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1 INTRODUCTION

Theoretical proficiency in a second language isansuifficient goal for second language
(L2) teaching, because knowing the grammar andgsss®y a vast vocabulary is rather
useless, if one does not know what to do with théfhat is needed in addition to that
theoretical proficiency is the competence to usepitoficiency, i.e. the communicative
competence. When one has the skills of a languagiéhe skills to use the language, all
that is needed is the opportunities to use theuagg, and most of all, the willingness to
use it when those opportunities are provided. kigeé, Clément, Dornyei and Noels
(1998:547) emphasize the communicative goals inreetanguage learning, and argue
that “a proper objective for L2 education is toateewillingness to communicate.” The
Finnish national core curriculum for upper secogdashools (2003) and the Common
European Framework of Reference (2001) do not dssdine issues of building
willingness or confidence to use English, but tliky emphasize the communicative
purposes of foreign languages and language teadmait is mentioned in the national
core curriculum (2003:103) that on every foreigngaage course the students should
be provided with opportunities to practice using ldmguage also orally.

Although the globalization and the rapidly deverapitechnology has brought the
English language to our everyday lives, and maleady for a Finn to communicate
with an American or a New Zealander, for many yopagple the only opportunities to
get to speak a foreign language are still in thegleage classroom. If pupils and
students do not dare to speak the language inlélssroom, which is supposed to be a
safe environment to practice it, the thresholdtéot speaking it in the world outside the
school can be high. It is important to make theifym language teaching and practicing
in a classroom such that the students not only fanessential proficiency of the
language and the communicative competence to ubetithey actually are willing to

use the language as much as possible.

Willingness to communicate in L2 and factors thiéa it have been studied all over
the world during the 1990s and the beginning of 2080s, and several studies have

been done in, for instance, Japanese, Hungariafri@mtéh English as a second/foreign



language (ESL/EFL) contexts (e.g. Kang 2005, Yashidenuk-Nishida and Shimizu
2004, Baker and Maclintyre 2003). Many studies Hagased on rather stable variables
such as personality, or variables related to argktanguage context, such as attitudes
towards and contact with the second language. iaretare few studies to be found
about the willingness to communicate in the Finri$tL classroom context, although
in the Finnish language classrooms there defindedylearners who are very competent
in the foreign language, but are not willing to itser are willing to use it only in some
specific situations. It could be thought to be impot, however, for teachers to
understand why these competent language learnenetdewant to use their skills and

how they could create such contexts where the stadeuld be most willing to speak.

The present study aims at looking into the inflieetitat classroom context and some
situational variables in classroom have on Finnigiper secondary school EFL
learners’ willingness to communicate. Unlike, fostance, personality or attitude, these
variables are not stable, and a teacher can soméakeathem into account and change
them in order to increase the willingness to comicate. The aim is to see how the
students themselves perceive their willingnesspiak and what kind of situational
variables they perceive to influence their WTC. Tdeta for the present study was
collected via a questionnaire, and the participavits filled in the questionnaire were

upper secondary school second- and third-year-stade

In this paper, | will first introduce and discussree literature that is considered central
on the field of willingness to communicate, andoaligerature that is essential when
dealing with the practicing of the speaking skilisthe Finnish context. In addition,
previous studies on both willingness to communi@atd practicing speaking skills in
Finland will be discussed. After introducing andalissing the literature, the design of
the present study will be described and discussethapter 3. The results of the study
will be presented in chapter 4, and in chapter & rbsults will be analyzed and
discussed in more detail and with respect to liteeaand previous studies. In the final
chapter, the study will be discussed with respectliability and validity, and also the
limitations of the study as well as suggestionsfiwther study will be presented. The
final chapter will also provide some implicatiors foreign language teaching based on

the findings of the present study.



2 SPEAKING  SKILLS AND WILLINGNESS TO
COMMUNICATE

Learning a foreign language is an extremely compdsye, and very different from
what all of us have gone through as a child whequiaimg the mother tongue, or the
first language (L1). Using a foreign language fomenunication is often not any less
complicated, especially when one is using a foréagiguage that one is only learning at
the time being, and in which one’s skills mightldie very limited. One needs enough
language skills and cultural understanding to spm@kropriately, and even then there
are a number of different variables that influemdesther one uses the language when
opportunities appear. In this chapter, the key teretated to the present study will be
defined and explained, and also the field of spepkskills and willingness to
communicate, as well as practicing the speakiniisski the Finnish upper secondary
schools will be presented through literature arsaech. Moreover, at the end of this
chapter, previous studies related to practicingakipg skills and willingness to

communicate will be introduced and discussed.

2.1 Defining the key terms related to the present study

Although in the second/foreign language researehtéhms ‘second language’ (L2) and
‘foreign language’ (FL) are sometimes used ovellagpthey are often considered
different. Oxford and Shearin (1994: 14) defineoeeign language as a language “that
is learned in a place where that language is mpataily used as the medium of ordinary
communication”, whereas a second language mighddb@ed as “a language that is
spoken in the surrounding community” (Yule 20063)6Moreover, many English
dictionaries define a second language as a langhagiene can speak in addition to the
language one has learned as a child (e.g. CambAdganced Learner’s Dictionary
2008). Even though English is not spoken in theosunding community in Finland,
the presence of the English language in most Fitimes is significant. Early on,
Finnish children hear English on television, wheregrams are subtitled instead of

dubbed, they struggle to understand the Englistrucsons and speech on computer



and video games, and as they grow up, they willeagross English in, for instance,
advertisements, slogans and in many job announdsmewen if they did not
intentionally seek opportunities to encounter EsfgliThus, it could be argued that
English is not really a foreign language in Finlaedher. Many young people,
especially, would probably consider English moke k& second language, as they are so
used to hearing, seeing and even using it, if mp®aking, at least writing when
browsing the Internet (see, for instance, Leppanhgkila and Kaanta 2008). Still, at
the same time many people, also young people, d@endtnglish as foreign as a
language can be. Also, officially English is ldaas a foreign language in Finland.
Thus, to overcome the puzzle of using one suittdi® when speaking about English
in Finland, in the present study both terms ared usethe meaning of any language

other than one’s first language.

The term willingness to communicat€d WTC), can be used when referring to
communication orally, which is the case in the majart of WTC research, but also in
a written form. In any case, willingness to comnuate is based on the idea of
individuals’ different tendency to communicate iarilwus communication situations
that they come across (McCroskey and Richmond 1389: Macintyre et al. (1998:

547) define WTC in L2 as “a readiness to enter discourse at a particular time with a
specific person or persons, using L2.” In the Lateat, WTC has also been described
to be “the most immediate determinant of L2 useléf@nt, Baker and Maclintyre

2003:191), and it is affected by various differ&attors, both situational and enduring.
In the present paper, willingness to communicatgdissussed as a situational variable,
although it cannot be neglected that the stagé2arommunication and WTC is set by
the enduring variables (Macintyre et al. 1998: 528&) the focus in the present study is
on situational WTC, a suitable definition for wilgness to communicate is offered by
Kang (2005), who defines willingness to communidaté2 based on his study on the

situational willingness to communicate as follows:

Willingness to communicate (WTC) is an individuabslitional inclination towards
actively engaging in the act of communication irspeecific situation, which can vary
according to interlocutor(s), topic, and conversal context, among other potential

situational variables. (Kang 2005: 291).



As the focus in the present study, in additionitwasional willingness to communicate,
is on speaking English as a foreign language, ithtisis paper the term willingness to
communicateis used in the meaning of willingness to commumichly speaking

English.

2.2 Communicative competence

When a person wants to communicate in any langualgat is needed in addition to a
theoretical competence of the language is the kedgd and skills related to building
understandable and appropriate sentences, and saeraction. These knowledge and
skills together with the theoretical language cotapee build communicative
competence, which allows people to convey spokenriiten messages to each other,
and which thus is usually an important goal in ldrgguage teaching and learning. The
term communicative competenaeas coined by Dell Hymes (1972), and later the
concept has been widely elaborated and re-consttuby, for instance, Bachman
(1990) and Canale and Swain (1980).

Communicative competence can be described in diffavays, or thought to consist of
different elements. The Common European FramewbfReberence (2001: 9), which
has also set frames to the Finnish national conecalum for upper secondary schools
in regard to foreign languages, defines competease$he sum of knowledge, skills
and characteristics that allow a person to perf@ations”, and communicative
language competences as the competences which tempe person to act using
specifically linguistic means.” Yule (2006: 169)fies communicative competence as
“the general ability to use language accuratelyprayriately, and flexibly.” In other
words, communicative competence is knowing how faplha vocabulary and
grammatical rules correctly in order to form seots) and also knowing what kind of
sentences to use in different situations and wiflerént opponents in order to keep the

conversation appropriate.

Communicative competence is often divided into e#ght components, which are

narrower competences that are needed to form thadbr entity of communicative
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competence. As there are various different contstro€ communicative competence
and all cannot be introduced in this paper, only mmodels will be described: one that is
essential when discussing language learning inafkthl as it forms the basis for the
foreign language teaching in the Finnish natiormkccurriculum, and another which
has been constructed on the basis of a classiclrhgdganale and Swain (1980), yet is
different to many other models, because it is coogtd as an aid to teaching, not
testing. The first construct is the one used in @@nmon European Framework of
Reference (CEFR), where the communicative competesadivided into linguistic

competences, sociolinguistic competences and pragmempetences (CEFR 2001:
108). In this model, linguistic competences includsues that are related to the
components that are needed when producing languége,instance, lexical,

grammatical and semantic competences. Sociolinguisimpetences, then, deal with
the issues that are required for using a languageessfully in social situations, for

instance, greetings and politeness conventiongnkac competences include issues
about the organization and functions of the language in order to form coherent and
understandable language. The communicative comgetemodel described in the

CEFR is not the only model that exists, but ithe bne which has set frames to the

current foreign language teaching in Finland.

Similar to this model in the CEFR, many communigatcompetence models are
constructed with the focus on testing languageigesfcy. However, Celce-Murcia,
Dornyei and Thurrell (1995) have constructed anothedel of communicative
competence, which is aimed as an aid for commuaeddnguage teaching syllabus
design. In their model, extending the model by Gamend Swain (1980), they have
divided the concept into somewhat different andame cases narrower pieces. Their
model consists of linguistic competence, discow@@petence, actional competence,
sociocultural competence and strategic compete@etcé-Murcia et al. 1995: 9, see
figure 1 below). Also in this model, the elements, dor the most part, the same, but
they are split into different kinds of entities.rfnstance, the sociocultural competence
is the knowledge of how to express messages apatelprin a given context, and the
actional competence is about matching the commtimecantent with the linguistic
form. Different in this model compared to the mogethe CEFR, however, is that it
includes strategic competence, which is the knoggedf communication strategies

with which one can compensate the possible linpi@diciency. For a language learner
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with often more or less limited language proficignaeveloping this strategic
competence could be considered particularly imporitaorder to avoid breakdowns in
interaction if and when the learners come acrasstions where his or her language

skills are not sufficient.

DISCOURSE
COMFPETENCE

LINGUISTIC ACTIONAL
COMPETENCE COMPETENCE

STRATEGIC
COMPETENCE

Figure 1. Representation of the communicative compence model by Celce-Murcia, Dérnyei and
Thurrell (Celce-Murcia et al. 1995: 10).

Whatever is the model that is chosen to describectmmunicative competence, and
whether it is constructed with the focus on teaghior testing communicative
competence, they all share the idea that commumicah any language requires
knowledge and skills of different competences. With sufficient communicative
competence, a speaker most probably uses the socwalledge of their L1, believing
that the same rules allow them to communicate iy also in L2 (Scarcella,
Andersen and Krashen 1990: xiv). Also the Finniatiamal core curriculum for upper
secondary schools emphasizes the knowledge of iffexretices in communication
across cultures. One of the general learning alkgscin the national core curriculum in
regard to foreign languages is to “know how to camioate in a manner characteristic
of the target language and its culture” (Nationadeccurriculum for upper secondary
schools 2003:102). This, in other words, could d&ie 80 mean that the objective in the

upper secondary school language education is td bommunicative competence.
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2.3 Willingness to communicate in a second language

The concept of willingness to communicate was oally developed in the 1980s on
the field of communication by McCroskey and hisoasstes, and was used for studying
and understanding communication behavior in anviddal's first language. In L1

communication research, WTC was considered to personality variable, as some
people are more willing to communicate than othensen though the situational
constraints are identical or almost identical (Maskey and Richmond 1987:130). Such
attributes as, for instance, self-esteem, introgarextroversion and communication

apprehension are related to WTC in L1.

In the 1990s, the concept of willingness to comroata@ was taken into the second
language acquisition and learning research by Rickkdément, Peter Macintyre and
their associates, and in their concept of willirgghto communicate in L2, WTC was no
more a personality variable. On the contrary, i@ thodel of variables that influence
WTC in L2 by Macintyre et al. (1998), personaligy anly one of the variables that

affect WTC among several other variables.

In this chapter, literature that is central on fledd of willingness to communicate
research will be discussed in terms of both firsd particularly second language, and
what is essential to understand about how WTC idiff2rs from WTC in L1. Also, a
model of factors that affect willingness to comnuatté in L2 will be presented and

discussed.

2.3.1 Willingness to communicate in L1 and L2

As willingness to communicate in a second languageertainly a far more complex
concept than willingness to communicate in thet ifmaguage, a person’s WTC in L1
does not necessarily correlate with his or her Wirén L2 (e.g. McCroskey, Fayer and
Richmond 1985, Charos 1994, cited in Macintyreleil®98: 546). Different to using
one’s first language, when speaking in an L2, engften using a language which is not

automatized like one’s first language, which helwe has limited proficiency of, or that
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one has only started learning. Whereas in L1 vghiess to communicate is highly
dependent on personality (McCroskey and Richmor871930), in L2 the major roles
are played by one’s L2 proficiency and especiaiéydn her communicative competence
in L2 (Dornyei 2003: 12). However, not even goodgaage proficiency and
communicative competence in L2 lead directly to WHES in addition to those, a
central variable is how one perceives their owrgleage skills (Baker and Macintyre
2003: 71). It is probably quite common in L2 classns all over the world that there
are some extremely proficient speakers, accordirtgpth their theoretical skills as well
as their communicative competence, but whose setfgived language skills do not
equal their actual skills, and thus they do nottwarspeak, even though they could, and
although they might often participate actively ither classes where they can use their

first language.

There are, naturally, some common features betweknand L2 willingness to
communicate. Despite considering WTC as a perdgnaériable, McCroskey and
Richmond (1987: 129) also list some situationalaldes that might impact willingness
to communicate in L1, and among those variables fareinstance, how the speaker
feels that day, who the speaker is talking witld amat might be gained or lost through
communicating. All these variables do, undoubtedlgp influence WTC in L2, but in
different ways and mixed with a range of other afalés. Gaining or losing something
through communicating is a theme also in a studyMacintyre (1999), where he
discusses the concerns that foreign language gtitlame when using the language and
that often can also provoke anxiety. His studygests that when it comes to speaking
in front of one’s peers, anxious students are @agily worried about what other
people think of their performance, i.e. what theighmn lose through communication.
They might fear being embarrassed, that others laugh at them, or that they will
make a fool of themselves. These kinds of expectatiof negative outcomes are,
according to McCroskey and Richmond (1987: 145, fttundation to communication
apprehension, as an anxious speaker perceivethtést negative outcomes cannot be
avoided. With this, McCroskey and Richmond addrede first language
communication, but it probably holds true alsoegard to speaking in L2, as learning
an L2 often provokes plenty of emotions (Dornyed20181).



14

In L1, WTC in one context is closely related to teme person’s WTC in another
context (McCroskey and Richmond 1987:137). Howewgltingness to communicate
in L2 is a completely different issue, as Maclintgteal. (1998: 553) point out the social
situation’s significance in L2 WTC. Someone miglet \eery talkative when speaking
English with an exchange student outside the aassy but unwilling to speak in class
where a teacher is presumably monitoring and etialyavhat one is saying. On the
other hand, some students might find it easy talspe L2 in the classroom, which can
be seen as a safe and familiar environment, butstiunwilling to speak outside the

class with a foreign person with whom the L2 isdindy common language.

2.3.2 Variables that influence willingness to commmicate in L2

As mentioned above, there are some variables tigittraffect WTC in both L1 and
L2, yet there are also differences, and in L2,iiengness to communicate is often a
more complex issue. This subchapter introducesgeraf variables that can have an
influence on WTC in L2. According to an often-citmodel by Macintyre et al. (1998),
there are a number of different variables that mwé#ly influence willingness to
communicate in a second language, and thus alsactbial use of L2. These variables
and their hierarchy are described in Macintyrel.& enodel as a pyramid (see Figure 2
below), where the variables beneath affect theabéas above, and finally cause the
willingness to communicate and the language uske viariables can be divided into
enduring influences (layers IV-VI) and situatiorattors (layers I-1ll) (Matsuoka and
Evans 2005:6). The undermost layer in the modsferla/l, is called ‘Social and
Individual Context’, and it contains ‘personalighd ‘intergroup climate’. This layer is
a person’s basis to all the L2 communication, amdmtains factors over which one has

very little influence.

The next layer upwards, layer V, is called ‘AffeetiCognitive Context’. In this layer,
there are factors ‘intergroup attitudes’, ‘socialtuation’ and ‘communicative
competence’. Communicative competence was alrelsljussed in more detail in
chapter 2.2. The variable ‘social situation’ is tlsetting where the possible

communication takes place, for instance, a languagson in school. ‘Intergroup
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attitude’, then, is how a person is motivated td wmat his or her attitudes are towards

learning and speaking in the second language.

LayerI Communication Behaviour

Layer I

Belavioural Intention

Willingness to
Communicate

(3]4]
Layer IIT Desire to State Sitnated Antecedents

communicate with | Commumnicative
a specific person Self-Confidence

GT o [7
Layer IV Interpersonal Intergroup L2 Motivational Propensities
Motivation Motivation Self-Confidence
L8] El [10]
Layer V 4 ive-Coanitive C. .
Intergroup Social Communicative Affective-Cognitive Context
Attitudes Sifuation Competence
Layer Iﬂ 12 . -
Vi Social and Individual Context
Intergroup Climate Personality

Figure 2. Heuristic model of variables influencingvTC in L2. (Maclintyre et al. 1998: 547)

Layer IV, ‘Motivational Properties’, includes alsthree factors: ‘interpersonal
motivation’, ‘intergroup motivation” and ‘L2 selfenfidence’. ‘Interpersonal
motivation’ is about the motives between individusd communicate with each other,
which can be, for instance, social roles in classroor interest in the opponent.
‘Intergroup motivation’ includes the same kind obtmes, but between groups. These
two are the communication motivation’s affectivedasocial aspects. ‘L2 self-
confidence” is the result of communicative competeand the self-evaluation of one’s
L2 skills, but also of anxiety to use the L2, oe thck of it, which is often influenced by
the previous experiences of using the L2. Havingsitp@ experiences of
communication in the L2 improves WTC by reducingiaty and improving one’s own
perception of his or her L2 skills, and thus makgato participate in L2 communication
again (Baker and Macintyre 2003: 72). It is sugedshat the self-evaluation of one’s
L2 skills has more influence over WTC in L2 thanre tlactual communicative
competence, as, for instance, according to Maarayd Charos (1996: 16), despite the
actual language proficiency, the self-perceived pei@nce to communicate in L2 can

affect the rate of participation in interactionL.
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One layer upwards, which is the last layer beftwe willingness to communicate, is
layer Ill, ‘Situated Antecedents’. The factors umbéd in this layer are ‘desire to
communicate with a specific person’ and ‘state camicative self-confidence’.
Whereas the variables on the layers below are rathestant, at least in the sense that
they do not change in a moment, these variabldayan 11l are situation dependent and
change from one context to another. ‘State comnatinie self-confidence’ means the
confidence one has to communicate in some particatanent, for instance, one feels
confident to answer a question that was asked,usecane knows the answer to that
guestion and knows how to formulate the answer,adsalis not afraid to be laughed at
if he or she speaks. It does not, however, medrhthar she would have been confident
to answer the previous question, or be confiderdrntswer the questions that follow.
Just like the ‘state communicative self-confidenisea sum of the person’s skills and
confidence in those skills, as well as the envirentnalso the other factor of this layer,
‘desire to communicate with a specific person’,aisum of different factors, both
interpersonal and intergroup motivations. For examm the classroom, one might
want to discuss the given topic with a personmgjtinearby, because he is familiar, or
seems interesting to talk to, and it is acceptabl¢he group to do the discussion

exercises when the teacher has given one.

All these factors in these four layers lead to wikingness to communicate, which
Clément et al. (2003: 191) call “the most immed@d¢erminant of L2 use”. This is the
layer Il in the model, and labelled as ‘Behavidiraiention’. Macintyre et al. (1998:
547) describe this is as “the readiness to enterdiscourse at a particular time with a
specific person, using a L2.” According to the mpdteis the sum of the diversity of
factors that one is ready to use the L2 if givenopportunity, for instance, a student
shows willingness to communicate by raising a hasa sign that he or she would like
to answer the question, and it is up to the teaaiether the student gets to answer and

gets to use the L2, which is the last layer ofrttwalel: ‘Communication Behaviour.”

In the present study, the greatest interest iserayer I, ‘Situated Antecedents’, and
its variables ‘Desire to communicate with a speqgderson’ and ‘state communicative
self-confidence’. These two variables are the retate influence willingness to
communicate, and could be thought to have a magde mlso in classroom

communication situations. The different classroamtexts, for instance, answering a
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question in class or having a discussion in panight have an influence on one’s state
communicative self-confidence, and also, one nmlighinore interested in speaking with

some patrticular person in class than others.

2.4 Speaking skills in curricula

In Finland, a foreign language is an obligatoryadrsubject beginning at the latest in
the third grade of comprehensive school, which rmegyproximately at the age of 9.
The first foreign language that a child begins nesy is most often English
(Tilastotietoa kielivalinnoist&2012), but it can also be some other languagesrikpg

on the range of languages the school offers andhhé's and his or her parents’ wish.
If the first foreign language is some other thamlish, learning English can be started
in the fifth grade. These languages that are stantegyrades 1-6 are referred to as the
languages with syllabus A, or the A-languages. Emguages that are started later
during the basic education, that is in grades &8 ,languages with syllabus B1 or B2.
In 2013, 99.6 % of all the students who that yeasiied the upper secondary school
education in Finnish, had studied English as anamgliage Lukiokoulutuksen
paattaneiden kielivalinnat 2012013). Thus, in the present study, when discussing
English as a school subject, it refers to Englisth wyllabus A, because such a clear
majority of the children in Finland learn English@an A-language.

The foreign language teaching in the Finnish sclsgstem is often criticized for being
overly focused on the written and grammatical atgpet.the language, and this focus is
even more visible in the foreign language teaciirye upper secondary school. At the
end of the upper secondary school, the studenésthekmatriculation examination, and
this test measures only reading, writing and lisigrskills. Although the official aim of
the upper secondary school teaching is to offerstbdents good general knowledge
and skills for life and for growing up to be a decenember of society (National core
curriculum for upper secondary schools 2003: 12, so to prepare them for the future,
the skills required in the matriculation examinatmften dictate what is emphasized on
the lessons, and that is the case also in thegiolanguage teaching. However, as the

speaking and communication skills are an impornpant of language proficiency in this
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global world, they cannot be completely neglectadthe teaching. Thus, also the
Finnish national core curriculum emphasizes foreignguages as a mean for
communication (National core curriculum for uppecaendary schools 2003: 102), and

sets objectives that the students ought to aclakseein regard to speaking skills.

2.4.1 Foreign language speaking skills in the Finsih national

core curriculum for upper secondary schools

The Finnish national core curriculum for upper sy schools (2003) divides
language proficiency into four skills: listening neprehension, speaking, reading
comprehension and writing. According to the cuiddon, the objective for the language
learning is that an upper secondary school studentd achieve the certain levels in
each of these skills, depending on the syllabi ihiclv the language is learnt.
Concerning English with syllabus A, a student ipented to achieve the level B2.1 in
both speaking skills and listening comprehensianwall as in the two other skills
(National core curriculum for upper secondary st£©02003: 102). This level is
explained further in the Language Proficiency Scaleich is a Finnish application of
the proficiency scales in the Common European Fnaorie of Reference (2001). This
level B2.1 is described overall as “the first stafjéndependent proficiency” (National
core curriculum for upper secondary schools 2036)24In regard to oral
communication, a student on this level should ble &b “play an active role in the
majority of practical and social situations andanly formal discussions”. What is also
emphasized is the ability to communicate with aveaspeaker, which is mentioned in
both listening and speaking sections. What thisnméa practice is that the students at
this stage already ought to be able to participatenost conversations when they
encounter on opportunity to speak in English: bbeir theoretical language skills as
well as their communicative competence could besetqul to make the communication
possible, and the actual communication behavierthe using of the language, depends

on whether one is willing to speak or not.

According to the national core curriculum, the fgrelanguage teaching in upper

secondary school will “develop students’ interctdtucommunication skills: it will
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provide them with skills and knowledge relateddnduage and its use” (National core
curriculum for upper secondary schools 2003: 162 also emphasized that by the
foreign language teaching the students’ will hawmpetence for independent language
learning and the understanding that the achievenfecammunication skills requires a
great amount of practice in communication. Howewerthe national core curriculum
only skills and competences are listed as aimb@etaaching. There is no mention that
the foreign language teaching would aim at stresmgtiy students’ self-confidence in
using the language, although, as Macintyre et E98: 545) point out, it is not
uncommon that in language classrooms there aremsigvho have very high linguistic
competence in L2, but who still are not willingdee it. It could be thought, after all,
that the most important goal of foreign languageléng is to have students who are

not only competent in the language, but who alsonalling and confident to use it.

Although the core curriculum says that on every amppecondary school foreign
language course students should be given oppadsind practice speaking, as well as
the three other skills (National core curriculum @ipper secondary schools 2003: 103),
teachers might be tempted to give a major parheftime to writing, reading, listening
and grammar, which are the skills tested in therimdation examination. Huuskonen
and Kahkoénen (2014: 87) found that 48.1% of theed@hers who participated in their
study strongly agreed, and 44.3% agreed to somengexhat the matriculation
examination “serves as a hidden curriculum”, teattidominates the teaching. In 1991,
in a study which was responded by 431 upper secyprstdnool third-year-students,
72% agreed that the upper secondary school langtesghing offers good textual
language skills, but only 42% agreed that it oftbis students good oral language skills
(Yli-Renko and Salo-Lee 1991). Some more recendistuhave given both similar
results, i.e. students feel they do not have enguattice on the oral skills (Hauta-Aho
2013), as well as results of students feeling thatoral skills are emphasized enough
(Kaski-Akhawan 2013). These studies will be disedsis more detail in section 2.5.1.
However, it is not only teachers who might prefex practicing of the skills needed in
the matriculation examination, but also studentghiurge the teachers to focus on
those skills that help them be successful in thebopng examination at the end of the

upper secondary school.
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In 2009, the Finnish National Board of Educatiomggan announcement of a change in
the national core curriculum for upper secondahpsts related to oral language skills.
With this announcementN(orille tarkoitetun lukiokoulutuksen opetussuniniizn
perusteiden 2003 muuttamine2009), one optional foreign language course was
changed into an oral skills course in order toroff@re opportunities for all students to
practice also the speaking skills. The problemaifhraving the oral skills test included
in the matriculation examination was also a pathefdiscussion, but in that discussion,
the major problem ended up being how to arrangetdbe as the testing concerns a
great amount of students in one day, and the testiould be reliable and consistent
with all (Lukiokoulutuksen suullisen kielitaidon arviointitybman muistic2006: 26).

In the future, however, the oral skills test wile bncluded in the matriculation
examination, and the plan is to have it as a pfattedexamination at the latest in 2019
(Digabi.fi 2015). This could be thought to improakso the status of speaking skills
practicing in upper secondary schools. Moreovethwnore speaking, the students’
confidence and willingness to use the foreign lagguboth in classroom and outside
classroom could be thought to be improved. On therchand, if the teaching does not
succeed in raising the shy speakers’ confidenapéaking in the foreign language, the
oral test as a part of the matriculation examimatian affect a massive stress for some
students. Also, if the teachers start to teachlspgakills setting the goal mainly at the
matriculation examination, it could be possiblettitize focus of the practicing of
speaking turns to correctness instead of prodigtand using the language as much as
possible, and thus some students might lose sontieeofinterest and willingness in
speaking in class.

2.4.2 Speaking skills in the Common European Frameovk of
Reference

As mentioned above, the Language Proficiency Soaléhe Finnish national core
curriculum for upper secondary schools (2003) is amplication of the language
proficiency scales in the Common European FramevadriReference for language
learning, teaching and assessment (2001). The dkinapplication contains some
additions or variations, but the Common Europeaanmfework of Reference also

describes language proficiency and the levels ithmoore detail than the Finnish
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national core curriculum. The CEFR was put togettnerthe Council of Europe to
provide guidelines for developing language teaclaing for assessing leaner’s language
proficiency (CEFR 2001: 1).

Whereas the foreign languages-section in the Hinmaéional core curriculum does not
include any mention of other variables in langusggening and using than the skills
related to communicative competence, the CEFR pant that also other variables
ought to be taken into account. Although the CEBRcentrates on listing the skills and
competences needed in language learning and the gyoa levels of proficiency, there
is also a mention that there can be also otheofsi¢han just proficiency and language
skills when accomplishing a communicative taskhsas differences in personality or
some affective variables.

In order to accomplish a communicative task, wheitha real-life or a

learning/examination setting, the language uséramner draws also on

communicative language competences (linguistiapsoguistic and pragmatic

knowledge and skills). In addition, individual penslity and attitudinal
characteristics affect the user or learner’s taskopmance. (CEFR 2001: 158)

As the CEFR, similarly to the Finnish national cougriculum, deals almost completely
with purely language proficiency and language-sglanatters, it is good that also some
other variables than just the different competeness part of communicative
competence are mentioned as possible influenceoandme succeeds in performing in
the foreign language. Of course, the CEFR is, @sady mentioned, put together with
the purpose of providing with guidelines for teathiand assessing, so the emphasis
obviously needs to be on the skills and competenegsvever, communicative
competence, although being a central part in usinigreign language, still is not
enough on its own if there are no confidence arlingness to use the language. Thus,
it is good that the CEFR takes also other varialiigs account. As affective factors in
accomplishing a communicative task, the CEFR mast&elf-esteem, involvement and
motivation, state, and attitude (CEFR 2001: 161)h@ugh in this case these variables
are considered to be affecting how difficult sonmenmunicative task may be for a
learner, they are quite the same variables whiahbeafound in the model of Macintyre
et al. (1998) as affecting the willingness to comiunate.
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Both the CEFR and the Finnish national core culuituemphasize that when the
speaker has achieved the proficiency level B2, sheaker ought to be able to
communicate with a native speaker of the foreignglege, concerning both
understanding the native speaker and producing chpéwithout unintentionally

amusing or irritating the native listener’ (CEFR02066; National core curriculum for
upper secondary schools 2003: 246). The natione¢ carriculum has named the
proficiency level B2 as “Managing regular interaatiwith native speakers”, whereas,
for instance, the previous level, B1, carries tlaena “Dealing with everyday life”

(National core curriculum for upper secondary s¢th@=®03: 246). The main goal on
this level is, then, that a speaker can survivétle real world” with the foreign

language, where the topics are often complex asttadt, and the interlocutors may be
native speakers of the language, who do not ussptgk slowly and clearly. Both the
CEFR and the national core curriculum mention, haxethat the speaker on this level
might have difficulties in understanding the comsation between several native
speakers, who do not make any modifications ta theimal way or pace of speaking
(National core curriculum for upper secondary sth@D03: 246, CEFR 2001: 66).
According to these proficiency scales, a secondhiod-year-upper secondary school
student could be expected to have the competenaesd¢oEnglish not only in the

language classroom, but also outside the classeswhoutside the school environment.

2.5 Previous studies on willingness to communicate ind.and

practicing speaking skills in the Finnish EFL contet

Although willingness to communicate in L2 has besmmewhat studied in Europe,
North-America and Asia, there seems to be no ssucheried out in the Finnish EFL
context. Practicing the speaking skills, howevas heen studied quite a lot in Finland.
Thus, this chapter goes through some studies that heen conducted about teaching
and practicing oral skills in Finland and studenigws on that, and also some studies

of WTC in English as a second language that has taeied out in other countries.
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2.5.1 Studies on practicing English oral skills idrinland

Huuskonen and K&ahkoénen (2006) studied teachersiiaps on how oral skills are
practiced, tested and evaluated in upper secorgtdrgols in Finland. Altogether 80
teachers from two counties in Finland participaiadthe study by answering a
questionnaire. The results show that the majorityteachers found oral skills an
important part of language skills (98.8% of thepmslents), and also think it is
important to teach oral skills in upper secondatyosl (95.1% of the respondents). The
most common method for practicing oral skills wasr gliscussions, and in addition,
also dialogues and group discussions were amonguélsé common methods during the
whole upper secondary school. Moreover, pronuraagxercises were emphasized
especially during the first year. As reasons himdethe practicing of oral skills the
teachers mentioned most frequently the lack of jtigreup sizes and student related
reasons. According to Huuskonen and Kéahkdnen (2806 :several teachers mentioned
that their students “do not believe in their skilts speak English”, which means,
according to the model by Macintyre (1998) thairth@ self-confidence is low. When
it came to testing and assessing oral skills, #ehers found them difficult, and
especially the lack of time and the challengessting and assessing were considered
to cause difficulties. The most common methodsaseooral skills were tested were oral
presentations, interviews and reading aloud. Whkaparticularly interesting in the
teachers’ reasons that hinder practicing speaksripe mention of the lack of time. The
idea that there is not enough time to practice skdls could be seen to support the
common assumption that many teachers consider ¢ important issue in language
teaching in upper secondary schools to be thesgkiit are tested in the matriculation
examination, and speaking is practiced if therim® left. As mentioned already in the
previous chapter, a majority of the teachers ia stiudy admitted that the matriculation
examination serves as ‘a hidden curriculum’ (Huuskoand Kéahkonen 2006: 87).

The teachers’ opinions were asked also in Korhanstidy (2014), where she looked
into what the teaching is like in upper secondanyosls today and what are students’
and teachers’ views on the teaching and the tegahethods that are used. 96 students
and 84 teachers participated in the study by §lima questionnaire. In many cases, the

students and the teachers did not share the peneepmin teaching and lessons. What
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came to the language used in the classroom, a ityapdrthe students (62.1%) agreed
with that students used more Finnish than Englisltessons, yet 70.3% of the teachers
disagreed with the same statement. Interestingky,students and teachers had also
somewhat different views on whether the focus waswoitten or oral skills on the
lessons: 77.4% of the teachers disagreed with “@éeided more on grammar and
vocabulary than on oral skills and communicationrdyulessons”, whereas almost half
of the students (47.3%) agreed with the same se&terand 11.6% had no opinion. The
results also show that a majority of both studanis teachers disagreed with that there
would have been an oral exam during the last Emgi®irse they had had. Especially
remarkable is the almost 80% of teachers, who desawith the statement, as the
teachers were from all over the country, and thars loe considered to represent the
situation in general. However, although the teashed not had an oral exam during
their last English course, still 54.8% of them agre&vith “It is good that there is at least
one oral exam during the course.” This situatiomghthibe considered to reflect the
teachers’ opinions in Huuskonen and Kahkonen's yst(#006: 90), where 46.3%
strongly agreed and 30 % agreed to some extent ‘Wikting oral skills makes the

teacher’s work more difficult.”

Makel& (2005) studied oral exercises in Engliskthim Finnish upper secondary school.
The aim was to look at what the current situationaerning oral exercises in upper
secondary schools was like. The data was collegeeduestionnaires, and 375 students
and 235 teachers from different parts of Finlandigpated in the study. According to
the results, students’ attitudes to oral skills aral exercises are extremely positive, as
for the majority of the students the most impori@ea in their language learning was to
learn to speak. Also, when asked what kind of tals&g were willing to have more in
language class, exercises practicing oral flueneyevon the top of the list. Teachers’
opinion on what task types are the most importantpper secondary school, ranked
exercises practicing oral skills only on th& @lace, behind essay writing and written
grammar exercises. This supports the results inskhnen and Kahkénen (2006),
which suggested that teachers focus more on otkibs than the speaking skills.
However, even though the practicing of the oralsknight not be considered the most
important issue, in Mékeld’s study 62% of the temshstill reported to practice oral

skills on every lesson.
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In a little older study by Yli-Renko and Salo-Le®991) it was suggested that what
Finnish students especially want of practicing &penis to get confidence to use
English. 431 upper secondary school third-yearesitsl participated in this study by
filling in a questionnaire. Only 42% of the studeagreed that upper secondary school
language teaching provides good oral skills. Moezp26% agreed and 58% strongly
agreed with a statement that there should be maaetiging of fluent speaking.
According to the results of the study, the studemish that the foreign language
teaching would provide a better basis for indepandeproving of oral skills, and they
believe that the key to this would be having a geeaount of speaking tasks (Yli-
Renko and Salo-Lee 1991: 54). Students feel tleatdteign language teaching should
provide so many speaking exercises that the camfglen one’'s own language and
speaking skills is strong enough to use the skillshe “real world”, that is the
communication situations outside the classroom, antbhke the risk of speaking a
language one does not know or speak perfectly.stindy is quite old and thus cannot
be thought to reflect completely the situation tgdget it is unlikely that the situation

would have changed completely, and some newerestisdiggest that that is the case.

Similar findings came up in a quite recent studyHauta-Aho (2013), who compared
the opinions of national upper secondary schoobesits and IB (International
Baccalaureate) upper secondary school studentsabrskills. The data for this study
was collected via a questionnaire, and altogetBdrstudents participated in the study.
101 of the participants were national upper secgndahool students, which in the
present paper are addressed when using theutgper secondary school studeintthis
study by Hauta-Aho, 53% of the national upper sdaoy school student participants
agreed with a statement “Oral skills’ exercisesedonclasses do not give the student
good enough skills to use the language outside os¢hédlso, only 49.6% of the
national upper secondary school students agredd“Witere is enough teaching of oral
skills in upper secondary school”, and as muchl8 8greed that there should be more
teaching of oral skills in upper secondary sch8ahilar to Makeld’s study (2005), also
Hauta-Aho found that students consider oral skiélsy important. What is positive is
that the students appreciate oral skills and censidimportant to learn oral skills.
However, the results of this study suggest thabtafof the respondents felt that the
exercises done in class do not give good enoughskilés, which is quite similar to

Yli-Renko and Salo-Lee’s study 22 years earlieg, fibreign language teaching does not
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achieve the objectives that are set in the natiooia curriculum. The objective level of
proficiency, B2, is, after all, described as “thistf stage of independent proficiency”
and also “managing regular interaction with naspeakers” (National core curriculum
for upper secondary schools 2003: 246). If the esttal do not feel to achieve good
enough oral language skills for using the languagtside school, the objective of
independent proficiency might not be achieved, @saking is an important part of
using a language.

Yli-Renko and Salo-Lee’s (1991) view on the lackcohfidence as an explanation to
the lack of willingness to speak is also partialypported in a newer study by Ahola-
Houtsonen (2013), where the female respondentshrnoéanswers to a statement “I
have courage to speak in English in classes” w&ig, 2s the answering scale was from
1 to 5. 44 students and two teachers participateshbla-Houtsonen’s study. The data
was collected from the students via a questionrame also by interviewing four of
them, and the two teachers were only interviewdx dim of the study was to examine
students’ and teachers’ views on learning and tagobral skills, and what affects it.
The results show that the students found practicrg skills important, and the
majority also agreed with “It is nice to speak inglish.” However, according to the

results, both boys and girls had more courageeaalsputside school than in classroom.

A more positive situation is, however, suggested study by Kaski-Akhawan (2013),
who studied both teachers’ and students’ viewseaiching and learning oral skills in
Finnish upper secondary school. 84 students andtéachers participated in the study
by filling in questionnaires. 61.9% of the studetdsisidered the emphasis given to oral
skills in upper secondary school language teachutfficient. However, the results do
not differ from the findings in the studies discedsabove too radically, as also in this
study, 36.9% considered the emphasis given toskils too little. In this study, the
students were also asked what kind of oral exescase the most pleasant in their
opinion. Pair discussions were mentioned most &aty (50/84), followed by group
discussions (33/94). Those two, as mentioned abeeee also in Huuskonen and
Kahkonen’s study (2006) listed by the teachershas most common methods for
practicing oral skills. Kaski-Akhawan also foundathpresentations were mentioned

most frequently by the students as the least pitasal exercises.
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2.5.2  Studies on willingness to communicate in otheountries’
contexts

Although willingness to communicate has not beeisd in the Finnish context, it has
been a topic of interest for many researchers élemv Kang (2005) studied four
Korean university students who were staying inlWmeted States for 2 to 6 months to
study English as a second language, and the enoergdrtheir situational willingness
to communicate. The data was collected with semicired interviews, classroom
observations, video- and audio-recordings, and hiagc and discussing the video-
recordings with the participants. According to tiesults, the participants’ situational
WTC appeared under psychological conditions of &Bgu excitement and
responsibility (Kang 2005: 282). Security was metato the number, familiarity and
language proficiency of interlocutors, as well as familiarity with the topic, and
conversational context. With an increased numbepaoficipants in the conversation,
the willingness to communicate tended to decreAsso the L2 proficiency of the
interlocutor(s) affected the feeling of securitpdathus, the WTC: all participants felt
less secure and more reluctant to speak when teeocutor was more fluent in
speaking English than the participant himself.Ha same way as the feeling of security
made situational WTC emerge, so did excitementjrfstance, when the topic of the
conversation was interesting or they had experiaboait it, or the interlocutor showed
interest and attention towards the participant. fhirel condition in addition to security
and excitement was responsibility. Responsibilggeared, for instance, when the topic
was important or the participant knew more abottan his interlocutors. Also, as the
number of interlocutors decreased, the participafgsling of responsibility to

participate in the conversation increased.

Cao and Philip (2006) investigated seven EFL ineghiate learners’ WTC behavior in
different classroom contexts in New Zealand. Theigipants of the study were from
Asia and Europe, and they were participating innd@nsive General English program
in New Zealand. They conducted the study by a questire, classroom observations
and audio-recordings, and interviews. In observatiadhey found that, in general, the
learners’ WTC ratio was highest in pair work andiést in whole class contexts. The

most common factors that the learners identifiedhi interviews as factors to affect
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their WTC, were group size, self-confidence, faamity with interlocutor, and
interlocutor participation (Cao and Philip 2006:648The learners preferred small
groups in communication situations, and some gigweziated interlocutors who they
are familiar with, and thus, feel comfortable widnd who participate actively in the
conversation. Also, interest to and knowledge @& tbpic of the conversation was
mentioned affecting WTC. In the discussion of tretirdy, Cao and Philip (2006: 488)
suggest that a reason for the low WTC in wholescleentext might be that a larger
group of learners “lacks the sense of cohesivetiegswvould presumable lend support
to learners by making them feel secure enough é¢alsp The sense of security, which
also came up in Kang’'s (2005) study above, is ubthally a central part of the state
communicative self-confidence, which in the modeMnacintyre et al. (1998) is one of
the two nearest variables to the WTC, and that tmghke a person reluctant to speak

even if one’s L2 self-confidence otherwise wouldgoed.

Also Yashima, Zenuk-Nishide and Shimizu (2004: 1fi)nd that students are more
willing to speak when patrticipating in activity iolving a smaller group, for instance, a
pair work, than when asking or answering a quesioclass. Also, those who had
higher WTC scores on the basis of a questionnémmeded to speak more in the
classroom and more frequently talk to teachersideithe classroom (Yashima et al.
2004: 135). The study was conducted in JapanesecBfiiext, and two cohorts of 166
students participated in the study by filling irset of questionnaires. What they also
found was that it is the students’ self-perceivedhmunicative competence which is
related to willingness to communicate in L2. Simfiadings were made also in a study
conducted in Chinese EFL context by Peng and Waod2010). Their data was

collected from 579 participants, who were universiiudents majoring in non-English

disciplines, via a questionnaire. They found thatcbnfidence was the most significant
predictor of WTC. These kinds of findings supptm idea that in the L2 classrooms
there are learners who are very competent in Lwbio still are reluctant to speak due

to their own perception on their competence.

All in all, considering the results of the studaiscussed above, the setting for studying
Finnish upper secondary school students’ willingrtesspeak English is interesting. On
one hand, the previous studies show that in genstadents seem to have extremely

positive attitude towards practicing oral skillsdathey also find it important. As the
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attitude towards the L2 and its speakers are, dowpto Macintyre et al. (1998) a part
of the basis for the willingness to communicatesoitild be expected to have a positive
influence also on the willingness to speak. Ondtieer hand, however, several studies
suggest that students do not feel that they hasaginteaching and practicing of oral
skills, which might have a negative influence oriti.2 self-confidence and thus to
their willingness to communicate in English. In tlsudies on willingness to
communicate conducted in other countries, L2 sefffidence appeared frequently as a
factor that influence a speaker’s willingness tenawunicate in L2. Also the number of
interlocutors and familiarity with them came upsieveral studies as influencing WTC.
Other situational factors that came up were thegdage proficiency of the
interlocutor(s), the topic of the conversation anterlocutors’ participation in the

conversation.

3 THE PRESENT STUDY

In the following sections the design of the pressnhidy will be described and
discussed: the research questions will be setnétbods of the data collection will be
explained and reasoned, and finally, the methodghi® analysis of the data will be

discussed.

3.1 Aims and research questions

The aim of the present study is to find out whatdki of situational factors upper
secondary school students perceive to influende whiingness to communicate orally
in English. The focus is on communication in thesskoom context and the situational

factors related to the classroom environment.
Research questions that the present study ainddtess are the following:
1. How willing are the students to communicate orall§¥english?

2. 2.1 s there a difference between WTC of thoke Wave done the optional

oral skills course and those who have not done it?
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2.2 What are the students’ perceptions on tfeeedf the oral skills course on

their willingness to communicate?
3. What is the effect of the classroom context on WTC?

3.1. How do the students perceive different clagsr@ontexts’ influence on

their willingness to communicate?

3.2. In the students’ opinion, does the classroomntext have an effect on their
willingness to communication compared to commumecatontexts outside the

classroom?

When beginning to explore factors that might infloe students’ willingness to
communicate, it seemed necessary to first takelkadd how willing the students are, in
general, to communicate orally in English. Thug finst research question was set to
find out about the students’ self-perceived levdl WTC. This includes the
communication in different situations in classrooamd also in situations outside

classroom.

The second research question addresses the opticalagkills course that the upper
secondary schools offer. Although the students Ishbave an opportunity to practice
all the aspects of language, i.e. reading, writlisgening and speaking, on every upper
secondary school language course (National corecalum for upper secondary
schools 2003: 103), the written skills are ofterplasized in foreign language teaching
(Huuskonen and Kahkonen 2006), and students mghawve enough opportunities to
practice speaking (Hauta-Aho 2013), and thus, io ganfidence to use the foreign
language. In 2009, the National Board of Educatitade an attempt to increase the
possibilities to practice the oral skills by takiag optional oral skills course into the
core curriculum. Research question 2.1 was seintb dut whether or not there is a
difference in WTC between those who have done these and those who have not.
Moreover, the aim with research question 2.2 isé¢e how those students who have
done the optional oral skills course perceive thrse has affected their willingness to

communicate.
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Research question 3 includes both the differergscteom contexts and the comparison
between communication in classroom and outsidesidasn. In the classroom context,
the interest is on the influence of contexts “whgteup”, “small group”, “working in
pairs”, as well as the presence of the teacherrdarpersonal motivation. The idea is to
take into account those variables that can changarobe changed in communication
situations in classroom, such as how many peogdrnaolved in the communication
situation, and whether the teacher is nearby,nlisteto what the students speak. In
other words, such variables that are fairly stald that a teacher cannot influence are
not taken into account in the present study. Thvasbles that are excluded from the
study are, for instance, personality or the atgtutbwards the foreign language, as well

as the speaker’s proficiency in English.

3.2 Data collection

The data collection took place in January 2015. Taa was collected with
guestionnaire sheets (see Appendix) in an uppensacy school in Southern Finland.
Before the actual data collection, the questiornaias piloted with four people, two
females and two males, who were asked then to coinmaed evaluate the

guestionnaire.

Another option for the data collection would hawesb to interview students. Interviews
would have given the participants a chance to gihgre thorough answers and to
explain their thoughts further when necessary. Haneanterviewing a relatively large
number of students and analyzing their answers dvaol have been possible in the
frames of the present study. The aim with this dal&ction, after all, was to collect
data for a quantitative data analysis, that isgdk a large number of questions from a
large number of respondents in a short time, arebtgpnnaire data suits this purpose
particularly well (D6rnyei 2010:9; Hirsjarvi et dl997: 195).

On the other hand, as in a questionnaire the quesstr statements are in written form
and the participants are filling it on their owhete is a risk that some question or
statement is left unclear or there are some misstatelings (Hirsjarvi et al. 1997:

195). An attempt was made, however, to take th &tcount, as the participants were
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told before starting to fill in the questionnaiteat they can and should ask if there are
any problems with understanding what is meant vgitime question or statement.
Moreover, the entire questionnaire was in Finnsghthat the limitations with language

skills would not influence the answering or undansiing.

The questionnaire consisted of 27 items divided ifdur sections. 26 of the 27
guestions were answered by choosing an alternativene of the two different scales
from 1 to 5. one scale was for questions 1-10, amother scale for the rest of the
guestions, 11-26. At the end of the questionn&ieest was also an open-ended question.
In the very beginning of the questionnaire thererewa few questions about
respondents’ background information, such as gemi@iage.

Questionnaire section |

The first 10 items, section |, had a purpose dadifig out how willing the respondents
are to use English for oral communication in dif@r situations both in the classroom
context as well as outside classroom. In order db g picture of the respondents’
willingness to communicate, this section includegsiions about how the respondents

would act in different communication situationsclassroom and outside classroom.

This section was designed on the loose basis diMitiexgness to Communicate Scale
(McCroskey and Richmond 1987:135-136), which wescale developed to measure
WTC in L1. These questions, in somewhat the sarmsbida as the WTC Scale by
McCroskey and Richmond, included different situasiovhere the respondent was to
estimate how often, or how likely, he or she wotddhmunicate in the given situations.
Whereas in McCroskey and Richmond’'s WTC Scale nedgots answered by writing
down a percentage how often they think they wopkeb& in the given situations, in the
guestions in this questionnaire, the respondent twachoose an alternative that best
describes how often the respondent would speakgawilling to speak, in the given
situation. The alternatives were on a scale fromo 5, where the alternatives were:
never (1), rarely (2), sometimes (3), often (4jvals (5). The statements measured
respondents’ WTC in classroom situations includihg whole group, small group
discussions, working in pairs, and communicatiotuasions outside language

classroom.
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The reason why the respondents were to choose aonpmot to write down a
percentage, was to make the answering more simuleeasier for the respondents.
Starting to think about the frequency of their magtin percentages might have made the

answering slower and also made the questionnatede difficult and laborious.

Questionnaire section 11

The next 14 items, items 11-24, which was sectlpnvére to find out what kind of
factors the respondents feel to influence theilinghess to speak English. These items,
like the ones in the previous section, were Lilsrale statements, and answered by
choosing an alternative that best suits the respatgdopinion on a scale from 1 to 5. In
this section, the alternatives now carried the nmgarstrongly disagree (1), somewhat
disagree (2), somewhat disagree, somewhat agreesdB)ewhat agree (4), strongly
agree (5). The option “no opinion” was not includetthough it could be argued to
improve the reliability in case the respondent doashave an opinion (Hirsjarvi 1997:
203) or lacks the knowledge or experience thaeeded to make an opinion (Kalaja et
al. 2011: 150). On the other hand, however, thetijues were supposed to be such that
all the respondents should be able to express tipemon on them, as they all have
experience in speaking English in classroom, andstniikely, also outside the

classroom.

The different variables that were included in teet®n Il were the different classroom
contexts (the amount of interlocutors), the present the teacher and the active

participation of the interlocutors.

Questionnaire section |11

The next section, section Il with items 25 and 26éncerned the optional oral skills
course in the upper secondary school, and itseéntte on willingness to speak English.
This section was instructed to be skipped ovehédase that the respondent had not
been to that course. The items in this sectiorwBle answered in the same scale as

items in section Il. The two questions measuredtidrehe respondents who have done
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the optional oral skills course perceive that tharse has improved their willingness or
confidence to speak English.

Questionnaire section 1V

The final section, section 1V, included only onentt, which was an open-ended
guestion. An open-ended question were includetheénguestionnaire with the purpose
of having an opportunity to receive more depth wilie answers than a completely
guantitative data, and also offering the resporglémtbring up issues that were not
included in the statements or were not anticipéiEitnyei 2010:36). The open-ended
guestions were made the final section at the entieofjuestionnaire to prevent some
potential negative consequences, e.g. that those fimd that kind of questions too

laborious do not lose interest in the questionnairence, or that some spend too much

time with them and do not move on to the other g€Bornyei 2010: 48).

3.3 Participants

The participants of the present study were uppeors#ary school second- and third-
year-students, which means that they were fromoltyears old. The reason why it
was this age group that was chosen to be the dalpédhis study is first of all that
most of them had studied English for approxima&ght or nine years, so they should
already have rather good language skills, and ¢hwsason for them not wanting to
communicate in English should not be due to notwkng the language enough for
communication. Moreover, a 17 or 18-year-old ispmgedly already mature enough to
reflect his or her behavior, and consider the neasfor it. Also, considering the
objectives of the Finnish national core curriculum,second- or third-year-upper
secondary school student is expected to have ahi@r be close to having achieved
the language proficiency level B2, where the speakecapable of communicating
effectively and even with native speakers of the FAn option would have been to
have secondary school pupils (13-15-year-olds) dultalearners as subjects of the
present study, but the upper secondary school stside the end, seemed most suitable
for the study.
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The number of the respondents was 73, of whom #gerity, n=56 (77%) were female
and n=17 (23%) male students. The respondents’ e@@sd from 17 to 19, but the

majority, 63 % of the subjects, were 18-year-olds.

3.4 The methods of analysis

The questionnaire was answered and treated anorsyynoAs the questionnaire
consisted, for the major part, of Likert scale-typeestions, the data was also analyzed
guantitatively apart from the one open-ended goes#ll the quantitative data on the
questionnaire sheets was entered into SPSS, whiglcomputer software program for
statistical analysis and processing of data, amdlyaed using different functions of the
SPSS.

As the first ten questions (questions 1-10) werméasure the respondents’ willingness
to communicate in different contexts, these quastizvere formed into groups, and
means were counted of each respondent’s answéhe tguestions in the groups. The
groups are as presented in the table below:

Table 1. Questions 1-10 grouped for the data analigs

The WTC groups for the data analysis: questions:
Total WTC 1to 10
WTC in classroom lto7
WTC in situations involving the whole group 1to3
WTC in small group 4to5
WTC in working in pairs 6to7
WTC outside class 81to 10

To explain this briefly, the total WTC was counteygl counting the mean of everone’s
answers to questions 1-10. WTC in classroom wasteduby counting the mean of
everyone’s answers to questions 1-7, which allrrefeto different communication
situations in classroom. WTC in situations invotyithe whole group was counted by
counting the mean of everyone’s answers to questioB, which were the questions
that asked about communicating when the whole aasstening. WTC in small group,
in working in pairs and outside class were countethe same manner: the means of
everyone’s answers to those questions which haa twith this certain communication
situation. This mean of each of the questions cheH the groups, was the average
WTC in the given situation.
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The WTC means of female and male respondents vean@ared with each other using
the independent t-test function in SPSS, whichdititéon to the mean values, gave also
the standard deviation and the value of the sicgniite of the difference between the
means. To compare the differences of all respostdantswers between the contexts,
paired-samples t-test was also used. In both fomstiif the p value for the significance
was smaller than 0.05 the difference was consideggdficant.

In questions 11-26, the answers to each of thetignsswere analyzed using the
crosstabulation function in SPSS, to see not ooly kthe respondents in general had
answered, but to also see if there is a differdsatereen male and female respondents.
The crosstabulation gave the frequency of the andw@, 3, 4 and 5 to the question,
and what this frequency means as a percentagenebe tquestions 11-26, also the
independent t-test function in SPSS was used touledé the mean of males and
females. It also calculated whether there is aggitant difference between them. If
the p value for the significance was smaller thadbGhe difference was considered

significant.

The last question, which was an open-ended quesiias analyzed qualitatively. The
answers from the questionnaire sheets were writtevn on computer, which made it
easier to compare and group them. The data washsehfor similarities between these

answers as well as with the results to the questleR6.

4 STUDENTS’ PERCEPTIONS ON THEIR WILLINGNESS
TO COMMUNICATE IN ENGLISH

In this section, the results of the data colleatth the questionnaire will be presented.
The results will be presented in the same ordénexsesearch questions were set. In the
following chapter, the findings will be discussed more detail in relation to the
research questions of the present study, as welltagespect to literature and previous

studies.
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4.1 The students’ willingness to communicate in English

The first research question of this study (RQ 1} wdow willing are the students to
communicate orally in English?”, which seemed l&@atural beginning in exploring
the factors influencing the students’” WTC. The tfisection in the questionnaire
examined how likely, or how often, a respondent Magpeak English in the given
situations. The mean was counted of each respdsdamwers to all the questions in
the section | (questions 1-10), and this mean bedda respondent’s total WTC, 1.00
being the lowest possible and 5.00 the highestilplesd/TC.

In addition to the mean of total WTC, what was aleanted was the means of WTC in
classroom in general (questions 1-7 in the queséime), in whole group context
(questions 1-3), in working in small group (quessio4-5), in working in pairs
(questions 6-7) and, finally, WTC outside the dasem (questions 8-10). In table 2,
there are presented the female and male respohdlé¢ne in different situations. Table
2 also shows the standard deviation of the ansveeid,the value of the significance
between the means of females and males. There evagynificant difference between
the means of female and male respondents, as ¥a&ue-should have been less than
.05 to be considered statistically significant.

Table 2. Female and male respondents’ mean WTC infterent contexts.

Gender N Mean Std. Deviation | Sig. (2-tailed)

female 56 3.44 .839 762
Total WTC

male 17 3.51 .636

female 56 3.48 .805 A1l
Classroom WTC

male 17 3.66 .565

female 56 2.69 1.086 .264
Whole group WTC

male 17 2.94 .690

female 56 3.99 .855 .284
Small group WTC

male 17 4,24 .664

female 56 4.16 701 .943
Pair work WTC

male 17 4.15 .632

female 56 3.36 1.103 .559
Outside class WTC

male 17 3.18 1.143
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As the total WTC of female respondents was 3.44admdale respondents 3.51, and the
scale was from 1 to 5, this suggest that the stsdeme somewhat willing to
communicate in general. In average, both males fanthles were most willing to
communicate in situations which do not involve aagramount of people. The highest
mean of WTC was WTC in working in small groups foales (4.24), and working in
pairs for females (4.16). Reciprocally, the secbighest mean WTC for males was
working in pairs (4.15) and small groups for fensal®8.99). The lowest mean of WTC
was for both females and males the communicatiwatsons that involve the whole
group. This mean for females was 2.69, and for sn2l@4.

Males’ mean WTC was slightly higher in all con®exéxcept the outside class WTC,
where the mean WTC of females was higher. Howetleme were no statistically
significant differences between the means of WTG@nafe and female respondents in

any context.

It could also be pointed out that the female redpats’ standard deviation was higher
in all contexts except the last one, which was dbemunication outside classroom.
This means that as males had a higher mean WTQost af the contexts, they were
also more consistently willing to communicate. Tbentext of speaking outside
classroom, however, seems to have broken thisstensy among male respondents, as
in this case the standard deviation was suddenhygo

Looking at the willingness to communicate of allspendents, there were some
statistically significant differences between thdéfedent contexts. The differences
between WTC in whole group and small group, as aelbetween whole group and
pair work, were statistically very significant ( 9 0.001), and also the difference
between willingness to communicate in classroom audside classroom was
significant at the level of p < 0.05. The differenisetween WTC in small group and
pair work was not significant. These results aespnted in table 3 below.
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Table 3 The differences in WTC in different contexs

N Mean Std. Deviation | Sig. (2-tailed)
Whole group 73 2.75 1.009 .000***
Small group 4.05 817
Whole group 73 2.75 1.009 .000***
Pair work 4.16 .681
Small group 73 4.05 .817 .084
Pair work 4.16 .681
Classroom 73 3.52 .756 .032*
Outside classroom 3.32 1.107

*statistically significant at the level of p < 0.05
***statistically significant at the level of p <001

4.2 The optional oral skills course and willingness to
communicate

The next research questions of the present stuQy2R and 2.2, were “What kind of
difference is there between the WTC of those wheehdone the optional oral skills
course in upper secondary school, and those whe hat?” (RQ 2.1), and “What are
the students’ perceptions on the effect of the ekdls course on their WTC?” (RQ
2.2). The question appeared to be perhaps nolexant as originally thought, as only
17 (23.3%) of the 73 respondents had finished these, and five respondents (6.8%)
were doing the course in the ongoing period, whiels just about to end in a week. All
except one of those five who were doing the coatsthat period still answered the

questions related to the oral skills course.

Because those who were doing the course in theimggueriod were so close to
finishing the course, as they had only two or tHessons left, it was decided to treat
them as having finished the course. This meansahah comparing the WTC of those
who had done the optional oral skills course aras¢hwho had not, 22 respondents
(~30%) were counted as having done the course5an@70%) having not done the

course.
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The mean WTC in the different contexts of those Wwhd done the course compared to
those who had not done it is presented in the Téblehose who had done the course
had a higher mean WTC in all the contexts. In aoidjtin all of the contexts except the

outside class context, the difference in the mediCWas also statistically significant.

Table 4. The mean WTC of those who had done the drskills course vs. those who had not

Std.

Oral skills course N Mean Deviation | Sig. (2-tailed)

yes 22 3.75 .601 .039*
Total WTC

no 51 3.34 .837

yes 22 3.86 .553 .010*
Classroom WTC

no 51 3.38 .788

yes 22 3.15 .930 .024*
Whole group WTC

no 51 2.58 1.000

yes 22 4.41 .503 .002**
Small group WTC

no 51 3.89 .879

yes 22 4.39 .376 .016*
Pair work WTC

no 51 4.06 759

yes 22 3.48 .952 .393
Outside class WTC

no 51 3.24 1.168

* statistically significant at the level of p < .0
** gstatistically significant at the level of p <@L

The difference between those who had done the e@urd those who had not, was the
most significant in small group context (p < 0.0The differences in total WTC,
classroom WTC, whole group WTC and pair work WTQevegnificant at the level of
p <0.05.

In the questionnaire, questions 25 and 26 wergectk® the optional oral skills course,
and were instructed to be skipped over if the redpat had not done the course. As
mentioned already above, all except one of those kdd the course still in progress,
still answered the questions concerning the codrisat gave altogether 21 responses to
guestions 25 and 26. Table 5 below presents thettwv of the answers to these
guestions concerning the oral skills course, alaity the mean of all answers to the

guestions.
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47.6% of the respondents somewhat or totally agvatd*|l feel that the optional oral
skills course has given me confidence to speakighrighnd 19% somewhat or totally
disagreed. However, in the next question, “After tihal skills course | am more willing
to speak English”, it was now only 33.4% who agrsedhewhat or totally, and the
amount of those who disagreed somewhat or totaly mow 28.5%. There were two
respondents in both questions who disagreed toflilg mean of question 25 was 3.29
and of question 26 3.00.

Table 5. Deviation of the answers to questions 2%hia 26.

N (%)
somewhat
disagree, Mean of
totally somewhat| somewhat] somewhat] totally all
disagree | disagree agree agree agree Total answers
25. | feel that the
optional oral skills 2 (9.5%) 2(9.5%)| 7(33.3%)] 8(38.1%) | 2(9.5%) 21 3.29
course has given me
confidence to speak
English.
26. After the oral skills | 2(9.5%) | 4(19.0%) | 8(38.1%) | 6(28.6%)| 1 (4.8%) 21 3.00
course | am more
willing to speak
English.
4.3 The classroom context and willingness to communicat

The research questions 3.1 and 3.2 were relatediliogness to communicate in
classroom context: RQ 3.1 was “How do the studgetseive different classroom
contexts’ influence on their willingness to comneate?” and RQ 3.2 “In the students’
opinion, does the classroom context have an eff@ct their willingness to

communication compared to communication contextsioe the classroom?” The first
part of the research questions includes the diftecentexts of the communication in

classroom, that is, communication with the wholeugr; in small group and in pairs,
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but also the possible influence of the presencthefteacher and the influence of the
interlocutors. The second part investigates thdestts’ perceptions on differences in
their willingness to speak in classroom and outsidesroom, and what kinds of issues

influence that.

4.3.1 The different classroom contexts

Questions 11, 19, 12 and 17 asked, whether thesstsideel willing to speak in
different classroom contexts. The deviations of #mswers to these questions are
presented in table 6 below. The majority of thgpoeslents somewhat or totally agreed
with being willing to speak in classroom (65.7%),small group (65.7%) and in pairs
(79.4%). Speaking in front of the whole class, hesve received quite the opposite
opinions: 60.2% of the respondents either somewnatotally disagreed with this
statement. Speaking in pairs was considered thé pos#tive context for speaking: the

mean was 4.10, and none of the respondents hadrchos option “totally disagree”.

Table 6. Deviation of the answers to questions 119, 12 and 17.

N (%)
somewhat
disagree,
totally somewhat| somewhat] somewhat] totally
disagree | disagree agree agree agree Total Mean
11. I speak willingly 27%)|  79.6%) | 16 (21.9%) | 25 (34.2%) | 23 (31.5%) 73 3.82
English in classroom.
19. | speak willingly 25 (34.2%) | 19 (26.0%) | 14 (19.2%) | 10 (13.7%) 5 (6.8%) 73 233
English in front of the
whole class.
12. | take willingly part
in small group 2.7%)| 7(9.6%)| 16 (21.9%) | 29 (39.7%) | 19 (26.0%) 73 377
discussions.
17. 1take willingly part | - 006y | 4 (5.5%) | 11 (15.10) | 32 (43.8%) | 26 (35.6%) 73 4.0
in discussions in pairs.
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As these results suggest that the students pedcéinad they are the more willing to

speak the less there are people participatingfiise and also in the WTC results in
section 4.1 the small group and pair work had ilgbdst mean WTC, the effect of the
amount of interlocutors ought to be considered. ififlaence of other people listening

to one’s speaking in classroom was also broughib @pfew of the answers to the open-
ended questions. The students worried about what®think about their speaking, and
also others evaluating or judging their pronunomtor language skills in general, as in

the extracts of the students’ answers below:

(1) Olen halukkaampi puhumaan englantia oppiturtikopuolella, silla pelkaan, etta
muut oppilaat arvostelevat aantamistani ja en hialwdostaa h6lmaolta tuttujen seurassa.
(1) I'm more willing to speak English outside tHassroom, because | fear that other
students assess my pronunciation and | don’t veasbtind like a fool among familiar
people. (Student 31)

(2) Ulkopuolella on rennompi ja kivempi puhua, &#i tarvitse miettia, mita muut
ajattelevat.

(2) Outside [the classroom] it is more relaxed aite to speak, as you don't need to
think what others are thinking. (Student 59)

However, it is important to take into consideratitrat the lower willingness to
communicate when there are more interlocutors amdsnecessarily depend on the
language of the communication, but also personeéty have a major role as a basis to
all the other variables, like Macintyre et al. (899oint in their model (see page 14). In
the answers to the open-ended question, two gaatits brought up this influence of

personality:

(3) Minulla on paljon kavereita ulkomailla joidesikia kdytan englantia paivittain.
Puhuminen luokan ulkopuolella on helpompaa koska ajo ja ahdistaa kun kaikki
kuuntelee> sama vaikka olisikin suomen kielell&.

(3) I have a lot of friends abroad with whom | &gglish every day. Speaking outside
the classroom is easier, because I'm shy and bfedbus when everyone is listeniry

the same if it were in Finnish. (Student 11)

(4) Asia ei juurikaan vaikuta, koska jo suomea mdsani olen ujo ja hiljainen,
puhumattakaan englannista, jota osaa hyvin kisgdlii mutta en puhetilanteessa, koska

en osaa lausua englantia.
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(4) It doesn't make much difference [whether thaagion is in class or outside class],
because even when speaking Finnish I'm shy and,quoéeven talking about English,
which I'm good at in written form, but not in spéd situations, because | can’t

pronounce English. (Student 49)

Differences between male and female respondents

There were no statistically significant differencdsetween female and male
respondents’ answers to questions 11, 12, 17 an(dab8® 7). However, it could be

pointed out that whereas females’ mean was slighglier to questions 11 (classroom),
12 (small group) and 17 (pair work), it was malsp@ndents’ mean that was higher in
19 “I speak willingly English in front of the wholdass”. The male respondents’ whole
group WTC mean was also higher in section 4.1hsoduggests that males feel a bit
more willing to speak when the whole group is hébg, yet this also divides opinions

amongst males, as their standard deviation in mgure$® was the highest of these four

guestions.

Table 7. The difference between male and female m@ndents’ answers to 11, 19, 12 and 17.

Std.
Gender N Mean Deviation | Sig. (2-tailed)
56 3.84 1.108 .804
11. | speak willingly el
English in classroom. el 17 3.76 .970
female 56 2.30 1.320 .761
19. | speak willingly English
in front of the whole class. 17 241 1.121
male
12. | take willingly part in female 56 3.79 1.057 .783
small group discussions in
17 371 .985
English. male
17. | take willingly part in female 56 416 848 241
discussions in pairs in 17 388 857
English. male
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4.3.2 The presence of the teacher

Included in the research question of the classroonext’s effect on students’ WTC,
one point of interest was the teacher’s presendbersituation where the interaction
takes place. This variable was measured with tlgestions in the questionnaire:
guestion 16 “| feel nervous about speaking Englishlass, because the teacher listens
to what | say and evaluates it”, question 20 “l '‘t@peak English willingly if the
teacher is next to me listening to what | say”, gnéstion 24 “On the lessons, | speak
English more actively when the teacher is not tistg@ to me speaking.” The deviation
of the answers to these questions 16, 20 and 2drasented in table 8, where there are
also the means of the answers to each of the qussti

Table 8. Deviation of the answers to questions 180 and 24.

N (%)
somewhat
disagree,
totally somewhat | somewhat | somewhat] totally
disagree disagree agree agree agree | Total | Mean

16. | feel nervous about
speaking English in class 20 (27.4%) | 19 (26.0%) 14 (19.2%) | 15 (20.5%) 5 (6.8%) 73] 253
because the teacher
listens to what | say and

evaluates it.

20. | don’'t speak English | 20(27.4%)| 28(38.4%)| 9(12.3%) | 13(17.8%)] 3(4.1%) 73| 233
willingly if the teacher is
next to me listening to

what | say.

24. On the lesson, | speaj 12 (16.4%) ] 13 (17.8%) ] 20(27.4%) | 21(28.8%)| 7 (9.6%) 73] 297
English more actively
when the teacher is not

listening to what | say.
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The answers to question 16 “I feel nervous aboeéking English is class, because the
teacher listens to what | say and evaluates it'evelvided quite evenly, apart from the
option “totally agree”, which only 6.8% of the resplents had chosen. The majority of
the respondents either totally disagreed (27.4%goonewhat disagreed (26.0%). The
answers to question 20: “I don’t speak English inglly if the teacher is next to me
listening to what | say” followed the same line lwihe answers to questions 16. Here as
well, a majority either totally disagreed (27.4%)smmewhat disagreed (38.4%) with

the statement.

Whereas the answers to the questions 16 and 20eshquite a strong consistency, a
slight difference is seen in the answers to thestjpe 24: “On the lessons, | speak
English more actively when the teacher is not tistg to what | say”. Only 34.2%
somewhat or totally disagreed with this statemaiigreas this percentage was more
than 50 in questions 16 and 20. Approximately thimes amount of respondents who
totally or somewhat disagreed, also either totatlgomewhat agreed that they are more
active to speak English when the teacher is nigrisg (38.4%).

In the answers to the open-ended question, eigiorelents (11%), mentioned the
evaluation of the teacher as a reason to why theynare willing to speak outside the
classroom. Most of these answers were quite sipdladt the evaluation was mentioned
in general as a reason to be less willing to speathe classroom, without further

explanations. Below there are two students’ thasiglifout evaluation’s influence on

their willingness to speak:

(5) Ulkopuolella englannin kielen taitoa ei arvdisteja on rohkeampi puhumaan, kun
tietéd, ettei ulkopuolinen numeroa anna.
(5) Outside [the classroom] the English skills mo¢ being evaluated, and you are more

courageous to speak when you know that an outdimesn’t give a grade. (Student 23)

(6) On helpompi puhua englantia kun kukaan ei asité.
(6) It's easier to speak English when no one evahid. (Student 18)

On the other hand, two respondents also mentidredvtaluation and the possible

feedback and help that follow it, as a positiveadhias in the extracts below:
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(7) Oppitunnilla puhuessani opettaja pystyy korjaamja neuvomaan, miten a&nnan,
joten se on hyva asia. Toisaalta tieto siita, mitdua arvioidaan jannittdd. Joten
tuntemukseni ovat hieman ristiriitaisia.

(7) When speaking in classroom, the teacher carectoand help my pronunciation, so
it's a good thing. On the other hand, knowing tfatbeing evaluated makes me

nervous. So what | feel is a bit contradictoryu&nt 67)

In the answers to the open-ended question, ajart tihe eight respondents’ mention of
the evaluation of the teacher as a reason to beridiéng to speak in the classroom, one
mentioned in her answer that the presence of thehé affects, but did not give any

further explanations to, for instance, why or hoaffects.

All in all, the respondents in general did not seenperceive that the presence of the
teacher would greatly influence their speakingth@smean in all the questions related
to the teacher’s presence was below 3. This méetsih general, they more disagreed
than agreed that the teacher’'s presence would hawegative influence on their

speaking.

To summarize the influence of the presence ote¢heher on students’ WTC and also
to look if there are some differences between raatkfemale respondents, a mean was
counted of the answers to questions 16, 20 and&lbigger the mean, the less willing
the students would be to speak when the teachmesent. The means of female and
male respondents and the differences between thempresented below, in the table 9.
These results show that, in general, female ststesitingness to communicate might
be more affected by the teacher’s presence, alththeye is no statistically significant
difference between females and males. The meaanasdleé respondents was 2.73 and
males 2.22. Related to this difference between liesrend males, it could be mentioned
that in all of these questions related to the arfice of the presence of the teacher, none
of the male respondents totally agreed with anthefstatements, whereas 5.4-12.5% of

the females did in each question.

Table 9. Female and male respondents’ means of qtiess 16, 20 and 24.

Gender N Mean Std. Deviation Sig_;. (2-tailed)
More unwilling to speak female 56 2.73 1.05872 .075
English if the teacher is
) ) =l 17 222 .92752
listening.
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4.3.3 Interlocutors’ influence on WTC in classroom

Besides the amount of participants in the commuioicasituation, there are also other
factors related to the interlocutors that mightédan influence on WTC in classroom.
In the present study, these factors are the paation of the interlocutors, the

familiarity with the interlocutors and the L2 progncy level of the interlocutor.

The results suggest that interlocutors’ activeipigdtion boosts the WTC for many of
the respondents, yet the respondents do not pertieat the passiveness of interlocutors
would influence their willingness to communicatattstrongly. The results presented in
table 10 show that a majority of the responder2sl@) totally agreed with “I am more
willing to speak English when my interlocutor(sjai® actively participating in the
discussion”, and the amount of those who eitheresamat agreed or totally agreed was
over 80%. The answers to “l don’t feel like takipart in group discussion if the others
in my group are not participating either” divideldet opinions, and only 43.8% of
respondents somewhat or totally agreed, and 20.8#eretotally or somewhat

disagreed.

Table 10. Deviation of the answers to questions bhd 21.

N (%)
somewhat
disagree,
totally somewhat| somewhat | somewhat totally
disagree disagree agree agree agree Total | Mean

21. | am more willing to
EPEE Mg TE (15 000%) | 1@4%)| 11(151%) | 23@L5%)| 38(5219%)| 73| 443
linterlocutor(s) is/are

actively participating in

Ithe discussion

14. | don't feel like
ftaking part in group 5 (6.8%) | 10 (13.7%) 26 (35.6%) | 23(31.5%)| 9(12.3%) 731 3.29

discussions if the others

in my group are not

participating either.
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In the answers to the open-ended question, speakihgsomeone who is a familiar
person was mentioned as a reason to be more witirgppeak, both in classroom and
outside the classroom. The answers consideringksmge®utside the classroom are
discussed in the next sub-chapter. Two respondaists perceived that a familiar

interlocutor increases their willingness to comneate in classroom:

(8) Minulle ei oikeastaan ole vélid, onko tilanm@pdunnilla vai sen ulkopuolella. Puhun
mielellani, jos tunnen osaavani aihealueen sanaikali keskustelukumppani on tuttu
ennestaan.

(8) It doesn't really matter to me whether the aimn is in classroom or outside the
classroom. | am willing to speak if | feel thatrdw the vocabulary of the topic, and if

the interlocutor is already familiar. (Student 50)

(9) Tuttujen kanssa luokassa on helpompi puhua.

(9) It's easier to speak with familiar people iasd. (Student 41)

Another issue that came up in the answers to tlem-epded question is also the L2
proficiency level of the interlocutor compared tmets own self-perceived L2
proficiency. Some respondents felt that it is difft to speak in classroom with
someone whose English proficiency is higher thair thwn self-perceived proficiency,

and that it is easier to speak with people who alake errors:

(10) Tunnilla on vaikea puhua parin kanssa, jokeaggintaa paremmin.

(10) In class it is difficult to speak with a pagtnwho can pronounce better. (Student 3)

(11) Halukkaampi puhumaan englantia oppituntiempilolella, koska yleensad muutkin
lukion ulkopuolella ovat ainakin ehka yhta huonkija itse olen, niin ei haveta niin
paljon.

(12) [I am] more willing to speak English outsidetclassroom, because often also
others outside the upper secondary school are natybast as bad as I'm myself, so |

don't feel so embarrassed. (Student 12)

(12) Koska jos ei osaa sanoa oikein kukaan ei tel@f todennakdisemmin sanovat
kanssa vaarin ja on helpompi jutella sellaistenigtem kanssa.

(12) Because if you can’t say something correctpme evaluates/criticizes and more
likely they also say incorrectly, and it's easieispeak with that kind of people. (Student
42)
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4.3.4 Communication in classroom and outside classom

As the mean WTC in classroom was 3.48 for femates366 for males, these means
in communication outside the classroom were 3.36emales and 3.18 for males (see
table 2 in section 4.1). This suggests that bothenaad female students are more
willing to communicate in classroom. For femalesréhis not such a great difference
between WTC in classroom and outside classroomrealsefor males the difference is
quite clear. Table 3 in section 4.1 also showetlitttmmean WTC of all respondents in
classroom was 3.52 and outside classroom 3.32thasdlifference is also statistically

significant.

In addition to the difference between WTC in andswmle the classroom that were
counted from the questions in section I, the qoas#? also asked directly whether the
respondent feels to be more willing to speak Ehgiis communication situations

outside class than in lessons. The means of fehaaldsmales’ answers to the question
are presented in table 11. Although the means o€CWirdifferent contexts suggested
that both females and males are more willing toakpm classroom than outside
classroom, in question 22 the means of both femmhelsmales show that they more
agree than disagree with perceiving to be morangilto speak English outside class

than in lessons.

Table 11. Female and male respondents’ means to cgti®n 22.

Gender N Mean Std. Deviation | Sig. (2-tailed)
22. 1 am more willing to speak 56 3.64 1.017 .623
L L female
English in communication
situations outside class than 16 3.50 1.033
. male
in lessons.

In the answers to the open-ended questions, arréhad was mentioned in a way or
another by 10% of the respondents (n=7) for why résepondent is more willing to
speak English outside classroom than in classro@s that outside classroom the
speaking is more natural and the conversation muige and meaningful. Many
respondents felt that the conversations in classrae sometimes artificial and forced;

some people take part in the conversation only uscdhey have to. Related to the
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artificial conversation, the respondents also bhbwgp as a problem that the topics they
are expected to speak about in class are givehébteticher, and those topics are often
such that one does not know much about it, hawealaopinion about it, and in general,
does not have anything to say about the topic. ke, it was mentioned several times
that outside the classroom the topics of convemsatire more meaningful, important
and interesting. Topic’s influence on one’s willnvegs to speak was mentioned
altogether by 15 respondents (21%). Below thereexw@mples of the respondents’

views on the topic’s influence on their willingnégsscommunicate.

(13) Tuntien ulkopuolella puhuminen tuntuu luontewaalta ja se on tarkoituksen
omaavaa. Aito keskustelu esim. ulkomaalaisen kamssaukavampaa kuin tunneilla
vakisin.

(13) Speaking outside the classroom feels moreg@adnd it is more meaningful.
Genuine conversation with, for instance, a foragohange student is nicer than

[speaking] involuntarily in class. (Student 10)

(14) Oppitunneilla keskustelut ovat vaativampiagarajoittuvat usein johonkin, mista ei
ole joko kiinnostunut tai omaa mielipidetta taidi@eaiheen sanastoa. Ulkopuolella
keskustelut eivét ole niin teennaisia tai rajattuja

(14) In classroom the conversations are more deimgrahd they are often limited to
something that you are not interested or don't leavepinion or know the vocabulary of
the topic. Outside [the classroom] the conversatame not so artificial or limited.
(Student 14)

(15) Oppituntien ulkopuolella keskustelu on vapaampikd kukaan osallistu
keskusteluun tavallaan vain pakosta, kuten oppéilian
(15) Outside the classroom the conversation ig fi@d no one is taking part in the

conversation because you have to, as in the classrStudent 15)

In classroom communication, many seemed to feelptiessure that they need to be
good, and that affects their willingness to speaklassroom. Over 20% (n=16) of the
respondents mentioned in their answer this kinpregsure being a reason why they are
more willing to speak outside the classroom. Thespure was expressed and described
in different ways, which could be divided into fogroups that are presented below,

each followed by an example of the answer whereghessure was expressed:

1. The speaking in class feels like performing.
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Two respondents mentioned in their answers thatképg English in the classroom is
more like performing than speaking. They did neegany further explanations on their
view of this “performing”, but on the basis of othhespondents’ answers, they probably
mean that when speaking in class, they feel thatftitcus is on building correct
sentences, using some specific vocabulary and gemmamd pronouncing correctly,
instead of conveying messages.

(16) Ulkopuolisissa tilanteissa englanti ei tuniin paljon suorittamiselta kuin
oppitunnilla.
(16) In situations outside [the classroom], Engliskesn’t feel so much like performing

as in classroom. (Student 47)

2. A need to think too much and to try to be googearfect.

Students felt that there is a pressure of tryingpotonounce correctly, build correct
sentences and to be good in general. Four resptsndentrasted speaking in class and
speaking outside class, and reported that outdades,cone does not need to think so
much what one says, or to be good. They thought dbtside the classroom, it is
enough that one becomes understood. In classroonweuver, one needs to think more
what to say and how to say that; conveying a messagl becoming understood

seemed not to be enough in many respondents’ gj@nio

(17) Puhun mielellani englantia oppituntien ulkofalia, kun itse oppitunnilla. Koen etta
tunneilla puhumiseen liittyy aina tietty paine §gydellisyyden tavoitteleminen.

(17) 1 speak English more willingly outside the sdeoom, than in the classroom. | feel
that when speaking in class, there is always aicekind of pressure and pursuit for
perfection. (Student 70)

3. The feeling of not being as good as the convtierspartner.

The pressure to be as good as the interlocutor wheaking in class came up in several
of the answers. Some respondents found it difficultembarrassing to speak with
someone who can pronounce English better than #leess or who has better language
proficiency in general. Respondents also expressadern on what their peers think of

their speaking, or being judged by the others ifbeng good enough.
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(18) Halukkaampi puhumaan englantia oppituntiepilolella, koska yleenséd muutkin
lukion ulkopuolella ovat ainakin ehka yhta huonkija itse olen, niin ei haveta niin
paljon.

(18) [I am] more willing to speak English outsidie tclassroom, because often also
others outside the upper secondary school are na&tybast as bad as I'm myself, so |

don't feel so embarrassed. (Student 12)

4. The pressure of not making errors.

Several of the respondents mentioned in their arssteethe open-ended question that
when speaking in class, one should not or doegvant to make errors. They felt that in

class, other students and the teacher pay attetatithreir errors, whereas outside class,
no one cares for the errors that one makes. Atgrdaspondents’ opinion was that for

the speakers themselves, it does not feel so leetolmake errors outside class.

(19) Puhun mielellani englantia oppituntien ulkojalia, koska silloin en murehdi jos
lause ei menekaan taydellisesti oikein. Oppitutenégias yrittda ja miettii liikaa, etta
lause on taydellinen. Tunneilla ei haluaisi tehitheita.

(29) I am willing to speak English outside the sfa®m, because then | don’t worry if |
don’t get a sentence perfectly correct. In claes, tyy and think too much to get a

sentence perfect. In class you don’t want to mak@® (Student 43)

In addition to the need to be perfect or the fdanaking errors in class being a reason
to be more willing to speak outside the classrobmas also mentioned that outside the
classroom the errors do not matter. Responderit$hiel outside the classroom people
do not pay attention to errors, other people oatsie classroom make errors as well,
and even that one does not need “to use grammasideuthe classroom. A common
opinion was that correct grammar and pronunciaéios important when speaking in
class, whereas outside the classroom it is enooghdane becomes understood. The
importance of grammar and correctness in classraodfior that those do not matter
outside the classroom were mentioned as factotseiméing WTC by 12% of the

respondents (n=9), as in the examples below.

(20) Koska ei tarvitse kayttéd hienoja sanoja jestale varma tai kielioppia. Kiva

nayttaa muillekin etté4 osaa puhua ja kayttaa emiglankielamassa.
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(20) [I'm more willing to speak outside the clabgcause you don’t need to use fancy
words which you are not sure about, or the gramitiamice to show to others as well

that you can speak and use English in the everligayStudent 7)

(21) Oppitunneilla kielen tulee olla kieliopillisgegikea ja minulle se on hankalaa.
Koulun ulkopuolella puhuttu englanti on vapaampaeehnompaa ja sen takia olen
halukkaampi puhumaan sitd mieluiten silloin.

(21) In the class, the language should be gramaibticorrect and it’'s difficult to me.
The English spoken outside school is more freeralacked, and that's why I'm more

willing to speak it then. (Student 51)

(22) Koulun ulkopuolella lauseiden oikeellisuuoks niin tarkeaa ja englantia saa puhua
vapaammin. Tarkeinté on, ettd keskustelukumppamngrtéd mité sanon.

(22) Outside school the correctness of the senseisaaot that important and you can
speak English more freely. The most importanté thy interlocutor understands what |
say. (Student 65)

As a contradiction to those who reported to be maléng to speak outside classroom
because the speaking then is more free and ercoreotdmatter, one respondent also
admitted to be more willing to speak in the classnp because the speaking is often
more structured and guided.

(23) Oppitunneilla puhuminen on ehké& véhan kivenjpaan tehtavamalli jonka
mukaan keskustelee niin tulee véhemman virheita.
(23) Speaking in class is maybe a bit nicer ifehieran exercise model which guides the

discussion so | don't make so many errors. (Studgent

Several respondents also mentioned the influentleechtmosphere (n=4/5%) and who
they are speaking with (n=11/15%) as importanttifi@ir willingness to speak, and in
most cases, these were reasons to be more widlisgpdak outside the classroom. The
respondents considered it important that they emnde who they are speaking with, or
that the interlocutors are familiar. In one anstherfamiliarity with the interlocutor was
connected to the atmosphere of the context, andtthesphere was also mentioned in
many other answers. In each answer where atmospVessementioned, it was also
considered to be important for the willingness peak that the atmosphere is relaxed.
Below there are three examples of the respondeiga/s on the influence of who the

interlocutor is, and of the atmosphere.
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(24) Oppituntien ulkopuolella saa valita itse kestkluseuransa, eiké ole niin kamalaa jos
mokaa.
(24) Outside class you can choose your speakingpanoy and it's not so terrible if you

make errors. (Student 15)

(25) Tykkdan puhua englantia mieluummin tutussalkassa kuin oppitunneilla kaikkien
kuunnellessa. Tietenkin on helpompaa kun puhuujauttkanssa kun tunnelma on rento.
(25) | prefer speaking English in familiar grouppsfople than in class when everyone
listens. Of course it's easier when you speak Vaithiliar people, as the atmosphere is
relaxed. (Student 28)

(26) Olen ihan yhtd halukas puhumaan englantiatoppeilla kuin muualla, koska
oppitunneilla on rento fiilis ja muualla tulee ymmetyksi (yleensd) englanniksikin.

(26) | am just as willing to speak English in class elsewhere, because in class the
atmosphere is relaxed and elsewhere | become udaddrgusually) also in English.
(Student 20)

In addition to the familiarity with the interlocut or the importance of to be able to
choose who to speak with, five respondents alsorteg to be more willing to speak
English when the interlocutor is a foreign pers@me also mentioned to be more
willing to speak when speaking with a native speadde English. Below there are
extracts of respondents’ answers where the intetidocbeing a foreign person is

considered important.

(27) Tuntien ulkopuolella puhuminen tuntuu luontewaalta ja se on tarkoituksen
omaavaa. Aito keskustelu esim. ulkomaalaisen kamssaukavampaa kuin tunneilla
vakisin (puhuminen).

(27) Speaking outside the classroom feels moreg@adnd it is more meaningful.
Genuine conversation with, for instance, a fore@gohange student is nicer than

[speaking] involuntarily in class. (Student 10)

(28) Jos puhun jonkun ulkomaalaisen kanssa jortkiaki€li ei ole englanti, puhuminen
on helpompaa, koska han ei valttamatta kiinnité paljoa huomiota virheisiin.
(28) If | speak with some foreign person whose fasguage is not English, speaking is

easier, because he does not necessarily pay soattaakion to errors. (Student 3)

(29) Halukkaampi puhumaan englantia koulun ulkopll@loikeasti englantia
aidinkielendan puhuvien kanssa. Mielenkiintoisemmataua englantia ulkomaalaisten

kanssa, oikeassa elamassa.
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(29) More willing to speak English outside the saheith people who actual native
speakers of English. It's more interesting to speaglish with foreigners, in the real life.
(Student 19)

Summarizing the WTC in classroom vs. outside classroom

The respondents’ mean answer to whether they ame mvdling to speak outside

classroom than in classroom was closer to agreethantdisagreement, yet their WTC
in classroom measured by the questions in sectwaslhigher than their WTC outside
classroom. In the answers to the open-ended questithe end of the questionnaire,
the respondents gave arguments to why they feet midling to speak in classroom or
outside classroom. The arguments to both were djanet there were certain

consistency in some of the answers.

Despite the variation among the answers, some dssigge mentioned by many
respondents. Common opinions among the responeents that their willingness to
communicate is higher when the conversation andc tape real, meaningful and
interesting, the speaking is free, one does not rieefocus on grammar and the
correctness of language, one can choose with wloapé¢ak, and the atmosphere or
situation is relaxed. On the other hand, many peedetheir lower WTC in classroom
to be due to that the speaking in classroom ifi@ali and structured, and the topics
often such that one does not have anything to saytathem. A common opinion
influencing the willingness to speak in classrooaswalso that in classroom the correct
use of grammar is important, whereas outside thesobom it is important that one
becomes understood. In addition, many felt presetigpeaking in class, which they
expressed and described in different words.

All'in all, the most frequently mentioned factomat the respondents perceived to affect
their willingness to communicate in or outside stasm were the pressure to be good
(n=16), the influence of the topic (n=15), who theerlocutor is (n=11), evaluation and
presence of the teacher (n=8) and the atmosphe®.(Also, the concern of peers
listening and possibly evaluating one’s speakinglassroom was mentioned rather

frequently (n=7), as well as the interlocutors miehcy in English (n=3).
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5 DISCUSSION

The first goal of this study was to find out howlling the students are to speak
English. As could be expected, there were diffeeendetween the students’

willingness: there were students who are very mgllio use English whenever possible,
but also some who are very reluctant to speakoutdcbe concluded that the students
are still somewhat willing to speak English in geheas the female respondents’ mean
WTC was 3.44 and male respondents’ 3.51. Also & d@hswers to the open-ended
questions, many expressed positive attitudes t@vapkaking English, although in

some cases they reported it to be highly dependerthe context and what they are
speaking about. These results are similar to theltseof previous studies where, for

instance, Makeld (2005) and Ahola-Houtsonen (20bB)Nnd that upper secondary

school students like practicing oral skills andsider that important.

This positive attitude to practicing the oral skithnd speaking English is definitely
highly important considering the foreign languagaching. Oral language skills are a
crucial part of language proficiency, and thussigood that Finnish children learn to
appreciate the speaking skills and find it impartanlearn to communicate also orally.
As the present study suggest that upper secondhpokstudents are willing to speak
English, and some previous studies have showedthlegt feel that they do not get
enough practice on them, the situation ought téaken into consideration in foreign
language teaching in Finnish upper secondary sshdblis understandable that the
foreign language courses are packed with textudlsslgrammar, essay writing,

listening comprehension etc., which needs to besreal during the upper secondary
school, even if the skills needed in the matricataexamination particularly were not
overly emphasized. Yet, the students are willinggeak English and they also want to
learn speaking skills, so it is a shame if they steed to feel that they do not get

enough practice on speaking.

Optional oral skills course

The second goal was to look at the differences iIRCWf those who have done the

optional oral skills course in upper secondary stlamd those who have not, and also



58

to see if the students perceive that the oralsskdurse has had influence on their WTC.
The mean WTC of those who had done the oral stdligse was higher in all contexts,
and the difference between the two groups was fgigni in all contexts except the
outside class context. However, the students ireg¢ndid not agree that after the
course they would have been more willing to speaknglish, yet they did not disagree
with it either (M=3.00). The opinions were slightlyore positive in whether the course
had given the students confidence to speak Endlistthe mean to that was above 3
(M=3.29). With these results, it cannot be clainieat the difference in WTC between
those who had done the oral skills course and thwreehad not, would be due to taking
the course. The course most likely provides oppaties to speak English more than
other courses in upper secondary school, and thugyht, as the results suggest, give
some confidence and also further willingness to Hsglish. However, a possible
explanation for the differences between the twaigsocan also be that those who enjoy
speaking English and have positive attitudes take the course, and thus they are
already before the course more willing to speakliEhgRespectively, many of those
who are very reluctant to speak English do not watake the course, because it would

only cause them more anxiety and discomfort.

To have more certain results of the actual infl@eofcthe oral skills course on students’
willingness to communicate, another study oughbeoconducted. Students could be
asked to fill in a willingness to communicate sdaédore they take the oral skills course
and once more after they have finished it. Thelt@suould show whether the (self-
perceived) willingness to communicate has increaggohg the course. Another option
would be to observe some students and their contatioin behavior in the classroom

context before they take the course and after it.

Different classroom contexts

An important aim of the present study was also de what the influence of the
classroom context is on WTC: how do the differdassroom contexts affect students’
WTC, and whether there is a difference in WTC iassfoom context compared to
outside classroom context. In classroom contektslesits appeared to be more willing
to communicate in situations where there are fewwtarlocutors. The whole group
context had a clearly lower mean WTC compared tallsgroup and pair work
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contexts, and the difference in willingness to cammate in small group or pair work
was statistically significant compared to willingigeto communicate in situations where
the whole group is involved. Also, a majority okthtudents agreed that they felt they
were more willing to speak in pair work and smalbups, whereas a majority also
disagreed with being willing to speak in front dietwhole class. The same kind of
tendency has been found also in previous researghCao and Philip 2006, Yashima
et al. 2004), and in Kang's study (2005), the iaseel WTC when the number of
interlocutors decreased was related to both theesehsecurity, as well as the sense of
responsibility. It has also been studied that hgu@rpresentation in front of the class is
the most communication apprehension provoking ohass context (Lahtinen 2013:
45), which might also explain why the students r@oé willing to speak in front of a
bigger group of people. What is slightly alarmirmwever, is that the teachers in
Huuskonen and Kahkonen'’s study (2006) reporteddfratpresentations were the most
common means of evaluating the oral skills of thielents in upper secondary school.
If, thus, the teachers actually do collect a graatount of their material for the
assessment of students’ oral skills in situatiohen the students need to give an oral
presentation, the assessment hardly is reliablenasy students will not be able to

show their actual skills in such an apprehensiavgking situation.

In addition to the amount of interlocutors, the gamece of the teacher seems to have
some influence on students’ willingness to commateic According to the students’
opinions, the students in general are not nervouspéak, or more unwilling to speak
when the teacher is nearby listening, but theygtikak more actively when the teacher
is not listening. This could be due to the feelirfidpeing evaluated and thus the pressure
to say everything correctly, which then restridte speaking. In the answers to the
open-ended questions, several respondents mentibia¢dhey are more willing to
speak English outside the classroom, because tierene evaluates what they say.
Many also mentioned that when speaking in classragnaammar and correctness of
language are important, and the students mighk tthirs to be even more important
when the teacher is listening. This possibly reéflethe still current situation of the
foreign language teaching in upper secondary sehiaojeneral, as the teaching often
aims at the matriculation examination, which algorhany teachers ‘serve as a hidden
curriculum’ (Huuskonen and Kéhkdnen 2006: 87). Tbeoming examination and the

teachers’ attitudes on what is important to teawth l2arn can thus influence how the



60

students feel they are expected to use the forkEigguage in the classroom, and
eventually even to whether they are willing to $pmeaclass or not.

The results of the present study suggest alsoinkeiocutors’ active participation in
the communication boosts the willingness to commatel of the students. Cao and
Philip made a similar finding in their study (20065 some of the respondents in their
study reported to appreciate interlocutors who igpgte actively in conversations.
Also, similarly to Cao and Philip’s study, some pasdents of the present study
mentioned the familiarity of interlocutors to inase their willingness to communicate.
As foreign language learning, and certainly alsm@#, is emotionally highly loaded
(Doérnyei 2009: 181), it is not a wonder if espdgighose who have less confidence in
their language skills feel more secure when praxggiche language with familiar

people.

Another interlocutor-related issue that came up tie present study was the
interlocutors’ proficiency in the target languagempared to one’s own proficiency.
The question of proficiency and what kinds of lesisnought to work with each other in
class is a challenging issue for language teachdrs. debate often is whether the
weaker students should work with each other, oukshtihne weakest be put to work with
the most proficient learners so that they wouldydiolly, benefit from the other one’s
proficiency. In the open-ended questions, sevagpondents mentioned that it affects
their WTC negatively when they need to speak witheone more proficient learner.
This came up also in Kang’s study (2005), wherethadl participants reported to feel
less secure and reluctant to speak English wherntedocutor was more proficient.
Similarly to the influence of the teacher’s presenalso this could be related to the
feeling of being evaluated. According to Macintgretudy (1999), particularly anxious
learners are concerned about speaking in frorteaf peers and what the peers think of
their performance. Similarly to Maclintyre’s studso in the data of the present study
some respondents expressed concern about soundighfamong their peers, or being
judged by them. As the sense of security is onéhefkey factors in increasing the
students’ willingness to communicate (e.g. Cao Rhiip 2006, Kang 2005), it would
be important that teachers would make their bestr@ating a safe and supporting
environment for the students to practice their godgdimited oral language skills. An

essential part of this might be to get used to lapgawith learners with different



61

language proficiency without the feeling of infertg or the need to be embarrassed for

errors.

WTC in the classroom and outside the classroom

As for the difference in WTC in classroom and algsclassroom contexts, the results
were slightly contradictory. The WTC measured wiitle first 10 questions gave for

both male and female respondents a higher mean WTgassroom (M=3.48/3.66)

than outside classroom (M=3.36/3.18). Particuldhky difference was quite visible in

the male respondents’ WTC. Moreover, the differdmetsveen all respondents’ WTC in

classroom and outside classroom was statisticadiiyifscant. However, the students

also more agreed than disagreed to be more wiilirgpeak English in communication
situations outside classroom than in classroom¢hvthus contradicts the results of the
first ten questions. Moreover, in the answers &dpen-ended question, the majority of
the respondents reported to be more willing to lepeatside the classroom. In a
previous study by Ahola-Houtsonen (2013) the resuwtuggested that the upper
secondary school students who participated in hetyshad more courage to speak
English outside school than in classroom. Theseltesas well as the possible lower
willingness to communicate in classroom in the enésstudy, might be due to the
students’ impression, which also came up in tha dathe present study that in all the
language skills practicing in upper secondary stiggammar and correctness is highly
important. This impression could affect not onlg 8$tudents’ willingness to speak, but
also their courage to use their language skillanrenvironment where they most likely

become evaluated.

When considering the contradiction of the resuttsua willingness to communicate in
classroom and outside classroom, there are two ig@s&xplanations to this
contradiction: limitations in the questionnaire, thie students answering how they
would like to behave instead of how they actualtybeghave. Firstly, the willingness to
communicate scale, which means the first ten questin the questionnaire, was rather
narrow compared to some other WTC scales. Fornnstahe original WTC scale by
McCroskey and his associates contains 20 quesiioregard to all kinds of everyday
communication situations. In the questionnairetha present study, however, each of

the communication contexts were measured with onty or three questions, and in
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regard for speaking outside the classroom, thenme waly three questions, yet they
were thought to cover all kinds of situations whigre respondents could have a chance
to speak English outside school. Secondly, as@&rezntioned, the respondents might
have answered as they think they behave or wokedtti behave. This means that even
though they mark lower scores in questions rel&despeaking outside the classroom,
they still think that they must we more willing $peak outside the classroom when the
conversation is not restricted and they can chdlosie own interlocutors, as many of
the respondents expressed it. So they feel theynare willing to speak outside the
classroom than in classroom, but do not necessadke advantage of the

communication situations that they face.

The answers to the open-ended question offeredrengis for and against why the
respondents feel they are more willing to speakliEimgn classroom than outside
classroom. In these answers, many of the respondemntioned the topics of
conversation as a reason to why they are morengilio communicate outside
classroom. The influence of the topic was alsowdised in Kang’s study (2005), where
it was related to psychological conditions of ségurexcitement and responsibility.
Two of these three conditions could be thought dtd Hrue with the opinions in the
present study. The respondents argued that inrot@ssconversations, topics that are
unfamiliar to them, which they have no opinion abar which they have nothing to
say about make them more unwilling to speak. This to do with both security and
excitement: the students are more unwilling to k@eathey do not feel secure speaking
about topics which they know nothing about, and/ thee also less willing to speak as
they do not feel any excitement when speaking abonnething that is not important or

interesting to them.

One central variable that the model by Macintyreakt(1998) does not take into
account is the topic because of which the intevactakes place. Still 21% of the
students in the present study brought it up inrtaeswers to the open-ended questions
that one major reason to why they are more wilttngpeak outside the classroom is the
topic of the conversation. Of course, Macintyraletcreated the model thinking about
the second language learningpntext, which here might be necessary to sepf@te
the foreign language learningontext. In a second language context, the largusg

spoken in the surrounding community, and the laggus thus used for real-life
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communication and the topics of the conversatiors @robably in most cases
meaningful. The Finnish context of learning Englasha foreign language is different,
because the language is not spoken in the surnegiedmmunity, and thus most of the
learning and interaction related to that learniages place in a classroom. For this
reason, it is most important that teachers wouktd tato consideration this influence of
the topic. If teachers give conversation taskgudents only because they are suggested
in the text books and because they are relatedetcurrent theme in the book, many
opportunities for practicing speaking might be wdstas most of the students do not
know enough about organ transplants or mortgagesléa discuss them. It would be
important to give the students such topics to discwhich they find important and
interesting, and which thus improve their willingseo engage into the conversation.

In addition to the topic, several respondents alsationed as a reason to why they are
more willing to speak outside classroom that omeateose who they speak with when
in communication situations outside classroom. Tgpgion is understandable as in
classroom one usually has to speak with whoevsitting nearby, yet it still appears
quite interesting, as it cannot be expected thahe ‘real world’ one could always
choose with whom to talk. Still, also the modelNgcintyre et al. (1998) presents the
desire to communicate with a specific person asabrtee most immediate variables to

willingness to communicate.

6 CONCLUSION

The study can be considered successful in regdvdttoreliability and validity. In most
of the cases, the questionnaire measured a var@blssue with more than one
question, for instance, the willingness to commatacitems at the beginning of the
guestionnaire included two or three questions abeath of the communication
contexts. Moreover, some of the variables were caskiéh questions in both positive
and negative way, for instance, questions 14 aned appendix). The study was also
valid, as the questionnaire measured what it weehded to measure. The participants
were a random cohort of students in a normal uppeondary school, so they can be

considered to represent the upper secondary sahodénts in Finland. On the other
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hand, of course, the number of participants was dow@ll to make any broader
generalizations, and in order to do that it woudddood to include also more than one
upper secondary school in the study. Still, the amof participants was large enough
to produce statistically reliable results with $ttéunctions (Kalaja et al. 2011: 211) in
SPSS software. All the participants also filled thee questionnaire under similar
conditions: they were instructed what the questmenis about and how they are
supposed to answer it, they were encouraged toifaskey had problems with

understanding the questions, and they all also amsivthe questionnaire at the
beginning of their lesson, in order to reduce thesibility that they might try to be

quick and get out of the class earlier, and thuscomsider the questions and their

answers carefully.

As an improvement for the reliability of the resudtf the study, the answering scale in
guestionnaire for questions 11 to 26 could havkided the alternative “no opinion”, as

there were a couple of cases where a respondenteftadne question unanswered.
There is, after all, always the possibility thatespondent does not have an opinion
about what is being asked, and one might answeways/ (Hirsjarvi 1997: 203).

Having this option “no opinion”, might improve theliability, because if a respondent
really does not have an opinion, he or she wouldfeel the need to choose some
random alternative. However, the gquestions in thestjonnaire for the present study

were such that the respondents could be expectemvopinions on them.

A possible limitation in the present study coulddaed to be using a questionnaire as
means to collect data about the behavior of theoredents. The problem in this might
be that the respondents do not succeed in answeoiwghey actually behave, but they
answer how they would like to behave, or most likélow they perceive that they
behave. Because of this possible limitation, thmeight be need for some further study
on how the classroom contexts affect the studeniingness to communicate. A
suitable, yet a much more time-consuming, methaghtrive to observe the students in
classroom, and how they behave and engage intoecsgation in different situations

and contexts.

Another suggestion for further study is to lookoirthe willingness to communicate of

different age groups in Finland. Although the laage proficiency of younger learners
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is usually not as good as of the upper seconddrgoscstudents, they might not have
the same pressures of being perfect and not makistakes, which the upcoming
matriculation examination and teachers’ attitudeighin cause in upper secondary

school language classrooms.

On the basis of the findings of the present stsdyne implications for teaching could
be suggested. Everything cannot be modified tosplébe students, for instance, they
cannot always work in pairs or choose who to speittk because they need to learn to
manage different situations with different peo@eme things, however, can be taken
into account. First of all, in the present studgny students emphasized the importance
and influence of the topic. The topic can be, amgb aought to be taken into
consideration when planning speaking exercisestiatents. In many upper secondary
school English textbooks, some of the speakingois@&s might be such that they are
closely related to the theme of the textbook chrajtet this textbook chapter might be
all that the students know about the topic andightnnot be meaningful for a 17-year-
old. By evaluating the meaningfulness of the spwaleéxercises from the students’
point of view, and possibly with some modificatitm the exercise or using a whole
new exercise, many students’ willingness to sp@aklass could be improved. When
the students are interested in and excited ab@utdpics they are expected to speak
about, they are more willing to speak and they abbp also speak more, which then

gives them essential practice and confidence imguSnglish.

In addition to the topic, also the atmosphere aflneénce many students’ willingness to
communicate, and teachers can influence the atreosph the present study, many
students expressed concern on making errors amgj le@aluated or judged by their
peers because of not being good enough. Parfigularupper secondary school
language lessons, where the upcoming matriculaggamination often make it
necessary to stress the grammar and the correabidaaguage, students should be
encouraged to absorb the idea that when they peasieaking, they should concentrate
on conveying the message, instead making sureyt@sarything 100% correctly. In
addition to the results of the present study, algarevious studies (e.g. Kang 2005) the
sense of security has been found to be an impovtardble for increasing willingness
to communicate. Thus, it is essential for teachercreate a safe and supportive

atmosphere for practicing speaking in a languagé sbme of the students still have
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limited proficiency in, and might not feel too catdént in speaking it. Moreover, it

ought to be emphasized for the students that wieyngpeak in classroom, they do not
need to be any more afraid of making errors thay #re when speaking outside the
class. It is important that students learn to @ikererrors made not only by themselves,
but also by their peers, so there is no need tggua worry about being judged by

one’s peers. Thus, the students would get posaxgeriences in practicing speaking,
and having those positive experiences in speakigigh has then a positive influence

on their further willingness to speak English bimtitlassroom and outside classroom.
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APPENDIX: Questionnaire

Hei! Nimeni on Essi Kostiainen ja teen opinndytetyotani Jyvaskylan yliopistossa liittyen
halukkuuteen puhua englantia. Tutkimukseni tarkoitus on selvittaa lukiolaisten
halukkuutta puhua englantia erilaisissa tilanteissa oppitunnilla ja sen ulkopuolella, seka

tahan halukkuuteen vaikuttavia tekijoita.

Kyselyyn vastaaminen tapahtuu anonyymisti ja vastaukset kasitellaan taysin
luottamuksellisesti. Vastatessasi kyselyyn annat luvan kayttaa vastauksiasi

tutkimukseni/ mahdollisten myohempien tutkimusteni aineistona.

Taustatietoja

Olen nainen
mies

Ikasi:

Oletko suorittanut lukiossa valinnaisen suullisen kielitaidon kurssin (ENAS8)? kylla
en
suoritan kurssia tassa jaksossa

Oletko ollut opiskelijavaihdossa? kylla missa?
en
Oletko asunut joskus jossain englanninkielisessd maassa (esim. lapsena)? kylla

en
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Lue seuraavat vaittamat ja vastaa ympyroimalla vaihtoehto sen mukaan, miten naissa
eri tilanteissa koet toimivasi. Huomioi, etta kaikissa tilanteissa kieli jota kayttaisit on
englanti.

Vastausvaihtoehtojen selitykset: 1= en koskaan, 2= harvoin, 3= toisinaan, 4=
usein, 5= aina

1. Viittaan osoittaakseni haluavani vastata, kun opettaja 1 2 3 4
esittaa englanniksi kysymyksen, johon osaan vastata.

2. Esitdn mielipiteitani ja ajatuksiani koko luokan keskustellessa 1 2 3 4
yhteisesti jostakin mielenkiintoisesta aiheesta.

3. Osallistun mielellani koko luokan yhteisiin keskusteluihin. 1 2 3 4

4. Osallistun aktiivisesti pienryhmakeskusteluun, vaikka en
tuntisikaan keskustelukumppaneitani. 1 2 3 4

5. Esitan aktiivisesti mielipiteitani ja ajatuksiani
pienryhmaharjoituksissa, kun ryhmani jasenet ovat
kavereitani/minulle tuttuja. 1 2 3 4 5

6. Teen aktiivisesti keskusteluharjoituksia, kun parinani on
kaveri/tuttu ihminen. 1 2 3 4

7. Olen aktiivisesti mukana parikeskusteluissa/
keskusteluharjoituksissa, vaikka en tuntisikaan pariani. 1 2 3 4

8. Keskustelen tilaisuuden tullen ulkomaalaisten vaihto-oppilaiden
kanssa englanniksi englannin tuntien ulkopuolella. 1 2 3 4

9. Puhun mielellani englantia, jos minulla on tilaisuus
keskustella jonkun ulkomaalaisen ihmisen kanssa koulussa tai
vapaa-ajalla. 1 2 3 4

10. Puhun mielellani englantia matkustellessani ulkomailla,
kun minulla on tilaisuus jutella jonkun paikallisen ihmisen
tai toisen turistin kanssa. 1 2 3 4
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Lue seuraavat vaittamat ja vastaa ympyroimalla mielipidettdsi parhaiten vastaava

vaihtoehto:

1= taysin eri mieltd, 2= jokseenkin eri mielta, 3= jokseenkin eri mieltd, jokseenkin

samaa mieltd, 4= jokseenkin samaa mieltd, 5= taysin samaa mielta.

11. Puhun mielellani englantia oppitunneilla. 1 2 3
12. Otan mielelldni osaa pienryhmakeskusteluihin englanniksi 1 2 3

13. Jatan joskus osallistumatta keskusteluun oppitunnilla, koska en ole
varma osaanko sanoa oikein sitd mitd haluaisin. 1 2 3

14. Minun ei tee mieli ottaa aktiivisesti osaa ryhmakeskusteluun, jos
muutkaan ryhmadssa eivat puhu. 1 2 3

15. Otan mielellani osaa keskusteluihin englanniksi, koska mielestani
osaan englantia tarpeeksi hyvin. 1 2 3

16. Jannitan puhua tunneilla englantia, koska opettaja kuuntelee ja
arvioi mita sanon. 1 2 3

17. Otan mielellani osaa parikeskusteluun englanniksi. 1 2 3
18. En mielelldaan puhu englantia, koska en luota omaan kielitaitooni.1 2 3
19. Puhun mielellani englantia koko luokan edessa. 1 2 3
20. En mielelldani puhu englantia, jos opettaja kuuntelee vieressa. 1 2 3

21. Olen itsekin halukkaampi puhumaan englantia, kun puhekumppanini
osallistuu/osallistuvat aktiivisesti keskusteluun. 1 2 3

22. Olen halukkaampi puhumaan/puhun mieluummin englantia
koulun ulkopuolisissa tilanteissa kuin oppitunneilla. 1 2 3

23. En puhu mielelldni englantia, koska en mielestani osaa dantaa
englantia tarpeeksi hyvin. 1 2 3

24. Puhun aktiivisemmin englantia tunneilla silloin, kun opettaja ei
ole kuuntelemassa puhettani. 1 2 3
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(Taman osion kysymykset koskevat lukion valinnaista suullisen kielitaidon kurssia. Jos

et ole ko. kurssia suorittanut, voit siirtyd suoraan osioon IV.)

Lue seuraavat vaittamat ja vastaa ympyrdimalla mielipidettasi parhaiten vastaava

vaihtoehto:

1= tdysin eri mieltd, 2= jokseenkin eri mieltd, 3= jokseenkin eri mieltd, jokseenkin

samaa mieltd, 4= jokseenkin samaa mieltd, 5= tdysin samaa mielta.

25. Koen, ettd lukion valinnainen suullisen kielitaidon kurssi on antanut
minulle varmuutta puhua englanniksi. 1 2 3 4 5

26. Valinnaisen suullisen kielitaidon kurssin jalkeen olen halukkaampi
puhumaan englantia. 1 2 3 4 5

IV.

27. Olet aiemmissa kysymyksissa vastannut kysymykseen siitd, oletko halukkaampi
puhumaan englantia oppituntien ulkopuolella kuin oppitunneilla. Kerro miksi
olet/miksi et ole?

Kiitos vastauksistasi!




