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Abstract

This study investigates how the motivational factors, willingness to communicate (WTC) and
English proficiency are related with one other, based on the date collected via motivation
questionnaire, WTC test and computerized assessment tool. The results indicated that WTC and
English proficiency are not correlated; language anxiety, instrumental orientation and extroversion
may predict WTC in English, while self-confidence, integrative orientation may predict English
proficiency.

1.0 Purpose

Many language-teaching professionals agree that motivation is a key part of the process of
learning a second or foreign language. However, in a real situation, outside of the classroom in
particular, where the language learners are exposed, motivation and proficiency are not necessarily
sufficient for them to start communication. They actually have to initiate or participate in
communication in their less familiar language. The notion of Willingness to Communicate (WTC
hereafter), which is the intention to initiate communication, will be useful in investigating why the
standard of Japanese communicative competence in English cannot be perceived to be good enough
to survive in the present globalized society.

Among few researchers who have investigated WTC, Yashima (2002) examined how affective
variables such as attitude (international posture), English learning motivation, English
communication confidence, influence WTC in English in the Japanese context. The structural
equation model clarifies that attitude influences motivation and WTC; motivation influences
proficiency and self-confidence; self-confidence influences WTC. Goodness of Fit Index of the
model is 0.97, which indicates WTC, motivational constructs and proficiency in English are relevant
in accounting for communication in English.

The concept of WTC was originally developed in L1 communication by McCroskey and
associates (1987), based on Unwillingness to Communicate (Burgoen, J. K., 1976, cited by
Maclntyre et al., 1998). McCroskey, however, applied his earlier framework of Communication
Apprehension (CA, hereafter) into the second language context including Japan (McCroskey et al.
1985). McCroskey et al. (1985) investigated levels of CA, which is the main construct of WTC,
among Japanese students in speaking Japanese and English. The results showed a high degree of CA
in both languages among Japanese college students, in the contrast of the big discrepancy in CA
between Spanish and English in the research on Puerto Rican students (McCroskey et al., 1985).
These studies imply the importance of consideration about cultural norms.

The purpose of this study is to find out which motivation factors may predict students’
willingness to communicate measured by WTC test modified from Sick et al. (2000) and English
proficiency measured by Computerized Assessment System of English Communication (CASEC).

2.0 Methods
2.1 Participants

Thirty-two students of a nursing college in Japan participated in this study. Twenty-eight of the
participants (87.5 %) were female; and four (12.5 %) were male. They were from 19 to 24 years old,
with an average age of 20.46. According to their self reports, their English proficiency levels varied
from the Third Grade to Second Grade of English Proficiency Test (STEP) and from 400 to 700 on
the TOEIC test; however, all of them took the CASEC test for this study.

2.2 Instrumentation
Three instruments were used: the motivation questionnaire, WTC test, and CASEC.
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2.2.1 Motivation questionnaire

The questionnaire was developed by the author (see Appendix A), based on the results of
exploratory factor analysis of the data collected from 226 students, using 81 item-questionnaire. The
81 items from various resources in the previous studies (e.g., Gardner & Smythe, 1981, Yashima,
2002) was reduced to forty items which are answered on a Likert sale of 1 to 6. The most common
step numbers have been five or six According to Dérnynei (2003), but six options was chosen in
order to avoid the undecided category, which Japanese people are inclined to choose. The contact
email address and thank-you note is added, following to Dornyei’s advice (2003). The exploratory
factor analysis generated eight factors marking over 5.0 loading. These factors are named
integrativeness, anxiety, self-confidence, attitudes, motivational intensity: effort, instrumentality,
intrinsic motivation, and personal trait and made subscales for analysis. The previous studies on
motivation (e.g., Gardner, 1980; Garnder & Smythe, 1981: Yashima, 2002) did not include ‘intrinsic
motivation’ and extrinsic motivation was added where ‘intrinsic motivation’ was included (e.g.,
Noels et al, 1999), based on the Deci & Ryan’s determination theory (1985). However, I believe
that both integrativeness and instrumentality in terms of motivational orientation should be regarded
as extrinsic; therefore, intrinsic motivation should be added to intergrativeness and instrumentality.
The factory analysis indicated there might exist the factor implying the intrinsic motivation. All
these subscales for motivational variables gained a reasonable reliability value of Cronbach a ,
except for ‘personal trait’, which has only one item. However, ‘personal trait’ is included as a gauge
of ‘extroverted-ness’, which may turn out to be an important predictor for WTC.
2.2.2.WTC test

Following the belief that WTC, rather than English proficiency, should be the ultimate goal of
language learning posited by Maclntrye and associates (e.g., 1998), Sick (2001) suggested that WTC
makes an interesting candidate as an object of assessment. Sick stated that a WTC test has a
face-validity, i.e., ‘what good is competent L2 speaker who is unwilling to make use of his/her
competence?’ It also incorporates a variety of other affective and social variables, and can be viewed
as a shortcut to assessing several other variables of interest. Sick proposed five conditions necessary
or desirable for WTC to be a viable object of assessment. First, being informative and them
moderately stable, which means not too stable nor not too unstable. The third condition is being
reliable and the forth is being valid and the last one is to have positive backwash. The WTC test that
Sick and his colleague developed has 41 items from four conceptual types, which are in-class
speaking, in-class writing, out-of-class speaking and out-of-class writing. Since this study focuses on
speaking, I eliminated the writing activities. Some items are modified according to the given context
of nursing. As the result, the numbers of items reduced into 29. For each item, three rating, that are
confidence, anxiety and willingness are assigned with four likert scales. Sick’s original test has
ten-likert scales (0-9) but he advised me that four scales (0-3) turned out to be more useful.
Therefore, four scales are used for 29 items with 3 rating in this study (See Appendix B). The value
of Cronbach o of this test was .88, which endorsed the reliability.

2.2.3 CASEC (Computerized assessment system of English communication)

CASEC is the Computerized Assessment System for English Communication originally
developed by The Society for Teaching English Proficiency, Inc. (STEP, hereafter). STEP, which is
the largest testing institution in Japan, spent more than seven years for fundamental research of its
development. At present, The Japan Institute for Research on Testing, Inc. (JIEM, hereafter) took
over the operation and research on CASEC. JIEM was established in 2000 as an Obunsha Group
company and has taken responsibilities of activities related to the research and development of
accurate measuring techniques or testing in the field of education
(http://casec.evidus.com/hojin/english.html).

Individual English communication ability is assessed by utilizing a system of computerized
adaptive testing (CAT). Item response theory (IRT), which is one of the latest testing theory, enables
this system to assess an individual’s proficiency accurately and objectively, according to JIEM. More
specifically, the difficulty level changes, depending on whether a test taker answers the previous
question correctly or incorrectly. Because of this system, the test takers do not have to take questions
that would be too easy or difficult for them. This testing system also enables the testing time to be
shorter than other standardized test such as TOEIC which requires two hours. The testing time
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ranges from 20 minutes to 70 minutes and 40 minutes is average according to the report by JIEM.
Even with this absolute evaluation system, the CASEC test can evaluate the test takers relatively as
well. The details will be explained in the following section.

Section 1 is for vocabulary knowledge. There are fifteen questions and asking form is 4-option
multiple choice. Total point is 250 and time limit is 60 seconds per question.

Section 2 is for checking the knowledge of idioms and useful expressions. There are also fifteen
questions in the form of four-option multiple choices. Total point is 250 which is the same as Section
1 but time limit is 90 seconds per question, which is 30 seconds longer than the section 1.

Section 3 is a listening test, with the purpose of grasping the main point. There are also 15
questions with 4-option multiple choices. The total point is also 250 and time limit is 60 seconds,
which is the same as a vocabulary section (section 1).

Section 4 is a dictation test consisting of ten questions.. The test takers input the words using
keyboard. Total points are also 250 and time limit per question is 120 seconds.

Since the individual test taker processes the test, the time spent is varied from 20 minutes to 70
minutes from the beginning of test to the indication of the test score. The approximate average time
is 40 minutes.

The institute operating CASEC (JIEM. Inc. 2004) reported that the contents of CASEC test are
rationalized to gain validity as a system of testing English communicative proficiency via internet.

In order to measure the English proficiency, the CASEC test, which is easily accessible to the
students, is quite promising tool and I decided to use this system to measure the English proficiency
level for my students. According to the periodical report in PDF format, the number of test takers is
getting larger since they started this testing service in 2002. As of July, 2004, approximately one
hundred twenty thousand people including college students and company employees are taking
CASEC in total. The items of questions stored for this system also increased; from 2000 to more
than 4000. The researchers at JIEM keep on improving the quality of this system, judging from the
personal communication with a senior researcher (June, 2004). Using CASEC as a gauging tool of
English proficiency of the participants for my research seems to be legitimate.

3.0 Results and discussion

Pearson correlation with significance two-tailed (p<.05) was performed with motivational
variables WTC, and English proficiency. The motivational variables included (a) integrativeness, (b)
instrumentality, (¢) anxiety, (d) self-confidence, (¢) motivational intensity: effort, (f) intrinsic
motivation, and (g) personal trait. English proficiency was composed of (a) vocabulary, (b) idioms,
(c) listening, and (d) dictation.

No significant correlation was not produced between WTC and English proficiency, which
means WTC and English proficiency are not related with each other. This result endorsed the
anecdotal data that some proficient learners of English are reluctant to speak English and some less
proficient learners of English are willing to speak English. Previous studies on WTC in an L2 (e.g.,
Yashima, 2002) also found out no direct relatedness between English proficiency and WTC,
employing the structural equation model. Her results indicated that motivation influences English
proficiency and self-confidence, and self-confidence influences WTC; however, English proficiency
itself has no influence over WTC.

The significant correlation coefficient (r>.3) was produced only in the following items:

WTC: anxiety (-.65), confidence (.55), attitudes (.34), trait (.46);
Proficiency:
Vocabulary: confidence (.53),
Listening- intergrativeness (.36), confidence (.52), attitude (.38), effort (.46)
Dictation — integrativeness (.51), confidence (.49), effort (.46) instrumentality (.42).
Total (Vocabulary, Idioms, Listening, Dication):
integrativeness (.58), confidence (.49), effort (.46), instrumentality (.42)

As indicated above, WTC was correlated to anxiety, attitude, and trait but not related to any
proficiency subscales. Among the motivational variables, either integartivity and instrumentality did
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not have any relatedness to WTC; attitude, intrinsic motivation and effort did also have no
relatedness to WTC. These results indicate that the learners may not have high level of WTC even in
the case that they are motivated extrinsically or intrinsically and have positive attitudes toward
English people and culture and try hard to improve English. This contradicts partially Yashima’s
comprehensive study using structural equation model (2002) which showed the reasonable amount
of influence from ‘international posture’, which corresponds to attitude in this study, to WTC in
English. On the other hand, English proficiency and several motivational variables were found out to
be correlated, though the subscale of ‘idioms’ had no relationship with any variables.

Among four subscales in English proficiency, listening and dictation showed some relatedness
with motivational variables. The research done by JIEM which found out the strong relatedness of
dictation and listening to the speaking competency may explain this result. In the case of dictation,
when the learners are motivated both integratively and instrumentally, make much effort and have a
high level of confidence, they are good at dictation and also good at speaking. Here being good at
speaking English does not necessarily cause WTC or the other way around. WTC is more
psychological construct than linguistic proficiency.

Then the stepwise multiple regressions were performed with both WTC and English proficiency
as a dependent variable. The results are as follows:

Table 1

The result of Sepwise Multiple Regression (WTC)

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square  Std. Error of the Estimate

1 .647(a) 418 398 28.63536
2 .750(b) .563 531 25.26975
3 .802(c) .643 .603 23.24368

dalfecdictors: (Constant), anxiety b. Predictors: (Constant), anxiety, instrumentality

c . Predictors: (Consthetyeaubtiet, X amismbhsiiple fRegreskioBpendent Variable: WTC

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate

1 S521(a) 272 247 53.76668
2 .654(b) 427 .386 48.53141

As the ablegrgﬁpclt%%s]ae%s{m)lec\(/)%]ﬁ(agmxiety can predict WTC the most, the instrumentality
the next and the trait the third; whereas the confidence can predict the English proficiency the most

and the integralivigdigtehs Cutnpredicwiiifinsseiivgpistithat to lower the anxiety level raises their
WTC, which h&%%%ﬂd%ﬁ?%ﬂéﬁebgﬂgﬁkﬂgfgﬁgm on WTC bothinan L1 andan L2 (e.g.,
McCroskey, 1997; Maclntyre, et al., 2001); however, the studies (e.g., Maclntyre et al., 1996)
showed the influence from anxiety to WTC was indirect; that is, anxiety influences negatively
self-confidence, which, in turn, positively influences WTC. In other words, the learners have a lower
level of anxiety or apprehension in an L2, they have a higher level of self-confidence or higher level
of perceived competence in an L2; consequently, they have a higher level of WTC. The
instrumentality or the necessity of speaking English also may help the learners to enhance their
WTC. When the learners have pragmatic orientations, they present higher level of WTC. The trait,
which is the main factor in determining the WTC in L1, also functions as a predictor. More
specifically, the extroversion is one of the important factors in the WTC in L2 as well.

The Pearson correlation does not produce a significant correlation coefficient between WTC
and English proficiency; however, the stepwise multiple regression analysis indicates the confidence
predicts the WTC. According to some literature (e.g., Clément, 1980), the confidence is defined as
the lack of anxiety. It is not always true but the confidence and anxiety are certainly related. The
instrumentality and integrativenss also reveal the interesting contrast. The instrumentality may
predict or influence the WTC: while the itnegrativeness may predict or influence the English
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proficiency. As stated earlier, intrinsic motivation is treated as a separate subscale in this study, based
on the belief that both integrativeness and instrumentality are regarded as extrinsic motivation
because both are generated by the extraneous factors.

Lastly, it must be noted that the intrinsic motivation did not present any relatedness or was not
found out to be a predictor of either WTC or English proficiency. This may be translated into as
follows in the actual learning context. We humans are not very strongly willed. When we have some
specific orientations to motivate ourselves whether they are integrative or instrumental, we do not
invest ourselves in language learning even in the case we are very much interested in an L2. In order
to enhance WTC and/or English proficiency, we may need to have some specific reason(s) to drive
ourselves forward.

4.0 Conclusion (Summery)

Despite the small sample in this study, the results indicated several interesting relatedness among
motivational variables, WTC, and English proficiency, which have been investigated in previous
research on WTC in both an L1 and L2 (e.g., McCroasky, 1997). Among them, the most important in
language learning is that WTC is not directly related to English proficiency and language anxiety
predicts WTC, instead. The teaching professions should be aware of the fact that lowering the level
of anxiety in English learning context will enhance WTC. As some research have indicated
(Maclntyre, 1996), language anxiety/apprehension may not be directly related to WTC but via
self-confidence, which is also very much closely related to or even overlaps with anxiety. Improving
English proficiency should be regarded as important in language learning but raising the level of
WTC may be more urgent in order for Japanese learners of English to be active in this borderless
world where English is must.

The future study with a larger sample will clarify the underlying structure of WTC in the
relations with other factors such as motivational variables and English proficiency.
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APPENDIX A

MOTIVATION QUESTIONNAIRE
Willingnessto communicate in English

CASEC
This questionnaireisfor research on willingness to communicate in English, which
| hope will improve teaching English speaking ability. | also ask you to take
CASEC.I really appreciate your cooperation.

| D#
Name
Gender female male age
Experience of staying in an English-speaking country
Yes No

If yes, from when to when
English Proficiency

Sep
CASEC http://casec.evidus.com/  —

Follow-up interview
If you accept a follow-up interview, please provide a contact number.

( )

Please answer the items by the number specified in the scale below.

6 Strongly agree
5 Agree
4 Partly agree
3 Slightly disagree
2 (Disagree)
1 (Strongly disagree)
( 1
I am panicked when I cannot make myself understood in English.
( )2
I think I study English harder than other students.
( )3
I frequently think over what I have learnt in my English class.
( )4
I feel worried when I hear other students speaking good English.
( )5

When I have assignments to do in English, I try to do them immediately.
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)6
If English were not taught at college, I would study it on my own.

)7

Even when I have an opinion, I refrain myself verbalizing it in English.
)8 I spend long hours studying English.
)9 I am extrovert.
) 10

During English classes I am absorbed in what is taught and concentrate on my studies.
) 11

I absolutely believe English should be taught at school.
)12

I would like to learn about the English world.
)13

I prefer being silent rather than being embarrassed in speaking English.
) 14

I worry that my English proficiency is worse than other students.
)15 I would rather work in my hometown.
)16 I would like to live in a foreign country.
)17 WHO

I want to work in an international organization such as WHO.
) 18

I would rather avoid the kind of work that sends me overseas frequently.
) 19

I can speak English in one-to-one conversation in English.
)20 I think I am good at English.
)21

I learn English to be more knowledgeable.
)22

I would feel ashamed if I couldn’t speak to native speakers in English.
)23

I have an aptitude in learning foreign languages.
) 24

I would like to get married to an English-speaking person.
)25

I ask English teachers questions or talk to them outside the class period.
)26

I talked with friends or acquaintances outside school in English.
)27

I hope to be active in the international heath services later on.
)28

I feel nervous in speaking English in front of a native speaker.
)29

My English proficiency is superior to other Japanese ones in general.
) 30

I would like to make friends with English speaking people.
)31

I think I will have no problem when I visit English-speaking countries.
)32
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English is a must for me to succeed in the future.
)33 I feel worried other
people may think I am a poor speaker of English in speaking English.
) 34
I have ‘high’ feeling when hearing or speaking English.
)35
I feel embarrassed when I make a simple mistake in speaking English.
)36
I have a favorable impression towards British people.
)37 I learn English off campus.
) 38
I would like to study abroad if possible.
)39
I have a favorable impression towards American people.
) 40
I think speaking English is required in Japan from now on.

Thank you very much for your cooperation.
Rieko Matsuoka (matsuokar @adm.ncn.ac.jp)
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APPENDIX B

A Test of Your Willingnessto Communicatein English
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