (60% of the total variance). 
Other factors had limited effects in interaction with the 
Goal Orientation (Gender X Goal Orientation: η² = .08 
was the highest). In view of the strong ICS/Goal Orienta-
tion correlation, different measurement choices for these 
variables could have yielded stronger effects. A broader 
range for Age might have produced more pronounced vari-
ance (e.g., comparing the participants with younger ones). 
Also, Education might have yielded larger differentials if 
the experiment had opted for another sample with school-
ing histories involving richer intercultural interaction. 
Nonetheless, the relative homogeneity of the group in 
terms of their intercultural disposition may have been a 
methodological advantage, allowing Goal Orientation to 
stand out as the primary factor associated with the ICS 
variable.     

Regarding the speaking-performance results, the ana-
lysis suggested that goal-orientation groups associated 
with different ICS profiles also differed in fluency and 
complexity. The HMLP/high-ICS group produced more 
structurally and lexically complex speech, but it also pro-
duced more dysfluency markers and spoke more slowly. 
The LMHP/low-ICS group produced faster and less dys-
fluent speech, but showed lower structural and lexical 
complexity. These results indicate a trade-off between 
complexity and fluency across the two goal-orientation 
profiles.

These patterns are consistent with the possibility that 
learners allocated attention differently during the speaking 
tasks (McLeod & McLaughlin, 1986). However, the 

present data do not directly identify the cognitive pro-
cesses behind those differences. Claims about formulaic 
language, risk avoidance, tolerance of ambiguity, simpli-
fied cultural schemas, or specific processing modes should 
therefore be presented as hypotheses for future transcript-
based or qualitative research rather than as findings 
demonstrated by the present analysis.

 
5.2. Implications
A key implication of the findings concerns the inter-

section between goal orientation research and intercultur-
ality. The present study highlights how individual differ-
ences – represented here by goal orientation and linked to 
intercultural sensitivity – may be associated with the FLL 
experience. The findings reinforce the value of goal ori-
entation which, unlike in fields such as organisational psy-
chology, has received limited attention in FLL research. As 
Button et al. (1996) argue, goal orientation provides a com-
prehensive framework that bridges dispositional and    
situational influences, which is consistent with Dörnyei’s 
(2003) call to reconsider our understanding of individual 
differences as both situated and stable factors. In this re-
spect, the present study extends this perspective by focus-
ing on interculturality in FLL.

While the findings support Dombi’s (2021) assertion 
that individual differences have a significant association 
with intercultural disposition, the study contributes to this 
research line both theoretically and methodologically. 
Dombi (2021) treated attitudes, motivation, and anxiety as 
isolated variables, whereas the focus on goal orientation 
here examined their internal correlation and their treat-
ment as a unified construct. Moreover, by examining the 
influence of such factors on FLL, the study moved beyond 
psychometric description to suggest how such variance ap-
peared in real-time language use. For instance, it may be 
possible to examine how anxiety helps explain the inter-
cultural orientation of LMHP individuals if researchers 
also examine how anxiety influences the processes 
learners use. Similarly, the FLL performance of HMLP in-
dividuals may be determined, at least in part, by individual 
characteristics associated with higher ICS.

The findings also have educational and pedagogical 
implications. With the growing interest in interculturali-
ty, teachers and curriculum designers have often sought to 
integrate it by creating viable contact opportunities and in-
corporating intercultural materials for practice and evalu-
ation. The current results suggest that intercultural sensit-
ivity may also be associated with individual differences, 
particularly goal orientation. Thus, interculturality may be 
supported through attention to positive goal orientations 
and to the varied learner profiles associated with them. 
Supporting the HMLP end of goal orientation may in-
crease learners’ readiness to develop necessary intercultur-
al skills even within proficiency-focused FLL curricula. 

Greater awareness of individual differences, such as 
goal orientation, may help FLL practitioners vary speaking 
pedagogy more deliberately. For learners who show high 
complexity but lower fluency, teachers may use fluency-
building tasks with reduced planning pressure, timed repe-
tition, and opportunities to maintain continuous speech. 
For learners who show higher fluency but lower complex-
ity, teachers may use task-repetition cycles, guided plan-
ning, and focused follow-up tasks that encourage more 
subordinate structures and richer lexical choices. Such 
practices would aim to balance fluency and complexity 
without assuming that the present data directly identify 
learners’ underlying processing mechanisms.

 
6. CONCLUSION
This study examined whether individual differences 

– represented by the Goal-Orientation variable – can be 
associated with FLL learners’ intercultural responsiveness. 
The findings showed a strong association between goal  
orientation and ICS and suggested that goal-orientation 
profiles were related to differences in fluency and com-
plexity during speaking tasks. More specifically, goal ori-
entation was associated with different speaking-perform-
ance profiles: HMLP learners showed higher structural 

and lexical complexity, whereas LMHP learners showed 
stronger fluency but lower structural and lexical complex-
ity. On the basis of these findings, the study contributes to 
research on interculturality in FLL. While much research 
has focused on optimising intercultural contact and materi-
als, future work should consider individual differences as 
one factor in the development of intercultural competence.

These implications should be interpreted cautiously 
until further empirical evidence is available. For instance, 
expanding the sample size would strengthen the external 
validity of the present findings and broaden the scope of 
this research. More importantly, for strengthening this re-
search line, three methodological considerations are worth 
noting.

First, a qualitative inquiry into FLL learners’ accounts 
of the intercultural experience is important for corroborat-
ing the systematic variance examined in the present study.

Second, direct analysis of formulaic language in 
speaking-task data to account for the processing choices 
underlying fluency and complexity differences would be 
useful.

Third, future studies should consider more authentic 
intercultural contact modes, such as social media, to gener-
ate richer data with greater communicative density.
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