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THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN HALL’S CONTEXT DIMENSION AND 

INDONESIAN-SPEAKING EFL LEARNERS’ PARTICIPATION  

IN THE CLASSROOM 

Puput Putri Asmani 

 

Abstract: Classroom interaction is considered to be one of the key factors 

determining learners‟ development in learning another language (Allwright and 

Bailey, 1991). Active participation during classroom interaction is thus expected by 

the teacher. However, the way learners participate might vary one another because of 

different communication style they perceive. Hall‟s categorization of high and low 

context dimension (1976) is believed to be one of the factors which influence 

communication style. This study was thus aimed to identify Indonesian EFL 

learners‟ degree of context dimension to find whether it has relation to their 

participation in class. In this study, 35 English-as-a-foreign-language (EFL) learners 

of English Department, Satya Wacana Christian University, Salatiga, Indonesia, 

were given 8-items questionnaire adapted from Gudykunst et al. (1996) to identify 

their degree of context dimension. Classroom observation was conducted to obtain 

data of learners‟ participation. Quantitative data from the questionnaire and 

observation were analyzed using Microsoft Excel program. Spearman correlation 

coefficient was used to identify the correlation between participants‟ degree of 

context dimension and the way they participate in class, and it was found that there 

was a significant correlation between learners‟ degree of context dimension and 

learners‟ self-initiated turn (rs = -.57, p. < .01). 

 

Keywords: high context communication, low context communication, learners’ 

participation, classroom interaction 

 

INTRODUCTION 

English in Indonesia is regarded as a foreign language which is unlikely to be 

used in daily communication by most Indonesian people. Therefore, the supportive 

English environment might be limited only to several areas such as education, 



2 
 

international business, mass media, etc. In the area of education, especially English 

as a foreign language (EFL) learners in Indonesia might find that the most promising 

environment to develop their English skills is classroom setting. In EFL classroom, 

learners should learn language through language, which means that English is as 

both the subject under study and the medium of instruction. To support the use of 

English in the classroom, classroom interaction should also be taken into account as 

one of the factors contributing the learner‟s command of English. Interaction during 

lesson plays crucial role in the learners‟ language development (Allwright and 

Bailey 1991; Goronga, 2013; Koosha and Yousefi, 2013). Learners who can make 

use of talk opportunities in the classroom should find the benefit of it since their 

communication skills are developed. Thus, active participation from the learners 

during class interaction is encouraged.  

Yet, getting learners, especially Asian learners to engage actively in the 

classroom is not an easy thing to do. Both Chu and Kim (1997, in Dyson, 

Nataatmadja, & Sixsmith, 2007) and Koosha and Yousefi (2013) stated that Asian 

learners have been associated with passivity in regard to participation in class. More 

specifically, in a study of Indonesian EFL learners‟ characteristics, Exley (2005) 

reported that Indonesian learners were described as “…typically passive, shy, and/or 

quiet…” (p. 1). This assumption might be derived from a perspective which sees 

“active” involvement as the presence of verbal turn in high frequency and silence in 

low frequency. By overviewing theories from the proponent of learner talk (e.g. 

Vygotsky, 1978 and Swain and Lapkin 1995), Zacharias (2014) deduced that this 

view confirmed that “…an absence of student talk can be interpreted as lack of 

cognitive development.” (p. 2). Nevertheless, learner participation may not be treated 
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alike to all learners. While some learners might speak a lot, the others are orally 

quiet. This, according to Allwright and Bailey (1991), “…seem[s] to be related to 

cultural origins…” (p. 135). 

Since the culture attached to each learner cannot be separated from the way 

they learn in education (Samovar et al., 2007), knowing their characteristics as 

influenced by their cultural origin that determines their high/low context 

communication style might provide deeper explanation about the consideration and 

the way learners participate in the classroom, and thus the effective style of engaging 

learner to participate can be identified. In the case of learner participation, both 

teacher and learners will benefit from recognizing the way learners participate in the 

classroom as they can manage how to treat and communicate to each other.  

As mentioned earlier, participation is typically seen from the amount of 

verbal turns and silence. These two variables have also become consideration in 

categorizing national cultures based on the context dimension proposed by Edward 

T. Hall (1976). Several researchers conducted a study on this categorization which is 

typically divided into two poles; high context culture and low context culture. Most 

of these studies discussed about cross cultural differences and comparison among 

people from particular nations, especially in business setting (Thomas, 1998; 

Schnell, 1999; Osland, 2009) and technology-based communication (Al-Harthi, 

2005; Xie, Rau, Tseng, Su, & Zhao, 2008; Todd, 2013; Westbrook, 2013).  

Most of the studies above summarized similar ideas that low context 

communication people would depend more on non-verbal or indirect communication 

style and high context communication people tend to use rich verbal communication. 

Xie et al., (2008) for instance, who conducted research about communication 
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effectiveness and user interface design on 40 university Chinese students, found that 

students with high context culture have better communication effectiveness than 

students with low context culture in nonverbal communication as they scored better 

in figuring out 21 idioms only by body language and phonograms. This result 

supports the research by Todd (2013) which sought the communication differences 

between software development teams where it was shown that members from Indian 

team (high context communication) tend to use more nonverbal communication such 

as silence than the members of United States team (low context communication) who 

tended to raise their voices a lot in their discussions. Nevertheless, to the best of the 

researcher‟s knowledge, not many studies have been done on the issue of 

relationship between high or low context communication mode and learners‟ 

participation in the classroom, particularly in Indonesia.  

 Looking at the similar focuses of consideration between learner participation 

and context dimension categorization, the researcher believes that it is worth 

investigating the relation between the two. Challenged by the question directed by 

Allwright and Bailey (1991) whether different learners‟ participation is affected by 

cultural norm in intra-cultural setting, this present study was thus conducted in 

classroom setting in which the learners have the same national culture, Indonesia. 

This present study intends to explore the Indonesian EFL learners‟ degree of context 

dimension and investigate to what extent it contributes to their participation in class. 

It also hopes to explore the characteristics of high/low context communication that 

underlie particular pattern of participation to occur. Thus, the researcher proposed 

questions to answer in this present study; “What is Indonesian-speaking EFL 

learners’ degree of context dimension tends to be?” and “How does Indonesian-
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speaking EFL learners’ degree of context dimension contribute to their participation 

in the classroom?” 

  

LITERATURE REVIEW 

In this section the researcher would provide background theories and studies 

underlying topic areas discussed in this study. The explanation would thus be 

divided into two parts under two main topics of the present research; learner 

participation in classroom interaction and high/low context communication.   

Learner Participation in Classroom Interaction 

One of the indicators for a person can be considered as a successful language 

learner is being able to use the language to communicate with other speakers. 

Success of using another language, according to Allwright and Bailey (1991), is 

paralleled to success in managing interaction in that language as well. By interacting, 

language learners shall see whether they are successful in getting their meaning 

across and vice versa.  

Several studies have been conducted to emphasize the essential role of verbal 

interaction in the classroom (e.g. Allwright and Bailey 1991; Goronga, 2013; 

Koosha and Yousefi, 2013). Goronga for example, who examined the importance of 

classroom verbal interaction in Zimbabwe‟s primary school, found that by talking 

more, learners‟ linguistic development might be reinforced. Interaction in the 

classroom involves not only the teacher but also the learners because interaction is 

“...not something you just do to people, but something people do together, 

collectively.” (Allwright and Bailey, 1991, p. 19). Thus, collaboration among 
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members of classroom, both between teacher and learners and between learners and 

the other learners, should be maintained to ensure effective language environment.  

Moreover, learners nowadays are encouraged to take more active 

participation than the teacher does as Bassler (2005, in Goronga, 2013) stated 

“…more student-initiated productive talk is needed than there is today in our 

classrooms.” (p.440). This, may be the opponent of traditional teacher-centered 

classrooms which hardly get the learners to speak up.  Participation refers to the 

actions demonstrating forms of involvement performed by parties within evolving 

structures of talk (Duranti, 2001, p. 172). The involvement is often translated as 

learners‟ talking, such as ask and/or answer question, articulate opinion, and take 

part in discussion (Lee, 2005). If learners tend to be quiet or silent, they will be 

regarded as passive.   

Yet, the way learners participate or exhibit their engagement within 

classroom interaction differs in some extents. There are learners who “…tend to 

dominate the interaction…” and there are learners who seems “…verbally 

reticent…”  (Allwright and Bailey, 1991). While the former is associated with the 

expected ones, the latter seems to be seen negatively. Differentiating these categories 

might not be a wise decision because those learners might not be actually passive; 

rather, they have their own communication style. Crichton (2013) believes that 

effective teaching and learning “… takes place when the teacher is successful in 

engaging the learners so that they collaborate in the process of constructing 

knowledge” (p. 167). To get the learners to collaborate and contribute in the 

progressing lesson effectively, it is noteworthy to understand characteristics of 

learners‟ cultural backgrounds that reflect their communication preference.    
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In this study, the researcher examined five types of learners‟ participation 

developed from Moskowitz‟ interaction system (1971, cited in Allwright and Bailey, 

1991); self-initiated turn, response to personal solicit, response to general solicit, 

silence, and unison. Self-initiated turn, or Moskowitz called as student-initiated 

response, is the talk by the student when initiating contribution, for example 

responding to the teacher‟s turn by giving comment, sharing own ideas or opinion, 

etc. Response toward solicitation is divided into two types: personal solicit and 

general solicit response (Allwright and Bailey, 1991). Personal solicit response is the 

response individual learner did after being directly nominated by name, for example, 

answering teacher‟s question after being called upon. General solicit response is 

different from personal solicit response in the way that it is derived from an open 

invitation, for instance, individually proposing question after the teacher offered the 

general class to ask question. The next learners‟ participation type, silence, according 

to Moskowitz (1997), is “pauses in interaction. Periods of quiet during which there is 

no verbal interaction” (in Allwright and Bailey, 1991, p. 204) for example no student 

verbal responses after the teacher asked a question. Response in unison was defined 

by Moskowitz as responses by the whole class or majority of the class together, for 

example, answering the teacher‟s greeting or question together.   

High/Low Context Communication  

There might be possibility that learners‟ participation during classroom 

interaction is influenced by high/low context communication. The way people 

communicate is usually linked to the cultural backgrounds that shape their 

characteristics. Looking at the relationship between communication and culture, 

Samovar et al. (2007) considered that “Culture and communication are so 
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intertwined that it is easy to conceive that culture is communication and 

communication is culture” (p. 79). Culture as “a shared system of perception” 

(Soley, 2003 in Gamsriegler, 2005, p. 2), might identify people in communicating to 

various ways and conversely, the custom practice of their interaction defines their 

culture as well. Among many types of dimension suggested by theorists, Hall‟s 

concept of high and low context communication pattern is believed to be a 

significant theoretical framework in the study of cultural diversity (Warner-

Søderholm, 2013; Chai and Fontaine, 2007).  

 High and low context dimension was developed to categorize people based on 

their typical way in communicating (i.e. direct, indirect, implicit, and explicit) and 

media to process meaning (i.e. verbal, nonverbal). If context has to do with what 

people think others mean by what they say (Rex and Schiller, 2009), participation 

should also be influenced by context.  

 Context can be widely defined as it may be “a social condition as well as a 

physical space” (Rex and Schiller, 2009, p. 16), “the surroundings…that enable the 

participants in the communication process to interact” (Mey, 1993, p. 38 in Kramsch, 

1998), or “the relation of form and meaning” (Halliday et al., 1964, p. 18-19 in 

Kramsch, 1998). It is the information about forms surrounds communication process 

which affects the way participant interpret message or utterance meaning. According 

to Hall (1976) in (Nishimura, Nevgi, & Tella, 2009) context is the information that 

can be used to compare people on the scale from high to low context communication 

pattern.  
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Hall (1976) in Samovar et al., (2007) compared context dimensions:  

A high context (HC) communication or message is one in 

which most of the information is already in the person, 

while very little is in the coded, explicitly transmitted part 

of the message. A low context (LC) communication is just 

the opposite; i.e., the mass of the information is vested in 

the explicit code. (p. 145) 

 

 In the context dimension continuum, Hall puts Japanese at the top of high-

context culture and German/Swiss in the bottom of low-context culture. It is not 

stated whether Indonesia belong to which culture, however most researchers found 

that Asian tend to be more high-context culture (e.g. Samovar et al., 2007; 

Nishimura et al., 2009; Yama and Zakaria, 2012). Since all cultures might cover both 

high and low context communication characteristics (Samovar et al., 2007; Rotman, 

2012), the researcher intended to identify some Indonesian learners to lean more on 

either high or low context dimension, or have middle-context communication degree. 

 The categorization of Hall‟s degree of context dimension seems to be 

underlied by basic distinct feature of communication means and style. People with 

high-context culture are found to be implicit, indirect, and able to interpret 

information without full description during interaction while people with low-

context culture tend to be more explicit, direct, and need clear information during 

interaction (Yama and Zakaria, 2012; Nishimura et al., 2009; Samovar et al., 2007). 

Because high context culture tend to be implicit in their conversation, the meaning is 

usually embedded outside the utterance, for example through non verbal message, 

gestures, inference, and even silence. Samovar et al. point out that preference of 

silence in high context cultures occurs because they “… believe that silence often 

sends a better message than words…as in Indonesian proverb “Empty cans clatter 
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the loudest” (p.160). It is claimed that in East Asian culture, “indirect language styles 

are used in order to preserve the dignity, feelings, and “face” of others” (Samovar et 

al., 2007). On the other hand, people with low-context culture will need more 

information to interpret meaning. They need to express word to communicate as 

clearly and explicitly as they can because for low context communicator, “...it is 

important to be direct and to spell things out” (Althen, 1992 in Chai and Fontaine, 

2007, p. 180).  

 In relation to learners‟ participation, high/low context communication may 

influence the learners‟ means of communication preference; verbal or nonverbal and 

style; direct or indirect. This study discussed learners‟ turn and silence to examine 

verbal-nonverbal variable. For the communication style variable, the focus was the 

learners‟ initiation to contribute in classroom interaction and toward solicitation.   

  

METHODOLOGY  

This following part covers the research design that describes how this study 

was conducted. It comprises of the description of the context of the study, the 

participants, the instrument of data collection, how the data was collected, and how 

the data was analyzed.  

Context of the Study 

The study was conducted in Satya Wacana Christian University, Salatiga, Indonesia. 

The context was English Department, Faculty of Language and Literature and 

focused to Second Language Acquisition course held in the third semester of 

2014/2015 academic year. 
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Participants 

The participants of this study were thirty five undergraduate students enrolled in 

Second Language Acquisition (SLA) course. This selection was done based on 

purposive sampling method. SLA course was chosen with the consideration that its 

material delivery was performed by student group presentation with supervision 

from the lecturer. Students were encouraged to participate during the presentation 

but were not obliged to do so. With this semi-student-centered class and non-

obligatory participation rule, the researcher expected that data of naturalistic 

engagement could be noted.       

Instrument of Data Collection 

The instruments used were observation protocol and questionnaire. Observation of 

classroom interaction was conducted by using digital camera to record data about 

participation pattern of the participants. Learners‟ involvement frequency was coded 

in the form of tally mark on the observation protocol adapted from Foreign 

Language Interaction Analysis (FLint) system categories developed by Moskowitz 

(1971, cited in Allwright and Bailey, 1991). Questionnaire assessing high/low 

context dimension by Gudykunst et al. (1996) was administered to the participants to 

label whether they had more high or low context communication characteristics. The 

questionnaire items were modified from the original of 32 items to 8 relevant items 

comprising statements of communication in different ways. These 8 items were 

chosen with the consideration of focusing the measures to the statements which 

cover behaviors similar to learners‟ participation only, such as regarding silence, 

initiation to talk, directness to communicate, and how to get information. The other 

24 statements were not included for they were not related to the communication 
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characteristics that the researcher wished to discuss. Each questionnaire item was 

rated on 4-point Likert scale (strongly agree, agree, disagree, strongly disagree).       

Data Collection Procedure 

The data collection techniques used in this study included questionnaire and 

observation. Questionnaire was distributed to thirty five students in Second 

Language Acquisition course with the aim of discovering learner‟s degree of context 

dimension. After identifying the degree, researcher worked as a non-participant 

observer, observing a total of five meetings. During the observation, video recording 

was utilized to capture the situation of the class while the researcher was coding the 

learners‟ participation. Observation was focused on learners‟ natural occurring 

participation which was observable, comprising learner response to general solicit 

and personal solicit, learner response in unison, learner-initiated turn, and silence. 

Talk of delivering presentation was not counted into account because indisputably 

the floor would be given to the group in charge.      

Data Analysis Procedure 

Data from the questionnaire was analyzed quantitatively by counting the 

participants‟ responses to the items using Microsoft Excel program. Table of 

frequency was used to code the data. The total number corresponding to the 

participant responses was summed up to classify the context culture the participants 

tend to have. Data from the observation was analyzed quantitatively and 

qualitatively. The frequency of participation style was counted using event-sampling 

protocol in the form of tally mark. To show how strongly learner‟s context 

dimension degree and their participation in the classroom were related to each other, 

SPSS program was utilized with Pearson correlation coefficient test as the main 
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choice for parametric test and Spearman correlation coefficient test as the alternative 

if the data turned to be non-parametric. The participation style and its relation to the 

context communication was then interpreted descriptively based on the theoretical 

framework about high/ low context pattern of communication.  

 

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 

In this section, the researcher would present the results of the study and the 

discussion of the findings to answer the research questions addressed. The discussion 

would be divided into two parts; high/low context communication degree and the 

relationship between high/low context communication (HCC/LCC) degree and 

participation.    

High/low Context Communication Degree 

To answer research question number one, “What is Indonesian-speaking EFL 

learners’ degree of context dimension tends to be?”, data gained from the 

questionnaire was analyzed. As proposed by Hall (1976), people can be categorized 

based on the scale of high context communication to low context communication. 

Questionnaire assessing the degree of high/low context communication comprised 8 

items; 4 items of statements showing HCC characteristic and 4 items of statements 

showing LCC characteristic. The score for the first 4 items was rated based on the 4-

point Likert scale (strongly agree = 4, agree = 3, disagree = 2, strongly disagree = 1) 

and the score for the other 4 items was reversed (strongly agree = 1, agree = 2, 

disagree = 3, strongly disagree = 4). Total score of the questionnaire was used to 

decide the context communication degree where higher score means more HCC 
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characteristics. Maximum total score expected was 32 points and minimum total 

score expected was 8 points. There was possibility that score was distributed evenly 

when the score for HCC and LCC statements were equal (20 points). Therefore, 

participants who scored 20 points were regarded as those having „in between‟ 

context communication (middle context communication/ MCC) while those scored 

21 to 32 points were classified as having more HCC characteristic and those scored 

19 to 8 points were labeled as having more LCC characteristic.  

      Table 1  

      Frequency of High/Low Context Communication People 

 

 

 

 

 

FIGURE 1 

Percentage of High/Low Context Communication People 

 

 

 

 

Descriptive statistics results from the questionnaire (see Table 1 & Figure 1) 

revealed that while 66% of the participants had more HCC characteristics and 8 % of 

them had more LCC characteristics, as many as 26 % of the participants was shown 

Score Classification Frequency Percentage (%) 

18 LCC 1 
8 

19 LCC 2 

20 MCC 9 26 

21 HCC 12 

66 
22 HCC 3 

23 HCC 6 

24 HCC 2 
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having equal HCC and LCC characteristics. Since according to some scholars, all 

cultures might have some features of both high and low context communication (e.g. 

Samovar et al., 2007 and Rotman, 2012), it is not surprising that some participants 

had the same frequency for both HCC and LCC score. High/low context 

communication is not rigid up and low ends, but is a scale of continuum instead. 

Hence, the categorization might result in the form of rank or order.  

Those falling between high and low context communication continuum is 

characterized by Wang (2008, p. 151) as “middle context” people. In this research, 

the number of participants that are identified as MCC people is even greater than the 

number of participants with more LCC characteristics. This „in between‟ 

characteristic may be resulted from the flexibility that the participants have in the 

sense that they may be comfortable using both high and low context communication. 

They might shift to either high or low context communication for particular 

transaction. Still, the result demonstrates that the participants in this research were 

dominated by HCC characteristics. This result strengthens the assumption that 

Asians are predominantly leaning more to HCC.        

The Relationship between HCC/LCC degree and participation 

To answer research question number two, “How does Indonesian-speaking 

EFL learners’ degree of context dimension contribute to their participation in the 

classroom?” the researcher planned to compare learners‟ frequency of participation 

and their degree of context dimension score using Pearson coefficient correlation 

test. It turned out that responses to general solicit and self-initiated turn were the 

only participation types that could be directly correlated with learners‟ score of 
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context communication degree since each participant had their own data on those 

variables. However, after testing the data of general solicit and self-initiated turn, the 

researcher found that Pearson correlation test could not be performed either because 

two of the parametric test assumptions: normality and homoscedasticity, were 

violated. Thus, Spearman coefficient correlation was used.  

Personal solicit response, unison, and silence were discussed using 

descriptive statistic in relation to context communication degree. For personal solicit, 

despite it had data for each participant, it cannot be tested using correlation 

coefficient because in fact, this response came from direct solicitation in which the 

speaker did not intentionally speak if not chosen. The frequency of response came 

from the direct „demand‟ of others, not the natural intention from each individual. 

For unison and silence, their frequencies were collected from participants as a whole 

or unity so that correlation test did not work as well. 

 Figure 2 displays the overall learners‟ classroom participation in frequency 

and in percentage. 

FIGURE 2 

Frequency and Percentage of Overall Learners‟ Classroom Participation 
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In general, as displayed in Figure 2 above, results showed that the number of 

verbal turn (self-initiated turn, personal solicit and general solicit response, and 

unison) was higher than the number of nonverbal turn (silence). Although it did not 

confirm the assumption that in HCC majority group, people tend to use more 

nonverbal turn, it should be noted that the two dominating verbal turns, unison (39 

%) and personal solicit response (26 %) happened during classroom interaction 

reflected the main characteristics of HCC people.  It was also found that while self-

initiated turn was correlated with context communication degree, no correlation was 

found between context communication degree and general solicit response. 

The following is the discussion of relationship between high/low context 

communication degree and classroom participation which would be presented based 

on each category.  

Unison 

 The most frequent participation in the class as displayed in Figure 2 is 

response in unison. The frequency is 45 or 39 % of the total interaction types that 

occurred.   
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 This high frequency of unison or choral response might be explained by the 

characteristic of HCC since there was a predominance of HCC people in the 

classroom. HCC has been associated with the concept of collectivism (Gudykunst, 

1989 in Westbrook, 2013). Learners might feel more comfortable to contribute turns 

along with friends rather than by themselves. This result is similar to the research 

finding of Todd (2013) that sought the pattern of intercultural communication 

difference between software development team. From his observation, he found that 

team members identified as HCC people did speak during discussion yet there was 

no specific individual turn. This might indicate that HCC people feel more secure to 

raise their voices together. Learners might rely on the support from group 

participation, as Westbrook noted “…a high-context collectivistic system also 

depends on the community to bring individual successes” (2013, p. 8).  From the 

observation, the researcher found that the unison response was used for correcting 

friend‟s error in pronouncing particular word as well. It confirms the principle of 

collectivity in HCC culture that learners maintained the harmony of community by 

mutually helping their friend.       

Silence 

 It can be seen in Figure 2 that the percentage of silence is 27 % in overall 

observations result. This puts silence on the second rank of the most frequent 

participation category that occurred in class. Extensive use of silence is one of the 

features that characterize HCC (Wurtz, 2005 in Rotman, 2012). Participants tend to 

use silence to confirm that they have understood what the teacher or friend had 

explained. They also displayed quite long period of silence following teacher‟s 
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encouragement to share ideas or to speak up their mind. According to Lewis (2005, 

in Nishimura et al., 2009), HCC people tend to respect for long period of silence. It 

may signify that silence was not valued negatively and that learners were not 

bothered by the use of silence since the class was dominated by people having more 

HCC features. As Chaney and Martin mentioned “…in east Asia…silence…[is] not 

a failure to communicate” (p. 131). The silences occurred in class might mean that 

the information learners got was internalized in their mind and did not necessarily 

have to be spelled out. This might be the reason why Asian learners are regarded 

passive in class. With HCC features where meaning sometimes is internalized in the 

person, learning by listening attentively is favored over learning by thinking out 

loud.                  

Personal Solicit Response  

 Learners‟ response to personal solicit is the third highest category to take 

place with 26 % of the total learners‟ response during classroom interaction. To 

engage learners to participate during classroom interaction, direct nomination was 

shown to be more effective than offering the turn open to the class. Response toward 

personal solicit had greater far percentage than general solicit response (4 %). When 

no one responded to the teacher‟s open invitation to participate, the teacher called 

upon specific learner so that the learner was willing to contribute a turn. In his study, 

Todd (2013) also found such similar behavior that in HCC majority group, to 

stimulate responses, team leader had to specifically call the member by name.  

 Different from LCC people who do not hesitate to spell things out, in HCC, 

people barely state their ideas before they are given the opportunity or „demanded‟ to 
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talk. Learners might think they would speak up only after being called upon. When 

general solicitation did not work much, personal solicitation was used more. This 

may become the underlying reason why personal solicit response belonged in the top 

three of learners‟ participation pattern. As mentioned earlier, despite the fact that 

each participant had their own data for personal solicit response score, correlation 

coefficient test would not work (shows insignificant correlation, rs = -.089, sig. > 

.05) because the response was determined by the person who nominated the 

participants.   

General Solicit Response  

 The percentage of response to general solicit is relatively small. It is only 4 % 

of the total occurring participation. Spearman correlation coefficient revealed no 

significant correlation between high/low context communication degree and 

learners‟ response to general solicit, (rs = -.038, sig. > .05). This result indicates that 

there are no differences between learners who have more high, low, or middle 

context communication characteristic in responding to open bidding for classroom 

participation. As seen in Table 2, from the total of 5 general solicit response events, 

three of them were performed by learners with more HCC characteristics and the 

other two were equally shared by learners characterized as LCC and MCC person. 

This participation belongs to turn which comes from other‟s request in the form of 

open invitation for the whole class. Thus, the pressure to talk is less than in personal 

solicitation. 

 As in LCC that ideas are assured to be implemented in speech, in HCC and 

MCC there is an intention to speak up when there is a request. This according to Sato 
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(1982, in Allwright and Bailey, 1991) is the characteristic of Asian learners which 

have “…permissible classroom participation pattern…” (p. 133). Thus, whether it is 

HCC, LCC, or MCC, learners might response to general solicit because they want to 

make use the given opportunity to speak             

Self-initiated Turn 

 Self-initiated turn is quite similar to general solicit, yet the difference is that 

this turn was not previously encouraged. The speaker originated the turn without any 

solicitation or influence from others beforehand. Learners initiated turn naturally 

because they intended to do so. This category also shared the same percentage as 

response to general solicit category, which is 4 % of the total participation category 

happened during overall meetings.  

 Spearman correlation coefficient revealed statistically strong significant 

correlation between HCC/LCC degree and each learner‟s self-initiated turn (rs = -.57, 

p. < .01). The score of each learner‟s context communication degree score is 

negatively correlated with their inclination to individually contribute a turn without 

the presence of solicitation. This result suggests that the greater the learner‟s score 

on context communication degree, the lesser likely that he or she initiates turn 

without being asked. Learners who have smaller context communication score will 

do more self-initiated turn than learners with higher context communication score. In 

other words, the more LCC characteristics learners have, the more likely learners 

will contribute self-initiated turn.  
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 Looking at individual learners‟ turns and context communication degree 

score, Table 2 presents the categorization of learners‟ turn. 

  Table 2 

   Learner‟s Frequency of Individual Turns and Context Communication Degree Score 

 

Student 

Number 

Self 
initiated 

turn 

Response to Context 
Degree 

Score 

Classification Personal solicit General solicit 

Q A Q A 

112010120 1         18 LCC 

112011006 1   2 1   19 LCC 

112011019 1   1     19 LCC 

112011056           20 MCC 

112011057           20 MCC 

112011064 1 1 3   1 20 MCC 

112011071           20 MCC 

112011090   1       20 MCC 

112011101           20 MCC 

112012006 1   5     20 MCC 

112012020           20 MCC 

112012084           20 MCC 

112011012           21 HCC 

112011049     1     21 HCC 

112011052           21 HCC 

112012001     1     21 HCC 

112012009     1     21 HCC 

112012017           21 HCC 

112012036     1     21 HCC 

112012047     3     21 HCC 

112012056     2     21 HCC 

112012065     1     21 HCC 

112012112     1     21 HCC 

112012127       1   21 HCC 

112011007           22 HCC 

112011083       1   22 HCC 

112012044     2     22 HCC 

112010115           23 HCC 

112011017           23 HCC 

112011032     1     23 HCC 

112011105       1   23 HCC 

112012011     2     23 HCC 

112012085           23 HCC 

112011018           24 HCC 

112011103     1     24 HCC 

 

 As displayed in Table 2, from the total of 5 events, three learners having 

more LCC characteristic contributed one turn each and two learners labeled as MCC 

person did one self-initiated turn each. The nature of the turn itself is not obligatory 

so that the speaker must be the one who will not hesitate to raise their voice, which 

according to Samovar et al. (2007) is one of the characteristics of low context 
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communicator. For learners who have LCC characteristics, it might be fine to share 

their opinion or to ask question without being requested to do so since they are more 

likely to spell things out. On the contrary, learners with more HCC characteristics 

might find difficulties to verbalize their ideas or intention especially when they are 

not required to do so and should begin the turn by themselves.     

CONCLUSION 

 This research attempted to identify Indonesian EFL learners‟ degree of 

high/low context communication and investigate type of classroom participation that 

has correlation with it.   

According to the research results, 66 % of the participants were categorized 

as HCC people, 26 % as MCC people, and 8 % as LCC people. Observed learners‟ 

participation during classroom interaction were identified with response in unison 

dominated the total learner participation by 39 %, followed by silence (27 %), 

response to personal solicit (26 %), response to general solicit (4 %), and self-

initiated turn (4 %). This study found that self-initiated turn was significantly 

correlated to high/low context communication degree (rs = -.57, p. < .01). No 

correlation was found between high/low context communication degree and response 

to general solicits.  

Looking at the dominating proportion of HCC people and the top three 

participation categories occurred (response in unison, silence, and response to 

personal solicit), there was an indication of relationship between them since the 

aforementioned categories are similar to HCC characteristics. Based on the results, 

there might be a need for teacher to modify the attempt to get learners participate in 
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order to avoid misjudgment about learners‟ activeness, for example by 

“…systematically speaking less, waiting longer after posing a question, or calling on 

learners [teacher] might have previously ignored…” (Allwright and Bailey, 1991, 

p.135). In HCC-dominated class, group work discussion might also bring about more 

learners‟ participations since response in unison are preferred. Basically, it is 

important for teacher to understand learners‟ preferred communication style reflected 

from their characteristics.  

Yet, these results might not be generalized for populations of all ages and at 

different course and institution. There are several limitations that should be noted. 

First, the nature of this study is exploratory and only based on 35 learners from one 

course with one lecturer. Thus, for generalization, further study can include more 

participants from different courses or institution. Second, data of response in unison 

and silence categories were counted from the class as a whole so that there was 

barely possible comparison to reveal statistical differences between HCC, LCC, and 

MCC. Further research focusing on these categories among different classes or 

courses should address this issue so that correlation can be determined statistically.      
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APPENDIX A 

NIM:  

High/Low Context Communication Degree Questionnaire  

Dear participants, 

I am a student of English Teacher Education, Faculty of Language and Literature, Satya 

Wacana Christian University. I would like to do research about how high/low context 

communication style influence Indonesian-speaking EFL learners‟ classroom participation 

in Indonesia. The purpose of this questionnaire is to collect statistical data about high/low 

context people. I expect you to kindly participate by filling in the questionnaire. Your 

response to the questionnaire will in no way affect your grade and will be kept confidential. 

Many thanks  

Directions: Below are 8 statements regarding how you feel about communicating in different 

ways. Indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with each statement by putting a 

checkmark (√) in the appropriate blank to the right of each item.  

SA = strongly agree, A = agree, D = disagree, SD = strongly disagree 

No Statement SA A D SD 

1 I catch on to what others mean, even when 

they do not say it directly, ex: when 

someone asks me whether I have pens, I 

know that he/she wants to borrow a pen 

from me. 

    

2 I communicate in an indirect fashion, ex: do 

not openly express disagreement, use 

gestures, code, or any kind of nonverbal 

communication instead of relying much on 

words. 

    

3 I listen attentively, even when others are 

talking in an uninteresting manner, ex: I still 

pay attention to a presentation although the 

speakers used many fillers, made 

grammatical mistake, had poor 

pronunciation, etc. 

    

4 I use silence to avoid upsetting others when 

I communicate, ex: I will remain silent 

instead of voicing my opinion which may 

offend others.  

    

5 I am a very precise communicator, ex: use 

and need exact, accurate, and detailed 

spoken information. 
    

6 I find silence awkward in conversation, ex: 

it is not okay to just be quite during 

classroom discussion.  
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No Statement SA A D SD 

7 In argument, I insist on very precise 

definitions, ex: I demand more explanation 

if what someone said confuses me. 
    

8 I find myself initiating conversations with 

strangers while waiting in line.     
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APPENDIX B 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



32 
 

 

 

 




