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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, Dӧrnyei 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 (Dӧrnyei & 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 MacIntyre 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 



 

2 

 

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 
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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 (Dörnyei, 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). 
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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 
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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 Dörnyei (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., 

Dörnyei & 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 
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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., Dörnyei & 

Ottó, 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, Dörnyei, Clément, and Noels (1998). In 

contrast, L2 self-confidence is defined as a general perception of communicative 

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

confidence is an immediate state-like factor than a distal trait-like factor such as L2 
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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 
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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, & MacIntyre, 2003; MacIntyre & 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 
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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’ 
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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, Dörnyei 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. MacIntyre 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’ 
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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. 
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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. 

  



 

14 

 

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 
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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. Dörnyei (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). Dörnyei and Ushioda (2011) and Ushioda and Dörnyei 
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(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 & 

Dörnyei, 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), 

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

socioeducational model because it was not focused on cognitive aspects of 
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motivation and the interactional relationship between the teacher and students. They 

therefore called for a new research agenda on motivation. 

Clément, Dörnyei, 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). 
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At the turn of the 21st century, which Dörnyei (2005) called the process-

oriented period, Dörnyei and Ottó (1998) proposed a process model of L2 

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. 

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

motivation research is the socio-dynamic period characterized by a concern with the 
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dynamics of motivation in contextual interactions (Dörnyei & 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. 
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Integrativeness 

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

social interaction with members of other groups” (Gardner & MacIntyre, 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, Dörnyei (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 Dörnyei (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 

Dörnyei & 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 (MacIntyre, Mackinnon, & Clément, 2009). 

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

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

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

as one of situated antecedents in MacIntyre 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” (Dörnyei, 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), 
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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; Dörnyei, 1994; Oxford & Shearin, 

1994; Clément, Dörneyi, & 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. 
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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, 

Dörnyei, 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 (r = .62), English achievement (r 

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

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

.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 (r = .32) and English achievement (r = .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, Dörnyei 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 (r = .36), (b) between attitudes toward the English course and the number of 

words (r = .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 (r = .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. 

Dörnyei 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 (β = .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. 

Rodríguez, 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 (β = .58, p < .05), which influenced students’ cognitive 

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

Peng and Woodrow (2010) identified classroom environment, including 

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

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

with the findings reported by Richmond (1990) and Rodríguez 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 

MacIntyre 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 L2WTC. 

 



 

36 

 

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 (R² = .65; f² = 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, Dörnyei and Kormos (2000) found that L2 WTC and linguistic self-

confidence, attitudes toward the course and the task (task 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, Dörnyei  
 & Noels (1994) 
 
 

Positive correlation between Group 
Cohesion and Environment (Teachers’ 
rating/Students’ rating), Group Cohesion 
and Achievement (Teachers’ rating), 
Environment and Attitudes/Effort, and 
Environment and Achievement 
 
No correlation between Self-Confidence 
and Environment and Self-Confidence 
and Group Cohesion 

∙ Teacher thought Group  

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

∙ The relationship among   

   Environment, Attitudes, and 
   Achievement play a key role  
  for L2 Learning. 

∙ Social variables did not have 

   a significant relationship to 
   Self-Confidence. 

   

Dӧrnyei & Kormos 
(2000) 
 
 
 
 
 

Positive correlation between: 
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 
 
Negative correlation between L2 
Proficiency and the number of words 
 
No significant correlation between 
Group Cohesion and the numbers of 
words and turns, and Interlocutors and 
the numbers of words 
and turns 

∙ L2 WTC, Attitudes to the 

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

∙ Students spoke less in a test 

than in a usual class (Ellis, 
2009). 

∙ Group Cohesion and 

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

   
Richmond (1990)  
 
 
 

Teacher Immediacy correlated with  
students’ State Motivation, which 
enhanced Learning, 

∙ Teacher Immediacy 

influenced State Motivation, 
which leads to student 
learning. 

 
Peng & Woodrow 
(2010) 
 

Significant relationship between: 
Self-Confidence → L2 WTC (β = .69), 
Environment → L2 WTC (β = .18), 
Environment → Self-Confidence  
(β = .19), 
Environment → Motivation (β = .29),  
Motivation → Self-Confidence (β = .38), 
Motivation and L2 WTC (nonsignificant) 

∙ Motivation predicted Self- 

   Confidence, but did not  
   predict L2 WTC because  
   Trait Motivation was used in  
   the model. 

∙ Environment predicted L2  

  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 Dörnyei 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. 

MacIntyre, Dörnyei, 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. 

MacIntyre 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. 



 

42 

 

 

 
 

Figure 1. MacIntyre 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. MacIntyre, R. Clément, Z. Dӧrnyei, & 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” (Dörnyei & Ottó, 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 MacIntyre 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; Rodríguez 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 

MacIntyre 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; Rodríguez et al., 1996). Affiliation (Gudykunst, 1995) was found 
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Social Context                         Motivational Orientation 

 - group cohesiveness    - affiliation 

 - teacher support    - task-orientation 

  

DC                                                                                                      WTC 

 

   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 (β = .68, p < .01) and international posture 
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(β = .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 (β = .59, p < 

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

WTC (β = .33, p < .01) and international posture (β = .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 

MacIntyre, 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 MacIntyre 

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 Dörnyei 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 MacIntyre 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 (β = .24, p < .01) and communication anxiety (β = - .24, p < 

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

WTC (β = .16, p < .01), and L2 learning motivation (β = .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, 

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

predicted L2 WTC (β = .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, MacIntyre, 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 (β = .61, p < .05) 

among 32 first-year university students in non-immersion courses, while perceived 
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competence predicted L2 WTC (β = -.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. MacIntyre et al. (2003) reported 

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

immersion university students, whereas communication anxiety predicted L2 WTC 

L2 (β = -.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. MacIntyre 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 MacIntyre 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 (MacIntyre 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 

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

In MacIntyre 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 (MacIntyre & Charos, 1996; MacIntyre et al., 1999; MacIntyre et 

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

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

MacIntyre 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 

Author (Year  
of publication) Participants Predictors of L2 WTC 

Predictors of 
Frequency of L2 
Communication 

MacIntyre 
& Charos 
(1996) 
 

92 Anglophone 
students in Canada 
 

Competence (β = .24) 
Anxiety (β = -.24) 
 

Competence  
(β = .60) 
L2 WTC (β = .33) 
Motivation (β = .24) 

MacIntyre, 
Babin,  
& Clément 
(1999) 

226 university 
students in Canada 
 
 

Competence (β = .84) 
Anxiety (nonsignificant) 
 
 

 

    
Yashima 
(2002) 
 

297 Japanese 
university students 
 

Confidence (β = .68) 
International Posture 
(β = .22) 

 

  
 

 
Yashima, 
Zenuk-Nishide, 
& Shimizu 
(2004) 
 

166 Japanese  
high school 
students 
 
 

Confidence (β = .59) 
International Posture 
(β = .27) 
Anxiety and WTC 
(Nonsignificant ) 

L2 WTC (β = .33) 
International Posture 
(β = .45) 
 
 

  
  

MacIntyre, 
Baker,  
Clément & 
Donovan 
(2003) 
 
 

32 non-immersion 
University students 
in Canada, and 
27 immersion  
students 
In Canada 
 

Non-immersion 
students: 
Competence (β = .61) 
Anxiety (β = -.11) 
Immersion students: 
Competence (β = .11) 
Anxiety (β = -.57) 

 

  
 

 
Peng &  
Woodrow 
(2010) 
 

579  
Chinese 
University students 

Self-confidence  
(β = .69) 
Environment (β =.18) 
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), (c) 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) 
 
 

Four university  
students in Korea 
 
 

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

 
 

 
Cao & Philp 

(2006) 
 

Eight university 
students in New 
Zealand 
 

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

 
 

 

Peng (2007) 
 
 
 

118 university 
students in China 
 
 

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

 
 

 

Cao (2011) 
 
 
 
 
 

18 university-base 
language school 
students in New 
Zealand  
 
 
 
 
 

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 

   
Peng (2012) 

 
Four university 
students in China 
 
 

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 (r = .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 (β = .69) and classroom 

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

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

communicative confidence (β = .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 MacIntyre, 

et al.’s (2003) and MacIntyre, 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  
of publication) 

 
Results 

Interpretation of the 
results 

Weaver 
(2010) 

 
 
 
 
 

Self-Perceived Ability to Speak/Write in 
    English was a predictor of L2 WTC. 
Students in the highest self-perceived 
    proficiency group: more willing to 
    speak to international students and 
    foreign teachers of English; less willing  
    to speak to Japanese students and  
    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.  

The results confirmed the 
relationships among 
WTC, Desire to Speak a 
Specific Person, and 
Self-Confidence in    
MacIntyre et al.'s (1998) 
L2 WTC model.  

   
Peng & 

Woodrow 
(2010) 

 
 
 
 

Self-Confidence predicted L2 WTC (β = .69); 
Environment predicted L2 WTC (β = .18); 
Environment predicted Self-Confidence (β 
= .19); Environment predicted Motivation (β 
= .29); Environment predicted Learner Beliefs 
(β = .33); Motivation predicted Confidence (β 
= .38); Learner Beliefs predicted Self-
Confidence (β = .42); Learner Beliefs 
predicted Motivation (β = .18). 

The result confirmed the 
relationship between 
Self-Confidence and L2   
WTC in MacIntyre 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 (MacIntyre 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; MacIntyre & 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 MacIntyre 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., Dörnyei, 1994, 2001; Dörnyei & Ottó, 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 (β = .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; Dörnyei & Kormos, 2000; MacIntyre & Charos, 1996; 
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Yashima et al., 2004). Self-reported L2 communication frequency also had positive 

correlations with perceived communicative competence (MacIntyre & Charos, 

1996), Anglophone identity (Clément et al., 2003), social context, such as 

neighborhoods or workplace (MacIntyre & 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 MacIntyre 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 (r 

= .32) and with attitudes and effort (r = .32), but that the classroom environment had 
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a weak correlation with self-confidence (r = .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 

(β = .19), L2 WTC (β = .18), and L2 learning motivation (β = .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; MacIntyre & 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 (β = .60) was a stronger 

predictor of students’ reported communication of French than was L2 WTC (β = 

.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 

MacIntyre 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? 

2. To what degree does positive classroom climate directly influence state L2 

communicative confidence? 

3. To what degree does positive classroom climate influence L2 learning 

motivation? 

4. To what degree does L2 learning motivation influence state L2 communicative 

confidence? 

5. To what degree does state L2 communicative confidence influence L2 WTC 

inside the classroom? 

6. 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 (l) 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 (n = 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) – 

H. Tsutomu M 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? Opinion 

 
Making Friends at University Reasons 

2. Education Why Choose University? 
Agreeing and  
     Disagreeing 

  The Entrance Exam system Test 1 Preparation 

3. Technology Technology: Past, Present, and Future Examples 

 
Face-to-Face Communication versus 
Email 

Joining a Discussion 

4. social Issues Students and Part-Time Jobs Follow-up Questions 

 
Students and Social Pressure Test 2 Preparation 

5. Environment Country versus City Possibilities 

 
The Environment and You Connecting Ideas 

6. Values Happiness 
Checking  
     Understanding 

  Learning Values 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 

 
Do Celebrities Make Good Role Models? Reporting Information 

4. Globalization The Globalization of Japanese Culture Follow-up Questions 

 
An American World? Test 2 

5. Human Rights The Right to Life? Giving Different Viewpoints 

 
Public Manners, Public Rules Being Indirect 

6. Gender Gender Stereotypes Checking Understanding 

 
Househusbands and Working Women 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 I 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 

 



 

92 

 

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 NetAcademy2. 

 

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, ethical 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, I 

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 I 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” 

(MacIntyre 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 I feel nervous when I 
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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-I. 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, I feel nervous when I talk with international students on 

campus, was revised from McCroskey (1992; I feel nervous when I talk with an 

acquaintance while standing in line). Item 2, I 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, I 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, I 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” (MacIntyre 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 I 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” (MacIntyre, 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, I 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” 

(Dörnyei & 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); (c) 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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2. To what degree does positive classroom climate directly influence state L2 

communicative confidence? 

3. To what degree does positive classroom climate influence L2 learning 

motivation? 

4. To what degree does L2 learning motivation influence state L2 communicative 

confidence? 

5. To what degree does state L2 communicative confidence influence L2 WTC 

inside the classroom? 

6. To what degree does state L2 communicative confidence influence actual   

       frequency of L2 communication? 

7. 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 



 

111 

 

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 

January, 2013 

May & July, 2014 

Test 2 of the Discussion Course was administered. 

The second questionnaire was administered to 179 students. 

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 Dӧrnyei 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/OUT) = 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 (β = .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 (β = .19). Teven (2007) reported that teacher caring was 

positively related to reducing students’ state anxiety toward the course and the 

teacher. 
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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, Dörnyei, and Noels 

(1994) found that learning environment had a positive relationship with attitudes and 

effort (r = .32), which referred to learning motivation. Dörnyei 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 L2 

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 MacIntyre (2000) found that perceived communicative 

competence was positively and strongly correlated (r = .72) with L2 WTC among 

124 Canadian non-immersion students studying French in Canada. Yashima (2002) 

reported that L2 communicative confidence predicted L2 WTC (β = .68). Yashima et 

al. (2004) reported a similar result with 166 students (β = .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: Dörnyei 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 (β = .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 t 

statistic. The t values should have a mean near 0.00 and a standard deviation near 

one. The acceptable values of a t 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, r = ±0.01 to ±0.30; a moderate relationship, r = ±0.31 to ±0.70; a strong 

relationship, r = ±0.71 to ±0.99, a perfect relationship, and r = ±1.00; and no 

relationship, r = 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 
for item fit 

.50-1.50 (Linacre, 2012a)  
 
 

Disattenuated correlation  
between sub-groups 

> .80 (correlation/square root of [IR1 x IR2])  
(Elifson et al., 1998, p.194) 
 

Variance explained by  
the Rasch measures 

> 60% (Linacre, 2012a) (e.g., < 50% = poor; 50-60% 
= 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 
function statistics 
 

< 2.00 (Linacre, 1999) 

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 (χ²) 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-JIJI, 

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 Dӧrnyei 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 (r = .36) and between 

attitudes toward the English course and the number of words (r = .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), Dörnyei (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 χ² with degree of freedom equal to the number of 

variables. In this study, with 66 predictors, any case with a Mahalanobis distance 

greater than χ² (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 (r > .90), multicollinearity occurs 

(Berry, 1993). When variables are perfectly correlated (r = 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) (r = .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 (r = .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) (r = .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 

(DLE5), Communication Anxiety Outside the Classroom 2 (CAOC2), 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 (h²) 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). 

 

 

  



 

141 

 

Table 12. 58-Item Classroom Environment, Motivation, Communicative Confidence, 

and WTC Measure Rotated Pattern Matrix for the Principal Component Analysis 

Item F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 F7 F8 F9 h² 

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-CAOC6 (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 

       Table 12 (continues) 
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Table 12 (continued) 

Item F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 F7 F8 F9 h² 

B-TS3     .86     .69 

B-TS4     .81     .72 

B-TS5     .79     .75 

B-TS2     .78     .67 

B-TS6     .77     .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 21.84 15.06 8.60 6.77 5.66 4.25 3.70 2.67 2.55  

Cronbach’s α R. .93 .95 .91 .93 .89 .89 .87 .87 .93  

Eigenvalue 12.67 8.73 4.99 3.92 3.28 2.47 2.15 1.55 1.48  

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. MI = 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 α R. = Cronbach’s α 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 (DLE1, 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 α reliability estimate of factor 1 was .93. Although I assumed that L2 

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 (CAOC2) 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 (CAOC1, 3, 4, 5, and 6) and five 



 

144 

 

items from Part I: Perceived Communicative Competence Outside the Classroom 

(PCCOC1, 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 CAOC4, I feel nervous when I talk with a salesperson in a store 

in English while traveling abroad, and CAOC6, I feel nervous when I talk with a 

stranger in English on the bus, PCCOC1. The Cronbach’s α 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 (WTCIC5 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 WTCOC5, I am willing to 

talk with an acquaintance in English in an elevator, WTCOC6, I am willing to talk 

with a stranger in English on the bus, and WTCIC5, I am willing to ask someone to 

repeat in English what they just said in English. A Cronbach’s α 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, I like the 

group I am, and GC3, I enjoy interacting my group members very much. The 

Cronbach’s α 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 α reliability estimate was .89. 
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Factor 6: Communication Anxiety inside the Classroom 

Two items measuring Communication Anxiety Inside the Classroom (CAIC1 

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, I 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 α 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, I 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 α 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 α 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, I 

am willing to give a short speech in English about my hometown with notes. The 

Cronbach’s α 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 DLE5 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 Item Fit Statistics for the 11-item L2 Learning Motivation Subscale  

Item Measure SE 
Infit 

MNSQ 
             

Infit t 
Outfit 

MNSQ 
        

Outfit t 
Point-measure 

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   .77 -3.3   .77 -3.3 .79 

DLE6    .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 

Item Measure SE 
Infit 

MNSQ Infit t 
Outfit 

MNSQ Outfit t 
Point-measure 

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 2.4 1.18 2.3 .77 

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 

of .99 (9.54), and a person reliability (separation) estimate of .92 (3.37). 

 

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. 

 

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) 
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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  34.1 

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. 



 

154 

 

--------------------------------------------------- ---------------------------------- 
 Persons with more   | More difficult to endorse it ems 
 motivation to learn | 
 English             | 
    2           .##  + 
               .### S| 
             .#####  | 
                 ##  |T MI1: Think I study hard  
            #######  | 
    1          .###  + 
         ##########  | 
               ####  |S DLE4: Want English classes increased 
       .###########  |  MI2 : Often think about wor ds and ideas I learn 
             .##### M|  MI4 : Spend long hours stud ying English  
    0           ###  +M DLE6: Studying English is m ore interesting than other subject 
          .########  |  DLE3: Concentrate on studie s 
               ####  |  DLE2: Read English newspape rs or magazines 
               .###  |S MI3 : Study English on my o wn  
             ######  |  MI5 : Really try to learn E nglish  
   -1            .#  +  MI6 : Study English after g raduation 
                .##  | 
                .## S|T 
                ###  | 
                .##  | 
   -2           .##  + 
Persons with less    | 
motivation to learn  | 
English              |   Less difficult to endorse items 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------  

Figure 4. Wright map for L2 Learning Motivation (6-point scale). N = 360; M = mean; 

S = 1 SD; 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 L2 

Communicative Confidence Outside the Classroom are displayed in Table 17. An 

item measuring Communication Anxiety Outside the Classroom 2 (item CAOC2) 

and an item measuring Perceived Communicative Competence Outside the 

Classroom 2 (item PCCOC2) were eliminated in the PCA. State L2 Communicative 

Confidence Outside the Classroom was made up of two components: Perceived 
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Communicative Competence Outside the Classroom (items PCCOC1, PCCOC3, 

PCCOC4, PCCOC5, and PCCOC6) and Communication Anxiety Outside the 

Classroom (Reversed items CAOC1, CAOC3, CAOC4, CAOC5, 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 

Items Measure SE 
Infit 

MNSQ 
Infit    

t 
Outfit 

MNSQ 
Outfit   

t 
Point-measure 

correlation 

CAOC3 .31 .06 .98 -.20 .96 -.5 .74 

CAOC4 .28 .06 .89 -1.50 .95 -.6 .75 

CAOC6 .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 .77 

PCCOC3 -.25 .06 .89 -1.60 .93 -1.0 .77 

PCCOC4 -.26 .06 1.04 .50 1.05 .7 .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 (PCCOC1, 3, 4, 5, 

and 6) had negative loadings in the upper case; items Communication Anxiety 

Outside the Classroom (CAOC1, 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 .12 1.05 1.07 

CAOC3 .82 .31 .98 .96 

CAOC4 .77 .28 .89 .95 

CAOC5 .77 .09 1.08 1.09 

CAOC6 .76 .21 1.03 .98 

Note. N = 360. 

 

The correlation between the Rasch person measures for items Perceived 

Communicative Competence Outside the Classroom (PCCOC1, 3, 4, 5, and 6) and 

items Communication Anxiety Outside the Classroom (CAOC1, 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 (r = ± .31 to ± .70; 

Elifson, et al., 1998, p. 194), suggesting that these two sets did not measure the same 

construct. When the r 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 CAOC5 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 

Item Measure SE 
Infit 

MNSQ 
 

Infit t 
Outfit 

MNSQ Outfit t 
Point-measure 

correlation 

CAOC3 .27 .09 .82 -2.4 .82 -2.4 .92 
CAOC4 .19 .09 .83 -2.2 .86 -1.9 .92 
CAOC6 .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 

Category (Reversed) Count (%) 
Average 
measure 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Structure 
measure 

Category 
measure 

1 Strongly agree 361 (20) -4.65 1.15 NONE (-5.88) 
2 Agree 311 (17) -3.23   .77 -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 CAOC1, 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. 

 



 

161 

 

Table 21. Rasch Standardized Residual Variance Results for the 5-item 
Anxiety Outside the Classroom Subscale 

        Eigenvalue Percent 

Total raw variance in observations   21.1   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. Item CAOC5, 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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--------------------------------------------------- ------------------------- 
More anxious persons |  More difficult to endorse i tems 
Outside the classroom| 
                     | 
    2           .## S+ 
                 .#  | 
                     | 
          .########  | 
    1                + 
              .####  | 
                     |T CAOC3: Answer when asked fo r directions 
              .####  |S CAOC4: Talk with a salesper son in a store 
    0                +M CAOC6: Talk with a stranger  on the bus 
             .#####  |S CAOC1: Talk with internatio nal students on campus 
                     |T CAOC5: Talk with an acquain tance in an elevator 
             .##### M| 
   -1                + 
            .######  | 
                     | 
                .##  | 
   -2                + 
Less anxious persons | 
Outside the classroom|    Less difficult to endorse  items 

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 PCCOC5 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 

Item Measure SE 
Infit 

MNSQ Infit t 
Outfit 

MNSQ Outfit t 
Point-measure 

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 

Category Count (%) 
Average 
measure 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Structure 
measure 

Category 
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 Cannot do so well 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 (PCCOC1, 

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   2.3     9.1 

Raw Unexplained variance (total)   5.0   20.2 

Unexplained variance in 1st contrast   1.5     5.9 

 

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 PCCOC5, 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                + 
                  .##  | 
                       | 
      1    .#########  + 
                  .##  | 
                       | 
                .####  |S PCOC5: Talk with an acqua intance in an elevator 
                       +M PCOC6: Talk with a strang er on the bus 
      0         .####  |S PCOC1: Talk with internat ional students on campus 
               .##### M|  PCOC4: Talk with a salesp erson in a store/PCOC3: Answer 
                       |         when asked for dir ections 
                       | 
     -1         #####  + 
                       | 
                #####  | 
                       | 
     -2         #####  + 
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 = 1 SD; 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 (WTCOC1- 

WTCOC6) and the two items measuring L2 WTC Inside the Classroom (WTCIC5 

and WTCIC6). Item WTCIC5, Ask someone to repeat what they just said in English, 

and item WTCIC6, 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 WTCIC5 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 

Item Measure SE 
Infit 

MNSQ Infit t 
Outfit 

MNSQ Outfit t 
Point-measure 

correlation 

WTCOC6 1.13 .07 1.12 1.5 1.06 .8 .75 
WTCOC5 .65 .07 .82 -2.5 .81 -2.7 .80 
WTCOC1 .27 .07 .84 -2.3 .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 (WTCIC5 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 

Category Count (%) 
Average 
measure 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Structure 
measure 

Category 
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 WTCOC6, Talk with a stranger on the bus, was 

the most difficult item to endorse, while item WTCIC5, 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   | 
 and spontaneous     | 
 utterances          | 
    2             #  + 
                     | 
                .##  | 
             .#####  | 
               .### S|T 
             ######  |  WTCOC6: Talk with a strange r on the bus  
    1        ######  + 
                .##  | 
        ###########  |S WTCOC5: Talk with an acquai ntance in an elevator  
               .###  | 
        ###########  |  WTCOC1: Talk with internati onal students on campus 
           .#######  |  WTCOC2: Talk to my teacher after class  
    0      .#######  +M WTCOC3: Answer when asked f or directions 
          .######## M| 
        .##########  |  WTCOC4: Talk with a salespe rson in a store 
           .#######  | 
        .##########  |S 
             ######  |  WTCIC6: Ask the meaning of words I do not know in English 
   -1         .####  +  WTCIC5: Ask someone to repe at what they just said in English 
             .#####  | 
          .########  |T 
               ####  | 
              .#### S| 
              #####  | 
   -2                +  
 Persons with less   | 
 WTC for unplanned   | 
 and spontaneous     | 
 utterances          |  Less difficult to endorse i tems 
--------------------------------------------------- ---------------------------------- 

Figure 7. Wright map for L2 WTC for Unplanned and Spontaneous Utterances  

(6-point scale). N = 360; M = mean, S = 1 SD; 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  11  (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  3.11  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 Item Fit Statistics for the 6-Item Group Cohesiveness Subscale 

Item Measure 
 

SE 
Infit 

MNSQ Infit t 
Outfit 

MNSQ 
 

Outfit t 
Point-measure 

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 
SD 

.00 

.94 
.10 
.00 

.99 

.22 
  -.4 
 3.2 

.99 

.22 
-.3 
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 Outfit 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) 2.42 .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 10.4   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, I 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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--------------------------------------------------- --------------------------- 
 Persons with more   |  More difficult to endorse i tems 
 group cohesiveness  | 
                     | 
    2        .#####  + 
                     |T 
             .#####  | 
                     |  GC6: The group is composed of people who fit well 
    1        .#####  +S GC5: Group members get to k now each other well 
                    M| 
               ####  | 
                     |  GC ４: I want to remain a member of this group 
    0   .##########  +M 
                     | 
              .####  |  GC1: I feel a sense of toge therness in this group 
                     | 
   -1         .####  +S GC3: I enjoy interacting wi th my group members 
                     |  GC2: I like the group I am in 
                ###  | 
                    S|T 
   -2           .##  + 
Person with less     | 
group cohesiveness   |  Less difficult to endorse i tems 
--------------------------------------------------- ---------------------------------- 

Figure 8. Wright map for Group Cohesiveness (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 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 Outfit Structure Category 
Measure Category Count (%) Measure MNSQ 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 Item Fit Statistics for the 6-Item Teacher Support Subscale 

   
Infit      Outfit 

 
Point-measure 

Item Measure SE MNSQ Infit t MNSQ Outfit t 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 -2.5 .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. Item 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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--------------------------------------------------- ---------------------------------- 
 Persons with more   |  More difficult to endorse i tems 
 teacher support     | 
                     | 
          .########  | 
                     | 
        .##########  | 
    1                + 
                     | 
            #######  |T 
                     |  TS6: Make any student comfo rtable 
                  . M| 
            #######  |S TS1: Have high level of Eng lish communication competence 
                 .#  | 
    0          ####  +M TS2: Teacher’s questions he lp us 
                     |  TS5: Consider our feelings well 
                  .  |S TS3: Move about the class t o talk with us 
           ########  | 
                     |  TS4: Help us when we have t rouble with an activity 
             .#####  |T 
                     | 
   -1             #  + 
       .###########  | 
                  . S| 
               .###  | 
                     | 
                  .  | 
                ###  | 
   -2             .  + 
  Persons with less  | 
  teacher support    |  Less difficult to endorse i tems 

--------------------------------------------------- ----------------------------------

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 

Item Measure SE MNSQ Infit t 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 .11 1.6 .11 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 .77 
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. 

 

--------------------------------------------------- ------------------------------ 
More anxious persons |  More difficult to endorse i tems 
inside the classroom | 
                     | 
    2                + 
                 .#  | 
                    S| 
                     | 
             ######  | 
    1                + 
                ###  | 
                     |T 
              .####  |  CAIC3: Give a speech with n otes 
                     |S CAIC2: Interview someone wi th a textbook 
    0                +M 
              .####  |S CAIC5: Ask someone to repea t what they have said                       
                     |  CAIC6: Ask the  meaning of words 
                    M|T 
       .###########  | 
   -1                + 
                     | 
             .#####  | 
                     | 
                     | 
   -2       #######  + 
                     | 
Less anxious persons | 
inside the classroom |  Less difficult to endorse i tems 
--------------------------------------------------- -------------------------------- 

Figure 10. Wright map for Communication Anxiety Inside the Classroom (6-point 
scale). N = 360; M = mean; S = 1 SD; 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 PCCIC5 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 

Item Measure SE MNSQ Infit t MNSQ Outfit  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 2.11 

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 PCCIC5, 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. 

 

--------------------------------------------------- --------------------------------  
More competent person|  More difficult to endorse i tems 
Inside classroom     | 
        | 
     2              S+ 
                     | 
        | 
            .######  | 
                     | 
                     | 
    1      ########  + 
                     | 
                     | 
                     | 
             .#####  | 
                    M|S PCCIC2: Interview someone a sking questions from the textbook 
    0                +M PCCIC3: Give a short speech  about my hometown with notes 
       ############  |S PCCIC6: Ask the meaning of words I do not know in English 
                     |  PCCIC5: Ask someone in Engl ish to repeat what they have said 
                     | 
        .##########  | 
                     | 
   -1                + 
            .######  | 
                     | 
                     | 
                ###  | 
    -2              S+ 
                     | 
Less competent person| 
Inside Classroom     |  Less difficult to endorse i tems 
--------------------------------------------------- ---------------------------------- 

Figure 11. Wright map for Perceived Communicative Competence Inside the 

Classroom (6-point scale). N = 360; M = mean; S = 1 SD; 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 
Item Measure SE MNSQ Infit t MNSQ  Outfit t Correlation 

TO3 .98 .08 1.18 2.3 1.18 2.2 .75 
TO4 .53 .08 .68 -4.8 .69 -4.6 .83 
TO2 .47 .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 -0.4  
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. Item 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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--------------------------------------------------- ---------------------------------- 

 Persons with more   |  More difficult to endorse i tems 
 task orientation    | 
    2                + 
             .#####  | 
                     | 
            .######  |T 
                     | 
              .####  | 
    1                +  TO3: I know what I am tryin g to accomplish 
         .#########  | 
                     |S TO4: Activities are clearly  and carefully planned 
                    M|  TO2: Tasks are attracting 
            .######  | 
                     | 
    0   .##########  +M 
                     |  TO1: Tasks are useful 
                     | 
              #####  |  TO5: Assignments are clear so I know what to do 
                     |S 
            .######  | 
   -1                + 
              ##### S|  TO6: Time is managed well b y the teacher 
                     | 
                .##  |T 
                     | 
                .##  | 
   -2                + 
Persons with less    | 
task orientation     |  Less difficult to endorse i tems 
--------------------------------------------------- ----------------------------------

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 
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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 Infit t MNSQ Outfit t Correlation 

WTCIC1 .22 .08 .82 -2.6 .81 -2.6 .90 
WTCIC2 .04 .08 1.03 .5 1.04 .5 .86 
WTCIC3 -.26 .08 1.11 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   2.5   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 WTCIC1, 

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  | 
                     | 
    2               S+ 
             .#####  | 
                     | 
                     | 
                     | 
    1   . #########  + 
                     | 
                     | 
         ########## |T 
                     |S WTCIC1: Interview someone w ith original questions 
    0                +M WTCIC2: Interview someone w ith a textbook 
                    M|S WTCIC3: Give a speech with notes 
           . ####### |T 
                     | 
                     | 
   -1   ############ + 
                     | 
                     | 
            #######  | 
                     | 
   -2                + 
Persons with less    | 
WTC for planned and  | 
prepared utterances  |  Less difficult to endorse i 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 
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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 

 
Component 

Changes in the 
rating scale 

Eliminated 
item 

F1:  L2 Learning Motivation 123456 → No 
change 

DLE1 

F2:  Communication Anxiety Outside the Classroom 123456 → No 
change 

— 

F3:  Perceived Communicative Competence Outside  
       the Classroom 

123456 → No 
change 

— 

F4:  L2 WTC for Unplanned and Spontaneous   
       Utterance 

123456 → No 
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 
the Classroom 

123456 → 223456 — 

F9:  Task Orientation 123456 → 223456 — 
F10: 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, DLE5, 

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. 



 

205 

 

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). 

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. 

 

Table 51. Descriptive Statistics for Screened Variables 

Variable Min Max M SD Skew Kurt 

L2 Learning Motivation -6.75 4.94 .11 1.62 -.52 .95 
Competence Inside the Classroom -4.04 6.99 1.52 2.40 .35 -.07 
Competence Outside the Classroom -7.96 7.86 -.45 3.77 .11 -.21 
Anxiety Inside the Classroom -7.01 6.44 -.98 2.68 -.16 .19 
Anxiety Outside the Classroom -7.50 7.55 -1.47 3.61 .07 -.35 
Teacher Support -5.69 5.60 .48 2.35 .22 .02 
Group Cohesiveness -7.48 7.44 1.32 3.04 .15 .00 
Task Orientation -4.06 6.30 .66 1.20 .56 .81 
L2 WTCPPC  -6.77 6.44 -.36 2.60 -.12 .12 
 L2 WTCUSU -4.88 6.01 -.09 1.57 .22 1.09 
 Test 1 1.00 32.00 8.62 5.86 1.16 .89 
 Test 2 1.00 35.00 15.14 6.24 .17 .24 
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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). 

 

.  
 

Figure 14. The Peng and Woodrow (2010) structural model of WTC in English Chinese EFL 

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 

Learner 
Belief 

WTC in 
English 

Motivation  
to Learn 
English 

Communication 
Confidence in 

English  

Classroom  
Environment 



 

207 

 

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 

(WTCOC1-6, & WTCIC5-6; 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 

(CAOC1 & 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 Test1 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: r = ± .31 - .70, and one has a strong relationship: r = ± .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 -.11* —      
  5  WTCUSU .91** .29** .37** -.01 —     
  6  TS .18** .27** .15* -.04 .17** —    
  7  GC .10* .24** .10* -.05 .10* .52** —   
  8  TO .23** .48** .24** -.01 .23** .56** .46** —  
  9  Test1 .32** -.03 .07 -.12* .32** -.03 -.04 .07 — 
10  Test 2 .11* .00 .18** -.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: r = ± .31 - ± .70 and one has a strong relationship 

between WTCPPU and WTCUSU (r = .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 (r = -.42, p < .01). In contrast, Communication Anxiety 

Inside the Classroom shows a weakly negative correlation to Perceived 

Communicative Competence Inside the Classroom (r = -.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 .17** .27** .00 -.11 .18* —    
 7  GC  .10 .24** -.10 -.15* .10 .52** —   
 8  TO .23** .48** .17** -.01 .23** .56** .46** —  
 9  Test 1 .32** -.03 .65** -.41** .32** -.03 -.04 .07 — 
10 Test 2  .11* .00 .04 -.07 .11 .12* .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. 

**p < .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 χ² 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 

χ² Df χ²/df GFI AGFI CFI PGFI RMSEA 
RMSEA 
90% CI 

Model 1 71.746 29 2.474 .958 .920 .959 .505 .068 [.048, .088] 

Note. N = 320 

 

 

 

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 χ² 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 

 χ² Df χ²/df GFI AGFI CFI PGFI RMSEA 
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 χ² 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 χ² 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 

 χ² Df χ²/df GFI AGFI CFI PGFI RMSEA 
RMSEA  
90% CI 

Model 2 76.150 31 2.456 .955 .921 .956 .539 .068 [.049; .087] 

Note. N = 320.         

 

 

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 χ² 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 

 
χ² Df χ²/df GFI AGFI CFI PGFI RMSEA 

RMSEA 
90% CI 

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 χ² 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 (χ²) from Model 3 to Model 4 was Δχ²₂-₃ =7.923* (Δdf = 1), which was 

significant because the value exceeded the criterion of χ² (df = 1) of 3.841 at p  < .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 χ² values the smallest 

of the four models.  

 

Table 58. Fit Statistics of the Four Models for L2 WTC Inside the Classroom  

χ² Df χ²/df GFI AGFI CFI PGFI RMSEA 
RMSEA 
90% CI 

Model 
1 

71.746 29 2.474 .958 .920 .959 .505 .068 [.048; .088] 

Model 
2 

 
71.958 

 
30 

 
2.399 

 
.958 

 
.922 

 
.959 

 
.522 

 
.066 

 
[.047; .086] 

Model 
3 

 
76.150 

 
31 

 
2.456 

 
.955 

 
.921 

 
.956 

 
.539 

 
.068 

 
[.049; .87] 

Add L2MTV → AFL2C path � Δχ²₃-₄ = 7.923* (Δdf = 1) 

Model 
4 

68.227 30 2,274 .959 .924 .963 .523 .063 [.043; .083] 

Note. N = 320. L2MTV = 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 χ² 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 

 χ² Df χ²/df GFI AGFI CFI PGFI RMSEA 
RMSEA  
90% CI 

Model 1 111.942 29 3.860 .933 .873 .935 .492 .095 [.077; .114] 

Note. N = 320. 

 

 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 χ² 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 

 χ² Df χ²/df GFI AGFI CFI PGFI RMSEA 
RMSEA  
90% CI 

Model 2 114.873 32 3.590 .930 .880 .935 .541 .090 [.073; .108] 

Note. N = 320.         

 

 

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 Outside the Classroom, and Communication 

Anxiety Outside the Classroom. The L2 Learning Motivation → L2 WTC path was 

significant (β = .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 χ² 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 

 χ² Df χ²/df GFI AGFI CFI PGFI RMSEA 
RMSEA  
90% CI 

Model 3 99.092 31 3.194 .938 .889 .946 .528 .083 [.065; .102] 

Note. N = 320. 

 

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. 



 

228 

 

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 χ² 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 

 χ² Df χ²/df GFI AGFI CFI PGFI RMSEA 
RMSEA  
90% CI 

Model 4 91.338 30 3.045 .942 .894 .952 .514 .080 [.062; .099] 

Note. N = 320.        

 

 

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 χ² 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 

 χ² Df χ²/df GFI AGFI CFI PGFI RMSEA 
RMSEA  
90% CI 

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 χ² 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; MacIntyre & 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 (χ²) from Model 2 to Model 3 was Δχ²₂-₃= 5.844* (Δdf = 1); the deleted value of 

Chi Square (χ²) from Model 3 to Model 4 was Δχ²₃-₄ =-7.691* (Δdf = 1); and the 
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deleted value of Chi Square Δχ² 4 - 5 = 4.775* (Δdf =1) were significant because the three 

values exceeded the criterion of χ² (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 χ² values the smallest of the 

five models. 

 

Note. N = 320; Δ = delta; L2MTV = L2 Learning Motivation; AFL2C = Actual 

Frequency of L2 Communication.  

*p < .05.    

  

Table 64. Fit Statistics of the Five Path Models for L2 WTC Outside the Classroom 

Model χ² Df χ²/df GFI AGFI CFI PGFI RMSEA RMSEA 90%CI 

Model 
1 

111.942 29 3.860 .933 .873 .935 .492 .095 [.077,.114] 

Model 
2 

114.873 32 3.590 .930 .880 .935 .541 .090 [.073,.108] 

         Add L2MTV → L2 WTC path � Δχ²₂-₃= 15.844* (Δdf = 1) 

Model 
3 

99.029 31 3.194 .938 .889 .946 .528 .083 [.065,.102] 

Add L2MTV → AFL2C path � Δχ²₃-₄ = 7.691* (Δdf = 1) 

Model 
4 

91.338 30 3.045 .942 .894 .952 .514 .080 [.062,.099] 

Add L2MTV → Communicative Confidence path � Δχ²4 - 5  = 4.775* (Δdf = 1) 

Model 
5 

86.563 29 2.985 .947 .899 .955 .499 .079 [.060,.098] 
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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 (β = .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 (β = .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 (β = .50). Outside the classroom, Positive Classroom 

Climate was statistically significant with L2 Learning Motivation (β = .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 

(β = .35). Outside the classroom, L2 Learning Motivation was significant with 

Communicative Confidence (β = .14). Hypothesis 4 was supported both inside the 

and outside the classroom. 

 

Hypothesis 5: L2 Confidence and L2 WTC 

H5: State L2 Communicative Confidence directly influences L2 WTC. Inside 

the classroom, Communicative Confidence was significant with L2 WTC (β = .65), 

and Communicative Confidence was significant with L2 WTC (β = .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 (β = .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 (β = .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 (β = .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 (β = -.28); and so was it outside the classroom (β = -.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 (H5). L2WTC 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 (H5) 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 
L2 WTC. 

X ○○○○ 

2 Positive Classroom Climate directly influences 
State L2 Communication Confidence. 

○○○○  X 

3 Positive Classroom Climate directly influences 
L2 Learning Motivation. 

○○○○ ○○○○ 

4 L2 Learning Motivation directly Influences State 
L2 Communication Confidence. 

○○○○ ○○○○ 

5 State L2 Communicative Confidence directly 
influences L2 WTC. 

○○○○ ○○○○ 

6  (Data-Driven 
Result 1 ) 

L2 WTC directly influences Actual Frequency of 
L2 Communication. 

○○○○ X 

7 (Data-Driven 
Result 2) 

State L2 Communicative Confidence directly 
influences Actual Frequency of L2 
Communication. 

X ○○○○ 

Data-Driven 
Result 3 

L2 Learning Motivation directly influences L2 
WTC. 

X ○○○○ 

Data-Driven 
result 4 

L2 Learning Motivation directly influences Actual 
Frequency of L2 Communication. 

○○○○ ○○○○ 

Note. N = 320. ○○○○ = 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 13.19 10.94 6.08 62.09  93.37 7.13 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), Dӧrnyei (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 I 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 I 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 I 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% 
 

Encourage to use many functional expressions (6) 
 

G, H,C, H, 
I, I 

Let students not worry about making grammar 
mistakes (4) 

A, B, C, C 
 

Give feedback to each student in class (4) G, H, I, I 

 
Monitor students in every lesson (3) C, H, I  

 
Let students use simple and easy English (3) A, B, C 

 
Give feedback with scores/comments via e-mail (3) C, H, I 

 
Call each student’s name (1) D 

 
Respond to a student’s questions after class (1) H 

 
Evaluate students’ efforts (1) H 

 
Point out students’ strengthens and weaknesses (I) I 

   
Group 
Cohesiveness 
(17 entries) 
17% 
 

Have responsibility to continue speaking English (5) 
Have strong enthusiasm and motivation as a group 
(3) 

C, D, F, G, 
I, C, C, D 
 

Increase group cohesiveness during a semester (2) G, H 
Change group members in one lesson (2) B, G, 

 
Cooperate with each other to speak English (2) G, H 

 
Desire to help a quiet person speak English (1) G 

   

Small Group 
(15 entries) 
15% 
 

Feel easy to speak their experiences (5) 
 

A, C, D, G, 
H 

Feel friendliness among group members (5) 
 

F, G, G, G, 
H  

Have a chance for all to become a group leader (3) C, F, H  

 
Get interested in speaking English (2) E, F 

   
Security of 
speaking 
(12 entries) 
12% 
 

Have low level of anxiety because students have 
similar communication levels (7) 

B, D, F, H, 
H, H, I 

Feel warm atmosphere (not feeling ashamed / 
anxious) (4) 

A, B, C, H 
 

Understand Teacher’s easy English (1) A 
   
Motivation 
(11 entries) 
12% 
 

Desire to try studying English hard (5) 
 

A, C, G, H, 
H 

Desire to get perfect scores every time (5) 
 

A, A, C, G, 
H 

 Like English (1) H 
Interlocutor 
(4 entries) 4% 
 
 

Feel refreshment by a member change (2) B, G 
Be stimulated by interlocutors’ positive attitudes to 
speak English (2) 
 

E, G 
 
 

 Table 68 (continues) 
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Table 68 (continued) 

Positive Factor Example (Total number of entries = 102)  Student 

Topic 
familiarity 
(4 entries) 4% 

Easy topics including daily topics (2) 
Interesting topics (2) 
 

E, H, A, 
A 
 

   

Point system 
(four entries) 
4% 

Teacher’s monitor makes students speak English 
(1) 

I 

Talk-point system makes them avoid using 
Japanese (3) 

D, F, I 
 

   
Competence 
(four entries) 
4% 
 

Learn communication skills and function words (2) A, B 
Be aware of low level of English proficiency, which 
positively influences willingness to speak English 
(1) 

H 
 

 Learn to understand what peers said in English (1) I 
 

 
 

Tests (three 
entries) 2% 
 
 
 

Submission of a quiz makes students to study 
English (1) 
Study English for tests (1) 

A 
H 
 

Easy discussion tests motivate them to speak 
English (1) 

F 
 

Note. N = 9. Motivation = L2 Learning Motivation, Competence = Perceived 

Communicative Competence. Letters from A to I represent the nine participants, 

respectively: A = Yuta; B = Ryo; C = Keiko; D = Takeo; E = Kengo; F = Yoshio, G = 

Sayaka; H = Tsutomu; and I = Hanako. 

 

because they were in the same proficiency level. Student A (Yuta) stated I 

understand well because the teacher uses easy English. Security of speaking was 

identified in qualitative studies (Cao, 2011; Kang, 2005). 

 

L2 learning motivation. L2 learning motivation (12%) was the fifth highest 

in number. Students who have higher level of learning motivation and try hard to 
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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 (β = .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 MacIntyre et al.’s (1998) L2WTC model. 

Weaver’s (2010) found that perceived ability to communicate was a predictor of L2 

WTC and confirmed MacIntyre 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. MacIntyre 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; 

MacIntyre et al., 1999; MacIntyre et al., 2003) and in EFL environment (Weaver, 

2010). In this study, Student B (Ryo) commented I 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 
(13 cases) 48% 

Inferiority complex to speak English (2) A, A 
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) I 
 Feel tense (2) A, C 
 Feel speaking English for 90 minutes a hard work (1) B 
 Anxiety about peer evaluation (2) C, C 
   
Interlocutor 
(5 cases) 19% 

A big gap between fluent speakers and poor speakers (2) F, G 

 Silent students/Negative attitudes toward speaking  C, F, G 
 English (3)  
   
Topic difficulty 
(5 cases) 19% 

Too difficult topics (e.g., values and technology) (3) C, C, H  
Too easy topics (1) C 

 Topics with no background knowledge (1) C 
   
Low competence 
(3 cases) 11% 

No knowledge about vocabulary (3) A, F, G  
  

   
Teacher 
feedback 
(1 case) 3% 

Teachers’ strict & severe comments on students’  
performance (1) 

H 

Note. N = 9. Anxiety = Communication Anxiety; Competence = Perceived 

Communicative Competence. Letters A through I represent the nine participants: A 

= Yuta, B = Ryo; C = Keiko; D = Takeo; E = Kengo; F = Yoshio; G = Sayaka; H = 

Tsutomu; and I = 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 MacIntyre 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 A big gap between fluent speakers and 

poor speakers make me unwilling to speak and quiet. Student C (Keiko) said A 

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 too 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 MacIntyre 

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 MacIntyre et al.’s (1998) L2 WTC heuristic model. Ten key 

points are discussed: (a) L2 WTC Inside and Outside the Classroom path models and 

MacIntyre 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, I 

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 MacIntyre 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 MacIntyre 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 Dörnyei 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 Dӧrnyei and Kormos suggested. 

Because Positive Classroom Climate and Task Motivation were not included 

in MacIntyre 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 MacIntyre 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 MacIntyre 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. MacIntyre, R. Clément, Z. Dӧrnyei, & 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 (β = .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 (MacIntyre & 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 (β 

= .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 (β = .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 MacIntyre 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) 



 

267 

 

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 L2 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 (β 

= .50) and Task Motivation Outside the Classroom (β = .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 (β = .35), and Task Motivation Outside the Classroom 

predicted State L2 Communicative Confidence (β = .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 (β = .69) and Yashima et al.s’ (2004) 

finding, in which State L2 Communicative Confidence predicted L2 WTC (β = .43). 

Hypothesis 5 supported MacIntyre 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 (β = .00). This finding did not confirm MacIntyre 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 MacIntyre 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 (β = .55), and L2 WTC was not a predictor of L2 Use (β 

= .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 (β = .21), but it was not predictor of L2 

WTC Inside the Classroom. Because MacIntyre 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 (r = .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 



 

273 

 

Data-driven result 4 was that L2 learning Motivation predicted L2 Use. Task 

Motivation was a negative predictor of L2 Use Inside the Classroom (β = -.28) and 

L2 Use Outside the Classroom (β = -.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 MacIntyre 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 27 121 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; Dӧrnyei & Kormos, 2000), few researches have 

investigated the relationships among classroom environment, motivation, 

communicative confidence, L2 WTC, and actual frequency of L2 communication. 

Because MacIntyre 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 (Dӧrnyei & Kormos, 2000). Because Dӧrnyei 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 MacIntyre 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 MacIntyre 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 (β = .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 a result, 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 MacIntyre 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 (MacIntyre & Charos, 1996). In addition, as Figure 27 shows, 

Intergroup Motivation posited in Layer V and Intergroup Climate posited in Layer 

VI in MacIntyre 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. 

 

 

Figure 27. Additional model of L2 WTC in EFL environments, attached to MacIntyre 

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. MacIntyre, R. Clément, Z. Dӧrnyei, & 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 

(MacIntyre & 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, (c) 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 MacIntyre et al.’s (1998) 

L2 WTC model, the findings of Dӧrneyi 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 (Dörnyei & 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 L2 

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. 
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APPENDIX A 

CLASSROOM ENVIRONMENT, MOTIVATION, COMMUNICATIVE 

CONFIDENCE, AND WILLINGNESS TO COMMUNICATE 

QUESTIONNAIRE (JAPANESE VERSION) 

 

教室環境、動機、コミュニケーションの自信、教室環境、動機、コミュニケーションの自信、教室環境、動機、コミュニケーションの自信、教室環境、動機、コミュニケーションの自信、    

英語を話そうとする意志についてのアンケート英語を話そうとする意志についてのアンケート英語を話そうとする意志についてのアンケート英語を話そうとする意志についてのアンケート    

 

(記入日：_______年______月______日) 

 

このアンケートは英語を話そうとする意志について研究するためのものです。この結果は

統計的 に処理し、授業の向上と教育研究の資料とさせていただきます。それ以外の目的で

は一切使用しません。どうぞご理解のうえ、ご協力お願いいたします。成績など個人的な

影響は全くありません。問題の指示に従って、正直にそして問題を飛ばさないで全部お答問題を飛ばさないで全部お答問題を飛ばさないで全部お答問題を飛ばさないで全部お答

えくださいえくださいえくださいえください。このアンケートの提出をもって、結果の研究使用に同意していただいたもの

とみなします。この調査について質問があれば調査責任者にお尋ねください。 

 

調査責任者 立教大学 清水 順 

 

    Part I. Part I. Part I. Part I. 空所には数字を記入し、また適する選択支を１つ選び○つけてください 

1.1.1.1. 学部専攻: （1）文学 (2) 経済  (3) 法学  (4) 経営  (5) 社会   (6)観光 

2.2.2.2.            (7) コミュニティー福祉   (8)理科   (9) 現代心理   (10)異文化 

3.3.3.3. 学籍番号：（           ）《統計処理上必要です。必ず記入してくだ

さい》 

4.4.4.4. 性別：(1) 男性  (2) 女性   

5.5.5.5. 年齢：（      ）才 

6.6.6.6. 国籍：(1) 日本   (2) 中国    (3) 韓国   (4) その他 

7.7.7.7. 英語を（     ）年勉強した。(注：幼稚園や小学校の英語学習も含まれる。） 

8.8.8.8. 英語圏での滞在の経験は： (1) 有る   (2) 無い 

9.9.9.9. 7 番で(1)有りと答えた人に尋ねます。 

私は英語圏で (    )歳から(    )歳まで(  )年間滞在していました。 
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Part II.Part II.Part II.Part II.これから尋ねる質問に正直に自分の気持ちを表しているものを 1 (強く反対) から

6 (強く賛成) の尺度に従い、各々の質問に番号で答えてください。 

 

1111----AAAA....    ディスカッション・コースでディスカッション・コースでディスカッション・コースでディスカッション・コースでディスカッションをしている時 

______ 1.このグループで連帯感を感じる。 

______ 2.自分のいるグループが好きだ。 

______ 3.自分のグループメンバーと大変楽しく話し合っている。 

______ 4.このグループのメンバーのままでいたい。 

______ 5.このグループの人たちどうし、お互いをよく知るようになった。 

______ 6.グループは気の合う人から成っている。 

1111----BBBB....    ((((注：注：注：注：1111----BBBB 以下の項目はすべての英語のコースについての質問です) 

______ 1.先生は高いレベルの英語コミュニケーション能力で私たちに話してくれる。    

______ 2.先生は知識を与えるような質問で私たちを手伝ってくれる。 

______ 3.先生はクラス中を動いてまわり私たちと話してくれる。 

______ 4.私たちが授業中のアクティビティに問題があると、先生は助けてくれる。 

______ 5.先生は私たちの気持ちをよく考えてくれる。  

______ 6.先生はこのクラスでどんな生徒にも、不安のない気分にさせてくれる。 

1111----C.C.C.C.    

______ 1.英語のクラスで計画されているタスク(ペア/グループワーク、発表)は役に立つ。 

______ 2.英語のクラスで計画されているタスク（ペア/グループワーク、発表は面白い。    

______ 3.英語のクラスで自分は何をしようとしているか分かっている。 

______ 4.英語のクラスのアクティビティーは明確に、注意深く計画されている。 

______ 5.クラスの宿題ははっきりしているので、何をしたら良いか分かっている。 

______ 6.英語のクラスで時間が先生によってきちんと配分されている。 

2222----D.D.D.D.    

______ 1.自分は同級生と比べてよく英語を勉強する。    

______ 2.英語の授業で習ったことや英語についてよく考える。  

______ 3.学校で教科として英語がなくても自分で学習したい。 

______ 4.英語の勉強に時間をかける方である。 

______ 5.私は英語を学習する気が充分にある。 

______ 6.大学卒業後も英語を勉強し、英語力の向上に努めたい。 

強く反対 反対 やや反対 やや賛成 賛成 強く賛成 

１１１１ ２２２２ ３３３３ ４４４４ ５５５５ ６６６６ 
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強く反対 反対 やや反対 やや賛成 賛成 強く賛成 

１１１１ ２２２２ ３３３３ ４４４４ ５５５５ ６６６６ 

    

2222----EEEE....    

______ 1.英語の宿題はできるだけ早く取り組むほうだ。 

______ 2.授業に関係がなくても英語で新聞や雑誌を読んでみたい。 

______ 3.英語の勉強中は内容に興味をもって集中できる。    

______ 4.できることなら学校の英語の時間を増やしてほしい。 

______ 5. 2 年生で英語の選択科目を取りたい。 

______ 6.英語を勉強することは他の教科よりも面白いと思う。 

3333----FFFF....    & G& G& G& G....    

英語でコミュニケーションしなければならないような 12 の状況を次に示します。この場合、 

あなたはそれぞれの状況で、どれくらいの自信を感じますか。あるいは、あなたのスピー

キング能力はどのくらいだと思いますか。1 (強く反対）から 6 (強く賛成)までの段階で、

自分の能力に一番近いと思われる数字を 1 つ選び、空所に記入してください。英語で話す

状況 (日本の国内や外国で起こりうる状況)です。こういう情況を経験したことがなくても

想像して回答して下さい。どれくらいの自信を感じますか。又は、あなたのスピーキング

能力はどの位だと思いますか。 

 

決してできない できない あまりできない 少しできる できる よくできる 

１１１１ ２２２２ ３３３３ ４４４４ ５５５５ ６６６６ 

 

3333----F.F.F.F.    

______ 1.自分自身で作った質問で誰かに英語でインタビューができる。 

______ 2.テキストにある質問を誰かに英語でインタビューができる。 

______ 3.メモを使って自分の住んでいる町について英語で短いスピーチができる。 

______ 4.メモ無しで短い自己紹介を英語でできる。 

______ 5.相手の言った英語が分からなかったので、繰り返すように頼のめる。 

______ 6.知らない単語の意味を英語で尋ねられる。 

3333----G.G.G.G.    

______ 1.キャンパスで留学生と英語で話せる。 

______ 2.授業の後、担当の先生と英語で話せる。 

______ 3.英語を話す人に自分の好きなレストランへの道を尋ねられたら英語で答えられる。 

______ 4.海外旅行中、お店の店員さんと英語で話せる。 

______ 5.エレベーターの中で知り合いと英語で話せる。  
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______6.バスに乗っている時見知らぬ人と英語で話せる。 

3333----HHHH....&&&&    IIII....    

英語で話さなければならないような 12 の状況を次に示します(3-F, 3-G と同じ状況です)。

この場合、それぞれの状況で、あなたはどれくらい緊張や不安を感じると思いますか。下

に示した 1 (強く反対）から 6 (強く賛成)までの段階で、自分の気持ちに一番近いと思わ

れる数字を１つ選び、空所に記入して下さい。英語で話す状況(日本の国内や外国で起こり

うる状況)です。こういう状況を経験したことがなくても想像して回答してください。 

 

強く反対 反対 やや反対 やや賛成 賛成 強く賛成 

１１１１ ２２２２ ３３３３ ４４４４ ５５５５ ６６６６ 

 

3333----HHHH....    

______ 1.自分自身で作った質問で誰かに英語でインタビューするとき緊張する。 

______ 2.テキストにある質問を誰かに英語でインタビューするとき緊張する。 

______ 3.メモを使って自分の住んでいる町について英語で短いスピーチをする時緊張する。 

______ 4.メモ無しで短い自己紹介を英語でするとき緊張する。 

______ 5.相手の言った英語が分からなかったので、繰り返すように頼むとき緊張する。 

______ 6.英語で分からない単語の意味を尋ねるとき緊張する。 

3333----IIII....    

______ 1.キャンパスで留学生と英語で話すとき緊張する。 

______ 2.授業の後、担当の先生と英語で話すとき緊張する。 

______ 3.英語を話す人に自分の好きなレストランへの道を尋ねられたら、英語で答える時 

     緊張する。 

______ 4.海外旅行中、お店の店員さんと英語で話すとき緊張する。 

______ 5.エレベーターの中で知り合いと英語で話すとき緊張する。 

______ 6.バスに乗っている時見知らぬ人と英語で話すとき緊張する。 

    

4444----JJJJ....    & & & & KKKK....    

英語で話さなければならないような 12 の状況を次に示します（3-F & 3-G と同じ状況です)。 

この場合、それぞれの情況で、あなたはどれくらい自分から英語をしゃべりたいという気

持ち,意思がありますか。下に示した 1 (全くありそうにない）から 6 (すごくありそう) 

までの段階で、自分の気持ちに一番近いと思われる数字を１つ選び、空所に記入してくだ

さい。英語で話す状況（日本や外国で起こりうる状況です。こういう状況を経験したこと

がなくても想像して回答してください。 
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全くあり得ない あり得ない あまりあり得ない あり得る ややあり得る 非常にあり得る 

１１１１ ２２２２ ３３３３ ４４４４ ５５５５ ６６６６ 

    

4444----JJJJ....    

______ 1.自分自身で作った質問で誰かに英語でインタビューするつもりだ。 

______ 2.テキストにある質問を誰かに英語でインタビューするつもりだ。 

______ 3.メモを使って自分の住んでいる町について英語で短いスピーチをするつもりだ。 

______ 4.メモ無しで短い自己紹介を英語でするつもりだ。 

______ 5.相手の言った英語が分からなかったので、繰り返すように頼むつもりだ。 

______ 6.英語で分からない単語の意味を尋ねるつもりだ。 

4444----K.K.K.K.    

______ 1. キャンパスで留学生と英語で話すつもりだ。 

______ 2. 授業の後、担当の先生と英語で話すつもりだ。 

______ 3. 英語を話す人に自分の好きなレストランへの道を尋ねられたら、英語で答える 

          つもりだ。 

______ 4. 海外旅行中、お店の店員さんと英語で話すつもりだ。 

______ 5. エレベーターの中で知り合いと英語で話すつもりだ。 

______ 6. バスに乗っている時見知らぬ人と英語で話すつもりだ。 
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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 ○. 

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 

2. Student ID No. (                                          )  (Be sure to write your number.) 

3. Gender: (1) Male   (2) Female 

4. Ages: (             ) years old 

5. Nationalities: (1) Japan (2) China (3) Korea (4) Others 

6. I have studied English for (        ) years.  

     (Note: Experiences of learning English at nursery or elementary school are included.)  

7. I 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 II. Please answer the following questions from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 6 (Strongly agree). 

 

1. Positive Classroom Climate 

 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Moderately 

disagree 

Moderately 

agree 

Agree Strongly 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. 

2. I like the group I am in. 

3. I enjoy interacting with my group members very much. 

4. I want to remain a member of this group. 

5. Students in this group get to know each other really well. 

6. The group is composed of people who fit together. 

 

1-B. Teacher Support (Note: All question items below 1-B are those regarding all English courses.) 

 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Moderately 

disagree 

Moderately 

agree 

Agree Strongly 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 

Disagree Moderately 

disagree 

Moderately 

agree 

Agree Strongly agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

1. Tasks designed in English class are useful. 

2. Tasks designed in this class are attractive. 

3. I know 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 

Disagree Moderately 

disagree 

Moderately 

agree 

Agree Strongly 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. I think I spend fairly long hours studying English. 

5. I really 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 

Disagree Moderately 

disagree 

Moderately 

agree 

Agree Strongly agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

1. When I have assignments to do in English, I try to do them immediately. 

2. I would read English newspapers or magazines outside my English course work. 

3. During English classes, I’m absorbed in what is taught and concentrate on my studies. 

4. I would like the number of English classes at school increased. 

5. 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. 

 

3. State L2 Communicative Confidence 

3-F. Perceived Communicative Competence in L2 inside the Classroom 

 

Never can do Cannot 

do  

Cannot do so 

well  

Can do a little Can do Can 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. I can give a short speech in English about my hometown with notes. 

4. I can give a short self-introduction without notes in English. 

5. I can 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  

do 

Cannot do so 

well 

Can do 

a little 

Can do Can do well 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

1. I can talk with international students on campus. 

2. I can talk to my teacher in English after class. 

3. I can 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. 

5. I can talk with an acquaintance in English in an elevator. 

6. I can talk with a stranger in English on the bus. 

 

3-H. Communication Anxiety in L2 inside the Classroom 

 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Moderately 

disagree 

Moderately 

agree 

Agree Strongly agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

1. I feel nervous when I interview someone in English asking my own original questions. 

2. I feel nervous when I interview someone in English asking questions from the textbook. 

3. I feel nervous when I give a short speech in English about my hometown with notes. 

4. I feel nervous when I give a short self-introduction without notes in English. 

5. 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. 

 

3-I. Communication Anxiety in L2 outside the Classroom 

 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Moderately 

disagree 

Moderately 

agree 

Agree Strongly agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

1. I feel nervous when I talk with international students on campus. 

2. 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 

unlikely 

Moderately 

likely 

Likely Most likely 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

1. I am willing to interview someone in English asking my own original questions. 

2. I am willing to interview someone in English asking questions from the textbook. 

3. I am willing to give a short speech in English about my hometown with notes. 

4. I am willing to give a short self-introduction without notes in English. 

5. I am willing to ask someone in English to repeat what they just said in English because I didn’t 

understand. 

6. 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 

unlikely 

Moderately 

likely 

Likely Most 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) 

 

研究プロジェクト同意書研究プロジェクト同意書研究プロジェクト同意書研究プロジェクト同意書    

    

このたびは私の研究プロジェクトに参加していただき誠に有難うございました。このプロこのたびは私の研究プロジェクトに参加していただき誠に有難うございました。このプロこのたびは私の研究プロジェクトに参加していただき誠に有難うございました。このプロこのたびは私の研究プロジェクトに参加していただき誠に有難うございました。このプロ

ジェクトの目的はジェクトの目的はジェクトの目的はジェクトの目的は Presentation coursePresentation coursePresentation coursePresentation course のディスカッションの時に皆さんがどのようにコのディスカッションの時に皆さんがどのようにコのディスカッションの時に皆さんがどのようにコのディスカッションの時に皆さんがどのようにコ

ミュニケーションをしているかを調査するものです。質問用紙によるアンケートと授業観ミュニケーションをしているかを調査するものです。質問用紙によるアンケートと授業観ミュニケーションをしているかを調査するものです。質問用紙によるアンケートと授業観ミュニケーションをしているかを調査するものです。質問用紙によるアンケートと授業観

察をそれぞれ２回実施します。アンケートは察をそれぞれ２回実施します。アンケートは察をそれぞれ２回実施します。アンケートは察をそれぞれ２回実施します。アンケートは 5555 週目と１週目と１週目と１週目と１2222 週目にお渡します。答えは家で回週目にお渡します。答えは家で回週目にお渡します。答えは家で回週目にお渡します。答えは家で回

答し、翌週に研究者に提出してください。授業観察は答し、翌週に研究者に提出してください。授業観察は答し、翌週に研究者に提出してください。授業観察は答し、翌週に研究者に提出してください。授業観察は 6666 週目と週目と週目と週目と 12121212 週目に実施いたします。週目に実施いたします。週目に実施いたします。週目に実施いたします。

グループディスカッションをしているグループディスカッションをしているグループディスカッションをしているグループディスカッションをしている 15151515 分～分～分～分～20202020 分の間、あなた方のコミュニケーション行分の間、あなた方のコミュニケーション行分の間、あなた方のコミュニケーション行分の間、あなた方のコミュニケーション行

動をビ動をビ動をビ動をビデオ撮影し、音声も録音させていただきます。さらに、授業観察の後、グループ・デオ撮影し、音声も録音させていただきます。さらに、授業観察の後、グループ・デオ撮影し、音声も録音させていただきます。さらに、授業観察の後、グループ・デオ撮影し、音声も録音させていただきます。さらに、授業観察の後、グループ・

インタビューも２回実施する予定です。希望者は個人的に申し出てください。インタビューも２回実施する予定です。希望者は個人的に申し出てください。インタビューも２回実施する予定です。希望者は個人的に申し出てください。インタビューも２回実施する予定です。希望者は個人的に申し出てください。    

    この研究は全く自由意志によるものです。そしてコースの成績とは全く関係ありません。この研究は全く自由意志によるものです。そしてコースの成績とは全く関係ありません。この研究は全く自由意志によるものです。そしてコースの成績とは全く関係ありません。この研究は全く自由意志によるものです。そしてコースの成績とは全く関係ありません。

もちろん参加しないことを選んでかまいません。言葉や行動による応答はすべて秘密にし、もちろん参加しないことを選んでかまいません。言葉や行動による応答はすべて秘密にし、もちろん参加しないことを選んでかまいません。言葉や行動による応答はすべて秘密にし、もちろん参加しないことを選んでかまいません。言葉や行動による応答はすべて秘密にし、

すべての参加者は匿名にします。参加を希望しない方は、調査の対象から外します。すべての参加者は匿名にします。参加を希望しない方は、調査の対象から外します。すべての参加者は匿名にします。参加を希望しない方は、調査の対象から外します。すべての参加者は匿名にします。参加を希望しない方は、調査の対象から外します。    

            

私、私、私、私、____________________________________________________________________________________はははは, , , , これによりこれによりこれによりこれにより    清水先生の研究である清水先生の研究である清水先生の研究である清水先生の研究である    

授業観察に授業観察に授業観察に授業観察に((((参加します。参加しま参加します。参加しま参加します。参加しま参加します。参加しません。せん。せん。せん。))))    

また、グループ・インタビューにもまた、グループ・インタビューにもまた、グループ・インタビューにもまた、グループ・インタビューにも((((参加します。参加しません。参加します。参加しません。参加します。参加しません。参加します。参加しません。))))    

    

年月日年月日年月日年月日    ____________________________________年年年年________________________________________月月月月________ ________ ________ ________ 日日日日    

参加者参加者参加者参加者    _________________________________ _________________________________ _________________________________ _________________________________     

研究者研究者研究者研究者    ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________    
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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. 

 

I,______________________ 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 ___________________________________ 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

328 

 

APPENDIX E 

SCORE SHEET FOR DISCUSSION TEST 

 

Score Sheet (A, B, and C Levels)  Instructor: 

 Student 1:  Student 2: 

 Functions  Functions 
 New: Ops:□□□  Rea: □□□  New: Ops:□□□  Rea: □□□ 
  
 Content  Content 
 Ideas: □   □   □  Ideas: □   □   □ 

 Comments on others: □   □   □  Comments on others: □   □   □ 
    
 Communication: □□□□□  Communication: □□□□□ 
 RTs:            □□□□□□□□□  RTs:            □□□□□□□□□ 
 Follow-ups: □□□□□□□□  Follow-ups: □□□□□□□□ 
 No. of Mistake: □□□□□□□□  No. of Mistake: □□□□□□□□ 
  
 Language  Language 
 Misunderstood utterances □□  Misunderstood utterances □□ 
    
 Comments  Comments 
  
  
  

 Student 3:  Student 4: 

 Functions  Functions 
 New: Ops:□□□  Rea: □□□  New: Ops:□□□  Rea: □□□ 
  
 Content  Content 
 Ideas: □   □   □  Ideas: □   □   □ 
 Comments on others: □   □   □  Comments on others: □   □   □ 
  

 Communication: □□□□□  Communication: □□□□□ 
 RTs: □□□□□□□□□  RTs: □□□□□□□□□ 
 Follow-ups: □□□□□□□□  Follow-ups: □□□□□□□□ 
 No. of Mistake: □□□□□□□□  No. of Mistake: □□□□□□□□ 
  
 Language  Language 
 Misunderstood utterances □□  Misunderstood utterances □□ 

   
 Comments  Comments 
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APPENDIX F 

INITIAL CODING SYSTEM 

 

Initial Coding – Student A (Yuta) 

Question Student A (Male) 

What do you 
do in class?  

I make effort to get used to using English (Task). I try to listen to 
other people's ideas and take in them (Task). 

Why do you  
study 
English? 

My goal is to get accustomed to speaking English (Intrinsic 
Motivation) 

How do you  
feel in class? 

I have a feeling of tension (Anxiety), but I have motivation to speak 
because I am incompetent to speak English (Perceived 
Competence), and I must improve my ability (Intrinsic Motivation). 

 I 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. I think that those who 
cannot speak well feel stress (Perceived Competence). 

What are your Because we have a comprehension quiz at the beginning of the 
class, I read a text before class starts. I have a different topic every 
week. I 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. 

 tasks? 

 

 

 

What makes  
you willing to 
speak  
English? 

I think myself an incompetent speaker of English. I would like to be a 
fluent speaker (Intrinsic Motivation). When a topic is interesting 
(Topic) or it is what I am interested in (Topic), I can talk easily. 
Technology was difficult (Topic Difficulty). When I understood what 
the others said, I was willing to speak English (Perceived 
Competence). The teacher tells us to use easy English (Teacher 
Support), I 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 
you unwilling 
to speak 
English? 

Because I have an inferiority complex to speak English (Negative 
Factor for WTC), I am hesitant to speak English. When a topic was 
difficult (Topic Difficulty), I had nothing to communicate with one 
another. 

How about  
evaluation? 

We evaluate ourselves and others. I evaluate myself strictly and 
others gently. I write how many percentage of a total class time I 
have talked. 
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Initial Coding – Student C (Keiko) 

Question Student C (Female) 

What do you 
do in class? 

 I cannot help speaking English because I am not allowed to speak 
Japanese (Anxiety/Small Group) 

Why do you 
study 
English? 

I want to be international Japanese (Intrinsic Motivation). My identity 
is Japanese, but I would like to be a super international person 
(Intrinsic Motivation). 

How do you 
feel in class? 

Different from the Presentation Course, we have a feeling of tension.  
The teacher is watching or monitoring us all the time, so I 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. I 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 I was told by others, "You are speaking too well," I became 
unwilling to speak (Peer Evaluation). I 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? 

I evaluate myself using the four levels (Self-evaluation). When I get 
three points, I reflect why I did not get four points. 

 


