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ABSTRACT
Japanese University Students’ L2 Communication Frequency in Positive
Classroom Climate
Sunao Shimizu
Doctor of Education

Temple University, 2017

The primary purpose of study is to identify predictors of willingness to
communicate (WTC) and of actual frequency of English communication at work
inside and outside the foreign language classroom among 439 university students
(male = 226, female = 213) learning English in Japan. Based on Wen and Clément’s
(2003) theory of L2 WTC, I replicated Peng and Woodrow’s (2010) structural path
model using the variables of state L2 communicative confidence, L2 learning
motivation, positive classroom climate, L2 WTC, with the newly added variable of
actual speaking frequency.

A hypothesized structural model was examined in two contexts, WTC inside
the classroom and WTC outside the classroom. Inside the classroom, communicative
confidence was the predictor of L2 WTC. L2 WTC and L2 learning motivation were
predictors of actual frequency of L2 communication. Positive classroom climate was
a mediating variable that indirectly predicted L2 WTC through state L2
communicative confidence and task motivation. In contrast, outside the classroom,
state L2 communicative confidence, L2 learning motivation, and positive classroom
climate were the predictors of L2 WTC. State L2 communicative confidence, task
motivation, and positive classroom climate were the predictors of actual frequency
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of L2 communication. The results supported Wen and Clément’s (2003) model and
Peng and Woodrow’s (2010) study.

Second, Dornyei and Kormos’ (2000) study was replicated to investigate a
significant difference for the four types of the students’ speaking behavior between
pretest and posttest. A repeated-measures ANOVA was performed for English turns,
Japanese turns, English words, and interjections with 13 students (male = 8 and
female = 5) aged 18-19. The 13 participants were part of those who completed the
first questionnaire. There were no significant differences for the four dependent
variables.

Finally, a qualitative content analysis was performed using transcribed
interview data with nine university students (6 male and 3 female students), who
completed the first questionnaire. Ten variables emerged from the interviews. Four
variables—teacher support, group cohesiveness, L2 learning motivation, and
perceived communicative competence—supported both quantitative (Peng &
Woodrow, 2010) and qualitative studies (Cao, 2011; Peng, 2007, 2012). Four
additional variables—security of speaking, interlocutors, small group, and topic
familiarity—supported qualitative studies by Cao (2011) and Kang (2005). The
other two variables—point system and tests—were new variables identified in this
study.

Positive classroom climate and task motivation (Ddrnyei & Kormos, 2000)
were key variables influencing state L2 communicative confidence, L2 WTC, and
L2 Use. As a result, I propose that task motivation and positive classroom climate

should be added into MaclIntyre et al.’s (1998) L2 WTC model.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The Background of the Issue

English is a compulsory subject for first-year students in most Japanese

universities, so both motivated students and unmotivated students study in the same

classroom. Although the students might take a placement test before the English

courses begin, the test measures linguistic proficiency, not motivation. Many

motivated Japanese students believe that English is a useful tool for communicating

with English-speaking people and as a result, they have generally positive attitudes

toward studying English. In contrast, many less motivated students do not feel that it

is necessary to study English. One reason is that they have no clear reasons for doing

so (Abe, Ishizuka, Okuda, Shimizu, & Ueda, 2010, November; Agawa & Ueda,

2013). Many high school students have spent considerable time translating English

into Japanese. As a result, they have not learned how to communicate in English;

thus, many of them might feel that speaking English is difficult and a psychological



gap might exist between what they experience in English class and their goals for

studying English (Abe et al., 2010; Agawa & Ueda, 2013).

Another reason for low levels of motivation among Japanese university

students concerns the lack of opportunities many of them have to speak English

inside the foreign language classroom. Most of these students have not studied in

student-centered communicative curricula in secondary school, as they have

primarily received teacher-centered instruction and non-communicative grammar-

translation tasks. Because many students find such classes uninteresting, it is

difficult for them to maintain high levels of motivation for studying English

(Kikuchi & Sakai, 2009; Nishimuro & Borg, 2013). Although the term

communicative approach has been widely used in English education in Japan in the

past two decades, the Japanese secondary school English curriculum is still

dominated by the use of the grammar-translation method, which is mainly focused

on translating difficult texts embedded in a grammatical syllabus, rather than on oral

communication (Nishimuro & Borg, 2013). Even students who have experienced

communicative approaches in junior high school primarily study English to prepare

for written university entrance examinations when in high school. They do not have



to speak English communicatively because a speaking proficiency subsection is not

currently included on any Japanese university entrance examination.

Despite the beliefs of some Japanese students that English has limited

usefulness in their present and future lives, economic and financial globalization has

made the English language an indispensable tool for direct communication among

people all over the world (Doérnyei, Csizér, & Németh, 2006). In the 21st century,

both developed and developing nations, such as Brazil, Russia, India, and China

have strengthened economic ties with one another. Under such conditions (BRICS,

n.d.), English has become a common language of communication for increasing

numbers of people. This trend also applies to Japan, as it is certain that more

Japanese will work outside of Japan and have increased opportunities to speak

English in the coming years (Wilson & Purushothaman, 2003, October 1).

Because of the globalization currently taking place, Ministry of Education,

Culture, Sports and Technology (MEXT, 2016) has made proposals to improve

English communication ability in a rapidly globalized society. The Ministry has

stated that students should study English, focusing on cross-cultural (or intercultural)

communication and aiming at four skills (listening, speaking, reading and writing).



For this purpose, public elementary schools started operating one English class for

Grade 5 and 6 students once a week in 2011. Public junior high schools changed

from three to four English class hours a week, and increased the number of required

vocabulary items to learn from 1,300 to 1,800 in 2012. Public senior high schools

changed the Communication English I, II, and III from elective to required courses in

2013. The Ministry has proposed that three levels of English education—junior high

school, senior high school, and university—improve English in the four skill areas;

however, it has been reported by MEXT (2016) that only 32% of junior high school

students and 31% of senior high school students have achieved the expected levels

designated by the Ministry. The Ministry has also reported that most university

entrance examinations have assessed reading (90%) and listening (10%) skills, but

not speaking and writing. It is clear that Japanese university entrance examination

system impedes communicative English learning, and it seems difficult to change the

present system because MEXT has to create completely new textbooks to promote

speaking and writing competence for senior high school students and educate

teachers of English to use a communicative method. In addition, teachers at national

and other public universities have to prepare the unified speaking and writing tests



and discuss how to evaluate students’ speaking and writing performances fairly and

objectively. As such, although some changes have taken place in the Japanese

educational system since 2011, including the introduction of English in elementary

schools, and increasing English class hours and vocabulary learning goals, no drastic

change has been seen in English proficiency levels. This result has occurred in part

because senior high school teachers’ use of the grammar-translation method has not

changed (Nishimuro & Borg, 2013).

McGroarty (2001) and Dérnyei (2005) pointed out that many L2 learners are

sensitive to the quality of language instruction and learning experiences they receive.

Therefore, an important role of teachers is to provide students with opportunities to

have positive learning experiences that help them develop intrinsic motivation (e.g.,

Doérnyei & Csizér, 2002; Molden & Dweck, 2000; Ryan & Deci, 2000;

Vansteenkiste, Lens, & Deci, 2010) and become more self-regulated (Benson, 2001;

Bjork, Dunlosky, & Kornell, 2012; Mackenzie, Mezo, & Francis, 2012; Pintrich &

Schunk, 2002). If this line of this thinking is correct, those in charge of curriculum

reform in Japanese universities should change the English curriculum so that it better

fits students’ incentive values. For instance, a unified curriculum that fits the



students’ proficiency levels should be established. Moreover, this curriculum should

be regularly modified to suit the needs of future students.

Statement of the Problem

The first problem addressed in this study concerns the degree to which

situation-specific motives, such as positive classroom climate, state L2

communicative confidence, and L2 WTC are related with one another. Although

situation specific motives have been discussed for almost 20 years (e.g., Dornyei &

Otto, 1998; McGroarty, 1998, 2001), few quantitative researchers have investigated

situation-specific factors influencing L2 WTC. Situation-specific factors include

interlocutors, teacher support, task orientation, and state L2 communicative

confidence. State L2 communicative confidence was conceptualized as the

perception of communication confidence at the time when a person is about to use

L2 to a specific person by MacIntyre, Dornyei, Clément, and Noels (1998). In

contrast, L.2 self-confidence is defined as a general perception of communicative

competence for L2 use (MaclIntyre et al., 1998). Thus, state L2 communicative

confidence is an immediate state-like factor than a distal trait-like factor such as L2



self-confidence. Previous investigations of classroom dynamics were qualitative

studies conducted in the Chinese EFL context (e.g., Cao, 2011; Cao & Philp, 2006;

Peng, 2012). Therefore, a quantitative study of classroom dynamics is needed.

The second problem concerns uncertainty regarding how a positive

classroom climate is related to L2 learning motivation. A number of significant

relationships between group cohesiveness and L2 learning motivation (e.g., Koga,

2010; Matsubara, 2007) and between teacher support and L2 learning motivation

(e.g., Richmond, 1990; Zhang & Oetzel, 2006) have been identified. However, there

have been few quantitative investigations of the relationship between L2 learning

motivation and positive classroom climate made up of student cohesiveness, teacher

support, and task orientation (Peng & Woodrow, 2010). Because Peng and

Woodrow’s finding was that positive classroom climate was significantly related to

L2 learning motivation, which was a data-driven result. Accordingly, the

relationship between positive classroom climate and L2 learning motivation needs

further examination.

The third problem concerns identifying predictors of L2 communication

frequency. Because L2 WTC is an intention to speak a foreign language, it is



important to investigate what factors cause students to communicate willingly and

frequently. There appears to be a consistent significant relationship between L2

WTC and the self-reported frequency of L2 communication in both ESL contexts

(Clément, Baker, & Maclntyre, 2003; MaclIntyre & Charos, 1996) and EFL contexts

(Yashima, Zenuk-Nishide, & Shimizu, 2004), but the relationship between

communicative behavior and L2 WTC has not been clarified (Cao & Philp, 2006).

One area in need of further study is the relationship between willingness to

communicate in English and the actual frequency of English communication inside

the classroom. Furthermore, it remains unknown whether or not a positive classroom

climate and state L2 communicative confidence are significant predictors of L2

communication frequency.

Purposes and Significance of the Study

The first purpose of the present study is to investigate situation specific

motives of L2 WTC in the structural equation model. Studies of classroom dynamics

have been qualitative studies until recently (e.g., Cao, 2011; Cao & Philp, 2006;

Peng, 2012). Although Peng and Woodrow (2010) demonstrated that a positive



classroom climate contributed to L2 WTC, L2 communication confidence, and L2

learning motivation in the Chinese EFL context, their structural equation model has

not been replicated in the Japanese context. Confirming their model would show that

it could be generalized to other learning contexts, which would contribute to change

language learning styles and the roles of teachers.

The second purpose of this study is to identify the relationship between

positive classroom climate, L2 WTC, L2 learning motivation, state L2

communicative confidence, and the actual frequency of L2 communication using

structural equation modeling. If positive classroom climate is identified as a

significant predictor of L2 WTC, learning motivation, and state L2 communicative

confidence, the Wen and Clément (2003) theoretical model and the Peng and

Woodrow (2010) empirically based model can be generalized to the Japanese EFL

context. Identifying predictors of WTC at work inside of foreign language

classrooms might allow language teachers and curriculum designers to improve

teaching by better understanding how to increase learner engagement.

The third purpose of this study is to identify variables that predict frequency

of L2 use. A relatively strong positive relationship between L2 WTC and students’



reported frequency of L2 communication has been found in various contexts, such as

in Canadian bilingual contexts (Clément et al., 2003; MacIntyre & Charos, 1996)

and in the Japanese EFL context (Hashimoto, 2002; Yashima et al., 2004). However,

those researchers examined students’ reported L2 communication rather than their

actual communication behavior. On the other hand, researchers who investigated the

relationship between L2 WTC and students’ actual frequency of communication

have found mixed results. For instance, Doérnyei and Kormos (2000) identified a

significant positive correlation between L2 WTC and students’ verbal output, but did

not find significant correlations among social variables such as group cohesiveness

and the number of words and that of turns in Hungary. In contrast, Cao and Philp

(2006) did not find a clear relationship between L2 WTC and communication

behavior in a group of eight ESL students in New Zealand. These results suggest that

actual communication behavior is possibly influenced by various situational factors,

such as group size. Therefore, further investigation is needed to clarify the

relationship between WTC and actual frequency of speaking English. If a predictor

of actual frequency of L2 communication is identified in this study, conditions in

which students participate in communication inside the classroom can be clarified
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and ways to encourage them to speak more frequently can potentially be identified.

Such findings can help learners acquire the L2 more autonomously.

The Audience for the Study

The results of this study will benefit L2 motivation researchers, EFL

teachers, curriculum designers, and foreign language learners. L2 motivation

researchers, particularly those working in EFL contexts, will benefit from this

study. MaclIntyre et al. (1998) developed a WTC model in Canada and it has been

argued that the model cannot be applied to Asian learners given the cultural

differences between the two regions (Wen & Clément, 2003). If the extended

model suggested by Wen and Clément is supported by the results of this study, it

will contribute to verifying how positive classroom climate influences L2 WTC,

L2 learning motivation, and state L2 communicative confidence and clarifying the

importance of an ecological perspective on classroom dynamics (Tudor, 2001; van

Lier, 2002) in EFL contexts.

The second audience for this study is EFL teachers. They can potentially

benefit from this study, as the results will shed light on Japanese students’

11



attitudes toward learning English. Teachers can provide more appropriate

educational experiences the better they understand students’ motivation.

Specifically, research focusing on motivation situated inside the foreign language

classroom can potentially exert a beneficial influence on the development of

teaching practices, pedagogical tasks, and course syllabuses.

The third audience for this study is curriculum designers. Educational

curricula should be based on knowledge of the students’ needs and their responses

to the curriculum (Ornstein & Hunkins, 2004). This study can potentially benefit

curriculum designers by identifying how L2 WTC, L2 learning motivation,

positive classroom environment, and state L2 communicative confidence are

interrelated.

Finally, this study can potentially benefit foreign language learners. If

positive classroom climate is identified as a predictor of L2 learning motivation,

state L2 communicative confidence, and L2 WTC, the kinds of tasks and form of

teacher support that are provided, and approach to create greater group

cohesiveness will receive greater attention.

12



Delimitations

There are four main delimitations to this study. First, the participants were

first-year students at a private Japanese university in Tokyo. Approximately 99% of

the participants were Japanese, so generalizing the results of this study to groups

from different cultures or with other first languages should be done with caution.

Second, the ages of the participants ranged from 18 to 26 years old, so the results

cannot be generalized with confidence to much younger groups, such as elementary

school children and junior high students, or to older groups, such as adults who have

autonomously chosen to study English. Third, because the English courses the

participants take are compulsory, the results cannot be easily generalized to situations

in which the students are taking courses voluntarily; the motivational profiles of such

students might differ considerably from those in this study. Finally, the participants’

general level of oral proficiency is relatively low, so the results might not be

generalizable to learners with higher levels of oral proficiency.

13



The Organization of This Study

Chapter 2 is a review of the literature for this study. The following six

sections concern: (a) historical background of L2 learning motivation research, (b)

foreign language learning motivation variables, (c) willingness to communicate in a

second language, (d) extended models of L2 WTC, (e) state L2 communicative

confidence, and (f) classroom dynamics and L2 WTC. Next, gaps in the literature

and purposes of the study are described. Finally, research questions for structural

equation modeling and interview questions are presented.

Chapter 3 describes methodology. There are 12 main sections. The following

seven sections concern: (a) participants, (b) context of study, (c) instrumentation, (d)

ethical considerations, (e) research design, (f) procedures, and (g) analysis. The next

five sections include explanation of analyses: (a) a hypothesized L2 WTC model, (b)

Rasch analysis, (c) structural equation modeling, (d) class observation, and (e) semi-

structured interviews.

The following three chapters concern the results of analyses. Chapter 4

reports validity evidence for 11 variables: (a) the initial data screening, results of

principal component analysis, (b) Rasch analysis of item fit and item residuals for 11

14



variables. Chapter 5 reports quantitative results: (a) Rasch data screening and SEM

assumptions, (b) the revised Peng and Woodrow (2010) model, (c) analysis of

correlation among the ten variables inside the classroom and outside the classroom,

(d) estimation of four path models of L2 WTC inside the classroom and five path

models of L2 WTC outside the classroom using the structural equation modeling.

After that, five hypotheses and four data-driven results are presented and answered

sequentially. In analyses of class observations, the results of a repeated-measures

ANOVA for English turns, Japanese turns, English words, and interjections are

tested with 13 participants and summarized. Chapter 6 reports answers for the three

interview questions.

Chapter 7 discusses important findings for five hypotheses and four data-

driven results for the two situations, inside and outside the classroom. The

quantitative results and the qualitative results are compared and synthesized. Then,

theoretical implications and pedagogical implications are described. Chapter 8

summarizes the findings, describes limitation of the study, suggests future research,

and gives final conclusions.
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CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

In this chapter, first, the historical background of L2 motivation research and

foreign language learning motivational variables are summarized. Second,

willingness to communicate in a second language and state L2 communicative

confidence are reviewed. Third, extended models of L2 WTC are explained. Fourth,

classroom dynamics is reviewed. After that, a summary of the literature review, the

gaps in the literature and the purposes of the study are described. Finally, the

research questions that guide this study are listed.

Historical Background of L2 Learning Motivation Research

Learning motivation constructs in the field of second language acquisition

have evolved for over five decades. Dornyei (2005) divided the historical overview

of L2 motivation research into three phases: (a) the social psychological period

(1959-1990), (b) the cognitive period (during the 1990s), and (c) the process-

oriented period (2010-2015). Ddrnyei and Ushioda (2011) and Ushioda and Dérnyei

16



(2012) suggested that the fourth phase of L2 motivation research is the socio-

dynamic period, in which researchers need to “focus on the interaction between the

learning situation (e.g., instructional techniques, classroom environment,

interpersonal relations), and motivational cognitions and behaviors (e.g., goals,

attitudes, beliefs, processing of experience, self-regulatory strategies)” (Ushioda &

Dérnyet, 2012, p. 399).

In the social psychological period, Gardner and Lambert (1959) proposed

that attitudes toward the community of speakers of the target language and L2

learning motivation were related to L2 acquisition; these ideas formed the basis of

the social psychological approach to L2 motivation. Gardner (1985, 1988) elaborated

his conceptualization of the integrative motive by specifying its three components:

(a) integrativeness, (b) attitudes toward the learning situation, and (c) motivation.

In the cognitive-situated period, motivational psychologists argued about the

relationship among persons, tasks, and situations in actual learning situations. Along

with the shift toward a situated analysis of motivation, Crookes and Schmidt (1991),

Dornyei (1994), and Oxford and Shearin (1994) criticized Gardner’s (1985)

socioeducational model because it was not focused on cognitive aspects of

17



motivation and the interactional relationship between the teacher and students. They

therefore called for a new research agenda on motivation.

Clément, Dornyei, and Noels (1994) administered a questionnaire to 301

grade 11 students in Hungary to assess their attitudes, anxiety, and motivation

toward learning English as well as their perception of the classroom atmosphere and

cohesion. They analyzed the data using correlational and factor analytic methods and

reported that the construct of foreign language motivation had three components:

integrativeness, linguistic self-confidence, and appraisal of classroom environment.

Appraisal of classroom environment was conceptualized as a composite of group

cohesion and the evaluation of the teacher and the course.

In contrast, Williams and Burden (1997) pointed out that because language

education takes place in a social context, researchers should focus on how teachers,

learners, and tasks are dynamically interrelated in the language-learning environment

through qualitative research methods. They presented their social constructivist

model of the teaching and learning process, based on humanism (e.g., Erikson, 1963;

Maslow, 1968, 1970; Rogers, 1969) and social interactionism (Feuerstein, Klein, &

Tannenbaum, 1991; Vygotsky, 1962, 1978).

18



At the turn of the 21st century, which Dornyei (2005) called the process-

oriented period, Dornyei and Ott6 (1998) proposed a process model of L.2

motivation, which describes a dynamic changing process with a preactional stage,

actional stage, and post-actional stage. According to their process model, (a) L2

learners set goals, have an intention to learn, and initiate their intention in the

preactional phase; (b) they appraise their perceived L2 competence, engage in action

control, and take action in the actional phase; and (c) they compare their initial

expectations with their actual experience and form causal attributions in the post-

actional phase. However, this model does not provide a research design for

analyzing the ever-changing process of L2 learning motivation because examining

dynamic interrelationship between motivational variables and language behaviors is

too complex in certain contexts. For instance, when four students engage in a

discussion, one student’s psychological relationship with the other three students

varies in terms of their communication behavior, including responding, asking

questions, and negotiating.

Dornyei and Ushioda (2011) recently proposed that the fourth phase of L2

motivation research is the socio-dynamic period characterized by a concern with the

19



dynamics of motivation in contextual interactions (Dornyei & Ushioda, 2011, p.

396). Ushioda (2007, 2009, 2011) has introduced a new paradigm for L2 learning

motivation by proposing that L2 motivation is generated dynamically in the L2

learning context where teachers and students are cognitively and psychologically

related.

Foreign Language Learning Motivational Variables

In this section, I describe foreign language learning motivation as

conceptualized by Clément, et al. (1994), who identified the classroom environment

as one important motivational variable. Their conceptualization of foreign language

learning motivational variables includes integrativeness, linguistic self-confidence,

and classroom environment. The three components that have been identified as

important in the long history of L2 motivation research are described below. First,

various interpretations of integrativeness are described. Second, two types of self-

confidence are described. Finally, positive classroom climate, including group

cohesiveness, teacher support, and task orientation, is reviewed.

20



Integrativeness

Integrativeness is defined as an “individual’s willingness and interests in

social interaction with members of other groups” (Gardner & Maclntyre, 1993,

p. 159). Gardner and Lambert (1959), who examined the role of motivation in

learning a second language in Canada, identified two motivational orientations:

integrativeness (i.e., the desire to integrate oneself with the target culture) and

instrumental motivation (i.e., the desire to learn a language for getting an end, such

as a good job or a credit). They found that attitudes toward the community of

speakers of the target language and motivational intensity were positively correlated

with L2 acquisition in their investigation of 75 English-speaking students in the

predominantly French-speaking city of Montreal. Following a series of studies,

Gardner (1985) explained that the integrative motive is made up of three factors: (a)

integrativeness, which includes integrative orientation, interest in foreign languages,

and attitudes toward the L2 community; (b) attitudes toward the learning situation,

which comprises attitudes toward the language teacher and the L2 course; and (c)

motivation, which refers to effort, desire, and attitudes toward learning.
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On the other hand, Noels, Pelletier, and Vallerand (2000) suggested that L2

learning motivation can be assessed using the intrinsic and extrinsic subtypes (e.g.,

amotivation, external regulation, introjected regulation, identified regulation)

specified by self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985, Ryan & Deci, 2000).

Noels (2003) proposed that L2 learning motivation is made up of interrelated

reasons: (a) intrinsic reasons (e.g., learning for fun, challenge, and competence), (b)

extrinsic reasons (e.g., learning to get credits, and get a job), and (c) integrative

reasons (e.g., learn to communicate with people in other cultural groups). As such,

those researchers extended the theoretical framework of L2 motivation to actual

learning situations.

After that, Dornyei (2009) proposed the L2 motivational self-system, which

corresponded with the motivational constructs proposed by Noels (2003). The L2

motivational self-system is made up of three components: ideal L2 self, ought-to L2

self, and L2 learning experience. According to Dérnyei (2009), the ideal L2 self

corresponds to traditional integrative and internalized instrumental motives, the

ought-to self corresponds to extrinsic instrumental motives, and L2 learning

experience refers to motives related to the immediate learning environment. Several
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empirical studies have supported the validity of the concept of ideal L2 self (see

Doérnyei & Ushioda, 2009 for details), which has been viewed as a substitute for

integrativeness. However, there is no consensus that the traditional concept of

integrativeness should be discarded (Maclntyre, Mackinnon, & Clément, 2009).

Indeed, Gardner’s notion of integrativeness has been supported by a number of

empirical studies in various language learning contexts (Maclntyre & Charos, 1996;

Masgoret & Gardner, 2003; Noels, 2003). However, integrativeness is not regarded

as one of situated antecedents in Maclntyre et al.’s (1998) L2 WTC model.

Self-Confidence

Self-confidence is defined as “the belief that a person has the ability to

produce results, accomplish goals or perform tasks competently” (Dérnyei, 2002,

p. 56). It was first introduced in the L2 literature by Clément, Gardner, and Smythe

(1977) as a powerful mediating factor affecting a person’s motivation to learn and

use an L2 in multi-ethnic settings. Clément (1980) conceptualized L2 self-

confidence as the composite of L2 use anxiety and self-evaluation of L2 proficiency;

this notion was supported in an empirical study by Clément and Kruidenier (1985),

23



who reported that low levels of anxiety and high levels of L2 competence made up

the self-confidence construct. L2 self-confidence in Clément’s (1980) theory was

derived from the multi-ethnic settings where integrative attitudes and fear of

assimilation are part of the process of learning and using the language of the other

speech community.

In response to the call for adopting influential motivational approaches from

general psychology (Crookes & Schmidt, 1991; Dornyei, 1994; Oxford & Shearin,

1994; Clément, Dorneyi, & Noels, 1994) applied the self-confidence construct in a

foreign language learning context and showed that linguistic self-confidence was an

important motivational factor for 301 Grade 11 students in Hungary. In addition,

Tremblay and Gardner (1995) revised Gardner’s (1985) social psychological theory,

by adopting expectancy-value (Wigfield, 1994) and goal theories (Locke & Latham,

1990). They empirically tested their extended model with 75 Canadian students

learning French, and demonstrated that goal salience, valence (the desire to learn the

L2 and attitudes towards learning the L2), and self-efficacy were three mediating

factors between attitudes and motivational behavior. Self-efficacy has been defined

as “people’s judgment of their capabilities to organize and execute courses of action
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required to attain designated types of performances” (Bandura, 1986, p. 391).

Although self-efficacy is similar to self-confidence, self-efficacy, which concerns

the ability to successfully complete a specific task, is regarded as a more specific

perception of one’s potential, compared with self-confidence.

In the L2 WTC model, state communication confidence is distinguished from

trait-like L2 self-confidence (Clément, 1980). State communication confidence,

which consists of a low level of state communication anxiety and a high level of

perceived communicative competence, was also found to be the most immediate

antecedent of L2 WTC (Clément et al., 2003; Hashimoto, 2002; MacIntyre &

Charos, 1996; Yashima, 2002; Yashima, et al., 2004; Peng & Woodrow, 2010).

Their findings indicated that learners who have higher levels of state communicative

competence and lower levels of communication anxiety are more willing to

communicate.

Positive Classroom Climate

Many foreign language course designers focus primarily on communicative

goals, in which students are directed to use a second language inside the classroom
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to develop the ability to communicate with people from different cultural

backgrounds. Although the classroom learning environment is controlled by the

curriculum and the teacher, the classroom is a place where communication,

autonomous learning, and socialization also take place (Tudor, 2003). Tudor

suggested that classroom dynamics should be explored in the context of the

classroom as socialization because “the classroom itself is part of the real world of

students in the here-and-now of their life as individuals and social actors” (p. 115).

The idea of socialization is based on humanistic approaches of education, in

which Vygotsky (1962) emphasized that language learning occurs through

interaction with others. In Vygotsky’s theory, the concepts of mediation and zone of

proximal development are central factors for language learning. Mediation refers to

“anything that is used in order to help solve a problem or achieve goals” (Williams

& Burden, 1997, p. 65). The zone of proximal development represents tasks that are

at a level just beyond that at which learners are currently capable of managing by

themselves (Williams & Burden, 1997, p. 66). Vygotsky (1962) suggested that

learners can acquire new skills and knowledge within the zone of proximal

development with the help of mediators such as teachers and parents.

26



In second language acquisition, Csikszentmihalyi (1997) also pointed out the

importance of university teachers as mediators who provide scaffolding for learners

to be intrinsically motivated and to maintain a balance between experiencing

enjoyment and challenge. In a similar way, Ushioda (2007) stated that motivation is

generated and maintained when students are self-regulated and when motivational

scaffolding (p. 11) from the teacher is present. The concept of motivational

scaffolding comes from cognitive evaluation theory (Ryan & Deci, 2000). The

primary purpose of this idea is to promote students’ perception of competence and

skill development, and enforce their intrinsic motivation through promoting

feedback and interactions.

Factors contributing to L2 learning motivation inside the classroom were

identified in Clément et al.’s (1994) empirical study, and discussed in Williams and

Burden’s (1997) and Wen and Clément’s (2003) theoretical models. Clément,

Dornyei, and Noels reported that students’ achievement, self-confidence,

motivational orientations, and learning environment were separate factors that

influenced the foreign language competence of 301 Hungarian students (aged 17-18)

learning English. Group cohesiveness formed a classroom variable that was
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independent of integrative motivation and self-confidence. The researchers also

found that group cohesion was significantly correlated with learning environment,

English achievement, and learning environment, but integrative motive was not

significantly correlated with group cohesion.

In Wen and Clément’s (2003) model, group cohesiveness, teacher support at

the societal contextual level, and task-orientation at the motivational orientation

level were theoretically assumed to be moderating variables between desire to

communicate and L2 WTC. Because L2 communication is mainly confined to

classroom learning situations in the Japanese EFL context, group cohesiveness,

teacher support, and task orientation directly influence students’ L2 learning

motivation. In the next section, the components of positive classroom climate, group

cohesiveness, teacher support, and task-orientation are described.

Group cohesiveness. The study of small groups was started in the field of

social psychology by Kurt Lewin and his associates in the 1940s. Research into

group dynamics is focused on status systems, norms, roles, and cohesion (Levine &

Moreland, 1990). Group cohesiveness is defined as “the degree to which the
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members of the group are attracted to each other, or the degree to which the group

coheres” (Shaw, 1971, p. 192) and “the strength of the bonds linking group members

to the group, the unity (or we-ness) of a group, feelings of attraction for specific

group members and the group itself, and the degree to which the group members

coordinate their efforts to achieve goals” (Forsyth, 1999, p. 9).

A great deal of research into group dynamics has been carried out (see

Levine & Moreland [1998] for details), and investigations of cooperative learning,

which has been identified as a highly effective classroom approach (Johnson,

Johnson, & Smith, 1991), has formed one branch of that research. In communicative

language teaching methodologies, student interaction in groups is a central event

(Clément et al., 1994). However, despite the importance of group work in current

pedagogies, group dynamics has not been discussed in L2 motivation studies until

recently.

Clément et al. (1994) examined the relationship between attitudes, self-

confidence, group cohesion, and achievement, by administering a questionnaire to

301 Grade 11 students learning English in Hungary. A separate questionnaire was

administered to the teachers asking them about their students’ current levels of
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achievement. To assess the correlation between the constructs, the evaluation of the

learning environment, self-confidence with English, student achievement,

motivational orientations, attitudes and effort, the students’ rating group cohesion,

and the teachers’ ratings for group cohesion were calculated and the correlations

among the variables were examined. The teachers’ ratings for group cohesion had a

positive relationship with the learning environment (» = .62), English achievement (»

=.26), and the students’ rating for group cohesion (» = .20), while the students’

rating for group cohesion had a positive relationship with learning environment (» =

.30). However, self-confidence did not have a significant relationship with either

learning environment or group cohesion. This finding implied that social context,

such as learning environment and group cohesion will not influence linguistic self-

confidence directly. In addition, learning environment had a positive relationship

with attitudes and effort (» = .32) and English achievement (» = .32). Their results

supported the idea that the learning environment and its relationship to student

attitudes and achievement is an important aspect of second language learning.

In the Hungarian context, Dérnyei and Kormos (2000) examined the

predictors of students’ verbal behavior in a dyadic argumentative task among 46
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students (aged 16-17) studying intermediate level English in five classes. They found

significant positive correlations: (a) between L2 WTC and the number of speech

turns (» = .36), (b) between attitudes toward the English course and the number of

words (» =.39), (c¢) between attitudes toward the English course and the number of

turns taken (r =.35), (d) between linguistic self-confidence and the number of words

(r=.35), (e) between attitudes toward the tasks and the number of words (r =.32),

and (f) between attitudes toward the tasks and the number of turns (» = .48). It

implies that attitudes toward the course and the task belong to state motivation,

which directly influences actual frequency of L2 communication. However, the

three social variables, perceived group cohesiveness, the learner’s popularity in

his/her class (“the number of peers who have chosen the learner to go to the cinema

and have sincere talks with” [p. 284]), and relationship with the interlocutor, were

not significantly correlated with the number of words produced and speech turns.

Furthermore, none of the more general motivational orientations were significantly

correlated with the number of turns and words. In addition, L2 proficiency (i.e., C-

test score) was negatively correlated with the number of words. This implies that

students are likely to pay more attention to accuracy than to fluency in a speaking
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test (Ellis, 2009). Because students try to use more complex expressions and

grammatically correct and well-structured sentences (accuracy) in a test condition,

the length of a sentence becomes longer, but the number of turns taken will be

smaller than they do in a usual class.

Doérnyei and Kormos (2000) found that only task motivation (i.e., attitude

toward the English course, attitudes toward the tasks) and linguistic self-confidence

were significantly positively correlated with L2 task performance.

In the Japanese context, Fushino (2008) examined the relationships among

beliefs about L2 group work, communicative confidence in L2 group work, and

WTC in L2 group work using a structural equation model with 772 first-year

university students. She demonstrated that beliefs about L2 group work significantly

predicted communicative confidence in L2 group work (f = .48, p <.01) and the

relationship between beliefs about L2 group work and WTC in L2 group work was

mediated by communicative confidence in L2 group work. Fushino’s results

indicated that learner beliefs are direct predictors of L2 communicative confidence,

and indirect predictors of L2 WTC.
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Teacher support. Classroom climate is mainly established through the

interactions between the teacher and students (Pintrich & Schunk, 2002). Research

into the relationship between the teacher and students initially started in the field of

educational psychology (Lewin, Lippit, & White, 1939). Wentzel (1998) examined

how perceived support from teachers, peers, and family were related with

psychological distress, interest in school, goal orientations, social goal pursuit (e.g.,

helping classmates solve a problem, doing what the teacher asks), and interest in

class with 167 middle school students (from Grade 6 to Grade 8) in the United

States. Support from teachers was a predictor of school interest, class interest, and

responsibility of goal pursuit, while support from peers and family was a predictor of

students’ anxiety levels and low esteem. Her results indicated that the teacher

directly influences students’ interest in learning.

Teacher support, which can be defined as “the extent to which the teacher

helps, befriends, trusts and is interested in students” (Dorman, 2003, p. 234), plays

an important role in students’ learning motivation. According to Williams and

Burden (1997), “learners make their own sense of their world, but they do so within

a social context, and through social interactions” (p. 28). Deci, Kasser, and Ryan
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(1997) and Csikszentmihalyi (1997) also pointed out that university students are

typically intrinsically motivated if the teacher is intrinsically motivated, competent,

and has a positive relationship with the students. As such, teacher behaviors

influence students’ learning outcomes.

A substantial number of researchers have verified the relationship between

teacher immediacy (i.e., non-verbal immediate behavior) and L1 motivation.

Richmond (1990) investigated the relationships among teacher immediacy behavior,

motivation, and learning with 366 undergraduate students enrolled in elective

communication courses in an American university. He found that teacher immediacy

was directly and positively related to state motivation to learn (e.g., feelings about

studying the content in the class) and attitudes toward the course content and

instructor, both of which influenced how much the students learned in class. This

finding indicates that teachers’ immediate behavior affected students’ situation-

specific motivation and attitudes toward the course and the teacher positively,

through which the students ‘understanding of the course content was promoted.

Rodriguez, Plax, and Kearney (1996) replicated Richmond’s (1990) study with 224

undergraduate students enrolled in a speech communication course in an American
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university. The researchers reported that teacher nonverbal immediacy directly

influenced state motivation (5 = .58, p <.05), which influenced students’ cognitive

learning (8 = .68, p <.05) as a mediator.

Peng and Woodrow (2010) identified classroom environment, including

teacher support, predicted L2 learning motivation (f = .29) using a structural

equation model with 579 Chinese university students. Their finding was consistent

with the findings reported by Richmond (1990) and Rodriguez et al. (1996).

However, there was no significant path from L2 learning motivation to L2 WTC,

which was inconsistent with MacIntyre et al.’s (1998) ideas regarding L2 WTC. In

Maclntyre et al.’s (1998) L2 WTC model, desire to a specific person and state L2

communicative confidence were predictors of L2 WTC. However, in Peng and

Woodrow’s (2010) model, L2 learning motivation was made up of external

regulation, identified regulation, and intrinsic motivation, which were not state

motivation. Accordingly, it is plausible that there was no significant relationship

between L2 learning motivation and L2ZWTC.
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Task orientation. The last component of classroom dynamics is task

orientation, which is defined as “the extent to which it is important to complete

activities planned and to stay on the subject matter” (Dorman, 2003, p. 234). Studies

of the classroom learning environment in primary and secondary schools have been

conducted in educational psychology, and instruments for assessing classroom

psychological environment at university and college were developed by Fraser and

his associates (Fraser, Treagust, & Dennis, 1986; Fraser, Fisher, & McRobbie,

1996). Peng and Woodrow (2010), using Fraser et al.’s (1996) task orientation items,

reported that task orientation (R?=.65; f* = 1.88), loaded strongly on classroom

environment and had direct and significant paths to L2 WTC, L2 communication

confidence, and L2 learning motivation. Task orientation reflected the components

of the classroom environment in educational research.

In contrast, in Wen and Clément’s (2003) conceptualization of WTC in the

Chinese context, task orientation referred to goal orientation, which involved a

distinction between ego-involvement and task-involvement (Nicholls, 1984). With

ego-involvement, students are involved in “developing new skills, trying to

understand their work, improving their level of competence, or achieving a sense of
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mastery based on self-referenced standards” (Ames, 1992, p. 262). With task-

involvement, they focus on their ability and sense of self-worth (Dweck, 1986;

Nicholls, 1984), so they are likely to avoid taking risks and challenges. According to

Wen and Clément, because Chinese students are likely to be sensitive to the

judgment of the public on their language behaviors and concerned with avoiding

disapproval and losing face, they try to accomplish classroom tasks in ways that

benefit other people as well as themselves. However, if Lebra (1976) is correct that

most Japanese have not internalized Confucian teachings like the Chinese; then the

concept of task orientation proposed by Wen and Clément (2003) might not be

applicable to the Japanese context.

Summary of the Four Quantitative Studies

The theme of this section concerns relationships among self-confidence,

positive classroom climate, L2 learning motivation (i.e., situation-specific motive

and integrative motive), and speaking behavior. Table 1 shows the results of four

key studies. First, Clément et al. (1994) found that students’ achievement, self-

confidence, motivational orientations, and learning environment were separate
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factors influencing foreign language competence. As Table 1 shows, the teachers

assumed that group cohesion and learning environment improved achievement, yet

the students did not think that group cohesion increased achievement. In addition,

neither learning environment nor group cohesion, which referred to social variables,

influenced self-confidence significantly. This implies that social variables do not

influence self-confidence directly.

Second, Dérnyei and Kormos (2000) found that L2 WTC and linguistic self-

confidence, attitudes toward the course and the task (fask motivation) were

correlated to actual frequency of L2 communication, whereas test scores were

negatively correlated to the number of words. The negative correlation was

explained by Ellis (2009), who stated that because students prioritize accuracy over

fluency in test settings, they produce fewer words.
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Table 1. Summary of the Four Quantitative Studies

Authors (Year of
publication)

Results Interpretation of the Results

Clément, Dornyei
& Noels (1994)

Dérnyei & Kormos
(2000)

Richmond (1990)

Peng & Woodrow
(2010)

Positive correlation between Group « Teacher thought Group
Cohesion and Environment (Teachers’
rating/Students’ rating), Group Cohesion
and Achievement (Teachers’ rating),
Environment and Attitudes/Effort, and
Environment and Achievement

Cohesion improved
Achievement, but students
did not think Group Cohesion
improved Achievement.

* The relationship among
No correlation between Self-Confidence  Environment, Attitudes, and

and Environment and Self-Confidence Achievement play a key role
and Group Cohesion for L2 Learning.

» Social variables did not have

a significant relationship to
Self-Confidence.

Positive correlation between: « L2 WTC, Attitudes to the
L2 WTC and the number of turns,
Attitudes to the Course and the
numbers of words and turns,
Self-Confidence and the number of
words, and Attitudes to the Task and the
numbers of words and turns

Course and the Task (state
motivation), Self-Confidence
may influence Actual
Frequency of L2
Communication.

« Students spoke less in a test
Negative correlation between L2 than in a usual class (Ellis,
Proficiency and the number of words 2009).

* Group Cohesion and

Interlocutors had no direct
relationship to Actual
Frequency of L2
Communication.

No significant correlation between
Group Cohesion and the numbers of
words and turns, and Interlocutors and
the numbers of words

and turns

Teacher Immediacy correlated with « Teacher Immediacy
students’ State Motivation, which

enhanced Learning, influenced State Motivation,

which leads to student
learning.

Significant relationship between: « Motivation predicted Self-
Self-Confidence — L2 WTC (B = .69), Confidence. but did not

Environment —» L2 WTC (B = .18), ,
Environment — Self-Confidence pre@ct L.2 W.TC because .
Trait Motivation was used in

(B =.19),

Environment — Motivation (8 = .29), the .model. .
Motivation — Self-Confidence (8 = .38), * Environment predicted L2
Motivation and L2 WTC (nonsignificant) WTC, Self-Confidence, and

Motivation.
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Peng and Woodrow (2010) did not find a significant relationship between
motivation and L2 WTC because they used motivational orientations, which were
trait motivation. On the other hand, Richmond (1990) and Dérnyei and Kormos
(2000) used state motivation (or task motivation). As a result, they found a positive
correlation between state motivation and cognitive learning or actual frequency of

L2 communication.

Willingness to Communicate in a Second Language

The concept of willingness to communicate in a second language emerged in
the cognitive period of L2 learning motivation research (during the 1990s), in which
L2 motivation researchers started studying what factors would promote students’
learning a second or foreign language in a classroom. Therefore, L2 learning
motivation researchers have applied empirical findings in educational psychology in
studies of L2 learning motivation. The willingness to communicate construct was
developed from unwillingness to communicate in a first language (L1) (Burgoon,
1976) and was renamed willingness to communicate by McCroskey and Baer (1985,

November). L1 WTC was conceptualized as “the intention to initiate to
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communicate when free to do so” (McCroskey & Baer, 1985, November). The

concept of L1 WTC implies that communication is interfered with by

communication anxiety. McCroskey and Richmond (1990) stated that individual

communication behavior might be determined by an individual’s personality traits,

which are relatively stable.

Maclntyre, Dornyei, Clément, and Noels (1998) conceptualized L2 WTC in

ESL contexts as the individual’s “readiness to enter into discourse at a particular

time with a specific person or persons, using a L2” (p. 547). This definition implies

that communication behavior is decided by one’s will to initiate communication in a

short time frame. These researchers also produced the widely cited Willingness to

Communicate in an L2 model.

Maclntyre et al.’s (1998) WTC model has six layers (see Figure 1). The

bottom layer (Layer VI) represents the social and individual context, which is made

up of intergroup climate and personality. The next layer (Layer V) concerns the

affective-cognitive context, which includes intergroup attitudes, social situation, and

communicative competence. Layer IV represents motivational propensities, which

include interpersonal motivation, intergroup motivation, and self-confidence.
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Figure 1. Maclintyre et al.’s heuristic model of variables influencing WTC. Adapted

from “Conceptualizing Willingness to Communicate in a L2: A Situational Model of
L2 Confidence and Affiliation,” by P. D. Maclintyre, R. Clément, Z. Dérnyei, & K. A.
Noels, 1998, The Modern Language Journal, 82(4), p.547. Copyright 1998 by The
Modern Language Journal.

Interpersonal motivation and intergroup motivation form the sense of affiliation and

membership in another culture. L2 self-confidence represents the perception of

communicative competence and a lack of anxiety. The bottom three layers (Layers

IV, V, and VI) are viewed as distal influences on L2 use.

The next three layers of the pyramid concern situational influences on L2

use. Layer III represents situated antecedents of L2 WTC, such as the desire to
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communicate with a specific person and state communicative self-confidence. The

moment when one is about to speak to a specific person represents “crossing the

Rubicon” (Dornyei & Otto, 1998). Learners lacking communicative self-confidence

hesitate to speak. Therefore, desire to communicate and state communicative self-

confidence are antecedents of L2 WTC. The most proximal factor influencing L2

use is L2 WTC (Layer II). This six-layer model represents the idea that

communication behavior is generated by variables from distal trait-like factors to

more immediate state-like factors.

Extended Models of L2 WTC

After the MaclIntyre et al. (1998) theoretical model of L2 WTC was

developed in the ESL contexts in western countries; two extended models were

developed in the Chinese EFL context and the Japanese EFL context, respectively.

In China, Wen and Clément (2003) developed a concept of L2 WTC by synthesizing

other researchers’ empirical findings on group cohesiveness (e.g., Hogg, 1992;

Shaw, 1971), teacher immediacy (e.g., Richmond, 1990; Rodriguez et al., 1996), and

task-involvement and ego-involvement (Ames, 1992; Dweck, 1986). In Japan,
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Yashima (2002) and Yashima et al. (2004) redefined Gardner’s integrative

orientation as international posture.

Chinese Conceptualization of L2 Willingness to Communicate

Maclntyre et al. (1998) presented five conditions underlying L2 WTC: (a)

self-confidence, (b) the interpersonal situation-control and affiliation with a different

cultural group, (c) lack of trait and state anxiety, (d) personality characteristics, such

as introversion and extraversion, and (e) an intention to communicate. However,

Wen and Clément (2003) argued that there must be variables moderating the

relationship between desire to communicate (DC) and L2 WTC in a Chinese EFL

classroom, such as social context and motivational orientation (See Figure 2).

Several empirical studies have supported Wen and Clément’s (2003) claims.

The positive influence of group cohesiveness on students’” willingness to engage in

tasks has been reported in several studies (e.g., Hogg, 1992; Shaw, 1971), and the

positive influence of teacher immediacy on students has also been reported (e.g.,

Richmond, 1990; Rodriguez et al., 1996). Affiliation (Gudykunst, 1995) was found
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Social Context Motivational Orientation
- group cohesiveness - affiliation
- teacher support - task-orientation

DC l l > WTC
T T

Personality Factors Affective Perceptions
- risk-taking - inhibited monitor
- tolerance of ambiguity - positive expectation of evaluation

Figure 2. Variables moderating the relation between DC and WTC in the Chinese
classroom. Adapted from “A Chinese Conceptualization of Willingness to
Communicate in ESL,” by W. P. Wen & R. Clément, 2003, Language, Culture and
Curriculum, 16(1), p.25. Copyright 2003, Language, Culture and Curriculum.
Note. DC = desire to communicate; WTC = willingness-to-communicate.

to be an important factor for establishing relationships with in-group members, and

task-involvement and ego-involvement were identified as immediate motives for

engaging in tasks by Ames (1992) and Dweck (1986). In addition, risk-taking (Hu,

1944) and tolerance of ambiguity (Chapelle & Robert, 1986; Gudykunst, 2004; Yu,

1984) were identified as personality factors of Chinese learners because they

consider losing face shameful. Finally, inhibited monitor (e.g., under-used self-

correction) and the expectation of a positive evaluation were identified as motivating

factors by several researchers (Gudykunst, 1993; Stephan & Stephan, 1985).
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Wen and Clément (2003) stated that Chinese students’ unwillingness to

communicate in public can be explained by Confucianism and collectivism because

they are motivated to learn within their group but not with other cultural group

members and they are controlled by the teacher who holds the power in the

classroom. They suggested that MacIntyre et al.’s (1998) WTC model should be

revised to better fit the Chinese EFL context by adding social context, motivational

orientation, personal factors, and affective perceptions.

International Posture in the Japanese EFL Context

Yashima (2000) examined the reasons for learning English among Japanese

university students and found somewhat different orientations from the integrative

orientation defined by Gardner. Yashima (2002) redefined the components of L2

learning orientations by proposing the notion of international posture, which she

defined as an interest in foreign or international affairs and willingness to go

overseas or work overseas. She hypothesized that L2 communicative confidence,

international posture, and language learning motivation directly influence WTC. She

found that L2 communicative confidence (f = .68, p <.01) and international posture
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(B =.22, p <.01) were significant predictors of L2 WTC, and motivation was a

mediating variable that indirectly influenced L2 WTC among 297 Japanese

university students.

Yashima et al. (2004) examined the relationship between L2 WTC, reported

frequency of L2 communication in intercultural contact situations and learning

situations with 166 Japanese high school students learning English. They tested a

structural equation model and reported that communicative confidence (5 = .59, p <

.01) and international posture (f = .27, p <.01) were predictors of L2 WTC, and L2

WTC (f = .33, p <.01) and international posture (5 = .45, p <.01) were predictors of

frequency of L2 communication. L2 motivation and communicative confidence were

not predictors of L2 WTC and frequency of L2 communication. However, in their

correlation analysis among observed variables, communication anxiety was not

correlated significantly to L2 WTC.

In the ESL context, communication anxiety did not predict L2 WTC in

Maclntyre, Babin, and Clément’s (1999) study. Furthermore, communication anxiety

predictedL2 WTC among students with immersion and intensive learning

experience, while perceived competence predicted L2 WTC among students with
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non-immersion experience by MacIntyre, Baker, Clément, and Donovan’s (2003)

study. Accordingly, perceived competence can be a predictor of L2 WTC, as Weaver

(2010) pointed out, saying that perceived competence should be a predictor of L2

WTC in the Japanese EFL context because Japanese students do not study in

immersion courses in many cases.

There is another point to discuss for Yashima et al. (2004). Yashima et al.

(2004) posited international posture and L2 learning motivation as distinguished

latent variables, but they should be categorized into one motivation, as Maclntyre

and Charos (1996) did. In MacIntyre and Charos’ model, motivation was made up of

integrativeness and attitudes toward the learning situation, both of which were

predictors of motivation. As a result, motivation predicted L2 communication

frequency. Because Yashima, Zenuk-Nishide, and Shimizu posited international

posture independently from L2 learning motivation, L2 learning motivation did not

predict frequency of L2 communication. Therefore, Yashima et al.’s (2004) finding

was inconsistent with Dérnyei and Kormos’ (2000) finding, in which attitudes

toward the course were positively correlated to the number of words and turns.
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State L2 Communicative Confidence

In this section, I review work on the two components that have most

consistently been found to predict L2 WTC, perceived communicative competence

and communication anxiety. In Maclntyre et al.’s (1998) L2 WTC theoretical model,

state L2 communicative confidence, which is made up of perceived communicative

competence and communication anxiety, is hypothesized as a predictor of L2. In a

great deal of empirical studies, communicative confidence has been identified as the

strongest predictor of L2 WTC (e.g., Peng & Woodrow, 2010; Yashima, 2002;

Yashima, et al., 2004). However, the degree to which communicative competence or

communication anxiety influences L2 WTC is different, depending on learning

situations. Therefore, the two components are discussed.

Perceived Communicative Competence

Perceived communicative competence, which is defined as “the feeling that

one has the capacity to communicate effectively at a particular moment” (MacIntyre

et al., 1998, p. 549), has been identified as the strongest predictor of WTC in ESL

and EFL environments. There are three main studies. First, MacIntyre and
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Charos ,(1996) investigated the relationships among L2 use, L2 WTC, motivation,

language-related affects, and social context/personality with 92 Anglophone students

studying French in Canada. All the participants spoke English as a native language.

Perceived competence (f = .24, p <.01) and communication anxiety (f =-.24, p <

.01) were predictors of L2 WTC. L2 perceived competence (f = .60, p <.01), L2

WTC (f=.16, p <.01), and L2 learning motivation (5 = .24, p <.01) were

predictors of reported frequency of L2 communication. L2 learning motivation was

made up of integrativeness and attitudes toward the learning situation. Second,

Maclntyre, Babin, and Clément (1999) found that L2 perceived competence

predicted L2 WTC (f = .84, p <.001) and communication anxiety had a

nonsignificant path to L2 WTC with 226 university students studying French in

Canada. In their path model, perceived competence was the only predictor of L2

WTC. Third, MaclIntyre, et al. (2003) compared the students with immersion

experience and the students with non-immersion experience in the relationships

among L2 WTC, perceived competence, communication anxiety. They found in

regression analysis that perceived competence predicted L2 WTC (8 = .61, p <.05)

among 32 first-year university students in non-immersion courses, while perceived
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competence predicted L2 WTC (5 =-.11, p <.05) among 27 first-year students in

immersion courses. This indicates that the students with non-immersion experience

feel communicative competence more strongly than those in immersion courses.

Communication Anxiety

Communication anxiety, which is defined as “the fear or anxiety associated

with real or anticipated communication with another person or persons”

(McCroskey, 1977, p. 78), influences L2 WTC more than L2 perceived

communicative competence for advanced students. MaclIntyre et al. (2003) reported

that communication anxiety predicted L2 WTC (f =-.57, p <.05) with 27 French

immersion university students, whereas communication anxiety predicted L2 WTC

L2 (f =-.14, p <.05) with 32 French non-immersion university students. This

indicates that students in immersion courses or advanced students are likely to feel

anxiety more strongly than less advanced students. Maclntyre et al. (2003) stated,

“Increasing communication opportunities and challenges in the language classroom

likely provokes anxiety, which will help to determine whether a student speaks up or
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remains silent, even if L2 perceived communicative competence is sufficient for the

task at hand” (p. 603).

Summary of Predictors of L2 WTC and Actual Frequency of L2

Communication

This summary concerns how perceived communicative competence,

communication anxiety, state L2 communicative confidence, and L2 learning

motivation are significantly related to L2 WTC and L2 use. In MaclIntyre et al.’s

(1998) heuristic model, L2 WTC is conceptualized as a predictor of L2 use. Table 2

shows Predictors of L2 WTC and frequency of L2 communication found in the six

studies. First, L2 WTC predicted frequency of L2 communication (MacIntyre &

Charos, 996; Yashima et al., 2004), which was consistent with MacIntyre et al.’s

(1998) L2 WTC model. Second, less advanced students are likely to feel perceived

competence more strongly than advanced students (MaclIntyre et al., 2003).

However, at the moment of decision-making in initiating communication, both

approach and avoidance tendencies are at work. Perceived competence, L2 learning
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motivation, and international posture predicted frequency of L2 communication

(MaclIntyre & Charos, 1996; Yashima et al., 2004).

In Maclntyre et al.’s (1998) L2 WTC model, state communicative confidence

and desire to communicate with a specific person are predictors of L2 WTC.

However, perceived communicative competence was identified as the strongest

predictor of WTC (MaclIntyre & Charos, 1996; Maclntyre et al., 1999; MaclIntyre et

al., 2003). It was found that communication anxiety has not always been identified

as a significant predictor of L2 WTC (Maclntyre et al., 1999). On the other hand,

Maclntyre et al. (2003) explained that result by saying that students’ anxiety

increases as they have more communication opportunities and challenges.
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Table 2. Predictors of L2 WTC and Frequency of L2 Communication Found in the
Six Quantitative Studies

Predictors of

Author (Year Frequency of L2
of publication) Participants Predictors of L2 WTC Communication
Macintyre 92 Anglophone Competence (B = .24) CoTpetence
& Charos students in Canada  Anxiety (B = -.24) (B =.60)
(1996) ' L2 WTC (B =.33)
Motivation (8 = .24)
Maclntyre, 226 university Competence (B = .84)
Babin, students in Canada  Anxiety (nonsignificant)
& Clément
(1999)
Yashima 297 Japanese Confidence (G = .68)
(2002) university students  International Posture
(B=.22)
Yashima, 166 Japanese Confidence (B8 = .59) L2 WTC (B8 =.33)
Zenuk-Nishide, high school International Posture International Posture
& Shimizu students (B=.27) (B =.45)
(2004) Anxiety and WTC
(Nonsignificant )
Maclntyre, 32 non-immersion Non-immersion
Baker, University students  students:
Clément & in Canada, and Competence (B = .61)
Donovan 27 immersion Anxiety (8 =-.11)
(2003) students Immersion students:
In Canada Competence (8 =.11)
Anxiety (B = -.57)
Peng & Self-confidence
Woodrow 579 (B :.'69)
(2010) Chinese Environment (8 =.18)

University students

Motivation
(nonsignificant)

Classroom Dynamics and L2 WTC

Knowing what students do inside the classroom is important if we are to

understand the predictors of L2 WTC. An ecological approach to classroom

dynamics originated in traditional scientific and philosophical studies, in fields such
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as anthropology and human development (van Lier, 1997). This ecological

perspective of class observation was found in studies by Bruner (1986), Vygotsky

(1978), and van Lier (1997). Tudor (2001) indicated that classroom dynamics

emerge from the complex interactions of the teacher, the task, and various students’

perceptions and goals. Van Lier (1997) suggested that “an ecological perspective on

language learning offers an alternative way of looking at the contexts in which

language use and language learning are situated” (p. 789).

In the same way, cognitive and educational psychologists (Winne & Nesbit,

2010) stated that academic learning is achieved through the interrelationships among

cognition, affect, and context factors. Cognition includes cognitive and

metacognitive factors. Cognitive factors refer to learning strategies (Winne &

Nesbit, 2010), feedback (Rae & Cochrane, 2008; Rust, 2002), and testing

(Carpenter, 2012; Rawson & Dunlosky, 2012). Metacognitive factors (Winne &

Nesbit, 2010) refer to self-efficacy, self-confidence, and self-concept. Affect

includes goal setting, interest in topics, security, and conversational contexts, while

context factors refer to peer-supported learning (Webb, Franke, Ing, Chan, De,

Freund, & Battey, 2008) and teacher support (Cao, 2011; MacIntyre, Burns &
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Jessome, 2011; Osterman, 2014). Positive feedback (Mackenzie, Mezo, & Francis,

2012) increases levels of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1986, 1991; Higgins, 1987) and

helps learners increase their motivation and raise their awareness of self-monitoring.

Among the few empirical studies focusing on classroom dynamics, Kang

(2005) reported on a qualitative study with four Korean male university students

who participated in a conversation partner program in the United States. In the

program, nonnative undergraduate students had opportunities to communicate

with native English-speaking tutors. Kang’s situational L2 WTC model was

developed using a semi-structured interview with the four participants, videotaped

conversations, and stimulated recalls of their thoughts while performing or

participating in a task. She found that L2 situational willingness to communicate

emerged and fluctuated dynamically from the interactions of psychological

conditions (e.g., excitement, responsibility, and security), which were determined

by situational variables, such as the topic, interlocutors, and conversational

context. Her results supported the Wen and Clément’s (2003) extended theory of

L2 WTC, which stated that psychological conditions and social contexts in

learning and instructional situations influence L2 WTC.
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Cao and Philp (2006) examined factors influencing L2 WTC and the

relationship between L2 WTC and students’ speaking behavior in whole class,

group, and dyadic interactions in an L2 classroom among eight international students

at the intermediate level of an intensive English program in a university-based

private language school in New Zealand. The researchers adopted various research

methodologies: Trait-like WTC was measured by administering a L2 WTC

questionnaire and situational WTC was measured by observing students’ classroom

behaviors. Six audio-recordings of group and pair work were made for three weeks

and a 40- to 60-minute interview was conducted with each participant. The

researchers found a number of factors influencing classroom WTC: Topic

familiarity, group size, familiarity with the interlocutor(s), the interlocutor(s)’

participation, the medium of communication, self-confidence, and cultural

background. No significant correlations between L2 WTC and the students’ actual

speaking behavior. They acknowledged two weaknesses of the study. First, because

they used a self-report questionnaire concerning both situational WTC inside the

classroom and general WTC with others outside the classroom, there was a

discrepancy between L2 WTC and the students’ actual speaking behavior. Second,
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data were collected from just eight students, which were too small for a correlation

analysis (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001).

Peng (2007) investigated the degree to which 118 Chinese university students

were willing and unwilling to communicate in English classrooms. The researchers

recruited the students from four levels of general English proficiency in China. He

also examined variables contributing to their WTC in English using a qualitative

content analysis of group interviews and diary data with participants from each of

the four classes (one with high and one with low WTC scores). He identified eight

factors influencing L2 WTC: (a) perceived communicative competence, (b) language

anxiety, (c) risk-taking, (d) learner’s beliefs of learning English in an individual

contexts and, (e) classroom climate, (f) group cohesiveness, (g) teacher support, and

(h) classroom organization.

Cao (2011) recently investigated the dynamic and situated nature of L2 WTC

for 18 university-based language school students in New Zealand using qualitative

content analysis (Guba & Lincoln, 1994) of class observations, stimulated-recall

interviews, and weekly journals over 15 weeks. This multiple case study had two

phases: The first phase was a pilot study with six students who had different cultural
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backgrounds (Pilipino, Japanese, Chinese, Arabic, and French students) and the

second phase was a main study with 12 students, most of whom were Chinese or

Koreans. The results showed that environment, individuals, and linguistic

dimensions were at play. First, environmental factors included (a) topic familiarity,

(b) task type (project work and teamwork), (¢) interlocutors, (d) teacher, and (e)

class interactional patterns (group size and pair work). Second, the individual

dimension included (a) perceived opportunities to communicate, (b) personality, (c)

state self-confidence, and (d) emotion (e.g., enjoyment, satisfaction, and anxiety).

Third, the linguistic dimension included language proficiency and reliance on the

L1. Cao concluded that the three dimensions were interrelated and overlapping.

Peng (2012) investigated variables influencing L2 WTC in the classroom

in the EFL Chinese context with four university students through semi-structured

interviews, journal entries, and classroom observation for two semesters.

Qualitative content analysis was performed. He found six factors: (a) Learner

beliefs of linguistic and writing knowledge, (b) L2 learning motivation, (c)

cognitive factors (background knowledge and critical thinking ability), (d)

linguistic difficulty, (e) affective factors (anxiety, importance, and obligation to
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communicate), and; (f) classroom environment (group, teacher, and task).

Teaching styles, teaching methodology, and classroom procedures were identified

as teacher factors. Peng pointed out that the students’ internal factors (e.g.,

linguistic comprehension, motivation, and anxiety) and external factors (e.g.,

group, teacher, and task) were interrelated, and the students” WTC was nurtured

or decreased during class time. Peng’s findings supported Cao’s (2011) results.

However, the studies conducted by Kang (2005), Peng (2012), and Cao (2011)

were all qualitative investigations, and there were a limited number of participants

in Cao and Philp’s (2006) study and Peng’s (2007) study.

Factors Influencing L2 WTC in the Five Qualitative Studies

The results elicited from the five qualitative studies are summarized.

The five studies investigated factors influencing L2 WTC in the EFL contexts,

such as Korea, China, and New Zealand, using class observation, interviews,

stimulated recall interviews, journal or diary writing, questionnaire survey. Table

3 shows factors influencing L2 WTC in the five qualitative studies. Perceived

competence and communication anxiety were the most common variables, which
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yielded from the four studies out of five. The second most common factors were

topic familiarity, interlocutors, classroom environment, and teacher (e.g., teaching

styles, methodology, classroom procedure), which yielded from the three studies.

The third common factors were medium of communication (L1 and L2), group

cohesion, and learner beliefs of learning English. The other factors were risk-

taking, opportunity of L2 communication, personality, language proficiency, and

L2 learning motivation.

The extra information was found in Kang’s (2005) situational model.

According to the model, situated willingness to communicate emerges and

fluctuates dynamically from the interactions of various psychological conditions,

which are determined by situational variables, such as topic, interlocutors, and

conversational context.
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Table 3. Factors Influencing L2 WTC in the Five Qualitative Studies

Author (Year of
publication)

Participants

Factors Influencing L2 WTC

Kang (2005)

Cao & Philp

(2006)

Peng (2007)

Cao (2011)

Peng (2012)

Four university
students in Korea

Eight university
students in New
Zealand

118 university
students in China

18 university-base
language school
students in New
Zealand

Four university
students in China

Situated WTC emerged and fluctuate from the
interaction of Psychological Conditions, Topic,
Interlocutors, and Conversational Context

Topic Familiarity, Group Size, Interlocutors,
Medium of Communication (L1 and L2), Self-
Confidence, and Cultural Background

Perceived Competence, Anxiety, Risk Taking,
Learner Beliefs of learning English, Classroom
Climate, Group Cohesion, Teacher Support,
and Classroom Climate

1. Environmental dimension: Topic Familiarity,
Task Type, Teacher, Interlocutor, and WTC
in Groups

2. Individual dimension: Opportunities to
Communicate, Personality, Self-Confidence,
and Emotion

3. Linguistic dimension: Language Proficiency
and Reliance on the L1

Learner Beliefs of Linguistic Knowledge,
Teacher, L2 Motivation, Cognitive Factors,
Affective Factors, Linguistic Difficulty, and
Classroom Environment

Among the few quantitative studies of classroom dynamics, Weaver (2005)

developed scales to measure L2 WTC in speaking and writing. First, he collected

speaking and writing situations where students are likely to feel willing to speak and

write inside the classroom through interviews with students, Japanese teachers of

English, and foreign teachers of English. He selected speaking and writing
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situations/tasks that described a broad continuum of L2 WTC. He analyzed data

from 490 Japanese university students and developed 16 speaking and 17 writing

situations/tasks. He found that students’ self-perceived ability to speak and write in

English was highly correlated (» = .88), but he treated the speaking and writing

situations/tasks separately, though they were highly interrelated.

Weaver (2010), using the scales he developed in 2005, investigated the

relationships among the levels of self-perceived ability, L2 WTC, and types of

interlocutors with 1,789 university students attending a national university in Tokyo.

He found that the levels of L2 WTC in speaking and writing were determined by the

levels of self-perceived ability to speak and write in English and by the types of

interlocutors, such as English native teachers, international students, and Japanese

English teachers. The most significant differences were the profiles of the students in

the highest and the lowest self-perceived groups. Students in the highest proficiency

group were significantly more willing to speak to international students and foreign

teachers of English and less willing to speak to Japanese students and Japanese

teachers of English. Students in the lowest proficiency group were more significantly

willing to speak Japanese students and Japanese teachers of English and less willing
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to speak international students and foreign teachers of English. He confirmed the

theoretical relationship among L2 WTC; desire to communicate with a specific

person, and state communicative self-confidence, as demonstrated in MacIntyre et

al.’s (1998) L2 WTC model.

Peng and Woodrow (2010) investigated the relationships among WTC in

English, communication confidence in English, classroom environment (e.g., teacher

support, student cohesiveness, and task orientation), motivation to learn English,

learner beliefs about English learning, and classroom communication with 579

Chinese university students recruited from eight universities. Their structural

equation model indicated that communicative confidence (5 = .69) and classroom

environment (S = .18) predicted L2 WTC. Classroom environment also directly

predicted learner beliefs (f = .33), L2 learning motivation (f = .29), and L2

communicative confidence (5 =.19), while learner beliefs and L2 learning

motivation indirectly predicted L2 WTC through L2 communicative confidence in

the EFL classroom. Their results confirmed MacIntyre et al.’s (1998) L2 WTC

model in the sense that communicative confidence was the most significant predictor

of WTC. They also confirmed Wen and Clément’s (2003) proposal that external
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factors inside the classroom positively influence internal factors, such as L2 learning

motivation, learner beliefs of L2 learning, communicative confidence, and WTC.

Peng and Woodrow’s finding was also consistent with the evidence obtained in

Peng’s (2007) qualitative study in terms of the relationship between classroom

environment and WTC.

Factors Influencing L2 WTC in the Two Current Quantitative Studies

Studies by Weaver (2010) and Peng and Woodrow (2010) are compared,

focusing on whether state L2 communicative confidence or perceived competence is

a predictor of L2 WTC in EFL contexts. Table 4 shows a summary of the two

studies. Self-perceived ability was the strongest predictor of L2 WTC in the

Japanese environment in Weaver’s study. His finding was supported by MaclIntyre,

et al.’s (2003) and Maclntyre, et al.’s (1998) studies. MacIntyre et al. (2003) pointed

out that students in immersion or intensive courses are likely to face challenges in

communicating with others, so their communication anxiety can increase. Because

Japanese students study English in non-immersion courses, they are likely to have
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lower levels of communication anxiety and higher levels of perceived competence

than the students with immersion experience.

Table 4. Factors Influencing L2 WTC in the Two Quantitative Studies

Author (Year Interpretation of the
of publication) Results results
Weaver Self-Perceived Ability to Speak/Write in The results confirmed the
(2010) English was a predictor of L2 WTC. relationships among
Students in the highest self-perceived WTC, Desire to Speak a
proficiency group: more willing to Specific Person, and
speak to international students and Self-Confidence in
foreign teachers of English; less willing Maclntyre et al.'s (1998)
to speak to Japanese students and L2 WTC model.
Japanese teachers of English.
Students in the lowest self-perceived
proficiency group: more willing to speak
Japanese students and Japanese
teachers of English; less willing to speak
to international students and foreign
teachers.
Peng & Self-Confidence predicted L2 WTC (8 = .69); The result confirmed the
Woodrow Environment predicted L2 WTC (B = .18); relationship between
(2010) Environment predicted Self-Confidence (8 Self-Confidence and L2

=.19); Environment predicted Motivation (8
=.29); Environment predicted Learner Beliefs
(B = .33); Motivation predicted Confidence (8
= .38); Learner Beliefs predicted Self-
Confidence (8 = .42); Learner Beliefs
predicted Motivation (8 = .18).

WTC in Maclntyre et al.’s
(1998) model.

The relationship between
Motivation and Self-
Confidence confirmed
Yashima (2002) and
Yashima et al. (2004).

Accordingly, perceived competence can be a predictor of L2 WTC inside the

classroom. In contrast, students’ communication anxiety increases and perceived

competence declines outside the classroom because they do not have opportunity to

communicate in English. As Weaver’s results show, the findings that students with
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the lowest self-perceived ability are less willing to speak to international students

and foreign teachers of English because they have little communicative confidence.

Communicative competence can be a predictor of L2 WTC outside the classroom in

the Japanese context.

Summary of Review of the Literature

The concept of L2 learning motivation developed by Gardner and Lambert

(1959) evolved into the socio-educational model, and despite the success of this

model, Crookes and Schmidt (1991) called for adopting educational-psychological

approaches and investigating motivation situated in EFL classroom contexts.

Clément et al. (1994) and Williams and Burden (1997) found that the teacher,

learner, and task played important roles as motivators in EFL contexts. In a

somewhat separate line of research, the L2 willingness to communicate (WTC)

model (Maclntyre et al., 1998) was conceptualized as a composite of situation-

specific and state motivators and distal and trait motivators. Several researchers

(e.g., Clément et al., 2003; Maclntyre & Charos, 1996; Yashima, 2002)

independently identified communicative self-confidence as the strongest predictor
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of L2 WTC. Integrativeness was also identified as a predictor of L2 WTC

(MacIntyre & Charos, 1996) in the Canadian Anglophone ESL context, whereas

Yashima (2002) identified international posture as a predictor of L2 WTC in the

Japanese EFL context. Furthermore, based on Wen and Clément’s (2003)

theoretical model, Peng and Woodrow (2010) found that classroom environment

was directly related to L2 WTC, L2 communicative confidence, and L2 learning

motivation in the Chinese EFL, using structural equation modeling.

The relationship between classroom dynamics and L2 WTC was

investigated in qualitative studies by Cao (2011), Kang (2005), and Peng (2012),

who found that three dimensions—cognition, affect, and context factors—were

interrelated and influence L2 WTC both positively and negatively during class

time. Kang’s (2005) qualitative investigation indicated that situational WTC

emerged dynamically during conversations through the complex interactions of

psychological conditions, interlocutors, topics, and the conversational context.

Cao and Philp (2006), Cao (2011), and Peng (2007) newly identified that group

size and teacher are influencing factors to L2 WTC. Their studies confirmed Peng

and Woodrow’s (2010) findings.
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As for classroom dynamics, Weaver (2010) confirmed Maclntyre et al.’s

(1998) theoretical model that L2 perceived communicative confidence and desire

to communicate with a specific person were predictors of L2 WTC.

Gaps in the Literature

Many researchers (e.g., Dornyei, 1994, 2001; Dornyei & Otto, 1998;

McGroarty, 1998, 2001) have pointed out the significance of studying situation-

specific motives, yet the teaching context has been neglected by L2 WTC

researchers and the number of investigations of situation-specific factors

influencing L2 WTC is limited. Qualitative researchers (e.g., Cao, 2011; Cao &

Philp, 2006; Kang, 2005 Peng, 2007, 2012) found common variables, such as

perceived competence, language anxiety, classroom climate, topic, interlocutors,

yet they did not show how each variable was related with one another. Although

Peng and Woodrow (2010) identified causal relationships among L2 WTC,

communicative confidence, and L2 learning motivational, learner beliefs, positive

classroom climate in the EFL Chinese context, their findings have not been
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confirmed in an EFL classroom. Quantitative research provides a different type of

data that can contribute to knowledge of this field of study.

The second gap concerns the confirmation of a data-driven relationship

between positive classroom climate and L2 learning motivation found by Peng

and Woodrow (2010). A number of researchers have identified a significant

correlation between group cohesiveness and motivation (e.g., Koga, 2010,

Matsubara, 2007), and between teacher support and motivation (e.g., Richmond,

1990; Zhang & Oetzel, 2006b). Peng and Woodrow (2010) investigated how

classroom environment influences L2 WTC, L2 communicative confidence,

motivation, learner beliefs about L2 learning, found that classroom environment

contributed to L2 learning motivation (f = .29). However, because their finding

was a data-driven result, the relationship between positive classroom climate and

L2 learning motivation needs further investigation.

The third gap addressed in this study concerns identifying predictors of the

actual frequency of L2 communication in an EFL classroom. There is a consistent

relationship between L2 WTC and self-reported L2 communication frequency

(Clément, et al., 2003; Dornyei & Kormos, 2000; Maclntyre & Charos, 1996;
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Yashima et al., 2004). Self-reported L2 communication frequency also had positive

correlations with perceived communicative competence (Maclntyre & Charos,

1996), Anglophone identity (Clément et al., 2003), social context, such as

neighborhoods or workplace (Maclntyre & Charos, 1996), and international posture

(Yashima et al., 2004). However, students’ speaking behavior in whole class, group,

and dyadic interactions in an L2 classroom had no significant correlation with L2

WTC in Cao and Philp’s (2006) study of eight international students in New

Zealand. The relationship between speaking behavior and L2 WTC still remains

uncertain in contexts where students work in groups of four. As MacIntyre, Baker,

Clément, and Conrod (2001) acknowledged, there is a weakness in self-report

questionnaires because “thinking about communication in the L2 is different from

actually doing it” (p. 377). The relationship between actual frequency of L2

communication, WTC, communicative confidence, and positive classroom climate

remains uncertain.

The fourth gap concerns whether perceived competence or communicative

confidence is a predictor of L2 WTC. Yashima (2002), Yashima et al. (2004), and

Peng and Woodrow (2010) identified communicative confidence as a predictor of
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L2 WTC, while Weaver (2010) found that perceived competence and interlocutors

were predictors of L2 WTC in the Japanese context. The relationship between

perceived competence and L2 WTC in Weaver’s study confirmed Maclntyre et

al.’s (1999, 2003) findings that perceived competence is the strongest predictor of

L2 WTC.

Purposes of the Study

The primary purpose of this study is to investigate how positive classroom

climate, which is made up of teacher support, group cohesion, and task orientation,

influences L2 WTC, state L2 communicative confidence, and L2 learning

motivation, using the structural equation model. In previous studies, Julkunnen

(2001) indicated that situation-specific motivation is determined by internal factors,

such as learners’ cognitive abilities (competence), task demands as perceived by the

learners and their emotional states (e.g., anxiety, gladness, satisfaction) and that

motivation occurs before, during, and after task performance. Clément, et al. (1994)

found that the learning environment was significantly correlated with achievement (»

=.32) and with attitudes and effort (» = .32), but that the classroom environment had
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a weak correlation with self-confidence (» =.12) among 301 secondary-school

students in Hungary. On the other hand, Peng and Woodrow (2010) found that

classroom environment had direct and positive paths to communicative confidence

(#=.19), L2 WTC ( =.18), and L2 learning motivation (f =.29) among 579

university students in China. Because the amount of research focusing on classroom

contextual variables is limited, the relationship between external factors (e.g.,

teacher support, group cohesiveness, and task orientation) and internal factors (e.g.,

L2 WTC, L2 communicative confidence, L2 communication anxiety, motivational

intensity, and L2 learning motivation) needs to be investigated.

The second purpose of this study is to confirm the relationship between

positive classroom climate and L2 learning motivation identified by Peng and

Woodrow (2010). Although L2 learning motivation was identified a predictor of

state L2 communicative confidence and was a mediating variable that indirectly

influenced L2 WTC in the Chinese and the Japanese EFL contexts (Peng &

Woodrow, 2010; Yashima, 2000), their finding was data driven; thus, the

relationship between the two variables should be supported in another EFL context.
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The third purpose of this study is to investigate predictors of actual

communicative behavior. A consistent positive relationship between L2 WTC and

the self-reported frequency of L2 communication has been found in various contexts

(Clément et al., 2003; MaclIntyre & Charos, 1996; Yashima et al., 2004), but the

relationship between actual communicative behavior and L2 WTC has not been

clarified, given the little research examining this issue. MacIntyre and Charos (1996)

reported that self-perceived L2 communicative competence (f = .60) was a stronger

predictor of students’ reported communication of French than was L2 WTC (f =

.16). The relationship between positive classroom climate, motivation, L2 WTC, and

actual L2 speaking behavior needs to be investigated further.

The fourth purpose, in previous studies, both perceived competence and

communicative confidence can be the strongest predictor of L2 WTC. If

Maclntyre et al.’s (2003) proposal that perceived competence plays a stronger role

than anxiety for less advanced students is correct, then perceived competence will

be a predictor of L2 WTC in this study. In addition, Yashima (2002), Yashima et

al. (2004), and Peng and Woodrow (2010) identified communicative confidence

as a predictor of L2 WTC.
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Research Questions for Structural Equation Modeling

Research questions 1, 2, and 3 concern the role of positive classroom climate.

Research question 4 concerns the role of L2 learning motivation. Research question

5 concerns the relationship between L2 WTC and L2 communicative confidence.

Research questions 6 and 7 concern the causes of L2 speaking behavior.

1.

To what degree does positive classroom climate directly influence L2 WTC?

To what degree does positive classroom climate directly influence state L2

communicative confidence?

To what degree does positive classroom climate influence L2 learning

motivation?

To what degree does L2 learning motivation influence state L2 communicative

confidence?

To what degree does state L2 communicative confidence influence L2 WTC

inside the classroom?

To what degree does state L2 communicative confidence influence actual

frequency of L2 communication?
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7. To what degree does L2 WTC inside the classroom influence actual frequency

of L2 communication?

Interview Questions

The following three interview questions were prepared for the semi-

structured interviews. Question 1 concerns situations willing to speak English.

Question 2 concerns communication anxiety. Question 3 concerns unwillingness to

communicate in English.

Question 1 asked in what situation the students become willing to speak English.

Question 2 asked to what degree the students feel communication anxiety in class.

Question 3 asked in what situation the students become unwilling to speak in

English.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODS

There are 12 sections in this chapter: (a) Participants, (b) context of the

study, (c) instrumentation, (d) ethical consideration, (e) research design, (f)

procedures, (g) analyses, (h) hypothesized L2 WTC structural model, (I) Rash

analysis, (j) structural equation modeling, (k) class observation, and (1) semi-

structured interviews. Participants are described separately according to the types of

analyses. The context of the study concerns the English curriculum of the institution

where this study was conducted. Instrumentation concerns the questionnaire

administered in this study, including ethical considerations. Research design

concerns mixed methods research with three approaches: A questionnaire, interviews,

and class observation. Procedures are explained, according to the three research

approaches. Analyses include a hypothesized L2 WTC model, Rasch analysis,

structural equation modeling, class observation, and semi-structured interviews.
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Participants

The instruments were piloted with 284 first-year students attending a four-

year private coeducational university in Tokyo, Japan in July 2011. The participants’

English proficiency levels were likely a little higher than those of students at general

public or private universities because the school standard deviation value (Daigaku

hensachi) ranged from 57 to 63 in 2010. Daigaku hensachi is the anticipated

estimates for university applicants for all departments to pass a university entrance

examination. Because the average hensachi is 50, estimates above 50 represent

university entrance examinations that are more difficult than average.

All first-year students were assigned to four levels in the English program,

depending on the scores on the Global Test of English Communication (GTEC),

which was used as a placement test. The GTEC for students is a multiple-choice

online test made up of listening, reading, writing questions, and speaking as an

optional test. The tests are written by native speakers of English and compiled by

Japanese for Japanese junior high and senior high school students. It is a commercial

general proficiency test produced by Benesse Corporation. The first-year students’

average score was unknown due to university confidentiality policies. About the top
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5% of the first-year students (n = 4,480) were placed in level S (n = 220), and the

rest were placed in levels A (n = 980) (22%), B (n = 2,760) (62%), and C (n = 520)

(11%). All the participants in this study were from three levels: level A (n = 18),

level B (n =236), and level C (n = 30).

After the first L2 WTC questionnaire (see Appendix A for the Japanese

version and Appendix B for the English version) was administered to 284 first-year

students, 10 participants were removed: Eight students failed to respond to two parts

(12 items) and two students failed to respond to four parts (24 items) of the

questionnaire. Among the remaining 274 students, 142 students (52%) were male,

and 132 students (48%) were female. The mean age of the participants was 18.7

years old (range = 18-26). As for nationality, 272 students (99.3%) were Japanese,

one was Chinese, and the one was Korean (0.7%). The participants were majoring in

economics (22%), law and politics (17%), arts (12%), business (11%), sociology

(12%), contemporary psychology (8%), community and human services (6%),

tourism (7%), and intercultural communication (5%). They had at least six years of

formal English education at junior and senior high school before they entered the

university. Nine out of the 274 students (3%) had stayed in English-speaking
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countries; the average length of their stay abroad was three years (range = one month

to 7 years).

The second questionnaire, which was the same as the first questionnaire (see

Appendix A for the Japanese version and Appendix B for the English version) was

completed by 179 first-year students attending the same university as those who

completed the first questionnaire. The participants who completed the second

questionnaire were in level B (n = 76) and level C (n = 103). Fourteen students were

removed because they failed to respond to two parts (12 items) or four parts (24

items) of the questionnaire. Among the remaining 165 students, 84 students (51%)

were male, and 81 students (49%) were female. The mean age of the participants

was 18.9 years old (range = 18-22). All 165 students (100%) were Japanese. The

participants were majoring in economics (30%), arts (27%), law and politics (16%),

sociology (15%), and science (12%). They had at least six years of formal English

education at junior and senior high school before entering the university. Six out of

the 165 students (3.6%) had stayed in an English-speaking country for an average of

3.5 years (range = one month to 5 years).
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Participants in Analysis of Structural Equation Modeling

Two data sets of the first and the second questionnaires were combined to

investigate instrument validation. Accordingly, a total of 439 participants (male =

226, female = 213) were analyzed. Their majors were economics (rz = 110), law and

politics (n = 73), arts (n = 78), sociology (n = 58), business (n = 40), contemporary

psychology (n = 22), tourism (n = 19), science (n = 19), community and human

services (n = 16), and intercultural communication (n = 14). Tabachnick and Fidell

(2001) stated that a sample size of 100 is poor, 200 is fair, and 300 is good for

structural equation models (p. 588). The total sample size in this study was 439,

which was sufficient for both the principal components analysis and the structural

equation model.

Participants in Class Observation

I selected one class that I taught. The students were all Level A economics

majors. Nine male and six female students agreed to participate in the class

observation by signing the consent form (see Appendix C for the Japanese version

and Appendix D for the English version). The remaining five students were excluded
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from the project. Thus the 15 participants, separated into four groups, which were

placed in the four corners of the classroom, with a video recorder and an audio

recorder set in front of each group. The remaining five students completed the same

task in one group, located in the center of the classroom with no recording devices.

However, two out of the 15 participants were absent from class in posttest, so the

number of participants reduced to 13.

Participants in Semi-Structured Interviews

In the qualitative study, nine participants (6 male and 3 female students) from

the same population as the participants who responded to the first questionnaire

agreed to take part in a series of interviews in 2011. Table 5 shows the profiles of the

nine interview participants. Six students started learning English in high school; the

other three had studied English before they entered junior high school. One female

student had stayed in New Zealand for three weeks and another female student had a

two-year stay in Hong Kong; the others had no overseas experience.
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Table 5. Profiles of the Nine Participants in Interviews

Name Sex Age Years learning English Period of staying abroad
A. Yuta M 18 7 (Junior high school) -
B. Ryo M 19 7 (Junior high school) -
C. Keiko F 18 8 (6th grader) Three weeks in New Zealand
D. Takeo M 18 12 (1st grader) -
E. Kengo M 19 7 (Junior high school) -
F. Yoshio M 18 7 (Junior high school) -
G. Sayaka F 19 7 (Junior high school) -

M

H. Tsutomu 20 8 (Junior high school) -
I. Hanako F 19 10 (4th grader) Two years (10-11) in Hong Kong

Note. N = 9. All the participants’ first names were pseudonyms. — represents no experience

of staying abroad.

Context of the Study

The English program occupies a central position in the institution. The

students take three courses a week. All first-year students take six credits of English

in their first year. The first-year students take discussion, presentation, and writing

courses in the first semester and discussion, presentation, and e-learning (reading

and listening) courses in the second semester. Each course counts as a single credit.

This curriculum is designed to develop students’ communication/discussion skills,

presentation skills, paragraph writing skills, and reading and listening

comprehension in the language laboratory. Class sizes differ depending on the
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course: There were eight students in the discussion course, 20 students in the

presentation and writing courses, and 160 students in the e-learning course.

Discussion Course

In the discussion course, eight students were divided into two groups of four

students. They discussed a topic provided by the teacher (e.g., Communication,

education, technology, social issues, environment, and values).

The contents of the textbooks in the spring semester are presented in Table 6

and those in the fall semester are presented in Table 7, respectively. The textbooks

were developed by the center for the English discussion class at the university. In the

spring semester, students study six different topics, including communication,

education, technology, social issues, environment, and values. Each topic includes

two reading materials. A function was presented and practiced in each lesson, and

the number of functions to be learned increase week by week, such as giving

opinions, and agreeing and disagreeing.

The tests for the discussion course were administered three times in Weeks 5,

9, and 13. In this study, the tests conducted in Weeks 5 and 13 were used. The
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contents of the tests in the spring semester were as follows: The Entrance Exam

System and Learning Values. In the fall semester, students study the following six

different topics: Language, fashion, media, globalization, human rights, and gender.

The contents of the tests in the fall semester were as follows: Successful Japanese

Fashion Brands, and Househusbands and Working Women.

Table 6. Table of Contents for the Spring Semester Discussion Course

Topic

Reading

Function

1. Communication How Can We Help Hikikomori?
Making Friends at University

2. Education

3. Technology

4. social Issues

5. Environment

6. Values

Why Choose University?

The Entrance Exam system

Technology: Past, Present, and Future
Face-to-Face Communication versus

Email

Students and Part-Time Jobs
Students and Social Pressure

Country versus City

The Environment and You

Happiness

Learning Values

Opinion

Reasons

Agreeing and
Disagreeing

Test 1 Preparation

Examples

Joining a Discussion

Follow-up Questions
Test 2 Preparation
Possibilities
Connecting Ideas

Checking
Understanding

Test 3 Preparation
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Table 7. Table of Contents for the Fall Semester Discussion Course

Topic Reading Function
1. Language How to Learn a Language Talking about Possibilities
English in Japan Changing Topic
2. Fashion Young People and Fashion Agreeing and Disagreeing
Successful Japanese Fashion Brands Test 1
3. Media Is New Media Good for Us? Paraphrasing

4. Globalization

5. Human Rights

6. Gender

Do Celebrities Make Good Role Models?
The Globalization of Japanese Culture
An American World?

The Right to Life?

Public Manners, Public Rules

Gender Stereotypes

Househusbands and Working Women

Reporting Information
Follow-up Questions

Test 2

Giving Different Viewpoints
Being Indirect

Checking Understanding
Test 3

The test was administered in a similar way as in the regular classes. In the

regular classes, there were six steps. First, every lesson started with a short reading

comprehension quiz about the reading materials (5 minutes). The quiz was collected

by the teacher. Second, the students engaged in fluency building activities (10-15

minutes). To develop speaking fluency, a 3-minute/2-minute/1-minute activity was

used. Students worked in pairs. One was a speaker and one was a listener. The

teacher prepared a why-question for each lesson, which was related to the topic of

the lesson. For instance, the listener asked the speaker a why-question, such as “Did

you enjoy your spring break? Why?”” Listeners were instructed not to say anything,
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but to react using facial expressions and gestures. The students changed partners

three times. The speakers told their story to the first listener for 3 minutes, then to

the second listener for 2 minutes and finally to the third listener for 1 minute. After

that, the speakers and listeners’ roles were reversed, and the same activity was done

with a different partner.

The third step was a presentation of functional language (5 minutes). In every

lesson, the students were introduced to one new functional expression. The fourth

step involved practicing the functional language (10-15 minutes) with (a) a role-play,

(b) a pair discussion in which Wh-questions were used, and (c) talking to a partner as

much as possible about their experiences. Students were instructed not to worry

about grammar or vocabulary.

Fifth, discussion 1 was done in groups of four (20-25 minutes). The teacher

commented on each student’s performance, restating or summarizing students’

opinions. Because the students had already talked in pairs, they were able to

communicate effectively in the group discussion and used the target functional

language, which is introduced in a lesson for students to use. Some of functions are:

Giving opinions (e.g., In my opinion..., Personally speaking, I think..., and I'm not
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sure, but I think...) and asking for opinions (e.g., What’s your opinion?, What do you

think?) in Lesson 2; agreeing (e.g., I think you re right, I think so, too) and

disagreeing (e.g., I see your point, but..., I'm sorry, but I disagree) in Lesson 4,

joining a discussion (e.g., Can [ start?, Can I make a comment?, and Can I ask a

question?) and asking others to join a discussion (e.g., Does anyone want a

comment?, Does anyone want to add something?) in Lesson 7. The teacher listened

to eight students and provided each student with positive oral feedback to encourage

them to speak English at the end of the discussion. For example, the teacher restated

each student’ opinion and summarized what they discussed.

Lastly, in Discussion 2 the teacher observed the students, monitored students’

speaking performance, and evaluated them by providing comments and scores from

1 to 4 (1 = Poor; 2 = Average; 3 = Good; 4 = Excellent) for four elements of

communication skills, functions, content, communication, and language. The teacher

provided written feedback and scores to each student after each class via e-mail. This

allowed the students to view the teacher’s feedback immediately.

The students completed Discussion 1 as practice for 25-30 minutes. After

that, only one group had a test, and the remaining students left the classroom and
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waited their turn outside the classroom. The length of the test was determined by the

number of students involved. Each person talked for 4 minutes, so it took 16 minutes

to complete the test for each group. The discussion questions on the test were

different from those used in Discussion 1. The students were presented with two

questions as well as follow-up questions; they could choose to respond to any of the

questions on the test.

In the test, the teacher evaluated the students’ speaking performance using

four criteria (see Appendix E: Score Sheet for Discussion Test): (a) use of functions

(e.g., giving/asking opinions and giving/asking for reasons) (3 points maximum:

Students must do both to get full points); (b) content (3 points maximum: Students

must give ideas and comment on other people’s ideas); (c) communication (5 points

maximum: Students must ask follow-up questions and comment on other students’

ideas, not wait to be asked, give their own opinions and agree and disagree with

others, ask quiet group members what they think, and give other students a chance to

talk to get full points); and (d) language (2 points maximum: Students must explain

their ideas clearly and answer questions to get full points). The test scores were

determined by the total frequency of using functions, giving ideas, and
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communication (asking follow-up questions and commenting on other students’

ideas, not waiting to be asked, giving one’s own opinions and agreeing and

disagreeing with others, asking quiet group members what they think, and giving

other students a chance to talk), as counted by the teacher.

Presentation Course

The class syllabus of the spring semester, 2014 Presentation Course is

presented in Table 8. In the spring semester, the goal of the presentation course was

to acquire basic presentation skills, including the organization, support for arguments

with evidence, effective use of visual aids, and aspects of delivery such as eye

contact or gesture. The students made an informative speech as a midterm test and a

persuasive speech as a final test. The class was conducted in English. In the first four

weeks, the students studied presentation skills by watching DVDs. After that they

had discussions three times, in Weeks 6, 10, and 12. The students were allowed to

choose their favorite three topics among the six topics in the Discussion Course:

Communication, education, technology, social issues, environment, and values. The

presentation course textbook was Speaking of Speech New Edition (Harrington &
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LeBau, 2009). The students took two presentation tests. The first was a short 3-

minute presentation as a midterm test; the final test was a longer 6-minute

presentation in English in front of the class, using body language, eye contact, voice

inflection, and visual aids.

Table 8. Class Syllabus for English Presentation Course

Week Task/Project Skill

1 Course Orientation Asking and Responding

2 DVD: Informative speech Posture, Eye Contact, and Gestures

3  DVD: Introduction Voice Inflection, Organization, and
Introduction

4 DVD: Body & Conclusion Body, Transition, and Conclusion

5 Reading about Communication Vocabulary/Making and asking factual
questions

6 Discussion (1) Sharing opinions with what and why
Questions

7  DVD: Effective visuals Keeping information short and simple

8  Mini group presentation (3 min) Evaluation by the teacher

9 Reading about Environment Vocabulary/Making and asking factual
Questions

10 Discussion (2) Sharing opinions with what and why
Questions

11 DVD: Explaining visuals Explaining graphs with the Power
Point

Reading about Values Vocabulary/Making and asking factual

Questions

12 Discussion (3) Sharing opinions with what and why
Questions

13  Final individual presentation (6 min) Evaluation by peers and the teacher

14  Final individual presentation (6 min) Evaluation by peers and the teacher
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Writing Course

The students study various types of writing, such as speed-writing, single-

paragraph writing, multi-paragraph writing, and a research paper in the Writing

Course. In paragraph writing, students organize paragraphs through brainstorming,

typing, reviewing and editing with peers. Students propose their opinion with

agreement or disagreement with three reasons or a problem solving essay with the

present situation, the causes of the problem, and solution. They choose any topic

which they are interested in most to write a persuasive essay with five

paragraphs—an introductory paragraph, body with three paragraphs, and a

concluding paragraph. They need to use a few references from Websites, newspapers

or books. Topics are such as Nuclear Power Station, the 2020 Tokyo Olympics,

Humanoid Robots, or Let’s Use Bicycles.

E-Learning Course

In the E-learning Course, the students engage in computer-based listening

and reading tasks. Because different tasks are provided to different students to fit

their English proficiency level, students can study at their own pace. All three levels
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from A to C follow this curriculum. Students are required to judge their own level of

English ability by taking Web-based self-study tests, and then to do a variety of

Web-based exercises at most appropriate learning strategies for themselves.

The main classroom activities are studying Web-based lessons in reading and

listening on Net-Academy2 Super-Standard Course (NetAcademy2SS), followed by

online quizzes. TOEIC-based self-study tests on Net-Academy2 (TOEIC 2000 &

Net-Academy2 TOEIC) are also given sometimes so that the students can know both

their progress and weaknesses. In addition, every week they are required to

individually do various exercises (e.g., vocabulary and grammar check, dictation,

learning through the Internet) provided on NetAcademy?2.

Instrumentation

This section is made up of three parts. First, a questionnaire which was

developed consisting of scales measuring classroom environment, state L2

communicative confidence, L2 learning motivation, and L2 WTC are described.

Next, actual frequency of L2 communication was described. It was collected from
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the participants’ speaking in groups of four persons performed inside the classroom.

Last, ecthical considerations are stated.

The Classroom Environment, Motivation, Communicative Confidence, and

Willingness to Communicate Questionnaire

The Classroom Environment, Motivation, Communicative Confidence, and

Willingness to Communicate Questionnaire (see Appendix A for the Japanese

version and Appendix B for the English version) was developed based on studies by

Cao and Philp (2006), Fraiser, Fisher, and McRobbie (1996), Fraser, Treagust, and

Dennis (1986), Gardner and Lambert (1959), McCroskey (1992), Peng and

Woodrow (2010), Rosenfeld and Gilbert (1989), Weaver (2010), and Yashima

(2002). Group cohesiveness items were adapted from Rosenfeld and Gilbert (1989).

They selected 10 out of 36 items from the Multiple Group Cohesion Instrument

(Yukelson, Weinberg, & Jackson, 1984) using factor analysis. Items assessing

teacher support were adapted from Fraiser, et al.’s (1996) What Is Happening in This

Classroom (WIHIC) Environment Inventory, which were used by Peng and

Woodrow (2010). Items measuring task orientation were adapted from Fraser et al.’s
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(1986) College and University Classroom Environment Inventory (CUCEI), which

was also used by Peng and Woodrow (2010). Motivational intensity items and desire

to learn English items were adapted from Yashima’s (2002) items, which were

originally developed by Gardner and Lambert (1959). Items measuring perceived

communicative competence inside the classroom and communication anxiety inside

the classroom were all adapted from Weaver’s (2005, 2010) scales, which were used

by Peng and Woodrow (2010). Items measuring perceived communicative

competence outside the classroom and communication anxiety outside the classroom

were adapted from Cao and Philp (2006), who revised McCroskey’s (1992) items.

Items measuring WTC inside the classroom were adapted from Weaver’s (2005,

2010) scales. Items measuring WTC outside the classroom were adapted from Cao

and Philp (2006), who revised McCroskey’s (1992) items.

The questionnaire consisted of two parts (see Appendix A for the Japanese

version and Appendix B for the English version). The first part concerned

background information such as university major, gender, age, nationality, the period

of learning English, and experience of staying in an English-speaking country. The

second part of the questionnaire assesses the variables shown in Table 9.
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Table 9. Categories and Variables in the Classroom Environment, Motivation,

Communicative Confidence, and Willingness to Communicate Questionnaire

Category Variable

Positive Classroom Climate A. Group Cohesiveness (GC)
B. Teacher Support (TS)
C. Task Orientation (TO)

L2 Learning Motivation D. Motivational Intensity (MI)
E. Desire to Learn English (DLE)

State L2 Communicative Confidence F. Perceived Communicative Competence

Inside the Classroom (PCCIC)

G. Perceived Communicative Competence
Outside the Classroom (PCCOC)

H. Communication Anxiety Inside the
Classroom (CAIC)

I. Communication Anxiety Outside the
Classroom (CAOC)

L2 Willingness to Communicate J. WTC Inside the Classroom (WTCIC)
K. WTC Outside the Classroom (WTCOC)

The first category, positive classroom climate, was made up of three scales:
(a) group cohesiveness (six items), (b) teacher support (six items), and (c¢) task
orientation (six items). The second category concerned L2 learning motivation: (d)
motivational intensity (six items) and (e) desire to learn English (six items). The
third category, state L2 communicative confidence, indicated four scales: (f)
perceived communicative competence inside the classroom (six items) and (g)

perceived communicative competence outside the classroom (six items); (h)
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communication anxiety inside the classroom (six items) and (i) communication

anxiety outside the classroom (six items). The fourth category, L2 Willingness to

Communicate, was made up of two scales; (j) WTC inside the classroom (six items)

and (k) WTC outside the classroom (six items). The questionnaire had a total of 66

items on which students indicated their agreement with each item on a 6-point scale:

1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Moderately disagree, 4 = Moderately

agree, 5 = Agree, and 6 = Strongly agree to the variables from (a) to (e), (h), and (i);

from 1 = Never can do, 2 = Cannot do, 3 = Cannot do so well, 4 = Can do a little, 5

= Can do, and 6 = Can do well to the variables (f) and (g); and from 1 = Most

unlikely, 2 = Unlikely, 3 = Moderately unlikely, 4 = Moderately likely, 5 = Likely, 6 =

Most likely to the variables (j) and (k). Because the perceived communicative

competence variables and the L2 WTC variables represent the students’ perceived

ability and intention to use English in hypothetical situations, it is reasonable to use

can do or cannot do and likely or unlikely as Likert scale descriptors. The

participants completed the Japanese version of the questionnaire.

I wrote a preliminary version of the questionnaire items in English and then

translated it into Japanese. I back-translated the Japanese version of the
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questionnaire into English and checked for discrepancies (see Appendix A for the

Japanese version and Appendix B for the English version). The eleven variables are

described in the following sections.

1-A. Group cohesiveness. Group cohesiveness is defined as “the degree to

which the members of the group are attracted to each other, or the degree to which

the group coheres” (Shaw, 1971, p. 192). Six group cohesion items were adapted

from Rosenfeld and Gilbert (1989). They analyzed a total 36 items from the Multiple

Group Cohesion Instrument (Yukelson et al., 1984) and selected 10 items that loaded

in a single-factor solution with loadings of .90 and above. In this study, item 2, /

liked the group I was in, item 3, I enjoyed interacting with this group very much,

item 4, I wanted to remain a member of this group, and item 6, The group is

composed of people who fit together were taken from Rosenfeld and Gilbert’s (1989)

questionnaire. However, Item 1, I trust group members, was replaced by [ feel a

sense of togetherness in this group for Study 2. Item 5, Students in this group get to

know each other really well, was created by the researcher.
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1-B. Teacher support. Teacher support is defined as “the extent to which the

teacher helps, befriends, trusts and is interested in students” (Dorman, 2003, p. 234).

Six items were adapted from Fraser et al.’s (1996) What is happening in This Class?

(WIHIC) Questionnaire. Fraser et al.’s (1996) questionnaire was validated cross-

nationally by Dorman (2003), using a sample of 3,980 high school students from

Australia, the UK, and Canada. Confirmatory factor analysis supported the seven-

scale configuration of student cohesiveness, teacher support, involvement,

investigation, task orientation, cooperation, and equity. In this study, Item 3, The

teacher moves about the class to talk with us, item 4, The teacher helps us when we

have trouble in an activity in class, and item 5, The teacher considers our feelings

well, were taken from Fraser et al.’s questionnaire. Item 1, The teacher talks to us

with the high level of English communication competence, item 2, The teacher’s

informative questions help us, and item 6, The teacher makes any student

comfortable in this class, were created by the researcher, following Clément et al.

(1994) and McCroskey and Teven (1999).
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1-C. Task orientation. Task orientation is defined as “the extent to which it

is important to complete activities planned and to stay on the subject matter”

(Dorman, 2003, p. 234). Six items were adapted from Fraser, et al. (1986) College

and University Classroom Environment Inventory (CUCEI). Fraser et al. developed

a new instrument to assess students’ and teachers’ perceptions of the classroom

psychosocial environment in university and college classrooms. Data collected from

a sample of 499 students and 20 instructors in Australia and America were validated

and supported the internal consistency reliability, and discriminant validity of seven

variables: personalization, involvement, student cohesiveness, satisfaction, task

orientation, innovation, and individualization. Peng and Woodrow (2010) adapted

task orientation from Fraser et al.’s (1986) questionnaire. All six items in this study

were from Fraser et al. (1986), and sample items are Tasks designed in English are

useful, and Tasks designed in this class are attractive.

2-D. Motivational intensity. Motivational intensity refers to the “intensity of

motivation in terms of: work done for assignments, preference for and comparative

ease of the course, opportunities taken to improve speaking and reading French,
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future intensions to study or make use of the language, and importance attributed to

a knowledge of the language” (Gardner & Lambert, 1959, p. 268). As a measure of

motivational intensity, six items were adapted from Yashima (2002). A sample item

is I think I study English relatively hard, compared to my classmates. Motivational

intensity was originally developed by Gardner and Lambert (1959).

2-E. Desire to learn English. Desire to learn English represents an

assessment of how much a student wants to learn the L2 (Gardner, 1985). Gardner

proposed motivation theory, in which three components—motivational intensity,

desire to learn the language, attitudes toward learning the L2—are key components

that influence motivation. Six items were adapted from Yashima (2002) to measure

desire to learn English. A sample item is When I have assignments to do in English, I

try to do them immediately. Desire to learn English was originally developed by

Gardner and Lambert (1959).

3-F. Perceived communicative competence inside classroom. Perceived

communicative competence inside the classroom is defined as “the feeling that one
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has the capacity to communicate effectively at a particular moment” (MacIntyre et

al., 1998, p. 549) inside the classroom. Six items were from Weaver’s (2005, 2010)

scale measuring WTC in speaking. The communication contexts were taken from the

circumstances in which Japanese university students are likely to use English in their

daily lives. A sample item is I can interview someone in English asking questions

from the textbook. Peng and Woodrow (2010) used Weaver’s speaking scale.

3-G. Perceived communicative competence outside the classroom.

Perceived communicative competence outside the classroom is defined as “the

feeling that one has the capacity to communicate effectively at a particular moment”

(MaclIntyre et al., 1998, p. 549) outside the classroom. The willingness to

communicate scale was originally developed by McCroskey (1992). His scale had

four common communication contexts—group discussions, meetings, interpersonal

conversations, and public speaking—with three types of audiences—strangers,

acquaintances, and friends. Six items were from McCroskey (1992) and Cao and

Philp (2006), who revised McCroskey’s scale. Item 1, I can talk with international

students on campus, was revised from McCroskey (1992; I can talk with an
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acquaintance while standing in line). Item 2, I can talk to my teacher in English

after class, item 5, I can talk with an acquaintance in English in an elevator, and

item 6, I can talk with a stranger in English on the bus, were from Cao and Philp

(2006). Item 3, I can answer in English when I am asked by an English speaker for

directions to my favorite restaurant, was created by the researcher. Item 4, I can talk

with a salesperson in a store in English while traveling abroad, was revised from

McCroskey (1992), by adding in English while traveling abroad.

3-H. Communication anxiety inside the classroom. Communication

anxiety inside the classroom is defined as “the fear or anxiety associated with real or

anticipated communication with another person or persons” (McCroskey, 1977, p.

78) inside the classroom. The components of communication anxiety inside the

classroom reflect perceived communicative competence inside the classroom. The

six items were from Weaver’s (2005, 2010) scale measuring WTC in speaking.

Participants indicated their self-assessed communicative competence in each

situation and with each interlocutor. Sample items are / feel nervous when I

103



interview someone in English asking my own original questions, and I feel nervous

when I ask the meaning of word I do not know in English.

3-1. Communication anxiety outside the classroom. Communication

anxiety outside the classroom is defined as “the fear or anxiety associated with real

or anticipated communication with another person or persons” (McCroskey, 1977, p.

78) outside the classroom. The components of communication anxiety outside the

classroom reflect perceived communicative competence in L2 outside the classroom,

stated above. The willingness to communicate scale was originally developed by

McCroskey (1992), where scale assessed four common communication

contexts—group discussion, meetings, interpersonal conversations, and public

speaking—with three types of audiences—strangers, acquaintances, and friends. Six

items were from McCroskey (1992) and Cao and Philp (2006), who revised

McCroskey’s scale. Item 1, [ feel nervous when I talk with international students on

campus, was revised from McCroskey (1992; I feel nervous when 1 talk with an

acquaintance while standing in line). Item 2, [ feel nervous when I talk to my teacher

in English after class, item 5, I feel nervous when I talk with an acquaintance in
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English in an elevator, and item 6, [ feel nervous when I talk with a stranger in

English on the bus, were from Cao and Philp (2006). Item 3, I feel nervous about

answering in English when I am asked by an English speaker for directions to my

favorite restaurant, was created by the researcher. Item 4, [ feel nervous when I talk

with a salesperson in a store in English while traveling abroad, was revised from

McCroskey (1992), by adding in English while traveling abroad.

4-J. WTC inside the classroom. WTC inside the classroom is defined as “a

readiness to enter into discourse at a particular time with a specific person or

persons, using a L2” (Maclntyre et al., 1998, 547). The components of WTC inside

the classroom mirror perceived communicative competence inside the classroom.

Six items were adapted from Weaver’s (2005, 2010) WTC scale in speaking. Sample

items are [ am willing to give a short speech in English about my hometown with

notes, and I am willing to give a short self-introduction without notes in English.

4-K. WTC outside the classroom. WTC outside the classroom is defined as

“a readiness to enter into discourse at a particular time with a specific person or
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persons, using a L2” (Maclntyre, et al., 1998, 547) outside the classroom. The

willingness to communicate scale was originally developed by McCroskey (1992).

His scale had four common communication contexts—group discussion, meetings,

interpersonal conversations, and public speaking—with three types of

audience—strangers, acquaintances, and friends. Six items were from McCroskey

(1992) and Cao and Philp (2006), who revised McCroskey’s scale. Item 1, [ am

willing to talk with international students on campus, was revised from McCroskey

(1992; I am willing to talk with an acquaintance while standing in line) by the

researcher in this study. Item 2, I am willing to talk to my teacher in English after

class, item 5, I am willing to talk with an acquaintance in English in an elevator, and

item 6, I am willing to talk with a stranger in English on the bus were from Cao and

Philp (2006). Item 3, I am willing to answer in English when I am asked by an

English speaker for directions to my favorite restaurant, was created by the

researcher. Item 4, I am willing to talk with a salesperson in a store in English while

traveling abroad was revised from McCroskey (1992), by adding in English while

traveling abroad.
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Actual Frequency of L2 Communication

Actual frequency of L2 Communication refers to the “language learners’

actual engagement in language tasks in terms of the amount of speech produced”

(Dornyei & Kormos, 2000). Actual frequency of L2 Communication was measured

with two tests. The test administered in Weeks 5 and 13 were used in this study. The

tests provided the students with opportunities to review functional expressions and

discussion skills they had studied and to see their improvement through teachers’

evaluation. In each test, the teachers recorded how many times students asked

follow-up questions, agreed and disagreed, and negotiated meaning (e.g., helped

each other to understand). Four areas were checked: (a) use of functions (e.g., to

give/ask opinions and to give/ask for reasons; (b) content (e.g., students must give

ideas and comment on other people’s ideas); (¢) communication (e.g., ask follow-up

questions, comment on other students’ ideas, give their own opinions and agree and

disagree with others, ask quiet group members what they think, and give other

students a chance to talk); and (d) language (Students must explain their ideas

clearly and answer questions). Only the communication section was used because

this section represented the participants’ actual frequencies of using English.
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The period of time for the discussion was decided by the number of students

in the group. Each student talked for four minutes, so a group of four had 16

minutes. Before the test started, the students engaged in a practice discussion for 25-

30 minutes. One group of four students was tested, and the remaining students

waited their turn outside the classroom. The test questions were new to them. The

students could choose one of two discussion questions to discuss.

Ethical Considerations

The participants completed the consent form for the class observations. First,

I explained the purpose of the class observation and asked the students if they would

consent to being video-taped and audio-taped. Students were asked to sign a consent

form (see Appendix C for the Japanese version and Appendix D for the English

version for details). Fifteen students consented to participate in class observation and

five refused. Although three students accepted interview study in the consent form at

first, eventually there were no students who volunteered to participate in interviews.
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Research Design

A mixed methods design was used in this study. Mixed methods research is

based on a pragmatic worldview in which researchers use both quantitative and

qualitative approaches to investigate a phenomenon. The philosophical basis for

pragmatic research is not to see the world as absolute truth, but to acknowledge

multiple worldviews; this means that multiple research methods can be used to

collect various types of data (Creswell, 2014, p. 11). Interviews and class

observations provide more detailed data than questionnaires in terms of place and

time (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005). Interview results can provide information about

particular aspects of respondents’ lives (Fontana & Frey, 2005).

Three approaches were used in this study: (a) a questionnaire, (b) interviews,

and (c) class observations. There are three main purposes in this study. The first

purpose is to confirm Peng and Woodrow’s (2010) path model and to identify

predictors of actual frequency of L2 communication using structure equation

modeling. Seven hypotheses were made based on previous findings. The seven

research questions are:

1. To what degree does positive classroom climate directly influence L2 WTC?
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To what degree does positive classroom climate directly influence state L2

communicative confidence?

To what degree does positive classroom climate influence L2 learning

motivation?

To what degree does L2 learning motivation influence state L2 communicative

confidence?

To what degree does state L2 communicative confidence influence L2 WTC

inside the classroom?

To what degree does state L2 communicative confidence influence actual

frequency of L2 communication?

To what degree does L2 WTC inside the classroom influence actual frequency

of L2 communication?

Two hypothesized path models for L2 WTC inside the classroom and L2 WTC

outside the classroom were tested. The second purpose was to investigate differences

in the students’ speaking behaviors in terms of the number of words produced and

turns taken in the discussion task used in this study. The last purpose was to identify

motivating and demotivating variables from the semi-structured interview using
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qualitative content analysis. The interview questions concerned situations in which

the students become willing to speak English, the degree to which the students

experienced communication anxiety in class; and in what situations they felt

unwilling to speak in English. Quantitative and qualitative data were analyzed

separately and the two types of data were compared to see if the results could be

confirmed or disconfirmed.

Procedures

First, instrument validation was performed by initial data screening,

assumption check for principal component analysis, and Rasch analysis for nine

factors extracted from principal component analysis. Second, quantitative analyses

were performed: (a) structural equation modeling with 320 participants, and (b) a

repeated-measures ANOVA for Japanese turns, English words, and interjections

with 13 participants. Third, qualitative content analysis was performed using the data

from the interviews.
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Data Analysis Procedures

The questionnaire was administered twice across two years to increase the N-

size. In the first data collection, initial data screening and assumption checks were

performed with the combined questionnaire data. A principal component analysis

was conducted to identify the dimensionality of the variables. Instrument validation

was then conducted using Rasch analysis. The items that did not fit the Rasch model

were eliminated, an assumption check for the structural equation model was

performed with Rasch person measures, and a hypothesized model was tested.

Table 10 shows the procedures for the studies. Both the quantitative data and

the qualitative data in Study 1 were collected in July, 2011. A questionnaire was

administered to 284 students on the 10th week of lessons in 18 classes by five

teachers. A set of the questionnaire sheets were distributed to each student 10

minutes before class ended. Participants from ten departments—economics, law and

politics, arts, business, sociology, contemporary psychology, community and human

services, tourism, intercultural communication, and science—completed the

questionnaire during class time. The second questionnaire was administered to 179

students in 13 classes by five teachers in January, 2013. Participants in five
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departments—arts, economics, law and politics, sociology, and science—completed

the questionnaire during class time.

Table 10. Procedures of the Study

Date Event
May, 2011 Test 1 of the Discussion Course was administered.
June, 2011 Respondents completed the questionnaire.
July, 2011 Test 2 of the Discussion Course was administered.
July, 2011 The first questionnaire was administered to 284 students.
July, 2011 Individual interviews were conducted with nine students.
October, 2012 Test 1 of the Discussion Course was administered.
January, 2013 Test 2 of the Discussion Course was administered.
January, 2013 The second questionnaire was administered to 179 students.

May & July, 2014 The first and the second class observations were conducted,

videotaped, and audiotaped, respectively.

The participants’ test scores were from two tests, which were administered in

Week 5 in May and Week 13 in July in the discussion course in 2011, and in

October, 2012 and in January, 2013. The two tests were made up of four sections: use

of function, ideas and comments, communication, and language. In this study, only

the communication section was used because the section of communication consisted

of the exact frequency of how many times the students asked, answered, and gave

opinions during the discussion tests in a group of four students.
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Class Observation Procedures

A series of class observations was conducted in May and July 2014. The

research plan was submitted to the English program director and I received

permission to conduct the study in a meeting of full-time teachers. First, the

questionnaire was administered to 15 students in May (Week 5) and in July (Week

12), 2014. The revised questionnaire was conducted in a class with 19 students on

the first class observation day, and the same questionnaire was conducted again with

16 students on the second observation day. Data were collected from the two

questionnaires and class observations. The 15 participants’ performances were video-

recorded and audio-recorded, yet two out of the 15 students were absent from the

posttest. As a result, the participants reduced to 13.

Three Computer Center staff members and I placed four video recorders and

four digital voice recorders in the classroom one day before recording. All recording

equipment was borrowed from the Computer Center. The four video recorders were

set in the four corners of the classroom on tripods. One desk and four chairs were set

facing each recorder. After the video and audio recording was finished, I asked the
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Computer Center staff to copy the video materials to a CD, and the audio materials to

a USB. This recording process was then repeated a second time. The recordings were

transcribed by professionals at Voxtab. They transcribed English voices into English

and Japanese voices into Japanese. The number of English turns, Japanese turns,

English words, and interjections were counted. The students’ actual frequencies of

speaking English between the two class observations, which were conducted in

Weeks 5 and 12, were compared to identify statistically significant differences for

the above four measures.

Semi-Structured Interview Procedures

Semi-structured interviews were conducted in July 2011. Five research

questions were prepared beforehand. Along with the questions, the participants were

asked about their feelings about communicating with peers inside the classroom,

factors influencing L2 WTC, how group members interacted with each other, and

how the small class size affected their feelings and motivation. Each interview,

which was about 20 to 25 minutes, was recorded with an Olympus, Voice-Trek DM-

30 recorder. The recorded data were transcribed and categorized with themes and
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codes added by the researcher. Two samples of initial coding are presented in

Appendix F.

Analyses

In this section, a hypothesized L2 WTC model, which was based on Peng and

Woodrow’s (2010) empirical study, is presented, and seven accompanying

hypotheses are described. Next, the steps for data analyses are explained. Principal

component analysis, the Rasch item principal component/contrast analysis, structural

equation modeling, and a repeated-measures ANOVA were performed. The critical

values for each analysis are presented. Finally, content analysis is described.

In order to provide instrument validity evidence for the questionnaire items,

data screening, assumption check, principal component analysis (PCA), and Rasch

analysis were performed. The two data sets for Questionnaires 1 and 2 were screened

together to check the accuracy of input, missing data, skewness and kurtosis for each

variable. Six assumptions were checked: Sample size, missing data, normality,

linearity, outliers among cases, multicollinearity, singularity, and factorability of R.
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In the next stage of data analysis, four steps were undertaken. First, the

principal component analysis was conducted to identify variables which make

independent constructs. Second, Rasch analysis was performed to investigate the

dimensionality of the questionnaire items and provide validity evidence. Third, after

the instruments were assured using Rasch analysis, the data were analyzed using

structural equation modeling to show the causal relationships among the five

variables—L2 learning motivation, L2 state communicative confidence, positive

classroom climate, L2 WTC, actual frequency of speaking English—in two contexts,

inside the classroom and outside the classroom. Fourth, the number of English turns,

Japanese turns, English words, and interjections in the class observation data were

counted. These data were gathered twice as pretest and posttest to 13 students. The

numbers of English turns, Japanese turns, English words, and interjections were

compared between the two tests using a repeated-measures ANOVA. Then, content

analysis was performed using the data taken from the interviews.
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A Hypothesized L2 WTC Structural Model

A hypothesized structural model (see Figure 3) was constructed using five

latent variables: Positive classroom climate, state L2 communicative confidence, L2

learning motivation, L2 WTC, and the actual frequency of L2 communication

evaluated by the teacher during a discussion task. Frequency of L2 communication

evaluated by the teacher referred to the number of times the participants ask

questions, answer questions, give confirmation, and give opinions. The hypothesized

model is based on the Wen and Clément (2003) theoretical model, which was

supported by Dornyei and Kormos’ (2000) and Peng and Woodrow’s (2010)

empirical studies. In Peng and Woodrow’s model, there were five latent variables:

WTC in English, communicative confidence in English, classroom environment,

motivation to learn English, and learner beliefs of English education. In this study,

actual frequency of L2 communication was included and the learner beliefs variable

was omitted. In the following section, seven hypotheses in the hypothesized L2

WTC structural model (Figure 3) are explained. I describe what theory and empirical

study support each hypothesis using results of previous studies.
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Figure 3. A hypothesized L2 WTC structural model. TEASUPP = Teacher Support;
GROUPCOHE = Group Cohesiveness; TASKORIEN = Task Orientation; DLE = Desire to
Learn English; MI = Motivational Intensity; L2 WTC IN/OUT =L2 Willingness-to-
Communicate (Inside/Outside the Classroom); Anxiety (IN/JOUT) = Communication Anxiety
(Inside/Outside the Classroom); COMPETENCE (IN/OUT) = Perceived Communicative
Competence (Inside /Outside the Classroom). The respective hypotheses are indicated by
the H scripts. Boldface lines indicate the two paths and the one latent variable (Actual

Frequency of L2 Communication) added to the Peng and Woodrow (2010) model.

Hypothesis 1: Positive Classroom Climate and L2 WTC

A direct path from positive classroom climate to L2 WTC is hypothesized.

Wen and Clément (2003) proposed that three components of positive classroom

climate, teacher support, group cohesiveness, and task orientation, directly influence

L2 WTC. Peng and Woodrow (2010) showed in their structural equation model that

classroom environment, which was made up of classroom environment, teacher
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support, student cohesiveness, and task orientation, directly and positively

influenced L2 WTC (f = .18). Peng (2007) reported that classroom climate, group

cohesiveness, teacher support, and classroom organization were elicited from a

qualitative content analysis conducted with interview and diary data as predictors of

L2 WTC in a social context.

Hypothesis 2: Positive Classroom Climate and State L2 Communicative

Confidence

A direct path from positive classroom climate to state L2 communicative

confidence is hypothesized. Peng and Woodrow (2010) reported in their structural

equation model that classroom environment directly and positively influenced L2

communicative confidence (f =.19). Teven (2007) reported that teacher caring was

positively related to reducing students’ state anxiety toward the course and the

teacher.

120



Hypothesis 3: Positive Classroom Climate and L2 Learning Motivation

A direct path is hypothesized from positive classroom climate to L2 learning

motivation. Richmond (1990) reported that teachers’ immediate behavior had a

direct and positive relationship to L2 learning motivation and promoted affective

learning (e.g., attitudes toward the course content, behavior recommended in the

course) (Anderson, 1979; Zhang & Oetzel, 2006). Clément, Dornyei, and Noels

(1994) found that learning environment had a positive relationship with attitudes and

effort (» = .32), which referred to learning motivation. Dérnyei and Kormos (2000),

Koga (2010), and Matsubara (2007) reported that group cohesiveness had a positive

relationship with motivation.

Hypothesis 4: L2 Learning Motivation and State L2 Communicative

Confidence

A direct path is hypothesized from L2 learning motivation to state .2

communicative confidence. Yashima (2002) and Yashima et al. (2004) reported that

L2 learning motivation influenced WTC indirectly through L2 communicative

confidence. Peng and Woodrow (2010) found a similar relationship; L2 learning
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motivation influenced L2 WTC indirectly through L2 communicative confidence.

These findings imply that L2 learning motivation directly influences L2

communicative confidence, but does not have a direct relationship with L2 WTC.

Hypothesis 5: State L2 Communicative Confidence and L2 WTC

A direct path from state L2 communicative confidence to L2 WTC is

hypothesized. Baker and MaclIntyre (2000) found that perceived communicative

competence was positively and strongly correlated (» =.72) with L2 WTC among

124 Canadian non-immersion students studying French in Canada. Yashima (2002)

reported that L2 communicative confidence predicted L2 WTC (f = .68). Yashima et

al. (2004) reported a similar result with 166 students (5 = .59).

Hypothesis 6: L2 WTC and Actual Frequency of L2 Communication

A direct path from L2 WTC to actual frequency of L2 communication was

hypothesized. As for the predictors of actual frequency of L2 communication, there

are mixed results: Dornyei and Kormos (2000) found a significant positive

correlation between L2 WTC and speaking in a discussion task among 44 Hungarian
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high school students. However, Cao and Philp (2006) investigated the relationship

between L2 WTC and students’ speaking behavior in whole class, small groups, and

dyadic communication among eight students in New Zealand and did not find a

significant correlation between L2 WTC and actual speaking frequency.

Hypothesis 7: State L2 Communicative Confidence and Actual Frequency of L2

Communication

A direct path from state L2 communicative self-confidence to actual

frequency of L2 communication is hypothesized. A direct path from state L2

communicative confidence to actual frequency of L2 communication is not

hypothesized in MacIntyre et al.’s (1998) L2 WTC model. However, perceived

competence was identified as a powerful predictor of frequency of L2

communication (£ = .60) in MacIntyre and Charos’ (1996) study among 92

Anglophone students. From their finding, communicative self-confidence or

perceived competence can predict frequency of L2 communication.
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Rasch Analysis

The analyses of the questionnaire data from the first and second

administrations are explained in the following four sections: (a) the Rasch

measurement model, (b) criteria for rating scale functioning, (c) Rasch reliability and

separation statistics, (d) Rasch PCA of item residuals.

The Rasch Measurement Model

The Rasch model (1960) was formulated by Georg Rasch as a dichotomous

probability model. This model had two parameters: item difficulty and person ability.

The significance of the Rasch model is to “produce the measurement objectivity

necessary for scientific comparisons” (Wright & Douglas, 1986, p. 1). Raw

questionnaire data represent the degree to which respondents endorse the item using

a Likert scale such as 1 (Strongly disagree), 2 (Disagree), 3 (Moderately disagree), 4

(Moderately agree), 5 (Agree), and 6 (Strongly agree). In the raw data, the values of

each number and the intervals between the numbers differ from person to person. To

address this shortcoming in the raw data, the Rasch measurement model is used to

transform the raw scores to abstract probabilistic expectations of item difficulty and
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person ability on the same log odds ratios (logits) in the form of a Wright map (Bond

& Fox, 2001). The Rasch model also tests for construct unidimensionality, which

means that the questionnaire items measure a single construct.

Criteria for Rating Scale Functioning

There are six key points to investigate the construct validity of variables with

the Rasch measurement scale. Linacre (1999) suggested the six criteria for

evaluating scale effectiveness. First, each category should have at least 10

observations. The category frequencies provide the distribution and the number of

responses per categories. Categories with low frequencies indicate unnecessary or

redundant categories that should be collapsed into adjacent categories. Second, each

category should be peaked, thus forming unimodal distributions peaking in central or

extreme categories. Third, average measures advance monotonically with category.

Fourth, the outfit mean-square statistics should be less than 2.0. Values greater than

2.0 suggest that there is more unexplained noise than explained noise. Fifth,

threshold calibrations should increase with the rating scale category. Last, the

category threshold (category separation) should be separated by at least 1.51 logits
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for a 3-point scale, 1.10 logits for a 4-point scale, and .81 logits for a 5-point scale

(Wolfe & Smith, 2007). Extending those criteria, Elwood (2011) proposed that

categories should be separated by at least .59 logits for a 6-point scale and .41 logits

for a 7-point scale. Because a 6-point scale was used in this study, the separation

criterion of .59 logits was adopted. The category threshold estimate is represented by

the intersection of probability curves of each category and shows the distance

between categories. A category threshold is the point where students have a 50%

probability of choosing either of two response categories.

Item fit statistics show the extent to which each item’s performance matches

the expectation made by the Rasch model. Fitting items imply a unidimensional

variable. Fit statistics are reported as two chi-square ratios: Infit mean square

(MNSQ) and outfit MNSQ statistics. Infit MNSQ is a transformation of the residuals,

the difference between the predicted and the observed values. The infit MNSQ

statistic gives relatively more weight to the performances of persons closer to the

item’s difficulty estimate. Outfit MNSQ is an unweighted estimate of the degree to

which an item fits the Rasch model. For this reason, infit MNSQ is more important

than the outfit MNSQ statistic (Bond & Fox, 2001, p. 43). The expected values are
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1.0 for both the infit and outfit MNSQ statistics. Values between .50 and 1.50 are

generally regarded as acceptable (Linacre, 2012a).

Another indicator of item fit is the point-measure correlation, which is

defined as “a statistic used to estimate the degree of relationship between a naturally

occurring dichotomous nominal scale and an interval (or ratio) scale” (Brown 1988,

p. 150). The maximal point measure correlations range from .30 to .70 (Allen & Yen,

1979). Accordingly, point-measure correlation estimates above .30 indicate no

significant misfit.

The standardized form of the infit and outfit statistics is reported as a ¢

statistic. The ¢ values should have a mean near 0.00 and a standard deviation near

one. The acceptable values of a ¢ statistic fall between -2.00 and +2.00 (Bond & Fox,

2001). Negative values indicate less variation than modeled, while positive values

indicate more variation than modeled.

Rasch Reliability and Separation Statistics

Rasch person reliability index is an estimate of the replicability of person

placement that can be expected if this sample of persons were given another set of
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items measuring the same construct. In contrast, Rasch item reliability is an estimate

of replicability of item placement within a hierarchy of items along the measured

variable if these same items were to be given to another sample of comparable

ability. 0.00 and 1.00 bind the Rasch person reliability and item reliability estimates,

which are analogous to Cronbach’s alpha. Reliability estimates above .70 are

acceptable (Elifson, Runyon, & Harber, 1998).

The Rasch item separation index is an estimate of the spread or separation of

items on the measured variable. It is expressed in standard error units, that is the

adjusted item standard deviation divided by the average measurement error. The

desirable values for the person separation and the item separation are respectively

above 2.00 (Bond & Fox, 2001).

Rasch PCA of Item Residuals

Standardized residual variance is another indicator to confirm construct

validity of one variable. There are five conditions for unidimensionality: (a) person

and item reliability is sufficiently high > .70; (b) person and item separation is

sufficiently high > 2.0, (c) no items misfit the Rasch model; (d) the point measure
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correlation between items in contrasting sub-groups is sufficiently high > .70 (Allen

& Yen, 1979); (e) the variance explained by measures is above 60% and the first

residual contrast is below 3%; and (e) the items are logically related to one another.

The guidelines for correlation are generally presented as follows: a weak

relationship, » =£0.01 to £0.30; a moderate relationship, » = +0.31 to +£0.70; a strong

relationship, » = +0.71 to £0.99, a perfect relationship, and » = £1.00; and no

relationship, » = 0 (Elifson et al., 1998, p. 194). Table 11 shows the rating scale

instrument quality criteria in the Rasch model.

Structural Equation Modeling

Structural equation modeling (SEM) is a statistical methodology that takes a

hypothesis-testing approach and represents causal relationships among latent

variables (independent variables) and observed variables (dependent variables) in

terms of the degree to which latent variables predict dependent variables (Bentler,

1988). SEM is a confirmatory approach to investigating structural relationships

between independent variables and dependent variable(s). The hypothesized model

can be tested in a simultaneous analysis by regression equations. SEM is used to
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investigate if the data fit a hypothesized model, by linking the observed variables to

the latent variables. SEM is the only analysis that allows complete and simultaneous

testing of all relationships (Ullman, 2001).

Table 11. The Rating Scale Instrument Quality Criteria in the Rash Model

Criteria Critical values

Person and item reliability > .70 (Elifson et al., 1998) (e.g., < .67 = poor; .67-8.0
= fair; .81-.90 =good; .91-.94 = very good; > .94 =
excellent, Fisher, 2007, p. 1095)

Person and item separation > 2.00 (Bond & Fox, 2001) (e.g., 2 or less = poor; 2-3
= fair; 3-4 = good; 4-5 = very good; > 5 = excellent,
Fisher, 2007, p. 1095)

Infit and outfit MNSQ range .50-1.50 (Linacre, 2012a)
for item fit

Disattenuated correlation > .80 (correlation/square root of [IR1 x IR2])

between sub-groups (Elifson et al., 1998, p.194)
Variance explained by > 60% (Linacre, 2012a) (e.g., < 50% = poor; 50-60%
the Rasch measures = fair; 60-70% = good; 70-80% = good; > 80% =

excellent, Fisher, 2007, p. 1095)

The first residual contrast < 3% (Linacre, 2012a) (e.g., <15% = poor; 10-15% =
fair; 5-10% = good; 3-5% = very good; < 3% =
excellent, Fisher, 2007, p. 1095)

Outfit MNSQ in the category < 2.00 (Linacre, 1999)
function statistics

Category threshold logits for a 3-point scale; 1.10 logits for a 4-point
scale; .81 logits for a 5-point scale (Wolfe & Smith,
2007); .59 logits for a 6-point scale, and .41 logits for
a 7-point scale (Elwood, 2011)
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Basic Concepts of SEM

The model is operationalized by path diagrams among the variables, and the

model-fitting process is represented by the format: Data = Model + Residual (error).

Rectangles are observed (measured) variables; ovals are unobserved (latent)

variables, and lines represent regression paths. The model in this study is based on

Peng and Woodrow’s (2010) L2 WTC path model in the Chinese EFL classroom, in

which three independent variables—state L2 communicative confidence, positive

classroom environment, and L2 learning motivation—had positive relationships with

L2 WTC. In this study, frequency of L2 communication was added as another

dependent variable to test the degree to which state L2 communicative confidence,

positive classroom environment, and L2 learning motivation predict frequency of L2

communication as well as L2 WTC. All structural models were tested using SPSS

Amos Version 19.

SEM Fit Indices

The goodness-of-fit of a hypothesized model under test is represented by

point of distance between the independent model, in which all correlations are zero,
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and the saturated model at the other extreme (Byrne, 2011, 79). There are various

indices to examine goodness-of-fit. In this study, the following nine indices were

used: A chi-square (?) represented by CMIN, DF (degree of freedom), CMIN/DF

(minimum discrepancy), GFI (the goodness-of-fit index), AGFI (the adjusted

goodness-of-fit index), PGFI (the parsimony-based index), CFI (the comparative fit

index), RMSEA (the root mean square error of approximation), and RMSEA 90% CI.

Key points are that the values of CMIN/DF should be reduced, the values of GFI,

AGFI, CFI be in the 90s, the values of PGFI be in the .05s, and the values of

RMSEA be made lower between .05 and .08 (Byrne, 2001, pp. 79-85). The values of

standardized residual covariance, which are analogous to Z scores, should be less

than 2.58 in the standardized residual covariance matrix (Byrne, 2001, p. 88-90).

Class Observation

The purpose of the class observations was to investigate how the students

used English and how many turns they took and used interjections. The duration of

students’ discussion was 11 minutes 42 seconds in the first observation and 22

minutes 29 seconds in the second observation. Students’ transcribed data for the first
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10 minutes were used in this analysis. Their tasks were reading authentic materials

chosen by the teacher. The used articles were The Shoganai spirit (Du Bois, 2009,

April 24) and Population drops for third straight year; 25% are elderly (AFP-J1JI,

KYODO, 2014, April 15), which were English Web news articles. The tasks were

designed for an interactive problem solving activities.

The study of class observation was a replication of Dérnyei and Kormos’

(2000) study. They examined the predictors of students’ verbal behaviors in a pair

work of argumentative task with 46 students (aged 16-17). They were in the

intermediate level English in five classes. They found that L2 WTC, linguistic

confidence, attitudes toward the English course and the task were significantly

correlated to the number of words and turns. For instance, significant correlations

were found between L2 WTC and the number of speech turns (» = .36) and between

attitudes toward the English course and the number of words (» =.39).

Semi-Structured Interviews

The semi-structured interviews were conducted to “expand the scope and

breadth of a study by using different methods in different components” (Miles &
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Huberman, 1994, p. 41). Miles and Huberman (1994) stated that the use of a coding

system promotes systematic data reduction and transforms qualitative data into a

visible matrix. Codes are defined as “tags or labels for assigning units of meaning to

the descriptive or inferential information compiled during a study” (p. 56).

Following Barkhuizen (2007), Dérnyei (2007), and Ellis and Barkhuizen

(2005), a qualitative content analysis was performed. Ellis and Barkhuizen explained

that in a qualitative content analysis, each unit is identified by looking for a key

word or phrase to express the students’ perception; the units are provided with code

names, which represent the students’ language data. In this study, the transcribed

data were categorized using codes, and themes were provided based on the

frequency of occurrence of the codes.
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CHAPTER 4

INSTRUMENT VALIDATION

In this chapter, the steps for data analyses are explained. Principal component

analysis and the Rasch item principal components/contrast analysis are described.

Initial Data Screening

The data from the two questionnaires were combined (N = 285 for the first

questionnaire, N = 179 for the second questionnaire). Out of the total 464 students,

27 persons were eliminated because they did not respond to one or more variables (6

or more items). Each variable was measured with six items. Before PCA was

employed, the data set of 437 persons was screened to check the accuracy of input,

missing data, skewness and kurtosis for each variable. In addition, six assumptions

were checked: Sample size and missing data, normality, linearity, outliers among

cases, absence of multicollinearity and singularity, and factorability of R. The two

data sets of Questionnaires 1 and 2 were screened together.
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Sample Size and Missing Data

Tabachnick and Fidell (2001) suggested a sample size of 100 as poor, 200 as

fair, 300 as good, 500 as very good, and 1,000 as excellent. They stated that at least

300 cases are needed for factor analysis and the present study with a sample size of

437 exceeds that value. In this study, several missing cases were replaced by the

average scores in each item because there were eight missing cases, which was less

than 5% of participants. Descriptive statistics were calculated, including mean,

standard deviation, variance, skewness, kurtosis, minimum, and maximum. The

skewness and kurtosis statistics were within the range of +2 and -2, respectively for

all 66 items (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001, p. 73).

Outliers

Univariate outliers were inspected by transforming the raw data with z-scores.

Because the criterion of z-scores was > 3.29 (p <.001, two-tailed test), the cases that

had more than the 3.29 z-score values were eliminated. There were 24 univariate

outliers. Next, multivariate outliers were then checked with linear regression using

serial numbers as a dummy independent variable to obtain Mahalanobis distances.
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The criterion for multivariate outliers is Mahalanobis distance at p < .001.

Mahalanobis distance is evaluated > with degree of freedom equal to the number of

variables. In this study, with 66 predictors, any case with a Mahalanobis distance

greater than y? (65) = 99.607 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001, p. 933) is a multivariate

outlier. Fifty-three cases were eliminated as multivariate outliers. Consequently, the

N-size reduced to 360 persons.

Normality

In order to check the normality of the data, histograms were checked for all

items. Descriptive statistics were checked, and no ceiling effect or floor effects were

present. The skewness and kurtosis statistics were within the criterion between +2

(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001, p. 73).

Linearity

Linearity among pairs of variables was assessed through the inspection of

scatterplots. Because it was impractical to check all 66 variables, a spot check was
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run with 20 randomly selected combinations. No curvilinear relationships were

found.

Absence of Multicollinearity, Singularity, and Factorability of R

When variables are highly correlated (» > .90), multicollinearity occurs

(Berry, 1993). When variables are perfectly correlated (» = 1.00), singularity occurs.

There was no singularity. However, multicollinearity was found for three sets of

variables. The correlation coefficient estimates between Communication Anxiety

Inside the Classroom (CAIC) and Desire to Learn English (DLE) (r = .943; p <.05),

between Communication Anxiety Inside the Classroom (CAIC) and Task

Orientation (TO) (» =.928; p <.05), and between Communication Anxiety Inside

the Classroom (CAIC) and WTC Inside the Classroom (WTCIC) (»r =.979; p <.05)

were above the critical value of .90. Multicollinearity was also found between Test 2

and L2 Motivation (» =.933; p <.05), yet Test 2 had significant correlations with

WTC for Planned and Prepared Utterances (WTCPPU) (r = .48, p <.05) and WTC

for Unplanned and Spontaneous Utterances (WTCUSU) (» = .43, p <.05). It was

difficult to choose items that I should eliminate because they were correlated
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complexly. Multicollinear items are eliminated in the process of PCA, so all these

variables were retained tentatively.

The factorability of R was assessed using Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin’s (KMO)

measure of sampling adequacy. The KMO value was .897, which exceeded the .60

criterion (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001, p. 633).

Results of Principal Component Analysis

Principal component analysis reveals a maximum number of factors as an

initial step in factor analysis (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). To investigate the

dimensionality of the data, a principal component analysis with Promax rotation with

Kaiser Normalization was performed for 66 items through SPSS Factor for a sample

of 360 respondents. In the first analysis, eight items—Desire to Learn English 5

(DLES), Communication Anxiety Outside the Classroom 2 (CAOC?2), Perceived

Communicative Competence Outside the Classroom 2 (PCCOC2), Willingness To

Communicate Inside the Classroom 4 (WTCIC4), Communication Anxiety Inside

the Classroom 1 (CAIC1), Communication Anxiety Inside the Classroom 4 (CAIC4),

Perceived Communicative Competence Inside the Classroom 1 (PCCIC1), and
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Perceived Communicative Competence Inside the Classroom 4 (PCCIC4)— were

eliminated because they had complex loadings with the estimates more than .32. A

nine-factor solution was selected because the scree plot confirmed the adequacy of

the extraction. As Table 12 shows, factor correlation coefficients for nine extracted

factors were all above .32 with 58 items. The reliability of each factor was estimated

using Cronbach’s alpha. The alpha values for the nine factors were considered

adequate because they exceeded .70. Although the communality value (/#?) for item

Desire to Learn English 1 (DLE1) was low with a value of .35, with the estimates for

the other items being sufficiently high ranging from .49 to .90, item DLE1 was

retained tentatively. The nine factors were labeled based on the hypothesized

constructs on the Classroom Environment, Motivation, Communicative Confidence,

and WTC Questionnaire (see Appendices A for the Japanese version and B for the

English version).
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Table 12. 58-ltem Classroom Environment, Motivation, Communicative Confidence,

and WTC Measure Rotated Pattern Matrix for the Principal Component Analysis

ltem F1  F2 F3 F4 F7 F8 F9 N2
D-MI3 89 77
D-MI5 88 78
D-MI4 82 68
D-MI6 81 72
E-DLE3 78 68
E-DLE2 77 64
E-DLE4 74 62
D-MI1 69 51
D-MI2 67 59
E-DLE6 67 54
E-DLE1 50 35
G-CAOCS6 (Rev.) 88 85
I-PCCOC6 86 86
G-CAOC4 (Rev.) 83 83
I-PCCOC4 83 83
I-PCCOC3 82 84
G-CAOC3 (Rev.) 81 82
G-CAOC5 (Rev.) 81 79
G-CAOC1 (Rev.) 80 79
I-PCCOC1 79 81
I-PCCOC5 79 81
K-WTCOC5 90 74
K-WTCOC6 87 67
K-WTCOC1 85 74
K-WTCOC4 83 68
K-WTCOC3 80 72
K-WTCOC2 71 63
J-WTCIC5 60 66
J-WTCIC6 59 63
A-GC2 .89 85
A-GC4 88 77
A-GC3 87 79
A-GC5 87 70
A-GC6 83 73
A-GC1 77 73
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Table 12 (continued)

Item F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 Fé6 F7 F8 F9 h?
B-TS3 .86 .69
B-TS4 .81 72
B-TS5 .79 .75
B-TS2 .78 .67
B-TS6 a7 .63
B-TS1 .64 49
F-CAIC5 (Rev.) .89 .79
F-CAIC6 (Rev.) .88 .78
F-CAIC2 (Rev.) .83 .70
F-CAIC3 (Rev.) .83 .73
H-PCCIC5 .90 .76
H-PCCIC6 .88 .73
H-PCCIC3 .82 .68
H-PCCIC2 .80 .66
C-TO4 .85 73
C-TO2 .82 .69
C-TO1 75 .70
C-TO3 72 .59
C-TO5 .68 .54
C-TO6 52 .51
J-WTCIC2 97 .90
J-WTCIC1 .94 .86
J-WTCIC3 91 .83
Variance 2184 15.06 860 6.77 566 425 3.70 2.672.55

Cronbach’s a R. .93 .95 .91 .93 .89 .89 .87 .87 .93

Eigenvalue 12.67 873 499 392 328 247 215 155148

I-I Correlation .55 .65 .54 .70 .58 .89 .63 .53 .83

Note. N = 360. K = 58. Extraction Method: Principal component analysis; Rotation
Method: Promax with Kaiser Normalization. Ml = Motivational Intensity; DLE =
Desire to Learn English; CAOC (Rev.) = Communication Anxiety Outside the
Classroom (Reversed); PCCOC (Rev.) = Perceived Communicative Competence
Outside the Classroom (Reversed); WTCOC = WTC Outside the Classroom;
WTCIC = WTC Inside the Classroom; GC = Group Cohesiveness; TS = Teacher
Support; CAIC (Rev.) = Communication Anxiety Inside the Classroom (Reversed);
PCCIC = Perceived Communicative Competence Inside the Classroom; TO = Task
Orientation; Cronbach’s a R. = Cronbach’s a Reliability. I-I Correlation = Mean inter-
item correlation.
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Factor 1: L2 Learning Motivation

An item measuring Desire to Learn English (DLE 5) was eliminated because

it had a complex loading. Six items from Part D: Motivation Intensity (MI1-6) and

five items from Part E: Desire to Learn English (DLE]I, 2, 3, 4, and 6) loaded on

factor 1, which was named L2 Learning Motivation. Sample items were MI3, If

English were not taught at school, I would like to study on my own, and DLE2, I

would read English newspapers or magazines outside my English course work. The

Cronbach’s a reliability estimate of factor 1 was .93. Although I assumed that .2

Learning Motivation was made up of two variables, Motivational Intensity and

Desire to Learn English were identified as one variable (6 +5 =11 items)

Factor 2: State L2 Communicative Confidence Outside the Classroom

Two Items, Communication Anxiety Outside the Classroom 2 (CAOC?2) and

Perceived Communicative Competence Outside the Classroom 2 (PCCOC2) were

eliminated in PCA because they had complex loadings. Five items from Part G:

Communication Anxiety Outside the Classroom (CAOCI, 3, 4, 5, and 6) and five
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items from Part I: Perceived Communicative Competence Outside the Classroom

(PCCOCI, 3, 4, 5, and 6) loaded on factor 2, which was named State L2

Communicative Confidence Outside the Classroom, which was regarded as a latent

variable. Two items, CAOC2 and PCCOC2 were eliminated in PCA. Two observed

variables including Communication Anxiety Outside the Classroom (CAOC) and

Perceived Communicative Competence Outside the Classroom (PCCOC) make

latent variables of State L2 Communicative Confidence Outside the Classroom. The

dimensionality of those items is examined in Rasch analysis in a later section.

Sample items were CAOCA4, [ feel nervous when I talk with a salesperson in a store

in English while traveling abroad, and CAOC®6, [ feel nervous when I talk with a

stranger in English on the bus, PCCOCI. The Cronbach’s « reliability estimate

was .95.

Factor 3: L2 WTC for Unplanned and Spontaneous Utterances

Six items from Part K: WTC Outside the Classroom (WTCOC1-6) and two

items from Part J: WTC Inside the Classroom (WTCICS and 6) loaded on factor 3,

which was named L2 WTC for Unplanned and Spontaneous Utterances (WTCUSU).
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Factor 3 was a new and remade factor. Sample items were WTCOCS, I am willing to

talk with an acquaintance in English in an elevator, WTCOC®6, [ am willing to talk

with a stranger in English on the bus, and WTCICS, I am willing to ask someone to

repeat in English what they just said in English. A Cronbach’s a reliability estimate

was .91.

Factor 4: Group Cohesiveness

Six items from Part A: Group Cohesiveness (GC1- 6) loaded on factor 4,

which was named Group Cohesiveness (GC). Sample items were GC2, [ like the

group I am, and GC3, I enjoy interacting my group members very much. The

Cronbach’s « reliability estimate was .93.

Factor 5: Teacher Support

Six items from Part B: Teacher Support (TS1-6) loaded on factor 5, which

was named Teacher Support (TS). Sample items were TS3, The teacher moves about

the class to talk with us, and TS4, The teacher helps us when we have trouble with

an activity in class. The Cronbach’s « reliability estimate was .89.
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Factor 6: Communication Anxiety inside the Classroom

Two items measuring Communication Anxiety Inside the Classroom (CAICI

and CAIC4) were eliminated in PCA because they had complex loadings. Four items

from Part F: Communication Anxiety Inside the Classroom (CAIC2, 3, 5, and 6)

loaded on factor 6, which was named Communication Anxiety Inside the Classroom

(CAIC). Sample items were CAIC2, [ feel nervous when I interview someone in

English asking questions from the textbook, and CAIC3, I feel nervous when I give a

short speech in English about my hometown with notes. The Cronbach’s a reliability

estimate was .89.

Factor 7: Perceived Communicative Competence Inside the Classroom

Two items measuring Perceived Communicative Competence Inside the

Classroom (PCCIC1 and PCCIC4) were eliminated in PCA because they had

complex loadings. Five items from Part H: Perceived Communicative Competence

Inside the Classroom (PCCIC2, 3, 5, and 6) loaded on factor 7, which was named

Perceived Communicative Competence Inside the Classroom (PCCIC). Sample
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items were PCCIC2, [ can interview someone in English asking questions from the

textbook, PCCIC3, and I can give a short speech in English about my hometown with

notes. The Cronbach’s « reliability estimate was .87.

Factor 8: Task Orientation

Six items from Part C: Task Orientation (TO1-6) loaded on factor 8, which

was named Task Orientation. Sample items were TO2, Tasks designed in this class

are attractive, and TO4, Activities in English class are clearly and carefully planned.

The Cronbach’s o reliability estimate was .87.

Factor 9: L2 WTC for Planned and Prepared Utterances

An item measuring WTC Inside the Classroom (WTCIC4) was eliminated in

PCA because it had a complex loading with estimates > .32 on Factor 3 and Factor 9.

Three items from Part J: WTC Inside the Classroom (WTCIC1-3) loaded on factor 9,

which was named WTC for Planned Prepared Utterances (WTCPPU). Factor 9 was

a new and remade factor. Sample items were WTCIC1, I am willing to interview

someone in English asking my own original questions, WTCIC2, I am willing to
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interview someone in English asking questions from the textbook, and WTCIC3,

am willing to give a short speech in English about my hometown with notes. The

Cronbach’s « reliability estimate was .93, which is sufficiently high.

Rasch Analysis of Item Fit and Item Residuals

The Rasch principal components analyses of item residuals were performed

on 58 items that make up the nine factors to investigate the construct validity using

WINSTEPS version 3.75.0 (Linacre, 2012b): (a) L2 Learning Motivation (MI), (b)

State L2 Communicative Confidence Outside the Classroom (CCOC), (¢c) L2 WTC

for Unplanned and Spontaneous Utterances (WTCUSU), (d) Group Cohesiveness

(GC), (e) Teacher Support (TS), (f) Communication Anxiety Inside the Classroom

(CAIC), (g) Perceived Communicative Competence Inside the Classroom (PCCIC),

(h) Task Orientation (TO), and (i) L2 WTC for Planned and Prepared Utterances

(WTCPPU). For all these factors, a 6-point Likert scale was used. The descriptors

varied according to the variable. For Perceived Communicative Competence Inside

the Classroom (PCCIC) and Perceived Communicative Competence Outside the

Classroom (PCCOC), a 6-point scale (i.e., 1 = Never can do; 2 = Cannot do; 3 =
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Cannot do well; 4 = Can do a little; 5 = Can do; 6 = Can do well) was used. For the

variables for L2 WTC for Planned and Prepared Utterances (WTCPPU) and L2

WTC for Unplanned and Spontaneous Utterances (WTCUSU), a 6-point scale (i.e.,

1 = Most unlikely; 2 = Unlikely; 3 = Moderately unlikely;, 4 = Moderately likely; 5 =

Likely; and 6 = Most likely) was used. For the other variables, a 6-point scale (i.e., 1

= Strongly disagree. 2 = Disagree; 3= Moderately disagree; 4 = Moderately agree; 5

= Agree; and 6 = Strongly agree) was used. Because the L2 WTC variables represent

the students’ intention to use English in their imaginary or hypothetical situations, it

is rational to use likely or unlikely as descriptors of the Likert scale.

Factor 1: L2 Learning Motivation

The Rasch statistics for the 11 items measuring L2 Learning Motivation are

displayed in Table 13. Item DLES was eliminated in the PCA analysis. The construct

of L2 Learning Motivation was made up of motivational intensity (items MI1-MI6)

and desire to learn English (items DLE1-4 and DLE6). As Table 13 shows, the infit

and outfit MNSQ values for item DLE1 were 1.85 and 1.86, respectively, exceeding

the acceptable range of .50-1.50 (Linacre, 2012a). When the most misfitting
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responses strings for the item were checked, 40 persons, who accounted for more

than 10% of the N-size, contributed to the item misfit. Therefore, item DLE1 was

eliminated.

Table 13. Rasch ltem Fit Statistics for the 11-item L2 Learning Motivation Subscale

Infit Outfit Point-measure

ltem Measure SE MNSQ Infit ¢ MNSQ Outfit ¢ correlation
MI1 1.20 .07 1.01 2 1.01 2 .66
DLE4 .06 .06 1.26 2.9 1.23 2.9 75
MI2 .38 .06 .87 -1.8 .87 -1.8 74
DLE1 .33 .06 1.86 9.3 1.86 9.3 .56
Mi4 15 .06 g7 -3.3 g7 -3.3 .79
DLEG6 .02 .06 1.24 3.0 1.24 3.0 71
DLE3 -12 .06 .65 5.4 .65 -5.5 .81
DLE2 -.18 .06 1.08 1.1 1.08 1.1 .76
MI3 -.51 .06 .76 -3.5 .76 -3.5 .84
MI5 =71 .06 .60 -6.2 .60 -6.2 .85
MI6 -1.02 .06 .93 -9 .93 -9 .81

M .00 .06 .98 -6 1.00 -4

SD .59 .00 .31 4.1 .34 4.3
Note. N = 360.

The Rasch statistics for the ten items designed to measure L2 Learning

Motivation are displayed in Table 14. As shown in Table 13, item MI6 was the

easiest item to endorse with an item difficulty of -1.09, while item MI1was the most

difficult to endorse with an item difficulty estimate of 1.36. The item difficulties

ranged from 1.36 through 1.09 with a mean of 0.00 (SD = .67). The infit and outfit
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MNSQ statistics of all ten items were within the .50-1.50 range (Linacre, 2012a).

The point-measure correlation coefficients were acceptably high, as they ranged

from .66 to .87. Consequently, all ten items fit the model.

Table 14. Rasch Item Fit Statistics for the 10-item L2 Learning Motivation Subscale

Infit Outfit Point-measure
ltem Measure SE MNSQ Infitt MNSQ Ouffit t correlation
MI1 1.36 .07 1.16 2.0 1.18 2.2 .66
DLE4 .55 .07 1.38 4.6 1.35 4.2 75
MI2 .46 .07 .96 -5 .97 -4 73
Mi4 .20 .07 .88 -1.6 .90 -1.3 .79
DLE6 .06 .07 1.27 3.4 1.31 3.8 72
DLE3 -1.00 .07 .70 -4.6 74 -3.7 .81
DLE2 -17 .07 1.18 24 1.18 2.3 T7
MI3 -52 .07 .75 -3.8 74 -3.7 .86
MI5 -75 .07 .61 -6.2 .60 -6.1 .87
MI6 -1.09 .07 .94 -.8 .93 -9 .83
M .00 .07 .98 -5 .99 -4
SD .67 .00 .25 3.4 .24 3.3
Note. N = 360.

The category structure of the 6-point scale for L2 Learning Motivation was

examined. Table 15 shows that each category had more than ten observations, the

average measures were properly ordered, and the outfit MNSQ statistics were in the

acceptable range (< 2.0; Linacre, 1999). The structure measures were properly

ordered. The thresholds or categories were distinctly different (between .59 and 5.0

logits; Elwood, 2011). Consequently, the 6-point rating scale was used. The L2
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learning motivation subscale yielded a Rasch item reliability (separation) estimate

0f .99 (9.54), and a person reliability (separation) estimate of .92 (3.37).

Table 15. Category Function Statistics for the 10-item L2 Learning Motivation
Subscale

Average  Outfit  Structure Category

Category Count (%) measure MNSQ measure Measure

1 Strongly disagree 279 (8) -2.76 1.22 NONE (-4.28)
2 Disagree 602 (17) -1.47 1.03 -3.07 -2.25
3 Moderately disagree 909 (25) -.35 .94 -1.25 -.57
4 Moderately agree 974 (27) .68 .88 14 .88
5 Agree 503 (14) 1.57 .93 1.77 2.21
6 Strongly agree 333 (9) 2.53 1.04 2.41 (-3.79)
Note. N = 360.

The dimensionality of the items designed to measure L2 Learning Motivation
was investigated using the Rasch PCA of item residuals. Table 16 displays Rasch
standardized residual variance results for L2 Learning Motivation subscale. The
Rasch measures accounted for 65.9% of the variance (eigenvalue = 19.3), which
exceeded the critical value of 60%. The first residual contrast accounted for 6.7% of
the variance (eigenvalue = 2.0). The eigenvalue was well below the 3.0 eigenvalue
criterion (Linacre, 2012a); therefore, the items formed an acceptably unidimensional

construct.
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Table 16. Rasch Standardized Residual Variance Results for L2 Learning
Motivation Subscale

Eigenvalue Percent
Total raw variance in observations 29.2 100.0
Raw variance explained by measures 19.3 65.9
Raw variance explained by persons 11.8 40.2
Raw variance explained by items 7.5 25.7
Raw unexplained variance (total) 10.0 341
Unexplained variance in 1st contrast 2.0 6.7

The Wright map (Figure 4) indicates that the majority of items are located in
a relatively narrow range between 1.36 and -1.09 logits; thus, they were similarly
endorsable. As Figure 4 shows, item MI1, Think I study hard was the most difficult
to endorse item, while item MI6, Study English after graduation was the easiest to
endorse. In contrast to the relatively narrow range of item difficulty estimates, the
person ability distribution ranged widely from 4.94 to -6.75 with a mean of .05 (SD
= 1.76), indicating the items were generally a little easy to endorse. Although
students did not think they were studying hard, but they were likely to continue
studying English after graduation. The empirical item hierarchy reflects their

awareness of importance of studying English for their future.
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Figure 4. Wright map for L2 Learning Motivation (6-point scale). N = 360; M = mean;

S =1S8D; T =2 SD; Each # is 3 persons; Each . is 1 to 2 persons. The figure is

truncated.

Factor 2: State L2 Communicative Confidence Outside the Classroom

The Rasch statistics for the ten items designed to measure State .2

Communicative Confidence Outside the Classroom are displayed in Table 17. An

item measuring Communication Anxiety Outside the Classroom 2 (item CAOC?2)

and an item measuring Perceived Communicative Competence Outside the

Classroom 2 (item PCCOC?2) were eliminated in the PCA. State L2 Communicative

Confidence Outside the Classroom was made up of two components: Perceived



Communicative Competence Outside the Classroom (items PCCOC1, PCCOC3,

PCCOC4, PCCOCS5, and PCCOC6) and Communication Anxiety Outside the

Classroom (Reversed items CAOC1, CAOC3, CAOC4, CAOCS, and CAOC6). The

infit MNSQ and outfit MNSQ values for all ten items were within the acceptable

range of .50-1.50 (Linacre, 2012a). Because the point measure correlation estimates

were sufficiently high, as they ranged from .74 to .81, all ten items fit the model.

Table 17. Rasch Item Fit Statistics for the 10-item State L2 Communicative

Confidence Subscale

Infit Infit Outfit Outfit Point-measure
ltems Measure SE MNSQ t MNSQ t correlation

CAOC3 .31 .06 .98 -.20 .96 -5 .74
CAOC4 .28 .06 .89 -1.50 .95 -6 .75
CAOCs6 .21 .06 1.03 40 .98 -2 .78
CAOC1 12 .06 1.05 71 1.07 .9 .74
CAOC5 .09 .06 1.08 1.10 1.09 1.1 .74
PCCOC5 -14 .06 1.09 1.30 1.04 .6 .76
PCCOC6 -15 .06 .95 -.70 .90 -1.3 .81
PCCOC1 -.18 .06 .94 -.80 .97 -4 T7
PCCOC3 -.25 .06 .89 -1.60 .93 -1.0 a7
PCCOC4 -.26 .06 1.04 .50 1.05 4 .75

M .00 .06 .99 -.10 .99 -1

SD 21 .00 .07 1.00 .06 .8

Note. N = 360.

The dimensionality of the 10-item State L2 Communicative Confidence

variable was investigated using the Rasch PCA of item residuals. The Rasch
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measures accounted for 60.8% (Eigenvalue = 15.5), which was more than the critical

value of 60%. The first residual contrast accounted for 23.1% (Eigenvalue = 5.9) of

the variance. The eigenvalue exceeded the 3.0 criterion (Linacre, 2012a); thus the

ten items appeared to measure more than one construct.

Table 18 shows that the standardized residual loadings of the ten items. Items

Perceived Communicative Competence Outside the Classroom (PCCOCl, 3, 4, 5,

and 6) had negative loadings in the upper case; items Communication Anxiety

Outside the Classroom (CAOCI, 3, 4, 5, and 6) had positive loadings in the lower

case, suggesting that the ten items measured two constructs (Linacre, 2012a). The

negatively loading group measured Perceived Communicative Competence Outside

the Classroom, while the positively loading group measured Communication

Anxiety Outside the Classroom.
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Table 18. Standardized Residual Loadings for the 10-item State L2 Communicative
Confidence Subscale

Item Loading Measure Infit MNSQ Outfit MNSQ
PCCOC1 -.73 -.18 .94 .97
PCCOC3 -.76 -.26 .89 .93
PCCOC4 -.80 -.26 1.04 1.05
PCCOC5 -.79 -.14 1.09 1.04
PCCOC6 =77 -.15 .95 .90
CAOC1 71 A2 1.05 1.07
CAOC3 .82 .31 .98 .96
CAOC4 77 .28 .89 .95
CAOC5 77 .09 1.08 1.09
CAOCS6 .76 21 1.03 .98

Note. N = 360.

The correlation between the Rasch person measures for items Perceived

Communicative Competence Outside the Classroom (PCCOCI, 3, 4, 5, and 6) and

items Communication Anxiety Outside the Classroom (CAOCI, 3, 4, 5, and 6)

was .43. The item reliabilities for the former group and the latter group were .52

and .82, respectively. The disattenuated correlation coefficient (.43/ the square root

of .52 x .82) was a moderate relationship with a value of .66 (» = £+ .31 to = .70;

Elifson, et al., 1998, p. 194), suggesting that these two sets did not measure the same

construct. When the 7 ranged from + .71 to + .99, the components are likely

unidimensional (Elifson et al., 1998, p. 194). In sum, State L2 Communicative
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Confidence was made up of two distinct components, Communication Anxiety

Outside the Classroom and Perceived Communicative Competence Outside the

Classroom.

Communication anxiety outside the classroom. The Rasch statistics for the

six items measuring Communication Anxiety Outside the Classroom (CAOC) are

displayed in Table 19. Because Communication Anxiety and Perceived

Communicative Competence are in inverse proportion, the 6-point Likert scale was

reversed for items CAOC. Item CAOCS5 was the most difficult to endorse with an

item difficulty estimate of .28, while item CAOC3 was the easiest item to endorse

with an item difficulty of -.28. The item difficulty estimate ranged from .28 to -.28

with a mean of 0.00 (SD = .22). Both the infit and outfit MNSQ statistics were in the

acceptable range of .50-1.50 (Linacre, 2012a). The point-measure correlation

estimate for each item was sufficiently high, as they ranged from .90 to .92.

Consequently, all five items displayed acceptable fit to the Rasch model.
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Table 19. Rasch Item Fit Statistics for the 5-item Communication Anxiety Outside
the Classroom subscale

Infit Outfit Point-measure
ltem Measure SE MNSQ Infitt MNSQ Ouffitt correlation
CAOC3 27 .09 82 24 .82 2.4 .92
CAOC4 .19 .09 83 22 .86 -1.9 .92
CAOCGb6 .03 .09 1.04 .6 1.02 .3 .92
CAOC1 -.21 .09 1.21 2.5 1.24 2.9 .90
CAOC5 -.28 .09 1.01 2 .99 2 .91
M .00 .09 .98 -3 .99 -2
SD .22 .00 15 1.8 .15 1.9

Note. N = 360.

The category structure of the six categories for Communication Anxiety

Outside the Classroom (CAOC) was examined. Table 20 shows that each category

had more than ten observations, the average measures were properly ordered, the

outfit mean square statistics were in the acceptable range (< 2.0; Linacre, 1999), the

structure measures were properly ordered, and the thresholds for categories were

distinctly different (from .59 to 5.0 logits; Elwood, 2011). This subscale yielded

satisfactory category function with an item reliability (separation) estimate of .82

(2.11), and a person reliability (separation) estimate of .92 (3.29).
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Table 20. Category Function Statistics for the 6-point Communication Anxiety

Outside the Classroom Subscale

Average Outfit Structure  Category
Category (Reversed) Count (%) measure MNSQ measure measure

1 Strongly agree 361 (20) -4.65 1.15 NONE (-5.88)
2 Agree 311 (17) -3.23 T7 -4.72 -3.56

3 Moderately agree 421 (23) -.92 .90 -2.34 -1.21

4 Moderately disagree 404 (22) .75 .93 -.70 1.15

5 Disagree 198 (11) 2.64 1.18 2.36 3.59

6 Strongly disagree 105 (6) 4.40 1.28 4.77 (-5.94)
Note. N = 360.

A Rasch PCA of item residuals was conducted for the five items of
Communication Anxiety Outside the Classroom (items CAOCI, 3, 4, 5, and 6).
Table 21 displays Rasch standardized residual variance results for Communication
Anxiety Outside the Classroom subscale. The Rasch measures accounted for 76.3%
of the variance (eigenvalue = 16.1), which exceeded the critical value of 60%. The
first residual contrast accounted for 7.0% of the variance (eigenvalue = 1.5). The
eigenvalue was well below the 3.0 criterion (Linacre, 2012a); therefore, these five

items formed an acceptably unidimensional construct.
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Table 21. Rasch Standardized Residual Variance Results for the 5-item

Anxiety Outside the Classroom Subscale

Eigenvalue Percent
Total raw variance in observations 211 100.0
Raw variance explained by measures 16.1 76.3
Raw variance explained by persons 14.0 66.1
Raw variance explained by items 2.2 10.2
Raw unexplained variance (total) 5.0 23.7
Unexplained variance in 1st contrast 1.5 7.0

The Wright map in Figure 5 indicates that the majority of items are located in
a relatively narrow range between -.28 and .28 logits; thus, they were similarly
endorsable. Because the four items CAOC 1, 3, 4, 5, and 6 were reversed, item
CAOC3, Answer when asked for directions, was the item the participants felt the
most anxious about. ltem CAOCS, Talk with an acquaintance in an elevator, was the
item they felt the least anxious about. In contrast to the relatively narrow range of
item difficulty estimates, the person ability distribution ranged widely from 7.55 to -

7.50 with a mean of 1.25 (SD = 3.65), which indicates that the items were generally

easy to endorse. The degree to which they felt anxiety outside the classroom

displayed a great deal of variance.
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Providing directions outside the classroom is likely to engender feelings of

anxiety about communication, perhaps because many people find it difficult to

communicate with strangers. In addition, responding to an interlocutor is more

difficult than initiating talk because they have to understand questions and respond

appropriately. In contrast, talking with an acquaintance in an elevator is unlikely to

engender feelings of anxiety. If the interlocutor is an acquaintance, many people can

communicate easily on familiar topics. Personal familiarity is a determinant of

anxiety-free communication. Communication outside the classroom takes place in a

variety of situations. The formality of communication varies depending on factors

such as the situation and the interlocutors’ ages. Outside the classroom, a variety of

people and situations make communication more dynamic and complex.

Accordingly, the empirical item hierarchy reflects different levels of familiarity, the

formality of the situation, and the dynamics of interpersonal relationships.
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Figure 5. Wright map for Communication Anxiety Outside the Classroom (6-point
scale). N =360; M =mean; S=1 SD; T = 2 SD; Each # is 4 persons; Each . is 1-3
persons. Note. The figure is truncated.

Perceived communicative competence outside the classroom. The Rasch

statistics for the five items designed to measure Perceived Communicative

Competence Outside the Classroom (PCCOC) are displayed in Table 22. Item

PCCOC2, Talk to teacher after class, was eliminated because it loaded on two

factors in the PCA. As Table 20 shows, the infit and outfit MNSQ statistics of the

five items were below the 1.50 criterion. Item PCCOC4 was the easiest item to

endorse with an item difficulty of -1.6 while item PCCOCS5 was the most difficult to

endorse with an item difficulty estimate of .15. The item difficulty ranged from .15

to -1.6 with a mean of 0.00 (SD = .13). The point-measure correlation estimates were
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acceptably high, as they ranged from .91 to .93. Consequently, all five items fit the

Rasch model adequately.

Table 22. Rasch Item Fit Statistics for the 5-item Perceived Communicative

Competence Outside the Classroom Subscale

Infit Outfit Point-measure
Iltem Measure SE MNSQ |Infitt MNSQ Outfitt correlation
PCCOC5 15 .09 1.05 .6 .99 -1.0 .92
PCCOC6 12 .09 .93 -8 .89 -1.4 .93
PCCOC1 .05 .09 1.13 1.6 1.16 1.9 .91
PCCOC3 -15 .09 91 -1.1 .92 -1.0 .92
PCCOC4 -.16 .09 .89 -1.4 .90 -1.3 .92
M .00 .09 .98 -2 .97 -4
SD 13 .00 .09 1.1 10 1.2

Note. N = 360.

The category structure of the original six categories for perceived
communicative competence outside the classroom was examined. Table 23 shows
that each category had more than ten observations, the average measures were
properly ordered, the outfit MNSQ statistics were in the acceptable range (< 2.0
logits; Linacre, 1999), the thresholds for categories were between .59 to 5.0 logits
(Elwood, 2011); therefore, the 6-point rating scale was used. This subscale yielded
adequate category function with an item reliability (separation) estimate of .52 (1.03),

a person reliability (separation) estimate of .93 (3.63).
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Table 23. Category Function Statistics for the 6-point Perceived Communicative

Competence Outside the Classroom Subscale

Average  Outfit  Structure  Category

Category Count (%) measure MNSQ measure measure
1 Never can do 259 (12) -4.81 1.12 None (-5.73)
2 Cannot do 433 (20) -2.43 1.08 -4.60 -3.16
3 Cannotdo sowell 444 (21) -73 .91 -1.66 -.84
4 Can do a little 466 (22) .78 .82 .05 .99
5 Can do 352 (16) 2.52 .81 1.87 3.14
6 Can do well 206 (10) 3.72 1.42 4.33 (-5.49)
Note. N = 360.

A Rasch PCA of item residuals was conducted for the five items (PCCOCI,
3,4, 5, and 6) measuring Perceived Communicative Competence Outside the
Classroom. Table 24 displays Rasch standardized residual variance results for
Perceived Communicative Competence Outside the Classroom Subscale. The Rasch
measures accounted for 79.8% of the variance (eigenvalue = 19.8), which exceeded
the critical value of 60% sufficiently. The first residual contrast accounted for 5.9%
of the variance (eigenvalue = 1.5). The eigenvalue was well below the 3.0 criterion;

therefore, these five items formed an acceptably unidimensional construct.
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Table 24. Rasch Standardized Residual Variance Results for Perceived
Communicative Competence Outside the Classroom Subscale

Eigenvalue Percent
Total raw variance in observations 24.8 100.0
Raw variance explained by measures 19.8 79.8
Raw variance explained by persons 17.5 70.7
Raw variance explained by items 23 9.1
Raw Unexplained variance (total) 5.0 20.2
Unexplained variance in 1st contrast 1.5 59

The Wright map (Figure 6) indicates that the majority of items are located in

an extremely narrow range between .15 and -.16 logits, indicating that they all were

similarly endorsable. As Figure 6 shows, many students felt the least competent for

item PCCOCS, Talk with an acquaintance in an elevator, was the most difficult to

endorse, while item PCCOC3, Answer when asked for directions, was the easiest to

endorse. In contrast, the person distribution ranged widely from 7.76 to -.7.96 with a

mean of -.28 (SD = 3.91), indicating that the items were generally difficult to

endorse. The degree to which students felt competent displayed a great deal of

variance.

Talking with an acquaintance in an elevator is likely to endanger feeling of

competence because the students find it difficult to find a topic that fits to the

acquaintance promptly in such an unexpected and ill-prepared meeting. When they
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do not have sufficient knowledge about the interlocutor, psychological stress
increases and perceived competence reduces while talking with one another. In
contrast, providing directions does not require the use of complex syntax or low
frequency vocabulary. People then can manage to answer questions with simple
phrases. Although communication anxiety may increase because of a stranger,
people appear to be competent in giving directions than talking without any specific
topic. The empirical item hierarchy reflects the dynamics of interpersonal

relationships and linguistic difficulty.

More competent persons | More difficult to endorse items
2 +
Hi |
I
1 HHHHHHEE +
|
I
M |S PCOCS: Talk with an acqua intance in an elevator
+M PCOCS6: Talk with a strang er on the bus
0 HHHH# |S PCOCLIL: Talk with internat ional students on campus
M M| PCOC4: Talk with a salesp erson in a store/PCOC3: Answer
| when asked for dir ections
I
-1 HEHHIH +
I
HHHHE |
I
-2 HEHHIH +
Less competent persons + Less difficult to endorse items

Figure 6. Wright map for Perceived Communicative Competence Outside the
Classroom (6-point scale). N =360; M=mean; S=1S8SD; T=2 SD; Each#is 3
persons; Each . is 1-2 persons. Note. The figure is truncated.
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Factor 3: L2 WTC for Unplanned and Spontaneous Utterances

The Rasch statistics for the eight items measuring WTC for Unplanned and

Spontaneous Utterances (WTCUSU) are displayed in Table 25. The eight items

include the six items measuring WTC Outside the Classroom (WTCOCI1-

WTCOCS6) and the two items measuring L2 WTC Inside the Classroom (WTCICS

and WTCICG6). Item WTCICS, Ask someone to repeat what they just said in English,

and item WTCICG6, Ask the meaning of words I do not know in English, originated

from the items designed to measure WTC Inside the Classroom, but these two items

loaded on the WTC Outside the Classroom factor. Therefore, the third factor was

named L2 WTC for Unplanned and Spontaneous Utterances. As stated in Table 22,

item WTCICS was the easiest item to endorse with an item difficulty estimate of -.95,

while item WTCOC6 was the most difficult to endorse with an item difficulty

estimate of 1.13. The item difficulty ranged from 1.13 to -.95 with a mean of 0.00

(SD = .67). The infit and outfit MNSQ statistics were within the acceptable range

of .50-1.50 (Linacre, 2012a). The point-measure correlation coefficients were

acceptably high, as they ranged from .74 to .81. Consequently, all the eight items fit

the Rasch model.
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Table 25. Rasch Item Fit Statistics for the 8-item L2 WTC for Unplanned and
Spontaneous Utterances Subscale

Infit Outfit Point-measure

ltem Measure SE MNSQ Infitt MNSQ Outfitt correlation
WTCOC6 1.13 .07 1.12 1.5 1.06 .8 .75
WTCOC5 .65 .07 82 -25 .81 2.7 .80
WTCOC1 27 .07 84 23 .86 -2.0 .81
WTCOC2 .16 .07 1.03 4 1.12 1.6 .76
WTCOC3 -.03 .07 79  -3.1 .78 -3.1 .81
WTCOC4 -37 .07 .99 -1 .98 -2 .79
WTCIC6 -.87 .07 1.16 2.1 1.24 3.0 .74
WTCIC5 -.95 .07 1.12 1.5 1.19 2.3 .75

M .00 .07 .98 -3 1.01 .0

SD .67 .00 14 1.9 .16 2.2

Note. N = 360.

The category structure for WTC Outside the Classroom (WTCOC1-6) and

WTC Inside the Classroom (WTCICS and 6) was examined. Table 26 shows

category function statistics for the 6-point L2 WTC for Unplanned and Spontaneous

Utterances subscale, in which each category had more than ten observations, and the

average measures were properly ordered. The outfit MNSQ statistics for all six

categories were in the acceptable range (< 2.0; Linacre, 1999), the structure

measures were properly ordered, and the category thresholds were distinctly

different (between .59 and 5.0 logits; Elwood, 2011). Consequently, L2 WTC for

Unplanned and Spontaneous Utterances yielded satisfactory category function with
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an item reliability (separation) estimate of .99 (9.99), and a person reliability

(separation) estimate of .89 (2.86).

Table 26. Category Function Statistics for the 6-point L2 WTC for Unplanned and

Spontaneous Utterances Subscale

Average Outfit  Structure Category

0,

Category Count (%) measure MNSQ measure measure
1 Most unlikely 295 (10) -2.45 1.18 NONE (-3.93)
2 Unlikely 532 (18) -1.53 0.77 -2.69 -2.06
3 Moderately unlikely 686 (24) -0.42 0.96 -1.17 -0.63
4 Moderately likely 718 (25) 0.44 1.03 -0.08 0.67
5 Likely 412 (14) 1.41 0.91 1.41 2.08
6 Strongly likely 237 (8) 2.16 1.30 2.53 (-3.83)

Note. N = 360.

The dimensionality of the eight items measuring L2 WTC for Unplanned and

Spontaneous Utterances was investigated with a Rasch PCA of item residuals

analysis. Table 27 displays Rasch standardized residual variance results for L2 WTC

for Unplanned and Spontaneous Utterances subscale The Rasch measures accounted

for 64.8% of the variance (eigenvalue = 14.7), which exceeded the critical value of

60%. The first residual contrast accounted for 12.1% of the variance (eigenvalue =

2.7). The eigenvalue was below the 3.0 eigenvalue criterion (Linacre, 2012a);

therefore, the eight items formed an acceptably unidimensional construct.
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Table 27. Rasch Standardized Residual Variance Results for L2 WTC for
Unplanned and Spontaneous Utterances Subscale

Eigenvalue Percent
Total raw variance in observations 22.7 100.0
Raw variance explained by measures 14.7 64.8
Raw variance explained by persons 8.4 37.0
Raw variance explained by items 6.3 27.8
Raw unexplained variance (total) 8.0 35.2
Unexplained variance in 1st contrast 2.7 12.1

The Wright map (Figure 7) indicates that the majority of items are located in

a relatively narrow range between 1.13 and -.95 logits; thus, they were similarly

endorsable. As Figure 7 shows, item WTCOC®6, Talk with a stranger on the bus, was

the most difficult item to endorse, while item WTCICS, Ask someone to repeat what

they just said in English, was the easiest item to endorse. In contrast to the relatively

narrow range of item difficulty estimates, the person ability distribution ranged

widely from 6.01 to -6.15 with a mean of -.16 (SD = 1.78), indicating that the items

were generally a little difficult to endorse.

The students were more willing to ask for repetition than to talk with a

stranger. There are two main reasons for this result. First, if the interlocutor is a

stranger, they are likely to hesitate to speak with him or her. Second, asking is easier
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than answering for a question. When answering the question, they should understand
what the interlocutor has said and make a response that fits the question clearly.
Outside the classroom, a variety of people and situations make communication more
dynamic and complex, so the empirical item hierarchy reflects different levels of

familiarity, situational formality, and the dynamics of interpersonal relationships.

Persons with more | More difficult to endorse i tems
WTC for unplanned |
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utterances |
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1 HHHHIR +
|
A |S WTCOCS: Talk with an acquai ntance in an elevator
HHHE |
i | WTCOCL: Talk with internati onal students on campus
A | WTCOC2: Talk to my teacher after class
0  .#HHHHH +M WTCOC3: Answer when asked f or directions
M|
A | WTCOCA4: Talk with a salespe rson in a store
i |
FHHHHHEHEE |S
#HH#HH | WTCIC6: Ask the meaning of words | do not know in English
-1 #H# + WTCIC5: Ask someone to repe at what they just said in English
M|
A |T
HitHH |
M S|
HHHE |
+
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Persons with less |
WTC for unplanned |
and spontaneous |
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Figure 7. Wright map for L2 WTC for Unplanned and Spontaneous Utterances
(6-point scale). N = 360; M =mean, S=1SD; T =2 SD; Each # is 2 persons; Each
. is 1 person. Note. The figure is truncated.
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Factor 4: Group Cohesiveness

Table 28 shows the category function for the 6-point Group Cohesiveness

subscale. Each category had more than ten observations, but there were 11

observations in Category 1, which accounted for only 1% of all the number of

observation. Therefore, Categories 1 and 2 were combined.

Table 28 Category Function Statistics for the 6-point Group Cohesiveness Subscale

Average Outfit Structure  Category
Category Count (%) Measure MNSQ Measure Measure
1 Strongly disagree 1 (1) -4.06 1.76 NONE (-7.22)
2 disagree 107 (5) -2.43 1.39 -6.10 -4.35
3 moderately disagree 342 (16) -.41 1.01 -2.58 -1.31
4 moderately agree 723 (33) 1.71 .89 -.03 1.54
5 Agree 541 (25) 3.90 .84 3.1 4.37
6 Strongly agree 436 (20) 5.84 1.01 5.60 -6.76

The Rasch statistics for the six items measuring group cohesiveness are
displayed with five categories in Table 29. GC2 was the easiest item to endorse with
an item difficulty of -1.00, while item GC6 was the most difficult to endorse with an
item difficulty estimate of 1.26. The item difficulty ranged from 1.26 to -1.00 with a

mean of 0.00 (SD = .94). Both the infit and outfit MNSQ statistics were in the
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acceptable range of .50-1.50 (Linacre, 2012a). The point-measure correlation for

each category was sufficiently high, ranged from .84 to .90, so all six items fit the

model.

Table 29. Rasch ltem Fit Statistics for the 6-ltem Group Cohesiveness Subscale

Infit Outfit Point-measure
ltem Measure SE MNSQ Infitt MNSQ Ouffitt correlation
GC6 1.26 .10 1.04 .6 1.09 -1.1 .86
GC5 1.05 .10 1.20 2.5 1.17 2.1 .84
GC4 .33 .10 1.20 2.5 1.17 2.1 .86
GC1 -.61 .10 1.07 1.0 1.08 9 .84
GC3 -.99 .10 .84 -2.1 .88 -1.4 .86
GC2 -1.00 .10 .56 -6.7 .55 -6.4 .90

M .00 .10 .99 -4 .99 -3
SD .94 .00 .22 3.2 .22 3.0

Note. N = 360. A 5-point rating scale was used.

As stated above, Category 1 and Category 2 were combined because
Category 1 (Strongly disagree) had only 11 observations. Table 30 shows the
category function statistics for the 5-point group cohesiveness subscale. The average
measures were properly ordered, and the outfit MNSQ measures were in the
acceptable range (< 2.0; Linacre, 1999). The structure measures were also properly
ordered. The thresholds for categories were between .59 and 5.0 logits (Elwood,

2011). The group cohesiveness subscale yielded satisfactory category function with
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an item reliability (separation) estimate of .99 (9.26), and a person reliability

(separation) estimate of .90 (3.02).

Table 30 Category Function Statistics for the 5-point Group Cohesiveness Subscale
Average  Ouffit Structure  Category

Category Count (%) Measure MNSQ measure Measure
2 Disagree 118 (5) -3.59 1.49 NONE (-5.34)
3 Moderately disagree 342 (16) -1.95 1.06 -4.19 -2.88
4 Moderately agree 723 (33) .21 .89 -1.54 .03
5 Agree 541 (25) 242 .84 1.61 2.88
6 Strongly agree 436 (20) 4.37 1.02 4.12 5.27
Note. N = 360.

The dimensionality of the items designed to measure group cohesiveness was
investigated using the Rasch PCA of item residuals. Table 31 displays the Rasch
standardized residual variance results for Group Cohesiveness subscale The Rasch
measures accounted for 69.9% of the variance (eigenvalue = 14.0), which exceeded
the critical value of 60%. The first residual contrast accounted for 10.0% of the
variance (eigenvalue = 2.0). The eigenvalue was well below the 3.0 eigenvalue
criterion (Linacre, 2012a); therefore, the six items formed an acceptably

unidimensional construct.
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Table 31 Rasch Standardized Residual Variance Results for Group
Cohesiveness Subscale

Eigenvalue  Percent

Total raw variance in observations 20.0 100.0
Raw variance explained by measures 14.0 69.9
Raw variance explained by persons 104 52.2
Raw variance explained by items 3.5 17.8
Raw unexplained variance (total) 6.0 30.1
Unexplained variance in 1st contrast 2.0 10.0

The Wright map (Figure 8) indicates that the majority of items are located in

a relatively narrow range between 1.26 and -1.00 logits with a mean of 0.00 (SD

=.94), while the person ability distribution ranged widely from 8.92 to -6.25 with a

mean of 1.27 (SD = 3.11), indicating that the items were generally easy to endorse.

As Figure 8 shows, the most difficult to endorse item was item GC6, The

group is composed of people who fit well, and Item GC2, [ like the group I am in,

was the easiest to endorse. The group members are assigned according to the

screening test scores, so they are unlikely to feel familiarity at the beginning of the

course. Groups are set during one semester, so the eight students in the Discussion

Course become familiar with each other gradually and deepen their trust with one

another. The empirical item hierarchy reflects different levels of familiarity and

dynamics of interpersonal relationships.
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Figure 8. Wright map for Group Cohesiveness (5-point scale). N = 360; M = mean,;
S =1S8D; T=2 SD; Each # is 4 persons; Each . is 1-3 persons. The figure is
truncated.

Factor 5: Teacher Support

The Rasch statistics for the six items designed to measure teacher support are

displayed in Table 32. In the first analysis, when the category structure of the six

original categories was examined, Category 1 (Strongly disagree) had one

observation (0%) and Category 2 (Disagree) had 40 observations (2%). Therefore, I

combined categories 1, 2, and 3 to form a 4-point rating scale.
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Table 32. Category Function Statistics for the 6-Point Teacher Support Subscale
Average  Ouffit Structure  Category

Category Count (%) Measure MNSQ measure Measure
1 Strongly disagree 1(0) -1.52 1.28 NONE (-7.06)
2 Disagree 40 (2) -0.96 1.25 -5.95 -3.93
3 Moderately disagree 203 (12) 0.57 1.11 -1.86 -0.98
4 Moderately agree 601 (33) 1.80 0.94 -0.07 1.33
5 Agree 584 (32) 3.54 0.91 2.70 3.96
6 Strongly agree 412 (23) 5.23 0.98 5.19 -6.34
Note. N = 360.

As stated above, the three categories were combined and the Rash item fit
statistics were examined. Table 33 shows the Rasch item fit statistics for the 6-item
teacher support subscale with a 4-point scale. Item TS4 was the easiest item to
endorse with an item difficulty estimate of -.50, while item TS6 was the most
difficult to endorse with an item difficulty estimate of .52. The item difficulty
estimates ranged from .52 to -.50 with a mean of 0.00 (SD = .34). The infit and outfit
MNSQ statistics for the six items were in the acceptable range of .50 and 1.50
(Linacre, 2012a). The point-measure correlation coefficients were high, as they

ranged from .72 to .85. Consequently, all six items fit the Rasch model.
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Table 33. Rasch ltem Fit Statistics for the 6-Item Teacher Support Subscale

Infit Outfit Point-measure
ltem Measure SE MNSQ Infitt MNSQ Ouffitt Correlation
TS6 .52 .09 1.16 2.0 1.17 2.1 .79
TS1 .30 .09 1.37 4.3 1.40 4.6 72
TS2 -.20 .09 .86 -1.8 .86 -1.8 .82
TS5 -.25 .09 .76 -3.4 .74 -3.7 .85
TS3 -40 .09 .99 -1 .96 -5 .80
TS4 -.50 .09 .81 -25 .83 2.2 .81

M .00 .09 .99 -3 .99 -3
SD .34 .00 .21 2.7 .23 2.8

Note. N = 360. A 4-point rating scale was used.

Table 34 shows the category function statistics for the 4-point teacher support

subscale. Each category had more than ten observations, the average measures were

properly ordered, and the outfit MNSQ statistics were in the acceptable range (< 2.0;

Linacre, 1999), the structure measures were properly ordered, and the category

thresholds were distinctly different between 1.10 and 5.0 logits for the 4-point rating

scale (Wolfe & Smith, 2007). Consequently, the 4-point subscale yielded

satisfactory category function with an item reliability (separation) estimate of .93

(3.72), a person reliability (separation) estimate of .84 (2.33).
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Table 34. Category Function Statistics for the 4-Point Teacher Support Subscale

Average Outfit Structure Category

Category Count (%) Measure MNSQ measure Measure
3 Moderately disagree 203 (12) -2.64 1.15 NONE (-4.22)
4 Moderately agree 601 (33) -1.05 .94 -3.09 -1.53
5 Agree 584 (32) 1.15 .94 .06 1.56
6 Strongly agree 412 (23) 3.01 .99 3.04 (4.17)
Note. N = 360.

The dimensionality of the items designed to measure Teacher Support was

investigated using a Rasch PCA of item residuals analysis. Table 35 displays Rasch

standardized residual variance results for Teacher Support subscale. The Rasch

measures accounted for 56.9% (eigenvalue = 7.9) of the variance, which was close to

60%. The first residual contrast accounted for 13.0% of the variance (eigenvalue =

1.8). The eigenvalue was well below the 3.0 eigenvalue criterion (Linacre, 2012a);

therefore, the items formed an acceptably unidimensional construct.

Table 35. Rasch Standardized Residual Variance Results for Teacher
Support Subscale

Eigenvalue Percent

Total raw variance in observations 13.9 100.0
Raw variance explained by measures 7.9 56.9
Raw variance explained by persons 5.8 42.0
Raw variance explained by items 2.1 15.0
Raw unexplained variance (total) 6.0 43.1
Unexplained variance in 1st contrast 1.8 13.0
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The Wright map (Figure 9) indicates that the majority of items are located in

a relatively narrow range between .52 and -.50 logits, which indicates that they were

similarly endorsable. As Figure 9 shows, item TS6, Make any student comfortable,

was the most difficult to endorse. Iltem TS4, Help us when we have trouble with an

activity, was the easiest to endorse item. In contrast, the person ability distribution

ranged widely from 5.66 to -5.79 with a mean of .65 (SD = 2.76), which indicates

that the items were generally easy to endorse.

In some communicative approaches, teachers provide opportunities for

students to speak freely. The teachers do not interrupt students to correct grammar

and vocabulary errors, keeping in mind the flow of conversation among students.

However, when students ask the teacher for help of what to say something in English,

the teacher is ready to explain it kindly or give comments on their questions. The

empirical item hierarchy is reasonable because it reflects the communicative

teaching style, dynamics of interpersonal relationships, and the teacher’s facilitating

role to make students speak.
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Figure 9. Wright map for Teacher Support (4-point scale). N = 360; M = mean; S =1
SD; T =2 SD; Each # is 5 persons; Each . is 1 to 4 persons. Note. The figure is
truncated. The figure is truncated.

Factor 6: Communication Anxiety Inside the Classroom

The Rasch statistics for the four items measuring communication anxiety
inside the classroom (CAIC) are displayed in Table 36. Because communication
anxiety and perceived communicative competence are in inverse proportion, the 6-
point Likert scale was reversed for items CAIC2, 3, 5, and 6. Because the 6-point

Likert scale was reversed for items CAIC, item CAIC6 was the most difficult to
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endorse with an item difficulty estimate of - .27, while item CAIC3 was the easiest

item to endorse with an item difficulty of .38. The item difficulties ranged from .38

to -.27, with a mean of 0.00 (SD = .27). The infit and outfit MNSQ statistics were

within the range of .50-1.50 (Linacre, 2012a) and the point-measure correlation

coefficients were acceptably high, as they ranged from .84 to .89. Consequently, all

four items fit the model.

Table 36 Rasch Item Fit Statistics for the 4-item Communication Anxiety Inside the

Classroom Subscale

Infit Outfit Point-measure
ltem Measure SE MNSQ Infit ¢ MNSQ Outfit t Correlation
CAIC3 .38 .08 1.05 7 1.06 7 .84
CAIC2 13 .08 1.12 1.5 1.11 1.4 .84
CAIC5 -.24 .08 .81 2.7 .81 -2.5 .89
CAIC6 =27 .08 .97 -4 .97 -3 .87
M .00 .08 .99 -2 .99 -2
SD 27 .00 A1 1.6 1 1.5
Note. N = 360.

The category structure of the original six categories for communication

anxiety inside the classroom was examined. Table 37 shows that each category had

more than ten observations, the average measures were properly ordered, the outfit

MNSQ statistics were in the acceptable range (< 2.0; Linacre, 1999), the structure
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measures were properly ordered, and the category thresholds were between .59 to
5.0 logits (Elwood, 2011). The anxiety inside the classroom subscale had a Rasch
item reliability (separation) estimate of .90 (3.05), and a person reliability

(separation) estimate of .86 (2.47).

Table 37. Category Function Statistics for the 6-point Communication Anxiety Inside

the Classroom Subscale

Average Outfit  Structure Category
Category (Reversed)  Count (%) measure MNSQ Measure Measure

1 Strongly agree 180 (13) -3.73 1.23 NONE (-5.63)
2 Agree 322 (22) -2.64 .86. -6.55 -3.29
3 Moderately agree 495 (17) -.79 94 -2.09 a7
4 Moderately disagree 249 (9) .66 .98 .61 1.30
5 Disagree 131 (9) 2.19 1.02 2.07 3.05
6 Strongly disagree 63 (4) 3.82 1.02 3.88 (-5.09)
Note. N = 360.

The dimensionality of the items to measure communication anxiety inside the
classroom was investigated using a Rasch PCA of item residuals analysis. Table 38
displays Rasch standardized residual variance results for Anxiety Inside the
classroom subscale. The Rasch measures accounted for 70.5% of the variance
(eigenvalue = 9.6), which exceeded the critical value of 60%. The first residual

contrast accounted for 18.8% of the variance (eigenvalue = 2.5). The eigenvalue was
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well below the 3.0 eigenvalue criterion, so the items formed an acceptably

unidimensional construct.

Table 38. Rasch Standardized Residual Variance Results for 4-item
Communication Anxiety Inside the Classroom Subscale

Eigenvalue Percent
Total raw Variance in observation 13.6 100.0
Raw variance explained by measures 9.6 70.5
Raw variance explained by persons 8.4 61.9
Raw variance explained by items 1.2 8.6
Raw unexplained variance (total) 4.0 29.5
Unexplained variance in 1st contrast 2.5 18.8

The Wright map (Figure 10) places the items and persons on the same logit

scale with the mean of the item estimates located at 0.00 by default (item SD = .27).

The majority of the items were located in a relatively narrow range between .38 and

-.27 logits, which indicates that they all were similarly endorsable. As Figure 10

shows, item CAIC6, Ask the meaning of words, was the item the participants felt the

least anxious about. Item CAIC3, Give a short speech about my hometown with

notes, was the item they felt the most anxious about. Asking the meaning of words

can be expressed with one simple question, such as What does it mean in Japanese?,
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while giving a short speech with notes requires potentially extensive preparation

regarding what to describe about and how to develop it in front of audience. The

empirical item hierarchy reflects linguistic difficulty and the formality of the

situation. In contrast to the relatively narrow item distribution, the person

distribution ranged from 7.04 to -6.44 logits with a mean of -1.01 (SD = 2.68),

indicating the items were generally difficult to endorse.
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Figure 10. Wright map for Communication Anxiety Inside the Classroom (6-point
scale). N=360; M=mean; S=1S8SD; T =2 SD; Each # is 5 persons; Each . is 1-4
persons. The figure is truncated.
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Factor 7: Perceived Communicative Competence Inside the Classroom

In the first analysis, the category function statistics for the 6-point Perceived

Competence inside the Classroom were inspected (see Table 39). As Table 39 shows,

the first category (1 Never can do) had 35 observations, which accounted for only

two percent. Therefore, the original six-point scale was collapsed into the five-point

scale (the 223456 scale).

Table 39. Category Function Statistics for the 6-point Perceived Communicative
Competence Insidethe Classroom Subscale

Average Outfit Structure  Category

Category Count (%) Measure MNSQ Measure Measure
1 Strongly disagree 35(2) -2.35 1.32 NONE (-5.15)
2 Disagree 251 (12) -1.13 1.12 -4.01 -2.59
3 Moderately disagree 395 (18) -.07 .96 -1.00 -.64
4 Moderately agree 707 (33) .86 .85 -.16 .85
5 Agree 503 (23) 1.95 .94 1.72 2.64
6 Strongly agree 269 (12) 3.30 1.03 3.45 (4.67)

Note. N = 360. A 6-point scale was used.

The Rasch statistics for the four items to measure perceived communicative

competence inside the classroom with the 5-point scale are displayed in Table 40.

Item PCCICS was the easiest item to endorse with an item difficulty of -.20, while

item PCCIC2 was the most difficult to endorse with an item difficulty estimate

of .09. The item difficulty ranged from .09 to - .20 with a mean of 0.00 (SD = .12).
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The infit and outfit MNSQ statistics were within the range of .50-1.50 logits

(Linacre, 2012a). The point-measure correlation coefficients were acceptably high,

as they ranged of .83- .86. The perceived communicative competence inside the

classroom subscale had a Rasch item reliability (separation) estimate of .49 (.97),

and a person reliability (separation) estimate of .83 (2.20). Although the item

reliability estimate (separation) of .49 (.97) was poor (Fisher, 2007, p. 1095),

because all four items exhibited adequate point-measure correlations, they appeared

to fit the model.

Table 40. Rasch Item Fit Statistics for the 4-item Perceived Communicative

Competence Inside the Classroom Subscale

Infit Outfit Point-measure
ltem Measure SE  MNSQ Infit ¢ MNSQ  Ouffit ¢t Correlation
PCCIC2 .09 .08 1.04 5 1.02 3 .84
PCCIC3 .07 .08 .94 -8 .97 -4 .83
PCCIC6 .04 .08 1.03 5 1.02 3 .84
PCCIC5 -.20 .08 .96 -4 .95 -7 .86
M .00 .08 .99 -1 .99 -1
SD 12 .00 .04 .6 .03 4

Note. N = 360. A 5-point scale was used.

The category structure of the five categories for the component of perceived

communicative competence inside the classroom was inspected. Table 41 shows that
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each category had more than ten observations, the average measures were properly
ordered, and the outfit MNSQ statistics were in the acceptable range (< 2.00; Linacre,
1999). The structure measures were properly ordered. The thresholds for categories
were distinctly different (between .81 to 5.0 logits for a 5-point scale; Wolfe &
Smith, 2007). Consequently, the 5-point rating scale was optimal for the component

of perceived communicative competence inside the classroom.

Table 41. Category Function Statistics for the 5-point Perceived Communicative

Competence Inside the Classroom Subscale
Average Outfit Structure Category

Category Count (%) Measure MNSQ Measure Measure
2 Cannot do 162 (12) -2.34 1.34 NONE (-4.08)
3 Cannot do so well 264 (18) -1.52 .86 -2.84 -2.13
4 Can do a little 463 (32) -1.20 .87 -1.32 -.18
5 Can do 350 (24) 1.45 .92 .88 2.1
6 Can do well 201 (14) 2.95 1.08 3.28 (-4.44)
Note. N = 360

The dimensionality of the items measuring perceived communicative
competence inside the classroom was investigated using the Rasch PCA of item
residuals. Table 42 displays Rasch standardized residual variance results for

Perceived Communicative Competence Inside the Classroom subscale. The Rasch
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measures accounted for 62.4% of the variance (eigenvalue = 6.6), which exceeded

the critical value of 60%. The first residual contrast accounted for 21.1% of the

variance (eigenvalue = 2.2). The eigenvalue was below the 3.0 eigenvalue criterion

(Linacre, 2012a); therefore, the items appear to form an acceptably unidimensional

construct.

Table 42. Rasch Standardized Residual Variance Results for Perceived
Communicative Competence Inside the Classroom Subscale

Eigenvalue Percent
Total raw Variance in observation 10.6 100.0
Raw variance explained by measures 6.6 62.4
Raw variance explained by persons 4.9 46.2
Raw variance explained by items 1.7 16.2
Raw unexplained variance (total) 4.0 37.6
Unexplained variance in 1st contrast 2.2 21.1

The Wright map (Figure 11) indicates that the majority of items are located

in a narrow range between .09 and -.20 logits, which indicates that they all were

similarly endorsable. Item PCCIC2, Interview someone asking questions from the

textbook, was the item many students felt the least competent for. Item PCCICS, Ask

someone to repeat what they have said, was the item they felt the most competent for.
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The students should prepare to make questions for an interview using complete

sentences, and respond to an interviewee with proper sentences. Interview requires a

higher level of communicative competence because they need to respond

spontaneously with formal language. On the other hand, asking for repetition is

simple and casual speaking behavior. The empirical item hierarchy reflects linguistic

difficulty and the formality of the situation.
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Figure 11. Wright map for Perceived Communicative Competence Inside the
Classroom (6-point scale). N =360; M=mean; S=1S8D; T =2 SD;
Each # is 4 persons; Each . is 1 to 3 persons. The figure is truncated.
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Factor 8: Task Orientation

In the first analysis, when the category structure of the six original Likert-
scale categories for task orientation was examined, Category 1 (Strongly disagree)
had only eleven observations (1%), as described in Table 43: Category Function
Statistics for Task Orientation Subscale. Therefore, Categories 1 and 2 were

combined.

Table 43. Category Function Statistics for Task Orientation Subscale

Average Outfit Structure Category

Category Count (%) Measure MNSQ Measure Measure
1 Strongly Disagree 11 (1) -2.82 1.40 NONE (-5.57)
2 Disagree 108 (5) -1.35 1.04 -4.41 -3.21

3 Moderately Disagree 346 (16) -0.13 .99 -1.90 -1.11
4 Moderately agree 854 (40) 1.25 .91 -.32 1.06
5 Agree 533 25) 2.70 .92 2.43 3.35
6 Strongly Agree 308 (14) 4.03 1.11 4.21 (-5.41)
Note. N = 360.

Table 44 shows the Rasch statistics for the six items designed to measure

task orientation with the 5-point rating scale. Item TO6 was the easiest item to

endorse with an item difficulty of -1.19, while item TO3 was the most difficult to
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endorse with an item difficulty estimate of .98. The item difficulty ranged from .98

to -1.19 with a mean of 0.00 (SD = .74). The infit and outfit MNSQ statistics for all

six items were in the acceptable range of .50-1.50 (Linacre, 2012a). The point-

measure correlation coefficients were acceptably high, as they ranged from .69 to .83.

Consequently, all six items fit the Rasch model.

Table 44. Rasch Item Fit Statistics for the 6-item Task Orientation Subscale

Infit Outfit Point-measure
ltem Measure SE MNSQ Infitt MNSQ Ouffit ¢ Correlation
TO3 .98 .08 1.18 2.3 1.18 2.2 .75
TO4 .53 .08 .68 -4.8 .69 -4.6 .83
TO2 A7 .08 .92 -1.1 91 -1.2 .80
TO1 -.24 .08 .76 -3.5 .75 -3.6 .82
TO5 -.54 .08 1.17 2.2 1.16 2.0 74
TO6 -1.19 .08 1.27 3.3 1.24 2.9 .69

M .00 .08 1.00 -3 .99 -04
SD 74 .00 .22 3.1 .22 2.9

Note. N = 360. A 5-point rating scale was used.

As stated above, Category 1 (Strongly disagree) and Category 2 (Disagree)

were combined. Table 45 shows that each category had more than 100 observations.

The average measures were properly ordered, the outfit MNSQ statistics were in the

acceptable range (< 2.0; Linacre, 1999), the structure measures were properly

ordered, and the thresholds for categories were distinctly different (between .81 and
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5.0 logits for the 5-point rating scale; Wolfe & Smith, 2007). Consequently, the 5-

point rating scale was optimal for task orientation. The task orientation subscale

yielded satisfactory category function with a Rasch item reliability (separation)

estimate of .99 (8.40), and a person reliability (separation) estimate of .84 (2.33).

Table 45. Category Function Statistics for the 5-point Task Orientation Subscale

Average Outfit Structure  Category

Category Count (%) measure MNSQ measure Measure
2 Disagree 119 (6) -2.48 1.09 NONE (-4.24)
3 Moderately disagree 346 (15) -1.26 1.00 -3.01 -2.25
4 Moderately agree 854 (40) 14 91 -1.44 -.05
5 Agree 533 (25) 1.61 .91 1.33 2.25
6 Strongly agree 308 (14) 2.94 1.10 3.12 (4.33)

Note. N = 360. A 5-point rating scale was used.

The dimensionality of the items designed to measure task orientation was

investigated using a Rasch PCA of item residuals analysis. Table 46 displays Rasch

standardized residual variance results for Task Orientation subscale. The Rasch

measures accounted for 59.4% (eigenvalue = 8.8) of the variance, which was close to

60%. The first residual contrast accounted for 12.9% of the variance (eigenvalue =

1.9). The eigenvalue was well below the 3.0 eigenvalue criterion; therefore, the

items formed an acceptably unidimensional construct.
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Table 46. Rasch Standardized Residual Variance Results for Task Orientation
Subscale

Eigenvalue Percent
Total raw Variance in observation 14.8 100.0
Raw variance explained by measures 8.8 59.4
Raw variance explained by persons 5.6 37.9
Raw variance explained by items 3.2 21.6
Raw unexplained variance (total) 6.0 40.6
Unexplained variance in 1st contrast 1.9 12.9

The Wright map (Figure 12) shows that the majority of items were located in

a relatively narrow range between -1.19 to .98 logits, which indicates that they were

similarly endorsable. As Figure 12 shows, item TO3, I know what I am trying to

accomplish, was the most difficult item to endorse. Iltem TO6, Time is managed well

by the teacher, was the easiest item to endorse. Students were not clearly aware of

accomplishing tasks, while they thought that the teacher managed time well. The

empirical hierarchy reflects students’ consciousness of goal accomplishment. In

contrast to the relatively narrow range of item difficulty estimates, the person ability

ranged widely (7.39 to -4.14) with a mean of .65 (SD = 2.04), indicating the items

were generally easy to endorse.
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Figure 12. Wright map for Task Orientation (5-point scale). N = 360; M = mean; S =
1 SD; T =2 SD; Each # is 4 persons; Each . is 1-3 persons. The figure is truncated.

Factor 9: L2 WTC for Planned and Prepared Utterances

The Principal Component Analysis (PCA) identified three items measuring

WTC inside the classroom (WTCIC1, WTCIC2, and WTCIC3) were identified as a

new factor, L2 WTC for Planned and Prepared Utterances. The Rasch statistics for

these three items are displayed in Table 47. Item WTCIC3 was the easiest item to

endorse with an item difficulty estimate of -.26, while item WTCIC1 was the most

difficult to endorse with an item difficulty estimate of .22. The item difficulties



from .22 to -.26, with a mean of 0.00 (SD = .20). All three items fit the Rasch model,

as the infit and outfit MNSQ statistics were within the acceptable range of .50-1.50

(Linacre, 2012a). The point-measure correlation coefficients were acceptably high,

as they ranged from .85 to .90. Consequently, all three items fit the Rasch model.

Table 47. Rasch Item Fit Statistics for the 3-item L2 WTC for Planned and Prepared
Utterances Subscale

Infit Outfit Point-measure
Item Measure SE MNSQ Infitt MNSQ Ouffit ¢ Correlation
WTCIC1 22 .08 .82 -2.6 .81 -2.6 .90
WTCIC2 .04 .08 1.03 5 1.04 5 .86
WTCIC3 -.26 .08 1.1 1.4 1.11 1.5 .85
M .00 .08 .99 -2 .99 -2
SD .20 .00 12 1.7 13 1.8

Note. N = 360.

The category structure of the original six categories for the 3-item WTC

inside the classroom (WTCIC1-3) was examined. Table 48 shows that each category

had more than ten observations, the average measures were in the acceptable range

(<2.0; Linacre, 1999), the structure measures were properly ordered, and the

category thresholds were > .59 (Elwood, 2011). Consequently, the 6-point rating

scale was optimal for WTC inside the classroom. The WTCIC subscale for three
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items yielded satisfactory category function with the item reliability (separation)

estimate of .83 (2.17), the person reliability (separation) estimate of .83 (2.21).

Table 48. Category Function Statistics for the 6-point L2 WTC for Planned and
Prepared Utterances Subscale

Average Outfit Structure Category

Category Count (%) measure MNSQ Measure Measure

1 Most unlikely 101 (9) -3.53 1.28 NONE (-5.69)
2 Unlikely 221 (20) -2.60 .81 -4.54 -3.23

3 Moderately unlikely 273 (25) -.69 .80 -1.83 -.97

4 Moderately likely 285 (26) .67 1.12 -10 1.10

5 Likely 137 (13) 2.48 .88 2.28 3.27

6 Most likely 63 (6) 3.37 1.31 4.19 (-5.39)
Note. N = 360.

A Rasch PCA of item residuals was conducted for items WTCIC1, WTCIC2,

and WTCIC3. Table 49 displays Rasch standardized residual variance results for L2

WTC for planned and prepared utterances subscale. The Rasch measures accounted

for 70.5% (eigenvalue = 9.6), which exceeded the critical value of 60%. The Rasch

measures accounted for 18.8% of the variance (eigenvalue = 2.5). The eigenvalue

was below the 3.0 eigenvalue criterion (Linacre, 2012a); therefore, the three items

formed an acceptable unidimensional construct.
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Table 49. Rasch Standardized Residual Variance Results for L2 WTC for
Planned and Prepared Utterances Subscale

Eigenvalue Percent
Total raw Variance in observation 13.6 100.0
Raw variance explained by measures 9.6 70.5
Raw variance explained by persons 8.4 61.9
Raw variance explained by items 1.2 8.6
Raw unexplained variance (total) 4.0 29.5
Unexplained variance in 1st contrast 25 18.8

The Wright map (Figure 13) shows that three items are located in a narrow

range between .22 and -.26 logits (SD = .20); thus, they all were similarly endorsable.

Item WTCIC3, Give a speech with notes, was the easiest to endorse. Item WTCICI,

Interview someone with original questions was the most difficult to endorse. Giving

a speech with notes was easier than interviewing with original questions. They can

speak to audience easily when they have notes with them. In contrast, interview

someone with original questions requires them to have creativity to make questions

and a higher level of communicative competence. The empirical item hierarchy is

reasonable because it reflects different levels of linguistic difficulty and creativity of

ideas. In contrast to the relatively narrow item distribution, the person distribution
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ranged widely from 6.44 to -6.77 with a mean of -.43 (SD = 2.73), which indicates

the question items were a little difficult to endorse.

Persons with more | More difficult to endorse i tems
WTC for planned and |
Prepared utterances |
|
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M|
I
|

|
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I

|
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M|S WTCICS3: Give a speech with
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I

I
-1 RS +
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I
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Persons with less |
WTC for planned and |
prepared utterances | Less difficult to endorse i

ith original questions
ith a textbook
notes

tems

Figure 13. Wright map for L2 WTC for Planned and Prepared Utterances (6-point
scale). N =360, M =mean, S=1 SD; T =2 SD; Each # is 4 persons; Each . is 1-3

persons. The figure is truncated.

Summary of the Rasch Analysis

Although nine factors were extracted from the original eleven variables in the

Principal Component Analysis, ten factors were identified in the Rasch analysis as

shown in Table 50. The first factor was named L2 Learning Motivation, which was



made up of motivational intensity and desire to learn English. Item DLE1 was

eliminated as it misfit the Rasch model. The second was named State L2

Communicative Confidence, which consisted of two factors: The second factor was

Communication Anxiety Outside the Classroom (CAOC) and the third factor was

Perceived Communicative Competence Outside the Classroom (PCCOC). The

fourth was a new factor named L2 WTC for Unplanned and Spontaneous Utterances,

which was made up of items WTC Outside the Classroom1-6 and items WTC Inside

the Classroom5-6. The fifth was Group Cohesiveness and the rating scale category

was optimized into a five-point scale because Category 1 (Strongly disagree) had

few observations. The sixth was Teacher Support and the rating scale category was

optimized into a four-point scale because Categories 1 and 2 had few observations.

The seventh was Communication Anxiety Inside the Classroom. The eighth was

Perceived Communicative Competence Inside the Classroom and the rating scale

category was optimized into a five-point scale. The ninth was Task Orientation and

the rating scale category was optimized into a five-point scale. The tenth was a new

factor named L2 WTC for Planned and Prepared Utterances, which was made up of

items WTCIC1-3.
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Table 50. Rating Scale Optimization and Eliminated Items

Changes inthe  Eliminated
Component rating scale item
F1: L2 Learning Motivation 123456 — No DLE1
change
F2: Communication Anxiety Outside the Classroom 123456 — No —
change
F3: Perceived Communicative Competence Outside 123456 — No —
the Classroom change
F4: L2 WTC for Unplanned and Spontaneous 123456 — No —
Utterance change
F5: Group Cohesiveness 123456 — 223456 —
F6: Teacher Support 123456 — 333456 —
F7: Communication Anxiety Inside the Classroom 123456 — No —
change
F8: Perceived Communicative Competence Inside 123456 — 223456 —
the Classroom
F9: Task Orientation 123456 — 223456 —

F1b: L2 WTC for Planned and Prepared Utterances

123456 — No
change
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CHAPTER 5

QUANTITATIVE RESULTS

The SEM results are presented in the following section. First, the Rasch data

were screened and the assumptions of SEM were examined. Second, the

hypothesized structured models were tested in two situations (i.e., inside and outside

the classroom). Third, in order to support the Peng and Woodrow (2010) model,

Pearson-product moment correlations in the two situations were calculated. Fourth,

model estimations of four models for L2 WTC inside the classroom are presented

sequentially. Fifth, model estimations of five models for L2 WTC outside the

classroom are described sequentially. Sixth, seven research questions are discussed

for WTC inside the classroom and WTC outside the classroom, respectively. Finally,

in order to investigate students’ actual speaking behavior, a repeated-measures

ANOVA for English turns, Japanese turns, English words, and interjections were

performed using the data taken from class observation.
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Rasch Data Screening and SEM Assumptions

In Rasch analysis, the raw scores of ordinal data were modified to interval

measures and the dimensionality of the constructs was checked. The Rasch measures

yield true interval scales better than the raw scores gained from the principal

component analysis. Rasch measures were screened to meet the assumptions

necessary for SEM. In this study, eight items (CAIC1, CAIC4, CAOC2, DLES,

PCCIC1, PCCIC4, PCCOC2, and WTCIC4) were eliminated in Principal

Component Analysis, and one item (DLE1) was eliminated due to an item misfit in

the Rasch analysis. The other 57 items (66 — 9 = 57 items) fit the Rasch model.

Rasch measures of the 57 items were screened in the following steps.

Sample Size and Missing Data

Ullman (2001) suggested a sample size of 300 as good for SEM analyses, and

this study with sample size of 360 exceeds that value. In this study, the actual

frequency of communication in English in two discussion tests was newly added for

SEM. Because there were 23 missing cases in two tests, those cases were excluded

from the study.
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Multivariate Normality and Absence of Outliers

In the initial data screening for Principal Component Analysis, the data were

inspected for univariate and multivariate outliers. Twelve univariate outliers had

been eliminated. Five cases were eliminated as multivariate outliers. As a result, the

N-size was reduced to 320 persons. Descriptive statistics for 12 variables are

presented in Table 51. Rasch measures were used for ten variables, and raw scores of

the actual frequency of communication were used for two tests. Because the values

of skewness and kurtosis were all within the critical value of £2.00, the assumptions

of the analysis were checked and met (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001, p. 73).

Table 51. Descriptive Statistics for Screened Variables
Variable Min  Max M SD  Skew  Kurt
L2 Learning Motivation -6.75 4.94 A1 162 -52 .95

Competence Inside the Classroom -4.04 6.99 152 240 .35 -.07
Competence Outside the Classroom -7.96 7.86 -45 3.77 A1 -.21

Anxiety Inside the Classroom -7.01 644 -98 268 -.16 19
Anxiety Outside the Classroom -7.50 755 -147 3.61 .07 -.35
Teacher Support -5.69 5.60 48 2.35 22 .02
Group Cohesiveness -748 744 132 3.04 .15 .00
Task Orientation -4.06 6.30 .66 1.20 .56 .81
L2 WTCPPC -6.77 644 -36 260 -.12 A2
L2 WTCUSU -4.88 6.01 -09 1.57 22 1.09
Test 1 1.0032.00 862 586 1.16 .89
Test 2 1.00 35.00 15.14 6.24 A7 .24

Note. N = 320. Min = minimum; Max = maximum; SD = standard deviation; Skew =
skewness; Kurt = kurtosis; L2 WTCPPU = L2 WTC for Planned and Prepared
Utterances; L2 WTCUSU = L2 WTC for Unplanned and Spontaneous Utterances.
All statistics are based on Rasch logits.
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Revised Peng and Woodrow (2010) Model

The original Peng and Woodrow (2010) model was modified in this study,
based on theoretical consideration and the confirmatory factor analysis. In their
model, there were five latent variables: WTC in English, communicative confidence
in English, classroom environment, motivation to learn English, and learner beliefs

of English education (see Figure 14).

________
- ~
e Ss

A Y

I Learner \

\ Belief /
4

,,,,,
Communication
Confidence in

English

Motivation
to Learn
English

Classroom
Environment

Figure 14. The Peng and Woodrow (2010) structural model of WTC in English Chinese EFL

A 4

ﬂc in

v English

classroom (reformed from the original). Adapted from “Structural model of willingness to
communicate in English in Chinese EFL classroom” by J.-E. Peng and L. Woodrow, 2010,

Language Learning 60(4), p. 844. Copyright 2010 by Language Learning.

In the present study, two hypothesized models were investigated for two
situations, inside and outside the classroom. In the principle component analysis, the

L2 learning motivation component (Factor 1) was identified as a latent variable
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made up of two observed variables: Six items from Motivational Intensity (MI1-6)

and five items from Desire to Learn English (DLE1-4, 6). Positive Classroom

Climate consisted of three observed variables: Six items from Group Cohesiveness

(GC1-6; Factor 4), Teacher Support (TS1-6; Factor 5), and Task Orientation (TO1-6;

Factor 8), respectively. The L2 WTC latent variable is made up of two observed

variables: Eight items from WTC for Unplanned and Spontaneous Utterances

(WTCOCI1-6, & WTCICS5-6; Factor 3) and three items from WTC for Planned and

Prepared Utterances (WTCIC1-3; Factor 9). These two types of willingness-to-

communicate cannot be divided into situations, such as inside the classroom and

outside the classroom. State L2 Communicative Confidence Inside the Classroom

was made up of two observed variables: four items from Communication Anxiety

Inside the Classroom (CAIC2-3 & 5-6; Factor 6) and four items from

Communicative Competence Inside the Classroom (PCCIC2, 3, 5, and 6; Factor 7).

State L2 Communicative Confidence Outside the Classroom consisted of two

observed variables: Five items from Communication Anxiety Outside the Classroom

(CAOCI & 3-6; Factor 2) and five items from Perceived Communicative

Competence Outside the Classroom (PCCOCF1 & 3-6; Factor 2). The Actual
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Frequency of L2 Communication consisted of two measured variables: Test scores

of Testl and Test 2 administered in the Discussion Course. Actual frequency of L2

communication represents the number of turns asking questions, answering, and

negotiation.

A hypothesized L2 WTC Inside the Classroom path model is displayed in

Figure 15. There are five latent variables: L2 WTC (WTCPPU and WTCUSU); State

L2 Communicative Confidence Inside the Classroom (i.e., COMPETENCE INSIDE

and ANXIETY INSIDE); Positive Classroom Climate (i.e., TEASUPP,

GROUPCOHE, and TASKORIEN); L2 Learning Motivation; and the Actual

Frequency of L2 Communication (i.e., Test 1 and Test 2). Although the actual

frequency of L2 communication is a measured variable, it can be a latent variable.

The students had the discussion tests three times during a semester, and I used the

first test and the last test in this study. The two tests were used arbitrarily, in which

English turns taken by the participants were used. The actual frequency includes the

numbers of words, turns, and interjections. As such, actual test scores are counted as

a measured variable, but actual frequency of L2 communication represents an

aggregate of the two tests, which is regarded as a latent variable.
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Figure 15. A hypothesized L2 WTC Inside the Classroom path model. TEASUPP = Teacher
Support; GROUPCOHE = Group Cohesiveness; TASKORIEN = Task Orientation;
COMPETENCE INSIDE = Perceived Communicative Competence Inside the Classroom;
ANXIETY INSIDE = Communication Anxiety Inside the Classroom. WTCPPC = WTC for
Planned and Prepared Utterances; WTCUSU = WTC for Unplanned and Spontaneous
Utterances. The respective hypotheses are indicated by the H scripts. The boldface lines
indicate the two paths and the one latent variable (Actual Frequency of L2 Communication)

were added to the Peng and Woodrow (2010) model (see Figure 14).

Next, a hypothesized L2 WTC Outside the Classroom path model is

displayed in Figure 16. There were five latent variables: L2 WTC (i.e., WTCUSU

and WTCPPU); State L2 Communicative Confidence Outside the Classroom (i.e.,

COMPETENCE OUTSIDE and ANXIETY OUTSIDE); Positive Classroom

Climate (i.e., TEASUPP, GROUPCOHE, and TASKORIEN); L2 Learning

Motivation; and Actual Frequency of L2 Communication (i.e., Test 1 and Test 2).
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Figure 16. A hypothesized L2 WTC Outside the Classroom path model. TEASUPP =
Teacher Support; GROUPCOHE = Group Cohesiveness; TASKORIEN = Task Orientation;
COMPETENCE OUTSIDE = Perceived Communicative Competence Outside the
Classroom; ANXIETY OUTSIDE = Communication Anxiety Outside the Classroom.
WTCPPC = WTC for Planned and Prepared Utterances; WTCUSU = WTC for Unplanned
and Spontaneous Utterances. The respective hypotheses are indicated by the H scripts. The
boldface lines indicate the two paths and the one latent variable (Actual Frequency of L2

Communication) were added to the Peng and Woodrow (2010) model (see Figure 14).

Analysis of Correlation among the Ten Variables Inside the Classroom
Table 52 shows the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients
computed among the ten variables in a situation of inside the classroom. Twenty out
of the 45 correlations are statistically significant at p <.01 and ten of them have a
moderate relationship: » ==+ .31 - .70, and one has a strong relationship: » =+ .71 -

.99, (Elifson et al., 1998). WTC for Planned and Prepared Utterances (WTCPPU)
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and WTC for Unplanned and Spontaneous Utterances (WTCUSU) show a

significant strong correlation, which contribute to a latent variable, L2 WTC.

Teacher Support, Task Orientation, and Group Cohesiveness show moderate

correlations with one another, which contribute to Positive Classroom Climate. WTC

variables show moderate correlations with L2 Learning Motivation, Perceived

Competence, Positive Classroom Climate variables and Test 1, yet WTC variables

do not show a significant correlation to Communication Anxiety. This implies that

the strength of relationship between WTC and Communication Anxiety is very weak

inside the classroom.

Table 52. Intercorrelations among the Ten Variables of L2 WTC Inside the room

Classroom
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1 WTCPPU —
2 L2MTV 33 —
3 PCCIC 32%*  25%  —
4 CAIC -00 -.00 -1 —
5 WTCUSU 91**  29**  37* -.01 —
6 TS A8* 27 15 -04 AT —
7 GC 0% .24 10 -05 .10 B2** —
8 TO 23* .48 24** -.01 23**  56** 46 —
9 Test1 .32** -.03 .07  -12¢ .32** -03 -04 .07 —
10 Test?2 1% .00 A8 -03 11 12* 10* .06 .10*

Note. N=320. WTCPPU = WTC for Planned and Prepared Utterances; L2MTV = L2
Learning Motivation; PCCIC = Perceived Communicative Competence Inside the
Classroom; CAIC = Communication Anxiety Inside the Classroom; WTCUSU =
WTC for Unplanned and Spontaneous Utterances; TS = Teacher Support; GC =
Group Cohesiveness; TO = Task Orientation.

**p <.01. *p <.05.
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Analysis of Correlation among the Ten Variables Outside the Classroom

Table 53 shows the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients

computed among the ten variables in a situation of outside the classroom. Twenty

out of the 45 correlations are statistically significant at p < .01 and 12 out of them

had a moderate relationship: » ==+ .31 - £ .70 and one has a strong relationship

between WTCPPU and WTCUSU (= .91, p <.01): r =% .71 - £ .99 (Elifson et al.,

1998). WTC for Planned and Prepared Utterances (WTCPPU) and WTC for

Unplanned and Spontaneous Utterances (WTCUSU) show a significant strong

correlation, which contribute to a latent variable, L2 WTC. Teacher Support, Task

Orientation, and Group Cohesiveness show moderate correlations with one another,

which contribute to Positive Classroom Climate. WTC variables show moderate

correlations with L2 Learning Motivation, Perceived Competence, Teacher Support,

Task Orientation, and Test 1. However, Group Cohesiveness does not show a

significant correlation with WTC variables. Because students do not discuss in

groups of four outside the classroom, it is reasonable to have nonsignificant

correlation between Group Cohesiveness and L2 WTC. In addition, Communication

Anxiety Outside the Classroom shows a moderately negative correlation with
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Perceived Competence (» =-.42, p <.01). In contrast, Communication Anxiety

Inside the Classroom shows a weakly negative correlation to Perceived

Communicative Competence Inside the Classroom (= -.11, p <.05). Because the

participants perceive a higher level of Communication Anxiety due to lack of

experience of speaking English outside the classroom, they feel a lower level of

Communicative Competence.

Table 53. Intercorrelations among the Ten Variables of L2 WTC Outside the
Classroom

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1 WTCUSU —
2 L2MTV 29** —
3 PCCOC .39 14 —
4 CAOC -.03 -.04 -42% —
5 WTCPPU .91* 33 .40 -.02 —
6 TS A7 27 .00 -1 .18* —
7 GC .10 24 -10 -15* 10 52 —
8 TO 23** A8* AT -.01 23** . b6*™ .46**
9 Test1 32**  -.03 .65** -41** 32** -03 -.04 .07 —
10 Test?2 A1* .00 .04 -07 1 A2 10 .06 .10

Note. N =320. WTCPPU = WTC for Planned and Prepared Utterances; L2MTV =
L2 Learning Motivation; PCCOC = Perceived Communicative Competence Outside
the Classroom; CAOC = Communication Anxiety Outside the Classroom; WTCUSU
= WTC for Unplanned and Spontaneous Utterances; TS = Teacher Support; GC =
Group Cohesiveness; TO = Task Orientation.

**n <.01. *p < .05.
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Model Estimation of L2 WTC Inside the Classroom Path Model 1

A full latent variable model of L2 WTC Inside the Classroom was tested

using AMOS Version 19. Table 54 and Figure 17: L2 WTC Inside the Classroom

path model 1 present statistically significant path results with standardized estimates.

A dashed line indicates a data-driven path. The y? statistic (CMIN, df =29, N =320)

was 71.746, p = .000. The goodness-of-fit index (GFI, .958; AGFI, .920) and

comparative fit index (CFI, .959) showed good model fit, as the three indices were

all above the .90 criterion (Byrne, 2001). The parsimony goodness-of-fit index

(PGFI, .505) showed good model fit because it was in excess of .50 (Byrne, 2001).

The root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) of .068 (RMEA 90%

confidence interval from CI =.048 -.088) indicated moderate fit (Byrne, 2001).

Those indices showed that this model was moderately good, but the path from

Positive Classroom Climate to L2 WTC was nonsignificant at a significant value of

- .05, and the Communicative Confidence — Frequency of L2 Communication path

was not significant at a significant value of -.43 at p < .05 level. Then, modifications

were made to improve model fit.
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Table 54. Fit Statistics for L2 WTC Inside the Classroom Path Model 1

RMSEA
)& Df x%df GFlI AGFI CFI PGFI RMSEA 90% ClI

Model 1 71.746 29 2.474 958 .920 .959 .505 .068  [.048, .088]

Note. N = 320
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Figure 17. L2 WTC Inside the Classroom path model 1. TEASUPP = Teacher Support;
GROUPCOHE = Group Cohesiveness; TASKORIEN = Task Orientation; COMPETENCE
INSIDE = Perceived Communicative Competence Inside the Classroom; ANXIETY INSIDE
= Communication Anxiety Inside the Classroom; WTCPPU = WTC for Planned and
Prepared Utterances; WTCUSU = WTC for Unplanned and Spontaneous Utterances; N. S.
= non-significant. Numerical values were significant at p <.05. A dashed line indicates a

data-driven result.

Model Estimation of L2 WTC Inside the Classroom Path Model 2

Model modifications were made to improve model by dropping the Positive

Classroom Climate — L2 WTC path. Table 55 and Figure 18: L2 WTC Inside the

Classroom path model 2 present statistically significant path results with standardized
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estimates. A dashed line indicates a data-driven path. The ¥ statistic (CMIN, df =

30, N=320) was 71.958, p = .000. The goodness-of-fit index (GFI, .958;

AGFI, .922) and comparative fit index (CFI, .959) showed good model fit, as the

three indices were all above the .90 criterion (Byrne, 2001). The PGFI of .522

exceeds the .50 criterion (Byrne, 2001). The RMSEA of .066 (RMEA 90% CI = .047.

086) was near .10, indicating moderately good fit (Byrne, 2001). Model fit was

adequate. The values of RMSEA decreased from .068 to .066. Next, the

nonsignificant path from Communicative Confidence to Actual Frequency of L2

Communication was dropped in a next modification to improve model fit.

Table 55. Fit Statistics for L2 WTC Inside the Classroom Path Model 2

RMSEA
x> Df x%df GFlI AGFI CFI PGFI RMSEA 90% CI

Model 2 71.958 30 2.399 .958 .922 .959 .522 .066 [.047;.086]

Note. N = 320.
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Figure 18. L2 WTC Inside the Classroom path model 2. TEASUPP = Teacher Support;
GROUPCOHE = Group Cohesiveness; TASKORIEN = Task Orientation; COMPETENCE
INSIDE = Perceived Communicative Competence Inside the Classroom; ANXIETY INSIDE
= Communication Anxiety Inside the Classroom; WTCPPU = WTC for Planned and
Prepared Utterances; WTCUSU = WTC for Unplanned and Spontaneous Utterances; N. S.
= non-significant. Numerical values were significant at p <.05. A dashed line indicates a

data-driven result.

Model Estimation of L2 WTC Inside the Classroom Path Model 3

Model modifications were made to improve model fit by eliminating the
Communicative Confidence — Frequency of L2 Communication path. According to
the table of Maximum Likelihood (ML) estimation in the output file, all the five
paths between latent variables were significant because the two nonsignificant paths

were eliminated: The Positive Classroom Climate — L2 WTC path and the
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Communicative Confidence — Actual Frequency of L2 Communication path. Table

56 and Figure 19: L2 WTC Inside the Classroom path model 3 present statistically

significant path results with standardized estimates. A dashed line indicates a data-

driven path. The y? statistic (CMIN, df =31, N =320) was 76.150, p =.000. The

goodness-of-fit index (GFI, .955; AGFI, .921) and comparative fit index (CFI, .956)

showed good model fit, as the three indices were all above the .90 criterion (Byrne,

2001). The PGFI of .539 exceeds the .50 criterion (Byrne, 2001). No standardized

residual covariance value exceeded the 2.58 criterion (Byrne, 2001, p.89). In

addition, the RMSEA of .068 (RMEA 90% CI =.049. 087) was near .10, indicating

moderately good fit (Byrne, 2001). Model fit was adequate. However, the values of

RMSEA increased from .066 to .068. The ¥ statistic increased from 71.958 to

76.150. Modification index in Model 2 indicated that a path from L2 Learning

Motivation to Actual Frequency of L2 Communication could improve the model by

reducing the value of -.481; therefore, a new path was added in a next modification

to improve model fit.
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Table 56. Fit Statistics for L2 WTC Inside the Classroom Path Model 3

RMSEA
x> Df x%df GFlI AGFI CFI PGFI RMSEA 90% CI

Model 2 76.150 31 2.456 .955 .921 .956 .539 .068  [.049; .087]

Note. N = 320.
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Figure 19. L2 WTC Inside the Classroom path model 3. TEASUPP = Teacher Support;
GROUPCOHE = Group Cohesiveness; TASKORIEN = Task Orientation; COMPETENCE
INSIDE = Perceived Communicative Competence Inside the Classroom; ANXIETY INSIDE
= Communication Anxiety Inside the Classroom; WTCPPU = WTC for Planned and
Prepared Utterances; WTCUSU = WTC for Unplanned and Spontaneous Utterances;

Numerical values were significant at p <.05. A dashed line indicates a data-driven result.

Model Estimation of L2 WTC Inside the classroom Path Model 4

The last modification was done by adding a path from L2 Learning

Motivation to Actual Frequency of L2 Communication. Table 57 and Figure 20: L2

WTC Inside the Classroom path model 4 present path model results for Model 4 with
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standardized estimates. The y? statistic: (CMIN, df =30, N =320) was 68.277, p
=.000. The goodness-of-fit index (GFI, .959; AGFI, .924) and comparative fit index
(CFI, .963) showed good model fit, as the three indices were all above .90 criterion
(Byrne, 2001). The PGFI of .523 showed good model fit as it was above the .50
criterion (Byrne, 2001). RMSEA was .063 (90% CI = .043; .083) indicated a
moderately good fit (Byrne, 2001). No standardized residual covariance values
exceeded the 2.58 criterion (Byrne, 2001, p.89). The regression coefficients for paths

were all significant at p < .05. Therefore, Model 4 was considered acceptable.

Table 57. Fit Statistics for L2 WTC Inside the Classroom Path Model 4

RMSEA
X? Df x%df GFlI AGFI CFlI PGFI RMSEA 90% ClI

Model 4 68.227 30 2.274 .959 .924 963 .523 .063 [.043; .083]
Note. N = 320.
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Figure 20. L2 WTC Inside the Classroom path model 4. TEASUPP = Teacher Support;
GROUPCOHE = Group Cohesiveness; TASKORIEN = Task Orientation; COMPETENCE
INSIDE = Perceived Communicative Competence Inside the Classroom; ANXIETY INSIDE
= Communication Anxiety Inside the Classroom; WTCPPU = WTC for Planned and
Prepared Utterances; WTCUSU = WTC for Unplanned and Spontaneous Utterances;

Numerical values were significant at p <.05. A dashed line indicates a data-driven result.

Summary of Model Estimations of L2 WTC Inside the Classroom Path Models
Table 57 shows the fit statistics of four path models for L2 WTC Inside the
Classroom. Model 4 showed the best fit of the four models. The y? statistic was
reduced by step-by-step modifications. By adding a path from L2 Learning
Motivation to Actual Frequency of L2 Communication, the deleted number of Chi
Square (y%?) from Model 3 to Model 4 was Ay?:-3 =7.923* (Adf = 1), which was

significant because the value exceeded the criterion of y* (df = 1) of 3.841 atp < .05
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(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001, p. 933). Model 4 shows the most parsimonious model,

as all paths were all within acceptable ranges in fit indices and y? values the smallest

of the four models.

Table 58. Fit Statistics of the Four Models for L2 WTC Inside the Classroom

RMSEA
X2 Df  x%df GFI _AGFlI CFlI PGFI RMSEA  90% CI

71.746 29 2474 958 920 .959 .505 .068  [.048; .088]

Model
1
Model

2 71958 30 2399 958 922 959 522 .066 [.047;.086]
Model

3 76.150 31 2456 .955 .921 .956 .539 .068 [.049; .87]

Add L2MTV — AFL2C path = Ax?s-. = 7.923* (Adf = 1)

Model ‘68227 30 2274 950 924 963 523 063 [.043;.083]
Note. N = 320. L2ZMTV = L2 Learning Motivation; AFL2C = Actual Frequency of L2
Communication.

*p < .05.

Model Estimation of L2 WTC Outside the Classroom Path Model 1

A full latent variable model of L2 WTC outside the classroom was tested
using AMOS Version 19. Table 59 and Figure 21: L2 WTC Outside the Classroom path
model 1 present statistically significant path results with standardized estimates. A
dashed line indicates a data-driven result. The y? statistic (CMIN, df =29, N = 320)

was 111.942, p = .000. The goodness-of-fit index (GFI, .933; AGFI, .873) and
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comparative fit index (CFI, .935) did not show a good model fit, as AGFI was lower
than the .90 criterion (Byrne, 2001). PGFI of .492; thus, it failed to exceed the .50
criterion (Byrne, 2001). RMSEA of .095 (RMSEA 90% CI = .077 - .114), which was
smaller than .10, indicating good fit (Byrne, 2001). Because three paths (L2 WTC —
Actual Frequency of L2 Communication, Positive Classroom Climate — L2
Communicative Confidence, L2 Learning motivation — L2 Communicative

Confidence) were not significant, model modifications were made.

Table 59. Fit Statistics for L2 WTC Outside the Classroom Path Model 1

RMSEA
)& Df x%df GFI AGFI CFI PGFI RMSEA 90% CI
Model 1 111.942 29 3.860 .933 .873 .935 .492 095 [.077; .114]

Note. N = 320.
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Figure 21. L2 WTC Outside the Classroom path model 1. TEASUPP = Teacher Support;
GROUPCOHE = Group Cohesiveness; TASKORIEN = Task Orientation; COMPETENCE

OUTSIDE = Perceived Communicative Competence Outside the Classroom; ANXIETY
OUTSIDE = Communication Anxiety Outside the Classroom; WTCPPU = WTC for Planned
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and Prepared Utterances; WTCUSU = WTC for Unplanned and Spontaneous Utterances;
L2 Com. Confidence Outside the Classroom = L2 Communicative Confidence Outside the
Classroom. N. S. = non-significant. Numerical values were significant at the p < .05 level. A

dashed line indicates a data-driven result.

Model Estimation of L2 WTC Outside the Classroom Path Model 2

Model modifications were made to improve model fit by eliminating the

three paths. First, according to the maximum likelihood (MI) estimation in the output

file, the three nonsignificant paths were dropped from Model 1: L2 WTC — Actual

Frequency of L2 Communication, Positive Classroom Climate — L2

Communicative Confidence, L2 Learning motivation — L2 Communicative

Confidence. Table 60 and Figure 22: present statistically significant path results with

standardized estimates. A dashed line indicates a data-driven path. The 2 statistic

(CMIN, df =32, N=320) was 114.873, p = .000. The goodness-of-fit index

(GFI, .930; AGFI, .880) and comparative fit index (CFI, .935) showed an adequate

model fit although the AGFI estimate was lower than the .90 criterion (Byrne, 2001).

PGFI of .541 indicated good model fit because parsimonious-fit indices should be

above .50 (Byrne, 2001). RMSEA was .090 (RMSEA 90% CI=.073 - .108, which
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indicated moderately well fit, but it was much above the critical value of .06 (Hu &

Bentler, 1999). Therefore, model modifications were made to improve model fit as

detailed in the following section.

Table 60. Fit Statistics for L2 WTC Outside the Classroom Path Model 2

RMSEA
X° Df x%df GFI AGFI CFI PGFlI RMSEA 90% ClI

Model 2 114.873 32 3.590 .930 .880 .935 .541 .090 [.073; .108]

Note. N = 320.
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Figure 22. L2 WTC Outside the Classroom path model 2. TEASUPP = Teacher Support;
GROUPCOHE = Group Cohesiveness; TASKORIEN = Task Orientation; COMPETENCE
OUTSIDE = Perceived Communicative Competence Outside the Classroom; ANXIETY
OUTSIDE = Communication Anxiety Outside the Classroom; WTCPPU = WTC for Planned
and Prepared Utterances; WTCUSU = WTC for Unplanned and Spontaneous Utterances;
L2 Com. Confidence Outside the Classroom = L2 Communicative Confidence Outside the
Classroom. N.S. = non-significant. Numerical values were at p <.05. The dashed line

indicates a data-driven result.
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Model Estimation of L2 WTC Outside the Classroom Path Model 3

After the three paths were dropped, the L2 Learning Motivation — L2 WTC
path was added. Because SPSS Amos Version 19 does not provide Lagrange
Multiplier tests, Stepwise Multiple Regression was performed to identify predictors
of L2 WTC Outside the Classroom (Tabei, 2001). The dependent variable was WTC
for Unplanned and Spontaneous Utterances. The independent variables were L2
Learning Motivation, Teacher Support, Group Cohesiveness, Task Orientation,
Perceived Communicative Competence QOutside the Classroom, and Communication
Anxiety Outside the Classroom. The L2 Learning Motivation — L2 WTC path was
significant (f = .283, p <.05), so the path was added to make Model 3.

Table 61 and Figure 23: L2 WTC Outside the Classroom path model 3
present statistically significant path results with standardized estimates. The dashed
line represents a data-driven path. The y? statistic (CMIN, df =31, N =320) was
99.029, p = .000. The goodness-of-fit index (GFI, .938; AGFI, .889) and
comparative fit index (CFI, .946) showed an adequate model fit although the AGFI
estimate was lower than the .90 criterion (Byrne, 2001). PGFI of .528, which

indicated good model fit because parsimonious-fit indices should be above .50
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(Byrne, 2001). RMSEA was .083 (RMSEA 90% CI =.065 - .102), which indicated
moderately well fit, but it was much above the critical value of .06 (Hu & Bentler,
1999). Therefore, model modifications were made to improve model fit as detailed

in the following section.

Table 61. Fit Statistics for L2 WTC Outside the Classroom Path Model 3

RMSEA
X° Df x%df GFlI AGFlI CFI PGFI RMSEA 90% CI

Model 3 99.092 31 3.194 .938 .889 .946 .528 .083 [.065; .102]

Note. N = 320.
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Figure 23. L2 WTC Outside the Classroom path model 3. TEASUPP = Teacher Support;
GROUPCOHE = Group Cohesiveness; TASKORIEN = Task Orientation; COMPETENCE
OUTSIDE = Perceived Communicative Competence Outside the Classroom; ANXIETY
OUTSIDE = Communication Anxiety Outside the Classroom; WTCPPU = WTC for Planned
and Prepared Utterances; WTCUSU = WTC for Unplanned and Spontaneous Utterances;
L2 Com. Confidence Outside the Classroom = L2 Communicative Confidence Outside the
Classroom. N. S. = non-significant. Numerical values were at p <.05. The dashed line

indicates a data-driven result.
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Model Estimation of L2 WTC Outside the Classroom Path Model 4

Further modification was made by adding the L2 Learning Motivation — Actual

Frequency of L2 Communication path because the path between the two variables

had a significant relationship inside the classroom. Table 62 and Figure 24: L2 WTC

Outside the Classroom path model 4 present statistically significant path results with

standardized estimates. A dashed line indicates a data-driven path. The 2 statistic

(CMIN, df =30, N=320) was 91.338, p =.000. The goodness-of-fit index

(GFI, .942; AGFI, .894) and comparative fit index (CFI, .952) showed good model

fit although the AGFI estimate was a little lower than the .90 criterion (Byrne, 2001).

The PGFI of .514 indicated good model fit, as it met the .50 criterion (Byrne, 2001).

The RMSEA of .080 (RMEA 90% CI =.062 - .099) was showed moderately good fit

(Byrne, 2001, pp.79-85). Model 4 appeared to be a best fit model. However, because

a significant relationship between L2 Learning Motivation and Communicative

Confidence was identified in previous empirical studies (e.g., Peng & Woodrow,

2010; Yashima et al., 2004), a path from L2 Learning Motivation to Communicative

Confidence was added to improve the model, as the next section explains in details.
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Table 62. Fit Statistics for L2 WTC Outside the Classroom Path Model 4

RMSEA
X Df x%df GFlI AGFI CFI PGFI RMSEA 90% CI
Model 4 91.338 30 3.045 942 .894 952 .514 .080 [.062; .099]
Note. N = 320.
e | [ e |
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Figure 24. L2 WTC Outside the Classroom path model 4. TEASUPP = Teacher Support;
GROUPCOHE = Group Cohesiveness; TASKORIEN = Task Orientation; COMPETENCE
OUTSIDE = Perceived Communicative Competence Outside the Classroom; ANXIETY
OUTSIDE = Communication Anxiety Outside the Classroom; WTCPPU = WTC for Planned

and Prepared Utterances; WTCUSU = WTC for Unplanned and Spontaneous Utterances;

L2 Com. Confidence Outside the Classroom = L2 Communicative Confidence Outside the

Classroom. N. S. = non-significant. Numerical values were significant at p <.05. A dashed

line indicates a data-driven result.

Model Estimation of L2 WTC Outside the Classroom Path Model 5

The L2 Learning Motivation — Communicative Confidence path was added because

the relationship between the two variables was identified in empirical studies, as

stated above. Table 63 and Figure 25: L2 WTC Outside the Classroom path model 5
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present statistically significant path results with standardized estimates. The dashed

lines indicate data-driven paths. The y? statistic (CMIN, df =29, N = 320) was

86.563, p = .000. The goodness-of-fit index (GFI, .947; AGFI, .899) and

comparative fit index (CFI, .955) showed a good model fit although the AGFI

estimate was lower than the .90 criterion (Byrne, 2001). The PGFI of .499 showed

good model fit as it met the .50 criterion (Byrne, 2001). The RMSEA of .079

(RMSEA 90% CI =.060 - .098) indicated moderately good fit (Byrne, 2001).

Because nearly all the regression coefficients for the paths were significant,

the model fit was thus deemed to be satisfactory.

Table 63. Fit Statistics for L2 WTC Outside the Classroom Path Model 5

RMSEA
X° Df x%df GFlI AGFI CFI PGFI RMSEA 90% Cl

Model 5 86.563 29 2.985 .947 .899 .955 .499 .079 [.060; .098]

Note. N = 320.
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Figure 25. L2 WTC Outside path model 5. TEASUPP = Teacher Support; GROUPCOHE =
Group Cohesiveness; TASKORIEN = Task Orientation; COMPETENCE OUTSIDE =
Perceived Communicative Competence Outside the Classroom; ANXIETY OUTSIDE =
Communication Anxiety Outside the Classroom; WTCPPU = WTC for Planned and
Prepared Utterances; WTCUSU = WTC for Unplanned and Spontaneous Utterances; L2
Com. Confidence Outside the Classroom = L2 Communicative Confidence Outside the
Classroom. N. S. = non-significant. Numerical values were at the p < .05 level. A dashed

line indicates a data-driven result.

Summary of Model Estimations of L2 WTC Outside the Classroom Path

Models

Table 64 shows the fit statistics of the five path models for L2 WTC Outside

the Classroom. Model 5 showed the best fit of the five models. The y? statistics were

reduced by step-by-step modifications. First, three paths (L2 WTC — Actual

Frequency of L2 Communication, Positive Classroom Climate — L2
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Communicative Confidence, L2 Learning motivation — L2 Communicative

Confidence) were dropped from a hypothesized model because they were not

significant. Second, a path from L2 Learning Motivation to L2 WTC was added, and

the path resulted in a significant improvement in model fit and is logical because

higher motivation can increase the tendency to generate L2 communication (Elwood,

2011; Maclntyre & Charos, 1996). Third, a path from L2 Learning Motivation to

Actual Frequency of L2 Communication was added because a significant relationship

between the two variables was found for L2 WTC Inside the Classroom in this study.

A negative significant relationship between L2 Learning Motivation and Actual

Frequency of L2 Communication was identified because the participants spoke less

in a test context because they paid more attention to accuracy than fluency (Ellis,

2009). Fourth, a path from L2 Learning Motivation to Communicative Confidence

was added because the significant relationship between the two variables was

identified in empirical studies (Peng & Woodrow, 2010; Yashima et al., 2004).

These changes resulted in the best model fit because the deleted value of Chi

Square (y?) from Model 2 to Model 3 was Ay?.-3=5.844* (Adf = 1); the deleted value of

Chi Square (¥?) from Model 3 to Model 4 was Ay?s-+ =-7.691* (Adf = 1); and the
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deleted value of Chi Square Ay?4-s=4.775* (Adf =1) were significant because the three

values exceeded the criterion of % (df = 1) of 3.4841 at the p < .05 level, respectively

(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001, p. 933). Model 5 shows the most parsimonious model, as

all paths were all within acceptable ranges in fit indices and ¥? values the smallest of the

five models.

Table 64. Fit Statistics of the Five Path Models for L2 WTC Outside the Classroom

Model X? Df  x%df GFI AGFI CFlI PGFI RMSEA RMSEA 90%Cl

Model 111.942 29 3.860 .933 .873 .935 492 .095 [.077,.114]
1
Model 114.873 32 3.590 .930 .880 .935 .541 .090 [.073,.108]
2
Add L2MTV — L2 WTC path = Ax?:-:= 15.844* (Adf=1)
Model 99.029 31 3.194 938 .889 .946 .528 .083 [.065,.102]
3
Add L2MTV — AFL2C path = Ax?s-4 = 7.691* (Adf =1)
Model 91.338 30 3.045 .942 .894 952 514 .080 [.062,.099]
4
Add L2ZMTV — Communicative Confidence path = Ax?%,-; =4.775* (Adf = 1)
Model 86.563 29 2.985 .947 .899 .955 499  .079 [.060,.098]
5

Note. N = 320; A = delta; L2ZMTV = L2 Learning Motivation; AFL2C = Actual
Frequency of L2 Communication.
*p < .05.
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Hypotheses

Seven hypotheses are presented and answered for WTC inside the classroom

and WTC outside the classroom, respectively. The latent variable L2 WTC included

two types of WTC, WTC for Planned and Prepared Utterances (e.g., self-

introduction, oral presentation, and interview) and WTC for Unplanned and

Spontaneous Utterances (e.g., asking a meaning of words, and answering a questions

for a direction for a place). In Peng and Woodrow’s (2010) study, WTC in English

referred to WTC in meaning-focused activities and WTC in English in form-focused

activities. L2 WTC outside the classroom was not investigated and clarified in their

hypothesized model. The results for the following research questions provide several

new findings.

Hypothesis 1: Positive Classroom Climate and L2 WTC

H1: Positive Classroom Climate directly influences L2 WTC. Positive

Classroom Environment was not significant with L2 WTC Inside the Classroom,

whereas Positive Classroom Climate was a predictor of L2 WTC Outside the

Classroom (f = .13). Hypothesis 1 was rejected inside the classroom, but supported
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outside the classroom.

Hypothesis 2: Positive Classroom Climate and L2 Confidence

H2: Positive Classroom Climate directly influences L2 Confidence. Positive

Classroom Climate was statistically significant with Communicative Confidence

Inside the Classroom (f = .25), while it was not significant with Communicative

Confidence Outside the Classroom. The significant level of Communication Anxiety

outside the classroom was stronger than the significant level inside the classroom.

Students feel anxiety strongly outside the classroom because they do not have many

opportunities to speak English outside the classroom.

Hypothesis 3: Positive Classroom Climate and L2 Motivation

H3: Positive Classroom Climate directly influences L2 Learning Motivation.

Inside the classroom, Positive Classroom Climate was statistically significant with

L2 Learning Motivation (ff = .50). Outside the classroom, Positive Classroom

Climate was statistically significant with L2 Learning Motivation (f = .49).

Hypothesis 3 was accepted both inside and outside the classroom. This suggests that
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classroom environment had a crucial role to motivate students to learn English both

inside and outside the classroom.

Hypothesis 4: L2 Motivation and L2 Confidence

H4: L2 Motivation directly influences L2 Confidence. Inside the classroom,

L2 Learning Motivation was statistically significant with Communicative Confidence

(B = .35). Outside the classroom, L2 Learning Motivation was significant with

Communicative Confidence (f = .14). Hypothesis 4 was supported both inside the

and outside the classroom.

Hypothesis 5: L2 Confidence and L2 WTC

HS5: State L2 Communicative Confidence directly influences L2 WTC. Inside

the classroom, Communicative Confidence was significant with L2 WTC (f = .65),

and Communicative Confidence was significant with L2 WTC (f = .41) outside the

classroom. Communicative Confidence was the strongest predictor of L2 WTC inside

and outside the classroom. Hypothesis 5 was supported.
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Hypothesis 6 (Data-Driven Result 1): L2 WTC and Actual Frequency of L2

Communication

H6: L2 WTC directly influences Actual Frequency of L2 Communication. L2

WTC was significant with the Actual Frequency of L2 Communication (= .70)

inside the classroom. However, there was no significant relationship between L2

WTC and Actual Frequency of L2 Communication outside the classroom. Hypothesis

6 was accepted inside the classroom, but not supported outside the classroom. This

indicates that when students are willing to speak English, they are likely to speak

positively inside the classroom, whereas they are unlikely to use English positively

even when they are willing to speak English. They feel communication anxiety more

strongly outside the classroom than inside the classroom.

Hypothesis 7 (Data-Driven Result 2): L2 Confidence and Actual Frequency of

L2 Communication

H7: State L2 Communicative Confidence directly influences Actual

Frequency of L2 Communication. Inside the classroom, State L2 Communicative

Confidence was not a predictor of Actual Frequency of L2 Communication. However,
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outside the classroom, State L2 Communicative Confidence was a predictor of L2

WTC (p =.55). It indicates that students speak English when they have a higher level

of communicative confidence. Hypothesis 7 was rejected inside the classroom, but it

was supported outside the classroom.

Data-Driven Result 3: L2 Motivation and L2 WTC

The following is data-driven result 3: L2 learning Motivation directly

influences L2 WTC. L2 learning Motivation was not significant with L2 WTC Inside

the Classroom, but L2 Learning Motivation was a predictor of L2 WTC Outside the

Classroom (5 = .21). These results suggest that highly motivated students are likely

to be willing to speak English outside the classroom, but they are not so willing to

speak English inside the classroom as they are willing outside the classroom. As

such, this data-driven result was supported outside the classroom.
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Data-Driven Result 4: L2 Motivation and Actual Frequency of L2

Communication

The following is data-driven result 4: L2 Learning Motivation directly

influence Actual Frequency of L2 Communication. Inside the classroom, L2

Learning Motivation was statistically negatively significant with Actual Frequency

of L2 Communication (f = -.28); and so was it outside the classroom (f =-.10). L2

Learning Motivation was a predictor of Actual Frequency of L2 Communication in

both contexts. A reason for having a negative relationship is proposed in the

Discussion Chapter.

Summary of Hypotheses

Table 65 shows the results of five hypotheses and four data-driven results for

WTC inside and outside the classroom. Inside the classroom, only one hypothesis

(H1) was rejected and hypotheses 2, 3, 4, 5 confirm Peng and Woodrow’s (2010)

path model, and two data-driven results (1 and 4) emerged. Positive Classroom

Climate was a predictor of Communicative Confidence (H2) and L2 Learning

Motivation (H3), but not a predictor of L2 WTC (H1). L2 Learning Motivation was a
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predictor of State L2 Communicative Confidence (H4) and Actual Frequency of L2

Communication (Date-Driven Result 4). State L2 Communicative Confidence was

the only predictor of L2 WTC (HS). L2ZWTC was a predictor of Actual Frequency of

L2 Communication (H6, Data-Driven Result 1).

Outside the classroom, only one hypothesis (H2) was rejected and hypotheses

1, 3, 4, and 5 confirmed Peng and Woodrow’s (2010) path model, and three data-

driven results (2, 3, and 4) emerged. Positive Classroom Climate was a predictor of

L2 WTC (H1) and L2 Learning Motivation (H3). L2 Learning Motivation was

predictors of State L2 Communication Confidence (H4), L2 WTC (Data-Driven

Result 3), and Actual Frequency of L2 Communication (Data-Driven Result 4). State

L2 Communicative Confidence was a predictor of L2 WTC (HS) and Actual

Frequency of L2 Communication (H7, Data-Driven result 2).
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Table 65. Summary of Results of Five Hypotheses and Four Data-Driven Results in
SEM

Name Hypotheses and data-driven results Inside Outside
1 Positive Classroom Climate directly influences X O
L2 WTC.
2 Positive Classroom Climate directly influences O X
State L2 Communication Confidence.
3 Positive Classroom Climate directly influences O O
L2 Learning Motivation.
4 L2 Learning Motivation directly Influences State O O
L2 Communication Confidence.
5 State L2 Communicative Confidence directly O O
influences L2 WTC.
6 (Data-Driven L2 WTC directly influences Actual Frequency of O X
Result 1) L2 Communication.
7 (Data-Driven State L2 Communicative Confidence directly
Result 2) influences Actual Frequency of L2 X O
Communication.
Data-Driven L2 Learning Motivation directly influences L2 X O
Result 3 WTC.
Data-Driven L2 Learning Motivation directly influences Actual O O
result 4 Frequency of L2 Communication.

Note. N = 320. O = the hypothesis was accepted; X = the hypothesis was rejected.

Analyses of Class Observations

In this section, two analyses are presented. First, descriptive statistics of 13

participants’ English turns, Japanese turns, English words, and interjections are

described. Second, the results of a repeated-measures ANOVA for four types of

communication are described.
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Descriptive Statistics of the Numbers of 13 Participants’ English Turns,
Japanese Turns, English Words, and Interjections Inside the Classroom

Table 65 shows the descriptive statistics of 13 participants’ numbers of
English turns, Japanese turns, English words, and interjections between Test 1 and
Test 2. As presented in Table 65, English turns increased from 28.08 to 29.15,
Japanese turns decreased from 11.31 to 7.92, English words increased from 126.92
to 161.69, and interjections increased from 6.31 to 12.46 between Test 1 and Test 2.
Although the number of English turns did not change, the word length increased by
34.77 words on average, Japanese turns decreased by 3.39 turns on average, and the
number of interjection doubled from 6 to 12. The skewness values for eight types of
communication were all within the critical values between +£2 (Tabachnick & Fidell,
2001, p. 73). However, the kurtosis value of 3.80 for English words in Test 1 that of
2.80 for English words in Test 2 and that of 2.68 for interjections in Test 2 exceeded
the critical value of +2. However, the results met the assumption because there was a
huge gap in numbers, for example between 294 words (spoken by No. 5, Shin) and

71 words (spoken by No. 13, Shotaro) in Test 1.
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Table 66. Descriptive Statistics of the Numbers of 13 Participants’ English Turns,

Japanese Turns, English Words, and Interjections Inside the Classroom

English turn Japanese turn English word Interjection
Name 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2
Shun (M) 39 60 32 11 115 401 3 12
Kotaro (M) 25 25 15 12 99 75 7 6
Kahori (F) 22 21 12 11 117 158 4 5
Yuzuki (F) 26 17 16 23 156 78 2 7
Shin (M) 44 36 2 2 294 268 19 12
Ibuka (M) 23 31 3 2 157 190 2 25
Seitaro (M) 27 23 6 3 55 191 24 28
Daisuke (M) 41 33 5 5 159 142 3 15
Yoshito (M) 27 36 7 8 83 149 3 18
Kazumi (F) 27 12 0 4 144 48 6 4
Rinako (F) 29 39 11 13 72 130 8 9
Yukako (F) 20 35 36 2 128 181 1 9
Shotaro (M) 15 11 2 7 71 91 0 12
M 28.08 29.15 11.31 7.92 126.92 161.69 6.31 12.46
SD 9.02 1319 1094 6.08 62.09 93.37 713 7.41
Skewness .34 75 1.31 1.25 1.57 1.43 1.83 1.06
Kurtosis .25 1.28 1.15 1.88 3.80 2.80 2.63 42
Note. N = 13.

Results of a Repeated-Measures ANOVA for English Turns, Japanese Turns,

English Words, and Interjections Inside the Classroom

The gap between 1 and 2 under four pairs were inspected and calculated

using a repeated-measures ANOVA. Table 67 shows the results of a repeated-

measures ANOVA. T-tests were examined four times. Due to multiple testing, Type

1 Error rate of the four factors inflates. Therefore, stricter alpha (reliability) levels
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are required. A Bonferroni-type adjustment was made for inflated Type 1 error

(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001), so the p-value was adjusted to .013 (.05/4). According

to the results, the p-value of Pair 4 was .020; this pair refers to the difference of the

number of interjections between Test 1 and Test 2. When mean differences among

groups are examined, a sample size of about 20 is required as the smallest number to

gain robustness (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). Accordingly, a reason why the p-value

of .020 exceeded the .013 p-value criterion was due to the small sample size of 13.

In addition, because the 13 students were all in level A, this result cannot be

generalized to all levels of English proficiency. In the future, the same test should be

replicated with a large sample size and a variety of levels. With another test on

different levels with a larger sample size, there might be a significant difference for

interjections. Increasing interjections indicated that the students became used to

using English and they were more willing to speak English inside the classroom.
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Table 67. The Results of a Repeated-Measures ANOVA for English Turns, English
Words, Japanese Turns, and Interjections Inside the Classroom

Difference of the paired samples

Variable M SD SE T P
English turns -1.38 10.56 2.93 -47 .64
Japanese turns 4.15 11.13 3.09 1.35 .20
Number of English words -35.92 97.84 27.14 -1.32 .21
Interjections -6.15 8.12 2.25 -2.73 .02*
Note. N = 13. df = 12.

p<.013.

Summary of a Repeated-Measures ANOVA

A repeated-measures ANOVA for the numbers of English turns, Japanese

turns, English words, and interjections were performed. Although statistically

significant differences were not found for the four types of communication, the

number of interjections in posttest increased twice as many as in pretest. This

suggests that students got used to speaking English and they became more willing to

speak English inside the classroom during one semester.
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CHAPTER 6

QUALITATIVE RESULTS

Interview Results

The following sections present the interview results pertaining to the three

interview questions. Content analysis, following Barkhuizen (2007), Dérnyei (2007),

and Ellis and Barkhuizen (2005) analyzed transcribed data. Two Initial coding

samples are in Appendix F.

Interview Question 1: Situations Willing to Speak English

Interview question 1 asked in what situation the students become willing to

speak English. Table 68 shows 10 motivating factors influencing L2 WTC. Eight out

of 10 factors confirmed previous empirical studies. The last two factors emerged

newly in this study.

Teacher support. Teacher support (26%) was noted the largest number of

times. Wen and Clément (2003) pointed out that the most important opportunity for
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students to internalize their desire to learn and positive attitudes toward school

comes from teachers. Student G (Sayaka)’s comment (the teacher supports me to use

functional expression and encourages me to make group cohesiveness strong) and

Student H (Tsutomu)’s remark (the teacher’s positive feedback and praise during

class time make me motivated to study English more than before) tell the importance

of teachers’ role. In this study, the teacher encouraged students to use easy English,

not to mind making grammatical mistakes, and provided feedback in a verbal format

inside the class and a written format via e-mail outside the classroom. Teacher

support was found in Wen and Clément’s (2003) theory and Peng and Woodrow’s

(2010) SEM path model, Cao’s (2011) and Peng’s (2007, 2012) qualitative studies.

Group cohesiveness. Group cohesiveness (17%) was the second highest in

number. Students were likely to feel enthusiasm, responsibility, cooperation, and

cohesiveness among group members (Shaw, 1971; Wen and Clément, 2003).

Students are likely to communicate more naturally by using functional expressions.

Group cohesiveness is associated with small group (Wen and Clément, 2003).

Student D (Takeo) stated [ have responsibility to continue speaking English as a
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group member. Student G (Sayaka) stated English class is enjoyable and I would like

to be friends with the other members because our group members are friendly and

cooperative. Group cohesiveness was identified in qualitative studies (Cao, 2011;

Peng, 2007, 2012).

Small group. Small group (15%) was the third highest in number. Students

felt friendliness among group members due to a small group, so they were able to

speak their experiences easily in class. Student D (Takeo) stated [ can speak English

easily in this small class. Student E (Kengo) described Small group makes me

interested in speaking English. Small Group was as an influential factor of L2 WTC

in qualitative studies (Cao & Philp, 2006; Peng, 2007, 2012).

Security of speaking. Security of speaking (12%) was the fourth highest in

number. Some students were unafraid of making mistakes because they did not have

to use perfect English. Student H (Tutomu) stated / feel neither anxious nor ashamed
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Table 68. Ten Motivating Factors Influencing L2 WTC Inside the Classroom

Positive factor

Example (Total number of entries = 102)

Student

Teacher
support

(27 entries)
26%

Group
Cohesiveness
(17 entries)
17%

Small Group
(15 entries)
15%

Security of
speaking
(12 entries)
12%

Motivation
(11 entries)
12%

Interlocutor
(4 entries) 4%

Encourage to use many functional expressions (6)

Let students not worry about making grammar

mistakes (4)

Give feedback to each student in class (4)

Monitor students in every lesson (3)

Let students use simple and easy English (3)

Give feedback with scores/comments via e-mail (3)
Call each student’s name (1)

Respond to a student’s questions after class (1)
Evaluate students’ efforts (1)

Point out students’ strengthens and weaknesses (I)

Have responsibility to continue speaking English (5)
Have strong enthusiasm and motivation as a group

(3)

Increase group cohesiveness during a semester (2)
Change group members in one lesson (2)
Cooperate with each other to speak English (2)
Desire to help a quiet person speak English (1)

Feel easy to speak their experiences (5)
Feel friendliness among group members (5)

Have a chance for all to become a group leader (3)
Get interested in speaking English (2)

Have low level of anxiety because students have
similar communication levels (7)
Feel warm atmosphere (not feeling ashamed /

anxious) (4)

Understand Teacher’s easy English (1)
Desire to try studying English hard (5)

Desire to get perfect scores every time (5)

Like English (1)

Feel refreshment by a member change (2)
Be stimulated by interlocutors’ positive attitudes to
speak English (2)
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Table 68 (continued)

Positive Factor Example (Total number of entries = 102) Student
Topic Easy topics including daily topics (2) E, H A,
familiarity Interesting topics (2) A
(4 entries) 4%
. Teacher’s monitor makes students speak English
Point system (1) I
(f(? ur entries) Talk-point system makes them avoid using D, F, I
4%
Japanese (3)
Competence Learn communication skills and function words (2) A, B
(four entries) Be aware of low level of English proficiency, which H
o " . - :
4% positively influences willingness to speak English
(1)
Learn to understand what peers said in English (1) |
Tests (three Submission of a quiz makes students to study A
entries) 2% English (1) H
Study English for tests (1)
Easy discussion tests motivate them to speak F

English (1)

Note. N = 9. Motivation = L2 Learning Motivation, Competence = Perceived

Communicative Competence. Letters from A to | represent the nine participants,

respectively: A = Yuta; B = Ryo; C = Keiko; D = Takeo; E = Kengo; F = Yoshio, G =

Sayaka; H = Tsutomu; and | = Hanako.

because they were in the same proficiency level. Student A (Yuta) stated /

understand well because the teacher uses easy English. Security of speaking was

identified in qualitative studies (Cao, 2011; Kang, 2005).

L2 learning motivation. 1.2 learning motivation (12%) was the fifth highest

in number. Students who have higher level of learning motivation and try hard to

250



speak English can be willing to communicate in English. Student A (Yuta) described

I would like to get perfect scores because I like to study English hard. L2 learning

motivation was found in qualitative studies (Cao, 2011; Peng, 2012), but the

significant relationship between L2 learning motivation and L2 WTC has not been

identified in quantitative studies. However, L2 Learning Motivation predicted L2

WTC Outside the Classroom (f = .21) in this study, which was a data-driven result.

Interlocutor. Interlocutor is conceptualized as a predictor of L2 WTC as

desire to speak a specific person in Maclntyre et al.’s (1998) L2ZWTC model.

Weaver’s (2010) found that perceived ability to communicate was a predictor of L2

WTC and confirmed Maclntyre et al.’s L2 WTC model. Interlocutor was also

identified in qualitative studies (Cao & Philp, 2006; Kang, 2005). Student E (Kengo)

stated (my interlocutors’ positive attitudes helps me speak English).

Topic familiarity. Maclntyre et al. (1998) claim that topic familiarity makes

students’ L2 use easier. Student A (Yuta) stated (easy and interesting topics make

me willing to communicate). Topic familiarity was identified as a key variable to
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determine a level of willingness to communicate in qualitative studies (Cao, 2011,

Cao & Philp, 2006; Kang, 2005) and in a quantitative study (MacIntyre & Leggatto,

2010).

Point system. Point system newly emerged in this study because the teacher

monitored and evaluated the students’ speaking behaviors in the Discussion Course.

Student B (Ryo) commented (talk-point system makes us avoid using Japanese

because the teacher reduces the students’ scores when they use Japanese). Student I

(Hanako) stated (the teacher’s monitoring makes me speak English. I usually do not

speak English in a large class, such as in the Presentation Course).

Perceived communicative competence. Perceived competence was a

predictor of L2 WTC in qualitative studies (Cao & Philp, 2006; Peng, 2007, 2012)

and in quantitative studies in ESL environments (MacIntyre & Charos, 1996;

Maclntyre et al., 1999; MaclIntyre et al., 2003) and in EFL environment (Weaver,

2010). In this study, Student B (Ryo) commented / am willing when I understand

what the others say.
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Tests. Tests emerged newly in this study. Student H (Tsutomu) stated

Because tests in the Discussion Course are easy, I can speak English with ease and

become willing to speak English.

As stated above, the four variables—teacher support, group cohesiveness, L2

learning motivation, and perceived competence—were identified as motivational

variables influencing L2 WTC in this quantitative study. Security of speaking, small

group, interlocutors, and topic familiarity are important issues in qualitative studies

(Cao, 2011; Kang, 2005).

In addition, tests and a point system made students willing to communicate in

English. The point system involved the teacher giving points when students speak

English in the Discussion Course. Some students were willing to speak English in

order to gain higher scores. This orientation represents as the difference between

task-involvement and ego-involvement (Ames, 1992). Task involvement means that

students focus on their ability and achievement for getting higher scores. On the

other hand, ego-involvement means that students are involved in developing new

skills and improving the level of competence. When group members had positive

attitudes toward speaking English, they regarded the teacher’s evaluation as a motive
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for using English. Finally, tests motivated students to study and speak English. Task

orientation did not emerge in the interviews. If Ames’s concept of task orientation

had been included on the questionnaire, classroom environment might have had a

statistically significant relationship with L2 WTC inside the classroom.

Interview Question 2: Communication Anxiety Inside the Classroom

Interview question 2 asked to what degree the students feel communication

anxiety. Table 69 shows factors that demotivated the student to communicate in

English. Although the number of key words regarding demotivating factors was

small (27 entries), communication anxiety accounted for 48% of a total number.

Communication anxiety included an inferiority complex when speaking English, fear

of making mistakes, fear of losing face, and fear of peer evaluation. In SEM,

communication anxiety inside the classroom was not a significant predictor of L2

WTC because the participants responded to only four question items concerning

interviewing, making a speech, asking a meaning of a word, and repeating what they

said. Those question items measured state communication anxiety. On the other

hand, I collected trait communication anxiety, such as individual personality traits.
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Table 69. Demotivating Factors Influencing L2 WTC

Negative factor Example (A total number of entries = 27) Student
Anxiety Inferiority complex to speak English (2) A A
(13 cases) 48% Fear of making mistakes (3) B,B,B

Losing face value of being a poor speaker of English (2) C, D
Difficulty to speak spontaneously without preparation (1) |

Feel tense (2) A C
Feel speaking English for 90 minutes a hard work (1) B
Anxiety about peer evaluation (2) CC
Interlocutor A big gap between fluent speakers and poor speakers (2) F, G
(5 cases) 19%
Silent students/Negative attitudes toward speaking CFG
English (3)
Topic difficulty  Too difficult topics (e.g., values and technology) (3) C,CH
(5 cases) 19% Too easy topics (1) C
Topics with no background knowledge (1) C
Low competence No knowledge about vocabulary (3) AF, G
(3 cases) 11%
Teacher Teachers’ strict & severe comments on students’ H
feedback performance (1)

(1 case) 3%

Note. N = 9. Anxiety = Communication Anxiety; Competence = Perceived
Communicative Competence. Letters A through | represent the nine participants: A
= Yuta, B = Ryo; C = Keiko; D = Takeo; E = Kengo; F = Yoshio; G = Sayaka; H =
Tsutomu; and | = Hanako.

Five persons (A, B, C, D, and I) expressed their personal attitude toward English

study. Student A (Yuta) pointed out inferiority complex: I am not good at speaking

English because I have inferiority complex. Student B (Ryo) was afraid of losing

face: I do not want to be regarded as foolish by making errors. Student C (Keiko)
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was afraid of peer evaluation: I cannot speak English when the others show

overreaction against my fluent speaking behavior.

Interview Question 3: Unwilling to Communicate in English

Interview question 3 asked in what situation the students unwilling to speak

in English. Table 69, demonstrated in the section of Interview Question 2:

Communication Anxiety Inside the Classroom, shows the five demotivating factors

to communicate in English.

Communication anxiety. Communication Anxiety (48%) was a strong

negative variable influencing L2 WTC in individual dimension, including inferiority

complex, fear of making mistakes, and fear of losing face, as stated in the section of

Interview Question 2: Communication Anxiety Inside the Classroom.

Interlocutor. Interlocutor (19%) is one of the most influential variable to

determine one’ willingness to communicate in qualitative studies (Cao, 2011; Cao &

Philp, 2006; Kang, 2005), which is explained in Maclntyre et al.’s (1998) L2 WTC

model and Weaver’s (2010) quantitative study. Uncommunicative students can be a
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demotivating factor for fluent speakers; and fluent speakers can be demotivating to

quiet students. Student G (Sayaka) stated 4 big gap between fluent speakers and

poor speakers make me unwilling to speak and quiet. Student C (Keiko) said 4

peer’s negative attitudes toward speaking English make me unwilling to speak

English.

Topic difficulty. Topic difficulty (19%) is a crucial factor for students to

communicate inside the classroom. Topic difficulty includes both difficult topics and

overly easy topics, which influence students’ willingness to communicate English.

Students C (Keiko) stated that foo difficult topics and too easy topics make me

unwilling to communicate. When I have no knowledge about a topic, I cannot speak

English. Topic difficulty was identified as a key variable in qualitative studies (Cao

& Philp, 2006; Kang, 2005; Peng, 2012) and in a quantitative study (MacIntyre and

Legatto, 2010).

Low perceived competence. A low level of perceived competence (19%)

refers to no lexical knowledge or background knowledge about a topic, which was
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identified as determinant to make people unwilling to communicate in Maclntyre

and Legatto’s (2010) quantitative study and Peng’s qualitative (2012) study.

Students A (Yuta), F (Yoshio), and G (Sayaka) had similar comments: when I do not

know the meaning of words, I cannot join the discussion.

Teacher feedback. Although teacher feedback was found as a motivator of

L2 WTC, it was a negative variable influencing L2 WTC at the same time. Student

H (Tsutomu) commented The teacher’s strict and severe comments on my speaking

performance made me demotivated to speak English in class.

Summary of Interview Results

Ten variables emerged from the interviews. Four out of 10 variables, which

referred to teacher support, group cohesiveness, L2 learning motivation, and

perceived communicative competence, supported both quantitative (Peng &

Woodrow, 2010) and qualitative studies (Cao, 2011; Peng, 2007, 2012). Other four

variables—security of speaking, interlocutors, small group, and topic familiarity—

supported qualitative studies (Cao, 2011; Kang, 2005). The other two variables—
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point system and tests—were new variables found in this study.
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CHAPTER 7

DISCUSSION

In this chapter, I interpret and discuss the findings produced by this study and

integrate them with Maclntyre et al.’s (1998) L2 WTC heuristic model. Ten key

points are discussed: (a) L2 WTC Inside and Outside the Classroom path models and

Maclntyre et al.’s (1998) L2 WTC model; (b) Hypothesis 1: Positive Classroom

Climate and L2 WTC; (c) Hypothesis 2: Positive Classroom Climate and State L2

Communicative Confidence; (d) Hypothesis 3: Positive Classroom Climate and Task

Motivation; (e) Hypothesis 4: Task Motivation and State L2 Communicative

Confidence; (f) Hypothesis 5: State L2 Communicative Confidence and L2 WTC.

Next four paths are data-driven results; (a) Hypothesis 6 (Data-Driven Result 1): L2

WTC and L2 Use; (b) Hypothesis 7 (Data-Driven Result 2): State L2

Communicative Confidence and L2 Use; (c) Data-Driven Result 3: Task Motivation

and L2 WTC; (d) Data-Driven Result 4: Task Motivation and L2 Use. After that, |

describe the theoretical implications and pedagogical implications. The quantitative

and qualitative results are interpreted in terms of how the findings are supported by
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previous studies. I also describe how this study provides new findings to the

previous literature.

L2 WTC Path Models and MaclIntyre et al.’s (1998) L2 WTC Model

Figure 26 shows the L2 WTC Inside the Classroom Path Model 4 and the L2

WTC Outside the Classroom Path Model 5. Five variables were posited along the six

layers of Maclntyre et al.’s (1998) L2 WTC model, which displays both trait and

state levels (see Figure 1 for details). In their model, Layer VI (Intergroup Climate

and Personality), Layer V (Intergroup Attitudes, Social Situation, and

Communicative Competence), and Layer IV (Interpersonal Motivation, Intergroup

Motivation, and L2 Self-Confidence) represent trait characteristics, while Layer III

(Desire to Communicate with a Specific Person and State L2 Communicative Self-

Confidence), Layer II (Willingness to Communicate), and Layer I (L2 Use or Actual

Frequency of L2 Communication) represent state characteristics.

L2 Learning Motivation was renamed Task Motivation in this study because

the two components of L2 Learning Motivation—Motivational Intensity and Desire

to Learn English—represent task-related and course-related motivation. Task
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Motivation was a significant predictor of L2 Use or actual frequency of L2

Communication. This finding supported Dérnyei and Kormos’ (2000) findings that

only the situation-specific factors—Attitudes towards the English Course, Linguistic

Self-Confidence, and Attitudes towards the Tasks—correlated significantly with the

number of words and turns produced by 46 (aged 16 and 17) Hungarian students.

Because L2 Learning Motivation implies both situation-specific motivation and

more general motivational orientations, it is necessary to distinguish L2 Learning

Motivation from Task Motivation, as Dérnyei and Kormos suggested.

Because Positive Classroom Climate and Task Motivation were not included

in Maclntyre et al.’s (1998) model, I propose that Positive Classroom Climate should

be included in Layer VI (Social Context) and Task Motivation in Layer IV

(Motivational Propensities) in EFL environments, where English use is mainly

confined to the foreign language classroom. Figure 26 shows L2 WTC Inside the

Classroom and Outside the Classroom path models, which are attached to the six

Layers of MaclIntyre et al.’s (1998) heuristic model of variables influencing WTC.

Evidence for this proposal is discussed in the following sections.
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Figure 26. L2 WTC Inside the Classroom and Outside the Classroom path models.
Note. Layers I-VI represent explanation of the six layers of Maclintyre et al.’s
heuristic model of variables influencing WTC. Adapted from “Conceptualizing
Willingness to Communicate in a L2: A Situational Model of L2 Confidence and
Affiliation,” by P. D. Maclintyre, R. Clément, Z. Dornyei, & K. A. Noels, 1998, The
Modern Language Journal, 82(4), p.547. Copyright 1998 by The Modern Language
Journal.
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Hypothesis 1: Positive Classroom Climate and L2 WTC

Hypothesis 1 stated that Positive Classroom Climate directly influences L2

WTC. Hypothesis 1 was not supported in the inside the classroom models. This

result was in contrast to Peng and Woodrow’s (2010) finding that Classroom

Environment significantly predicted L2 WTC (f = .18). There are three possible

reasons why Hypothesis 1 was not supported in the L2 WTC Inside the Classroom

Model. First, Peng and Woodrow used Student Cohesiveness, which measured with

statements, such as I work well with other class members and I am friendly to

members of this class. The participants were likely to sit with their favorite peers in

their study. When interlocutors are familiar with one another, student cohesion is

likely to increase. In contrast, the participants in this study were grouped according

to general English proficiency test scores, so the level of group cohesiveness might

be lower than in the Chinese situation. Second, the participants in their study might

have had a teacher-centered lecture class in which the teacher talked directly to the

students. Therefore, they might have felt strong teacher support.

Last, because situational willingness and unwillingness to communicate in a

second language emerges dynamically while communicating, as Kang (2005)
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pointed out, there was not a significant relationship between Positive Classroom

Climate and L2 WTC. I found from the content analysis that positive variables and

negative variables for L2 WTC coexisted. The students’ willingness to communicate

fluctuate during class time due to topic difficulty, lack of background knowledge

about the topic, and their lower levels of linguistic and communicative perceived

competence (Maclntyre & Legato, 2010; Kang, 2005). As such, not only Positive

Classroom Climate but also other negative variables affected L2 WTC, in other

words, negative variables might offset positive variables.

However, Hypothesis 1 was supported in the outside the classroom model.

Positive Classroom Climate was a predictor of L2 WTC outside the classroom (f

= .41), which supported Peng and Woodrow’s (2010) finding. The students’

experience of using English in the discussion course, in which they could feel easy

and comfortable to speak English, made them willing to speak English outside the

classroom. There are several causes for the students feel lower levels of anxiety

inside the classroom, such as teacher support, small group, interlocutor, and topic

familiarity, as presented in the results of the interview study. Because they have a

positive image toward English speaking experience, a significant relationship
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between Positive Classroom Climate and L2 WTC (f = .41) might have emerged.

This implies that although the students are willing to communicate in English

outside, a higher level of anxiety impedes their action to use English. Positive

Classroom Climate was not significant with State Communicative Confidence

outside the classroom in this study. This implies that State Communicative

Confidence, which is posited in Layer III (situated antecedents), may be supported

by trait L2 self-confidence, which is posited in Layer IV (motivational propensities)

in MaclIntyre et al.’s (1998) L2 WTC model (see Figure 27). Accordingly, the

students’ experience of speaking English inside the classroom, which refers to

Positive Classroom Climate, promotes their willingness to communicate in English

outside the classroom.

Hypothesis 2: Positive Classroom Climate and State L2 Communicative

Confidence

Hypothesis 2 stated that Positive Classroom Climate directly influences State

L2 Communicative Confidence. As seen in Figure 26, Hypothesis 2 supported Peng

and Woodrow’s (2010) model inside the classroom. Another research, Teven (2007)
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reported that teacher casing reduced students’ state anxiety toward the course and the

teacher. It is logical to have a significant positive relationship between Positive

Classroom Climate and State 1.2 Communicative Confidence inside the classroom.

However, this relationship did not support Peng and Woodrow’s (2010) path model

outside the classroom. Because State L2 Communicative Confidence emerges in an

environment where they use English, the level of perceived competence is unstable

depending on whom to speak with and about what to speak. Accordingly, the level

of Communication Anxiety is likely to increase more easily outside the classroom,

while the level of anxiety inside the classroom is stable because the group members

are always the same during a semester. When the students are outside the classroom,

the level of State L2 Communicative Confidence is not determined by classroom

environment, but by various conditions where they use English, such as the number

of interlocutors, ages, races, genders, topics, and places.

Hypothesis 3: Positive Classroom Climate and Task Motivation

Hypothesis 3 stated that Positive Classroom Climate directly influences L2

Learning Motivation (or Task Motivation). Hypothesis 3 was supported in both the
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inside the classroom and the outside the classroom models. As Figure 26 shows,

Positive Classroom Climate predicted Task Motivation Inside the Classroom (f

=.50) and Task Motivation Outside the Classroom (5 = .49). These results

confirmed Peng and Woodrow’s (2010) finding. This finding indicates that students

are influenced by classroom environment.

Hypothesis 4: Task Motivation and State L2 Communicative Confidence

Hypothesis 4 stated that Task Motivation directly influences State L2

Communicative Confidence. The two models, as figure 26 shows, supported

hypothesis 4. Task Motivation Inside the Classroom predicted State L2

Communicative Confidence (f = .35), and Task Motivation Outside the Classroom

predicted State L2 Communicative Confidence (f = .14), which confirmed Peng and

Woodrow’s (2010) and Yashima et al.’s (2004) path models.

Hypothesis 5: State L2 Communicative Confidence and L2 WTC

Hypothesis 5 stated that State L2 Communicative Confidence directly

influences L2 WTC. The two models shown in figure 26 supported hypothesis 5.
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The two models confirmed Peng and Woodrow’s finding, in which State L2

Communicative Confidence predicted L2 WTC (f =.69) and Yashima et al.s’ (2004)

finding, in which State L2 Communicative Confidence predicted L2 WTC (f = .43).

Hypothesis 5 supported Maclntyre et al.’s (1998) L2 WTC model.

Hypothesis 6 (Date-Driven Result 1): L2 WTC and L2 Use

Hypothesis 6 stated that L2 WTC directly influences L2 Use, which

represents Actual Frequency of L2 Communication. Hypothesis 6, as shown in

Figure 26, confirmed the model inside the classroom, which was a new finding.

Other researchers (Clément, et al., 2003; MacIntyre & Charos, 1996; Yashima et al.,

2004) found a positive relationship between L2 WTC and the self-reported

frequency of L2 communication.

However, the L2 WTC Outside the Classroom model rejected Hypothesis 6.

The relationship between L2 WTC and L2 Use was not significant outside the

classroom (f = .00). This finding did not confirm MaclIntyre et al.’s (1998) L2 WTC

model. Because the participants do not have many opportunities to use English

outside the classroom, they had a higher level of Communication Anxiety and a
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lower level of Perceived Competence than inside the classroom. This implies that
even if the students are willing to speak English, they are hesitated to speak English.
They are unlikely to initiate speaking until they can feel confident in communication
because State L2 Communicative Confidence is a predictor of L2 Use, as Figure 26

shows.

Hypothesis 7 (Date-Driven Result 2): Sate L2 Communicative Confidence and
L2 Use

Hypothesis 7 stated that Sate L2 Communicative Confidence directly
influences L2 Use. Hypothesis 7 did not confirm the L2 WTC Inside the Classroom
model. State L2 Communicative Confidence was a predictor of L2 WTC, but not a
predictor of L2 Use, which was consistent with MaclIntyre et al.’s (1998) L2 WTC
model.

In contrast, Hypothesis 7 confirmed the L2 WTC Outside the Classroom
model (see Figure 26). State L2 Communicative Confidence was a predictor of L2
Use Outside the Classroom (f = .55), and L2 WTC was not a predictor of L2 Use (f

=.00). This finding was not consistent with MacIntyre et al.’s (1998) L2 WTC
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model. It implies that because English use is limited inside the classroom, the

students’ anxiety level is high and they are likely to be hesitant to speak English

even if they are willing to speak English. State L2 Communicative Confidence can

be a predictor of L2 Use outside the classroom in an EFL environment. However,

because Hypothesis 7 was a data- driven result, further research needs to be

conducted with different participants in other EFL contexts.

Data-Driven Result 3: Task Motivation and L2 WTC

Data-driven Result 3 indicated that Task Motivation was a significant

predictor of L2 WTC Outside the Classroom (f = .21), but it was not predictor of L2

WTC Inside the Classroom. Because Maclntyre et al. (2003) identified a strong

correlation between L2 WTC and language learning motivation (r = .72, p <.05)

with the students with immersion and intensive experience, and a weak correlation

between L2 WTC and language learning motivation with the students with no

immersion experience (» = .11, p <.05). They commented to these results that there

was not a simple relation between WTC and language learning motivation. Because

Motivation in their study assessed the desire to learn French, motivational intensity
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(effort), and attitudes toward learning French, a correlation between WTC and

Motivation was found. On the other hand, MacIntyre and Charos (1996) did not find

the direct significant relationship between L2 WTC and Motivation using SEM

because Motivation was made up of Integrativeness and Attitudes toward the

Learning Situation. Because Integrativeness measured integrative orientation,

attitude toward French Canadians, and interest in foreign languages, all of which

were not situation-specific motivation, a direct relationship between L2 WTC and

Motivation was not found. Because Peng and Woodrow (2010) used three

motivational orientations (i.e., external regulation, identified regulation, and intrinsic

motivation) in Self-Determination Theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985), there was not a

significant relationship between L2 learning motivation and L2 WTC. Because L2

WTC is a volitional variable to decide whether to initiate communication in English,

it is reasonable to use situation-specific motivation. However, Task Motivation did

not predict L2 WTC Inside the Classroom, which was an unexpected result. It

requires further investigation.

Data-Driven Result 4: Task Motivation and L2 Use
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Data-driven result 4 was that L.2 learning Motivation predicted L2 Use. Task

Motivation was a negative predictor of L2 Use Inside the Classroom (f = -.28) and

L2 Use Outside the Classroom (f = -.10). This negative relationship was unexpected

because it is plausible that students who maintain high levels of motivation to learn

English will speak English more often than those who do not. There are four

possible reasons for the negative relationship between L2 Use and Task Motivation.

First, students who speak frequently are likely to have lower levels of L2

learning motivation if they are unable to speak English due to their peers’ lack of

communicative competence and language competence. The interview study

indicated that when there was a gap in English proficiency levels among group

members, the students felt demotivated to communicate. When an interlocutor does

not respond quickly or fails to respond, students’ willingness to use English declines.

Students’ negative attitudes might emerge from lack of language competence,

including knowledge about a topic and vocabulary, as Maclntyre and Legatto (2010)

pointed out.

Second, students’ motivation to use English declines in large classes.

Teachers can monitor and evaluate students in small classes, which can lead learners
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to concentrate on speaking English and feel greater responsibility to communicate in

groups. In the interview study, a few participants stated that although they felt

anxiety in class because the teacher deducted points for explaining with easy English,

the anxiety resulted in motivation to use English. They added that they were more

likely to use Japanese when teachers were unable to monitor them, for example in a

large class of 20 students in the Presentation Course. Students could check their

improvement of communication skills with the teacher’s written feedback, which

focused on their effort, strengths, and weaknesses. Given such intrinsic rewards

(Csikszentmihalyi, 1997; Deci & Ryan, 1985; Ushioda, 2009) from the teacher,

students can continue to make efforts to improve their competence autonomously.

Third, students who are eager to acquire communication skills are likely to

underestimate their speaking competence. In the interview study, one student stated

that he evaluated his own speaking performance strictly and his peers’ performances

leniently. This psychological tendency originates from negative self-concept

(Markus & Wurf, 1987). Markus & Wurf stated that depressed people have a

negative self-concept, yet those who have high self-esteem can have a negative self-

concept, and people construct their self-concept, by comparing their ideal self and
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their present self. The negative conception is the first stage in the process of self-

concept change. Because the respondents in this study were in Level A of general

English proficiency, they were more likely to underestimate their performances.

I investigated why L2 Learning Motivation was a negative predictor of L2

Use, by checking the participants’ input data set. Table 70 shows the input data of 13

variables with 13 students, who were ranked from the smallest to the largest number

of English words produced. The participants were categorized into three groups,

according to the number of spoken words: (a) those that produced fewer than 90

words, (b) those that produced between 90 and 150 words, and (c) those that

produced more than 150 words. Table 69 shows, the average scores of Group 1 for

10 variables were higher than those of Group 3 were.

Table 70. Input Data of Actual Frequency of L2 Communication and Affective
Variables

Group Eng. Eng. PCC PCC CA CA WTC WTC
Turn word ITJ MTV GC TS TO IN OUT IN OUT PPU USU

1 24 67 9 4 5 5 4 4 4 5 4 5 5
2 21 121 4 4 5 5 4 4 4 3 3 5 4
3 34 192 6 3 3 4 3 3 4 3 3 4 3

Note. N = 13. Eng. turn = English turns; Eng. word = English words; ITJ = interjections; MTV
= L2 Learning Motivation; GC = Group Cohesiveness; TS = Teacher Support; TO = Task
Orientation; PCCIC =Perceived Communicative Competence Inside the Classroom; PCCOC

= Perceived Communicative Competence Outside the Classroom; WTCPPC = WTC for
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Planned and Prepared Utterances; WTCUSU = WTC for Unplanned and Spontaneous

Utterances.

This indicates that more frequent speakers of English are likely to evaluate

themselves more strictly than they are likely to evaluate themselves more strictly

than less frequent speakers are. This result is consistent with Markus and Wurf’s

(1987) negative self-concept.

In sum, a negative relationship between the number of words produced and

situation-specific motivation originates from the idea that people who speak more

English tend to underestimate their proficiency.

Fourth, when the teacher in a test setting assesses students, they are more

likely to focus on accuracy than fluency to avoid errors in their oral performances

(Ellis, 2009). Learners’ oral and written task performance is made up of fluency,

accuracy, and complexity, which are indices for measuring task performance

(Skehan, 1998). According Ellis (2009), students in higher proficiency levels can

increase the number of words, focusing on complexity and accuracy in a test context,

but the number of turns declines. Because the number of words was not counted in

this study, it is reasonable to gain a negative significant relationship between Task
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Motivation and L2 Use. The more they increase the number of words to create

grammatically complex sentences, the smaller the number of turns becomes during

the limited time of the test (four minutes per person). Accordingly, a negative

relationship between Motivation and L2 Use was found. Moreover, because

advanced learners can speak more frequently than intermediate learners without

rehearsal can, they might conceive rehearsal before the test as a boring task, which

might lower their motivation to engage in the task. For this reason, those who speak

more frequently are likely to have a lower level of Task Motivation than those who

speak less frequently.

Theoretical Implications

Although classroom dynamics variables have been investigated since the

1990s (Clément et al., 1994; Dornyei & Kormos, 2000), few researches have

investigated the relationships among classroom environment, motivation,

communicative confidence, L2 WTC, and actual frequency of L2 communication.

Because Maclntyre et al.’s (1998) heuristic model of variables influencing L2 WTC

lacks Positive Classroom Climate and Task Motivation, SLA researchers have failed
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to investigate classroom dynamics quantitatively.

Peng and Woodrow (2010) found that Positive Classroom Climate was a

predictor of L2 WTC, Communicative Confidence, and L2 Learning Motivation. I

replicated their study to confirm their findings, adding Actual Frequency of L2

Communication. However, the findings in this study differed from those in Peng and

Woodrow’s study (2010). First, L2 Learning Motivation was not a predictor of L2

WTC in their model, but it was a predictor of L2 WTC outside the classroom in this

study. A reason for this result is that I used task-related and course-related

motivation or task motivation (Dornyei & Kormos, 2000). Because Dérnyei and

Kormos (2000) found the significant correlation between Task Motivation and

Actual frequency of L2 Communication, their results apply to this hypothesized

model. In the Japanese EFL environment, students do not have sufficient

opportunities to use English outside the classroom, intergroup motivation, which is

situated in Layer IV as motivational propensities (see Figure 28) in Maclntyre et

al.’s (1998) model can be replaced by Task Motivation. However, because this is a

data-driven result, we need further investigation.

Second, Positive Classroom Climate was a predictor of Task Motivation in
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the inside and outside the classroom settings, which was consistent with Peng and

Woodrow’s model. Furthermore, Positive Classroom Climate was a predictor of

State L2 Communicative Confidence inside the classroom, but not a predictor of L2

WTC outside the classroom. Because State Communicative Confidence is influenced

by the context where one exists, there was not a direct relationship between Positive

Classroom Climate and State Communicative Confidence.

Third, Positive Classroom Climate was not a predictor of L2 WTC inside the

classroom, which was inconsistent with Peng and Woodrow’s model. This implies

that there are more complex factors interrelated with one another inside the

classroom, such as interlocutor, topic difficulty, linguistic knowledge, and negative

self-concept than Teacher Support, Group Cohesiveness, and Task Orientation.

Relationship between Positive Classroom Climate and L2 WTC are more complex

than we think.

Fourth, State L2 Communicative Confidence was a predictor of L2 WTC

both inside the classroom and outside the classroom, which confirmed Peng and

Woodrow’s model and Maclntyre et al.’s (1998) model. However, State L2

Communicative Confidence was a predictor of L2 Use outside the classroom, which
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was a date-driven result. However, Because MacIntyre and Charos (1996) identified

a significant relationship between Communicative Confidence and reported

frequency of L2 Communication (f = .60), it is reasonable to have a direct

relationship between State L2 Communicative Confidence and L2 Use. However,

this finding was a data-driven result, so it is not possible to conclude that predictors

of Actual Frequency of L2 Communication are L2 WTC and State L2

Communicative Confidence in EFL environments.

As aresult, I have introduced additional variables to the heuristic model of

L2 WTC in EFL environments (MacIntyre et al., 1998), as Figure 28: Additional

model of L2 WTC in EFL environment, attached to Maclntyre et al.’s (1998)

heuristic model of vriables influencing WTC shows. Positive Classroom Climate is

posited at the bottom of the six layers in MacIntyre et al.’s (1998) L2 WTC model as

part of the social context. Many Japanese learners have spent considerable time

communicating with their peers in English inside the classroom, but they rarely have

opportunities to use English outside the classroom. The classroom is an important

place, as it is where they can be motivated and encouraged to use English in a

positive affective environment. In the classroom, teacher feedback, group
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cohesiveness, and task orientation directly influence students’ Task Motivation.

When the teacher raises the level of Task Motivation, students can feel Perceived

Competence for their developing communication skills, and then become willing to

speak English, which drives them to use English. Therefore, Task Motivation is

posited in Layer IV (Motivational Propensities) inside the classroom.

Outside the classroom, Positive Classroom Climate predicted Task

Motivation, which predicted L2 WTC, State L2 Communicative Confidence, and

Actual Frequency of L2 Communication. However, students cannot initiate speaking

English because Communication Anxiety impedes willingness to speak; thus, they

need to feel Communicative Confidence. It is reasonable that State L2

Communicative Confidence was a predictor of Actual Frequency of L2

Communication (Maclntyre & Charos, 1996). In addition, as Figure 27 shows,

Intergroup Motivation posited in Layer V and Intergroup Climate posited in Layer

VI in Maclntyre et al.’s (1998) L2 WTC model, but these two factors may not be

applicable to the Japanese EFL context because Japanese students do not have many

opportunities to come in touch with English speaking people outside the classroom.

Accordingly, Intergroup Motivation might be replaced by Task Motivation, and
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Intergroup Climate might be replaced by Positive Classroom Climate. However,

further investigation is required to confirm my proposal.

Communication

Layer I Behaviour

Behavioural
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hyer I Commg:r;?zz Intention
3[4
Codesire 0 = State Situated
Layer m mmunicate Communicative An
th tecedents
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Motlvatlon ‘ / 3 3 7] o
(Inside & Outside Motivational
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B 6] |
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(Inside & Qutside

the Classroom)

Figure 27. Additional model of L2 WTC in EFL environments, attached to Maclintyre
et al.’s (1998) heuristic model of variables influencing WTC. Adapted from
“Conceptualizing Willingness to Communicate in a L2: A Situational Model of L2
Confidence and Affiliation,” by P. D. Maclintyre, R. Clément, Z. Dérnyei, & K. A.
Noels, 1998, The Modern Language Journal, 82(4), p.547. Copyright 1998 by The
Modern Language Journal.

Pedagogical Implications
This study has produced four pedagogical implications for teaching speaking

in EFL contexts. First, students are likely to have problem when encountering
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unknown vocabulary and unfamiliar topics. Before discussions, teachers should

check if the students understand the meaning of unknown words by asking them.

Teachers can answer questions about vocabulary in class, and allow students to use

electronic dictionaries. Teachers should intervene to encourage students to speak

when group members stop talking. Students can find it difficult to communicate in

English with difficult vocabulary, which is a crucial factor to decline the WTC rating

(Maclntyre & Legatto, 2010). Teacher should keep in mind how new vocabulary and

background knowledge of the topic should be included in a course.

Second, several students regarded teacher feedback as an important motivator

to learn English and to be willing to speak English. In communicative classroom

learning situations, teachers should consider how to provide effective feedback.

Teachers should provide encouraging and positive feedback as well as constructive

criticism, to each individual. In the interview study, one of the participants stated

that a teacher’s critical comments demotivated him to communicate in English.

Teachers should not give comments that cause students to lose face. Written

feedback via e-mail was an effective way to motivate students to increase L2 use
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because it is available at any time, and can be kept as records of students’ effort and

improvement.

Third, group cohesiveness can exert both positive and negative influences.

There are three conditions to promote group cohesiveness. First, students need time

to develop it. Second, the group members should have a high level of motivation to

speak English. Third, when they speak with the same group members, they will be

tired of speaking. Therefore, teachers should change group members to increase

students’ speaking frequency. Changing members positively influences students’

willingness to communicate. When students got used to communicating with the

same group members, they started using Japanese, which was seen in Class

Observation 2.

Fourth, inside the classroom, main two influential factors, such as their

interlocutor’s motivation and class size, are outside of students’ control. Monitoring

students’ speaking behavior can stimulate their willingness to communicate.

Teachers need to have well-structured teaching plans and practice teaching in which

the students are motivated to use English. If they are intrinsically motivated to

acquire communication skills, group cohesiveness can develop. Intrinsically to
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motivate students to speak English in class, teachers should provide them with

freedom to choose topics or create ideas for group projects, based on Self-

Determination Theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985).
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CHAPTER 8

CONCLUSION

In this chapter, the main findings of this study are summarized. Next, the

limitations of the study are described, and suggestions for future research are

proposed. Finally, I present conclusions.

Summary of the Findings

This study produced six main findings in the inside the classroom context and

seven main findings in the outside the classroom contexts. L2 WTC Inside the

Classroom Path Model 4 was made up of six hypotheses in including two new

findings. Among the seven, one was rejected: (a) Hypothesis 1, Positive Classroom

Climate is a predictor of L2 WTC. The other four hypotheses confirmed Peng and

Woodrow’s (2010) findings: (a) Hypothesis 2, Positive Classroom Climate is a

predictor of State L2 Communicative Confidence; (b) Hypothesis 3, Positive

Classroom Climate is a predictor of Task Motivation; (c) Hypothesis 4, Task

Motivation is a predictor of State L2 Communicative Confidence; (d) Hypothesis 5,
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State L2 Communicative Confidence is a predictor of L2 WTC. Two new findings

emerged: (a) Hypothesis 6, L2 WTC is a predictor of L2 Use and (b) Task

Motivation is a predictor of L2 Use.

L2 WTC Outside the Classroom Path Model 5 was made up of seven

hypotheses. Four hypotheses were supported: (a) Hypothesis 1, Positive Classroom

Climate is a predictor of L2 WTC, (b) Hypothesis 3, Positive Classroom Climate is a

predictor of Task Motivation, (¢) Hypothesis 4, Task Motivation is a predictor of

State L2 Communicative Confidence, and (d) Hypothesis 5, State L2

Communicative Confidence is a predictor of L2 WTC. Three new findings emerged:

(a) Hypothesis 7, State L2 Communicative Confidence is a predictor of L2 Use, (b)

Task Motivation is a predictor of L2 WTC and (c¢) Task Motivation was a predictor

of L2 Use.

Positive Classroom Climate was a mediating variable that indirectly

influenced L2 WTC through Task Motivation and State L2 Communicative

Confidence inside the classroom. In contrast, Positive Classroom Climate was a

predictor of L2 WTC and Task Motivation outside the classroom. These results

support Wen and Clément’s (2003) idea that Group Cohesiveness, Teacher Support,
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and Task Orientation moderate the relationship between the desire to communicate

with a specific person and WTC in the Chinese classroom.

In sum, the two path models in this study confirmed Maclntyre et al.’s (1998)

L2 WTC model, the findings of Dérneyi and Kormos’ (2000) study, Wen and

Clément’s (2003) model, and the findings of Peng and Woodrow’s (2010) study.

Limitations of the Study

There were four main limitations to the quantitative study and one limitation

to qualitative study. The first limitation of the study concerns the small sample size

(N = 13) for a repeated-measures ANOVA for four groups of L2 Communication:

English turns, English words, Japanese turns, and interjections. Due to a small

sample size, significant differences were not found among the four groups, although

the number of interjections doubled. At least 30 participants were needed to gain

reliable results to confirm previous studies.

The second limitation is that Hypothesis 1 concerning the relationship

between Positive Classroom Climate and L2 WTC Inside the Classroom was not

supported. This hypothesis might have been supported if questionnaire items, which
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assess Positive Classroom Climate, better had been used. Because the foreign

language-learning environment differs from the general educational environment, it

is necessary to identify what factors influence WTC Inside the Classroom in EFL

contexts. Those factors can possibly be taken from students’ interviews because they

reflected the students’ voices. In the interview study, a few participants stated that

Task Orientation referred to the concept that involved a distinction between ego-

involvement and task-involvement (Nicholls, 1984). With ego-involvement, students

are involved in developing or mastering new skills (Ames, 1992). With task-

involvement, they focus on their ability (Dweck, 1986; Nicholls, 1984), so they are

likely to avoid taking risks to obtain good grades. I adapted Fraser et al.” (1986)

College and University Classroom Environment Inventory (CUCEI) because Peng

and Woodrow (2010) used it. Their inventory was to assess students’ perceptions of

general classroom psychosocial environment in university classroom, but this

concept did not emerge in the interview study. If measured variables that can

represent Positive Classroom Climate in English class were empirically identified,

this ambiguity would be solved.
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The third limitation concerns the concept of Task Motivation. Task

Motivation should be defined more clearly through empirical study using structural

equation modeling. Task Motivation (Dornyei & Kormos, 2000) implies

motivational intensity, desire to learn English, attitudes towards the course, and

attitudes towards the task, but it might include other variables.

The fourth limitation concerns a small sample size in the interview study.

The interview data were collected from nine participants. The results would vary,

depending on when and how long the participants talked to the researcher. The same

issues need investigation with the same students longitudinally or include more

students (Zarrinabadi, 2014). The number of participants should increase to cover

different proficiency levels. Last, although motivating and demotivating factors to

communicate in English emerged from the participants in one university, interviews

with the same questions should be conducted in different schools not only in Japan

but also in other countries.
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Suggestions for Future Research

In future studies, there are three points to describe. First, researchers need to

improve the measurement of Positive Classroom Climate, including Teacher Support,

Group Cohesiveness, and Task Orientation. As the components to measure Group

Cohesiveness, the three variables are considered. However, there may be other

variables, which can be collected its data from previous qualitative studies.

Appropriate question items can be identified for each variable using structural

equation modeling (SEM).

Second, among the three variables, it is difficult to investigate the effects of

Group Cohesiveness because various other factors, such as group size, interlocutors,

and topic familiarity, influence in complex ways. Therefore, researchers could ask

students their feelings and emotions in more details, watching the recorded view of

class observation together and ask their emotions online. In another way, the teacher

can make them write journals at the end of each class every week, in which they are

asked to describe how they felt while doing task performance.

Last, international posture (Yashima, 2002; Yashima et al., 2004) could be

included as a motivational variable because students have both task motivation and
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motivation for their future. In the interview study, the participants described that

they had L2 learning motivation for business, travel, mastering skills, and becoming

an international person. It ca be clarified how situation-specific motivation and distal

motivational orientations influence communicative confidence, L2 WTC, and L2 use

using SEM.

Final Conclusions

There seems to be two main streams in SLA research: Dornyei’s Hungary

group using correlation analysis and MacIntyre’s Canadian group using structural

equation modeling. Students in Hungary are likely to use English mainly inside the

classroom, whereas students in Canada use French in immersion classes, which

means they use French both inside and outside the classroom. The levels of students’

motivation, attitudes toward the course or the task, L2 willingness to communicate,

perceived competence, and communication anxiety are different between EFL

environments and ESL environments. Therefore, it is reasonable to have two types

of L2 WTC heuristic models: Those in ESL contexts and EFL contexts
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Second, the causal relationships among five variables—Positive Classroom

Climate, Task Motivation, and Actual Frequency of L2 Communication, State .2

Communicative Confidence, and L2 WTC—were presented clearly and

systematically in the two path models in this study (Figure 26). Many of classroom

dynamics studies have been qualitative studies (Cao, 2011; Kang, 2005; Peng. 2007,

2012), and their findings have not been analyzed systematically. The roles of task

Motivation and Positive Classroom Climate were defined and explained in the

additional L2 WTC heuristic model (see Figure 27), which can make language

teachers convinced the key role of Positive Classroom Climate.

Third, using a mixed-method approach was beneficial, as data from the

quantitative study illuminated the results of the qualitative study and vice versa.

Statistical analyses using SEM show clear and simple causal relationships among

variables, which is useful as a theoretical model. However, what the students are

doing inside the classroom is often different from what the statistics show. Class

observation is one of the best ways to for teachers to learn and reflect themselves

and their attitudes toward teaching. I have learned that the participants found it

difficult to give their own opinions without practice and rehearsal, though they were
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making efforts to communicate with one another using functional expressions. In the

Discussion Course, students ask and answer questions in pairs three times, and then

they have discussion in groups. In this study, they did not have enough practice time

to converse. The teacher instructions should be well prepared to make them use

English frequently. To raise the level of students” WTC, teachers need to prepare for

a systematic plan, and flexible attitudes to their reactions. It is important to improve

teaching approaches by sharing or introducing better ways among teachers through

English program workshops, to make textbooks and additional materials that can fit

their students’ levels, and to change the course content, for example every five years.

Course syllabus should be renewed by analyzing the questionnaires about the

courses from students and teachers.

294



REFERENCES

Abe, E., Ishizuka, M., Okuda, S., Shimizu, S., & Ueda, M. (2010, November). The
voices of teachers: Encounters with demotivated students. Paper presented at
the 19" International Symposium on English Teaching. Proceedings of
English Teachers’ Association, Republic of China. Retrieved from
http://www.eta.org.tw/en/04 02 %20proceedings.html

AFP-JIJI, KYODO. (2014, April 15). Population drops for third straight year; 25%
are elderly. The Japan Times. Retrieved from http://www.japantimes.co.jp/
news/ 2014/04/15/national/japans-population-drops-for-third-straight-year-
25-are-elderly/#.VORhB5F97cs

Agawa, T., & Ueda, M. (2013). How Japanese students perceive demotivation
toward English study and overcome such feelings. JACET Journal, 56, 1-18.

Allen, M. J., & Yen, W. M. (1979). Introduction to measurement theory. Prospect
Heights, IL: Waveland Press.

Ames, C. (1992). Classrooms: Goals, structures, and students’ motivation. Journal of
Educational Psychology, 84,261-271. Retrieved from
http://dx.doi.org/10.103 7/0022-0663.84.3.261/

Anderson, J. F. (1979). Teacher immediacy as a predictor of teaching effectiveness.
In D. Nimmo (Ed.), Communication yearbook 3 (pp. 543-559). New
Brunswick, NJ: Transaction Books.

Baker, S. C., & Maclntyre, P. D. (2000). The role of gender and immersion in

communication and second language orientations. Language Learning, 50(2),
311-341.

295



Bandura, A. (1986). Social foundations of thought and action: A social cognitive
theory. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Bandura, A. (1991). Social cognitive theory of self-regulation. Organizational
Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 50, 248-287.
doi:10.1016/0749-5978(91)90022-L

Barkhuizen, G. (2007). A narrative approach to exploring context in language
teaching. English Language Teaching Journal, 62(3), 231-239.
doi:10.1093/elt/ccmo43

Benson, P. (2001). Teaching and researching autonomy in language learning. Essex,

England: Pearson Education.

Bentler, P. M. (1988). Causal modeling via structural equation system. In J. R.
Nesselroade & R. B. Cattell (Eds.), Handbook of multivariate experimental
psychology (2nd ed., pp. 317-335). New York, NY: Plenum.

Berry, W. D. (1993). Understanding regression assumptions. Newbury Park, CA:
Sage.

Bjork, R. A., Dunlosky, J., & Kornell, N. (2012). Self-regulated learning: Beliefs,
techniques, and illusions. Annual Review of Psychology, 64, 417-444.
doi:10.1146/annurev-psych-113011-143823

Bond, T. G., & Fox, C. M. (2001). Applying the Rasch model: Fundamental

measurement in the human sciences. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Brown, J. D. (1988). Understanding research in second language learning: A
teacher’s guide to statistics and research design. Cambridge: Cambridge

University.

BRICS. (n.d.). In Wikipedia. Retrieved February 2, 2017 from
http://wpedia.goo.ne.jp/enwiki/BRICS

296



Bruner, J. (1986). Actual minds, possible worlds. Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press.

Burgoon, J. (1976). The unwillingness to communicate scale: Development and
validation. Communication Monographs, 43(1), 60-69.
doi:10.1080/03637757 609375916

Byrne, B. M. (2001). Structural equation modeling with AMOS: Basic concepts,
applications, and programming. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Cao, Y. (2011). Investigating situational willingness to communicate within second
language classroom from an ecological perspective. System, 39, 468-479.
doi:10.1016/j-system.2011.10.16

Cao, Y., & Philp, J. (2006). Interactional context and willingness to communicate: A
comparison of behavior in whole class, group and dyadic interaction. System,
34, 480-493. doi:10.1016/j-system.2006.05.002

Carpenter, S. K. (2012). Testing enhances the transfer of learning. Current
Developments in Psychological Science, 21(5), 279-283.
doi:10.1177/0963721 412452728

Chapelle, C., & Robert, C. (1986). Ambiguity tolerance and field independence as
predictors of proficiency in English as a second language. Language
Learning, 36, 27-45. doi:10.1111/j.1467-17770.1986.tb00367.x

Clément, R. (1980). Ethnicity, contact and communicative competence in a second
language. In W. P. R. H. Giles & P. Smith (Eds.), Language: Social
psychological perspectives (pp. 147-154). Oxford, England: Pergamon.

Clément, R., Baker, S. C., & MacIntyre, P. D. (2003). Willingness to communicate
in a second language: The effects of context, norms, and vitality. Journal of
Language and Social Psychology, 22(2), 190-209. doi:101177/0261927
X032 52758

297



Clément, R., Dornyei, Z., & Noels, K. A. (1994). Motivation, self-confidence and
group cohesion in the foreign language classroom. Language Learning, 44,
417-448. doi:10.1111/j.1467-1770.1994.tb01113x

Clément, R., Gardner, R., & Smythe, P. C. (1977). Motivational variables in second
language acquisition: A study of Francophones learning English. Canadian
Journal of Behavioral Science, 9, 123-133. Retrieved from http://dx.doi.org/
10.1037/h0081614

Clément, R., & Kruidenier, B. G. (1985). Aptitude, attitude and motivation in second
language proficiency: A test of Clément's model. Journal of Language and
Social Psychology, 4,21-37. doi:10.1177/0261927X8500400102

Creswell, J. W. (2014). Research design: Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed
methods approaches (4th ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Crookes, G., & Schmidt, R. (1991). Motivation: Reopening the research agenda.
Language Learning, 41, 469-512. doi:10.1111/1.1467-1770.1991.tb00690.x

Csikszentmihalyi, M. (1997). Intrinsic motivation and effective teaching: A flow
analysis. In J. L. Bess (Ed.), Teaching well and liking it (pp. 72-89).
Baltimore, MD: The Johns Hopkins University Press.

Deci, E. L., Kasser, T., & Ryan, R. M. (1997). Self-determined teaching:
Opportunities and obstacles. In J. L. Bess (Ed.), Teaching well and liking it
(pp- 57-89). Baltimore, MD: The Johns Hopkins University Press.

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (1985). Intrinsic motivation and self-determination in

human behavior. New York, NY: Plenum.

Denzin, N. K., & Lincoln, Y. S. (2005). The discipline and practice of qualitative
research. In N. K. Denzin & Y. S. Lincoln (Eds.), The Sage handbook of
qualitative research (3rd. ed.) (pp. 1-32). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

298



Dorman, P. (2003). Cross-national validation of the What Is Happening. In This
Class (WIHIC) questionnaire using confirmatory factor analysis. Learning
Environment Research, 6(3), 231-245.

Dornyei, Z. (1994). Motivation and motivation in the foreign language classroom.
The Modern Language Journal, 78(3), 273-284.

Doérnyei, Z. (2001). Teaching and researching motivation. Harlow, England: Pearson

Education.

Doérnyei, Z. (2002). The motivational basis of language of language research:
Construction, administration, and processing. In P. Robinson (Ed.),
Individual differences in second language acquisition (pp. 137-158).
Amsterdam, Holland: Benjamins.

Dornyei, Z. (2005). The psychology of the language learner: Individual differences

in second language acquisition. London, England: Erlbaum.

Doérnyei, Z. (2007). Research methods in applied linguistics: Quantitative and
qualitative, and mixed methodologies. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Doérnyei, Z. (2009). The L2 motivational self system. In Z. Dérnyei & E. Ushioda
(Eds.), Motivation, language identity and the L2 self (pp. 9-42). Bristol,
England: Multilingual Matters.

Doérnyei, Z., & Csizér, K. (2002). Some dynamics of language attitude and
motivation: Results of a longitudinal nationwide survey. Applied Linguistics,
23, 421-462. doi:10.1093/applin/23.4.421

Doérnyei, Z., Csizér, K., & Németh, N. (2006). Motivation, language attitudes and

globalization: A Hungarian perspective. Clevedon, England: Multilingual
Matters.

299



Doérnyei, Z., & Kormos, J. (2000). The role of individual and social variables in oral
task performance. Language Teaching Research, 4, 275-300.
doi:10.1177/136216880000400305

Dornyei, Z., & Ott6, 1. (1998) Motivation in action: A process model of L.2
motivation. Working Papers in Applied Linguistics, 4 (pp. 43-69). London,
England: Thames Valley University.

Doérnyei, Z., & Ushioda, E. (Eds.). (2009). Motivation, language identity and the L2
self. New York, NY: Multilingual Matters.

Dornyei, Z., & Ushioda, E. (2011). Teaching and researching motivation (2nd ed.).
Harlow, England: Pearson Education.

Du Bois, F. (2009, April 24). The shogani spirit. [Shukan ST Online]. Retrieved
from
http://www.japantimes.co.jp/shukanst/English_news/essay/ey2009/ey200904
24/ey2009042main.htm?print=noframe

Dweck, C. S. (1986). Motivational processes affecting learning. American
Psychologist, 41, 1040-1048. Retrieved from http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0003-
066X.41.10.1040

Elifson, K. W., Runyon, R. P., & Haber, A. (1998). Fundamentals of social statistics
(3rd ed.). New York, NY: McGraw-Hill.

Ellis, R. (2009). The differential effect of three types of task planning on the fluency,
complexity, and accuracy in L2 oral production. Applied Linguistics, 40(4),

474-509. doi:10.1093/applin/amp042

Ellis, R., & Barkhuizen, G. (2005). Analyzing learner language. Oxford, England:
Oxford University Press.

300



Elwood, J. A. (2011). English structural models of L2 willingness to communicate:
The role of personality, ego permeability, and perceived distance (Doctoral
dissertation, Temple University). Retrieved from University Microforms
International. (3457882)

Erikson, E. H. (1963). Child and society. New York, NY: Norton.

Fisher, Jr. W. D. (2007). Rating scale instrument quality criteria. Rasch

Measurement Transactions, 21(1), 1095. Retrieved from www.rasch.org/rmt/

Feuerstein, R., Klein, P. S., & Tannenbaum, A. J. (1991). Mediated learning
experience: Theoretical, psychological and learning implications. London,

England: Freund.

Fontana, A. & Frey, J. H. (2005). The Interview: From neutral stance to political
involvement. In N. K. Denzin & Y. S. Lincoln (Eds.), The Sage handbook of
qualitative research (3rd. ed.) (pp. 695-728). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Forsyth, D. R. (1999). Group dynamics (3rd ed.). London, England: Wadsworth.

Fraser, B. J., Fisher, D. L., & McRobbie, C. J. (1996, April). Development,
validation, and use of personal and class forms of a new classroom
environment instrument. Paper Presented at the Annual Meeting of the

American Educational Research Association, New York.

Fraser, B. J., Treagust, D. F., & Dennis, N. C. (1986). Development of an instrument
for assessing classroom psychosocial environment at universities and
colleges. Studies in Higher Education, 11(1), 43-54.
doi:10.1080/ 03075078612331378 451

Fushino, K. (2008). Measuring Japanese university students' readiness for second-
language group work and its relation to willingness to communicate
(Doctoral dissertation, Temple University). Retrieved from University
Microforms International. (3319977)

301



Gardner, R. C. (1985). Social psychology and second language learning: The role of
attitudes and motivation. London, England: Edward Arnold.

Gardner, R. C. (1988). The socio-educational model of second language learning:
Assumptions, findings and issues. Language Learning, 38, 101-126.
doi:10.1111/j.1467.1770.1988.tb00403

Gardner, R. C., & Lambert, W. E. (1959). Motivational variables in second language
acquisition. Canadian Journal of Psychology, 13, 266-277. Retrieved from
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/h008378

Gardner, R., & Maclntyre, P. (1993). On the measurement of affective variables in
second language learning. Language Learning, 43(2), 157-194.
doi:10.1111/5.1467-1770.1992.tboo714.x

Guba, E., & Lincoln, Y. (1994). Competing paradigms in qualitative research. In N.
Denzin & Y. Lincoln (Eds.), Handbook of qualitative research (pp. 105-117).
Thousand Oaks. CA: Sage.

Gudykunst, W. B. (1993). Toward a theory of effective interpersonal and intergroup
communication: An anxiety/uncertainty management (AUM) perspective. In
R. LWiseman & J. Koester (Eds.), Intercultural communication competence
(pp- 33-71). Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Gudykunst, W. B. (1995). Anxiety/uncertainty management (AUM) theory: Current
status. In R. I. Wiseman (Ed.), Intercultural communication theory (pp. 8-58).
Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Gudykunst, W. B. (2004). Bridging differences: Effective intergroup communication
(4th ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Harrington, D., & LeBeau, C. (2009). Speaking of speech. Tokyo: MacMillan
Languagehouse.

302



Hashimoto, Y. (2002) Motivation and willingness to communicate as perspectives of
reported L2 use: The Japanese ESL context. Second Language Studies, 20,
29-70. Retrieved from http://hdl.handle.net/10125/40649

Higgins, E. T. (1987). Self-discrepancy: A theory relating self and affect.
Psychological Review, 94, 319-340. Retrieved from
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/ 0033-295X.94.3.319.

Hogg, M. A. (1992). The school psychology of group cohesiveness. New York, NY:

New York University Press.

Hu, G. (1944). The Chinese concepts of ‘face.” American Antholopologist, 46, 45-64.
doi:10.1525/aa.1944.46.1.02a00040

Johnson, D. W, Johnson, R. T., & Smith, K. A. (1991). Active learning:

Cooperation in the college classroom. Edina, MN: Interaction Book.
Julkunen, K. (2001). Situation-and task-specific motivation in foreign language
learning. In Z. Dornyei, &. R. Schmidt (Eds.), Motivation and second

language acquisition (pp. 29-42). Honolulu. HI: University of Hawai’i Press.

Kang, S.-J. (2005). Dynamic emergence of situational willingness to communicate in
a second language. System, 33, 277-292. doi:10.1016/j-system.2004.10.004

Kikuchi, K., & Sakai, H. (2009). Japanese learners’ demotivation to study English:
A survey study. JALT Journal, 31(2), 183-204.

303



Koga, T. (2010). Dynamicity of motivation, anxiety and cooperativeness in a
semester course. System, 38, 172-184. doi:10.1016/j.system.2010.03.001

Lebra, T. S. (1976). Japanese patterns of behavior. Honolulu, HI: University of

Press.

Levine, J. M., & Moreland, R. L. (1990). Progress in small group research. Annual
Review of Psychology, 41, 585-634.
doi:10.1146/annurev.ps.41.02190.003101

Lewin, K., Lippitt, R., & White, R. K. (1939). Patterns of aggressive behavior in
experimentally created “social climates.” Journal of Social Psychology 10,
271-299. doi:10.1080/00224545.1939.9713366

Linacre, J. M. (1999). Investigating rating scale category utility. Journal of Outcome
Measurement, 3(2), 103-122.

Linacre, J. M. (2012a). A user’s guide to WINSTEPS. Chicago, IL: Winsteps.com

Retrieved from http://www.winsteps.com/winman/copyright.htm

Linacre, J. M. (2012b). WINSTEPS Rasch measurement computer program (Version
3.75.0) [Computer software]. Chicago, IL: Winsteps.com

Locke, E. A., & Latham, G. P. (1990). 4 theory of goal setting & task performance.
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Maclntyre, P. D., Babin, P. A., & Clement, R. (1999). Willingness to communicate:
Antecedents and consequences. Communication Quarterly, 47, 215-229.
doi:10.1080/01463379909370135

Maclntyre, P. D., Baker, S. C., Clément, R., & Conrod, S. (2001). Willingness to
communicate, social support, and language-learning orientations of
immersion students. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 23(3), 369-
388. Retrieved from http://dx.doi.org.libproxy.temple.edu/(About DOI)

304



Maclntyre, P. D., Baker, S. C., Clément, R., & Donovan, L. A. (2003). Talking in
order to learn: Willingness to communicate and intensive language programs.
Canadian Modern Language Review, 59(4), 589-607.

Retrieved from http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cm1r.59.4.589

Maclntyre, P. D., & Charos, C. (1996). Personality, attitudes, and affect as predictors
of second language communication. Journal of Language and Social
Psychology, 15, 3-26. doi:10.1177/0261927X960151001

Maclntyre, P. D., Dornyei, Z., Clément, R., & Noels, K. A. (1998). Conceptualizing
willingness to communicate in a L2: A situational model of L2 confidence
and affiliation. The Modern Language Journal, §2(4), 545-562.
doi:10.1111/5.1540 -4781.1998.tb05543.x

Maclntyre, P. D., & Legatto, J. J. (2010). A dynamic system approach to willingness
to communicate: Developing an idiodynamic method to capture rapidly
changing affect. Applied Linguistics, 32(2), 149-171.
doi:10.1093/applin/amq037

Maclntyre, P. D., Mackinnon, S. P., & Clément, R. (2009). The Baby, the bathwater,
and the future of language learning motivation research. In Z. Dérnyei & E.
Ushioda (Eds.), Motivation, language identity and the L2 self (pp. 43-65).
New York, NY: Multilingual Matters.

Maclntyre, P. D., Burns, C., & Jessome, A. (2011). Ambivalence about
communicating in a second language: a qualitative study of French
immersion students’ willingness to communicate. The Modern Language
Journal, 95(1), 81-96. doi:10.1111/7.1540-4781.2010.01141.x.

Mackenzie, M. B., Mezo, P. G., & Francis, S. E. (2012). A conceptual framework

for understanding self-regulated in adults. New Ideas in Psychology 30, 155-
165. doi:10.1016/j-newideapsych.2011.07.001

305



Markus, H., & Wurf, E. (1987) The dynamic self-concept: A social psychological
perspective. Annual Review Psychology, 38, 299-337.

Masgoret, A. M., & Gardner, R. C. (2003). Attitudes, motivation, and second
language learning: A meta-analysis of studies conducted by Gardner and
associates. Language Learning, 53(1), 123-163.
doi:10.1111/1467-9922.00212

Maslow, A. H. (1968). Toward a psychology of being (2nd ed.). New York, NY: Van
Nostrand.

Maslow, A. H. (1970). Motivation and personality (2nd ed.). New York, NY: Harper

and Row.

Matsubara, K. (2007). Classroom group dynamics and motivation in EFL context.
JALT 2006 Conference Proceedings, 1-12.

McCroskey, J. C. (1977). Quiet children and classroom teacher. Falls Church, VA:

Speech Communication Association.

McCroskey, J. C. (1992). Reliability and validity of the willingness to communicate
scale. Communication Quarterly, 40(1), 16-25.

McCroskey, J. C. & Baer., J. E. (1985, November). Willingness to communicate:
The construct and its measurement. Paper presented at the Convention of the

Speech Communication Association, Denver, CO.

McCroskey, J. C., & Richmond, V. P. (1990). Willing to communicate: Different

cultural perspectives. Southern Communication Journal, 56, 72-77.
McCroskey, J. C., & Teven, J. J. (1999). Goodwill: A reexamination of the construct

and its measurement. Communication Monographs, 66(1), 91-103.
doi:10.1080/03637759909376464

306



McGroarty, M. (1998). Constructive and constructivist challenges for applied
linguistics. Language Learning, 48(4), 591-622.

McGroarty, M. (2001). Situating second language motivation. In Z. Dérnyei & R.
Schmidt (Eds.), Motivation and second language acquisition (pp. 69-92).

Honolulu, HI: School Language Teaching & Curriculum Center.

Miles, M. B., & Huberman, A. M. (1994). Qualitative data analysis: An expanded
sourcebook (2nd. ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports and Technology (MEXT, 2016). Retrieved

from http://www.mext.go.jp

Molden, D. C., & Dweck, C. S. (2000). Meaning and motivation. In C. Sansone & J.
M. Harackiewicz (Eds.), Intrinsic and extrinsic motivation (pp. 131-159).
San Diego, CA: Academic Press.

Nicholls, J. (1984). Achievement motivation: Conceptions of ability, subjective
experience, task choice, and performance. Psychological Review, 91, 328-
346. Retrieved from http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.913.328

Nishimuro, M., & Borg, S. (2013). Teacher cognition and grammar teaching in a
Japanese high school. JALT Journal 35(1), 29-51.

Noels, K. A. (2003). Learning Spanish as a second language: Learners' orientations
and perceptions of their teachers' communication style. In Z. Dornyei (Ed.),
Attitudes, orientations, and motivation in language learning (pp. 97-136).
Oxford, England: Blackwell.

Noels, K. A., Pelletier, L. G., & Vallerand, R. J. (2000). Why are you learning a

second language? Motivation orientation and self-determination theory.
Language Learning, 50(1), 57-85. doi:10.1111/0023-8333.00111

307



Ornstein, A. C., & Hunkins, F. P. (2004). Curriculum: Foundations, principles, and
issues (4th ed.). Boston, MA: Allyn and Bacon.

Osterman, G. L. (2014). Experiences of Japanese university students’ willingness to
speak English in class: Multiple cases. Sage Open, 4, 1-13.
doi:10.1177/21 58244014543779

Oxford, R. L., & Shearin, J. (1994). Language learning motivation in a new key. In
R. Oxford (Ed.), Language learning motivation: Pathways to the new century
(pp. 121-144). Honolulu, HI: Second Language Teaching & Curriculum

Center.

Peng, J. E. (2007). Willingness to communicate in the Chinese EFL classroom: A
cultural perspective. In J. Liu (Ed.), English language teaching in China:
New approaches, perspectives, and standards (pp. 250-269). London,

England: Continuum.

Peng, J. E. (2012). Towards an ecological understanding of willingness to
communicate in EFL classrooms in China. System, 40, 203-213.
doi:10.1016/ j-system.2012.02.002

Peng, J. E., & Woodrow, L. (2010). Willingness to Communicate in English: A
model in the Chinese EFL classroom context. Language Learning, 60(4),
834-876. doi:10.1111/1.1467-9922.2010.00576.x

Pintrich, P. R., & Schunk, D. H. (2002). Motivation in education: Theory, research,
and application (2nd ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson Education.

Rae, A. M., & Cochrane, D. K. (2008). Listening to students: How to make written
assessment feedback useful. Active Learning in Higher Education, 9(3), 217-
230. doi:10.1177/1469787408095847

Rasch, G. (1960). Probabilistic models for some intelligence and attainment tests.
Copenhagen. Denmark: Danmarks Paedagogiske Institut.

308



Rawson, K. A., & Dunlosky, J. (2012). When is practice testing most effective for
improving the durability and efficiency of student learning? Educational
Psychology Review, 24(3), 419-435. doi:10.1007/s10648-012-9203-1

Richmond, V. P. (1990). Communication in the classroom: Power and motivation.
Communication Education, 39, 181-195.

Rodriguez, J. I, Plax, T. G., & Kearney, P. (1996). Clarifying the relationship
between teacher nonverbal immediacy and student cognitive learning:
Affective learning as the central causal mediator. Communication Education,
45,293-305.

Rogers, C. R. (1969). Freedom to learn. Columbus, OH: Charles Merrill.
Rosenfeld, L. B., & Gilbert, J. R. (1989). The measurement of cohesion and its
relationship to dimensions of self-disclosure in classroom settings. Small

Group Research, 20(3), 291-301.

Rust, C. (2002). The impact of assessment on student learning. Active Learning in
Higher Education, 3, 145-158. doi:10.1177/146978402003002004

Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (2000). Intrinsic and extrinsic motivations: Classic
definitions and new directions. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 25,

54-67. doi:10.1006/ceps.1990.1020

Shaw, M. E. (1971). Group dynamics: The psychology of small group behavior (3rd
ed.). New York, NY: McGraw-Hill.

Skehan, P. (1998). A cognitive approach to language learning. Oxford, England:
Oxford University Press.

309



Stephan, W. G., & Stephan, C. (1985). Intergroup anxiety. Journal of Social Issues,
41, 157-166.

Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L. S. (2001). Using multivariate statistics (4th ed.).
Needham Heights, MA: Pearson Education.

Tabei, A. (2001). SPSS Kanzen Katsuyouhou: kyoubunsan kouzou Bunsekiniyoru
Anketo Shoriho [SPSS Perfect practical application: Structural equation
modeling (AMOS)]. Tokyo: Tokyo Shuppan.

Teven, J. J. (2007). Teacher caring and classroom behavior: Relationships with
student affect and perceptions of teacher competence and trustworthiness.
Communication Quarterly, 55(4), 433-450.
doi:10.1080/01463370701658077

Tremblay, P. F., & Gardner, R. C. (1995). Expanding the motivation construct in
language learning. Language Journal, 79, 505-520.

Tudor, L. (2001). The dynamics of the language classroom. Cambridge, England:
Cambridge University Press.

Tudor, I. (2003). Learning to live with complexity: Towards an ecological
perspective on language teaching. System, 31, 1-12.
doi:10.1111/5.540-4781.1995.tb0545.x

Ullman, L. B. (2001). Structural equation modeling. In B. G. Tabachnick & L. S.
Fidell (Eds.). Using multivariate statistics (4th ed.). (pp.653-771). Needham
Heights, MA: Pearson Education.

Ushioda, E. (2007). Motivation, autonomy and sociocultural theory. In P. Benson

(Ed.), Learner autonomy 8: Teacher and learner perspectives (pp. 5-24).
Dublin, Ireland: Authentik.

310



Ushioda, E. (2009). A person-in-context relational view of emergent motivation, self
and identity. In Z. Dornyei & E. Ushioda. (Eds.), Motivation, language
identity and the L2 self (pp. 215-228). Bristol, England: Multilingual Matters.

Ushioda, E. (2011). Language learning motivation, self and identity: Current
theoretical perspectives. Computer Assessed Language Learning, 24(3), 199-
210. doi:10.1080/09588221.2010.538701

Ushioda, E., & Dornyei, Z. (2012). Motivation. In S. M. Gass & A. Mackey (Eds.).
The Routledge Handbook of Second Language Acquisition (pp. 396-409).
New York, NY: Routledge.

van Lier, L. (1997). Approaches to observation in classroom: Observation from an
ecological perspective. TESOL Quarterly, 31(4), 783-787.
doi:10.2307/3587762

van Lier, L. (2002). An ecological-semiotic perspective on language and linguistics.
In C. Kramsch (Ed.), Language acquisition and language socialization:

Ecological perspectives (pp. 140-164). London, England: Continuum.
Vansteenkiste, M., Lens, W., & Deci, E. L. (2010). Intrinsic versus extrinsic goal
contents in self-determination theory: Another look at the quality of academic
motivation. Educational Psychologist, 41(1), 19-31.
doi:10.1207/s15326985ep 4101
Vygotsky, L. S. (1962). Thought and language. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.
Vygotsky, L. S. (1978). Mind in society. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
Weaver, C. (2005). Using the Rasch model to develop a measure of second language

learners’ willingness to communicate within a language classroom. Journal
of Applied Measurement, 6(4), 396-415.

311



Weaver, C. (2010). Japanese university students' willingness to use English with
different interlocutors (Doctoral dissertation, Temple University). Retrieved

from University Microforms International. (3390528)

Webb, N. M., Franke, M. L., Ing, M., Chan, A., De T, Freund, D. & Battey. D.
(2008). The role of teacher instructional practices in student collaboration.

Contemporary Education Psychology, 33, 360-381.
doi:10.1016/j.cedpsych.2008.05.003

Wen, W. P., & Clément, R. (2003). A Chinese conceptualization of willingness to
communicate in ESL. Language, Culture and Curriculum, 16(1), 18-38.
doi:10.080/07908310308666654

Wentzel, K. R. (1998). Social relationships and motivation in middle school: Role of
parents, teachers, and peers. Journal of Educational Psychology, 90(2), 202-
209. Retrieved from http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.90.2.202

Wigfield, A. (1994). Expectancy-value theory of achievement motivation: A
development perspective. Educational Psychology Review, 6, 49-78.
doi:10.1006/ceps.19999.1015.

Williams, M., & Burden, R. L. (1997). Psychology for language teachers: A social

constructivist approach. Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press.

Wilson, D., & Purushothaman, R. (2003, October 1). Dreaming with BRICs: The
path to 2050. Global Economics Paper, 99. Retrieved from Goldman Sachs

Global Economic Website at https://www.gs.com.
Winne, P. H., & Nesbit, J. C. (2010). The psychology of academic achievement.

Annual Review of Psychology, 61, 653-678.
doi:10.1146/annrev.psych.093008. 100348

312



Wolfe, E. W., & Smith, E. V. Jr. (2007). Instrument development tools and activities
for measure validation using Rasch models; Part [I-Validation activities.
Journal of Applied Measurement, 8(2), 204-234.

Wright, B. D., & Douglas, G. (1986). The rating scale model for objective
measurement (Research Memorandum, No. 35). Chicago: University of

Chicago, MESA Psychometric Laboratory.

Yashima, T. (2000). Orientations and motivation in foreign language learning: A
study of Japanese college students. JACET Bulletin, 31, 121-133. Retrieved
from http://cinii.ac.jp/naid/110003726709

Yashima, T. (2002). Willing to communicate in a second language: The Japanese
EFL context. The Modern Language Journal, 86(1), 54-66.
doi:10.1111/1540-4781.00136

Yashima, T., Zenuk-Nishide, L., & Shimizu, K. (2004). The influence of attitudes
and affect on willingness to communicate and second language
communication. Language Learning, 54(1), 119-152.
doi:10.1111/5.1467-9922.2004.00250.x

Yu, C. C. (1984). Cultural principles underlying English teaching in China.

Language Learning and Communication, 3, 29-39.

Yukelson, D., Weinberg, R., & Jackson, A. (1984). A multidimensional group
cohesion instrument for intercollegiate basketball teams. Journal of Sport
Psychology, 6, 103-117.

Zarrinabadi, N. (2014). Communicating in a second language: Investigating the
effect of teacher on learners’ willingness to communicate. System, 42, 288-
295. Retrieved from http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j-system.2013.12.014

Zhang, Q., & Oetzel, J. G. (2006). A cross-cultural test of immediacy-learning

models in Chinese classrooms. Communication Education, 55(3), 313-330.

313



doi:10.1080/03634520600748599

314



APPENDICES

315



APPENDIX A
CLASSROOM ENVIRONMENT, MOTIVATION, COMMUNICATIVE
CONFIDENCE, AND WILLINGNESS TO COMMUNICATE
QUESTIONNAIRE (JAPANESE VERSION)
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APPENDIX B
CLASSROOM ENVIRONMENT, MOTIVATION, COMMUNICATIVE
CONFIDENCE, AND WILLINGNESS TO COMMUNICATE QUESTIONNAIRE
ITEMS (ENGLISH VERSION)

This questionnaire is used to study about willingness to communicate in English. The results will be
statistically analyzed for the materials of English class improvement and English educational research.
The data will be never used for other purposes. I would like you to cooperate to this project. Please
answer for all the questions honestly, following the directions. Submission of this questionnaire

makes you consent to this project. If you have any question, ask the researcher in charge of this

questionnaire.

Researcher in this project: Sunao Shimizu

Part I. Fill in the blanks or mark an appropriate choice with O.

1. College: (1) Arts (2) Economics (3) Law and Politics (4) Business (5) Sociology
(6) Tourism (7) Community and Human Services (8) Science
(9) Contemporary Psychology (10) International Communication

Student ID No. ( ) (Be sure to write your number.)

Gender: (1) Male (2) Female

Ages: ( ) years old

Nationalities: (1) Japan (2) China (3) Korea (4) Others

AN

I have studied English for ( ) years.

(Note: Experiences of learning English at nursery or elementary school are included.)

7. T have an experience of staying in an English-speaking country: (1) Yes. (2) No.

8. If you answered ‘Yes’ to Question 7, I was staying in the English-speaking country from ( )

years old to ( ) years old for ( ) years.
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Part I1. Please answer the following questions from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 6 (Strongly agree).

1. Positive Classroom Climate

Strongly Disagree Moderately Moderately Agree Strongly agree
disagree disagree agree
1 2 3 4 5 6

1-A. Group Cohesion: When I have a group discussion,

1. I feel a sense of togetherness in this group.

I like the group I am in.

I enjoy interacting with my group members very much.

I want to remain a member of this group.

Students in this group get to know each other really well.
The group is composed of people who fit together.

SAINAIE I

1-B. Teacher Support (Note: All question items below 1-B are those regarding all English courses.)

Strongly Disagree Moderately Moderately Agree Strongly agree
disagree disagree agree
1 2 3 4 5 6
1. The teacher talks to us with the high level of English communication competence.
2. The teacher’s informative questions help us.
3. The teacher moves about the class to talk with us.
4. The teacher helps us when we have trouble with an activity in class.
5. The teacher considers our feelings well.
6. The teacher makes any student comfortable in this class.

1-C. Task Orientation

Strongly Disagree Moderately Moderately Agree Strongly agree
disagree disagree agree
1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Tasks designed in English class are useful.
2. Tasks designed in this class are attractive.
3. ITknow what I am trying to accomplish in English class.
4. Activities in English class are clearly and carefully planned.
5. Class assignments are clear so I know what to do.
6. In this class time is managed well by the teacher.
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2. L2 Learning Motivation

2-D. Motivational Intensity

Strongly Disagree Moderately Moderately Agree Strongly agree
disagree disagree agree
1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Compare to my classmates, I think I study English relatively hard.
2. I often think about the words and ideas I learn about in my English classes.
3. If English were not taught at school, I would study on my own.
4. TIthink I spend fairly long hours studying English.
5. Ireally try to learn English.
6. After I graduate from college, I will continue to study English and try to improve.

2-E. Desire to Learn English

Strongly Disagree Moderately Moderately Agree Strongly agree
disagree disagree agree
1 2 3 4 5 6

When I have assignments to do in English, I try to do them immediately.

I would read English newspapers or magazines outside my English course work.
During English classes, I’'m absorbed in what is taught and concentrate on my studies.
I would like the number of English classes at school increased.

I absolutely believe that English should be taught at school. (in the first survey)

I would like to take an elective course in the second year. (in the second survey)

6. I find studying English more interesting than other subjects.

DR

3. State L2 Communicative Confidence

3-F. Perceived Communicative Competence in L2 inside the Classroom

Never can do Cannot Cannot doso  Can do a little Can do Can do well
do well
1 2 3 4 5 6

1. I can answer when I interview someone in English asking my own original questions.

2. I can interview someone in English asking questions from the textbook.

3. Tcan give a short speech in English about my hometown with notes.

4. TIcan give a short self-introduction without notes in English.

5. Ican ask someone in English to repeat what they just said in English because I didn’t understand.
6. I can ask the meaning of words I do not know in English.
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3-G. Perceived Communicative Competence in L2 outside the Classroom

Never can do Cannot Cannot do so Can do Can do Can do well
do well a little
1 2 3 4 5 6

[

I can talk with international students on campus.

2. I can talk to my teacher in English after class.

3. Ican answer in English when I am asked by an English speaker for directions to my favorite
restaurant.

4. I can talk with a salesperson in a store in English while traveling abroad.

I can talk with an acquaintance in English in an elevator.

6. I can talk with a stranger in English on the bus.

(9,

3-H. Communication Anxiety in L2 inside the Classroom

Strongly Disagree Moderately Moderately Agree Strongly agree
disagree disagree agree
1 2 3 4 5 6

I feel nervous when I interview someone in English asking my own original questions.

I feel nervous when I interview someone in English asking questions from the textbook.

I feel nervous when I give a short speech in English about my hometown with notes.

I feel nervous when I give a short self-introduction without notes in English.

I feel nervous when I ask someone in English to repeat what they just said in English because
I didn’t understand.

6. I feel nervous when I ask the meaning of words I do not know in English.

Dbk

3-I. Communication Anxiety in L2 outside the Classroom

Strongly Disagree Moderately Moderately Agree Strongly agree
disagree disagree agree
1 2 3 4 5 6
1. I feel nervous when I talk with international students on campus.
I feel nervous when I talk to my teacher in English after class.
3. I feel nervous about answering in English when I am asked by an English speaker for directions to
my favorite restaurant.
4. I feel nervous when I talk with a salesperson in a store in English while traveling abroad.
5. I feel nervous when I talk with an acquaintance in English in an elevator.
6. I feel nervous when I talk with a stranger in English on the bus.
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4. Willingness to Communicate in L2

4-J. WTC in L2 inside the Classroom

Most unlikely Unlikely Moderately Moderately Likely Most likely

DR W=

&

unlikely likely
1 2 3 4 5 6

I am willing to interview someone in English asking my own original questions.

I am willing to interview someone in English asking questions from the textbook.

I am willing to give a short speech in English about my hometown with notes.

I am willing to give a short self-introduction without notes in English.

I am willing to ask someone in English to repeat what they just said in English because I didn’t
understand.

I am willing to ask the meaning of words I do not know in English.

4-K. WTC in L2 outside the Classroom

Most unlikely Unlikely Moderately Moderately Likely Most likely
unlikely likely
1 2 3 4 5 6

1. I am willing to talk with international students on campus.

2. I am willing to talk to my teacher in English after class.

3. I am willing to answer in English when I am asked by an English speaker for directions to my

favorite restaurant.

4. I am willing to talk with a salesperson in a store in English while traveling abroad.

5. I am willing to talk with an acquaintance in English in an elevator.

6. I am willing to talk with a stranger in English on the bus.
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APPENDIX C
INFORMED CONSENT FORM OF RESEARCH PROJECT
(JAPANESE VERSION)
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APPENDIX D
INFORMED CONSENT FORM OF RESEARCH PROJECT
(ENGLISH VERSION)

Thank you very much for participating in my research project. The purpose of this project is to
examine how you communicate when you have a discussion section in the Presentation Course. The
questionnaire and classroom observation are administered twice respectively. The questionnaire is
administered on the 5th and 12th weeks. I would like you to answer the questions at home and submit
next week. Classroom observation will be conducted on the 6th and 12the weeks. Your
communication activities will be videotaped and voices also recorded by a voice recorder. In addition,
group interviews are planned to be conducted twice after each classroom observation. I would like
you to volunteer to be an applicant for the group interview.

This research is completely free will. It is nothing to do with your grades in this course. I
never mind if you do not participate in this project. Your responses by language and action will be
confidential and all the participants will be anonymous. Those who do not want to participate in the

project will be excluded.

L will (participate, do not participate) in classroom observation, and I,

will also (participate, do not participate) in group interviews of Shimizu

sensei’s research.

Year, Month, & Day

Participant

Researcher
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APPENDIX E
SCORE SHEET FOR DISCUSSION TEST

Score Sheet (A, B, and C Levels) Instructor:
Student 1: Student 2:
Functions Functions

New: Ops:ooo Rea: ooo

Content
ldeas:o o o
Comments onothers: o o o

Communication: ooooo
RTs: 0000o0oooo
Follow-ups: oooooooo
No. of Mistake: oooooooo

Language
Misunderstood utterances oo

New: Ops:ooo Rea: ooo

Content
ldeas:o o O
Comments on others: o o o

Communication: ooooo
RTs: Ooooooooo
Follow-ups: oooooooo
No. of Mistake: oooooooo

Language
Misunderstood utterances oo

Comments Comments
Student 3: Student 4:
Functions Functions

New: Ops:ooo Rea: ooo

Content
ldeas:o o o
Comments onothers: o o o

Communication: ooooo
RTs: ooooooooo
Follow-ups: oooooooo
No. of Mistake: oooooooo

Language
Misunderstood utterances oo

Comments

New: Ops:ooo Rea: ooo

Content
ldeas:o o o
Comments on others: o o o

Communication: ooooo
RTs: ooooooooo
Follow-ups: oooooooo
No. of Mistake: oooooooo

Language
Misunderstood utterances oo

Comments
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APPENDIX F

INITIAL CODING SYSTEM

Initial Coding — Student A (Yuta)

Question Student A (Male)
What do you |l make effort to_get used to using English (Task). | try to listen to
do in class? |other people's ideas and take in them (Task).
Why do you |My goal is to get accustomed to speaking English (Intrinsic
study Motivation)
English?
How do you [l have a feeling of tension (Anxiety), but | have_motivation to speak

feel in class?

because | am incompetent to speak English (Perceived

Competence), and | must improve my ability (Intrinsic Motivation).

| feel_imbalance in English proficiency (Negative Factor for WTC) in a
group.

There is a gap (Negative Factor for WTC) between those who can
speak a lot and those who cannot do so. | think that those who
cannot speak well feel stress (Perceived Competence).

What are your
tasks?

Because we have a comprehension quiz at the beginning of the
class, | read a text before class starts. | have a different topic every
week. | have discussion for ten minutes in a group of four, and then

the teacher summarizes what each student said (Teacher Support).
Therefore, we can make sure of what other students said. After that,
group members were changed (Teacher Support), and we talked
again.

What makes
you willing to
speak

| think myself an incompetent speaker of English. | would like to be a
fluent speaker (Intrinsic Motivation). When a topic is interesting
(Topic) or it is what | am interested in (Topic), | can talk easily.

English? Technology was difficult (Topic Difficulty). When | understood what
the others said, | was willing to speak English (Perceived
Competence). The teacher tells us to use easy English (Teacher
Support), | feel easy to speak English (Security of speaking). An
environment where we can speak easily (Security/ Small Group)
makes us willing to communicate.

What makes |Because | have an inferiority complex to speak English (Negative

you unwilling [Factor for WTC), | am hesitant to speak English. When_a topic was

to speak difficult (Topic Difficulty), | had nothing to communicate with one

English? another.

How about  |We evaluate ourselves and others. | evaluate myself strictly and

evaluation? |others gently. | write how many percentage of a total class time |

have talked.
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Initial Coding

— Student C (Keiko)

Question Student C (Female)
What do you | | cannot help speaking English because | am not allowed to speak
do in class? |Japanese (Anxiety/Small Group)
Why do you [l want to be international Japanese (Intrinsic Motivation). My identity
study is Japanese, but | would like to be a super international person
English? (Intrinsic Motivation).
How do you |Different from the Presentation Course, we have a feeling of tension.

feel in class?

The teacher is watching or monitoring us all the time, so | feel

responsibility to speak English in a group (Group Cohesiveness/

Small Group).

What are your
tasks?

Each student tells the content of a topic on the day for one minute
(Task). Eight students are divided into two groups and had
discussion. The teacher then summarizes what each group was
talking (Teacher Support). We can talk with all members due to

groups change two or three times (Small Group). In the end, the four

have a 16-minute discussion (Task), in which they are asked to_use

functional expressions (Task).

What makes
you willing to
speak
English?

When all the group members have a motive (Motivation) to speak
English,

I will be willing to speak English. The point is not their English
proficiency levels, but their motivation (Motivation). There is an
atmosphere where we can make errors (Security of Speaking) or we

are not embarrassed when we make grammatical errors (Security of

Speaking). Motivation makes us willing to speak English (Motivation).
It is necessary not to have negative feelings (Anxiety) in speaking

English. When we_cooperate with one another by following up a quiet
student (Group Cohesiveness) or when we have_group cohesiveness

(Group Cohesiveness), we are willing to speak. | am motivated to

speak by the teacher's feedback (Teacher Feedback).Due to the 8-
person system (Small Group), the teacher can monitor (Teacher
Support) and cover what all the students have said (Teacher
Support). We have responsibility to speak English (Group
Cohesiveness) to accomplish our tasks as a group member.

What makes
you unwilling
to speak
English?

When | was told by others, "You are speaking too well," | became
unwilling to speak (Peer Evaluation). | am worried about if the other
members accept me as a member (Interlocutor). Topics should be

neither too easy nor too difficult (Topic). Technology was too difficult

(Topic Difficulty).

How about
evaluation?

| evaluate myself using the four levels (Self-evaluation). When | get
three points, | reflect why | did not get four points.
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