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This paper examines to what extent'Willingness to Communicate (WTC)'can be used as an alternative assessment rather than the current methods
used to measure students' communicative competence. Responses to a “Willingness to Communicate Questionnaire” (Sick, 2001) were collected
from 83 first-year university students taking the same English course. The questionnaire looks at three dimensions: willingness, confidence, and
anxiety. The students were given the same questionnaires both at the beginning and at the end of the course and the differences were compared.
In addition, the relationship between WTC and the students'final grades was analysed. In the results, some confidence increase was found, while
willingness and anxiety did not change much; moreover, confidence change seemed to relate to academic major. Furthermore, it is shown that
the students’grades for the semester did not reflect change in willingness but rather reflected willingness at the end of the course only.
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emerging which is Willingness to Communicate (WTC).

I n recent research on motivation, a new concept has been

Maclntyre, Baker, Clement, and Conrod (2001) deyned
WTC as the intention to initiate communication, given a
choice. Yashima (2002) deyned WTC as a concept useful
in accounting for individualsd L1 and L2 communication.
However, WTC does not deal with communication
processes. It simply explains oneds desire to communicate.

WTC was originally created for L1 communication use by
McCroskey and Richmond (1987) and was further applied to
L2 communication (Maclntyre, 1994; Macintyre et al, 2001;
Yashima, 2002; Yashima, Zenuk-Nishide, & Shimizu, 2004).
Research investigating correlations between WTC in L1 and L2
turned out to show a negative correlation. The yndings suggested,
due to issues with social and psychological distinctions between
L1 and L2, the need for constructing a unique WTC model for
L2. Macintyre, Clement, D°rnyei, & Noels (1998) presented
a pyramid-shaped heuristic model to explain how WTC in
L2 conceptually takes place. The model has six layers and
twelve variables. The yrst layer (at the top of the pyramid) is
communication behaviour which represents the ynal phase to
actually communicate in L2. Therefore, the remaining layers of
the model, which include elements such as behavioural intention,
situated antecedents, motivational propensities, affective-
cognitive context, and social and individual context, support this
top layer. The model is well represented in order to reveal the
complexity of L2 communication. L2 communication is far more
complicated than L1 communication in terms of conydence,
social factors, and other factors. Past research emphasized
largely the acquisition of communicative competence; however,
MaclIntyre et al., (1998) stated,

Current emphasis on communicative competence
may pose a similar problem, producing students
who are technically capable of communicating,
particularly inside the classroom, but who may not
be amenable to doing so outside the classroom.
We suggest that a suitable goal of L2 learning is to
increase WTC. (p. 558)

In this article, we will describe how yrst-year university
students strengthened their conydence and willingness and
reduced their anxiety about communicating at the end of the
semester. We will discuss whether the WTC Questionnaire
can be used as an alternative assessment. This research
also examines the differences among four faculties at our
university. The result of the analysis may help teachers in
planning effective lessons for students in different faculties.

Research methods and participants

The participants in the study were 83 yrst-year university
students with four different majors: Engineering, Science,
Agriculture and Humanities. All the English classes in this
university were streamlined and the participants were all in
level 4 class out of 5 levels, level 1 being the lowest. Ninety-
minute English classes met twice a week, and overall the
class met 30 times in one semester. At the university, English
courses have been designed to teach four skills and enable
students to fiactuallyd communicate in English. Therefore,

a WTC Questionnaire might be a more appropriate means

to assess the students than the current methods used to

test studentsd communicative competence, as proposed by
Maclntyre, Clement, D®rnyei, & Noels (1998).
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Procedure

We compared the results of a WTC Questionnaire (Appendix
1) that was given before and after the English course.

The questionnaire was developed by James Sick and Paul
Nakasaka (2000). Sick and Nakasaka mentioned that the
questionnaire attempts to query a willingness to perform
realistic communicative tasks our learners might encounter
in their high school English classroom or daily life in the
Tokyo area. Forty-one communicative tasks were included

in the questionnaire, divided into four conceptual types:
in-class speaking (both pair and public speaking), in-

class writing, out-of-class speaking (both pair and public
speaking), and out-of-class writing. The tasks were randomly
ordered and asked in Japanese. On a scale from 1 to 10,
students were asked to rate three variables: conydence,
anxiety, and willingness. For instance, students gave a high
score to ficonydenceo and fiwillingnesso and gave a low
score to fanxietyo if they were conydent they could do it.
Finally, the scores for the pre- and post-questionnaire were
compared.

This research was done in the fall semester of the 2004-
2005 school year. The pre-questionnaire was done at the
beginning of October 2004 and the post-questionnaire in
February 2005 using regular class time.

Results and discussion
The data was analysed to examine the following research
questions:
1. Isthere any improvement in WTC after the four-
skills English course?

2. Isthere any WTC variation according to studentsd
majors?

3. How is willingness related to conydence and
anxiety?

4. Were the studentsd grades repected in WTC?

Overall results

A summary of overall results of the pre- and post-test ratings
is shown in Table 1. The ratings were individually calculated
by adding up all the ratings given to 41 questions on a 1 to
10 scale. Thus, the maximum total rating of a participant
was 410. The mean ratings indicate the means of each total
rating by the 83 participants. Among the three dimensions
measured in the current study, i.e. willingness, anxiety, and
conydence, only the conydence rating showed a signiycant
difference between pre- and post-tests (t(82)=4.68, p <

.001, paired sample t-test): As seen in Table 1, the mean
conydence rating of 83 participants rose by 21 points in the
post-test, while the other two mean ratings did not improve
signiycantly.

Table 1. Overall results

_ Mean Pre- Mean Post- | Standard t- Correlation
N=83 . . S
test rating test rating Deviation | score r
Willingness 200 205 44.0 1.12 .70
Anxiety 237 228 43.6 1.86 .58
Conydence 205 226 40.5 4.68 71

Note: maximum rating is 410 for 41 graded questions; for willingness and conydence a
score of 10 means most willing and conydent, but for anxiety 10 means most anxious
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In addition, strong correlations between pre- and post-test
ratings were found for all three dimensions (all p <.001,
paired sample correlation). This suggests that the ratings
between pre- and post-tests were consistent with each other,
thus supporting the reliability of rating responses by each
participant.

Therefore, the overall result suggests that there was
improvement in studentsd conydence to communicate but not
in their willingness to communicate after the current course.
Improvement differences by students’ academic
majors
The collected responses were also analysed according to the
studentsd academic majors, i.e. their faculties: Humanities,
Engineering, Science, and Agriculture. Table 2 shows the
mean ratings of pre- and post-tests calculated by each
academic major group.

In order to examine possible improvement on each of the
three dimensions clearly, the differences between pre-test

Table 2. Mean ratings by students’ academic major

Willingness Anxiety Conydence

pre post pre post pre post
Humanities 197 201 256 247 212 227
n=22 (58) (54) (48) (44) (64) (55)
Engineering 180 182 222 218 186 216
n=16 (35) (39) (32) (36) (29) (31)
Science 213 206 229 222 212 226
n=20 (69) (57) (56) (66) (58) (63)
Agriculture 204 223 236 224 206 232
n=25 (53) (68) (35) (44) (52) (56)

Note: max = 410; standard deviations are in brackets
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Figure 1. Comparison of improvements by students
majors

ratings and post-test ratings of each student were observed,;
the willingness increase (the post-rating minus the pre-rating),
anxiety decrease (the pre-rating minus the post-rating), and
conydence increase (the post-rating minus the pre-rating)
were calculated. The results revealed that there are tendencies
particular to majors (see Figure 1): the engineering students
showed a great conydence increase, their only improvement,
while agriculture students showed good improvement on all
dimensions. Moreover, the humanities students moderately
improved on each dimension and the science student ratings
seemed similar to those by humanities students except for their
unexpected mean willingness decrease.
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Therefore, although a signiycant difference between
pre- and post-ratings was found on conydence rating in
the overall result (see Table 1), it seems that the difference
could be largely attributed to the engineering and agriculture
studentsd conydence increase. In addition, the dramatic
conydence increase (30 points) by the engineering students
may have been caused by the fact that their conydence rating
before the course was comparatively lower than the other
student groups. As seen in Table 2, in the post-rating, their
mean conydence rating after all approached those of the
other groups, although it is still lower. In comparison, no
student group showed anxiety decrease, which is the same as
examined in the overall result. In summary, willingness itself
increased only in the agriculture students; and the agriculture
and engineering students increased in their conydence;
however no students decreased their anxiety to communicate
in English after one semester in the current four-skills
English course.

Relationships among the three dimensions

A previous study by Sick (2001) examined correlations of
willingness ratings with conydence and anxiety ratings as well
as other factors such as study habits, integrativeness, etc. It
showed strong correlations between willingness and conydence
and also between willingness and anxiety, as well as other
factors. Thus, he suggested that willingness could be inpuenced
by conydence and anxiety as well as the other factors. In the
current study, a correlation between willingness increase and
conydence increase was supported as a whole group (r=.58, p
<.001), however there was no correlation between willingness
increase and anxiety decrease (r=". 05) (Figures 2 & 3).
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Figure 2. Relationship between willingness and
confidence

Furthermore, an analysis according studentsd faculties
found that the strongest correlation between willingness
increase and conydence increase was in the humanities
student group (r=".71, p < .001) and the weakest correlation
in the engineering student group (r=. 49, p = .057, two-
tailed) (see Figure 2). This indicates that although the
engineering students increased in their conydence greatly,
their willingness did not increase as much.

Unlike Sickds result, no correlation was found between
willingness increase and anxiety decrease in any student group.
Rather, the result suggested very different tendencies among
the student groups. As can be seen in Figure 3, although the
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Figure 3. Relationship between willingness and
anxiety

humanities students seemed to indicate a normal correlation in
which the less anxious they are, the more willing they may be,
the engineering students tended to show a negative correlation
(r=-.36, p > .05), suggesting that the more anxious they are,
the more willing they can be. In our experience, they seem

to prefer to do more challenging activities or tests compared
to the other faculty students; however, this tendency requires
further investigation to be interpreted.

Thus, the relationship between willingness and conydence
appears fairly simple where the more conydent they will
become, then the more willing they will be, but not between

willingness and anxiety as it seems that the relationship can
vary by their individual or academic backgrounds.

WTC and grades

Finally, the relationship between WTC ratings and the grades
given to students was examined in order to see WTC as

an object of assessment. At yrst, the post-test willingness
ratings were analysed with the raw grading points that
students received after the course. Some correlations were
found; for example, the agriculture students showed a
statistically signiycant correlation. However, when the
relationship between willingness increase and grades

was looked at, no correlation was found, in any student
group. This implies that those who had greatly increased
willingness after the course did not necessarily get higher
grades; rather the students who showed more willingness
at the end of the course received higher grades. Thus, the
involvement of WTC in grading should be useful to assess
student improvement and effort during the course.

Summary

According to the research questions proposed above, the
current results can be summarised as follows:

1. Some improvement was found in conydence to
communicate in English but not in willingness.

2. There are great variations according to studentsd
academic majors. The variations were seen in
conydence increase.

3. Willingness increase correlated with conydence
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increase so that willingness can be affected by
conydence as Sick (2001) claimed; however, the
relationship between willingness and anxiety was
complicated and showed no clear association.
Interestingly, a possible involvement of academic
major was seen, especially for the difference
between the humanities and engineering students.

4.  Grades only repected willingness at the end of the
course, not willingness increase throughout the
course.

Conclusion

This study provided detailed analysis of the WTC
questionnaire data and presented useful yndings. Firstly, it
claimed that academic major could be one variable which
affects the tendency of WTC improvement, although it needs
further investigation to conyrm the claim by examining
diverse students. Secondly, responding to Sickés (2001)
results, the relationship between willingness and conydence
was conyrmed as expected but not that of willingness and
anxiety. Further, from the assessment point of view, it
showed that current grades did not correlate with student
improvement in WTC, and it was proposed that grading
should involve WTC to assess studentsd improvement.

Some suggestions for further study should be mentioned.
The current analysis focused on replicating Sickés study in
university students, and analysis on question items should
be followed up in further study. Moreover, four instructors
were involved in teaching the students so the inpuence of
different instructors in the current data cannot be ignored.

Furthermore, the questionnaire provided by Sick (2001)
was targeted for high school students, so some adjustment
would be advantageous for use with university students in
the future.

In conclusion, the WTC questionnaire is very useful to
examine how students are feeling about communicating in
English and how they change before and after the course.
However, in order to use it as an object of assessment, it
needs further research on question items, relationships with
other factors, and exactly how to apply it to grading.
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