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ABSTRACT

Over the last two decades willingness to commuaibat gained great attention
in second language acquisition. The present studgdato examine the willingness to
communicate in English as a foreign language ofstinéents studying at the English
language teaching department both inside and @utid class. Besides, the study
examined the relationships among students’ willeggnto communicate in English,
linguistic self-confidence, motivation, attitudesward international community, and

personality.

This study was conducted at ELT the DepartmentngfliEh Language Teaching
(ELT) of Canakkale Onsekiz Mart University in thenter and spring terms of the
2012-2013 academic year. Quantitative data werbegad from274 students at the
department. For the qualitative aspect of the sttltly researcher selected 26 students
among 274 students who completed the questionnBire.qualitative data were also
collected from 11 instructors working at the ELTpdement. The research study
utilized a mixed approach, which employed both ¢tmtnve and qualitative data
collection and analysis procedures. The instrumentployed in this study included a
guestionnaire, classroom observations, and inte@szieAmong the ELT Department
classes only preparatory, the first and second ste@ents were added into the research

sample to provide quantitative data.

The quantitative data were calculated by the us8R$S 21.0. The reliability
coefficients of each factor of the scale were fotmbe between .60 and .80, which was
found to be reliableln descriptive statistics, frequency, percentageam standard
deviation, and crosstabulation; in differential lggas, T-test, ANOVA,; in relationship
analyses Pearson correlation analysis, and in caasaparison analyses, multiple
regression were administered. The qualitative detae evaluated qualitatively by

employing general qualitative analysis techniques.

Students’ overall willingness to communicate in ksig was found to be
between moderate and high, and their motivatiamahisity to be very high both inside

and outside. Most students seemed to have posditieides toward the English



language and the cultures of the English speakmmtcies. Students perceived their
communication competengvel as slightly over moderate both inside andidetslass
and their anxiety levels were moderate. When tlgeession results were considered in
the three models, it was concluded that the magtifgiant predictor on students’ in-
class WTC level was self-confidence and that ivled a direct change on their WTC.
Besides, it was considered that students' motindéwoels, too, partly, had an effect on

their WTC in English.

Finally, Pearson correlation coefficients were ghklted for the variables
anxiety, motivation, attitude, communication congmete, personality, and willingness
to communicate scales, and it was found that akéhpredictors, self-confidence,
attitude toward international community, and mdima showed significant correlations
with the WTC in English. There were also signifitacorrelations among self-

confidence and learners’ attitude and self-confidesnd motivation.

Key words: Willingness to communicate, Motivation, communicat

apprehension, Individual differences



OZET

Iletisim kurma isteklilgi ikinci dil ediniminde son yirmi yildir biyik 6nem
kazanmgtir. Bu calsma universitedeingiliz Dili Egitimi Bolumiunde gitim alan
ogrencilerin Ingilizceyi yabanci dil olarak sinif i¢i ve sinif sthda kullanma
istekliliklerini arastirmayr amaclamaktadir. Ayrica, bu gata @&rencilerin Iingilizce
iletisim kurma isteklilikleri ile ézguvenleri, motivasytam, uluslararasi topluluklara
karsi tutumu ve kgilikleri arasindaki ilgkileri incelemeyi de amaclaugiir.

Bu calsma 2012-2013 akademik yili giiz ve bahar donemleri@édnakkale
Onsekiz Mart Universitesiniingiliz Dili Egitimi Bolimunde gerceklgirilmi stir. Nicel
veriler boliumindeki 274 genciden toplanmgtir. Calsmanin nitel kismi iginse
aragtirmaci anket caimasina katillan 274gtenci arasindan 26gtenci secmtir. Nitel
veriler ayricalngiliz Dili Egitimi bolumiinde ¢akmakta olan 11 gretim elemanindan
toplanmstir. Bu calgma hem nicel hem de nitel veri toplama ve analknitderini
kullanan karma bir agarma yaklgimi kullanmstir. Bu ¢alsmada veri toplama araclari
olarak anket, gozlem ve milakat kullangtm Nicel veri elde etmek icin bu ¢csitnaya
Ingiliz Dili egitimi bolumu siniflarindan sadece hazirlik, biringe ikinci sinif

ogrencileri dahil edilmgtir.

Nicel verilerin hesaplanmasinda SPSS 21.0 progkahaniimistir. Givenirlik
analizinde olc¢gin her bir faktorinin Cronbach Alphagdleri. 60 ve. 80, arasinda
yuksek bir guvenirlik olarak bulunngtur. Betimsel istatistiklerde, frekans, yuzde,
aritmetik ortalama, standart sapma ve crosstabulatiarklilik analizlerinde, t-testi,
ANOVA; ili ski analizlerinde Pearson korelasyon analizi ve nedk kagilastirma
analizlerinde c¢oklu regresyon gercedtielmistir. Nitel veriler nitel veri analiz

teknikleri kullanilarak incelenniir.

Ogrencilerin Ingilizce kongma isteklilikleri toplam puanlar (izerinden
deserlendirildiginde, sinif ici ve sinif g1 cevrede yuksek dizey ve orta dizey
arasindadir ve motivasyon gmlugu da hem sinif ici hem desthda cok yiksektir.
Ogrencilerin ¢gunun Ingiliz dili ve Ingilizce kongulan Ulke kiiltirlerine kar
tutumlarinin olumlu oldgu gorulmigtir. Ogrenciler kongma yeteneklerini hem sinif

ici hem de sinif ginda ortanin biraz Usti olarak belirherdir. U¢ model altinda ele



alinan regresyon sonuglari dikkate algmdda, @rencilerin sinif ici iletsim kurma
dizeyleri tzerinde en etkili ve en anlaml yordayme sinif ici 6z-given oldiu ve
dogrudan bir dgisim saladigl sonucuna ukalmaktadir. Ayrica @rencilerin
motivasyon seviyelerinin de kismémgilizce iletsim kurma isteklilikleri Gizerinde etkili
oldugu disinulmektedir.

Son olarak kaygi, motivasyon, tutum, ifgth kurma becerisi, kilik ve iletisim
kurma isteklilik Olcekleri ve grencilerin sinif ici ingilizce kongma istekliligi
degiskenleri icin Pearson korelasyon katsayilari hesaplave bitlin bu yordayicilarin
ozglven, uluslar arasi topluluklara gatutumlari ve motivasyonuingilizce kongma
istekliligi ile 6nemli derecede #kisi oldugu saptanngtir. Ayrica @Grencilerin dzguven
ile tutumlar ve 6zguven ile motivasyonlari arasinghemli derecede gki oldugu
belirlenmitir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: iletisim kurma isteklilgi, Motivasyon, iletisim kurma

kaygisi, Ksisel farkliliklar
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

1.0. Introduction

This chapter firstly presents a brief descriptidrthee background of the study
regarding willingness to communicate, followed e tstatement problem, research
questions. It then introduces the purpose of thdystdefinition of terms, significance
and basic assumptions of the study. Finally, thepter ends with an explanation of the

organization of the thesis.
1.1. Background of the Study

In order to acquire a foreign language, certaind@mns for learning must be
met. According to Krashen (1982), L2 takes placenvh learner understands input that
contains grammatical forms that are at i+1 (thatifitle more advanced than the
current state of the learner’s interlanguage). Keassuggests that the right level of
input is attained automatically when interlocut@gcceed in making themselves
understood in communication. Success is achievedsiyg the situational context to
make messages clear and through the kinds of imoulifications found in foreigner
talk.

In addition to comprehensible input theory, Swaif85) also maintained that
learners must be pushed to produce comprehensikipito without which learning
cannot be said to have taken place. Swain suggésils output can serve a
consciousness-raising function by helping learngéos notice gaps in their
interlanguages, helps learners to test hypotheseisfinally she states that learners talk
about their own output, identify problems with itdadiscuss ways in which they can be

put right.

Other authors stress the importance of negotiatiegning to ensure that the
language in which the input is heard is modifiedHe level the speaker can manage.
Long (1985) pointed out the usefulness of “integiaage talk”, conversation between
non-native speakers in which they negotiate meamngroups. Long (1985) posited

that interacting in the L2 was necessary for agtjoiis a concept that encompasses



both input and output, mutual feedback and modibcaof the language by the
participants in oral exchanges.

Ligtbrown & Spada (1999) claim that if the languadj@ssroom does not allow
for interaction, learners cannot be expected toeldgvthe oral skills required for
successful communication. They add that if learrlack opportunities to use the
language for meaningful interaction, many learnsil be frustrated and unable to

participate in ordinary conversations.

Another perspective on the relationship betweenadisse and L2 acquisition is
provided by Hatch. Hacth (1978) emphasizes thelbohative endeavors of the learners
and their interlocutors in constructing discoursed asuggests that the syntactic
structures can grow out of the process of buildlisgourse. One way in which this can
occur is through scaffolding. Vygotsky (1978) kxps how interaction serves as the
bedrock of acquisition. He argues that childremrigbarough interpersonal activity, such
as play with adults, whereby they form conceptd thauld be beyond them if they
were acting alone. In other words, zones of prokideaelopment are created through

interaction with more knowledgeable others.

Williams & Burden (1997), furthermore, emphasize timportance of social
interaction between teachers and learners andpkers, in which the interplay of both

internal and external factors contribute to thecpss of learning.

If we accept that learners must communicate inroroeacquire the language,
then learners are required to knowingly use undeideed L2 skills. Some people are
more willing to communicate than others to accdps tunusual communication
situation. As Macintyre & Legotto (2011) statedcaed languages, beyond issues of
basic competencies, evoke cultural, political, alpadentity, motivational and other
issues that learners must navigate on-the-fly. Qlsly, there is a need to investigate
the factors influencing the WTC of the studentsorder to provide more successful

language acquisition.

From the perspective of L2 learning and using, esisttidents need to use the
target language to learn it, WTC facilitates leagnand using the target language. Thus,
clearly, more work on WTC and other individual dittnce factors should be carried
out in foreign language contexts for better underding of EFL students’



communication behavioral characteristics in andgidetthe classroom. It is hoped that
research on this concept helps students underbt@amdo promote the affective factors
so as to enhance their willingness to communiaateniglish, which is crucial because
it can help them increase the possibility achieveugcess in acquiring high level
English proficiency. It is also hoped that it shbdontribute to the development of
English education in EFL contexts.

It can be concluded that, in order to acquire L2cessfully, learners must be
exposed to language, pushed to use the languagemativated to interact with the
teacher and their peers. When they are not wiltmgcommunicate or accept this
unusual communication situation, the factors aifgcttheir willingness need to be
investigated. For this reason, it is the aim of thtiudy to describe the willingness of

ELT learners to communicate.
1.2. Statement of the Problem

SLA acknowledges that there are individual diffees in L2 acquisition.
According to Ellis (1997) psychological dimensiafdifference are many and various,
so many of the researchers have investigated ohaividifferences, the affective factors
influencing L2 acquisition such as: anxiety, pewddy, motivation for the last decades.
Past research has shown that learner characteristich as aptitude, attitudes,
motivation, and language anxiety correlate with idemrange of indices of language

achievement (Gardner & Clément, 1990).

Recently, a new construct, willingness to commuei¢sVTC), has received the
attention of L2 researchers and in their studiesvilingness to communicate is treated
as a function of situational contextual factors;tsas topic, interlocutors, group size,
and cultural background (Kang, 2005). Although saesearch on this construct was
carried out in different contexts in the worldtlét research has been carried out in
Turkey. The previous studies on WTC conducted e Tarkish context and in Asian
context focused on non-major students from diffedapartments of different colleges.
Whereas, the factors that influence the prospettaehers’ L2 WTC remained under-
investigated. Since these students will be thehi@cof English who will be role
models for their future students, it is supposetidomportant that we should know to
what extent prospective teachers are willing to mmicate.



In conclusion, the focus of this study is speclficavillingness to communicate
in English-major Turkish students. It is hoped tha¢ analysis of the data collected
from both instructors and students of the ELT Depant will help to figure out what
makes students to become more willing to commuaigatEnglish inside and outside
the class. Besides, knowing about the experient@saggestions of the instructors and
students will provide contribution to the ELT fielld is necessary to remember that one
of the most important aims of these departments tsain teacher trainees to be more
knowledgeable, competent and English speaking goréanguage teachers, who are
role-models for the students in the classrooms.Whe problems related to being less
willing to communicate in English are revealed,bbiiners and trainees can be more
conscious about the difficulties, and educatiormalgpam developers can review and

redesign courses given at these departments.
1.3. Research Questions

The primary research question of this study is: ¥\éna the Turkish university

students’ perceptions of their WTC in English isahd outside the class?
The secondary research questions, which will bestigated in this study, are:

1. What are the Turkish students’ perceptions of thmtivation, attitudes toward the

international community, linguistic self-confiden@ad their personality?

2. What are the relationships among students’ WTCrigligh, their motivation,
linguistic self-confidence, attitudes toward theemational community, and

personality?

3. What are the interview students’ actual WTC behawvi@ral communication and

the other modes of communications through writnegding, and listening?

4. What are the educational recommendations and apErobthe Turkish students
about WTC in English?

5. What behavioral actions do students prefer to comeate in English?

6. What is the difference between self-report (tralf®@Y and behavioral (state WTC)
willingness to communicate construct of the papaaits?



7. What are the experiences and perceptions, of gteuctors in the class and their
suggestions, and opinions about the ways to enHgh®éTC in English?

The study had the following assumptions relatetthéoresearch questions:

1.1t is expected that self-confidence, motivation amdtitude toward
international community would correlate signifidgntwith students’
willingness to communicate in English.

2.1t is assumed that students’ communication anxietyuld be highly
negatively correlated with their self-perceived coonmication competence.
It is assumed that personality will be relatedelf-sonfidence and WTC.

3. Both increasing perceived competence and lowemxgesy can help to
foster willingness to communicate.

4. It is assumed that personality will be relatedeff-sonfidence and WTC.

1.4.Purpose of the Study

Willingness to communicate, which is defined aseaktto which learners are
prepared to initiate communication when they haebaice, is a propensity factor that
has attracted attention of SLA researchers in tegesars (Ellis, 2008). The primary aim
of the present study is to examine Turkish EFL arsity students’ perceptions of their
WTC in English and individual difference factorsathaffect their willingness in the
Turkish context and by using the heuristic modelppsed by Macintyre et al. (1998)
and Gardner’s (1985) socio-educational model assldas a framework. The present
study also aims to examine the relationship amdegviariables that are believed to

affect Turkish learners’ WTC in English.

Non-linguistic variables, such as WTC, perceivethpetence, communication
competence, attitudes, communication apprehensi&nglish both inside and outside
classroom, and motivation for language learning el the focus of the present study.
For this reason, the current study has utilizedudtipte research approach in order to
examine the willingness to communicate of Englisdgan students in terms of writing,

reading, and comprehension both inside and outsitiee classroom.

This study also intends to contribute to the satsbi@ of research in foreign

language learning through an examination of théingihess to communicate construct



by gathering qualitative and quantitative data frioath prospective teachers and their

instructors by means of different measures.
1.5. Definition of Terms

Willingness to communicate (WTC): Willingness to communicate, which was
initially developed by McCroskey & Baer (1985), Hasen defined as the intension to
initiate  communication.This concept was originally used to describe irdiai
differences in L1 communication and was consideoede a fixed personality trait that
is stable across situations (Hashimoto, 2002). hMgoe (2007) defines the concept of
willingness as the probability of speaking wherefte do so and states that it helps to
orient our focus toward a concern for micro-levedgesses and the sometimes rapid
changes that promote or inhibit L2 communicatiolis€2008) defines willingness to
communicate (WTC) as the extent to which learners prepared to initiate
communication when they have a choice and it caes a factor believed to lead
individual differences in language learning. Hetesathat (WTC) is a complex
construct, influenced by a number of other facguwsh as ‘communication anxiety’,
‘perceived communication competence’, and ‘peragibbehavioral control’ (p. 697).
He also notes that WTC is seen as a final ordaahia;, determined by other factors,
and the immediate antecedent of communication behavhe findings from Kang's
(2005) study provided evidence that situational WEE@ dynamically emerge through
the role of situational variables and fluctuate imilgircommunication. Taking these
findings into consideration, he proposed a newna&in of WTC: “Willingness to
communicate (WTC) is an individual’s volitional im@ation towards actively engaging
in the act of communication in a specific situafiamhich can vary according to
interlocutor(s), topic, and conversational conteatpong other potential situational

variables”

Communication anxiety/apprehension:Anxiety, in general is associated with feelings
of uneasiness, frustration, self-doubt, appreh@nso worry (Brown, 1994). It is seen
as one of the affective factors that have beenddonaffect L2 acquisition. Different
types of anxiety have been identified: 1- trait iaty (a characteristic of a learner’s
personality), 2- state anxiety (apprehension thaperienced at a particular moment in
response to a definite situation, situation-specinxiety (the anxiety aroused by a



particular type of situation) (Ellis, 2008). Comnization anxiety in particular, is
defined as an individual's level of fear or anxieagsociated with either real or
anticipated communication with another person asqes (McCroskey, 1977, 1984).
Previous research indicates people who experiengle levels of fear or anxiety
regarding communication often avoid and withdrawnfr communication (Daly &
McCroskey, 1984; Daly & Stafford, 1984).

Perceived communication competencelt is the learners’ self-evaluation of his/her
language proficiency in oral communication situasidBekta, 2005). Self-perceived
communication competence or skills has been foumdcdrrelate positively with
willingness to communicate (Matsuoka, 2006). If pleado not perceive themselves as
competent, it is presumed they would be both mikelyl to be apprehensive about
communicating and to be less willing to engage ammunicative behavior. It is
believed that a person's self-perceived commuicatompetence, as opposed to their
actual behavioral competence, will greatly affegieason’'s willingness to initiate and
engage in communication. It is what a person thinkshe can do not what he/she
actually could do which impacts the individual'sleioral choices (Bartaclough et al.
1988).

Motivation: Motivation is commonly thought of as an inner driirapulse, emotion, or
desire that moves one to a particular action (Broi®@94). In other words, it refers to
the choices people make as to what experiencesais they will approach or avoid,
and the degree of effort they will exert in thaspect. Some psychologists define
motivation in terms of certain needs and drivessuhel (1968) for example identified
six needs supporting motivation: 1-the need fol@gpion, for seeing” the other side of
the mountain.” For investigating the unknown; 2e theed for manipulation, for
operating on the environment and causing changear{8R; 3- the need for activity, for
movement and exercise, both physical and mentahedneed for stimulation, the need
to be stimulated by the environment; by other peopt by ideas, thoughts and feelings;
5- the need for knowledge, the need to processraadhalize the results of exploration,
manipulation, activity and stimulation, to resolsentradictions, to quest for solutions
to problems and for self-consistent systems of kadge; finally, 6- the need for ego
enhancement, for the self to be known and to bepaed approved of by others.

Motivation involves the attitudes and affectivetssathat influence the degree of effort



that learners make to learn a L2. Various kindsnotivation have been identified
(Ellis, 1997).

Linguistic self-confidence: Linguistic self-confidence is defined in terms sélf-
perception of second language competence and #elel of anxiety (Clément 1980,
1987). Clément (1980) conceptualized self-configerio the second language
acquisition context as a subcomponent of motivatweithin the framework of
motivation, fear of assimilation, and integratiodccording to Clément (1980) in
multicultural settings, a member of a minority godas a wish to become an accepted
member of the society (integration) and at the siime has a fear of losing his own
language and culture (fear of assimilation). Ini@old to this primary motivational
process, Clément (1980) proposed another motivatiprocess, which he calls “self-
confidence” that influences one’s willingness tantounicate in her second language.
Cléement (1980) maintains that one’s self-confideircder language ability and her
anxiety level can better predict her achievemeanther attitude toward the second

language group.

Second language acquisition (SLA)Ellis (1997) defines L2 acquisition as the way in
which people learn language other than their matitregue, inside or outside of class.
One of the goals of SLA is the description of LZjaisition. Another is explanation;
identifying the external and internal factors thatount for why learners acquire a L2
in the way they do. External factors that he statessocial conditions and input. Social
conditions influence the opportunities that leasneave to hear and speak the language
and the attitudes they develop towards it. InptiiésL2 data which the learner receives,
that is the samples of language to which a leamexposed. Internal factors, too, need
to be considered in L2 acquisition. Learners pessmognitive mechanisms which
enable them to extract information about the L2nfthe samples of language they hear.
They bring an enormous amount of knowledge to #s& bf learning L2. They also
possess general knowledge about the world andléegfit from it to understand L2.
Finally, they employ particular approaches or téghes to try to learn L2.When
anyone wants to communicate in L2, they frequeaXperience problems because of
their inadequate knowledge. In order to overconeseiproblems they resort to various
kinds of communication strategies (Ellis, 1997).



Individual differences: Dornyei (2005) defines individual differences asy#ing that
marks a person as a distinct and unique human’b&hé acknowledges that there are
individual differences in L2 acquisition. Accordingp Ellis (1997) psychological
dimensions of difference are many and various. @&i¥e factors such as; learners
personalities can influence the degree of anxiety £xpress, their preparedness to take
risks in learning and using a L2, learners™ pref@rways of learning may influence
their orientation to the task. The Internationalci8ty for the Study of Individual
Differences lists temperament, intelligence, adiis as the main focus areas, whereas
four main branches of IDs, are personality, mood @otivation are listed by Cooper
(2002). The study of IDs especially that of languagptitude and language learning

motivation, has been a featured research area studies (Dérnyei, 2005).

Personality: The Collins Cobuild Dictionary defines personaliag one’s whole
character and nature. According to Pervin and 3olf2001) definition, personality
represents those characteristics of the personatt@iunt for consistent patterns of
feeling, thinking and behaving. Current researclthmfield is dominated by only two
taxonomies focusing on personality traits, Eysendkree component construct and
Goldberg’s The Big Five model. Eysenck’s model idfezs three principal personality
dimensions, contrasting (1) extraversion with iaésion, (2) neuroticism and
emotionality with emotional stability, and (3) psticism and tough-mindedness with
tender-mindedness. The five main components obitpdive construct are openness to
experience, conscientiousness, extraversion- ietspon, agreeableness, and
neuroticism-emotional stability. The most reseadcipersonality aspect in language

studies has been the extraversion-introversion wfsoea (Dornyei, 2005).

Attitude towards international community: Gardner (1985) argues that success in
learning a foreign language will be influenced patarly by attitudes towards the
community of speakers of that language. His sodigeational model of language
learning incorporates the learner’s cultural bsligheir attitudes towards the learning
situation, their integrativeness and their motmati Gardner emphasizes that the
primary factor in the model is motivation and deBnmotivation as referring to a
combination of effort plus desire to achieve thalgof learning the language plus
favorable attitudes towards learning the language.
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Other factors, such as attitude towards the legraituation and integrativeness
can influence these attributes (Williams & Burd&@97).

1.6. Significance of the Study

Various affective variables influence the use ot tharget language in
classrooms. Some of these variables are; the efeicianguage class discomfort,
language class risk-taking, language class sottigbéind strength of motivation, as
well as attitude toward the language class, contarrgrade, and language learning
aptitude on the classroom participation of studant so on. It has been shown that, in
addition to attitudes and motivation, anxiety hakmge impact on second language
learning (Horwitz, 1986; Horwitz, 2001; Horwitz, &ope, 1986; Horwitz & Young,
1991; Maclintyre & Gardner, 1989; Maclintyre & Gardr91).

A recent addition to the affective variables comingm the field of speech
communication is “willingness to communicate” (WTQWYicCroskey and associates
employed the term to describe the individual's peadity based predisposition toward
approaching or avoiding the initiation of commumioca when free to do so
(McCroskey, 1992: 17). WTC was originally introddcevith reference to L1
communication, and it was considered to be a fp@onality trait that is stable across
situations, but when WTC was extended to 12 comgation situations, it was
proposed that it is not necessary to limit WTC teadt-like variable, since the use of an
L2 introduces the potential for significant sitwaial differences based on wide
variations in competence and inter-group relati@Macintyre, Clément, Dornyei, &
Noels, 1998). Macintyre et al. (1998) conceptuaix¥TC in an L2 in a theoretical
model in which social and individual context, atfee cognitive context, motivational
propensities, situated antecedents, and behavimi&ntion are interrelated in

influencing WTC in an L1 and L2 use.

Over the last decades, a growing amount of resdastfocused on identifying
factors affecting L2 WTC. A number of factors haveen identified as directly or
indirectly predictive of WTC, including: motivatigisocial support, attitude, perceived
communicative competence and communication anxiyeral researchers examined
the correlations among WTC, communication apprebangerceived competence, and
motivation, attitudes and personality in differenntexts (Hashimoto, 2002; MacIntyre
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and Charos, 1996; Maclintyre et al., 2001, 2003 h¥ag, 2002). While the majority of
previous studies have employed self-report datahvtapped trait-like WTC, a handful
have examined state-level WTC by means of obsemnaltiand interview data (Kang,
2005; House, 2004; Peng, 2007; Cao & Philp, 20@&;, 2011)

Since research on willingness to communicate iatikaly new, not much
research has been carried out in the Turkish carBekts (2005) examined whether
college students who were learning English as @darlanguage in the Turkish context
were willing to communicate when they had an opputy and whether the WTC
model explained the relations among social-psydiodd, linguistic and
communication variables in this context. She alsangned the interrelations among
students’ willingness to communicate in EngliskgitHanguage learning motivation,
communication anxiety, perceived communication cetapce, attitude toward the

international community, and personality.

Another example from the Turkish context comes framy & Kurt (2009),
who employed a combination of qualitative and qiatte methodology to investigate
the factors affecting the willingness to commurecat Turkish EFL learners, as well as

their opinions on communicating in English insicel @utside the classroom.

The studies on WTC given above conducted in th&iSkircontext focused on
English non-major students from different departteestf different colleges. Whereas,
the factors that influence the ELT students’ L2 Wigthain under-investigated. Since
these students will be the teachers of Englisis @ssumed to be important that we
should know to what extent they are willing to coomicate. The focus of this study is
specifically willingness to communicate of ELT séudls, who have passed a university
entrance exam in order to study in the ELT Depantnoé the Faculty of Education.
The researcher, herself, experienced the unwilésgrio communicate of some students
in the speaking aspect; therefore, it is thought the results of this study would add
more cultural perspective to the willingness to cmmicate in English. Moreover, this
study utilizes the personality aspect of the oabilWTC model and not only the
speaking aspect but reading and writing aspectalaceconsidered. In this context, the
significance of this study is that, it is plannedkte the first doctoral dissertation in

Turkey investigating students’ feelings about comioation with other people both
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inside and outside of the classroom, their selffidence in communication, attitudes
towards learning English and international communitotivational intensity to learn

English, communication anxiety, and perceived comigation competence.

Finally, it is believed that investigating theirstructors’ perceptions about their
students’ WTC will provide a more comprehensiblespective to the problem. It is
also hoped that the results of the research widslght on the problematic issue,
unwillingness to communicate, by presenting indbt& experience in the classroom
and perceptions regarding students’ willingnessummwillingness to communicate in

English in the classrooms.
1.7. Limitations

The study is limited to the English language teadh@nees studying at the
English Language Teaching Department of the Facoftyfeducation of Canakkale
Onsekiz Mart University. 274 students studyinghat preparatory, first and second year
classes of the Department included the participahtie study. Therefore, the results

of the case study cannot be generalized to all @Jartment students.

In this study FL anxiety was measured with 16 comication anxiety items.
Whereas, it could be more appropriate to assesarixiety with more items on a

separate instrument.

Personality traits are the most important factarBuencing willingness to
communicate (Yu et al., 2011). In this study, oekgraversion-introversion dimension
of personality was measured. In a further studyeotpersonality-based variables
underlying WTC, specifically self-esteem and thmelsion of emotional stability and

neuroticism, can be investigated.

The basic data sources of the hypotheses whickeated in the present study
are the views of the students and it is hopeddohr¢o the conclusion by means of the
perceived WTC and other variables.

1.8. Basic Assumptions of the Study

The main assumptions of this study are as follows:
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1. The participants were native Turkish students shglyat the ELT
Department and were all eager to take part intindys

2. The researcher made use of purposeful samplingeatherparticipants were
selected from those who she can learn most andigpest time, and who she
can most access.

3. It was assumed that the participants honestlyoredgd to the questionnaires.
4. The researcher assumed that the participants esyrgee total number of the
students studying at the ELT Department in that.yea

5. Interview group participants answered semi-strittuquestions faithfully
and sincerely.

6. It was assumed that students who were observedgdciass activities for six
weeks did not change their behaviors and attitjutsecause they participated
in a research study.

7. It was assumed that the findings of this study woutflect the real
perceptions of the students and their instructbieutastudents’ willingness to
communicate in L2, attitudes towards English lamguand English speaking
communities, their motivation, anxiety, and perdibtyna

1.9. Organization of the Thesis

This thesis has been organized into five chapt@hapter One presents some
essential literature as the background of the stddye chapter continues with the
problem statement, research questions and hypath€ken, the purpose of the study,
and definitions of terms and the significance aadid assumptions of the study are

stated. Finally, organization of the thesis is ioetl.

Chapter Two firstly reviews communicative languaggching, concepts behind
communicative language teaching, learner and teacbk in communicative
classroom, the role of interaction in the commutneaclassroom and the role of
communication and communication strategies. It thmrlines the obstacles of
communication. Besides, the chapter continues watHiterature review about
willingness to communicate construct. Firstly, tedinition of WTC is given. Then the
chapter presents some sample studies on WTC inndlimL2. Finally, individual
difference variables as predictors of willingnes€dmmunicate such as linguistic self-
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confidence, self-perceived communication competengrotivation, attitudes,

personality and anxiety are presented in this @rapt

Chapter Three provides methodological processefedanut during the study.
First, research design is given. Next, the chaptetinues with presenting research
guestions and hypotheses, and pilot study. Quémétand qualitative components and
data collection and analysis procedures, researehasd participants, data collection
instruments, role of the researcher, data relighédnd validity issues are then given.

The chapter ends with ethical issues.

Chapter Four presents the data analysis and desuiss results. The findings

are also presented in the lights of the researelktopns.

Chapter Five draws conclusions in the light of tinelings. Then implications

and suggestions for further research are proposed.

1.10. Chapter Summary

Throughout this chapter, background of the studys waesented. Problem
statements, research questions and hypothesespspund the study, definitions of
terms, significance and assumptions of the study \&kso reported in this chapter. The

chapter ended with the organization of the thesis.
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CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW
2.0. Introduction

This chapter starts with the communicative langugehing. Next, it briefly
describes communicative competence, learner ancheearoles, and the role of
interaction in the communicative classroom. Aftexgenting the role of communication
and summarizing communication strategies in fordeymguage acquisition, it gives
obstacles of communication. Then, it describes wWikingness to communicate
construct and explains willingness to communicate first, second and foreign
languages. After presenting willingness to commati@icstudies in second and foreign
language, the chapter emphasizes individual diffeevariables as predictors of
willingness to communicate such as linguistic selffidence in second language
communication, self-perceived communication compege motivation, attitudes,

personality and anxiety. The chapter ends withctiepter summary.
2.1. Communicative Language Teaching

The study of language teaching has changed aroaghout the history. While
in the early 19 century language teaching procedures were desigpddcusing on
activities that would facilitate learners in devalay their translation ability, by the end
of 1960’s learners of foreign languages were exgge¢d communicate through that
language since the ability to communicate effetyivim English became a well-
established goal in ELT (Hedge, 2000). This shionf the structural view to
communicative view of language has brought aboet ittea that proficiency in a
language requires much more than knowledge in tefits grammar, vocabulary, or
phonology. Communicative language teaching (CLT$ haisen as a result of the
realization that mastering grammatical forms amndcstires does not adequately prepare
learners to use the language they are learningteidy and appropriately when
communicating with others (Yilmaz, 2003). Yilmazdadhat fluency, which refers to
natural language use, is a central concept in camuative language teaching and
accuracy is also of importance to communicativeglage teaching, although the

emphasis has been recently on use rather than form.
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Communicative language teaching advocates assatt stacond or foreign
language learners need to activate linguistic kedgé to communicate. The opinion of
Taylor (1983) is that most adult learners acquiseeond language only to the extent
they are exposed to and involved in real commuinigatin that language. In other
words, CLT acknowledges that structures and voeapwre important but preparation
for communication will be inadequate if only theme taught. Chastain (1988) prefers
to categorize communicative language teaching asngphasis or an aim rather than
approach and adds that there is no well-definedfsetchniques in this view. CLT is
defined by Johnson & Morrow (1981) as second lagguaeaching in which

communicative competence is the aim of the course.

Different aspects of CLT are stressed by diffedarguists. It is the view of
Taylor that students should participate in extendisdourse in a real context and share
information that others do not know. Besides, thleguld have choices about what they
are going to say and communicate with a definitpppse in mind. They should also
talk about real topics in real situations. Tail@ncludes that students should create
meaning with language and practice with materialst trelate to their needs and

interests.
Brown (2001: 43) lists six interconnected charastiess as a description of CLT:

1- Classroom goals are focused on all of the comper@tommunicative competence.

2- Language techniques are designed to engage leannrs pragmatic, authentic, functional
use of language for meaningful purpose.

3- Fluency and accuracy are seen as complementargigdea underlying communicative
techniques.

4- Students in a communicative class ultimately haveige the language, productively and
receptively in unrehearsed contexts outside thesot@m.

5- Students are given opportunities to focus on thmim learning process through an
understanding of their own styles of learning ahdotigh the development of appropriate
strategies for autonomous learning.

6- The role of the teacher is that of facilitator andde.

One of the most comprehensive lists of CLT comesfBrown (Brown, 2001,
as cited from Finocchiaro & Brumfit, 1983). Theydanguage learning is learning to

communicate and the desired goal is the commumeatompetence. According to
them the target linguistic system is learned thhoulge process of struggling to
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communicate. They also point out the role of inteoa and expect students to interact
with other people. Similarly, Ellis (1997: 79) adsethat CLT is premised on the
assumption that learners need not to be taughtrgeairbefore they can communicate

but will acquire it naturally as a part of the pess of learning to communicate.

According to Littlewood (1981) the following skilleeed to be considered:
- Learners need to attain as high a degree ashp@ssilinguistic competence.

-The learner must distinguish between the formshhs mastered as part of his linguistic

competence and the communicative functions whiely gerform.

-The learner must develop skills and strategiesufing language to communicate meanings as
effectively as possible in concrete situations.

- The learner must become aware of the social mgasfilanguage forms.

Chastain (1998) agrees with Littlewood (1981) oe thoint that language
learning takes place inside the learner and teaoteamnot control many aspects of it
and states that CLT is communicative orientaticat #iresses affective, cognitive, and
social factors, and its activities are inner dieecand student centered. According to
him the goals of CLT are well defined but recomnmesh@pproaches to developing

communication skills vary.

To sum up, communicative language teaching adhenerdgfer a model that
focuses students’ attention on meaning rather grammar. They propose to begin
with communication practice, that is performancéivaes, and to let competence
develop as a result of taking part in these aawit According to this model
performance precedes competence but each is impartthe development of the other
(Chastain, 1988: 281).

One of the most frequently voiced criticisms of @anenunicative approach is
that it encourages students to make mistakes (Mort881). Adherents of CLT see no
reason to practice grammar forms and believe tlit @ough comprehensible input
language learners can communicate without focusiaegarately on grammar. In
contrast, opponents state that many learners cdeaot language trying to pick up
grammar subconsciously and make a lot of too maaynmatical errors. They also
maintain that these errors fossilize and studeotmecto class expecting to learn

grammar.
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In conclusion, communicative language teaching dré&sen as a result of the
realization that mastering grammatical forms amndcstires does not adequately prepare
learners to use the language but they are leamfiiegtively and appropriately when
communicating with others. The supporters of comicative language teaching
assume that in addition to the presentation oflitiguistic forms, students should be
given opportunities to express themselves, actigalyage in negotiating meaning, and

interact with other people.
2.1.1. Communicative competence

In CLT communicative competence is the desired godl it proposes that the
target linguistic system is learned through thecpss of struggling to communicate.
Yilmaz (2003) regards communicative language fegchas an extension of
communicative competence, which is the concepbdhiced by Hymes (1972) reacting
against Chomsky’s Linguistic Competence. Accordimdgdymes, knowing a language
requires various competences besides linguistiqgpetamce. Similarly, Alptekin (2000)
points out that gaining communicative competenca @hallenging procedure, which
necessitates not only learning accurate formsetdhget language but also gaining the
ability of knowing how to employ these forms infdilent socio-cultural settings. He
also points out that apart from cultural aspeetatrers should be knowledgeable about

the characteristics of social interactions in tmgét language.

The concept of communicative competence has beglest and redefined by
many linguists. Brown (1987) indicates that comngative competence is an aspect of
our competence that enables us to convey, intenpretsages, and to negotiate
meanings interpersonally within specific context&ccording to Ellis (2008)
communicative competence consists of the knowledgethe users of a language have
internalized to enable them to understand and mednessages in the language. He
went on to point out that various models of comroative competence recognize that it
entails both linguistic competence, knowledge ddngmatical rules, and pragmatic
competence, knowledge of what constitutes apprgprianguistic behavior in a

particular situation.

Canale & Swain (1980) propose three different stdgraies of communicative
competence, grammatical competence, discourse dengee sociolinguistic
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competence. According to them, grammatical competes the knowledge of lexical

items and of rules of morphology, syntax, sentegreeamar semantics, and phonology.
Discourse competence is the ability we have to eonrsentences in stretches of
discourse and to form a meaningful whole out oéaes of utterances Sociolinguistic
competence, the knowledge of the socio-culturagéswf language and of discourse
(Brown, 1987: 199-200). Canale (1983) later dessrilstrategic competence as the
ability to cope in an authentic communicative ditwaand to keep the communicative

channel open.

The concept of communicative competence has alea badied by Alptekin
(2000), who points out that gaining communicativempetence is a challenging
procedure since it necessitates not only learncugirate forms of the target language
but also gaining the ability of knowing how to emmyplthese forms in different socio-
cultural settings. Alptekin proposes that, apastrfrcultural aspects, learners should be
knowledgeable about the characteristics of sontalactions in the target language.

Communicative competence is not without criticsptdkin (2000) mentions
some limitations of communicative competence amies that since English has the
status of a lingua franca; it should have differeonhcepts in language teaching
education. He claims that sociolinguistic discouss®l strategic competences differ
according to cultural context and he finds it megtass to teach English to foreign
language learners through British or American celtuHe states the differences
between British or American culture and other a@l$uin which English is spoken.
Therefore, he regards these models of communicatiwegpetence as invalid and adds
that they ignore the role of English as an inteamatl language and he suggests
reconsidering real communicative behaviors corredjng to the recent role of English

as an international language.

In the light of these theoretical bases, it carcbecluded that communicative
competence is an umbrella term which takes varaspects into consideration such as
grammar, communication strategies, sociolinguiaspects, pragmatic aspects and so
on of the target culture and is accepted by mamuists in terms of defining what is to
know a language. It can also be concluded thdtpadth linguistic competence is the
basis of other competences, having solely linguistimpetence in a target language is
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not enough to acquire the nature of that langu&gemunication, which has gained
importance in recent years, involves more than kedge of forms so, second and
foreign language teachers should also consider tm@y can help students develop
communication skills. In order to have studentszgsine language and successfully
communicating with others in natural settings, tisépuld motivate their students to
work with the language, and use knowledge in apptgforms. In other words, they
should help learners acquire various competencieh sas sociocultural norms,
communication strategies, socio-linguistic aspegtagmatic aspects and so on of the

target culture and basic qualifications of speech.
2.1.2Learner and Teacher Role in Communicative Languag&eaching

As it was given in the section above, the emphiasGLT is on the process of
communication. For this reason it assumes differ@lies on the part of both learner and
teacher. Some linguists (Breen & Candlin, 1980;hRids & Rodgers, 1986) suggest
that learners should be the negotiator betweers¢lfeand the object of learning. The
learner should also contribute as much as he gaiddearn in an interdependent way.
According to Scott (1981), in the communicative raggh the learner is concerned with
using language, not English usages. Besides, Hieydn roles and interact with other

learners who also have roles.

While listing the characteristics of CLT, Taylor9@3) points out that students
should participate with extended discourse in d ceatext, share information that
others do not know and communicate with a defipiiegpose in mind. According to
Savignon (1983), students should create meaning isihguage and practice with
materials that are related with their needs anerésts. The aim of CLT is to get the
learner to involve in activities and get them sk doing something via language. In
other words, the main purpose in a learner-centelgs$room is to educate learners so
that they can gradually assume greater respongilbdr their own learning. Learners

are expected to take responsibilities in learnifigraign language.

As for the roles of the teachers in CLT, they axpeeted to facilitate the
communication process between all participantsha dlassroom and between these
participants and various activities and tasks. Aaptole of the teacher given is to act
as an independent participant within the learneagehing group (Breen & Candlin,
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1980). Other roles assumed for language teachersmeeds analyst, counselor and
group process manager (Richards & Rogers, 198&)tt £981) suggests that in
communicative approach, the teacher should séteipdnditions for communication to
take place, assume roles to model the languagbddearners or act as someone for the
learners to communicate with, and teachers hale table to set up the conditions for
students to practice communicative operations tleéras. Richards and Rodgers agree
with him and suggest that the teachers should assunesponsibility for determining
and responding to learners’ language and orgamieeckassroom setting in order to
provide communication and communicative activitidsfurther role for the teachers
mentioned by them is that they need to build coempst and confidence in fulfilling
these various roles. Savignon (1983: 21) recomsémat teachers should begin with

meaning and teach coping strategies in order tthgainessage across.

As can be seen, the teacher’s responsibility iy vaportant in this approach.
Teachers should try to arrange classrooms whedestsi feel confident and free to take
risks and have enough time and opportunity to comoate. The teacher should be
aware of the fact that the activities used in tless should be related to practicing
communication but not promoting grammatical accurathey will also have to
remember that the interactions which take placiénclassroom are replications of, or
necessary prerequisites for a communicative omeratt is accepted that inadequate
classroom design destroys all hope of communicatsmn teachers should arrange
classrooms in order to involve learners in acegtiBesides, teachers should remember
that frequent criticism about the production ofrieas will destroy confidence in their
ability to use the language. For that reason, gieuld motivate the students and try to
develop confidence to use the language insteadygfimg criticism. In order to learn to
communicate, students must involve in activitiebe Tlearning process to a large
extent is the learner’s responsibility. The teacten help, advise and teach; but only

the learner can learn.

Finally, it is hoped teachers and teacher traisésuld remember to promote
learner responsibility and encourage their indepand and ensure positive learner

outcome without demotivating them.
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2.1.3.The Role of Interaction in the Communicative Classoom

In recent years people have been more aware of iti@rtance of
communication and as a result of this there has beencreased interest in both CLT
and its underlying reflections on second languageliing and learning. An abundant
use of communication has led to another paralletdwinteraction” which can be
defined as “mutual or reciprocal action or influeh€Yilmaz, 2003).

Malamah-Thomas (1987) defines interaction as a gz®cof mutual
accommodation with the addresser acting upon tdesadee to cause a reaction, which
in turn informs an action performed by the previadsiressee. As can be seen from the
definition, interaction implies more than communmiga. During interaction, the roles
associated with different participants in a settimg exposed to constant change. The
addresser may immediately take the position ofatidressee in an interactive process.
Interaction promotes language instruction wheretaglents gain the opportunity to
practice language skills by acting as the activenbvexs of the society.

According to the interactional hypothesis languageacquired as learners
actively engaged in attempting to communicate i tdrget language (Nunan, 1999).
He adds that the hypothesis is consistent withettperiential philosophy “learning by
doing”. The interactional hypothesis regards thequasition will be maximized as
learners engage in tasks that push them to thesliafitheir current competence. It,
furthermore, considers two-way communication ofagge importance for acquisition
than one-way. This is because negotiation of megisimuch more extensive when the
learner is able to provide feedback in understamntine native speaker. Similarly, Ellis
(2008) emphasizes that inter-actionist theorieswvieerbal interaction as crucial
importance for language learning and adds thataot®n provides learners with input
that contains data they need for acquisition. YAm&003) highlights the value of
small-group interaction and assumes that it gitadesnts practice in communicating
and negotiating meanings since they can make theessanderstood. Brown (1994)
points out the fact that successful interactiormhmunication requires knowledge of
slang, jargon, jokes, folklore, cultural mores,irless and formality expectations, and

other keys to social exchange.
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A research study on interaction in the classroadicates that student-to-student
interaction, which emphasizes authentic rather thiamplified input, gives learners
more opportunities for learning since they focus tre immediate task of
communication itself (Pica, Young, & Doughty, asediin Riggenbach & Lazaraton,
1991).

As for the role of the teacher in the processefdlassroom interaction, Yilmaz
points out that the teacher assumes a directivee which mediates between teaching
and learning so they are suggested to take thatin@ in learning by constantly
monitoring and giving responses to students’ reactit every stage of the course. They
should consider some theoretical factors when desigcommunicative tasks in order
to force participants to interact. Learners, on tteer hand, should involve in
interaction, which provides authentic input in ortteimprove their understanding and

enhancing language production in the target languag
2.1.4.The role of Communication and Communication Strateges

Morrow (1981) describes communication as a dynammd developing
phenomenon and claims when it is analyzed intssptetnature will be destroyed. She
asserts that communication in the classroom inglweuch more than simply
knowledge of forms; it depends crucially on theligbito use forms in appropriate
ways. She points out the problem with most firshegation ‘functional’ textbooks
which have concentrated too much on setting outngernot much on practicing
communication and proposes some ideas that migpt dtadents communicate and
mentions some principles: She asserts that thedeaeeds to know what s/he is doing
and it is crucial that the learner be able to dearly that s/he can do something which
he could not at the beginning of the lesson and feat the ‘something’ is
communicatively useful. According to Morrow, anatherucial characteristic of
communication is that the participants have chondeat they will say and how they
will say it. This means that the speaker must chaust only what ideas he wants to
express at a given moment, but also what linguistims are appropriate to express
them. Bygate (1987), too, states that in the céswad communication in addition to
linguistic competence, speakers need to possesw-m@tceptive skills, which refer to

the ability to communicate, and interaction skills.
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Today the criterion contributing to the judgmentaddtudents’ success or lack of
success is whether they can communicate effectimelyeir second or foreign language
(Riggenbach & Lazaraton, 1991). For this reasomrait be assumed that the role of
communication strategies has gained importance. rdgmcation strategies (CSs),
which contribute to the development of the intergaage of the second or foreign
languages, are used to maintain the conversatiandlé difficulties while
communicating. Williams & Burden (2000: 150) defi@Ss as strategies used by
speakers when they come across a difficulty inrtb@mmunication because of lack of
adequate knowledge of the language. They pointr@aitcommunication strategies are
employed by the learners to improve their commuiooa Similarly, Wenden & Rubin
(1987) emphasize the importance of CSs as theythet learner continue the
conversation; and therefore the main purpose ofethstrategies is enhanced
communication. They state that with successful campation, motivation for more
learning can be enhanced and CSs are used when ither difference between the

learner’s knowledge and communicative intent.

Researchers have studied communication strategigs lfoth the interactional
view and the psycholinguistic view. The interaciibmiew of communication strategies
is based on the interaction process between lardeagners and their interlocutors and
negotiation of meaning. Tarone (1980: 140), whopsuis the interactional view,
defines CSs as tools used in negotiation of meamhgre both interlocutors are
attempting to agree as to a communicative goalaasbared enterprise in which both
the speaker and the hearer are involved ratherlibang only the responsibility of the
speaker. The communication strategies she idestiirelude approximation, word
coinage, circumlocution, language switch, appenlaisistance, mime, and avoidance.
In psycholinguistic view CSs are considered aognitive process of the speaker
himself/herself with a focus on comprehension amdipction. Faerch & Kasper (1983)
adopt the psycholinguistic view and define CSsamms of the individual’s mental
response to a problem rather than a joint respomsa problem. They introduced
avoidance strategies and achievement strategiesidé&wce strategies include formal
reduction and reduction strategies and achievesteategies on the other hand, include
compensatory strategies and non-linguistic strategi



25

Due to the large number of strategies, researchave been trying to
provide reliable basis for their categorizationdd aslassifying them for years.
Among those a widely accepted categorization ofnieg strategies comes from
Oxford (1990), who lists language learning stregedLLs) in two categories: as
direct and indirect. The former includes memorygratve, and compensation
strategies, whereas the latter includes metacogniiffective, and social strategies.
Compensation strategies are also considered toobmsf of communication
strategies and not considered as LLs and theyatresed to learn a language but to
use it (Cohen, 1998, as cited in Razi, 2010). Hene®xford (2003) considers that

any compensation strategy assists learners.

In conclusion, in recent years, the focus has ethiftom form to function
and oral communication has gained greater impogtaddthough in the current
curriculum and syllabus in English the focus iscommunication in different ways,
speakers of second or foreign language are nofilBognto communicate with their
peers or teachers. For this reason, there shouldmbee focus on oral
communication and on researching communicationtegfyause in its original
context (i.e. the foreign language classroom) araking use of the findings in
favour of L2 learners so that they can be provied awareness and skills of using
various CSs effectively with the purpose of attaghicommunicative competence

ultimately.
2.1.5.0bstacles of Communication

With some exceptions, spoken language is used bgl@dor communication.
People communicate in order to exchange informasastain social relationships and
give knowledge and so on. However, all speakersatoengage in communication at
the same level of proficiency in the target langualyarious effective variables
influence the use of the target language in orobutassroom. Since learners of foreign
or second language are considered successful egrate able to use the foreign or
second language, learners who wish to become sfatesommunicators should

develop skills necessary to engage in communication

When commenting on the difficulties of speakingTafrkish students Glney
(2010) states that a speaker is supposed to fgkileral demands at the same time
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while communicating with others such as, comprehlmndther speaker, thinking what
to say, how to contribute to conversation, prodgaitterances and trying to guess its
effect. For this reason, many learners may beconwélling to communicate in the
target language when they are not able to fulitl dtemands given above. Giiney, also
states that the unwillingness of learners in thhgetalanguage can result from many
factors that are related to students, teachersuwiculum. As Krashen (1985) urges,
non-threatening classroom atmosphere should badewun language classes, which
fosters self-confidence. Language acquisition wit be possible if the learner is not
motivated, lacks of self-confidence, or feels afrai of making mistakes or being
humiliated by others in class. Similarly, Ur (19@6)serts that inhibition, being shy, fear
of negative criticism, and having nothing to sajkihg time of teachers and students,

type of activities might be factors that stop lesnfrom communicating.

One of the main factors which can be traced toptueessing conditions of
communication involves the time factor. Accordittg Bygate (1987: 12) speakers
make mistakes because they lose their place igrdmamar of their utterances. He also
notes that the form of spoken language is affetigdhe time limitations, and the
associated problems of planning, memory, and ofdymbon under pressure. He
suggests that speakers should be patient, makehsireommunication is taking place,
have to pay attention to their listeners and adhpir messages according to their
listeners’ reaction. With the help of these reaxtjcthe message can be adjusted from
moment to moment, understanding can be improveti{fas speaker’s task is therefore
facilitated.

To give few examples from other studies; Ely (1988)estigated the role of
discomfort, risk-taking, sociability, motivationttiéude toward the language class,
concern for grade, and language aptitude on tresidam participation in a study and
found out that the strength of motivation as wellanguage class risk-taking positively
influence class participation. It was also hypoibex$ that language class discomfort
had a direct negative influence on class partimpatGardner et al., (1976) examined
the effects of integrative motivation on the fregeye of L2 use in classroom and found
that students with integrative motivation voluntdéeranswer questions make more
correct responses. In addition to attitudes andvaibdn, anxiety has a large impact on

second language learning. In Horwitz’'s (1986) stitldyas revealed that language
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anxiety was negatively correlated with achievemmeiasures. Similarly, Gardner &
Macintyre (1993) found that among attitudes, mdiora and anxiety, classroom
anxiety and language use anxiety showed the stsbngerrelations with several

language production measures.

Much of the research discussed above demonstragethfiuence of effective
variables on language achievement. A recent efkectiariable is willingness to
communicate (WTC). McCroskey (1992: 17) and assesi&mployed the term to
describe the individual’'s personality based preakgmon toward approaching or
avoiding the initiation of communication when frée do so. Students’ content
knowledge, language proficiency, emotions and fesli personalities, self-assessment,
self-perception, self-esteem, motivation and agxete factors that are supposed to
contribute willingness to communicate. Researclhenge been investigating direct or
indirect influences of these variables on willinga¢o communicate in L1 and L2 for
many years. In the chapter, literature review, soimiese studies will be presented in
detail because the main focus of this researchegirag willingness to communicate
construct, which is seen as the previous step éefbe use of the language in
Maclintyre, Dérnyei, and Noels’ (1998) WTC model.

2.2 Willingness to Communicate

One of the aims of modern language learning andhieg is to encourage
learners to use the second or foreign language mubof the classroom. It has been
assumed that the use of the target language isdacator of and necessary condition
for successful foreign language acquisition (SLAQr this reason, English teachers
want their students to display and develop gretgr@st to use the language and
communicate with others in different contexts. \das effective variables influence the
use of the target language, among which, the natiowillingness to communicate
(WTC), which is a new addition to individual diffsrxces, has recently gained
importance. Since the late ‘90s researchers haesnpted to conceptualize WTC,
which is actually the intention of desire to s@mmunication (Maclintyre et al., 1998).
They intended to explain individual’'s degree ofdieass to participate in conversations
in a second or foreign language and various fa¢haisdirectly and indirectly influence
the WTC of learners
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2.2.1. What is Willingness to Communicate

A recent addition to the affective variables comingm the field of speech
communication is “willingness to communicate” (WT@Yillingness to communicate,
which was initially developed by McCroskey and B##885) in psychology, was
defined as the intension to initiate communicatwinen free to do so. McCroskey
(1992: 17) and associates employed the term toridesthe individual's personality
based predisposition toward approaching or avoidgginitiation of communication

when free to do so.

WTC was originally introduced with reference to tdmmunication, and it was
considered to be a fixed personality trait thagtagle across situations, but when WTC
was extended to L2 communication situations by Migcé, Clément, Dornyei, &
Noels, in 1998, it was proposed that it is not seaey to limit WTC to a traitlike
variable, since the use of an L2 introduces theergal for significant situational
differences based on wide variations in competeaug inter-group relations. They
extended the definition of WTC and recognized nexglicitly the situational feature in
L2 WTC, and defined L2 WTC as “a readiness to eirtar discourse at a particular
time with a specific person or persons, using &f2i] (p. 547). They conceptualized
WTC in an L2 in a theoretical model in which so@ald individual contexts, affective
cognitive context, motivational propensities, sitah antecedents, and behavioral
intention are interrelated in influencing WTC in B2 and in L2 use. Dornyei (2003)
posits that when the WTC concept is applied to ltBasion, it involves one’s L2
proficiency particularly the individual’s L2 commigative competence and learners’

perceptions of their own competence and consequéntlecomes more complex.

Macintyre (2007) defines the concept of willingness the probability of
speaking when free to do so and states that ishelprient our focus toward a concern
for micro-level processes and sometimes rapid amrtbat promote or inhibit L2
communication. According to Ellis (2008: 697) willjiness to communicate (WTC) is
the extent to which learners are prepared to teitemmunication when they have a
choice and it constitutes a factor believed to leatividual differences in language
learning. He states that WTC is a complex constinfiuenced by a number of other

factors such as ‘communication anxiety’, ‘perceiv@inmunication competence’, and
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‘perceived behavioral control. He also notes WaiC is seen as a final order variable,
determined by other factors, and the immediatecanint of communication behavior.
The findings from Kang’s (2005: 291) study provideddence that situational WTC
can dynamically emerge through the role of situatiovariables and fluctuate during
communication. Taking these findings into consitlera she proposed a new definition
of WTC: “Willingness to communicate (WTC) is an imdual’s volitional inclination

towards actively engaging in the act of commun@ath a specific situation, which can
vary according to interlocutor(s), topic, and casational context, among other

potential situational variables”.
2.2.2.Willingness to Communicate in First Language

As it was stated above, the construct of WTC was @ieveloped by McCroskey
and Baer (1985) in relation to communication in fist language. The construct is
defined as a stable predisposition toward commtinicavhen free to choose to do so.
McCroskey & Richmond (1987) noted that the amount@mmunication increases
when learners’ willingness is high and the amount@mmunication decreases when
their WTC is low. They treat WTC in L1 as a perdagpdased, trait-like predisposition
and point out that people differ dramatically frame another in the degree to which
they actually talk. In other words, many peopl&k talore in some contexts than in
others and most people talk more to some recethars they do to others. Similarly,
Baker and Macintyre (2000) assume that WTC is-likeét which means that person’s
WTC in one situation can be expected to be cordlatth WTC in other situations and

with different receivers.

In 1990, McCroskey and Richmond, in their crosstoal comparative study,
investigated the relationship among WTC, commuivoagpprehension (CA), self-
perceived communicative competence (SPCC), andovietsion. They found
introversion, self-esteem, communication competemocenmunication apprehension,
and cultural diversity as antecedents that leadlifierences in WTC in L1. Large
differences in mean scores among the U.S, Swedis$tralian, and Micronesian were
found. They found out that American students weremwilling to communicate,
whereas Micronesian students were least willinge €brrelation between WTC and
SPCC of Americans and Australians were moderate .53 r= .57). However,
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Micronesians showed a high correlation between War@ SPCC (r=. 80). The

correlations between WTC and CA of different nasiavere similar and moderate. As
for the correlation between WTC and introversion tlee Americans and Australians
were r=.29; and r= .40, respectively. They alsmfea out that although many factors
impact people’s orientations toward communicatioliuce can also be influential. That
is, cultural differences can be related to WTC pgeason regularly resides in a culture
different from his/her own. They concluded that geyeralization should be done with

caution.

A year later Sallinen- Kuparinen, McCroskey, & Riotnd (1991) conducted a
comparative study and investigated the communicatioentations of 249 Finnish
college students at the University of Jyvaskylaeyhalso aimed to make comparisons
between the data obtained from the Finnish pomuiaind the data previously collected
from other populations, particularly from the U.Sweden, Australia, and Micronesia.
The results indicated that there were differencesvéen Finnish and U.S samples
primarily on WTC and introversion. American studentere found to be the most
willing to communicate, whereas Micronesian studewtere least willing. These
Finnish students were less willing from the othesups except for the Micronesians.
The communication apprehension and self-perceivatinmunication of these two
groups from different cultures were similar. Theesivgh participants were found to
have the highest self-perceived communication. Heanmbore, it was found that The
Finnish students were less willing to interact witlends than other groups, and less
willing to communicate with strangers acquaintantteen Americans, Swedish, and
Australians. Another most striking result was ttiet Finns were less prone to initiate
communication with friends than any other group$e Tlevel of communication
apprehension in meetings and small groups for thesFwere found to be higher than
for the Americans. They attribute this result t@ieeeffective concerns. Meetings are
highly important as a decision making form in Fimda concerns about following

formal procedures are likely the cause of commuimnapprehension.

In 1994, Macintyre, using the data collected by MigBey and his colleagues,
investigated how anomie, alienation, introversioself-esteem, communication
apprehension, and perceived communication competewere interrelated as

determiners of WTC. He developed a path model ¢éalipt WTC in the first language
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and then applied the model to L2 anomie, sekarst introversion, and then followed
up the paths with more specific predispositionshsas, communication apprehension
and self-perceived communication competence. Adegrdb this model there were
only two immediate variables responsible for theiateon of a person’s WTC. His
model suggests that self-perceived communicatiompetence and communication
appreciation directly influence WTC (See Figure That is, when people are less
apprehensive, their perception of their communieatiompetence increases and they
are likely to become more willing to communicates ilwas stated in Xie (2011), this
model postulates that the personality trait ofamérsion causes both communication
apprehension and the perception of communicativepetence and self-esteem plays a

role in reducing communication apprehension.

Introversion

Figure 1. Maclintyre’s (1994) Casual Model of Preditng WTC by Using
Personality-Based Variables

In order to examine the antecedents of L1 WTC dh @it and state levels
Maclntyre, Babin, & Clemént (1998) conducted a gtusing 226 university students as
participants in Canada. In order to examine thesqmality traits; extraversion,
emotional stability, self-esteem, communication reppnsion, and perceived
communication competence, the researcher gaveiguesires to the students. The
hypothesized antecedents of WTC were tested usstguetural equation model and it
was found that the path from SPCC to WTC was high)( However, CA was not
statistically a significant predictor of WTC in shgroup of L1 students. It was also
found that CA influenced WTC only through SPCC,irdihg that was similar to
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Macintyre’'s (1994). Furthermore, SPCC and CA weregatively correlated.
Extraversion was found to be related to self- esteed SPCC. That is, extraverts are
likely to feel less anxious, more competent abbetrtcommunication ability and have
higher self-esteem. To explore the state aspedtof, anxiety, perceived competence,
and communication tasks of the students, the relseex observed 70 participants who
volunteered for the laboratory tasks. The t-testilts revealed that volunteers for the
lab tasks were more willing to communicate, andtigher WTC encouraged them to
initiate a difficult speaking task. It was foundathSPCC predicted both the speaking
time and number of ideas for easy speaking taskeyeas, CA predicted the time and

number of ideas for difficult speaking tasks.

To sum up, the research studies described abovaimesd the antecedents of
WTC on both trait and state levels and found thatuce is influential on L1 WTC.
Americans’ WTC level was found to be higher thaa lével of European’s. American
and Australian learners had similar WTC levelwdts also observed that CA and SPCC
are two immediate variables of WTC. As for the pesdity, introverts experience more

anxiety and introverts are more willing to commuaté
2.2.3.Willingness to Communicate in Second and Foreign Lrguage

In the early 1990s the development of research GiCWh L1 started to gain
researchers’ attention in the area of second layggaaquisition. Studies conducted in
various Canadian contexts combined WTC model withrd@er's (1985) socio-
educational model in order to examine the relat@m®ng variables underlying WTC
inaL2.

Macintyre & Charos’ (1996: 6) model was the firetfocus on WTC in L2.
Macintyre’s (1994) model postulated that self-peeg communication competence
and communication apprehension were two directanites on WTC. Therefore, these
two variables were included in the model proposgdviacintyre & Charos but they
preferred the term ‘language anxiety’ instead @menunication apprehension’. They
broadened Macintyre’s model by adding integratigshattitude and motivation from
Gardner’s socio-educational model. In their stadfyf,C was a predictor of frequency of
communication in a L2, whereas motivation was aister of WTC, frequency of

communication in a L2, or both (See Figure 2).
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Figure 2. Maclintyre and Charos’ (1996) Model of L2ZVTC Applied to
Monolingual University Students

They tested the mixed model to predict the frequeot using the second
language in the daily interactions of 92 Anglophatgdents taking introductory level
conversational French at adult evening classesy riwestigated the relations between
affective variables, such as perceived L2 competeb2 anxiety, integrativeness and
attitudes toward the learning situation, and theipact on the frequency of second
language communication. The role of personalitjtdravas also investigated. It was
found that perceived communication competence hstsoag and direct influence on
the L2 communication frequency. The students witsater motivation for language
learning reported that they used the language nimrquently. Both perceived
competence and anxiety influenced WTC and it wa® dbund that five global
personality traits, extraversion, agreeablenesasaentiousness, emotional stability,
and intellect influenced motivation and WTC whichturn affected L2 communication
frequency. They concluded that the willingness ¢onmunicate model appeared to

adapt well to the L2 context.

Macintyre &Charos’ model was partially replicatedthe Japanese context by
Hashimoto (2002), who examined affective varialdesredictors of reported second
language (L2) use in classrooms of Japanese Enghslsecond Language (ESL)

students. The researchased the socio-educational model and the willingnts
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communicate (WTC) model as the basis focamceptual framework. Data analysis
showed that motivation and WTC affestported L2 communication frequency in
classrooms as hypothesized. Variables underlyingC\We&re also examined. Perceived
competence and L2 anxiety were found to be caus@sT€, whichled to more L2 use,
and L2 anxiety was found to negatively influencecpeved competencsupporting the
results of the Macintyre & Charos’ (1996) study.thdlugh a path from WTC to
motivation was not found to be significant in thegmal study, it was found to be
significant in thepresent replication. In addition, a path from pereg competence was

found to exert a strong anlitect influence on motivation from a data-driveatip

When WTC was extended to L2 communication situatisiwas proposed that
it is not necessary to limit WTC to a trait-likeriable since the use of an L2 introduces
the potential for significant situational differeasc based on wide variations in
competence and inter-group relations (Macintyralet1998). They argued that in the
L2 context, WTC should be treated as a situativaghble. They conceptualized WTC
in an L2 in a theoretical model which has a tofalelve constructs. As can be seen in
Figure 3, there are six categories referred tlagersof the model. The layers from top
to bottom are communication behavior (I), behaviomtention (ll), situated
antecedents (Ill), motivational propensities (I\dffective cognitive context (V), and
social and individual context (VI). In this modéhctors influencing WTC are divided
into two groups: enduring influences, which are firgt three layers from the top, and
situational influences, which are the last thrgeta from the bottom. The top layers (I,
I, Ill) of the pyramid are believed to have immaig influence on WTC, whereas the
bottom layers (1V, V, VI) signify relatively stablend enduring influences on WTC.
They assert that the enduring influences (e.g.ergnoup relations, learner
responsibility, etc.) show long-term propertiestug environment or person that would
apply to almost any situation. They see situationffiences (e.g., desire to speak to a
specific person, knowledge of the topic, etc.) agartransient and dependent on the
specific context in which a person functions atieei time (546). In this pyramid-
figure model of L2 WTC, Macintyre et al. (1998) péal WTC in a Layer Il and
identified it as a behavioral intention, the fisép before using L2. They explain WTC
as cognitive affective variables interacting withcial factors. The cognitive affective
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variables in the model are personality, attitugestivation, L2 competence, and self-

confidence.
Laver I Communication
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Laver II Behavioral
o Willingness to Intention
Communicate
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Figure 3. Heuristic Model of Variables InfluencingWTC (Maclntyre, Clément,
Dornyei, Kimberly, & Noels, 1998)

Maclintyre et al. (1998:558) stated that heuristadel was important because it
was “the first attempt at a comprehensive treatm@ntWTC in the L2". Several
researchers have tested various aspects of thiglnsotte it was proposed in 1998
(Bekta, 2005; Jung, 2011; Kim, 2004; Macintyre et al.020Macintyre et al., 2003;
Matsuoka, 2006; Sun, 2008; Yashima, 2002; Yashitra. €2004); Yu, 2009; Wen &
Clemént, 2003; Ghonsooly et al.,, 2012) These ssudencluded that motivation,

communicative competence, and language anxietgracdictors of WTC.

In the Canadian context several studies were choig by Macintyre and his
associates. For example, Macintyre et al., (200&9 to measure WTC in each of four
skill areas: speaking, writing, reading, and corhpresion in a L2 French immersion

program. They investigated the role of motivatiol docial support on WTC in L2. In
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their research they used 79 ninth grader partitgp&rom a junior high school in
Sydney, Nova Scotia, located in Eastern Canadace Brientations or reasons for
studying a L2 were examined: travel, job relatedentdship with Francophones,
personal knowledge, and school achievement. Reshitieed that endorsement of all
five orientations for language learning was posigvcorrelated with WTC both inside
and outside the classroom. Results also showedstwl support, particularly from
friends, was associated with higher levels of WT@smle the classroom but played less
of a role inside the classroom. The support oinfiiewas also associated with higher
orientations for travel and for friendship with Re@phones. Thus, the results of the
study supported the pyramid model by showing tie @b situational influences, which
are accepted to be more transient and dependettieospecific context in which a

person functions at a given time.

Similarly, Macintyre et al. (2003) in their studkamined the correlations
among WTC, communication apprehension, perceivetdpetence, and integrative
motivation, to see whether these relationshipsedifi experience. They also observed
the effects of prior immersion experience on indigeness, motivation, and attitudes
toward the learning situation. Finally, they exaednthe effects of prior immersion
experience and language (L1 and L2) on WTC, comaation apprehension, perceived
competence, and frequency of communication. Tha wate collected by 59 university
students who were enrolled in first-year conveoseti French courses at a university in
an Anglophone community. The data analysis revetdat full immersion experience
was associated with increased WTC, perceived campef and frequency of
communication. In other words, previous immersigpegience among those university
students seemed to promote an increased willinglwessmmunicate and frequency of
communication in French. They concluded that matwawas significantly positively
correlated with L2 communication apprehension, begatively correlated with L2
communication. The results also indicated thatetlvesis not a simple relation between

WTC and language learning motivation.

In the Japanese context, applying WTC model toBR& context, Yashima
(2002) conducted a study with 389 Japanese EFlestado examine the predictors of
learners’ WTC in English. She examined relationsomlgn L2 learning and L2

communication variables in the Japanese Englisa figeign language context using



37

the WTC model and the socio-educational model asamework. In her model
frequency of communication was not included becdosthe Japanese EFL context
there is not much contact with native speakersrgjligh. A L2 communication model
was constructed and tested using AMOS version with, a sample of 297 Japanese
university students. In the model, it was hypoittes that L2 proficiency, attitude
toward the international community, confidence & dommunication and L2 learning
motivation would affect the WTC in the L2. From wsttural equation modeling
analysis, it was found that a lower level of anxiabd a higher level of perception of
L2 communication competence led to a higher leveWoIC. This finding was
consistent with the results of Macintyre & Chard®99d6). It also appeared that
international posture influences motivation, whiah,turn, influences proficiency in
English. While proficiency was seen influencing fidence in L2 communication, the
path was not significant. Motivation affected sedifidence in L2 communication
which led to willingness to communicate in a L2.dddition to this indirect path, a
direct path from international posture to WTC ihZawas significant. The key variable
influencing WTC in this context, international pos, was defined as a ‘general
attitude towards the international community thafluences English learning and
communication among Japanese learners’. Yashimaumted that EFL lessons should
be designed to enhance students’ interest in diftecultures and international affairs

and activities, and reduce anxiety and build canrfie in communication (63).

Another example from the Japanese context is Yaskeinal. (2004) study. They
investigated the results and antecedents of willtisg to communicate in a second
language through two separate investigations whvelne conducted with Japanese
adolescent learners of English studying in a higfosl in Kyoto, Japan. They found
out that both state and trait variables, includsedf-confidence, intergroup motivation,
intergroup attitudes, and personality, were showaffect one’s WTC in the L2 in a
given situation. In the first study, it was shownratt those who were more willing to
communicate in various interpersonal situations the L2 tended to initiate
communication in the classroom. In investigatiorihidse who recorded a higher score
in WTC before departure were inclined to engageoimmunication with host nationals
more frequently and for longer periods of time otitey were into the sojourn than

those who were less willing to communicate (Yashietaal., 2004: 141). The
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researchers concluded that WTC is a useful corstfac accounting for L2
communication and motivation as well as affectiaiables relate to the WTC and

communication behavior of Japanese EFL studen&) (14

Based on the view that Asian countries share am@lonfucius philosophies,
Matsuoka (2006) conducted a study to test the egility of Macintyre et al.’s (1998)
and Wen & Clément's (2003) modified model in thepaleese EFL context. She
investigated how individual difference variables,ucls as integrativeness,
communication apprehension, perceived competentieyersion, motivation, attitudes
and other- directedness, are related with L2 vghiess and English proficiency. The
data were obtained from 180 Japanese college studeough a questionnaire and
tests. The analysis of data indicated that fouep@hdent variables contributed to the
prediction of L2 WTC. SPCC was the most influentfattor contributed to the
prediction of L2 WTC (22%), and the second strohd@stor was introversion (11%).
The third strongest factor, CA, accounted for aditashal 6% of the variance and the
fourth factor was found to be integrativeness (4Bt)ally, the fifth factor, motivational
intensity, accounted for an additional 3% for aakaif 45% (p. 76). Attitudes, other-
directedness, and English proficiency were notiBgant predictors of L2 WTC. The
Structural Equation Model (SEM) revealed causahti@hships among a number of
variables and L2 WTC. In her study, internationastoire was a strong predictor of self-
efficacy and perceived competence. Thus, she hgpitbd that international posture or
a similar factor can influence L2 WTC via motivatiand/or self-confidence or self-
efficacy. In her study, she also showed that comeation anxiety is a direct negative
predictor of L2 WTC and students who were more ep@nsive about communication
in the L2 had lower L2 WTC, regardless whether thesceived their confidence as low
or high. She concluded that when learners havesdiy® international posture, their
motivation and their level of self- efficacy wilelraised. Then, the higher level of self-
efficacy will raise the level of LZWTC (p. 118). 8&d on the results of her study she
developed a six-layered conceptual model in omldiustrate the relationships between
factors related to L2 WTC.

In a Korean setting, Kim (2004) worked with 191 Kan university students to
investigate the nature of Maclintyre et al.’s (19B@uristic Model in terms of its being

trait-like or situational. She replicated Yashim@€02) study in a different context and
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SEM analysis indicated that WTC had significantifpas correlations with motivation,

desire to learn English, attitude toward learningglish. Kim'’s results indicated that
students’ WTC was directly related to their confide in English communication and
indirectly related to their attitudes and motivatithrough confidence in English
communication. Unlike Yashima (2002), she did niadfa direct relation between
students’ attitudes and their WTC. However, sheckmed that WTC was more trait-

like rather than situational.

Another example from the Korean context comes frdumg (2011), who
investigated university students’ WTC in Englisidahe interrelationships among the
individual difference factors such as their selfggeved communication in English,
communication apprehension, motivation, attituded personality, related to WTC.
She adopted a mixed method design to gather data 26 randomly selected
university students via questionnaires and seraegired interviews. The findings
revealed that students had low WTC and SPCC, hghhi®derate motivation, positive
attitudes and slightly extraverted personality. Nagiables that directly influenced
WTC were English communication confidence and naitbn. Motivation had also a
direct path to English communication confidencdit@dles indirectly affected WTC in
English. Students’ attitudes and their personalye found to be correlated each other.
The findings of her study in terms of the pathsrfrcommunication confidence to
WTC, motivation to confidence, and attitudes to iraiton were supported by previous
research studies (Yashima, 2002; Kim, 2004). Howetlee path from motivation to
WTC was not confirmed by some research findings diitgre & Charos, 1996;
Yashima, 2002; Kim, 2004; Bekta2005). Interview results showed that students
consider their English competence is the most emial factor for their WTC in
English. Motivation was also determined to be aeothfluential factor to their WTC.
Finally the qualitative research supports the psepgomodel. The results of the study
provided support to Gardner's SLA model (1985) avidcintyre et al.’s (1998)

heuristic model.

Wen & Clément (2003) were the first to examine tiationship among
variables and WTC in L2. They extended Macintyralés (1998) model in a Chinese
setting by changing some structural relationshipsvben constructs included in the

model and by reinterpreting some of the variablemmf a Chinese perspective.
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According to them Chinese students’ unwillingnessammunicate in public is deeply
rooted in two aspects of interpersonal relatiomsother-directed self and a submissive
way of learning. Chinese culture is more collestiviso people can never separate
themselves from obligation to others and they e@my much about the evaluation of
the significant others. They assume that Chinestests would be more sensitive to the
judgment of the public and therefore, less likety get involved in classroom
communication (20). They proposed alterations tth libe factors effecting on WTC
and their structural position in the dynamics & thodel.

Societal Context Motivational Orientation
-group cohesiveness -affiliation
-teacher support -task-orientation
DC » WTC
Personality Factors Affectived®ceptions
- risk taking - inhibited monitor
- tolerance of ambiguity - positive expectation of
evaluation

Figure 4 Variables Moderating the Relation betwee®C* and WTC in the
Chinese EFL Classroom Wen & Clément (2003DC=Desire to Communicate

Wen & Clément's model focus heavily on the relatibatween desire to
communicate and WTC in English. They made a disancbetween desire and
willingness and stated that the students may hagedesire to communicate but are
effectively unprepared, which results in unwillimgs to communicate. Thus, the
variables in their conceptualization include soc@bdntext, personality factors,
motivational orientations, and affective percepgi¢8ee Figure 4).

Wen & Clément (2003) stated that in the ChineseliEmglassroom teacher
involvement and immediacy can be regarded as afisamt precursor of a student’s

positive affect, and would be expected to incra&3eC (28). However, they concluded
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that the model they presented is only a theorefiaahework. For this reason, this

model is open to empirical testing.

Yu (2009) examined the WTC construct in a Chineskege setting by adapting
variables from four theoretical resources: McCrgskée Richmond’'s (1987) WTC
construct, Gardners’s (2001) Socio-educational mddacintyre et al.’s (1998) WTC
model, Wen & Clément’s (2003) WTC in a ChineseisgittThe study examined the
relationships among WTC and SPCC, CA, in L1 (Chepesnd L2 (English) in a
context where English was learned as a foreignuage. Besides, it was aimed to
examine the relationships between integrativenesifudes towards the learning
situation, motivation, and instrumental orientatenmd WTC in English. In addition to
this, it was the aim of the researcher to test ghgposed model. The study was
conducted at a public university in China. The ipgrants consisted of 235 second and
third year college students who were majoring inglish. The study employed a
guantitative research design and collected dataudimg questionnaires. Pearson
correlation coefficient, multiple regression, andpath model were employed as
particular statistical analysis methods in line hwggach research question. A path
analysis using a maximum likelihood solution frodSREL VII was conducted on the
correlation matrix of the entire variables. All thariables were significantly correlated
with each other. However, it was found that selfepered communication competence
was a better predictor to the students’ WTC. Comoaiion apprehension was
negatively correlated with WTC in both languagehjol suggested that the more the
students felt apprehensive, the less willing theybl be to communicate (67). When
relationships between affective variables and WT&s wxamined, it was found that
attitudes towards the learning situation was thst pedictor of WTC in English
(beta=. 192) among the four predictors, integraiegs, attitudes towards the learning
situation, motivation, and instrumental orientatioffhen the proposed model was
tested, it was found that CA had direct effect onG\in English, and an indirect effect
on WTC in English through its negative effect onC& SPCC was found to have the
largest direct effect on WTC in English. Motivatibad direct effect on CA and SPCC
and indirect relationship with WTC in English thgiuthe mediation of CA and SPCC.
The relationship between CA and motivation was hega indicating that more
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motivated students would have less apprehensioachBe immediacy had a negative
direct effect on communication apprehension andgtigeslirect effect on SPCC.

Sun (2008) investigated the motivation of non-Estglinajor students in Taiwan.
The researcher intended to describe the relatiprsétween motivation and WTC and
between anxiety and WTC. Furthermore, some keyosodtural factors that influence
college students’ motivation and WTC in conversatatasses were investigated. The
data were collected from 115 non-English majoreraling conversation classes by
means of three questionnaires. Follow-up interviexese conducted with six volunteer
students for deeper analysis of their WTC in EmglisMacintyre et al.’s (1998)
heuristic model of variables influencing WTC formig theoretical framework of the
study. The results revealed that students hadip®sittitudes towards WTC in English
classes. 56% of the students expressed that tsabhee strong impact on students’
willingness to use English. Most students (81%)icatkd that they prefer more
interactive activities and a more relaxing learnatignosphere. The students were found
to be aware of the importance of the English compaiion skills. As for the
motivation factor, students valued knowing variaustures and people and this result
implied that students who had integrative motivatiwould most likely to actively
interact with foreigners (p. 69). It was also obsérthat when students learning English
was instrumental, they learned for their immedregeds such as when looking for a job
or need English for promotion. In this study studeattitude toward learning English
was not high. The researcher concluded that stsdembtivation and WTC using
English in conversation class may change when tdwo<ultural factors such as
teacher’'s attitude and learning environment chanyéisen the anxiety factor was
examined, participants were found to be anxiousrmthey were asked to communicate
in large group settings. On the contrary, the sttglevere less anxious to use English in
small group situations and with friends. The resfilfWTC questionnaire implied that
anxiety is negatively related with WTC because shelents were highly anxious to
speak to a group of strangers. They were willingdmmunicate only when were they

playing games and talking to a foreigner and piaditng in small group discussion.

While the majority of previous studies have emptbyelf-report data which
tapped trait-ike WTC, a handful have examined estatel WTC by means of

observational and interview data. Kang (2005) edrout a qualitative study in order to
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deepen the understanding of WTC and to provide gmgleal implications. She
examined how the situational variables affect Wii@.2 in a communication situatipn
how the situational variables construct situatiohdlC in L2, and how the situational
WTC in L2 changes over the course of communicatiime collected data from four
volunteer Korean male students who came to theersation partner program at a state
university in the north-eastern part of the Unittates. The findings from her study
provided evidence that situational WTC can dynaityioamerge through the role of
situational variables and fluctuate during commation. Kang proposed situational
WTC as a multilayered construct that could changement-to-moment in the
conversational context, under the joint effect bé tpsychological conditions of
excitement, responsibility and security. In thisidgt, L2 WTC was described as a
dynamic situational concept rather than a traié-lixredisposition, and claimed that

security, excitement and responsibility as antectsi® WTC.

In another qualitative study of L2 learners’ ownrgaptions of factors
contributing to WTC, House (2004) suggests othetoid which may affect WTC in
different contexts. In his study, six learners was&ed to report their experiences over
a five-week period, and how perceptions of theggee&nces influenced their WTC
inside an ESL (English as a second language) oassrHe reported that learners only
felt able to actually engage in communication wla@nopportunity arose which they
perceived as suitable for communication. Factoch s perceived politeness, the role
of physical locality, the presence of the opposiex, mood and the topic under
discussion, were also found to be minor influeraféscting WTC.

Peng (2007) examined the relationship between L2CWANd integrative
motivation among 174 college students attendingirdgensive English language
program in China. The results from the questiomnand interview showed that
Chinese students’ L2 WTC tendencies in their EFdssés were low. Peng found that
integrative motivation accounted for a small prapor of variation in L2 WTC.
Motivation was the strongest predictor of L2 WT(ile attitudes towards the learning
situation did not predict L2 WTC.

More recently Peng & Woodrow (2010) tested a hypsitted model integrating
WTC in English, communication confidence, motivatitearner beliefs, and classroom
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environment using structural equation modeling.ifTeidy was heuristic in being the
first effort to investigate the effect of classro@nvironment and learner beliefs on
WTC inside the EFL classroom. They only investidatiee speaking aspect of WTC.
They collected data from 579 university student® wiere undergraduate freshmen and
sophomores majoring in non-English disciplinesightedifferent universities in China
by employing six scales adapted from previous stidData analysis revealed that
confidence served as the most significant predict®TC. This finding was consistent
with both the L2 WTC theory (Macintyre et al., 1998lément et al., 2003) in the
Canadian context and Yashima’'s (2002) study in Yapanese context. Thus, they
concluded that communication confidence is a prynaard universal precursor to L2
WTC regardless of regional diversity. The resultsoashowed that classroom
environment predicts WTC, communication confideneatner beliefs, and motivation.
It was found that motivation influenced WTC inditlgcthrough confidence. A direct
effect of learner beliefs on motivation and confide was also identified. The findings
replicated the findings of Yashima (2002). The gtatbo suggested that students who
were less anxious and had high perceived confidseeened to be more willing to
communicate inside the classroom. They argue thest important to examine how

various factors, both situational and personattjpilead to student's WTC.

Cao & Philp (2006) aimed to explore dual charastms of willingness to
communicate (WTC) in a second language (L2): ti@&-WTC and situational WTC.
The group of participants consisted of four mald #our female international learners
who had enrolled in an intensive General EnglisbgRam at a university-based private
language school in New Zealand. Trait WTC was meakthrough the use of a 25 item
questionnaire widely used in previous research (Mskey & Richmond, 1991;
Hashimoto, 2002). State-level WTC was measured bgemvation of classroom
behavior, using a classroom observation schemeistmgs of seven categories.
Learners’ perceptions of the factors contributingheir WTC behavior in class were
elicited through structured interviews comprisiigete sections. By adopting methods
of classroom observation, participant interviewsd aguestionnaires, consistency
between L2 learners’ self-report WTC and their actWTC behavior in an L2
classroom was examined. While trait-like WTC, asasuged by a self-report survey,

could predict a tendency to communicate, classrobservation of situational WTC
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and interviews with individual learners revealeduat behavior and the influence of

contextual factors on the decision to engage eraation with fellow students.

Previous research into willingness to communic&®& C) in L2 has focused
primarily on its trait dispositions that remain ld&a across contexts and its situated
nature is under explored. Framed with an ecologiesbpective on second language
learning, in another multiple case study, Cao (20h%estigated the dynamic and
situated nature of WTC in second language classsoBased on data collected through
classroom observations, stimulated-recall intergieand reflective journals, it was
found that situational WTC in L2 classrooms emerdemn the joint effects of
individual characteristics including self-confidengersonality, emotion and perceived
opportunity to communicate, classroom environmeaotadditions such as topic, task,
interlocutor, teacher and group size, together Mittiguistic factors. The findings
suggest that language teachers should be mindftheointerdependence of all these

involved factors that create students’ WTC in class

Since research on willingness to communicate iatikgly new, not much
research has been carried out in the Turkish carBekts (2005) examined whether
college students who were learning English as @darlanguage in the Turkish context
were willing to communicate when they had an opputy and whether the WTC
model explained the relations among social-psydicdd, linguistic and
communication variables in this context. Her studys a hybrid design that combined
both quantitative and qualitative data collectiord analysis procedures. In order to
collect data, a questionnaire was administeredb€radndomly selected college students
in Turkey. Then, interviews were conducted withrabdomly selected students who
had already answered the questionnaire. The Staldiquation Model (SEM) analysis
was conducted to examine the interrelations amotglesats’ willingness to
communicate in English, their language learningivatibn, communication anxiety,
perceived communication competence, attitude towhed international community,

and personality.

Qualitative interviews, too, were utilized to exierand elaborate these
quantitative results. The results revealed thatlesits were somewhat willing to
communicate in English, were moderately motivai@detarn English, had a positive



attitude toward the international community, haet mmmunication anxiety, perceived
themselves somewhat competent to communicate inlisBngand were slightly
extraverted and people oriented, and their permeptiof their personalities were
directly related to their linguistic self-confidemc These students’ willingness to
communicate was found to be directly related tor thttitude toward the international
community and their perceived linguistic self-caince. Students’ motivation to learn
English and their personality in terms of beingrgrovert or extrovert were found to be
indirectly related to their willingness to commuetie through linguistic self-confidence.
Finally, their attitude toward the internationalnmmunity was correlated with their
personality (See Figure 5).

-

Figure 5 Model of WTC Proposed by Bekta (2005)

Atay & Kurt (2009), too, by employing a combinatiaf qualitative and
quantitative methodology investigated the factorffecsing the willingness to
communicate of Turkish EFL learners as well asrtbginions on communicating in
English inside and outside the classroom. Theyectdd data from 159 intermediate
level Turkish EFL students who were enrolled at gneparatory school of a state
university in Istanbul by means of a questionnarel semi-structured interviews.
Similar to the findings of previous studies (Mckeg & McCroskey 1986; Macintyre
& Charos 1996), they found a strong positive catieh between perceived
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competence and WTC. Moreover, it was found thakiSbrstudents with a higher score
on international posture were found to be moreinglto communicate in English both
outside and inside the classroom. In this studwirdeto learn English was not a
significant predictor of WTC. The qualitative fimdjs of the study revealed that WTC
is subject to situational variables. Similar to ganstudy (2005) they found topic,
background knowledge, teacher, and peers as factituencing the WTC of Turkish

learners.

These previous studies on WTC conducted in theiSlurgontext focused on the
students from different departments of differentleges. Whereas, the factors that
influence the prospective teachers’L2 WTC remaimasrinvestigated. Since these
students will be the teachers of English, who wid role models for their future
students, it is supposed to be important that vwilshknow to what extent they are

willing to communicate.

The focus of this study is specifically willingness communicate of English
language teaching ELT students, who have passedfiaipncy exam in order to study
in the ELT department. The researcher, herselfemepced the unwillingness to
communicate of some of the students in the speakspgct so; it is thought that the
results of this study would add more cultural pecéve to the willingness to
communicate in English. Moreover, this study uéifizthe personality aspect of the
original WTC model and not only the speaking aspedtreading and writing aspects

are also considered.

In this context, the significance of this studythat, it is planned to be the first
doctoral dissertation in Turkey investigating mmestive teachers’ feelings about
communication with other people both inside andsiolat of the classroom, their
attitudes towards learning English and internati@@nmunity, motivational intensity
to learn English, communication anxiety, and pemeicommunication competence.
Finally, it is believed that investigating theirstructors’ perceptions about their

students’ WTC will provide a more comprehensiblespective to the problem.

To sum up, the empirical studies mentioned abowsvsihat the relationships
between L2 WTC and variables such as motivatiotifude, self-confidence, and

communicative competence, are different when itcamsidered from a cultural
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perspective. However, they revealed that self-peedecommunication competence,
communication apprehension and motivation serveth@snost significant predictors
of WTC in English in second and foreign languagesstooms in different contexts.
The next section will present a more comprehengveew on L2 WTC and individual

learner differences as predictors of WTC in secamidreign language.

2.2.4. Individual Difference Variables as Predictos of Willingness to

Communicate

Dornyei (2005: 1-4) describes individual differead¢D) as “characteristics or
traits in respect of which individuals may be shoten differ from each other”.
According to Ddrnyei ID constructs refer to the dimsions of enduring personal
characteristics that are assumed to apply to ewdsyland on which people differ by
degree. When describing ID taxonomies he expldia$ the concept of individual
differences is rather loose and among those peisgrability, aptitude, and motivation
are seen as principal learner variables. Two ofhaetors, which are accepted as
important contributors to success in masteringraido language, are learning styles
and learning strategies. Some other known learheracteristics are anxiety, self-

esteem, creativity, willingness to communicate kadner beliefs.

Dornyei (2009:182) views IDs as important mediatvayiables in the SLA
process, explaining a significant proportion ofriea variation in L2 attainment and
performance. He also adds that IDs act almostfiitexs or ingredients of a chemical
substance in which SLA burgeons. According to Hit):IDs exist in the sense that we
can identify, define, and operationalize them nigarous scientific manner; (2) IDs are
relatively stable attributes; (3) different IDs riorelatively monolithic components that
concern different aspects of human functioning trad are therefore only moderately
related to each other; and (4) IDs are learnernateand thus independent from external
factors from the environment. Ddrnyei gives fivesb&nown ID factors in SLA-

language aptitude, motivation, learning/cognititydes, learning strategies, and anxiety.

Learners in one class may have much in commoninkiance they have the
same teacher, follow the same course book or ciurit, but they show very different
level of achievement. Johnson (2001) argues thedetldifferences must have been

within ourselves, with what we ourselves bring e tearning task. She divides these
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individual differences into three categories, ctigai variables, which relate to the
mental makeup of the person, affective variabldsclvrelate to the feelings, and the
third set of factors is the personality variabl8snilarly, Chastain (1988: 121) states
that some of the affective factors that influence thgellgoment of second-language
skills are self-concept, attitude, perseverandermal versus external locus of control,

introversion versus extroversion, interests andisee

In addition to researchers, language policy makexs, are strongly concerned
with affective factors in the classroom. The Colwdéi Europe’s Common European
Framework of Reference state that one of the napgesseas to deal with in language
teaching is ‘existential competence, which includdgudes, motivation, values, self-
confidence and self-esteem. These all are considerbe strong influences on learners
while they are communicating with others and orirthbility to learn’ (Vero nica &
Arnold, 2009).

As it was reviewed in the previous section, theeanumber of variables that
have potential impact on WTC in English. Some oésth variables influence
individual’'s WTC in L2 directly, whereas others lidnce indirectly. In order to
understand the relationship between WTC and iterogebants in L1 and L2, a
comprehensive review of the empirical studies wgkeen in the previous section
(2.2.2; 2.2.3).

The focus of this study is on some effective vdeapsuch as; motivation,
anxiety, attitudes, self-confidence, self-perceiveammunication competence, and
personality variables, especially extraversiondwérsion, which are considered to have
impact on WTC in second or foreign language clas$kat is why; in next sections

some of these relevant variables will be reviewed.
2.2.4.1. Linguistic Self-confidence in Second Langge Communication

Self-confidence refers to the belief that a perbas the ability to produce
results, accomplish goals, or perform tasks conmpigtéDornyei, 2005). It is also seen
as a motivational factor consisting of belief ine@ability to learn an L2 successfully
by Ellis (2011). Among a number of variables, salfifidence has been found to be the
most effective antecedent of L2 WTC by many redeasc(Cao, 2009; Clément, Baker,
& Maclintyre, 2003; Macintyre, Charos, 1996; Machetyet al., 2001; Xie, 2011;
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Yashima, 2002). Dérnyei (2001) points out the int@oce of protecting learners’ self-
esteem and increasing their self-confidence angltssthat they are like the foundations
of a building. If one lacks self-confidence, thesity lose faith in their capabilities and
probably give up. On the other hand, learners siitbng sense of self- efficacy can be
more successful to approach threatening situatwitits confidence. The Council of

Europe’s Common European Framework of Reference, taconsiders attitudes,

motivation, values, self-confidence and self-estéerhe strong influences on learners

while they are communicating with others (Vero nicarnold, 2009).

According to Clément (1980), self-confidence inflaes one’s WTC in L2 and
one’s self-confidence in language ability and atyxidevel can better predict
achievement than the speaker’s attitude towardsdw®nd language group. Clément
described self-confidence as relatively endurings@eal characteristics that was
composed of two key constructs: 1) perceived coempet and, 2) lack of anxiety. In
other words Clément considers self-confidence &gemt variable defined by lack of
anxiety and perceived communicative competencehifn study in Canada with
Francophone students, he found out that self-cenfid was highly positively

correlated with their oral language production.

Clément et al. (2004) extended the applicabilityhaf self-confidence construct
and showed that it is also a significant motivagiosubsystem in FLL situations where
there is little direct contact with L2 members bonsiderable indirect contact with the

L2 culture through the media.

A number of researchers stated the significaneelbfconfidence in their model
of WTC in L2, and investigated the role of it ineth studies. Examples from these

studies are briefly discussed below.

Maclintyre et al., (1998) stated the significanceelf-confidence in their model
of WTC in L2. They proposed a number of cognitaured effective factors such as,
motivation, personality, intergroup climate, anatlevels of self-confidence that cause
WTC in L2. The first level of self-confidence isseibed as state communicative self-
confidence and the second level is labeled as liZasefidence. They argued that in
the L2 context, WTC should be treated as a sitnatioariable. They conceptualized
WTC in an L2 in a theoretical model which has altaif twelve constructs, with six
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layers and placed self-confidence in layer IV oéithWTC model (See Figure 3,
Heuristic Model), which stands for the overall bé&lin being able to communicate in
L2 in an adaptive and efficient manner (551). Adiog to them, this kind of self-
confidence can be affected by the self-evaluatiob2oskills, a judgment made by the
speaker about the degree of mastery achieved entd2anguage anxiety when using a
L2.

Yu (2009) argues that the desire to interact wipecific person and state self-
confidence are considered the most immediate detants of WTC. The desire to
interact with a specific person comes from a cormtoom of affiliation and control
motives. There are some other studies which sudbastself-confidence can predict
language achievement (Baker & Mcintyre, 2000), ciffene’s WTC in the L2 in a
given situation (Yashima et al., 2004), L2 selidence and attitudes towards

international community are two predictors of L2 @/{Ghonsooly et al., 2012).

Yashima et al. (2004), as previously detailed ahawestigated the results and
antecedents of willingness to communicate in arsgdanguage. They found out that
both state and trait variables, including self-cderfice, intergroup motivation,
intergroup attitudes, and personality, were showaffect one’s WTC in the L2 in a

given situation.

In 2011, Xie carried out a research study with leghool Chinese students and
found that self-confidence could indeed be a mdgmtor influencing WTC. The
researcher convinced that as learners’ self-confidencreased over-time, so did their

willingness to communicate in an L2,

In the Iranian setting Ghonsooly et al., (2012) rexeed the willingness to
communicate in the second language and its undgriyariables among non- English
major students in Iran. The data were collectednfrd58 Iranian undergraduates
(humanities and engineering students) by using estgqnnaire. The aim was to
investigate students L2 WTC construct, compare tthe groups, and to test the
proposed model. The results revealed that L2 sgifidence and attitudes towards
international community were two predictors of LZT'® in the Iranian context. The
researchers found no significant difference betwgreups, except for communication

anxiety and motivation. Humanities students werentb to be more anxious than
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engineering students (M= 54.23/ M=37.57) but engjimgy students were found to be
more motivated to learn English than humanity stisleln other words engineering
students were less anxious but more motivatedaim IEnglish. When the model was
tested, significant positive paths were obtainednfl.2 confidence for the engineering

students.

According to Bekta (2005) linguistic self-confidence is defined ase th
combination of a lack of communication anxiety ankligher perceived communication
competence. In her study, as it was mentioned tailda Chapter 2.2.3, she examined
the interrelations among students’ willingness tmmunicate in English and other
variables in the Turkish setting. It was revealbdttstudents’ perceptions of their
personalities were directly related to their lirgjia self-confidence. These students’
willingness to communicate was found to be directhated to their attitude toward the
international community and their perceived lingaisself-confidence. Students’
motivation to learn English and their personality terms of being an introvert or
extrovert were found to be indirectly related teeithwillingness to communicate

through linguistic self-confidence (See Figure 5).

In conclusion, as it was mentioned in detail ima@ter 2.2.3, among a number
of individual variables, self-confidence, whicheef to the belief that a person has the
ability to produce results, accomplish goals, orfgrens tasks competently, has been
found to be an important antecedent of L2 WTC iffedent contexts by several
researchers. We should not underestimate the ingfastudents’ judgments of their
personal capabilities. On the contrary, by develgpositive and friendly atmosphere
in classes, we should try to diagnose the sourctdseo negative judgments about their

capacities and provide them opportunities to ovekcthis drawback.
2.2.4.2 Self-perceived Communication Competence

In the late 1990s various research studies reve#ihad communication
apprehension and self- perceived communication etemge were the two strongest
predictors of WTC in English (Baker, S. C., & Magire, P. D. 2000; Macintyre, P.
D., Clément, R., Conrod, S. 2001). These two factcommunication apprehension, the
level of fear associated with actual or anticipatedhmunication, (McCroskey, 1977:
78) and self-perceived communication competencactwis conceptualized as the
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feeling that one has the capacity to communicafiecewely at a particular moment
(Macintyre et al.,, 1998) were combined into one starct in some L2 studies
(Macintyre et al., 1998; Yashima, 2002; Yashima akt 2004). However, in
Matsuoka’s (2006) study, perceived competence andranication apprehension were
separate components that were not strongly rel&vedach other (r=-.31). She
concluded that some learners can experience a laghl of communication

apprehension even if they have a high level ofgieedd competence.

In some studies, it was also found that students pdrceived themselves as
competent in communicating are more willing to iateé communication (Cao, 2011;
Bekta;, 2005; Hashimoto, 2002; Matsuoka, 2006; Peng anddidbw, 2010; Yashima,
2002). Their studies suggested that students whe Jess anxious and had high
perceived confidence seemed to be more willingofmraunicate inside the classroom.
Cao (2011) investigated the dynamic and situatedr@af WTC in second language
classrooms and found that situational WTC in LXstaoms emerged from the joint
effects of individual characteristics includingfssbnfidence, personality, emotion and

perceived opportunity to communicate, classroonirenmental conditions.

Similar to Bekta'(2005) study, which revealed a direct relationshgtween
students’ willingness to communicate and theirtwde® toward the international
community, and perceived linguistic self-confidepatay & Kurt (2009), too, found a
strong positive correlation between perceived cdeme and L2 WTC in the Turkish

setting.
2.2.4.3 Motivation

Another factor that is cited to explain why somelé@rners are more successful
than others is individual motivation (Dornyei, 20&afar & Meenakshi, 2012). In
language learning, motivation is regarded as arortapt issue and it is necessary to
think about options to develop greater motivationthe students. It is described as
‘effort, desire and attitude toward learning’ (Dgen 2005: 68). It is argued that
without sufficient motivation, even learners widmrarkable abilities cannot accomplish
long-term goals. According to Dérnyei (2001: xiiB)9‘motivation is a multifaceted

psychological phenomenon, and understanding hoent@ance and maintain learners’
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motivation in the language classroom is a primasgcern for teachers interested in

facilitating second language acquisition’.

It is asserted that when a learner lacks motivaitda hard to concentrate on the
task, which creates a disadvantage for languageHw®psituation (Vero nica & Arnold,
2009). They emphasize that in such a situatioretidt be less energy for the task and
in addition to this negative feelings will generated learning experience will become
unpleasant, and thus less effective. Similarly, skem (1985) argues that non-
threatening classroom atmosphere fosters self-@emfe, and that high motivation is
very important. He points out the importance of poshensible input and adds that it is
not enough: the learner should be ready to recikie message. Language acquisition
will not be possible if the learner is not motivdtéacks of self-confidence, or feels

afraid of making mistakes or being humiliateddblyers in class.

The initial impetus in L2 motivation research cafmem Gardner & Lambert
(1972, as cited in Dornyei, 2005:67). They regardled motivation to learn the
language of the other community as the most imporiafluence responsible for
enhancing or hindering intercultural communicatiemd affiliation. They adopted a
socio- psychological approach that was based oagkemption that ‘students’ attitudes
toward the specific language group will determineirt success in that language’. They
made the distinction between integrative motivateord instrumental motivation. In
their definition, integrative motivation is posiivattitudes toward the target language
group and a willingness to integrate into the tarngmguage community, whereas
instrumental motivation refers to practical reastorslearning a language, such as to

gain social recognition or to get a better job.

Gardner (1985) established a model of motivatiosdonond language learning
called the Socio-educational Model of Second Laggu#cquisition, which has
dominated the field. In the model, two classegasiables, integrativeness and attitudes
toward the learning situation are said to contebiat the learner’s level of motivation,
and these three classes of variables are saidroifdegrative motivation (See Figure
6). According to Gardner, in order to describe pieenomenon of motivation, three
elements, attitudes toward learning the languagsirel and motivational intensity, are
required.
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Figure 6. Schematic Representation of Gardner’s (85) Conceptualization of the
Integrative Motive.

The Socio-educational model is not without critidgrnyei (1994), Oxford and
Shearin (1994), have been critical of its influemnd suggest broadening the scope of
L2 motivation studies by utilizing other motivatiotheories from the field of
psychology. It is also criticized that the reswtsnotivational studies are vague and do
not present an obvious relation among variables (®98). According to Gardner, on
the other hand, the inconsistency of the resultdifférent studies is due to the use of

different measures, the violation of statisticatlata analysis and contextual variations.

A number of researchers investigated universitdestts’ WTC in English and
the interrelationships among the individual diffeze factors such as their self-
perceived communication in English, communicatiopprahension, motivation,
attitudes and personality, related to WTC in L2.efhfound direct or indirect
relationships between motivation and WTC in L2 (Bg¢k2005; Jung's 2011; Kim,
2004; Maclintyre, Baker, Clément, & Conrad, 2001;cMég&re, Baker, Clément, and
Donovan, 2003; Matsuoka, 2006; Peng, 2007; PengVéoddrow, 2010; Sun, 2008;
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2010; Yashima, 2002; Yashima et. al., 2004; Y202 Wen and Clément, 2003;
Ghonsooly et al., 2012). More details about theasdias were given in the previous
section. The focus here is on motivation and WTiGti@nship. Some of these studies

examining relationships between motivation and WiTC2 are exemplified below.

Matsubara (2007) determined to reveal the relatipneetween motivation and
group dynamics components and WTC scores and ctassgroup dynamics among a
group of 237 rural Japanese non-English-major usitye students. The study,
therefore, incorporated classroom related variabkesvell as motivation components
among Japanese EFL learners. Matsubara’s studwleglvéhat several motivational
factors and classroom group dynamics factors waatified as a result of Principal
Components Analysis (PCA). A total of seven factaexe identified. Three factors
were identified from motivation items and four fas were identified from classroom
group dynamics items. Among the several classromupydynamics components that
emerged, Student-centered Approach and Intergropproach Tendency showed
significant influences on students’ WTC. Both Mational Intensity and Intergroup
Approach Tendency were previously identified in NMasa’'s (2002) study. This study
obtained a similar result in terms of motivatiomamponents among rural students.
This study also revealed four factors of classrgwaup dynamics. In a previous study,
Matsubara (2004, 2006) identified Student-centéyeproach as a classroom dynamics
factor in a similar population. Matsubara’s stu@yealed similar results. In addition,
two factors concerning attitude towards group wavkre identified. These two
identified factors, Preference for group activitydaEffectiveness for group activity
provided information on the students’ attitude todga group activity within the
classroom. One more factor that was identified adaasroom dynamics factor was
Group Cohesion. Clément et al. (2003) used thesmasitto show the relationship of
motivation and group dynamics among Hungarian stisdelhe study also identified

Group Cohesion as a classroom dynamics factor aidapanese students.

Peng (2007) examined the relationship between L2CWANd integrative
motivation among 174 college students attendingirdgensive English language
program in China. This study was based on a hyaiiework of the WTC model and
the socio-educational model. The results from thestjonnaire and interview showed

that Chinese students’ L2 WTC tendencies in thdiL Elasses were low. Using
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correlational analysis and multiple regressionseiplore the predictive effect of
integrative motivation on L2 WTC, Peng found thattegrative motivation accounted
for a small proportion of variation in L2 WTC. Mugétion was the strongest predictor
of L2 WTC, while attitudes towards the learninguation did not predict L2 WTC.
More recently the results of Peng and Woodrow'sl(@Gtudy showed that classroom
environment predicts WTC, communication confidenearner beliefs, and motivation.
It was found that motivation influenced WTC inditlgcthrough confidence. A direct

effect of learner beliefs on motivation and confide was also identified.

Yu (2009) examined the WTC construct in a Chinegkege setting by adapting
variables from four theoretical resources in a €b@ setting. When relationships
between affective variables and WTC were examiitetias found that motivation had
direct effect on CA and SPCC and indirect relatiymsvith WTC in English through
the mediation of CA and SPCC. The relationship ketwCA and motivation was
negative, indicating that more motivated studerdsla/ have less apprehension.

Sun (2008: 69) investigated motivation of non-Eslglmajor students in Taiwan
and found that students valued knowing variousuced#t and people and this result
implied that students who had integrative motivatieould most likely actively interact
with foreigners. It was also observed that whendestis’ learning English was
instrumental, they learned for their immediate segach as when looking for a job or
need English for promotion. The researcher conduthat students’ motivation and
WTC using English in conversation class may chanfen the socio-cultural factors
such as teacher’s attitude and learning environnsbahges (See Chapter 2.2.3 for

details).

In Jung’s (2011) study, in the Korean context, reati path from motivation to

WTC was found. It was also revealed that there ava&rect path from motivation to
English communication confidence. The findings ef study in terms of the paths from
communication confidence to WTC, motivation to d¢dehce, and attitudes to
motivation were supported by previous researchiesuflyashima, 2002; Kim, 2004).
However, the path from motivation to WTC was nonfooned by some research
findings (Macintyre and Charos, 1996; Yashima, 20Qkn, 2004; Bektg 2005).

Interview results of the study showed that studeatssider motivation as an influential
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factor to their WTC. Their English competence is thost influential factor for their
WTC in English, though.

Matsuoka (2006: 76) investigated how individuafefiénce variables are related
with L2 willingness and English proficiency in thlapanese setting and found that
SPCC was the most influential factor contributedhi® prediction of L2 WTC (22%),
and motivational intensity was the fifth factor, 3% a total of 45%. She concluded
that when learners have a positive internationatyre, their motivation and their level

of self- efficacy will be raised.

Macintyre & Charos (1996), in their study, foundathWTC in L1 was a
predictor of frequency of communication in a L2,exas motivation was a predictor of
WTC, frequency of communication in a L2, or bothheTstudents with greater
motivation for language learning reported that thegd the language more frequently.

It was also found that personality traits influeshesotivation and WTC.

In the Japanese context, Hashimoto (2002) repticMacintyre & Charos’s
(1996) study and found a significant a path from @b motivation. In the original
study, the path was not significant, though. Irdigon, a path from perceived
competence was found to exert a strongdirett influence on motivation from a data-

driven path. For more examples in different cordesde Chapter 2.2.3.

Finally, in the Turkish context, Bektd2005) found that college students were
somewhat motivated. In her study, the qualitativalgsis results revealed that students’
main motivation to learn English is instrumentahea than integrative, and extrinsic
rather than intrinsic. She also found that studentone hand are motivated to learn
English to have a better life, but on the otherchtrey resist the idea that they have to
study the prep class before taking their major esttbjin their departments. She found
an indirect relationship between motivation and Wai@l asserted that this finding is
similar to Japanese and Korean contexts. She, adéwuded that motivated students
perceive their language competence to be higher s motivated students, and the
ones who have more positive attitudes are motivatedearn English. As it was
discussed above, the findings of various reseaschiemain inconsistent in the
relationship between these two mentioned varialbohegivation and WTC in English. In

this study, for Turkish students’ whose majors Brgjlish, international posture was
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examined in relation to WTC in English in the Twtkicontext, where a majority of
students may not have much opportunity to meet Ipespm American or English

cultures.
2.2.4.4 Attitudes and International Posture

Language attitude has been indicated as one ofinttmortant factors in
predicting the level of success in L2 learning. &akl992) describes attitude as ‘a
hypothetical construct which is used to explain divection and persistence of human
behavior’ (p. 10). However, Jung (2011) indicatesttfor students, the attitudes they
develop are not just toward the English languagerdilect all the subjective feelings
associated with learning a new subject. It is agslithat attitudes towards society are
important in L2 and foreign language teaching (&oimp 2001). According to
Schumann’ acculturation theory, which is the psscby which the learner becomes
adapted to a new culture, learners’ view of thepleb&ers and their culture, society, and
her willingness to become a member of that grougnismportant factor in learning a
second language (1978, as cited in Ellis, 2011%itRe attitudes towards the target
language, its people, culture were found to beofadiacilitating L2 learning. According
to Johnson, attitudes towards the native speakengdoreign language you try to learn
may be very important. It is believed that when gleodislike or hate the native
speakers of a particular language, it is a wasterd trying to learn that language. As
Gardner (1985) points out unlike other school sttsjelearning a second language
requires learners to familiarize themselves with ¢haracteristics of other cultures and

the success of the learner depends on the attieldeowards these other cultures.

As it was discussed in Chapter 2.2.4.3, Gardnetr33%) Socio-educational
Model proposes that two basic attitudes, integemtdss, and attitudes towards the
learning situation, influence the learners’ theelewf |12 learning motivation. In
Macintyre et al’s (1998) WTC model intergroup tatties are interpreted as
integrativeness, fear of assimilation, and motomtio learn L2. In the Japanese EFL
context, Yashima (2002), and similarly Bekt2005) in the Turkish English as a
foreign language context, assumed the “internatiopasture’ construct as a
replacement for ‘integrativeness’ in order to captiFL learners’ attitudes toward the
international community. Yashima (2002: 57) definedlernational posture as an
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interest in foreign and international affairs, wigness to go abroad to study or work,
readiness to interact with intercultural partnensg a non-ethnocentric attitude toward
different cultures. The findings of some recentdsts related to attitudes of learners
towards international community and learning Erngliom Asian contexts are briefly

given below. For more details about these studiesChapter 2.2.3.

Jung (2011) investigated Korean students’ WTC imglish and individual
difference factors related to WTC. The findingse&led that students had positive
attitudes, which indirectly affected WTC in Englisthe findings of her study in terms
of the paths from communication confidence to Whitivation to confidence, and
attitudes to motivation were supported by previoesearch studies (Yashima, 2002;
Kim, 2004). Attitudes indirectly affected WTC in gish. Students’ attitudes and their

personality were found to be correlated each other.

Yu (2009) examined the WTC construct in a Chinek& Eollege setting and
found that attitudes of the participants towards tearning situation was the best
predictor of WTC in English (beta=. 192) among fber predictors, integrativeness,

attitudes towards the learning situation, motivatiand instrumental orientation.

Sun (2008) investigated motivation of non-Englishjon students in Taiwan and
found that students’ attitude toward learning Estglwas not high. The researcher
concluded that students’ motivation and WTC usimglEh in conversation class may
change when the socio-cultural factors such ashez&c attitude and learning

environment changes.

Ghonsooly et al. (2012) examined the willingnessdmmunicate in the second
language and its underlying variables among norgli&m major students in Iran and
their study results revealed that L2 self-confideand attitudes towards international

community were two predictors of L2 WTC.

International posture, which refers to ‘interestoneign or international affairs,
willingness to go overseas to stay or work, reaint® interact with intercultural
partners, and, one hopes, openness or non-ethriocattitude toward different
cultures, among others’, was first studied in fefato WTC in English by Yashima
(2002: 57). According to her, there are four vdealihat combine to form international

posture; interest in foreign affairs (IFA), intesgp approach-avoidance tendency
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(AAT), interest in international vocations/acties (IVA), and intercultural friendship
orientation in English learning (IFO). The detalfsthese variables will be discussed in
detail in the instrumentation section. It appeamedYashima’'s (2002) study that
international posture influences motivation, whiah,turn, influences proficiency in
English. In addition to this indirect path, a dirgmath from international posture to
WTC in a L2 was significant. In another study, Yiash et al. (2004) investigated the
results and antecedents of willingness to commtmicaa second language and found
out found a significant path from internationaleirgst to WTC in L2. The path was not
strong, though. It can be concluded that when stiso@re internationally oriented, they
are more willing to communicate and more motivatedstudy or learn English.
Although Yashima demonstrated a direct relatiorwben students’ WTC in English
and their international posture in EFL context, @t et al. (2003) shows an indirect
relation through linguistic self-confidence betw&¥MC and International posture in an
ESL context. Similarly, Kim (2004), in the Koreaontext and Min (2010), in the
Chinese context did not find a direct relationshiptween students’ international

posture and their WTC in English.

In the Turkish context, Kiziltepe (2000) attemptedinvestigate the attitudes
and motivation of Turkish learners towards Engkstd found that the most important
reasons for learning English for Turkish students iastrumental purposes: finding
work after graduation after university and using ihternet. In her study, she also
revealed that most of the Turkish learners in hedyshave only a moderate interest in
the British and the American communities and celtand having conversations with

British and American people was regarded as unitapbr

Uziuim (2007) investigated the attitudes of univgrsiudents towards English
language and English speaking societies by empdoginmixed research design. He
found that Turkish learners at sampled universihasl favorable attitudes towards
English language and speakers as a result ofititenest in the cultural products of the
English speaking societies and the instrumentalevaf English as a global language.
However, a significant finding of the study was ttteudents possess undecided
opinions regarding American movies. It was alsceaded that most of the respondents
are of opinion that Turkey has not had friendlyatieins with Britain throughout its
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history. He concluded that students like the pedpleguage, culture of these groups,
but what they do not like is mainly their stateipels.

Another example from the Turkish EFL context is Bgk(2005: 129) study, the
results of which indicated that non-major colleggdents had positive attitudes toward
international community, and their willingness wmamunicate in L2 was found to be
directly related to their attitude toward the im@ional community and SPCC.
According to her, students who have positive atégitoward international community
are motivated to learn English, and their leveinaitivation leads to WTC by affecting
their perceived competence. Her findings are ctersiswith Yashima (2002) and
Yashima et al. (2004), but in the Korean conteximK(2004) found an indirect
relationship between their motivation and attitudbesough confidence in English

communication.
2.2.4.5. Personality

Personality traits are the most important factbeg influence WTC. There are a
number of personality characteristics that maycffe learning such as; extraversion
vs. introversion, self- esteem, inhibition, riskiteg, anxiety. In this study, only
extraversion-introversion dimension of personalilgas measured. Extraverts are
considered sociable and impulsive. They seem tbkeisolitude, take risks, and
impulsive and receive energy from outside sourééisereas, introverts are believed to
be introspective, quiet, retiring and reserved.idEs they are involved with solitary

activities and are concerned with the inner wofl@leas.

As for the relationship between extraverted leareard success in L2, SLA
research suggests that the more extravert langeageers would increase the amount
of input (Krashen, 1985), and prefer communicai@proaches, the more they are
likely to join group activities (McDonough, 1986).herefore, they increase their
interaction in the language which maximizes theglege output (Swain, 1985). The
output hypothesis claims that it is important howcam language the learner himself
produces. When it is considered that extravertslygge more than introverts, it can be
imagined that output hypothesis would predict mewecess for extroverts (Johnson,
2001: 141).
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In Macintyre et al.’s (1998) heuristic model, perality is at the bottom of the
layer, based on the belief that personality factavsld influence L2 WTC indirectly. It
was found in various research studies that pergprmbys an indirect role on WTC
through other affective variables such as attitudestivation, and confidence. To give
some examples: in Bekta(2005) study the perceptions of students of their
personalities were directly related to their lirgjid self-confidence and indirectly
related to L2 WTC; Macintyre & Charos (1996) ireithfinal model, found that five
global personality traits, extraversion, agreeadssn conscientiousness, emotional
stability, and intellect were related to motivatiamd L2 WTC through attitude,
integrativeness, L2 anxiety, and perceived competerwhereas context directly
influenced the L2 communication frequency. Yashietaal. (2004) investigated the
results and antecedents of willingness to commimicaa second language in a study
and found out that both state and trait variableduding self-confidence, intergroup
motivation, intergroup attitudes, and personaktyre shown to affect one’s WTC in
the L2 in a given situation; in Matsuoka’s (2008)dy the analysis results indicated
that four independent variables contributed toptesliction of L2 WTC. SPCC was the
most influential factor contributed to the predictiof L2 WTC (22%), and the second
strongest factor was introversion (11%); Maclintgteal. (1999) investigated, among
other variables, the relationship between WTC, gmiisonality and found that
personality traits, extraversion, and emotionabifitg influenced WTC through self-
esteem, CA and SPCC. For more examples of researgersonality see Chapters,
22.2&2.2.3.

To sum up, even though personality does not dyecfluence learners’ WTC
in L2, it certainly shapes the way people respandheir learning environment. It is
concluded that students’ personality charactesst& related to their active class

participation.
2.2.4.6. Communication Apprehension/Anxiety

That is undoubtedly true that learners bring mamdividual characteristics to
the learning process. One of the characteristias lths been subject to considerable
amount of investigation is anxiety. In recent yefmeign language researchers have

paid considerable attention to the effects of itlmmguage learning and demonstrated
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that language anxiety is most closely related ® d@bquisition of a foreign language
(Horwitz et al., 1986). They pointed out that amxiprevents learners from reaching
their goals and students’ unrealistic beliefs abb@oguage learning negatively affect the

development of foreign language performance.

Horwitz et al. (1986) define language anxiety adistinct complex of self-
perceptions, beliefs, feelings, and behaviors edlab classroom language learning
arising from the uniqueness of the language legrmirocess. They identified three
varieties of foreign language anxieommunicatiorapprehensionwhich is viewed as
a type of shyness characterized by fear or anxabigut communicating with other
people,test anxiety which is a fear of feeling in test situations.idtan unpleasant
experience held consciously or unconsciously bynkr@ in many situationg-ear of
negative evaluatioms defined as apprehension about others’ evalugtiavoidance of
evaluative situations, and the expectation thagrstivould evaluate oneself negatively.
Horwitz (2001) noted in a review of the literatuhat there is something unique about
language learning anxiety which is separate frohemotypes of anxiety and language
anxiety, as a significant variable consistently aregjatively impacts upon language

performance.

While explaining affective individual factors abos#cond language learning
Gass & Selinker (2008) state that anxiety, comipetiess as well as shock in a new,
perhaps uncontrollable situation can make the lagguearning situation problematic
and stressful. They say anxiety seems to represénatit that falls within the broader
scheme of factors affecting learning but what i$ clear whether it is a matter of
personality or emotional reaction to a situationa@ombination. Dérnyei (2005) points
out that there are two dimensions in the literattirat are relevant to understand
anxiety: beneficial/facilitating vs. inhibitory/dgibating anxiety and trait vs. state
anxiety. The first dichotomy refers to whether @t mnxiety can be a positive or a
negative force in learning and the second refersvb@ther anxiety is part of an
individual’'s makeup across many situations or weeih is a reaction in a particular

situation.

Macintyre & Gardner (1991) view anxiety from thrperspectives: 1) anxiety

as a general personality trait (trait anxiety), ebhhas been shown to impair cognitive
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functioning, to disrupt memory, to lead to avoidangehaviors, 2) anxiety as an
emotional state (state anxiety), which refers toaasitory emotional state or condition
and 3) anxiety that extends consistently over timithin a given situation (situation-

specific anxiety), which is experienced in a tydesiiuation. According to Gass &

Selinker, anxiety and stress are also prevalentlassroom learning as well as in
individual learning contexts. They believe anxietgmpetitiveness as well as shock in
a new, perhaps uncontrollable, situation can mdiee language learning situation

problematic and stressful.

Language anxiety has been shown to correlate megativith achievement
measures such as language course final grades itEloi®86) and performance on a
vocabulary learning tasks (Macintyre & Gardner, 99&ardner & Maclintyre (1993)
found that among attitudes, motivation, and anxieteasures of both classroom
anxiety and language use anxiety showed the stsbngerrelations with several
language production measures including a cloze tstomposition task, and an
objective proficiency measure. Gardner & Macintioend language anxiety correlates
more highly with the self-ratings of proficiencyath with actual performance on the
tests of ability. It was found that anxious studelend to underestimate their ability and
less anxious students tend to overestimate thalityalfMacintyre et al., 1997).
Communication apprehension has also been wideljiestu not only in the field of
language education, but also in the field of speecmmunication (Daly, 1991,
Hashimoto, 2002) Although communication apprehensiefers to first language
anxiety, it is said that it is conceptually similar language anxiety in that they both
refer to anxiety about communicating (Daly, 199-nhitz et al., 1986). Much of the
research discussed above has demonstrated thenofluof affective variables on

achievement and other behavioral measures.

Research has consistently found significant higiretation between CA and
WTC in foreign or second language (Hashimoto, 20K&@ng, 2005; Macintyre &
Charos, 1996; Matsuoka, 2006; Peng & Woodrow, 2@, 2008; Yashima, 2002;
Yu, 2009). Macintyre & Charos (1996: 6) preferrad term ‘language anxiety’ instead
of ‘communication apprehension’. They investigated relations between affective
variables and WTC construct and revealed that petheived competence and anxiety

influenced WTC. In Hashimoto’s (2002) study, in tBapanese context, perceived
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competence and L2 anxiety were found to be causésT &€, whichled to more L2 use.
Besides, L2 anxiety was found to negatively infleenperceived competence,
supporting the results of the Macintyre & Chard996) study.

Yashima (2002) revealed in her study that a loweell of anxiety and a higher
level of perception of L2 communication competefex to a higher level of WTC.
This finding was consistent with the results of Mégre & Charos (1996). Yashima
pointed out the importance of reducing anxiety abdilding confidence in

communication in the Japanese context (63).

Findings and results of some more recent studiekide Kang (2005), who
examined trait-like WTC in her qualitative studm.this study, L2 WTC was described
as a dynamic situational concept rather than &likai predisposition, and she found
security, excitement and responsibility as antesesdéo WTC. Matsuoka (2006)
showed in her study that communication anxiety diract negative predictor of L2
WTC and students who were more apprehensive almmomcnication in the L2 had
lower L2 WTC, regardless whether they perceived ttenfidence as low or high. Sun
(2008) examined the anxiety factor and found pigeitts to be anxious when they were
asked to communicate in large group settings. €halr of WTC questionnaire implied
that anxiety is negatively related with WTC becatiestudents were highly anxious to
speak to a group of strangers. They were willingdmmmunicate only when were they
playing games and talking to a foreigner and pi@ditng in small group discussion. Yu
(2009: 67) investigated CA in the Chinese settind dound that CA was negatively
correlated with WTC in both languages, which sutggeshat the more the students felt
apprehensive, the less willing they would be to oamicate. Besides, it was found that
CA had direct effect on WTC in English, and an radi effect on WTC in English
through its negative effect on SPCC. Peng & Woodd®010) study suggested that
students who were less anxious and had high pedaenfidence seemed to be more
willing to communicate inside the classroom. In tGainese setting, Xie (2011)
reported that language anxiety negatively affedaf¢dC in L2.The students clearly
expressed that they felt nervous when answerirghea questions or they were afraid
that they could not express themselves well. Bssididents felt anxiety in a whole

class situation where peer pressure was felt.
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The research on issue in Turkey seems to be limitaaht (2001) investigated
believes about language learning and foreign laggyaexiety of 882 Turkish speaking
university students learning English as a foregmglage in North Cyprus and found
somewhat lower levels of foreign language anxietyTurkish-speaking university
students of English. The FLCAS mean score of tHgests was 90.79. Her second
study (2001) confirmed the findings of the firstudy. The Turkish- speaking
prospective English language teachers reportedliegtexperienced language anxiety,
but their mean score, 90.73, was again a littléovier than the level of the subjects in

the previous studies.

Aydin (2001) investigated the test anxiety level Tafrkish students as EFL
learners and its reasons, effects and resultsreigfolanguage learning. They collected
data from 114 students by administering a backgtogmestionnaire; a test anxiety
scale adapted from Sarason’s (1984) and foundotiréitipants usually had a high level
of anxiety. They also found that younger learneis less confident and relaxed and
more anxious than older students. The study alsweth that the anxiety of learners

affected their motivation, concentration and acéreent negatively.

Sener (2010) replicated Ortega-Cebreros’ (2003)ystudhich investigated the
anxiety levels of Spanish ELT studenfener aimed in her study to investigate the
anxiety levels of different foreign language anyxigtpes (speaking, listening, general
and test anxiety) of a group of 60, 14 males antkdtles, first year Turkish students
studying at the ELT Department of Canakkale Onsékazt University in 2009. The
analysis results of thELCAS showed the existence of considerable levelmdety in
the foreign language classes. However, it was tegidhat Turkish university students
do not experience high levels of foreign languageriety as the Spanish university
students do. This finding is similar to the preddunt’s (2001) in the field. As for the
speakinganxiety, speaking seemed to be difficult for somalents. Item 30 revealed
that 31.7% of the students felt overwhelmed by rbenber of the rules they had to
learn. Students’ lack of self-confidence when spepkthe foreign language was
revealed by the fact that 40 % of them agreed w&im 1( | never feel quite sure of
myself when | am speaking in English) and 31.7 %agieed with item 18 (I feel
confident when | speak in English in my languagess). A similar amount of students
(35%) expressed that they got embarrassed to edurfor the listening anxiety
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category. Turkish students experienced more angely Spanish students (items 4 and
29). Turkish students expressed that they felt nmaneous and got frightened when
they did not understand what the teacher said. fEsearcher suggested that the
instructors should provide more practice on ligtgnactivities and to speak clearly and
if necessary slowly to decrease the anxiety ofstiielents. In the tesinxiety category
relatively high level of anxiety was observed bg ttems 10 and 21 related to the
phenomenon of test anxiety but Cebreros (1998) rtegpohigher anxiety levels
especially for items 8 and 10. Aydin (2001), tamyrfd that Turkish university students
usually had a high level of anxiety in their studiuen though they used a different
anxiety scale (Sarason’s, 1984), the results of lodtthe studies confirm each other.
Finally, there was a quite high level of concerremvoreign language lessons in
general. Most of the students felt pressure ongsneg well for the language class (item
22) and similar number of them expressed theirsstighen they forgot things they
knew (item12).

However, Bektg (2005) study suggests that Turkish college stigleid not
seem to experience much communication anxiety. Camating among strangers in a
large meeting was found to be the most anxiety-gkmng situation followed by giving
presentations to a group of strangers. Howeverthose situations, their level of
experience was moderate. In addition to this teemhmination of the measurement of
her proposed model (See Figure 5) revealed thale ah the paths were significant at
.01 level, the path from anxiety to linguistic setinfidence was not statistically
significant. She concluded that students’ anxietyel seem to stem from their worry

about their knowledge of grammar, vocabulary, astéhing comprehension.

Although students’ previous knowledge of grammangabulary and previous
language experience may play a positive role iir frerception of their communication
anxiety, in the present study, it is assumed tlo#h Increasing perceived competence

and lowering anxiety can help to foster willingnésgommunicate.
2.3  Chapter Summary

This chapter aimed to summarize the literatureh@nrotion of willingness to
communicate and communicative language teachinfysttdescribed communicative

language teaching (CLT), which has arisen as dtrekthe realization that mastering
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grammatical forms and structures does not adequgtelpare learners to use the
language they are learning effectively and appately when communicating with
others. Then, learner and teacher role in commtim&céanguage teaching, the role of
interaction in the communicative classroom, theeradf communication and

communication strategies, and obstacles of commtiait were defined.

After presenting the communicative language teachimd some relevant issues,
a recent addition to the affective variables comiingm the field of speech
communication “willingness to communicate” (WTC) svaefined. Willingness to
communicate was initially developed by McCroskeyB&er (1985) in psychology in
relation to communication in the first languager Bos reason, some research studies,
which examined the antecedents of L1 WTC on bo#it @®nd state levels, were
described and then in order to understand theioekitip between WTC and its
determinants in second and foreign language, a cehmepsive review of the empirical
studies were presented.

Finally, some individual difference variables asgctors of willingness to
communicate such as; motivation, anxiety, attitudssf-confidence, self-perceived
communication competence and personality (espga@aliraversion/introversion) were

reviewed and examples from several studies inréiffiecontexts were presented.
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CHAPTER THREE
METHODOLOGY
3.0. Introduction

This chapter describes the overall methodologipak@ach pursued in this study
by presenting rationale for a mixed design in detafter presenting the research
guestions and hypotheses, it first presents then reidy with its quantitative and
qualitative data collecting procedures, researtdy giarticipants, and instrumentation.
Then it deals with the pilot study to provide rbllday to the instruments of the present

study.

Thereafter, quantitative and qualitative data otiden procedures, data reliability
and validity issues, role of the researcher, amafyocedures and ethical issues are also

taken into consideration. The chapter ends witlctiapter summary.
3.1. Research Design

The primary aim of the present study is to exantiveeextent to which Turkish
ELT students are willing to communicate in Englithis also aimed to determine
variables that promote and/or inhibit WTC in Enlglia Turkish settings. Furthermore,
perceptions, opinions, and suggestions about gillkss to communicate in English
were aimed to investigate of the instructors andestts at the ELT department.

In order to pursue this aim, the presantly employed a mixed design, which
consists of quantitative and qualitative data abiten and analysis methods. Taylor &
Trumbull (2005) present major similarities and eliffnces between quantitative and
qualitative methods and state that the former dmective and reliable and can be
generalized to a large population. Whereas, therlatre subjective, generate rich,
detailed and valid data. Quantitative research ésighed to provide objective
descriptions of phenomena and to demonstrate hosngrhena can be controlled
through specific treatments. Conversely, qualitatresearch is designed to develop
understanding of individuals in their natural epmiments that cannot be objectively
verified (235). As for the role of the researchrequantitative research, the researcher is

objective, which means objective measurements altent through instrumentations.
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Qualitative research is different in that it sugpousing human judgment in coding,

rating interventions, and observations.

In addition two approaches described above JohasdnOnvuegbuzie (2004, as
cited in Razi, 2010) claim that there is a thirsel@ch paradigm, mixed method, which
iIs a bridge between quantitative and qualitativpreaches. According to Tailor and
Trumbull (2005) mixed-methodology design is be#grce it uses both methods which
can give support and validation to the researctirijs and add that it employs both
inductive and deductive reports. They favor theamthat a skilled researcher should
combine the two methods to further provide dataa¢cept or reject their research
findings. Similarly, Tavakoli (2012) asserts thhe tstudy is strengthened by mixing
methods in ways that minimize weaknesses or engwaethe weaknesses of one
approach do not overlap significantly with the waeesses of another. According to
him, the goal of mixed design is not to replacelitptave or quantitative approaches,
but rather to combine both approaches in creatiagswihat utilize the strengths of each

within a single study.

Tavakoli identifies three main characteristics akea methodfiming, weighting,
and mixing (365). Timing refers to the sequence of the implaa@on of the
quantitative and qualitative data collection andalgsis procedures in the study.
Weighting refers to the relative importance or ptjogiven to each type of data. Two
possible weighting options according to him inclugeing equal weight to the
quantitative (QUAN) and qualitative (QUAL) data @iving one type greater emphasis
to one of them. The third characteristic of mixedtinod, mixing refers how the two
methods, quantitative and qualitative, are integtatithin the study. Mixing the data,
according to Tavakoli, can occur at different stage the study: during the data

collection, the data analysis, or the interpretatbresults.

In spite of several advantages, there are a nurobeweaknesses of mixed
designs. It is difficult for the researcher to ectl both qualitative and quantitative data
simultaneously. It is not easy to understand thapdexity of both approaches and to

mix data appropriately. Furthermore, it is moreaengive than using a single approach.

The most common mixed methods research designaisgtriation design, in
which a researcher collects both numeric inforrmamd text to better answer the
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research questions of the study. Triangulation gacedure which refers to generate
multiple perspectives on a single phenomenon bygusnultiple data sources,
investigators, theories or research methods (Ceheal., 2011, as cited in Tavakoli,
2012: 674). Different types of triangulation inciudtheoretical triangulation,

investigator triangulation, and methodologicalrigalation.

In order to increase the credibility of the reskarthe researcher decided to
gather data from a variety of data sources. Inroti@ds she employed theoretical
triangulation method to obtain data. To name theas of data, the researcher, firstly,
aimed to obtain numeric data by means of a questiom which were piloted and the
reliability of which was tested. Then self-reflects, experience, opinions, and feelings
of respondents were elicited through semi-strudtuirgerviews and observations.
Finally, qualitative data were collected from 15stmctors working at the ELT
department by means of semi-structured interviewss Tavakoli expressed often,
interviews are triangulated with other methods. Tésearcher, too, triangulated face-
to-face interviews with questionnaires and obs&rnat More detail on instruments will

be presented in the instrumentation section.

From the two possible timing options, sequentiadlyd concurrently, the
researcher preferred the former option. She cekeeind analyzed data one after the
other, first quantitative and then qualitative dakeere collected and analyzed
sequentially, and both type of data were given egogphasis during analysis phase by
the researcher. This option is generally used @eoto explain the quantitative results.
In this study the researcher used observation teesoill purposefully determine most
appropriate participants for the qualitative phadge quantitative results were used to
confirm the observation schemes, which provideda det the researcher about
willingness and unwillingness of the participat#io were included to the qualitative

phase of the research study.
3.2. Research Questions

The primary research question of this study is: W\dra the Turkish university
students’ perceptions of their WTC in English ims&hd outside the class?
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The secondary research questions, which will bestigated in this research study are
below:

1. What are the Turkish students’ perceptions eif timotivation, attitudes toward the

international community, linguistic self-confiden@ad their personality?

2. What are the relationships among students’ WTCnigligh, their motivation,
linguistic self-confidence, attitudes toward theemational community, and
personality?

3. What are the interview students’ actual WTC behawi@ral communication and
the other modes of communications through writnegding, and listening?

4. What are the educational recommendations and opErobthe Turkish students
about WTC in English?

5. What behavioral actions do students prefer to comaate in English?

6. What is the difference between self-report (traf@y and behavioral (state WTC)
willingness to communicate construct of the pgpacits?

7. What are the experiences and perceptions, of #taigtors in the class and their
suggestions, and opinions about the ways to enHgh®éTC in English?

The study had the following assumptions relatetthéoresearch questions:

1. It is expected that self-confidence, motivati@amd attitude toward
international community would correlate signifidgntvith students’ willingness to

communicate in English.

2. It is assumed that students’ communication apxiwould be highly
negatively correlated with their self-perceived ooamication competence. It is
assumed that personality will be related to seitfficence and WTC.

3. Both increasing perceived competence and logennxiety can help to foster

willingness to communicate.
4. It is assumed that personality will be relatedelf-confidence and WTC.

3.3.Setting

The present study was conducted at the English uage Teaching Department
(ELT) of Canakkale Onsekiz Mart University in thenter and spring terms of the
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2012-2013 academic year. The university is a stabeersity located in North-West of
Turkey.

The ELT department accepts students with scongsirwthe top 7% in the
centrally administered English language modulehef einiversity entrance exam, and
offers day-time and evening classes. The prograerab@s on a basis, comprising a
one-year preparatory class and a four-year maarstteaining program. Students need
to be successful either in the placement test odifo Language Examination (YDS),
which is administered by Higher Education Countidgnts Selection and Placement
Centre (OSYM) or the exemption test, which is dalad following their registration to
the department. The exams test their proficiencimglish by checking all language
skills along with grammar and vocabulary. The omd® are not able to pass the test
have to take the preparatory year of English anduoeessful in exams throughout the
year. Otherwise, they cannot take any major areases at the ELT Department. The
reason the researcher preferred to carry out $eareh study at this site is that she had
worked as a fulltime lecturer at the same faculgvusly, so she was familiar with
the program and it would be practical and suitablearry out the research at that

university.

3.4. Participants

Quantitative data were gathered fr@ifd students ranging in age from 17 to 28.
Table 3.1.
Class, age and gender distribution of the partcifs

n %
Preparatory 74 27.0
1 106 38.7
Class
2 94 34.3
Total 274 100.0
17-19 ages 155 56.6
20-22 ages 108 394
Age 23-25 ages 8 2.9
26-28 ages 3 1.1
Total 274 100.0
Female 177 64.6
Male 97 354
Gender Total 274 100.0

Total 274 100.0
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Of these students, 155 (56, 6) were between ag&9,1708 (39, 4%) were
between ages 20-22, which means they were all yadgt learners. They consisted of
97(35, 4%) males and 177(64, 6%) females. See Bablfor class distribution.

The aim of the department, among other aims, &s8ist prospective teachers to
develop their communicative competence and enceuthgm to use the foreign
language in classes. For this reason, it is negessavestigate WTC of major-English
students from different levels. In this study, prgqoups (74), first year (106) and
second year students (94) were included into thalystStudents at the ELT
Departments are expected to communicate with pagds instructors not only in
speaking classes but also in subject specific easghere they need to discuss different
topics, contribute to the course, express their opinion, talk to their neighbor during
pair or group work activities, or ask questionsdlarification. The researcher aimed to
compare and contrast the willingness to communigaténglish of the students from
different levels. For this reason, in addition teg and first year students, the second
year students were included in the study group. rEason the third and fourth year
students were not included in the research paatitgpis that they have more academic
courses and have to attend schools in order tdipeaeaching English as a part of their

curriculum.

The students studying at the preparatory classe6aours of English classes
each week, which included 8 hours of Basic Englistinours of Reading, 7 hours of
Speaking and Listening, and 4 hours of Writing Gesarper week in both of the winter
and spring terms. The students of the first yeassgs had 12 hours of English Classes
per week in the winter term, which were 3 hourLohtextual Grammar I, 3 hours of
Advanced Reading and Writing |, 3 hours of Listgnand Pronunciation, 3 hours of
Oral Communication Skills. In the spring term thestadents were responsible for
taking 3 hours of Lexical Competence Course perkwaeaddition to the advanced
level of the courses they had taken in the wirdemt As for the students of the second
Year, they had 12 hours of English classes eachk iedehe winter term, which
included 3 hours of English Literature I, 3 houfd.imguistics I, 3 hours of Approaches

to ELT I, 3 hours of English-Turkish Translation@ses.
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Table 3.2.

Gender and class distribution of interview and alsagon groups

Class Gender n %
Female 3 11.5

Preparatory Male 5 19.2
Total 8 30.7
Female 5 19.2

First Year Male 6 23.2
Total 11 42.4
Female 4 15.4

Second Year Male 3 11.5
Total 7 26.9
Total 26 100.0

In the spring term the students had to take 14shotiEnglish Classes per week,
which included 3 hours of English Literature I1,h8urs of Linguistics II, 3 hours of
Approaches to ELT II, 3 hours of Language Acquisiti2 hours of ELT Methodology
l.

Table 3.3.

Age, gender and experience distribution of therucsors

n %
1-5 years 1 9.10
] 6-10 years 5 45.45
Year of experience at the department
11< 5 45.45
Total 11 100.00
31-36 ages 4 36.37
37-41 ages 3 27.27
Age 42-46 ages 2 18.18
47< 2 18.18
Total 11 100.00
Female 4 36.37
Gender Male 7 63.63
Total 11 100.00
Total 11 100.00

For the qualitative aspect of the study, which dawveal the selected students’
actual WTC behavior and predictors of their willegs to communicate in English, the

researcher selected 26 students among 274 studbots€ompleted the questionnaire.
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According to Kvale’s (1996, as cited in Bekte2005) criteria, the number of the
interviews tends to be around 15x10. Following kslcriteria, the number was

determined to be 22 participants. See Table 3.8dader and class distribution.

In order to generate multiple perspectives on Wo@struct of the students, the
qualitative data were collected from 11 instructwsking at the ELT department. See

Table 3.3 age, gender and experience distributidinesinstructors.

3.4.1. Sampling Procedures and Methods

From the two different types of sampling procedurgsobability and
nonprobability methods, nonprobability method wamspkyed in order to collect
quantitative and qualitative data from the studeNtsnprobability sampling methods
include purposive samples, volunteer subjects, qurata sampling (Bartels, 2005). In
this study, among the ELT Department classes ordpgratory, the first and second
year students were added in to the research satopl@ovide quantitative data.
Similarly, in order to collect qualitative data, rpasive samples were used since the
researcher wanted to collect data from both stdehb were willing to communicate

and ones who were less willing to communicate iglish.

To determine the participants of the semi-structurgerviews and observations
the researcher employed the purposeful samplingnadeand followed the following

procedure:
Procedure 1

Firstly, the researcher presented the tapithe study tdhe instructors and clearly
explained them the aim of the research projectnTkke told the instructors that she
would require to observe the lessons in which eithetheme or topic would be
discussed by the class as a whole or the studemikivbe required to carry out topic-
based activities. Next, the students were remingedoth the researcher and their
instructor that the data obtained during the olzte@ym sessions would in no way be
used for assessment purposes and would remaindeatifil. They were also told to

concentrate on their activities and ignore the nizsd.
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Procedure 2

It is stated by Mackey& Gas (2005) that in hightyustured observations, the
researcher utilizes a detailed checklist or ratiogle, which can facilitate the recording
of details. For this reason, before attending tlesses the researcher developed a

“WTC Classroom Observation Scheme” (See Appendix G)
Procedure 3

Starting from the 28 of November, 2012, the researcher attended tiserissof
different classes in which a theme or topic wasuised by the class as a whotdhe
students were required to carry out topic-baseniaes. Within two weeks she had a
general idea about the students who were willingdmmunicate in English or not.
After determining one willing and one less willisgudent to communicate in English in
each class, she talked to them individually andeedjrwith them on conducting
interviews. Apart from her own observations, theegecher agreed with the instructors
of each class, too, about the willingness or umyghess of the students who were
chosen by her. In total, 22 students were selezsethe participants of the interviews

and observations.
3.5. Instrumentation

Since the present study was a mixed design, whoatbed both qualitative and
quantitate approaches during the data collectices@hThe instruments employed in
this study included a questionnaire, a scale, ass observations, and semi-structured

interviews. These instruments were detailed below.
3.5.1. Pilot Study

Before the main study, a pilot study was plannedaufirm the existence of the
factors that the scale was assumed to measurbligistanternal-consistency reliability,
discover any problems in the administration of detdlection, assess the clarity,
duration, and layout of the questionnaire, to foud the appropriateness of the language
or any misunderstanding of the statements in thestipnnaire, and see whether the

respondents would respond in the anticipated manner
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The WTC scale used in this study was modified figicCroskey (1992). The
original scale did not include items regarding stud’ willingness to talk to their
teachers, so it seemed to be more appropriate ¢ude items assessing their
willingness to communicate in English with theia¢bers. 16 items were used to test

Turkish ELT students’ willingness to communicate.

The scale used in the pilot study included 47 itemital, which were collected
and modified from a number of studies (Bektas, 20B&rdner & Smythe, 1981:
Matsuoka, 2005: Yashima, 2002). The items were oredswith a 5-point Likert Scale
(1= strongly disagree...5= strongly agree). A con&uatail address and thank you note
were added in order to show appreciation to theqieants for their assistance. In order
to confirm the existence of the factors that thesfionnaire was assumed to measure,
the pilot study was conducted with students (n=8t@jlying at the ELT Department of
Canakkale Onsekiz Mart University, in Western Tyrke early December of 2012.
The piloting group comprised students, consistihgventy-two males and twenty-one
females, studying in Class 2-B Evening group (n=28)d 2-A Day Group (n=14).
Their age ranged from18 to 29, with an average9dd.

The scale was translated into the native languddleeoparticipants in order to
increasethe return rate A back translation method was employed to verifg th
compatibility of item translations from English Taurkish. Back translation is defined
as a method of translation in which “a text is $lated into another language and then
back into the first to ensure that it is equival@mough that that results can be
compared” by American Psychological Association@20as cited in Yu, 2009).

The following procedure was followed: In order st whether the intended
meaning of the scale has been changed, the reseamténded to compare the original
and the back translated versions of the measutkeeirsource language. Therefore, an
experienced colleague who was an ELT instructthe@tepartment for years translated
all the statements from English to Turkish. Thes Thurkish version was translated into
English by another colleague. Thereafter, anotbéeague rated each sentence in the
scale from 1 to 10 by regarding if each sentenfteated the exact meaning as it was in
the original one. The rater's average score wa3.9%e results showed that the
translated version of the scale was reliable inTiskish version (See Appendix O).
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Finally, the initial piloting of the scale was pessed by having expert opinions from
various experts working at the ELT Department dreitems of both the questionnaire

and the scale were finalized for the final piloti#gppendix N).

The WTC scale used in this study was modified frGmoskey (1992). The
original scale did not include items regarding stud’ willingness to talk to their
teachers, so it seemed to be more appropriate ¢ude items assessing their
willingness to communicate in English with theia¢bers. 16 items were used to test

Turkish ELT students’ willingness to communicate.

The scale included 47 items in total, which werlected and modified from a
number of studies (Bek{a2005: Gardner & Smythe, 1981: Matsuoka, 2005:hifas,
2002). The items were measured with a 5- pointitiSeale (1= strongly disagree...5=
strongly agree). A contact e-mail address and Thamknote were added in order to
show appreciation to the participants for theiristaace. In order to confirm the
existence of the factors that the questionnaire aggsimed to measure, the pilot study
was conducted with students (n=43) studying atBEh& Department of Canakkale
Onsekiz Mart University, in Western Turkey in eaflgcember of 2012. The piloting
group comprised students, consisting of twenty-twales and twenty-one females,
studying in Class 2-B Evening group (n=29), and DBay Group (n=14). Their age

ranged from18 to 28, with an average of 19.69.

The questionnaire and the scale were administeyedebresearcher during class-
time after getting permission from the instructtirtook participants 30 minutes to
complete the questionnaire. It was observed thasthdents had no misunderstanding
related to the items of the questionnaire and théesand had enough time to complete
them. The students showed positive attitudes dutimg administration of the

instruments.

During the data analysis phase, firstly, items lué scale 5, 28, 33, 34, 36
designed with a negative code were transferredpioséive code because the scale was
mainly designed with a positive code. The quanmatiata that came from the pilot
study were analyzed by using the Statistical Pazlag Social Sciences (SPSS 13.0),
and the reliability coefficients of each part okthcale were found as the following:
Desire to learn English: (Seven Items) (Cronbaelpha=. 75); Motivational Intensity:
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(Seven Items ) (Cronbach’s alpha=. 76); Attitudesard English: (Thirteen Items)
(Cronbach’s alpha=. 85); Interest in Vacation/Aties: (Six Items) (Cronbach’s
alpha=. 71); International Approach/Avoidance: @items )(Cronbach’s alpha=. 71);
Interest in Foreign Affairs: (Three Items) (Cronbac alpha=. 83); Intercultural

Friendship Orientation: (Six Items) (Cronbach’s halp.81); Willingness to

Communicate: (Sixteen Items) (Cronbach’s alpha=.ir34de classroom/ .91 outside
classroom); Perceived communication Competencextd@i Items) (Cronbach’s
alpha=. 97 inside classroom/ .96 outside classrp@oinmunication Anxiety: (Sixteen
Items) (Cronbach’s alpha=. 98 inside classroom/a@&ide classroom); Personality:

(Ten Items) (Cronbach’s alpha=. 89).

In order to estimate the internal consistency bdlig of the measuring
instrument Cronbach’s, Alpha was used. Accordingthe U.S. Department of
Education (1997), reliability intervals have beesfined as; between 0, 00-0, 49 the
reliability of the instrument is low, between 0,-6079 the instrument is reliable, and
between 0. 80-1.00 the instrument is highly rekalidesides, the overall reliability of
the scale is considered as acceptable by Fraenkalalen (2003: 168), and
Blyukozturk (2011), who state that reliability skibie at least .70 and preferably
higher. The reliability values for each factor wéoeind to be acceptable in this pilot
study. The questionnaire and the scale were mddifseesed on the pilot study findings.

The major changes according to the results of illoé giudy are listed below:

Questionnaire item 6. The question “Have you ewsanbto a country where English is
spoken as a native language?” was changed to “ifavever been abroad?”

Questionnaire item 12. “Who affected your learnkrgglish?” was changed as “Who
affected your studying at the English language niegr Department?” Since the
participants study at the ELT Department, it wasutiht that this statement would be

more sensible.

Questionnaire item 13. “Which of the two skill sdts you think will be most helpful in

learning English?”
a- Listening— Speaking b- Reading—ing

This item was seen to be inconsistent with therateens, so it was changed as:
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“How would you rank the following skills in orderff anportance for learning English?
(1.least important, 4. most important)

Listening Speaking Reading Writing
Changes in the scale:

In order to measure their willingness to commumcet English, their self-
perceived communication competence and their layguanxiety the students were
asked to write numbers by using percentages inptloe study. In the main study

numbers from 1 to 10 were asked to use insteaéroeptages.

According to the final modifications of the pildugy, the questionnaire and the
scale were finalized (See Appendix A). It is statgdNewell (1993) that colorful papers
stand out from a mass of other paper which mightbeived (Newell, 1993, as cited in
Dornyei, 2003). Thus, the questionnaire and scale\wrinted on colorful papers which
are thought to be pleasant to handle, and atteactocuments. Different colors were
preferred for different groups of participants, @hiprovided practically during

administration and entering the data into SPSSamckrogram.
3.5.2. The Questionnaire and the Scale

The questionnaire used in the present study hadtelbs which aimed at
gathering data about students’ background. Pancluded a scale with five sections,
each of which was used to measure different coctstruThe language of the
questionnaire and the scale was Turkish. The smated to measure the students’
willingness to communicate, which would provide @rerall picture of their foreign
language WTC, anxiety, motivation, attitude towalek international community,
personality, and their background. Their linguist@f-confidence was defined in terms
of lack of communication anxiety and perceived camioation competence.
Motivation was defined by three indicatordesire to learn English, motivational
intensity, and attitude toward learning EnglisBtudents’ attitude toward international
community was defined by four indicatomstegrative orientation, approach/avoidance
tendency, interest in international vocation/ aiti®s, and interest in foreign affairs.

The details are given below.
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Part I: The questionnaire: This section included 15 qoastabout students’ class, age,
gender, whether they studied prep class at untyeosi not, how long they studied
English, whether they had been abroad, whethertiadyany private lessons in English,
at what age they started to learn English, familypert they received, who influenced
their preference to study English language at amity, which language skill they
favor most, how they evaluate their communicatieenpetence, how they rate their

preference about the importance of language skills.

Part Il: The scalein the present study, the students responded g asb-point scale
and showed how much they agreed with each itemhlopsing a number between 1
(Strongly disagree) and 5 (strongly agreéy. items were used to determine the
perceptions of the students’ about their Desiregtarn English, Motivational Intensity,
Attitudes towards English Language, Interest inednational Vacation/ Activities,
Approach- Avoidance Tendency, and Interest in [oreiAffairs, Integrative
Orientation. Due to the concern about the lengtthefscale, the number of the items in

this section was restricted to forty-seven.

1. Desire to Learn EnglishTo determine the students’ desire to learn English
total of seven items (1-7) were adopted from Gard@®85), Yashima (2002), and
Bektsg (2005). However, instead of the original format@drdner's multiple choice
and Bekta and Yashimas'7-point scales, in the present stad{-point scale was
utilized. The students showed how much they agreitd each item by choosing a
number between 1 (Strongly Disagree) and 5 (Styorfgiree). As a measure of
reliability, Cronbach’s alpha statistics were ob&al in .61.

2. Motivational Intensity:Seven items (8-14), adapted from Gardner (1985),
Yashima (2002), Sun (2008), and Matsuoka (2006¢weeated to determine students’
motivation in learning English. The students regfsmhby using a 5-point scale and
showed how much they agreed with each item by d¢hgoa number between 1
(Strongly disagree) and 5 (strongly agree). Thedity of these items was evaluated

and the scale was found reliable (Cronbach’s alpBa¥x

3. Attitudes toward Learning EnglisiA total of 13 items (15-27) (Cronbach’s
alpha= .73) was established to determine the stsdattitudes towards English
Language. The items were adopted from Gardner (198&ko (2005), Yu (2009),
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Bektay (2005), and Uzim (2007). When Corrected Item TdZalrrelation was
examined (Corrected Item Total Correlation), nagmatcorrelation has not been
observed. When Cronbach's Alpha if Item deleted wawgployed, any item that
increases the reliability of the scale has not eend. Therefore, all of the items on

the scale of attitudes were found to be necessary.

4. Interest in International Vacation/ ActivitieSix items (28-33) (Cronbach’s
alpha= .69) adopted from Yashima (2002), were wigadeasure the degree of interest
that students showed in having an international jebrking or living abroad. An
example item is “I want to live in a country whefaglish is spoken”. The students
recorded their ratings on a 5-point scale by chapsi number betweenl (strongly

disagree) and 5 (strongly agree).

5. Approach- Avoidance Tendendi:total of five items (34-38) adapted from
Yashima (2002) served to assess the tendency afukents to approach or avoidance
non-Turkish in Turkey. The reliability of these nie were found to be reliable
(Cronbach’s Alpha= .74).

6. Interest in Foreign Affairs:Three items (39-41) adopted from Yashima
(2002), and Uzum 2007) reflected students’ inteiregoreign affairs. The reliability of
these items was evaluated and the scale was fougidy hreliable (Cronbach’s

alpha=.71). Ratings were recorded on a 5-poinescal

7. Integrative Orientation‘A total of six items (42-47) adopted from (Macirgy
et. al., 2001), Bekta(2005), Yashima (2002) were used to determinge¢hsons of the
students to study English. The reliability of tesale was found to be high (Cronbach’s
alpha=.77). Therefore, the scale was prepared e gimilar results by the target
community. In Section B, C, and D, the same 16 steamere used to determine the
perceptions of the students’ about their WTC, peezk competence and

communication anxiety in English inside and outglteclass.

8. Willingness to Communicate in EngliSTC scale with 12 items developed
by McCroskey (1992) has been accepted the bestfoagseliability and validity in
measuring the WTC construct, which incorporates fepresentative contexts, public
speaking, small groups, meetings, and dyads. b résearch study, 16 items inside/
outside (Cronbach’s alpha=. 94/.92) adapted fronCidskey (1992), Cao & Philp
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(2006), Macintyre, et al. (2001), were utilizeddietermine WTC in English of the ELT

students in terms of types of receivers [ strandkesns,1,5,10,15); teachers (ltems
6,7,9); friends (ltems 2,3,4,8,12,13) and acquarda (ltems 11,14,16)] and
communication context [Public speaking in Clasgirsgitems 2,3,12); dyads (ltems
5,7,8,9,10,13); meetings (Items 1,14,16); and smualps (Items 4,6,11,15)]. When
Corrected Item Total Correlation was examined (€ded Item Total Correlation),

negative correlation has not been observed. Whenliach's Alpha if Item Deleted test
was employed, any item that increases the religinli the scale has not been found.
Therefore, all of the items on the scale of WTC evesund to be necessary. The
students were asked to choose a number betweemate(y communicate) and 10 (I

always communicate), that they would be willingcmmmunicate in English in each

case.

9. Perceived Competence in English6 items (Cronbach’s alpha=.96/.96),
inside/outside the classroom, adapted from Maadintgt al. (2001) & Yashima (2002)
and outside the classroom from McCroskey (1992kwaitized to determine students’
perceptions about their self-perceived communicatompetence in English. The
students were asked to choose a number betweenrdrely have competence to
communicate) and 10 (I always have competencertorumicate).

10. Communication Anxietyl6 items (Cronbach’s alpha=.96/.95) inside/outside
classroom, adapted from different researchers; By@001); Macintyre et al., (2001);
Matsuoka (2006); & Yashima (2002), were utilized tetermine students’
communication anxiety in English. Therefore, ftale was prepared to give similar
results by the target community. The students \asked to choose a number between 1
(I rarely fell anxious while communicating) and 1D always feel anxious while

communicating).

11. Personality: 10 items (Cronbach’s alpha=.87) adapted from Be{@a05)
were utilized to measure students’ extraversiond@etrsion dimension of personality.
Any item that increases the reliability of the schhs not been found. Therefore, all of
the items on the scale of WTC were found to be ssarg. The students were asked to
respond on a 9 point semantic differential scaleylwere explained to select a number
between 1 and 9 according to the degree of thetepdon. Each pair of adjectives
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include; Introverted/ Extraverted, Unenergetic/Energetic, Silent/ Talkative,
Unenthusiastic/ Enthusiastid@imid/ Bold, Inactive/ Active, Unassertive/ Assertive,

Inhibited/ Spontaneoudnadventurous/ Adventurougnsociable/ Sociable.
3.5.3. Qualitative Component of the Instruments

Qualitative research methodology places primaryartgnce on studying small
samples of purposefully determined individuals tigio a variety of data collection
methods. Among those methods, the researcher eetplage-to face interviews and

observations. Below is given details about therimsents used in the present study.
3.5.3.1. Interview Guide for Students

Interviewing is a data collection method which ged in both quantitative and
qualitative research. Qualitative interviews areduto develop ideas and how people
think and feel about the topics of concern to #eearch. lannuzzi (2011) asserts that
since an interview is a conversation, good inteveis should listen and show
flexibility, develop interview flexibility and wrg new questions while they are listening
to participants’ speak. She adds that this nevwoyollip question can be asked before
moving on the next one. Given (Given, 2008, asdcite Tavakoli, 2012) states that
face-to- face interviews are generally the besticghevhen interviewing individuals
who are geographically accessible. Using face-te-faterviews researchers can learn
about participants’ views in their own words ané able to develop friendship with
participants, which may help learn more detailsutltoeir views. Besides, interviewers
can make observations, by means of which they eemive important nonverbal clues

used by interviewees such as hand motions andrieiding.

In this study, the qualitative aspect of the mixeeéthod design used semi-
structured interviews with students and instructorgrder to enrich the data. In order to
collect qualitative data, the researcher employe@-to face interview data collection
method. In this method, the researcher is in theedacation as the participant and asks
questions to which the participant responds. Thestions of the semi-structured
interview instrument were formed in the light ofepious studies regarding WTC in
English (Bektg, 2005; Sun, 2008; Yu, 2009; Matsuoka, 2006; MD1.(®. The items of
the semi-structured interview guide were prepareitheé line with the items in the scale
of the main study. Besides, some questions aboutlests’ other modes of
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communications through listening, reading and wgitivere included. There were some
guestions about their background, perceptions ofCWin English, perceived

competence in English, communication anxiety, nadton to learn English and use it
to communicate, and their opinions, suggestionspeterences about Willingness to

communicate in English.

After the interview questions were written by wifig from the studies of
different researchers, as it was stated beforegtbxperts were invited to examine the
items and comment on them. The items were checkeldree experts and they reached
an agreement on reducing the number of the queastidrich stated similar things.
Then, the researcher omitted those determined ifeons the list and redesigned the

questions for the initial piloting in early Octob@012 (See Appendix P).

Three students from the department agreed on jpeatiicg in the pilot interview
in November, 2012. The interviewees were given appents at different times to
keep it confidential. First, they were requestedead the interview protocol and sign
the consent forms, which were previously designgdihe researcher by following
suggestions of MacKey and Gass (2005:35). Then,irtezviewer explained to the
students that the interview would be audio record@dring the face-to face interviews,
the researcher obtained background knowledge, dhcinformation about their
opinions, beliefs, attitudes, and feelings and sstigns on WTC in English. During the
interview, the researcher followed the interviewestule, listed some comments to bear
in mind and recorded the conversations. Since Hmguage was Turkish, the
participants sincerely answered the questions aqpdessed their ideas and feelings
uninhibited by language barriers. After interviewithree students in Prep I-A, some

new questions were added or/and changed:

* In the ice-breaking part, the questions “Have yoerebeen to a country where
English is spoken as a native language?” was cloaiogéHave you ever been abroad?”
and some new questions “Where would you like ta@%is How long have you been
studying English? / How often have you communicatéti foreigners in English face
to face or through internet in recent years?” vestded.

* In Part | a new question “Under what circumstaneesjld you be more willing to

communicate in English?” was added.
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Following this, it was ensured that the domainprsperly covered and the
interview guestions were finalized (See Appendix T)e following research questions

were aimed to answer by means of the data collébtedgh student interviews:

RQ4. What are the educational recommendations pimibos of the Turkish
students about WTC in English?

RQ5. What are students’ actual WTC behavior on @saimunication and the

other modes of communications through writing, negdand listening?

3.5.3.2. Interview Guide for Instructors

Apart from the students, the instructors working the department were
interviewed. A similar semi-structured interviewidgl was prepared in order to gather
data from them about how they think and feel ordestils® WTC in English. The
questions were grouped under some subcategorids asic experience inside and
outside the classroom, their personal understandingillingness to communicate.
They were also asked to share anything with theareber regarding Turkish students’
willingness to communicate in English and expréssrtopinions and give suggestions
on the issue. This was aimed to develop data abaou® from different perspectives.
Before interviews, expert opinions were obtaineddbieve the trustworthiness of the
interview schedule. (See Appendix E for the fimaerview schedule). By means of
the data gathered from the instructors it was aiteednswer the following research

question:

RQ5. What are the experiences and perceptiondjeofnistructors in the class

and their suggestions, and opinions about the wagahance L2 WTC in English?

3.5.3.3. Observation Guide

Observation usually refers to “methods of genegatilata which involve the
researcher immersing him or herself in a reseastiimg, and systematically observing
dimensions of that setting, interactions, relatiops, actions, events and so on, with it
(Mason, 1996, as cited in Mackey and Gas, 20055e®ational data are common in

second and foreign language research, and thegoagdered as a useful means for



89

gathering in-depth information about the typesasfguage, activities, and events that

occur in second and foreign language classroomskK&je& Gas, 2005).

However, any observer in the classroom runs theofideing an obtrusive, which
can be problematic for research. Keeping this indnduring the first two weeks the
researcher spent her whole time with the studentsgl class hours and breaks and
aimed to develop positive relationships with themd gave them all the details about
her research project. During this period she dilaotlect data from the students, but
just tried to pretend as if she were their classemeollowing this period, the researcher
attended the classes regularly and collected datafour weeks by means of the
observation scheme filled out by the researcherotier potential danger for
observational research is called as Hawthorne tefi@avhich observed classes do not
behave naturally (Mackey and Gas, 2005). In orderetluce this effect a repeated
measures design was employed, in which multiple someanents come from each
participant. Each observed student’s score at limas compared with his/her score at
time 2 (See Appendix G). Expert opinions from twmle&agues giving lectures in the

department were taken about the observation scheprevide reliability.

Table 3. 4.

WTC Classroom observation categories

Categories Descriptions

1-Volunteer an answer/a comment A student answers a question raised by the teacher

(to general T-solicit) to the whole class

2- Volunteer a comment A student volunteers a comimen a topic
discussed in the class

3-Give answer to group (T-solicit) A student answ@iquestion in a group work

4-Give answer to individual (T-solicit) A studenhsavers a question raised by another
student

5-Ask the teacher a question A student asks tlehéza question

6-Ask the teacher for clarification A student atthe teacher for clarification

7-Talk to neighbor/another group member A student talks to another group member or a

In foreign language student from another group as a part of a lesson or
as informal socializing

8- Talk to neighbor in native language A student answers a question raised by another

student in Turkish

9-Present own opinion in class/ respond to a@nstudent voices his view to the class
opinion

Va= Volunteer an answer (to general T-solicit) Aq= Ask the teacher a question
Tn inL1= Talk to neighbor in native language Vc= Volunteer a comment

Ac= Ask the teacher for clarification Po= Present own opiriloolass
Gg= Give answer to group (T-solicit) Tn in FL= Talk to neighhkarforeign

language Gi= Give answer to individual (T-sib)ic
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The aim of the researcher was to generate data #at@wvillingness of Turkish
ELT students in English. For that reason in additio quantitative data, collected by
means of a questionnaire, observations were coadot gather both qualitative and
quantitative data and to enhance the reliabilityhef study by means of an observation
schedule adapted from Xie (2011) based on the stigge of a number of researchers
(Cao, 2009; Macintyre et al., 1998; Oxford, 199T7he observational schedule was
divided into eight categories, which would help dscover how students would
volunteer a comment, answer questions, ask qusstiatk to their neighbor, and

present their own opinion in class (See Table 3.4).

The researcher had two aims to collect data thralgervations. Firstly, it aimed
to determine the most and least willing studentgHe interviews. Secondly, it aimed to
involve in lessons in order to generate qualitatdea systematically about their
willingness to communicate in English, interactioasts related to WTC taken by the

students, their contribution to the lesson follogvthe categories described above.

Observations were conducted in a whole class getitinpairs and groups in the
three prep and four first year classes during tepgaking classes, and in the three
second year classes during their, English Liteeattlasses by means of the same
device. The researcher filled out the observatibees about the preferred WTC
categories of the students by herself. During el@slson, the number of students
attending the class, course-book units, topicsudsed in classes, the name of the
course-books or texts delivered by the instructbscussions, group or pair-work
activities, were all recorded. Which type of tuthey take and contributions of the
students were all established. To give some exampdag answers, short answers,
guestions answered by observed students, werealtded. Yes/no answers and non-
linguistic acts were not counted. In order to eastine reliability of data analysis a
colleague from the department was requested takahecnumber of the student talking
time. By using the observation method the researalmed to answer the following

research questions:

6-What is the difference between self-report (VdikC) and
observed/behavioral (state WTC) willingness to camitate construct of the
participants?
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7-What actions do students from different levelsf@rto communicate in
English?

3.5.4. Data Collection Procedures

The data were collected from the students anducisirs between January and
March, 2012 in the spring term of 2012-2013 AcadeiMear at Canakkale Onsekiz
Mart University. The questionnaire and the scalerewadapted, piloted and
administered, and analyzed in order to gather gadéine data from 274 students about

their perceptions on WTC in English.

Table 3.5
Timeline of the Data Collection Procedures
METHOD INSTRUMENTS PARTICIPANTS DATA ANALYSIS DATE
Quantitative ~ Questionnaire 29 students in 2-BDescriptive statistics January 5
Pilot study Evening group and Corrected ltem-Total 2013
14 students in 2-A Correlation
Day group HottellingT?
Variances
Quantitative ~ Questionnaire 3 prep classes, Descriptive statistics February26t
Main Study 4 first and Corrected Item-Total h-
3 second year Correlation March4th,
classes at ELT Dept. HottellingT? 2013
Variances by means of
SPSS21.0
Qualitative Observations 22 participants Paired Sample Test April  and
Researcher’s notes 14 Instructors Grounded Theory May, 2013
Frequencies
Qualitative Interviews 22 participants Grounded Theory April  and
14 Instructors May, 2013

e In January, 2012 in order to establish the intecoaisistency reliability of
the main study, a pilot study was conducted. It al@® aimed to see any problems in
administration of data collection, to assess treitgl duration, and layout of the
questionnaire, and to see whether the respondeotddwespond in the anticipated
manner. After receiving permission from the instous, the questionnaire and the scale
were conducted by the researcher herself duringhieg hours. It took students 30
minutes to complete them and no misunderstandirsgolbaerved.

* Numerical data collected from 43 students were dad®l entered into SPSS
13.0 for analysis. Cronbach’s alpha was calculfde@ach section of the instrument by
the help of an expert. The reliability coefficierd§ each section were found to be

between .71 and .97, which is highly reliable.
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» Between the dates of February 26th and March 203 quantitative data
were collected from the students by means of thestipnnaire and the scale which
were designed for this study. The researcher adlizvell-established instruments
prepared by experts in the field in order to esthbkhe content validity of the

instrument.

* By the end of March, 2013 the quantitative datdectéd by means of the
questionnaire and scale were entered into the SP&8age programme and were
calculated by the use of SPSS21.0. Descriptiveisstat, Pearson Correlation,
Independent sample t Test, Paired sample t Tesiante and Regression analysis, and
Multiple Regression analysis were used.

* For the qualitative aspect of the study, which doutveal the selected
students’ actual WTC behavior and predictors ofrthdlingness to communicate in
English, the researcher selected 26 students arBéagstudents who completed the
questionnaire.

In the spring Term of 2012-2013 academic year tptale data were gathered
between the months of April and May, 2012. Besidés,instructors volunteered to
become the participants of this study. The nonpritibha method was employed in
order to collect qualitative data from the studeristhis study in order to collect
gualitative data, purposive samples were used dimeaesearcher wanted to collect
data from both students who were willing to comnecate and ones who were less
willing to communicate in English. To determine theticipants of the semi-structured

interviews and observations the researcher follothedollowing procedure:
Procedure 1

Firstly, the researcher presented the tagidche study tothe instructors and
clearly explained them the aim of the researchgatojNext, the students were reminded
by both the researcher and their instructor thatddita obtained during the observation
sessions would in no way be used for assessmergoges and would remain

confidential.

Procedure 2
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In order to facilitate the recording of detailse ttesearcher developed a “WTC
Classroom Observation Scheme” (See Appendix G).

Procedure 3

Starting from the 28 of November, 2012, the researcher attended tiserissof
different classes to have a general idea aboutsthdents’ WTC in English. After
determining one willing and one less willing stutlBncommunicate in English in each
class, she talked to them individually and agreéti ihem on conducting interviews.
Apart from her own observations, the researcheeaywith the instructors of each
class, too, about the willingness or unwillingne$she students who were chosen by
her. Then, she continued her observations in elass for four more weeks and by the
help of the observation scheme she focused onwbeparticipants in each class and
ticked the number of interactions of the studenth the teacher or their friends on the
classroom observation scheme, and took personasnabout the WTC of the
participants. As soon as the observation was dlerscores of the participations were

calculated and recorded.

In addition to observation notes, the qualitatia¢a were collected by means of
semi-structured interviews in April and May, 20Hrstly, the expert opinions and
criticisms were elicited and then, it was pilotedlwa few students to check reliability
of the interview. After the ice-breaking questiotise researcher asked the questions
within the framework. The language of the intervieas Turkish. The researcher had
previously taken their permission to record thevewssation. So she recorded the
conversations by the use of audio-recorder and notés during the interview. As soon
as the interview started, the researcher remingegarticipants to choose a pseudonym

to protect their identities. It took approximatdly minutes to complete each interview.

3.6 Data Reliability and Validity Issues

The initial piloting of the questionnaire and theale were processed by having
expert opinions from various experts working at BIElT Department and the items
were finalized for final piloting. In order to camh the existence of the factors that the
scale was assumed to measure, establish internaistency reliability, see any

problems in the administration of data collectiassess the clarity, duration, and layout
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of the questionnaire, and see whether the resptdenuld respond in the anticipated
manner, a pilot study was conducted with studentsA3d) studying at the ELT
Department of Canakkale Onsekiz Mart University, Western Turkey in early
December of 2012.

In order to estimate the internal consistency bdiig of the measuring
instrument Cronbach’s Alpha was used. AccordinthéoU.S. Department of Education
(1997), reliability intervals have been defined bhstween 0.00-0.49 the reliability of
the instrument is low, between 0.50-0.79 the imsemt is reliable, and between 0.80-
1.00 the instrument is highly reliable. Beside® tverall reliability of the scale was
considered as acceptable by Fraenkel & Wallen (2@&3}, who stated that reliability
should be at least .70 and preferably higher. Tlenttative data that came from the
pilot questionnaire were analyzed by using theiSieal Package for Social Sciences
(SPSS 13.0), and the reliability coefficients otledactor of the questionnaire were
found to be acceptable.

Tablo 3.6

Comparison of the reliability analysis results bétpilot and original studies

Origional Pilot Study Results

Study
Dimensions Cronbach Cronbach Hotelling F sig

Alpha Alpha t2
Desire to Learn English .60 746 36.132 5.32 0.001*
Motivational Intensity 74 .755 134.114 19.753 .00
Attitude 74 .846 203.534 12.519 0.001*
Interefs,t in Int_e_rr_1at|onal .62 714 81683 14.781 0.001*
Vocation/Activities
Approach-Avoidance Tendency 77 .706 19.683 4.569 .004x
Interest in Foreign Affairs .80 .829 7.111 3.471 0.
Integrative orientation .88 .808 29.011 5.262 0*001
Willingness to Communicate .939 0.003*
(WTC) Inside o 74.273 3.339
Willingness to Communicate ' 914 0.001*
(WTC) Outside 201.906 9.078
Perceived Communlcanon 975 87 925 3.860 0.001
Competence/Inside 95
Perceived Commu.nlcanon .96 123.086 547 0.001*
Competence/Outside
Communication Anxiety/Inside 93 .944 88.265 3.923 0.001*
Communication Anxiety/Outside ' 921 82.018 3.645 0Q@0
Personality .87 .891 109.239 9.879 0.001*

In order to test the reliability of the scale usedhe original study, the pilot

study reliability results and original study reli@ly results were examined.
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Comparative reliability analysis of the questiomeais given in Table 3.6 As it is
presented, the reliability values are mostly abOv# (acceptable reliability degree),

which means the questionnaire meets the expedtedar

In order to confirm the existence of the factorattthe scale was assumed to
measure, and establish internal-consistency rétighbihe quantitative data that came
from the main study were analyzed using the StedisPackage for Social Sciences
(SPSS 21.0), and the reliability coefficients ofte&actor of the scale were found to be
between .60 and .79, which were accepted to babieli As for the reliability analysis
of the WTC, self-perceived communicative competenaexiety, and personality
categories were examined it was found that thebiliy coefficients of each factor
were higher than .80, which were highly reliable€Sable 3.7).

Tablo 3. 7
The reliability analysis results of the main stBwull Participants)
Dimensions Cronbach Hotelling F dfl df2 sig
Alp t?
ha
Desire to Learn English .614 523.148 85.594 6 268000*
Motivational Intensity .646 1583.932 259.154 6 268.000*
Attitude 725 1556.547 124.486 12 262  .000*
1 i *
Interest in In_ternauc_m_a_ll .558 804.099 158463 5 269 .000
Vocation/Activities
Approach-Avoidance Tendency 744 160.438 39.669 4 70 2 .000*
Interest in Foreign Affairs .705 49.566 24.692 2 227 .000*
Integrative orientation 72 119.509 23.552 5 269000*
illi 1 *
W|II|ng|r:16'zSis§eto Communicate (WTC) .937 401.359 o5 385 15 259 .000
illi 1 *
W|II|nggelﬁssié(; Communicate (WTC) 915 460.027 29.096 15 259 .000

- — -
Perceived Commumcapon .959 316.319 20.006 15 259 .000
Competence/Inside

Perceived Commumcatlo_n 951 373.033 23594 15 259 .000*
Competence/Outside

Communication Anxiety/Outside .955 262.493 16.602 5 1 259 .000*

Communication Anxiety/Outside .947 253.369 16.025 5 1 259 .000*

Personality .871 296.498 31.979 9 265  .000*

In the study, in order to make decisions aboutréievancy of the descriptive,
relationship and variance analyses some basic ggsuns have been tested. The major
types of statistics used in inferential studies@asmetric and non-parametric tests. In
parametric tests, the mean is used and scoresbausimerical. On the other hand, in

non-parametric tests, scores which yield no nurakvialue, the median is used (Taylor
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& Francisko, 2005: 189). Mackey & Gas (2005) argjuat parametric tests are more
powerful than non-parametric tests provided thatld@sic assumptions are met. For this
reason, firstly, some basic assumptions were tastedder to decide which type of
analyses, parametric or non-parametric, would beemelevant in the descriptive,

relationship and variance analyses.

First of all, the number of the groups was examied it was observed that the
condition n>30 was provided. Also, tests which iegjanormal distribution are accepted
to be more powerful, so in order to test distribatinormality, histogram curve and
skewness and Curtosis values were examined, andas determined that the
distribution was normal. Seeing that the scale sygethe instrument had a permanent
characteristic, it was concluded that parametrst tendition was provided, and basic
assumptions had been met. Consequently, paranettecwere used, and a .05 level of
significance was used. It has been determinedTihiegy Test results will be used if the
variances are assumed to be distributed equally (%}, on the contrary, if the
variances are not assumed to be distributed equlignet C Test results will be used
according to the result of the Levene test, whigheimployed to interpret variance

analysis results that are calculated to deternmiedlifference.

In descriptive statistics, frequency, percentageam standard deviation, and
crosstabulation; in differential analyses, T-te8fNOVA; in relationship analyses
Pearson correlation analysis, and in causal cosgaranalyses, multiple regression

were administered.

In order to administer multiple regression analystmne basic assumptions must
be met. For both of the (WTC inside/WTC outsidedlzess) regression analyses
assumptions in this study are met according tatimelitions described by Kalaycl,
2010:

< All predicted variables are discrete/proportiorntgfee of quantitative scale.
Dependent variable provides the assumption thmtgt be quantitative and
continuous.

The relationship is linear.

The mean of the standard error is 0, and errordiangbuted normally.
There is no autocorrelation.

There is no multiple correlation among the indegendariables.
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In order to estimate the internal consistency bditg of the measuring
instrument Cronbach’s Alpha was used. Accordingh® U.S. Department of
Education (1997), reliability intervals have beegfined as; between 0. 00-0. 49
the reliability of the instrument is low, between %0-0. 79 the instrument is

reliable, and between 0.80-1.00 the instrumenigkif reliable.

There were two fundamental characteristics of ¢aticen coefficients that
the researcher considered. The first is the dorctf the relationship and the
second is the strength of the relationship. Whendbrrelation analyses results
are evaluated, it is important to describe thetiaiahip intervals. Correlation co-
efficient ranges in strength from -1 to +1. Thensig or-) of the correlation
coefficient indicates the nature or direction oé timear relationship that exists
between the two variables. A positive sign indisagéedirect linear relationship,
whereas a negative sign indicates an indirect linglationship (Tavakoli, 2012:
117). The assessment of the Pearson co-efficielmichwoccurs as a result of
Pearson correlation analysis, shows differencesikélli (2011) state that the
correlation will be highly weak when the correlatico-efficient is between (r) 0.
00 and 0.29; weak when it is between 0.30 and OméRferate when it is between
0.50 and 0.69; high when it is between 0.70 an®;08d very high when it is
between 0.90 and 1.00. According to Somekh (200®),the other hand,
correlation co-efficient between 0.00 and 0.33 asstdered as weak; between
0.34 and 0.66 as moderate; and between 0.67 aldas.(igh. In the present
study, Hinkle’s(2011) interpretation has been ocdeied when assessing the

correlation analysis.

Validity, which is described as appropriateness, amrggfulness,
correctness, and usefulness of the inferencesemnd®er makes (Cohen et al.,
2011, as cited in Tavakoli, 2012), is a requiremtort both quantitate and
qualitative research. He asserts that in quanéatesearch validity might be
improved through careful sampling, appropriaterunmsientation, and appropriate
statistical treatments of the data. In qualitatilsa validity, on the other hand,

might be discussed through the honesty, depthnegh and scope of the data
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achieved, participants approached, the extent oifangdulation and
disinterestedness of the researcher.

In survey research, Bartels (2005) mentions thypest of surveys, written,
oral and electronic surveys. In this present sttiaky written survey type was used
and among different type of questionnaire typesjtasas mentioned before,
Likert scale questionnaire was preferred to colleciantitative data. The
instrument used in a study needs to satisfy badidity and reliability issues. It is
essential that the researcher should consider mdspod attitude, nature of
questions, cost, and ability of the instrument &etmeeds of research questions.
Besides, during the preparation phase, a reseastimuld consider content,
wording, order of questions and borrowing questid®aring these suggestions
in mind, the researcher conducted a pilot studygdtermine the strengths and
weaknesses of the instrument and to establishntieenal consistency reliability
of the instrument. The details can be seen in tlo¢ gtudy section of the study.
The scale was tested and used by several reseaiiohitre field, though. There
are two types of survey pretests, participating amndeclared pre-tests. The
researcher told the participants of the pilot sttitht the pre-test was a practice
run and asked them to explain their reactions sash whether it was
understandable or not and its difficulty or meanibgring the administration of
the pilot study, the reactions and questions ofstndents were all considered and
the instrument was redesigned before the main stBeg pilot study section for

more detail.

As for the validity issue, the researcher aimedegi how well the scale
measures the concepts, so she tested both convergkdity and divergent
validity. She first compared answers to anotherstjoe measuring the same
concept. Then, she measured this answer to théciparits’ response to a
question that asks exactly the opposite answegiV® an example; Item 20 and
21 were used to test divergent validity. All of thpeestionnaires filled out by the
participants were carefully checked, and it waseol=d that the scale had

divergent validity. Mono-method bias, in which theers only one method
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measuring, is described as a construct validitgahby Lynch (1996). In order to
avoid this, a triangulation method was used.

Naturalistic researchers Guba & Lincoln (1989, isdcin Lynch, 1996)
presented a typology and used credibility instead imternal validity,
transferability instead of internal validity, andpndability instead of reliability.
Similarly, Mackey & Gass (2005) state that credlypitefers to the truthfulness of
the research findings, the term external validstyised to refer to generalizability
of the findings (Perry, 2011, as cited in Tavakd012), and dependability, which
is the qualitative counterpart of reliability, iset degree to which the results of a
study can be trusted. They suggest that it is sacgdo pay attention to those
three important issues in qualitative data analysis

There are a number of techniques for naturalistilidity described by
Lynch. Some of them were employed by the researchprovide validity. As a
strategy in this study, triangulation was used tovest dependability.
Triangulation is a procedure which refers to geteeraultiple perspectives on a
single phenomenon by using multiple data sourcegestigators, theories or
research methods. In this study, the researchere mad of data and method
triangulation. In order to ensure the dependabiitythe data gathered through
observation, the researcher adapted a coding s¢hemdeexpert opinion was
provided for it from a number of experts. Besidasting the analysis phase, a
colleague from the department was requested tokdiecnumber of the student
talking time. It was observed that it was codethim same way by the colleague.
In order to increase the credibility of the resbatbe researcher decided to gather
data from a variety of data sources. To name theces of data, she gathered
evidence from the students by means of a questi@raand qualitative data from
both students and instructors by means of semgisired interviews and

participant observations.

Member checking, which is used to establish crétibis the developing
evaluation findings with the participants of thedst. The researcher shared the
evaluation findings of the interviews with the stats and instructors for the final
version of their case stories. Observer's paradeacfivity) is one of the internal
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threats. The researcher dealt with this threat bydimg the trust of the

participants. As it was described in the data ctib® procedures, in order to
establish a pleasant form of rapport with the gstigle develop trust and
understand the program participants properly, ésearcher spent a lot of time at

the research setting with the students.

Besides, she tried to establish trustworthingsddscribing all the details
about instruments, participants, research designcatiection and analysis of the
data so that potential users can make comparigaiggnents about similarity and
make decisions about the applicability of the rege#o other settings or similar

contexts.

Finally, the researcher was able to review tha datl discuss the findings
of the study both with the colleagues, with whore slttended the classes more
than two months, and other instructors workinghatdepartment during the entire
study.

3.7 Role of the Researcher

The researcher employed a mixed method desigm addition to quantitative
data, collected by means of a questionnaire, ohfens and interviews were
conducted to gather both qualitative and quantiatiata and to enhance the reliability
of the study. Prior to the data collection phate, made initial contact with the dean of
the faculty, and head of the department to get i{®sion to work there. (See
Appendix)Then, she personally made contact withruiesors and students to explain
the project and obtained informed consent statesnent

In the qualitative aspect of the mixed method desigis essential that the
researcher plan interviews with students and iogtra in order to provide rich,
detailed, thick descriptions of the context. Thams of the semi-structured interview
guide were prepared in the line with the items he scale of the main study by
receiving expert opinions. As Brown & Rodgers (2D02uggested, recording
conversations to make accurate transcriptions isessary. The researcher both

recorded the interviews of the participants and eng@ersonal notes about each
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participant. During data analysis, too, she rea@kigemments and suggestions from

experts at the department.

Another potential danger for observational reseascltalled as Hawthorne
effect, in which observed classes do not behaveraigt (Mackey & Gas, 2005). In
order to reduce this effect the researcher emplay@egpeated measures design, in which
multiple measurements came from each participaetail3 about this design are given

in section 3.5.3.3.

As an investigator, the researcher saw herselfnasbaerver, listening to the
opinions, views, and problems of the students eir thillingness to communicate in a
foreign language setting. She tried to interpreatmvas happening according to the
views of the students in the department. She waerticipant in the environment being
examined and thus she was a participant observss. f#ad similar cultural and
educational background as the participants andhaldesimilar thoughts and feelings

with those under investigation.

As Clifford & Marcus stated (1986, as cited in M20Q10) “insiders studying
their own cultures offer new angles of vision amgtths of understanding” (9). Having
common background with the participants was an ridgge for the researcher to
establish good rapport and obtain honest respofises them. However, it is an
accepted view that researchers bring their valndsopinions with them when they are
carrying out a research project, but it is essethiat this does not bias the research.
Robson (2002) suggests working systematically, tséadfy, and ethically to avoid bias.
The researcher of this project aimed to produce esmmy credible, considered
alternatives, and worked seriously without harmihgse taking part in the research.
Besides, she kept a journal during the procestefrésearch and wrote journal notes
immediately after each interview and dated evemgitieo ensure reflexivity as well as
to allow her to be sensitive to existing biasestha end, she often referred to the
journals to remind herself of the actual interawsioduring the interviews and
observations. These notes were not analyzed byt wege used rather to monitor

reflective accounts of interviewee-researcher iatahips.
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McKay (2006) reinforces the obligation of resé@ms and implies that research
is for the benefit of students and teachers andoperare not objects and they should
not be treated as objects. The researcher was oaweful about probing research
questions, and attempted to listen to the partntgpanstead of judging them. She dealt
with participants in the same way, respectfully;inigieach interview regardless of their
age and gender. She shared the results of the stillyexperts but also with the
individuals who participated in the research, amceived their confirmation about the

interpretations of the qualitative data she proditem them.

The researcher aimed to enhance credibilitytearisferability, conformability,
and dependability of the research, so she usedrdemof techniques: among those;
triangulation, member checking, detailed, and thlekcription, prolonged engagement,
peer debriefing, and member checks are some of.tBsfore the main study, the
researcher planned a pilot study to confirm thesterice of the factors that the
guestionnaire was assumed to measure, establehaticonsistency reliability, and see
any problems in the administration of data colt&tti

In conclusion, the researcher tried to incredsereliability and establish the
validity and increase the trustworthiness of thelgt She employed various techniques
to achieve this aim. To minimize the biases andagmeeptions that might affect the
data interpretation was primary her aim. Thus, I&m® engaged in different methods to

maintain the reliability and validity of the study.
3.8 Data Analysis Procedure

Data analysis is described as “the process afcieg accumulated data collected
in research to a manageable size, developing suesndooking for patterns, and
performing statistical analysis” (Cohen et al., 204s cited in Tavakoli, 2012). In other
words, researchers examine and categorize dattbulite the evidence. In this study,
a mixed research design was employed, so both itatarg and qualitative analyses of
the data were conducted. The quantitative dataddae from the questionnaire were
analyzed quantitatively by using the Statisticatlidge for Social Sciences (SPSS
21.0). Before analyzing the data, data screenirggemaployed in order to determine the

missing data.
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The qualitative data that came from interviews abdervations were evaluated
gualitatively by employing general qualitative aysad techniques. Besides, the data
related to participants’ WTC, which were gathergdrieans of the observation scheme,
were calculated quantitatively after defining them different categorical codes. The

guantitative and qualitative data analysis proceslare detailed below.

3.8.1 Quantitative Data Analysis Procedures

The quantitative data that came from the questoe were analyzed by using
the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPEB).2SPSS was used to conduct
Descriptive statistics, Correlation, Variances, aRegression analysis of the main
study. Firstly, items 5, 28, 33, 34, 36 designethwsi negative code were transferred to
a positive code because the scale was mainly dasbigith a positive code. Descriptive
statistics were used to analyze background infaonajuestions. The t-test was used to
determine if the means of the original scale arel piot scale were significantly
different from one another. It was found that tk8ability coefficientsof the original
study and the pilot study were parallel. In additio this result,He quantitative data that
came from the main study were analyzed by usingStlatistical Package for Social Sciences
(SPSS 21.0), and the reliability coefficients oftegart of the scale were found to be reliable.
Hotelling T’test results, too, were found to be meaningful.

In order to examine the influence of students’ cpptions about their
communicative competence on their WTC in Englisharece analysis were used. The
students’ perceptions about their speaking skilts the level of English they would like
to achieve were compared by means of crosstabalaBonilarly, WTC differences

among different groups were examined by means dbNee analysis.

The quantitative data obtained from 274 completed/eys were analyzed in
five categorical variables: their WTC in Englishetvation, linguistic self-confidence,
attitude toward the international community, aneitipersonality. As it was defined in
the section 3.5.2, motivation was defined by threBcators; desire to learn English,
motivational intensity, and attitude toward leamiEnglish. Students’ attitude toward
international community was defined by four indarat integrative orientation,
approach/avoidance tendency, interest in internatigocation/ activities, and interest

in foreign affairs.
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For the items between 1 and 47 of the scale lessinge of scores was from 1
to 5, so any number between 1 and 5 was put aslagavinto SPSS in sequence of 274
participants. The items of each scale were analyhemligh descriptive statistics to
answer different research questions. The maximuch mmimum scores, mean, and
standard deviation were calculated for each vagiaBdditionally, paired sample T-
tests was also administered to find out differerssveen groups. In the scale variance
and correlation analysis were performed over t&tales. The results were presented in

different tables.

For the willingness to communicate instrument, eaicthe 16 items (From 1 to
10) was put as raw data into SPSS and were anatiizedgh descriptive statistics to
answer the main research question: (What are thkishrumajor-English university
students’ perceptions of their WTC in English imsidnd outside the class?) the
maximum and minimum scores, mean, and standarétit@viwere calculated for each
variable. The mean scores between 0.0-3.5 werai@ea as low, between 3.6-7.0 as
average, and between 7.1-10.0 as high level, wisicimilar to the evaluation of the
observation scheme. Besides, students’ WTC in tefneentext and types of receivers

were calculated in the same way and they wereedlgmted in different tables.

Linguistic self-confidence was defined in ternfstloe lack of communication
anxiety and perceived communication competence. TIBeitems of the WTC
guestionnaire were used to determine language tgnarel perceived communication
competence. Each of the 16 items of two differarstionnaires (From 1 to 10) were
put as raw data into SPSS and were analyzed thrdesgriptive statistics to determine

linguistic self-confidence of the students.

In order to present the personality characterigifcdhe students, each of the 10
items in the personality scale (From 1 to 9) wasgsuraw data into SPSS and data were
analyzed through descriptive statistics. The meaah sdandard deviation of each item
was calculated and presented in a table. Besidiggur@ was prepared to demonstrate
the scores of each item.Finally, the relationshgmeong students’ WTC, self-
confidence, attitude toward the international comityl and personality were
examined by means of Multiple Regression Analyss the findings were presented in
two different tables.
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3.8.2 Qualitative Data Analysis Procedures

In order to increase the credibility of the reshagualitative data gathered from
a variety of sources were systematically analyzgdeimploying qualitative analysis
techniques. Firstly, interview recordings of allethparticipants were carefully
transcribed by the researcher. Then, the transatigs clarified by eliminating
repetitions and digressions. Finally, the statesiehthe participants were summarized.
The transcripts of each participant were dividetd jpredetermined categories, parallel
to the questionnaire categories, such as their \WiTEhglish, motivation, attitudes, and
anxiety. The similarities and differences amongistaipts were all described. The
researcher took into account the participants’rpretations on different issues. For
conformability, the researcher made availabledathils of the data on which she based
her claims and interpretations. The reasons tleastindents are more or less willing to
communicate in English in and out of the class #edr opinions and suggestions were
all recorded. The researcher did not impose prexoead theoretical schemes on reality;
rather she tried to extract the reality from thecapts. Similar steps were followed for

the analysis of the qualitative data by means tefrurews from the instructors.

Descriptive statistics were also used to analyasstcbom WTC behavior of the
students. During the four week observation, theassher had recorded each student’s
participation, so it was calculated for each weeld dhen a total number was
determined at the end of the week four. In orded¢ntify the differences between self-
report WTC and WTC behavior in a whole class cantaixariate correlation was used.
Students” WTC behavior level was identified accogdito the criteria based on an
analysis of the frequency distributions. As in theinal study (Xie, 2011), students
whose scores were below 35 were classified as stsiggth low WTC. While those
with scores between 36 and 70 were identified aklaviel and those between 71 and

above were assumed as students with high WTC. &héts were tabulated.

3.9 Ethical Issues

In accordance with the ethical guideline proposgdvlackey and Gass (2005)
privacy and confidentiality of the participants aiwed in the research study were

respected throughout the research process.
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Firstly, permission for data collection was granfsmm the head of The ELT
department and the Faculty of Education of Canaki@hsekiz Mart University on
December, 20, 2012. Then, in order to supply participants wétiough information
about the questionnaire they are supposed touill the Participant Information Sheet
(See Appendix J) was produced on 15 October, 2@h&h included the topic and
purposes, risks and benefits of the research grojec

As can be seen in Appendix H, all the participamése provided with a Turkish
copy of the participant sheet, which clearly expdai that their identity data would only
be evaluated for this study, and remain confidérdred anonymous, and that they
would be free to withdraw any time they felt uncontéble with the study. Besides,
students were requested and encouraged to takenpim interviews on a voluntary
basis after a non-random selection had been castietly the researcher. The potential
participants were all provided with the contactailstof the researcher and her project
supervisor. Signed consent forms stating that thag read the statements and
understood the requirements of the study were mdédairom the students who agreed to
participate in the study. When the researcher salethe students for further data
collection procedure, she talked to each of thedividually and it was ensured that
specific steps would be taken about their confidditt and anonymity. Signed consent
forms for observations (See Appendix L) obtainearfrstudents included a pseudonym
to be used in the study. The students selectedbeervations and interviews were
reminded in the consent forms that they might wilador any information they had
provided for this project at any time prior to cdetn of data collection would be
destroyed. Similarly, 11 instructors were provideith similar information and their

confidentiality and anonymity were ensured.

3.10 Chapter Summary

This chapter presented the methodological apprdattbwed in this study.
Following the presentation of the research desigsearch questions and hypotheses,
setting, participants, sampling procedures and runstnts were introduced.
Subsequently, data collection procedures, datahiéty and validity issues, and the
role of the researcher were highlighted. Finalhg thapter ended with data analysis

procedures and ethical issues.
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CHAPTER FOUR
FINDINGS AND DISCUSSIONS
4.0. Introduction

This chapter presents the findings of the statiboalyses of the data that were
collected by means of the questionnaire from 27¢major English Turkish university
students. It then deals with the qualitative aredysf the interview transcripts and data
obtained from the observation procedures from thdemnts. The chapter ends with the

qualitative analyses of the interview transcrigdtthe instructors.
4.1. Demographic Characteristics of the Participarg

This study employed a mixed design, which consit®oth qualitative and
quantitative data collection and analysis meth&dstly, descriptive analyses about the
results of the survey participants and discussians] then, the interview and
observation participants’ demographic informatiamalgses and discussions will be
presented.

4.1.1. Description of the Survey Respondents

As it was stated before, the questionnaire was @igtered to 274 major English
university students, at the ELT department in thetev and spring terms of the 2012-
2013 academic year. Out of 274 participants, 7407 were the preparatory students,
106 (38.7%) were the first year, and 94 (34.3%)ewtre second year students. The
quantitative data were gathered frtime respondents ranging in age from 17 to 28. Of
these students, 155 (56.6%) were between ages,1108939.4%) were between ages
20-22, which means they were all young, adult leeznThey consisted of 97 (35.4%)
males and 177 (64.6%) females.

The ELT department operates is comprised of a @ae{yreparatory class and a
four-year mainstream training program. Studentsdné® be successful in the
proficiency tests in order to take courses from mh@nstream training program. A
majority of the students (70.4%) expressed thay theed studied at the prep class at
university, whereas only 29.6 % of them did noteédlve prep class training. In the

Turkish Educational System, it is very common statlents have private courses to be
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successful in such nationwide exams. Of the, ppants only a small group of students
(15.3%) did state that they had taken private Bhgiourses.

In Turkey, students in the fourth grade, when taeyaround ten years old, take
up English courses as a part of the school cutnouét state schools. On the other
hand, students who attend private schools haveacehof taking up English at earlier
stages. As for of the years of instructions pgstiois had received, a great majority 207
(75.5 %) expressed that they had studied Englisivdsm the years 6 -10. Only a very
small percentage (2.1%) had studied English betweeryears of sixteen and twenty
due to their older age. Besides, 20.4 % of thdesits had received instruction between
the years eleven and fifteen, whereas, a smallpgobstudents had received very little
English instruction (2.9%). See Table 4.1 for chegastics of the participants.

Table 4.1.

Demographic Characteristics of the Survey Particifsa

N %
Preparatory 74 27.0
Class 1 106 38.7
2 94 34.3
Total 274 100.0
17-19 between ages 155 56.6
20-22 between ages 108 39.4
Age 23-25 between ages 8 2.9
26-28 3 1.1
Total 274 100.0
Female 177 64.6
Gender Male 97 35.4
Total 274 100.0
. Yes 193 70.4
Shuted pre cos No g
Total 274 100.0
Yes 32 11.7
Been abroad No 242 88.3
Total 274 100.0
Yes 42 15.3
Had private English course Nor 232 84.7
Total 274 100.0
1-5 Dbetween years 8 2.9
6-10 between years 207 75.5
Year of English instruction 11-15 between years 56 20.4
16-20 between years 3 1.2

Total 274 100.0
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Table 4.2 summarizes the findings related to theiabccircumstances that
influence participants’ preference about EnglighsHows that 86.9 % of the students
who participated in the quantitative aspect of shely stated that they started to learn
English between the ages of 10-13. Only 8.8 % eitstarted to learn English before
the age of 10. Most of the students (89.0%) expredbat they started at that age
because it was a school requirement, and only ®B%e participants said that they
learn English for other reasons such as curiosglf-improvement, and parents’

decision.

60.2 % of the participants who have been majoringha ELT department
responded that they refer to their teacher for;l#&lp7 % indicated that they would ask
their friend for help, and 5.1 % stated that theyuld consult such as internet, peers

when they had difficulty in English.
Table 4.2.

Social Circumstances of the Students

N %
6-9 between ages 24 8.8
10-13 between ages 238 86.9
Age Started to Learn English  14-17 between ages 10 3.6
18-21 between ages 2 7
Total 274 100.0
Parents ‘requirement 3 1.1
Reasons for Learning School rgquﬁrement 244 89.0
Self-motivation 27 9.9
Total 274 100.0
Family 7 2.6
Teachers 165 60.2
- . Siblings 11 4.0
Et:;ons Participants Seek Friends 76 577
Internet 14 51
Dictionary 1 A4
Total 274 100.0
Family 29 10.6
Teachers 140 51.1
Persons Affecting Siblings 4 15
Participants Peers 12 4.4
Self-motivation 89 32.5
Total 274 100.0

When students were asked the person who influetiead to study English at
university, 51.1 % reported that responded thathtes have the most influence on their

studying at the ELT department. This was followadtbeir self-motivation 32.5%;
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parents 10.6 %; peers 4.4 %; and siblings 1.5%. ifith@ence of the teachers on the
students is seemed to be the most effective faatoong the others. When the
percentage of the students who are intrinsicallyivated is included, more than 80 %
of the students are seen to be motivated to stadheaELT department, which is

assumed to be a positive factor on their willingnes

Analysis of the thirteenth question “Which of tr@ldwing skills do you favor
most for learning English?” of the questionnairdicated that most of the students
(58.0%) valued the speaking skill more than theexsth Speaking was followed by
reading (14.6%), writing (13.9), and listening @)3.When the students were asked to
evaluate their proficiency level in the speakinglsknore than half (54.0%) of them
stated that their speaking level was moderate, 389 % of the respondents saw
themselves as good speakers, and 12.0% of thenssuelaluated themselves as bad at

the speaking skill (See Table 4.3).

Only 33.09 % of the participants evaluated thpe&aking skill as good, which is

an important result when considered that theseestsdare majoring in English.

Table 4.3.

Descriptive Statistics Analysis of Most Favored|lSkiong with the Perceived

Language Proficiency in Speaking English

N %
Listening 37 135
Most favored Speal_<|ng 159 58.0
language skill in English Re?‘_d'”g 40 14.6
Writing 38 13.9
Total 274 100.0
Good 93 33.9
Perceived language proficiency in Moderate 148 54.0
speaking English Low 33 12.0
Total 274 100.0

The relationship between students’ perceptionfeif tspeaking skills and their
willingness to communicate in English inside thassl was investigated. The variance

analysis results revealed that of the studentspenceived themselves as good speakers
had higher WTC level X = 7. 69 than those who perceived their speaking level as
moderate K = 6. 57, and those who accepted themselves as poor spe@ke- 5.

28). Similarly, the WTC level of the students who gaved their speaking level as
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moderate was higher than the WTC level of the sttsde/ho perceived their level as
low. The comparison can be observed in Table 4.4.

When students’ WTC out of the class was considdtedas revealed that the
WTC scores of the studentX (= 7. 27, who perceived their speaking level as high,
and the WTC scores of thoseX & 6. 559, who evaluated their speaking skill as
moderate were higher than the WTC scorgs=(5.7¢ of the students who evaluated
their speaking as low.

Table 4. 4.

The variance analyses results of the students’ VIBMEls according to their self-

perceptions on their speaking skill

Context Level N ~ SD
X Source of  Sum of df Mean of F Differences
Variation Squares Squares P

. Among-
@ High 93 768 161 groups 155.703 2 77.851 ) Moderat
k4 — ow<Moderate
5 Moderate 148 6.57 1.65 - €
O Within 745538 271 2751 28.299 .000*  Low<High
e Low 33 528 1.84 groups Moderate<High
‘D Total Total
£ 274 679 182 population 0124t 273

Levene: .594 P=.553

. Among-
= Moderate ~ 148 6.55 1.45  Wjithin X ow<Moderate
2 Low 33 576 102 Groups 740.216 271 2.731 11466 .000* Low<Good
e Total Total
2 274 6.70 1.71 Ppopulation 802.852 273
o Levene: 4. 278 P=.015

*p<.05

That the students who perceive their speaking lagehigh and moderate have
higher WTC scores is a significant finding. Theargeptions have a positive role on
their willingness to communicate. The findings ardéine with those carried out studies
in various contexts Bek§a2005; Jung, 2011; Kim, 2004; Yashima, 2002; Yiashet
al., 2004.

When participants’ perceived language proficienoyspeaking English and
desired English achievement level were comparedyas found that of the total
participants the 35. 5% who perceive themselvegoasl speakers indicated that they
would like to be able to understand any Englishgpm on TV without looking at the
subtitles, 35.5% would like to use English fluentbygive a speech, 21.5% would like
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to finish an English article and understand therma@ea of the content without looking

up a word in a dictionary, and 7.5% would like toteva 500-word essay.

Of the total participants, the 27.7% who perceileniselves as moderate
speakers stated that they would like to be ablenberstand any English program on
TV without looking at the subtitles, 50.7% woulldito use English fluently to give a
speech, would like to 17.6% to be ablditash an English article and understand the
main idea of the content without looking up a woré dictionary, and 4.1% would like

to write a 500-word essay.
Table 4.5.

Crosstabulation of students’ Perceived LanguagefiBiency in Speaking English and

Desired English Achievement Level

Desired Achievement Level Total
a b c d
Count 33 33 20 7 93
% within Perceived
S Language Proficiency 35.5% 35.5% 21.5% 7.5% 100.0%
2 8 % within Desired
$  [hoishAchievement 40296 26.0% 40.0% 46.7%  33.9%
)
E Count 41 75 26 6 148
o 8 % within Perceived
= g Language Proficiency 27.7% 50.7% 17.6% 4.1% 100.0%
é’ 8 % within Desired
§ = EnoishAchievement 50 094 59.1% 52.0% 40.0%  54.0%
°
o}
.5 Count 8 19 4 2 33
2 % within Perceived
e > Language Proficiency 24.2% 57.6% 12.1% 6.1% 100.0%
3 % within Desired
English Achievement g gog 15.0% 8.0% 13.3% 12.0%
Count 82 127 50 15 274
— % within Perceived
g Language Proficiency 29.9% 46.4% 18.2% 5.5% 100.0%
= % within Desired English
Achievement Level 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

a= Be able to understand any English program onviERout looking at the subtitle

b= Be able to use English fluently to give a speech

c= Be able to finish an English article and underdtthe main idea of the content without lookingaugvord in a
dictionary

d= Be able to write a 500-word essay
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Of the total participants the 24.27% who percelveniselves as bad speakers,
reported that they would like to be able to underdtany English program on TV
without looking at the subtitles, 57.6% would like use English fluently to give a
speech, 12.1 % would like fmish an English article and understand the mdeaiof
the content without looking up a word in a dictionaand finally, 6. 1 % would like to

write a 500- word essay.

Results indicated that participants who perceivamiéelves as moderate and
poor speakers aim at increasing their speaking,lane those who perceive themselves
as good speakers aimuwatderstanding any English program on TV withoutkiog at
the subtitles and reading an English article andetstanding the main idea of the
content without looking up a word in a dictionafyindings provide basis for the
assumption that students who perceive themselvepaed speakers are motivated to

increase their listening and reading skills as \(®&d#le Table 4.5).

Students' willingness to communicate in Englishdeasclass ({272 =1. 904;
p>.05) in terms of their being abroad did not shwignificant difference. However,
their willingness to communicate in English outsitlass (tp72) =2. 947; p<.05) in
terms of their being abroad showed a significaffedince. In other words, the WTC
levels of the students who had been abroad befwiehad never been abroad were
similar in class environment. But out of the clabg WTC levels of the students, who
have been abroad, are seen to be slightly higlaer tthose who have never been abroad
before (Table 4.6).

Table 4.6.

Independent Sample T-Test Results of the Studdni€ Levels according to their

being abroad

WTC Been Abroad N X SD df t p
Context
Inside Yes 32 7.36 1.69
Class No 242 6.71 1.82 1.904 272 058
Out of Yes 32 7.53 1.65 .
Class No 242 6.59 1.70 2.947 272 003
*P<, 05

In Turkey, students mostly go abroad for shortqusj with friends or relatives
who speak Turkish. It can be assumed that theylynggeak in their native languages
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and have no challenge to use the foreign langudgenwhey are abroad. In formal
surroundings students’ willingness to speak in Bhgtan be influenced in a negative
way. On the contrary, in their social environmeheyt can be more willing to

communicate without feeling any pressure of thegrp or instructors.

Table 4.7.
Independent Sample T-Test Results of the Studdft€ Levels according to their
Gender
Context Gender N X SD df t p
Inside .Class F&l:lzle 19777 6%712 11,.752;34 -824 279 11
Ogltas'sie F,a':lzle 91;7 6.?3';2 1_§'763 328 272 743

Students' willingness to communicate in Englistarms of their gender both
inside (te72)=. 824; p>. 05) and outside classpfp)=, 328; p>. 05) did not show a
significant difference. It was revealed that the @Vlevels of the male and female

students were similar. Gender was not a predidtdvbC in English (See Table 4.7).

Students' willingness to communicate in Englishoading to their prep class
background did not show an effect on their WTC boghde (t272)=. 078; p>, 05) and
outside class (b72)=. 328; p>, 05). It was found that the WTC levelshe two groups
were similar. Receiving the prep class instructiwas not a predictor of WTC in
English (See Table 4.8).

Table 4.8.

Independent Sample T- Test Statistics of the Sisid&ATC Differences in terms of

receiving prep class instruction at university

WTC Context Having Prep Class N X SD df t p
Background at
University
Inside Class Yes 193 6.80 1.80 78 272 938
No 81 6.78 1.86
Outside Class Yes 193 6.73 1.69 382 272 702
No 81 6.64 1.78
*P<. 05

Students' willingness to communicate in Englishoading to their receiving

private speaking courses did not show an effedheir WTC both inside (&72)=.706;
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p>.05) and outside class4i2)=1,835; p>.05). It was found that the WTC leveldhaf
two groups were similar. The results indicate tbiatdents’ having private speaking
courses did not affect their WTC level in EngliSeé Table 4.9).

Table 4.9.

Independent Sample T- Test Statistics of the Stsid&TC differences in terms of

having private courses

WTC Context Having Private N X SD df t p
Course
Inside Class Yes 42 6.61 2.05 _706 272 481
No 232 6.82 1.77
Outside Class Yes 42 7.14 1.70 1.835 272 068
No 232 6.62 1.71
*P<. 05

When the variance analysis was conducted, it wasdidhat the WTC levels of
the students in three different groups, both ingfele 226; p>. 05) and outside class,
(F=2. 531; p>. 05) did not show a statisticallyrsiigant difference (See Table 4.10).
The assumption that the WTC levels of the studenthe second classes would be

higher than the WTC levels of those in prep anst frear classes was not confirmed.
Table 4.10.

Variance Analysis results of the students’ WTCléeweterms of their classes

Context Class N y SD

Source of Sum of Mean .
: F p Difference

Variance Squares Squares
Among

m Preparatory 74 690 1.78 Groups 1.499 2 749

& Preparatory 106 6.72 1.76 ...

O Second [OUDS 899.742 271 3.320 .226 .798 -

3 Class 94 6.78 192 90UP

2 Total Total

[

- 274 6.79 1.82 population 901.241 273

Levene: ,270 P=.764

Among

0 Preparatory 74 707 1.60 Groups 14.722 2 7.361

‘_g Preparatory 106 6.62 1.67 Within

o Second Grouns 788.131 271 2.908 2,531 .081

° Class 94 650 1.82 P

S Total Total

@] 274 670 1.71 Population 802.852 273 802.852

Levene: .915 P=. 402
*p<.05

According to the results, the program that the esttsl follow in the first and

second years do not contribute to the studentdingiiess to communicate in English.
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It might be due to their anxiety and nervousnesfant of the class while asking a
guestion, presenting something, or lack of selfficdemce. It is important that the
students should be guided to discover their addljtincrease their motivation to speak
in and out of the classroom with their peers argdrirctors. In her study Kani (2011)
stated that most of the prospective teachers irstugly group admitted that they lack
practice in speaking English, listening, and pramation. It is hoped that in-service
teacher training programs are rearranged, and esigphan the willingness to
communicate is given. Furthermore, it is essenhiat the weaknesses of the English
teacher training programs should be reviewed amndetisas cognitive gains and targets,
affective objectives should be taken into consitiena

4.1.2. Description of the Interview and ObservatiorRespondents

Qualitative research methodology places primaryoirtgmce on studying small
samples of purposefully determined individuals tigto a variety of data collection
methods. As presented in Table 4.7, among thosepahwmipated in the study, 26 were
interviewed. Of these 26 students, 14 (53.6 %) viensales and 12 (46.2 %) were
males, and their ages ranged between 18 and 29, avit average 20.5. More
information is provided about the participants e tqualitative data analyses section
4.3).

The students were also asked to indicate the ligbads they graduated from.
12 (46.2 %) of the students stated that they hadugited from State High Schools, 13
of them (50.0 %) from Anatolian High Schools, 18(36) of them from Anatolian
Teacher Training High School, and1 (3.8 %) of tHesm the Super High School.

As can be seen in Table 4.11, 20 (76.9%) of théigg@ents had never been
abroad, whereas, only a small percentage 6 (23df%)em expressed that they had
been foreign countries. This is mostly due to tlvenemic reasons and secondly
because of the over-protected Turkish families.eéRég, more university students have
possibilities to go and study in other countries hgans of international student

exchange programs.

Another interesting finding is that among 20 studewho had never been
abroad, 10 (38.46 %) of them preferred to visit UR,(38.46 %) preferred USA, 4 (20
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%) of them wanted to visit European countries, an® %) of them wanted to visit
Japan. This can be regarded as a sign of studposstive attitudes towards those
countries and their cultures, which is believetheceffective on students’ willingness to

communicate in and out of the class.
Table 4.11.

Demographic characteristics of the interview and@ivation participants (N=26)

Pseudonym WTC/ Gender Age School Abroad  Country  Meet
UWTC to visit Foreigners
Arthur WTC M 21 HS No USA Often
Bird Nest UWTC F 20 AHS No Italy Rarely
Peach Silk UWTC F 19 AHS No UK Rarely
Cherrybomb WTC F 19 AHS Yes - Rarely
Muallime UWTC F 18 HS No USA Rarely
King49 WTC M 21 AHS No Poland Never
Esya UWTC F 19 AHS No Italy Often
Muzisyen WTC M 18 AHS No Japan Never
Devlet UWTC M 20 ATTHS  Yes - Never
Metazori67 WTC M 20 AHS No UK Never
Light UWTC F 18 ATTHS No UK Rarely
Aliekber WTC M 29 AHS Yes Europe Never
Guna WTC F 19 HS Yes - Rarely
Nirsen UWTC F 22 HS Yes - Never
Tezz WTC M 21 HS No USA Rarely
Blue Sky UWTC M 20 HS No Spain Often
Dalya WTC F 20 HS No USA Rarely
FreeBrain WTC M 21 HS No UK Rarely
Kizil Ajan UWTC F 20 HS No USA Rarely
Runspotting WTC F 20 AHS No UK Often
Devdas UWTC M 22 AHS No UK Rarely
Sea WTC F 20 AHS No UK Rarely
Hildan UWTC F 20 HS Yes - Rarely
Fly WTC M 21 HS No UK Rarely
Hunter UWTC F 21 HS No USA Often
Zugo UWTC M 26 SHS No UK Rarely

WTC=Willing to Communicate UWTC= Unwilling to Commicate HS= High School; SHS=Super High School; AH8mtolian
High School; ATTHS= Anatolian Teacher Training Hi§hhool

More than half of the students (57.69%) satedttiey had rarely communicated
with foreigners in English either face to face lmrough internet recently and 7 (25.9%)
students indicated that they had never communioattdforeigners recently. Only 5
(18.2%) of them expressed that they had often spekéh foreigners lately. This is
seen as a drawback because as prospective teatltarglish they need to be exposed
to the language of the native speakers so that ¢hayacquire native-like accent or

accuracy and fluency.
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In order to generate multiple perspectives ofAEC construct of the students,
the qualitative data were also collected from 1&tructors working at the ELT
department. Of these 11 instructors, 4 (36.36 %ewemales and 7(63.63%) were
males, and their ages ranged between 31 and 5B, amitaverage M=39.36. Their
language teaching experience at the ELT Departwvemmntd from 6 years to 18 years.
The workload of the participants ranged betweera2® 32 teaching hours per week
See Table 4.12).

Among 11 instructors, 4 of them offer academic searsuch as Approaches to
ELT, English Literature, Linguistics, ApproachesEaT, Teaching Language Skills,
and aim at presenting various literary texts andlyae and critically evaluate them,
basic issues and processes in ELT course desighteaiching language skills. 4 of
them offer courses which help learners gain lingrignd communicative competence
in English, develop lexical items and critical tkimg skills, and equip students with
intensive and extensive reading skills. Some ofghsicipants (3) offer both type of

courses.

Table 4.12.

Age, gender and experience distribution of therucsors

Pseudonym Age Experience at Work Load (Hrs) Per
Department week

T 41 12 25
T2* 42 10 25
73" 32 5 32
T4* 49 18 25
T5 33 7 30
T6* 44 16 25
17! 55 14 25
T8' 32 7 29
T9 31 6 24
T10 37 11 23
T11' 37 8 25
1Part|C|pants offer courses related to Engﬁlﬁﬁge Skills *Partlupants offer only academicrses

Among 11 instructors, 4 of them offer academic searsuch as Approaches to
ELT, English Literature, Linguistics, ApproachesEaT, Teaching Language Skills,
and aim at presenting various literary texts andly@e and critically evaluate them,

basic issues and processes in ELT course desighteaiching language skills. 4 of
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them offer courses which help learners gain linfjmiand communicative competence
in English, develop lexical items and critical tkimg skills, and equip students with
intensive and extensive reading skills. Some ofghsicipants (3) offer both type of

courses.
4.2. Quantitative Results

To answer the main and secondary research questibrtbe study both
quantitative and qualitative data were collected analyzed. Firstly the quantitative

results will be presented and then, the qualitadiata results will be described.

4.2.1.Primary Research Question:What are the Turkish University Students’

Perceptions of their WTC in English inside and outigle the Class?

Table 4.13 presents the means and standard dexdaifoeach (16) item in the

WTC scale. Students’ overall willingness to comneate in English was found to be
between moderate and high. The mean scores of WOIE ibside X = 6. 79, and
outside (X = 6. 70, are very close to each other and to the high lévigrval.
Following Cao & Philp (2006), and Xie (2011), theam scores which were below 3, 5
were classified as low WTC, while those which fe#kween 3. 6-7.0 were identified as
moderate WTC, and those which were between 7.1\46r6 accepted as high WTC in
the present study.

The findings also revealed that the students waglelyhwilling to play a game
with their friends in English, for example monopdl¥ = 7. 81, talk in English with a
small group of friends X = 7. 80, or acquaintancesX = 7. 53 inside class. Students’
WTC level outside K = 6. 70, was parallel with the willingness they demortstia
inside. Similarly, they were highlyX = 7. g7)willing to talk in English with a few of
their friends out of the class, to play a gamith their friends in English, for example
monopoly (X = 7. 89, and to perform a presentation to a group ohft&(3-4persons)

in English (X = 7. 07.

However, out of the class, the students seemedettess willingto talk in

English with a strangerX = 7. 37). This finding is a sign of their being anxiousoab
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making mistakes in front of their peers while conmcating in English with foreigners.
It is a good result to observe that there wereteims on the scale which received a low
level of willingness to communicate in English batiside and outside. The most

threatening type of communication for most studevds found to present a talk to a

group of strangers (around 40) in English bothdegiX = 5. 73, and outside X =56.
16)-

Table 4.13.

Students’ Perceptions of their WTC in English bo#ide and outside Class

Inside Willingness to Communicate Outside

X * SD Item Description X * SD

5.73 2.62 1-Present a talk to a group of stran@@mind 40) in English. 5.16 2.78

6.85 2.45 2-Present a talk to a group of friendsulad 40) in English. 6.54 2.53

7.13 2.38 3-Join in a group discussion with a group of fdei(3-4). 6.88 254

7.80 2.32 4-Talk in English with a few of yourends. 7.97 2.27

6.86 2.78 5- Talk in English with a stranger. 7.37 2.59

6.99 2.46 6- Talk in English with your teachers. 58. 2.67

6.20 2.54 7- Talk to your teacher about your honaé/assignment. 5.86 2.63
8- You are confused about a task you must comphets,willing

5.97 2.73 are you to ask for clarification/ instruction froraur friend. 5.85 2.94
9- You are not sure how to do your home-work, halking are

6.23 2.55 you to ask for more information from your teacher. 5.81 2.71
10- A foreigner comes to your department, how wnglare you to

6.70 2.74 have a conversation if s/he talks to you first? .067 2.66

7.53 2.38 11- Talk in a small group of acquaintanc®-4) in English 7.58 2.37
12- Perform a presentation to a group of friend4f8rsons) in

7.37 2.42 English. 7.07 2.51
13- Play a game with your friends in English, faample

781 2.37 monopoly 7.85 2.49
14- Talk in English with a group of acquaintanaesailarge

6.18 2.58 meeting 6.20 2.62

6.86 2.54 15- Talk in English with foreigners israall group (2-3 Persons) 7.15 2.46
16- Perform a presentation to a group of acquadesn
6.42 2.57 (Around40) in English 6.25 2.57
6.79 1.82 Total WTC Score 6.70 1.71
*0.0- 3.5: Low; 3. 6-7, 0: Moderate; 7.1-10.0gHi

When the willingness to communicate of the studerds examined according

to the receiver types, it was observed that ELTextts preferred to communicate in

English with friends & = 7. 14 and acquaintancesX(= 7. 03 rather than with

foreigners (X = 6. 54 in and out the classes. This was similar to theifigs of Bekta

(2005) and Jung (2011). In the present study tlaeher was preferred as a new
interlocutor type, and it is a striking result tHaLT students are not as willing to
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communicate with the teachersX = 6. 47 as they are with their friends. This

interlocutor type received the lowest score in tategory (See Table 4.14).

As McCroskey & McCroskey (2002) stated people nyoditke to initiate
communication with those who they know well and htmvcommunicate with. The
findings of this study confirm their assumptionswould be necessary to remember
that at the ELT department of this university studestart their university life with the
same group of students until they graduate fronvarsity. Very few students change
their groups or departments. For this reason, tindests know each other well and can
initiate communication with their friends easily.nQhe other hand, teachers are
evaluators and assess the performance of the s$suders probable that the students
need to be tentative while communicating with theachers.

Table 4.14.

WTC Sub-scores on Context and Receiver Type Measure

Inside Willingness to Communicate Outside

Y * SD Measures Y * SD
Receiver Type

6.54 2.21 Foreigners 6.69 2.10

716 173 Friends 7.03 1.71

6.47 2.16 Teachers 6.08 2.31

6.71 2.15 Acquaintances 6.68 2.04
Context Type

7.12 2.04 Presentations - -

6.11 2.23 Meetings 5.87 2.17

6.63 1.89 Dyads 6.63 1.86

7.36 1.92 Small groups 7.25 1.89

6.79 1.82 Total WTC Score 6.70 1.71

*0 0-3. 5: Low; 3. 6-7. 0: Moderate; 7.1-10.0: High

As can be seen in Table 4.15,both inside<{ 7. 39 and outside X = 7. 29
the class, students preferred to communicate inllsgraups rather than giving
presentations or talking in large groups. Besidiess seen that students are highly
willing to communicate in class presentations £ 7. 19 when the context type is
considered. This result can be attributed to tloe tfaat students know that it will be an
advantage to speak in class and communicate pyogering their presentations to get

high scores from their instructors.



122

4.2.2. RQ 1. What are the Turkish students’ percepbns of their motivation,
attitude toward the international community, linguistic self-confidence, and their

personality?

The students’ perception of their motivation: Aswids described before, the
latent variable motivation was defined by threeigatbr variables: 1-Desire to learn
English; 2- Motivational intensity; 3-Attitude towdlearning English. For the analyses
of the items related to these categories, reféatdes 4.14; 4.15; 4.16.

Students’ Desire: It was revealed that studentsirdeo learn English is quite
high. 89. 1% of the studentX(= 4. 49 stated that they prefer to spend time on English
than to deal with other subjects and would ratpend their time on English rather than
other subjects (70.5%). Similarly, it is the viefv8d.3% of the studentsX = 4.07) that
during the English classes, they are absorbed at vwghtaught and concentrate on their
studies. Since the participants of the presentysard determined to be teachers of
English, it is an expected result that their lesketesire to learn English is high. This
finding is also consistent with Jung’s study (2QMho reported that the level of desire
of the Korean students was upper moderate. Bgl@05) found that the Turkish
students had moderate level of desire in her study.

Overall, students’ desireﬁ:g_es) to learn English was above moderate.

However, it is worth considering that 58.0% of therticipants pointed out that they

really spent a lot of time on English, while 29.9#ihe respondents admitted that they
had no idea, and 12% of them said that they didspeind much time. This is an

important controversy because on the one hand skeeyn to have desire to learn
English, on the other hand, there is a 40% respgreg who express that they cannot
spend much time on English. (See Table 4.14)

Another significant finding is that only 32.8% diet students X =2. 97) would
read English newspapers or magazines outside Bmglish course work. It was
observed that one third of the students had tramsfeEnglish to their social life, but
others can be said to have trouble with it. The&lemight also be due to the economic

reasons or it might be difficult for the studentsaccess such materials. Whatever the
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reason, there is a reality that more than halfhef ELT students do not read English

newspapers and magazines for some reasons.

In Bektg’ (2005) study, in which Turkish university resp@mis were employed
as participants with lower level of English, theanescores of the same item was found
to be similarlt can be assumed that the ELT students read noakeanic course-books
but neglect to read newspapers and magazines. Howere is an indication in the
present study that 61.7% of the respondents regtisBriexts on internet. This is an
indication of their adequacy in comprehending thetten texts, as well as their

preferences on this issue (See Table 4.15).
Table 4.15.

Desire to Learn English: Means and Standard Dewiati

>3 o o =09
o = = (] @ o
Items 5 g =2 S S S X SD
5.0 2 o < 5 <
nAa a z n
1. | prefer to spend time onf 8 5 17 81 163
English to deal with other %
subjects. 2.9 1.8 6.2 29.6 59.5 4.41 0.91
2. During the English classes If 2 6 35 160 71
am absorbed in what is taught %
and concentrate on my studies. 0.7 2.2 12.8 58.4 25.9 4.07 0.73
3. I really spend a lot of time _f 3 30 82 133 26
on English. %
1.1 10.9 29.9 48.5 95 354 0.85
4. | try to do my English f 14 50 88 92 30
homework at once. % 5.1 18.2 32.1 33.6 10.9 3.27 1.05
5. | would rather spend myf 58 135 58 19 4
time on other subjects other®o
than English. 21.2 49.3 21.2 6.9 15 218 0.90
6. | would read Englishf 23 82 79 76 14

newspapers or magazine$o
outside my English course

work. 8.4 29.9 28.8 27.7 51 2091 106
7 1 read English texts on f 17 38 50 123 46
internet. % 6.2 13.9 18.2 44.9 16.8 3.52 1.11

Note: Item markedis reversed in scoring

As for having desire to do homework, 44.5% of thelents stated that they try
to do their English homework at once, while 32.184igl they have no idea, and 23.3%
admitted that they do not try to do it at once. §,hii cannot be concluded that more
than half of the participants have no desire toadsignment on daily basis but it

constitutes a limitation. It should be remembetet tvhile performing tasks or reading
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the texts before attending classes, the ELT stgdeatn more content knowledge and
are exposed to language and consequently may beoongewilling to communicate in
classes. Yu (2009) argues that the desire to icttevizh a specific person and state self-
confidence are considered the most immediate datants of WTC. Therefore, if the

level of desire of the students can be increaged, YWTC level will be increased, too.

Motivational Intensity: As can be seen in Table64.dlmost all of the students
(98.9%) believe in the importance of English, amd determined to improve their
English after graduation (97.4%). It is apparemtt tstudents enjoy what they learn in
their English classes (89.0%). Similarly, they etttat they enjoy communicating in
English with foreigners (86.8%), and they descshedying English as an enjoyable
experience (90.9%). These are important deternsntinatt affect students' motivation
and they demonstrate that students have a highdéweotivation (X =4.04). Similarly

in Bektag (2005) study, students seemed to be convincethabthey need to learn
English and accepted the idea that they would ingtbeir English after graduation.

Table 4.16

Motivational Intensity: Means and Standard Deviatio

28 8 5 o 33
Items g e < 2 qé, g q‘é Y SD
5.9 5 o < 5 <
ma 0 z n
8. It is really important to learn f 1 0 2 32 239
English. % 04 .0 0.7 11.7 87.2 485 0.43
9. After | graduate from college | will f 1 0 6 40 227
also continue to learn English and try %
to improve my English. 0.4 .0 2.2 14.6 82.8 4.80 0.50
10. I enjoy what | learn in my English f 2 3 25 108 136
classes. % 0.7 1.1 9.1 39.4 496 436 0.75
11. Compared to my classmates, | f 26 66 122 40 20
think | study English relatively hard. % 9.5 24.1 445 14.6 73 286 1.02
12. | enjoy communicating in English f 3 6 27 91 147
with foreigners. % 1.1 2.2 9.9 33.2 53.6 4.36 0.83
13. Itis an enjoyable experienceto f 1 3 21 91 158
study English. % 04 1.1 7.7 33.2 57.7 447 0.72
14. | talk with my friends in English ~ f 42 109 63 45 15
out of the class. % 15.3 39.8 23 16.4 55 257 1.10

When compared to Bekfa(2005) study, which was carried out in the Tukkis

context, the students revealed higher levels ofivatbnal intensity. However, the



125

results of the present study also revealed that hl9% of the students thought that
they studied English relatively hard when comparedtheir peers, and almost half of
the participants (44.5%) said they were undecidedhis issue, and 33.6% of them
expressed that they did not participate in thisaidghis situation reveals that some
students find their studies or preparation for ¢heess insufficient. It is important that
these participants have to take actions in advémaemprove themselves and become
competent teachers and fluent speakers of Englisinwhey are under-graduates not

after graduating from the department.

More than half of the students (55.1%) stated dminot speak English outside
the classroom with her friends, whi?@.9 percent expressed that were talking with their
friends. Considering the analyses of the two it@msve, it is observed that there may
be limitations on students’ communication in Engliand that these limitations are
reflected in their self-assessment and behavidiesd two reasons, mentioned above,
are important in terms of educational outcomes endrder to increase students’

exposure to language outside class, support serareerecommended.

Attitudes toward learning English: Students’ ovemgttitudes toward learning
English were found to be positiveX(=4. 26).When students’ opinions for some items

were considered, they appeared to be involvednosi all of them. To give examples,
more than 96% of the participants want to learnentban a foreign language; 97.8% of
the participants believe that it is important tarle English because it makes them learn
about different culturesihose, who sees learning English as an advantagers97.8
percent of the respondents; 95.9 percent of regiadvish to continue to improve
their English speaking skills after graduating framiversity (See Table 4.17)hus, it
can be concluded that students’ attitudes towaadihg English was quite positive.
Actually, these were expected results since thdesiis have been studying English at
the ELT department. This finding is in consistenthwvsome other studies in different
contexts (Bektg 2005; Jung, 2011; Yu, 2009).

Besides, there are some other items which recehigd scores from the
students: For instance 85. 4% of the participagi®ed that they wanted to make

friends with international students, 86. 2% of themmnted to study specifically at the
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ELT department. This is also a good sign of theaisifive attitude toward learning

English and international groups.
Table 4.17.

Attitudes toward learning English

> 8 3 o ° >,
ltems ? @ 2 2 g ? g X SD

5 .2 4} ) < =<

n a [a) z n
15 I would like to learn more f 2 0 9 64 199
than one foreign language. % 0.7 0.0 3.3 23.4 726 4.67 0.61
16. It is important to learn f 0 1 5 66 202
English because it makes me %
learn about different cultures. 0.0 0.4 1.8 24.1 73.7 4.71 0.51
17. | have a high feeling when f 1 2 13 82 176
| meet and listen to people %
speaking English. 0.4 0.7 4.7 29.9 64.2 4.57 0.66
18. My life would not be f 25 34 79 78 58
interesting if | did not study %
English. 9.1 12.4 28.8 28.5 21.2 3.40 1.21
19. My family did not insist on f 5 6 6 49 208
my studying English. % 1.8 2.2 2.2 17.9 75.9 4.64 0.79
20. | did not want to study  f 178 58 13 15 10
English at the English %
Language Department at all. 65 21.2 4.7 5.5 3.6 1.62 1.05
21. 1 am very happy to study f 2 7 25 92 148
English at the ELT/ELL %
Department. 0.7 2.6 9.1 33.6 54 4.38 0.81
22. 1 have a favorable f 14 38 70 86 66
impression towards British %
people. 5.1 13.9 25.5 31.4 24.1 3.55 1.15
23. | speak in English with my f 46 106 73 41 8
teachers at the department out%
of class. 16.8 38.7 26.6 15 29 249 1.03
24. It is an advantage to learn f 1 2 3 48 220
English. % 0.4 0.7 1.1 17.5 80.3 4.77 0.54
25. | want to make friends f 1 6 33 99 135
with international students %
studying at our university. 0.4 2.2 12 36.1 493 4.32 0.80
26. After | graduate from f 0 3 8 53 210
university, | will not stop %
dealing with English. 0.0 1.1 2.9 19.3 76.6 4.72 0.57
27. Learning English is never f 1 1 5 42 225
waste of time. % 0.4 0.4 1.8 15.3 82.1 4.78 0.52

Note: Item markedis reversed in scoring.

However, some items were agreed by only half ofpdméicipants. To give some
examples; 49.7% of the respondents agreed withitéme “My life would not be
interesting if | did not study English”, 21.5 % thfem disagreed, and 28.8 % of them

seemed to be undecided. To the item "I have a &erimpression towards British



127

people." was agreed by 55.5 % of respondents b0t %9of them disagreed, and 25.5
% were undecided. Only 17.9% of the participantead with the Item 23 “I speak in
English with my teachers at the department outads; whereas 55. 5% of them did not
join the idea, and 26.6 % remained undecided (SdeT.18 for more details). This is
a striking finding because it may be due to theokl of self-confidence, which is a
significant predictor on WTC or they do not feetwe and experience anxiety while

communicating with their instructors.

The students’ perception of their attitudes towtrel international community:
The latent variable attitude toward the internaaiocommunity was defined by four
indicator variables: 1-Interest in internationak®&bon activities, 2- Interest in foreign
affairs, 3-Approach avoidance tendency, and 4-ghatteve orientation. For the analyses
of the items related to these categories, refdaties 4.18; 4.19; 4.20; 4.21. The mean

scores of each item grouped under four categoresgigen in the tables.
Table 4.18.

Students’ interest in international vocation/adirs

23 2 B @ > o
Items S8 & 2 5 2o X SD
2.2 = ¥ &%
(e o A g
28". | would rather work in my f 18 36 109 54 57
homeland. % 6.6 13.1 39.8 19.7 20.8 3.35 1.14
29. | want to work in a country f 8 21 74 86 85
where English is spoken. % 2.9 7.7 27 31.4 31 3.80 1.06
30. I want to work at an f 3 13 64 99 95
international organization such%
as the UNESCO. 1.1 4.7 23.4 36.1 34.7 3.99 0.93
31. | want to be awarded by f 7 10 32 74 151
Erasmus Exchange Program ir%%
order to study abroad. 2.6 3.6 11.7 27 55.1 4.28 0.98
32". 1 do not think what is f 44 52 91 64 23
happening overseas has much%
to do with my daily life. 16.1 19 33.1 23.4 8.4 2.89 1.18
33". | would rather avoid the f 122 86 44 16 6
kind of work that sends me %
overseas frequently. 44.5 31.4 16.1 5.8 22 1.90 1.02

Note: Items markedare reversed in scoring.
When the items of first scale, measuring studemttrest in international
vocation and activities, were analyzed it was riagshat most of the students would

not avoid involvement in international activitieX (=3, 62).A majority of the students
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(75.9 %) did not agree that they “would rather dvihie kind of work that sends me
overseas frequently”. 70.8 % of respondents indatdhat they wanted to work in an
international organization such as the UNESCO. W&®r in Bektg (2005) study
participants slightly agreed with a similar statetmé/lin (2010) found a parallel result
with this study and concluded that Chinese studer@se interested in international
activities and would not avoid working overseasvdis also found in the present study
that those who want to study abroad with the Erasexchange program represent a
large majority (82. 1%). This overseas interestmsdhat students favor such academic
opportunities. This is an important trend in a st life, especially for those who
desire to study abroad.

On the other hand, 40.5 % of students reportedtkiegt prefer to work in their
own country after graduation. Almost the same nunadfdhe students are undecided
(39.8 %), and 19.7% agree with the idea to a lichiégxtent. The percentage of the
participants who want to work in a foreign counaimounts to 62.4%, which gives an
additional dimension to the results. Students wantvork in a foreign country if
English is spoken in that country. On the contr#érg language other than English is
the dominant case, their opinions may be negatiafigcted. When we look at the
overall items of the first scale, it is observedittithe students are interested in
international activities. The means and standaxgatlens of each item can be seen in
Table 4.18.

After the analyses of the items of the second scaleasuring students’
approach/avoidance tendency, it was found that mib#te students would not avoid
talking to strangers (78.1%), they could stay & $ame room with a foreign student at
dormitories or home (86.9%), they did not feel unéartable if a foreigner moved to
their apartment (94.9%), and they volunteered tdp hireigners if they had
communication problems (97.4%). Means and stand&ndations are presented in
Table 4.19.

In the light of this result, the students are daidhave a positive point of view

towards foreigners, be in favor of life living in @mmon area with people from

different cultures in a consensus, and be very syhapic to foreignersX =4. 38) A
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parallel finding was found by Bektg2005) in the Turkish context; Min (2010) in the

Canadian context.
Table 4.19.

Students’ Approach/Avoidance Tendency toward Foesig

zg 3 g o Do
Items § & & 2 =4 g s X SD
5.0 9 o < S <
n A s} z n
34, | avoid talking to f 125 89 41 12 7
foreigners as much as %
possible. 45.6 32.5 15 4.4 26 1.86 1.00
35. I would not mind sharing f 2 6 28 100 138
an apartment house witha %
foreign student or live in the
same room of a dormitory. 0.7 2.2 10.2 36.5 50.4 4.34 0.81
36. | would feel somewhat  f 208 52 8 3 3
uncomfortable if a foreigner %
moved in next door. 75.9 19 2.9 1.1 1.1 132 0.69
37. 1 want to help a foreigner f 0 1 6 97 170
who has communication %
difficulty in a restaurant. 0.0 0.4 2.2 35.4 62 4.59 0.56
38. | want to participate ina  f 7 6 40 111 110
volunteer activity to help %

foreigners living in the
neighboring community.
2.6 2.2 14.6 40.5 40.1 4.14 0.92

Note: Items markedare reversed in scoring.

The items of the third scale determining the latemtiable students’ attitude
towards international community were analyzed amghdl that students had positive

attitudes as well as negative attitudes towardsmational groups (See Table 4.20).
Table 4.20.

Students’ Interest in Foreign Affairs

=23 o B © 2o
ltems §’ 4 g 2 S §’ S X SD
5.9 8% =} < =5 <
(Na) [a) z 7]
39. | read of books and f 14 55 78 85 42
magazines about foreign %
countries.
5.1 20.1 28.5 31 15.3 3.31 1.11
40. | watch news on TV about f 10 44 46 117 57
foreign countries. % 3.6 16.1 16.8 42.7 20.8 3.61 1.10
41. | talk about situations and f 18 75 66 83 32
events about countries with % 6.6 27 4 240 303 11.7 3.13 1.14

my family and/or friends.
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When reporting about reading materials about dwrecountries, 46.3%
responded that they do read such materials whil@ 26 of them stated that they did
not, and 28. 5 % remained undecided. 63. 5% oftiheents expressed that they watch
TV news about foreign countries, whereas 19.7 %iteldnthat they did not. As for
Item 40 “I talk about situations and events abomintries with my family and/or
friends”, less than half of the respondents (42dked with the item, but 34. 0% said
that they did not talk about, and 24.0% of the shisl remained undecided. This is
considered as a limitation because firstly, thalasititis are not exposed to the foreign
language, and secondly, when they do not develapeist in such events, it is probable
that they will lack of knowledge related to thelgavents and consequently, they will
have limited world view. This will hinder them toewklop their productive skills.
Instructors should assign their students to makeescesearch on daily events and

provide information on these issues to motivaté gtedents.

To sum up, students’ interest in foreign countgaa be described as medium
(X =3, 35),but not as high level. This finding is importachuse it reveals that only

half of the research respondents watch or listggragrams in the target language, and
again less than half of them do not talk about t&s/eappening in other countries, and
only 60% watch TV news about the events what is\gan in the world. In other
words, the other half is disinterested or uninteesSince the research participants are
the ELT students, the other half, who ignore regdiistening, and talking about people
of other cultures, needs to be considered sincg Wi# be the models for their
prospective students. This finding is in line wBlekta’ (2005) findings as well as
Min’s (2010) findings.

This result also shows that most of them neither exposed to the foreign
language nor use the language. It is widely acdethtat exposure, use, and motivation
are three most important conditions in second lagguacquisition. When they do not
read the texts written in the foreign language,rtivecabulary will be limited to
academic words. It was revealed in a study caoigdySener (2003) that students can
acquire academic words during their universityniray but lose the most frequently
used words which are essential for communicatioherwthey are only limited to

academic course books and neglect to read otheksbaad written documents.
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Similarly, when they do not listen to the authemtiscourse, they cannot comprehend
what they hear or become silent since they do agé lenough self-confidence to have

conversations. It is apparent that they need m&tti be willing to communicate.

The items of the fourth scale determining theriateariable students’ attitude
towards international communities were analyzedni®ans of descriptive statistics.

Table 4.21 presents the results related to theratiwe orientations X =4, 28),0f the

students. As can be seen the mean scores of aitetine are abovex =4.0, which

means students have highly positive attitudes tdwléferent cultures.
Table 4.21.

Students’ Integrative Orientations

28 8 5§ 3 3 g
ltems g > o 3 2 g’ o X SD

5 2 82! o < s <

n 0 &) =z 0
42. 1t will help me f 3 13 31 135 92
understand the culture %
related to English-speaking
countries.

1.1 4.7 11.3 49.3 33.6 4.09 0.86
43. It will help me f 2 6 16 135 115
understand the people of %
English-speaking countries.
0.7 2.2 5.8 49.3 42 430 0.74

44. | would like to go to f 0 1 49 92 132
study in English-speaking %
countries 0.0 0.4 17.9 33.6 48.2 430 0.77
45. | would like to be friends f 0 0 27 116 131
with some English-speaking %
people 0.0 0.0 9.9 42.3 47.8 4.38 0.66
46. It will help me participate f 1 14 34 123 102
more freely in the activities %
of other cultural groups 0.4 5.1 12.4 44.9 37.2 414 0.85
47. It will ease intercultural f 0 1 11 116 146
communication % 0.0 0.4 4 42.3 53.3 449 0.59

Regarding students’ integrative orientations, le first place, the students

agreed that knowing English will facilitate commemtion (X =4, 49). This item was

followed by their being interested in being frienvdish English-speaking peoplex(=4.
38). Furthermore, they agreed that they would fkgo to English-speaking countries

to receive training(Y:4. 30), that English would provide them to uncdeamst the
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cultures of English speaking countrié¥ =4.09), and that English would help them

participate more freely in the activities of otloesitural groups K =4.14).

According to Yashima (2002), there are four vaesbthat combine to form
international posture; interest in foreign affaft8A), intergroup approach-avoidance
tendency (AAT), interest in international vocatitadivities (IVA), and intercultural
friendship orientation in English learning (IFOhe&Sproposed that international posture
influences motivation, which, in turn, influence®ficiency in English. In the literature
review section, several studies which revealedelaionship between attitudes toward
the international groups and WTC were exemplifiédcan be concluded that when
students are internationally oriented, they areeanwitling to communicate and more
motivated to study or learn English. Thereforet tha participants of the present study
have positive attitudes is very hopeful, since ricreases the motivation and
consequently, the level of the willingness to comioate in English of the students

will be higher.

In conclusion, positive attitudes towards the tatgaguage, its people, culture
were found to be factors facilitating L2 learningdateaching in various studies. The
students of the present study valued knowing varioultures and people of these
cultures. This finding implies that they have imtdgye motivation and positive

attitudes toward international groups.

As it was indicated by Jung (2011), the attitudeeslents develop are not just
toward the English language but reflect all thejective feelings associated with
learning a new subject. Therefore, it is importantome across such positive results in
the present study. It is hoped that the studeratging positive subjective feelings will
help them increase willingness to communicate igli&h both in and out of the class.

Table 4.22 presents the predictors of WTC. The ms&=ores and standard
deviations of each item of the scale were previoyslesented. In this regard,
considering the total score of each factor, theseai need to go to a general
interpretation. When the table above is analyzedudents’ intergroup

approach/avoidance tendenc?(z 4. 38) is seen to be effective. This is relatvel

followed by integrative orientation%= 4. 28), attitudes toward learning Englis)_ﬁ €
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4. 26), motivational intensityX: 4. 04), desireX: 3. 65), interest in international

vocation and activitiest 3. 62) and interest in foreign affairg(: 3. 35).
Table 4.22

The Mean Scores of the predictors of WTC.

Desire  Motivation  Attitude International Approach/Avoidance Interest Integrative

Vocation Tendency in Orientation
Activities Foreign
Affairs
X 3.65 4.04 4.26 3.62 4.38 3.35 4.28
SS 0.52 0.45 0.40 0.59 0.57 0.88 0.51

The outcome in favor of the specified factors igratication that the determined

factors are effective on the students’ WTC in Esigli

The students’ perceptions of their self-perceivedhmunication competence:

Overall, students perceived their communication petencelevel as slightly over

moderate both inside)_( = 6. 41) and outsitke£ 6. 47 the classroom.

Table 4.23 presents the descriptive statistichk®fl6 items of SPCC with scores
ranging from O to 10. When the items were examindd/idually, it was observed that

students felt competent when they played a gamie thiir friends in English inside
class (>_< =7.50) and slightly more competent outsldesc(y =7.75); when they talked
in English with a few of their friends inside>_<( =2)2and outsideX =7.32pnd

when they talked in a small group of acquaintar(d_és:7.03) both inside and outside

class (X =7.24). The scores of the other itemthénscale were found to be at the
moderate level. The students felt least competdniewalking to their teachers about

their homework or assignment insidg( =5.88), andida (Y =5.66).

Bekts (2005) found in her study that students percethetnselves as more or
less competent in speaking English. Similar to &y, which revealed a direct
relationship between students’ willingness to comivate and their attitude toward the
international community, and perceived linguisitf-£onfidence, Atay & Kurt (2009),
too, found a strong positive correlation betweerc@ieed competence and L2 WTC in

the Turkish setting. In some other studies, it alas found that students who perceived
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themselves as competent in communicating are moliagmo initiate communication
(Cao, 2011; Hashimoto, 2002; Matsuoka, 2006; Pemg\Woodrow, 2010; Yashima,
2002). Their studies suggested that students whe Jess anxious and had high

perceived confidence seemed to be more willingotaraunicate inside the classroom.
Table 4.23.

Students’ Perceived Communication Competence

Inside Students’ perceptions of their self-perceiveecommunication Outside
competence

X * S Items X * S

5.36 2.52 1-Present a talk to a group of stran@mind40) in English. 5,27 2.50

6.30 2.32 2-Present a talk to a group of friendsui@d40) in English. 6.20 2.27

6.42 2.44 3-Join in a group discussion with a group of fde(3-4). 6.30 2.43

7.22 2.28 4- Talk in English with a few of yourefnds. 7.32 2.29

6.30 2.49 5- Talk in English with a stranger. 6.64 2.68

6.11 2.44 6- Talk in English with your teachers. 16. 2.45

5.88 2.46 7- Talk to your teacher about your honoéfassignment. 5.66 2.51
8- You are confused about a task you must comghets,willing

6.26 2.63 are you to ask for clarification/ instruction frgraur friend. 6.23 2.70
9- You are not sure how to do your home-work, halking are

6.27 2.47 you to ask for more information from your teacher. 6.04 2.52
10- A foreigner comes to your department, how wnglare you to

6.20 2.71 have a conversation if s/he talks to you first? 536 271

7.03 2.30 11- Talk in a small group of acquaintanc®-4) in English 7.24 2.27
12- Perform a presentation to a group of friend4f8rsons) in

6.84 2.34 English. 6.96 2.26
13- Play a game with your friends in English, faample

7.50 2.37 monopoly 7.75 2.33
14- Talk in English with a group of acquaintanaesa ilarge

6.22 2.34 meeting 6.30 2.41

6.41 2.44 15- Talk in English with foreigners israall group (2-3 Persons) 6.64 2.51
16- Perform a presentation to a group of acquagetsufAround40)

6.24 2.40 in English 6.26 2.34

6.41 1.92 Total Score 6.47 1.86

*0.0-3.5:Low, 3.6-7.0:m, 7.1-10 Moderate.0: High

Self-confidence, which refers to the belief thaperson has the ability to
produce results, accomplish goals, or performsstasknpetently, has been found to be
an important antecedent of L2 WTC in different est$ by several researchers. We
should not underestimate the impact of studentsigmuents of their personal
capabilities. On the contrary, by developing pesitand friendly atmosphere in classes,
we should try to diagnose the sources of their tg@gudgments about their capacities

and provide them opportunities to overcome thisvbesck.
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Similar to the findings of the previous resultse tstudent participants’ self-
perceived communication competence according to piesons and context were
observed to be moderate, too. As can be seen ite Bab4 related to the students’

communicative competence regarding to receivess,highest scores were observed
when they were communicating with friends bothdlas{Y = 6. 76) and outsidé_<( =
6. 79), and this was followed by acquaintances.:im$¥ = 6. 50) and outsid@_<( = 6.
60), foreigners insideX = 6. 07), and outsid& (6.27) and teachers insidg( = 6.

09), and outsideX = 5. 94). This finding is in liwgh Bekta (2005) who found that
the students felt more competent talking with erfd and an acquaintance.

Table 4.24.

SPCC Sub-scores on Context and Receiver Type Measur

Inside Self-perceived Communication Competence Oute

X * S ltems X * SD
Receiver Type

6.07 2.20 Foreigners 6.27 2.23

6.76  1.90 Frikn 6.79 1.81

6.09 2.19 Teachers 5.94 2.23

6.50 2.10 Acquaintances 6.60 2.05
Context Type

6.52 2.12 Class Presentations - -

5.94 2.13 Meetings 5.95 2.11

6.40 1.99 Dyads 6.48 1.98

6.69 2.02 Small Groups 6.74 1.99

6.41 1.92 Total Communication Competence Score 6.471.86

*0. 0-3. 5: Low; 3. 6-7.0; Moderate: 7.1-10.0: High

Students’ communication competence in terms of exdntvas examined and

found that students felt more competent while comigating in English in small
groups in cIassX =6.79/6. 74), and dyags ( = 66.48), rather than in meetings (

X =5, 94/5.95), inside and outside class. This figds consistent with the findings of
the previous studies (Belkte2005; Jung, 2011; Yashima, 2002)

The students’ perceptions about their anxiety: Wherdents’ anxiety levels
while communicating in English were examined orem point scale, it was observed

that their anxiety levels, insideX(= 4. 89, and outside the classroornX (= 4.74) were

moderate, and the total score seems to be closke fow level, inside X = 4.88), and
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outside (X = 4.74). Table 4.25 presents the perceived anxéitgl lof the participants.
Table 4.25.

Students’ Perceived Communication Anxiety

Inside Students’ perception about their anxiety wHe communicating Outside
in English

X * SD ltems X * SD

6.43 2.69 1-Present a talk to a group of stran@mind40) in English. 6.47 2.74

5.62 2.61 2-Present a talk to a group of friendsu@ad40) in English. 5.46 2.63

4.87 2.54 3-Join in a group discussion with a group of fdei(3-4). 4.85 256

4.02 2.44 4- Talk in English with a few of yourefnds. 3.85 2.54

5.05 2.69 5- Talk in English with a stranger. 4.88 2.78

5.22 2.69 6- Talk in English with your teachers. 16. 2.65

5.17 2.58 7- Talk to your teacher about your honoéfassignment. 5.04 2.59
8- You are confused about a task you must comghets,willing

4.19 2.54 are you to ask for clarification/ instruction froraur friend. 4.08 2.66
9- You are not sure how to do your home-work, halking are

4.86 2.63 you to ask for more information from your teacher. 4.75 2.58
10- A foreigner comes to your department, how wnglare you to

5.16 2.81 have a conversation if s/he talks to you first? 914  2.80

4.28 2.48 11- Talk in a small group of acquaintanc®-4) in English 4.13 2.52
12- Perform a presentation to a group of friend4f8rsons) in

453 2.56 English. 4.33 2.53
13- Play a game with your friends in English, faample

3.51 2.61 monopoly 3.32 2.63
14- Talk in English with a group of acquaintanaesa ilarge

4.89 2.47 meeting 4.74 2.53

5.00 2.54 15- Talk in English with foreigners israall group (2-3 Persons) 4.72 2.66
16- Perform a presentation to a group of acquagetsufAround40)

5.35 2.65 in English 5.09 2.61

4.88 2.01 Total Anxiety Score 4.74 1.96

*0.0-3.5: Low; 3.6-7.0: Moderate; 7.1-10.0: High

In recent years foreign language researchers haidecpnsiderable attention to
the effects of anxiety on language learning and afestrated that language anxiety is
most closely related to the acquisition of a fondi@nguage (Horwitz et al., 1986). They
pointed out that anxiety prevents learners fronchiga their goals and students’
unrealistic beliefs about language learning negétiaffect the development of foreign
language performance. While explaining affectivelividual factors about second
language learning As Gass and Selinker (2008)dst&iety, competitiveness, as well
as shock in a new, perhaps uncontrollable situatemm make the language learning
situation problematic and stressful. Therefore,iegneeds to be controlled by means
of the methodologies and strategies employed bynsteuctors and teachers in classes.
Besides, out of class activities should be orgahiremake students know each other

and develop positive relationships among them.
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It is a remarkable result that the students' apXetel in the present study is
neither too high, nor too low. When consideredh@ $ense of success in education, the
level of anxiety is expected to be neither high loov; anxiety level should be at an
optimal level. When taken from this perspectivee tiesults can be reflected as an
effective result, but it is essential to look a tieflections in the impact analysis of the

results.
Table 4.26.

Communication Anxiety Sub-scores according to Carted Receiver Type Measures

Inside Perceived communication Anxiety Outside
x=* Sb X+ SD
Receiver Type
541 2.27 Foreigners 5.24 2.31
446  2.05 Friends 4.32 2.01
5.08 2.42 Teachers 4,98 2.38
4.84 2.18 Acquaintances 4.65 2.14
Context Type -- --
5.01 2.28 Class -- -
5.55 2.19 Meetings 5.43 2.18
4.66 2.08 Dyads 4.50 2.07
4.60 2.18 Small Groups 4.50 2.12
4.88 2.01 Total Anxiety Score 4.74 1.96

*0.0-3.5: Low ; 3.6-7.0:Moderate; 7.1-10.0: High

As it is presented in Table 4.26 related to stuglecbmmunication anxiety

regarding to receivers, the highest anxiety scavese observed when they were
communicating with foreigners both insidg( =5, 4hy outsideg =5 24), and this
was followed by teachers insidé_<( = 5. 08) and detii = 4. 98), acquaintances
inside (X = 4. 84), and outside X( = 4. 65) and fiiemside X = 4. 46), and outside

(7 = 4. 32). When the finding related to anxiety eenpared to other studies, it is seen
that the results are in line with the Bekt§2005) results who found that students
communicating among strangers in a large meetitigvégy anxious. Similar to the

present study findings, talking to friends and aigiances was the least anxiety-

provoking situation in her study.

When students’ communication anxiety in terms oftegt was examined, it

was found that students felt more anxious while mamicating in English in meetings,

inside (X = 5, 59, and outside X = 5, 43. The students did not seem to experience



138

much anxiety in communications in small groupsdlasqY = 4. 60), and outsidé_<( =

4. 50), and dyads insidé_<( = 4. 66), and outside (4. 50). The finding that students’
communication anxiety level is the least when tlag communicating with their

friends in both of the categories is supportingghrevious findings.

M Inside M Outside

6.79 6.7

6.41 6.47

WTC Communication Anxiety
Competence

Figure 4.1. Students’ WTC, SPCC and Anxiety Levels

To sum up, when students’ willingness to commueicaelf-confidence and
anxiety scores were compared, it was observedstigients’ WTC, communication
competence and anxiety scores were at the medivetsjdut in theWTC and self-
confidence categories, they were approaching faleigel limit and relatively, they had

higher scores (See Figure 4.1).

According to the guideline provided by Cao & Ph{i006), the mean scores
between 0. 0-3. 5 was evaluated as low, betweén B0 as average and between 7, 1-
10.0 as high level which is similar to the evaloatof the observation scheme. Besides,
students’ WTC in terms of context and types of ngmrs were calculated in the same

way and they were all presented in different tables

Starting from these findings, the students werendoto be moderately willing to
communicate and confident about speaking in Enghs#though their level is close to

the high level interval. Their anxiety level can $sid to be relatively low. Linguistic
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self-confidence was defined in terms of the lackcofmmunication anxiety and high
perceived communication competence. Thus, seeigthieir anxiety level is slightly
over the low interval and the communication competelevel is close to the high
interval, it can be expected to observe high levdlingness to communicate. The
researcher is tentative about the final conclusetmsut their willingness, so it will be
more appropriate to obtain the results of the tptale data analyses.

The students’ perceptions about their personaligbld 4.27 presents the
personality characteristics of the participantgsBeality traits are the most important
factors that influence WTC. There are a numberesg@nality characteristics that may
affect L2 learning such as; extraversion vs. ingrsion, self- esteem, inhibition, risk-
taking, anxiety. In this study, only extraversionroversion dimension of personality

was measured. The personality characteristicsudiesits were examined and they were

found to be moderately extraverteg( = 6. 68). Theamand standard deviation of

each item was calculated and found that most oitélnes had similar scores.
Table 4.27.

Descriptive Analyses of studen®grsonality Characteristics

Personality Characteristics X DS
Introverted -Extraverted 6.16 2.17
Unenergetic-Energetic 6.99 1.92
Silent-Talkative 5.97 2.33
Unenthusiastic- Enthusiastic 7.01 1.90
Timid- Bold 5.89 2.23
Inactive -Active 6.42 2.19
Unassertive-Assertive 6.28 1.99
Inhibited - Spontaneous 7.94 1.56
Unadventurous- Adventurous 6.88 2.19
Unsociable- Sociable 7.27 1.82
Total Score 6.68 1.39

Students perceived themselves as extraverted 6.16, energetic K = 6. 99,
talkative (X = 5. 99, enthusiastic X = 7. 07, bold (X = 5. 89, active (X = 6. 42,

assertive K = g. 29, spontaneousX = 7. 94, adventurous X = . 89 and social K
= 7. 27. In the light of these definitions it can be sditht the students are self-

confident, ambitious and pro-active. According be rresults, students of the present
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study were in the slightly above the moderate ranfentroversion-extraversion
personality traits (See Table 4. 27).

In some studies, it was also found that students pdrceived themselves as
competent in communicating are more willing to iateé communication (Cao, 2011;
Bekta;, 2005; Hashimoto, 2002; Matsuoka, 2006; Peng anddidbw, 2010; Yashima,
2002). Their studies suggested that students whe Wess anxious and had high

perceived confidence seemed to be more willingotaraunicate inside the classroom.

4.2.3. RQ 2: What are the relationships among stuaés’ WTC in English, self-
perceived communication competence, motivation, Iguistic self-confidence,

attitudes toward the international community, and personality?
Pearson Correlation Analyses:

In order to answer the research question the data analyzed by the Pearson
Correlation test. One dependent variable (willirgg& communicate) was correlated
with all the independent variables (self-perceivedmmunication competence,

personality, and communication anxiety). The Tabi8; 4.29; 4.30 show the results.
Table 4.28.

Correlation among Willingness to Communicate andf-f@&ceived Communication

Competence, and Communication Anxiety

Inside Outside Inside Outside
SPCC SPCC Anxiety Anxiety
Inside WTC Pearson - - _
Correlation -830() B ~441(%)
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 - .000 -
N 274 - 274 --
Outside WTC Pearson _ - _ ) -
Correlation -7196(*) -346(™)
Sig. (2-tailed) - .000 - .000
N - 274 - 274

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level {@iled).

Self-perceived communication competence revealegositive, significant
correlation with the in-class WTC (r=. 830; p<. OBpsides, a negative correlation at
the medium level was observed between in-class \@idanxiety (r=-. 441; p<. 05).
As for the correlation between students’ out-cPSEC in English, and self-perceived

communication competence, a positive and significanrelation was observed (r=.
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796; p<. 05). There was also a negative correlaiothe medium level between their
out-class willingness to communicate in English angiety (r=-. 346; p<. 05).

It was observed that when students' self-perceaggdmunication competence
increased, their WTC level increased, and thatr W&IC level decreased when their
anxiety level increased. In the light of these iigd, both in the classroom environment
and outside the classroom, it can be foreseen tat high level of students’
communication competence can be effective in irsinga the willingness to
communicate of the students, whereas the high Evahxiety can reduce the students’

level of willingness to communicate in English.

This finding is inconsistent with some studies e field. To give examples;
Language anxiety has been shown to correlate wefjatvith achievement measures
such as language course final grades in Horwit?¥8) study and performance on a

vocabulary learning tasks in Macintyre & Gardng€i’'889) study.

In some studies, it was also found that students pdrceived themselves as
competent in communicating are more willing toiaté communication (Bek§a2005;
Cao, 2011; Clément et. al, 2003; Hashimoto, 200ac¢Iktyre et al., 1998; Matsuoka,
2006; Peng & Woodrow, 2010; Yashima, 2002). Thaides suggested that students
who were less anxious and had high perceived ceméiel seemed to be more willing to
communicate inside the classroom. They concludadabmmunication confidence is a

primary and universal precursor to L2 WTC regarsiiefsregional diversity.

Table 4.28 presents the correlation among studeM$C and personality
characteristics. The correlation between studepe&rsonality and willingness to
communicate in English was relatively weak and fpasiboth inside (r=. 412; p<.05),
and outside (r=.372; p<.05) the classroom. It wia® aevealed that when students'
extraversion-introversion personality trait sconereased, their WTC level increased.
However, the increase in the WTC related to thegrality is limited. It is necessary to

employ impact tests in order to determine the impael.

As for the relationship between extraverted learend success in L2, SLA
research suggests that the more extravert langeageers would increase the amount
of input (Krashen, 1985), and prefer communica@pproaches, the more they are

likely to join group activities (McDonough, 1986).
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Table 4.29.

Correlation among students’ WIC and persenality characteristics

£ w w
B i 2 g y iR g g ¥ £
+ g = A ™ =
£ B3 g g g % § i g
i 8 E E . R 5 " §5
el M E : & B B
Inside Pearson
WIC Comela 271(*%)  2B50%%)  2440%%) 302034 34909  2I0(**] 367(*%) 226(*¥) 159(*¥ 96 4121
tion
Sig. (2-
ta_jled‘l 00 000 W0 i 000 000 000 000 R 0 000
N 274 174 174 174 274 274 374 274 74 274 174
Otz Poarson

de  Comela 233(3%) _225(%%) 221(*%) 3490%% 2ET(**¥) _198(**) 309(*¥) 229(*¥ I61(**¥ 240(3¥) 372
WIC tiom

Sz (- .
tailad) 000 000 000 000 000 001 000 000 000 000 000
N 274 274 274 274 274 274 274 274 274 274 274

#% Correlation 18 significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Table 4.29 presents the relationship between stsdg@ersonality trait and
WTC. The correlation between students’ personailitgt willingness to communicate in
English was relatively weak and positive both iesigd=. 412; p<.05), and outside
(r=.372; p<.05) the classroom. It was also revedied when students' extraversion-
introversion personality trait score increasedirtéTC level increased. However, the

increase in the WTC related to the personalitynstéd.

In Bekta’ (2005) study the perceptions of students of tiparsonalities were
directly related to their linguistic self-confidemand indirectly related to L2 WTC; In
Matsuoka’s (2006) study the analysis results indatahat among four independent
variables contributed to the prediction of L2 WTERPCC was the most influential
factor contributed to the prediction of L2 WTC (2R%nd the second strongest factor

was introversion (11%).

As it was presented in Table 4.30, a weak, posiawvel significant correlation
existed between the students’ in-class WTC, anduadét (r=. 424; p<. 05), and
motivation (r=. 428; p<. 05). Besides, a strongsifpee, significant correlation existed
between in-class WTC and SPCC (r=. 713; p<. 05).

Based on the correlation results, out-class WTCOakd had a moderate,

positive, and significant correlation with the stuts’ out-class attitude (r=. 513; p<.
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05) and SPCC (r=. 647; p<. 05); and between matinata relatively weak, and
statistically positive, and significant correlatipr. 448; p<. 05) was revealed.

Table 4.30.

Correlation among Students’ WTC, Attitudes, Motoratand SPCC

Inside Outside
Attitudes Motivation Communication Communication
Competence Competence
Inside Pearson - - -
WTC Correlation 4240 428(*) 7130
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000
N 274 274 274
Outside  Pearson - - _ -
WTC Correlation -513(™) 448(*) -647(*)
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 - 000
N 274 274 -- 274

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level {@iled).

Based on the analyses of the data, it was foundathaf the variables in the
scale were significantly correlated with WTC at th6 level (Table 4.30). The highest
correlation occurred between motivational intengity 458; p<. 05), and WTC, and the
lowest correlation existed between interest inrivdgonal activities (r=. 237; p<. 05)
and in-class WTC. The second highest correlatioa fwand to be between students’
approach and avoidance tendency towards foreigrer§82; p<. 05) dependent
variable in-class WTC. This was followed by intagra orientation (r=. 300; p<. 05),

and international foreign affairs (r=. 282; p<. 05)

Similarly, all of the variables in the scale wergn#ficantly correlated with out-
class WTC at the .05 level. The highest correlatmturred between students’
approach and avoidance tendency towards foreiginerst96; p<. 05), and out-class
WTC, and this was followed motivational intensity.(452; p<. 05), and attitudes
towards learning English (r=. 410; p<. 05). The dstvcorrelation existed between
students’ Integrative Orientation (r=. 398; p<. @®d interest in international foreign
affairs (r=. 207; p<. 05) and the out-class WTC.

As it is clearly seen, two predictors, motivationatensity and students’
approach and avoidance tendency towards foreigneesd out of the class play a

significant role on students’ WTC.
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Table 4. 31.

Pearson Correlation Analyses Results to Predictidfdes Affecting Students’ in-class
and out-class WTC

International ~ Approach International
Attitude vocation and Avoidance foreign Integrative
activities tendency affairs Orientation

Motivational

Desire intensity

Inside  Pearson

WTC  Correlation 309(*%)  .458(*%) .327(*) 237(%%)  .382(**)  .282(**)  .300(*)

Sig. (2- 000 000 .000 000  .000 000 000
tailed)
N 274 274 274 274 274 274 274

Outside Pearson

WTC  Correlation 297(*%)  .452(%%) .410(*) 207(%%)  .496(**)  .353(**)  .398(*)

Sig. (2- 1000 000  .000 001 .000 1000 000
tailed)
N 274 274 274 274 274 274 274

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level {@iled).

When the levels related to these factors increabes; willingness to speak
English are likely to increase. It can be said tb#ter variables, too, need to be
increased, which are likely to increase studentingness to speak English. There are
similar findings in the field. Positive attitudeswtards the target language, its people,
culture were found to be factors increasing WTCLih (Bekta, 2005; Jung, 2011,
Yashima, 2002; Yu, 2009). See Table 4.31.

The multiple regression analyses results:

The general purpose of multiple regression is tarnemore about the
relationship between several independent or pradicariables and a dependent or
criterion variable.regression analysis helps one understand howpheat value of the
dependent variable (or 'Criterion Variable') changdien any one of the independent
variables is varied, while the other independentaldes are held fixedB{iylkoztirk,
2011 98).

The regression analyses which were performed tmeathe impact level of
the variables that predict students’ WTC levelsmesented separately as in-class
WTC and out-class WTC. See Tables 4.32 and #38&ors affecting the students’

in-class WTC levels are analyzed under three models

The first regression model is significant in expiag the in-class WTC levels.
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[R?=. 690, Adjusted B. 688, F=301.699, p<. 05]. Self-confidenfe=(.853, p <. 05) is
seen as a significant predictor of the studentglass WTC level. There is a highly
significant relationship between the students’ lass WTC level and self-confidence
level. Based on the partial correlation resultghwihe other independent variable (in-
class anxiety), self-confidence has a strong wlahip with in-class WTC levels
(Partial R-square=. 784). Students’ in-class seiffidence level is a significant
determinant on the WTC level and constitutes atpesimpact. Another interesting
finding is that in-class anxiety level is not arsfgcant independent variable by itself in
explaining the dependent variable. Based on theeladion results, in zero-order
correlation in-class anxiety variable shows a wghhse to the moderate level) negative
correlation with the dependent variable (WTC lekeldowever, when regressed
together with the other independent variable (asslconfidence), its partial correlation

with the dependent variable becomes insignificant.
The second regression model is significant in erplg the WTC levels.

[R?=.702, Adjusted R-. 698, F=158.382, p<.05Learners' attitude and motivation
variables are included in the second model. Insckdf-confidencef(= .801, p <.05)
and motivation [§ = .109, p <.05) are seen as the predictors whHilgttastudents’ in-
class WTC levels.

The other predictors included in the model (inslaxiety and students’
attitudes) cannot predict the participants’ WTCdabr significantly. According to the
standardized regression co-efficief}, @mong the predictors which affect participants’
in-class WTC levels, the impact of in-class selffodence has been more affective on
WTC than motivation. Based on the partial correlatiesults, which was calculated by
considering other variables, the correlation ldvetween in-class self-confidence and
in-class WTC is positive and significant (Partiaf R741). In addition to this, it is
notable that the effect of motivation is positivet bow (Partial R=. 155). Especially
according to the results of the zero-order con@hatdepreciation of the motivation is
significant. Anxiety and students’ attitude broughiwn the effects of motivation
significantly (See Table 4.32).

When the second model was considered, it can belsa it will be affective to

increase the self-confidence and motivation leweélthe students in order to increase
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the in-class WTC levels. These two variables (seiffidence and motivation)
constitute an eliminating effect of anxiety andtatte predictors on students’ in-class
WTC.

The third model is significant in explaining the atass WTC level of the
students [R=. 702, Adjusted R-. 696, F=126. 251, p<. 05]. In the third modeiclass
self-confidencef{=. 799, p<. 05) and motivatiofi£. 108, p<. 05) variables were seen
to be effective on in-class WTC when the persopalariable was included. The
personality variable was not effective on WTC imstmodel. The effect of in- class
self- confidence and motivation variables were fisceve as they had been in the
second model.

Table 4.32.

Multiple Regression (Enter) Analyses Results tadietevVariables Affecting Students’
in-class WTC

WTC (Inside)Level

Model Predictor B Standard B t p Zero- Partial
variable Error B order R
1 Constant 1.427 .387 3.689 .000 Multiple R = .831
Self-confidence N R?=.690
(Inside class) .808 .039 .853 20.816 .000 .830 .784Adjusted B=
Anxiety 688
(Inside class) .038 .037 .042 1.012 312 -.441 .067F =30.,699 P<0.
05
2 Constant -.555 727 -.763 446 Multiple R =.,838
Self-confidence N R?=.702
(Inside class) .759 .042 .801 18.102 .000 .830 .741Adjusted B=
; .698
Anxiety
(Inside class) .036 .037  .039 972 332 441 .059(:);15”382 P<0.
Learners’
Attitude .071 175 .018 407 .684 424 .025
Motivation .509 .198 .109 2.573 .011* 428 .155
3 Constant -.576 742 =777 .438 Multiple R =.,838
Self-confidence . R?=.,702
(inside class) 757 .044 .799 17.243 .000 .830 .725Adjusted
Anxiety R’ =.,696
(Inside class) .036 .037 .040 .979 .328 -.441 .06q;5:12”251 P<0.
Learners’
Attitude .069 176 .017 .392 .695 424 .024
Motivation .507 .199 .108 2.543 .012* 428 .154
Personality .008 .050 .006 157 .876 412 .010

When the regression results were considered inthihee models, it was
concluded that the most significant predictor ardents’ in-class WTC level was self-
confidence and that it provided a direct changé¢heir WTC. Therefore, efforts aiming
at increasing students’ self-confidence may had@ext impact on their in-class WTC.
Besides, it should be considered that studentdvatmin levels, too, partly, have an



147

effect on their WTC, so it is important to ensuredents’ motivation and keeping it at
high level in terms of their in-class WTC. The fimgls are in line with those conducted
in the EFL and ESL contexts Bekt&2005; Jung, 2011; Kim, 2004; Yashima, 2002;
Yashima et al., 2004; Yu, 2009.

Factors affecting the students’ out-class WTC ks analyzed under three
models: As presented in Table 4.33, the first regressiondehas significant in
explaining the out-class WTC levels%R640, Adjusted B .637, F=240,848, p<.05].
Out-class self-confidenc@%£. 846, p<. 05) and out-class anxiefyg(097, p<. 05) are
seen as significant predictors on the studentsttags WTC level.

There is a highly significant relationship betweabe students’ out-class WTC
level and self-confidence level, whereas, a wegkificant relationship exists between
out-class anxiety and WTC level. Based on the gadorrelation results, it was
observed that self-confidence had a strong, pesit@lationship with out-class WTC
levels (Partial R=.769), and out-class anxiety laatbw level positive relationship
(Partial R=. 136) with the out-class WTC.

Table 4. 33.

Multiple Regression (Enter) Analyses Results tadietevVariables Affecting Students’
out-class WTC

Qut-class WTC Level

Model Predictor B Standard B t p Zero-  Partial

variable Error B order R
r

1 Constant 1.260 .384 3.284 .001 Multiple R = .800
Out-class R ’=.640
Selfconfidence 779 .039 .846 19.794 .000 .796 '76€J:djusted
Out-class R?=.637
Anxiety .085 .037 .097 2.259 .025* -.346 .136F=240.848

P<0.05

2 Constant -1.471 741 -1.986 .048 Multiple R = .815
Out-class N = .663
Selfconfidence .697 .043 757 16.320 .000 .796 '70gA11justed
Out-class R°=.658
Anxiety .091 .036 .104 2.493 .013* -.346 '150F:132.583
Learners’ N P<0.05
Attitude 417 .180 .109 2.319 .021 .513 .140
Motivation .402 .198 .091 2.033 .043* 448 .123

3 Constant -1.607 754 -2.132 .034 Multiple R = .815
Out-class N ? = 665
Self-confidence .688 .044 147 15.729 .000 .796 '69éA?gjusted
Out-class N R =.658
Anxiety .094 .037 .107 2.571 .011 -.346 .155'::10”237
Learners’ N P<0.05
Attitude 405 .81 .106 2241 .026 .513 .136
Motivation .380 .199 .086 1.908 .057* 448 .116

Personality .048 .049 .039 975 331 372 .059
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It is remarkable that the moderate, negative catiggl of the out-class anxiety
in the zero-order correlation transforms to the Il@wel positive correlation in the
partial correlation. Out-class self-confidence sfarms the negative effect of the in-
class anxiety to positive. In the relevant literaiut is cited that optimal level of anxiety
Is required for the success of the individuals. SlHaw-level anxiety is reflected as an
effective result, along with the self-confidenae.alddition to these results, it should not
be ignored that the level of self-confidence credbe biggest impact on the out-class
WTC.

The second regression modef$R663, Adjusted R-. 658, F=132,583, p<. 05]
and the third model [&. 665, Adjusted &. 658, F=106,237, p<. 05] are significant in
explaining the out-class WTC levels. the second model in order to predict the out-
class WTC level, in addition to the out-class selffidence and anxiety variables,
attitude and motivation variables were includedd gersonality variable was also
included in the third modeln both of the models, it was observed that ous<lself-
confidence, anxiety, learners’ attitude and moidbratvariables predicted out-class
WTC level of the students.

As can be seen in the third model, personalitynditipredict the out-class WTC
of the students. In the second and third modelsets/ely out-class self-confidence,
anxiety, learners’ attitude, and motivation inflaed the out-class WTC levels. As it
was in the first model, when considered with theeotvariables, the negative effect of
the anxiety variable in the zero-order correlatibansforms to positive effecAs
different from others, out-class self-confidencgnsdicantly affected the level of the
out-class WTC of the students. It might be usedudbtus on outclass self-confidence of
the students in order to increase their out-clasBcCWevels. Additionally, keeping
anxiety, attitude and motivation levels high istdly affective when compared to the

out-class self-confidence.

When the regression results of the three modetdectlto the out-class WTC
were examined, it was also observed that self-iden€e created the biggest impact on
the out-class WTC of the students. Besides, inségmnd and third models anxiety,

attitude, and motivation influenced the out-clasE®@V



149

In conclusion, multiple regression analyses suggesthat overall, self-
confidence and motivation predicted students’ assl willingness to communicate.
Self-confidence was the most influential factord amotivation was the secondary
influential factor on students’ WTC. Research hamststently found significant
correlation between motivation and WTC and simyldsetween self-confidence and
WTC in foreign or second language (Bekt2005; Jung’s 2011; Kim, 2004; Maclintyre,
Baker, Clément, & Conrad, 2001; Macintyre, Bakelenient, and Donovan, 2003;
Matsuoka, 2006; Peng, 2007; Peng and Woodrow, 20Edsuoka, 2006; Sun, 2008;
2010; Yashima, 2002; Yashima et. al., 2004; Y0Q2 Wen and Clément, 2003;
Ghonsooly et al, 2012).

Pearson Correlation Matrix:

Pearson correlation coefficients were calculatedife variables anxiety,
motivation, attitude, communication competencespeality, and willingness to
communicate scales. The correlations were calaigparately in and out class

contexts.

It was expected that self-confidence, motivationd aattitude toward
international community would correlate signifidgntvith students’ willingness to
communicate in English. As it was expected, it foasd that all these predictors, self-
confidence (. 830), attitude toward international community (. 434and motivation
(. 428") showed significant correlations with the WTC imdlish. There were also
significant correlations among self-confidence &atners’ attitude (. 436, and self-

confidence and motivation (. 395

It was assumed that personality would be relatesklioconfidence and WTC. It
was revealed that there was, in fact, a significamntelation between personality and
self-confidence (. 475, and moderately significant correlation betweearspnality
and WTC (. 412). Besides, a strong correlation between studemitéudes toward

international communities and motivation (. 5J9vas found to be significant.

Linguistic self-confidence is defined as the comaltion of a lack of
communication anxiety and a higher perceived comeoation competence. It was

assumed that students’ communication anxiety waedchighly negatively correlated
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with their self-perceived communication competends. it was expected a strong
negative correlation (- .890existed between anxiety and self-confidence. This @an
indication that when students’ anxiety level goes their self-confidence goes down.
Similarly there was a significant negative correlatoetween motivation and anxidty
.213"). That is when the anxiety level of the learnesshigh, they are seen to be
demotivated in the classroom, and consequentlyy thecome less willing to
communicate in English in class. There were algaificant negative correlations was
among anxiety and self-confidence (-.5¢5and anxiety and WTC (-. 44). However,
Bektg (2005) in her study did find a significant corteda (r= -. 08) between

participants’ communication anxiety and self-peredicommunication competence.

The correlations among the other sub-categorieprasented in the correlations
matrix (See Appendix Y). In addition to this, pdehlfindings were observed in out-

class correlation matrix (See Appendix Z).
4.3. Qualitative Results

Firstly, the researcher made contact with the 2@nrew participants
individually. Each participant had previously agpleto participate in the qualitative
aspect of the study and signed the consent forffseb@aving appointments for the
face to face interviews. 13 of the participantsredaas more willing to communicate in
English and the other 13 students scored as lélisgnb communicateSee Observation
Scheme in APPENDIX S). At the beginning of the imatew, their permission to record
conversations was provided. The questions weredasbowing the order of the

interview questions, which were parallel with thevey questions.

Firstly, the main concern was to better understegsllts obtained from the
quantitative data analyses and to learn the paorepof the students related to their
willingness to communicate in English. Besides,dstus’ perceptions about their
attitudes, motivation, self-confidence, and perfipnavere aimed to investigate. The
aim of the researcher was also to investigate stsdenodes of communications
through speaking, reading, writing, and listeninginally their educational

recommendations and opinions about WTC in Englishld/be examined.
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4.3.1. Semi-structured Interview Results of the stlents

This section firstly summarizes students’ Englis&rhing experiences.

4.3.1.1. Students’ English Language Learning and @omunication Experiences

Among the 26 participants, 21 (80.76%) of the stiisienentioned that they had
been learning English since thBgrade of the primary school, and 2 (7.69%) of them
slightly earlier than that, and 3 (11.53%) studesatisl that they began learning English
at the 8'grade because they did not have an English teatttieeir school.

Looking back on their past primary and secondahpstexperiences related to
learning English, 16 (61.53%) of the students esg®d they loved English but had
limited opportunities to communicate in English dref they attended high school
although they started to learn English at such aty g@eriod and 10 (38.46%) of the
students mentioned that they had no opportunitideatve oral communication activities

in English.

In Turkey, students who attend different high sd¢bollow regular high school
curriculum in the first year. Before attending gezond class they are required to prefer
to study in different classes, Turkish-Mathematf®sience, Language, Social-Sciences.
The ones who study in the language class at higbatececeive an intensive language
teaching program, more than 10 to 15 hours per w22K88.46%) of the participants
mentioned they had studied in the English langu@ass, and 2(7.69%) in the Science,
and 1(4.61%) in the Turkish—Mathematics class. @aHplaining the reasons to prefer
to study in the language class14 (53.84%) mentidheg were influenced by their
English teachers, 2 (7.69%) by their parents aBB40o) by their friend.

My teachers at high school warned us against baimguccessful at the university entrance
examination. Later, we noticed that their warnirgsva kind of extrinsic motivation. We wanted

to prove that we would be successful and studied {leezz).

My English teacher who taught me at ttfegade had such a great influence on me that | made

up my mind to be an English teacher at that agedkt=i67).

| preferred to study at the Language Class at badtool. | loved English more than the other
subjects in our curriculum. | was good at Englisisduse my English teacher affected me to love
English (Devdas).
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Looking back on their good and bad experiencesta@léao studying in the
English language class at high school, studentsiomsd that their English teachers
mostly preferred to speak in Turkish (84.61), ancuted on grammar and vocabulary,
and did not employ communicative approach whilehesy English during their high
school years. Only 4 (15.38%) of the students exeththat their teacher did limited
speaking and writing activities in only the firstar the high school. 9 (34.61) of them
admitted that they had no opportunities to havé asenmunication in English before

they attended university.

| had never spoken in English until | came to ursitg. When | started my education at the prep
class, | became so demotivated that | was abouiedwe the department. | had neither

communicative competence nor self-confidence (Mixse

During my high school education | preferred to gtad the Language Class. We used to have
grammar lessons mostly but not speaking at all.ol ribt remember any speaking or

communication activities we carried out at thateifiMetazori67).

At university | had to study the prep class becddaded in the exemption test, when | spoke in
English for the first time in my life. “What is thmeaning of life?” was the question which | was

asked to answer but | could not answer the que§ily).

At high school we were not encouraged to improve speaking and writing skills due to

educational system. We have to take a multipleaehtype of test in which such skills are not
included. Being successful in the entrance exammas® valued by our high school teachers.
They used to teach us grammar in Turkish and ramebd L2 while teaching us. | had no

speaking experience till | started my universityeation (Devdas).

At high school | had a preparation class education studied English for 24 hours per week.
Writing and speaking skills were neglected by @achers at that time. They mostly focused on
grammar and reading activities. This was becaugbeotype of the university entrance exam.
We mostly gave importance to grammar and neglespegking activities due to the multiple-

choice type of exam (Zugo).

These and other explanations above show that dkutiame had very limited or
no opportunities to have oral communication in Esfgbefore they attended university.
Their speaking, writing and listening skills weregltected by their English teachers.
Some even admit that they first experienced spegdknyglish at the preparatory classes

of university. Although most of the students starte learn English at such an early
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period, around ten, they were given very limitedrate to communicate in English. In
other words, they were not exposed to oral lang@agkthey did not use the language
in classes, which are the most important conditidasacquire communicative

competence. It can be presumed that the studerttseifeELT department have inner
motivation to communicate in English, but they néadhave been provided with more
communicative activities during their high schodleation. Besides, receiving training
on writing and listening skills would help to inaese their willingness in writing and

speaking in English.

It is apparent that participants attributed theguifficient communication skill to
the Turkish Educational System. According to MEBI2P guidelines, the objectives
for the study of foreign languages at elementaegosdary, and high schools is to
develop practical communication, listening, readargl writing abilities, deepen the
understanding of foreign cultures, and foster pasittitudes toward communicating in
a L2. Despite the stated goals and objectives irBlglguidelines, it can be said that
there is no clear consensus as the purpose ofrigdemglish among English teachers in
Turkey.

Even though the Turkish Ministry of National Eduoataims to develop all
language skills of the learners, teachers feel edres responsible for preparing the
students for a multiple-choice type of universittrance exam, which tests reading
comprehension and grammar proficiency of the stisgesnd consequently teachers
neglect to foster students’ speaking, listening amiting skills. There is an agreement
among researchers that is continuous teacher rgpimnd teacher development
opportunities to promote the implementation of wium innovation in Turkish
primary education is necessary (Kirkgdz 2008, tedan Kani 2011). It is hoped that
teachers are encouraged to enhance students’ cdaoatian competence as well as
their linguistic competence. At least, they shoulohsider developing all of the

language skills of the students aiming at to stadglish Language at university.

As for the family support, 23 (88.46%) of the stidementioned that their
families remained neutral during their preferenaglesut the subject they aimed to study
at university. Only 3 (11.53%) of the participam®ntioned that their parents were
against the idea that they would study Englishnatersity.
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English was my best subject at high school but myher never supported me to study English

at university but | never changed my mind (Nirsen).

At high school | was good at English. My mother dfiglish teacher supported me but my
father was against the idea (Ce).

The analysis result revealed that students studgindpe ELT Department are
intrinsically motivated to study English as majoruaiversity, and most of them were
supported by their families. The ones who were swyported by their parents had

intrinsic motivation and managed to convince tipairents.

It was observed that students experienced a laclomimunicative competence
in speaking and writing. This result may give incplions that there is a need to
integrate communicative approach with the teactenihg programs throughout their
undergraduate training. This finding is in consisteith Kani (2011), who investigated
the ELT trainees’ perceptions about their curremd desired competencies and found
that senior students, too, experienced difficulirespeaking due to lack of fluency in

speaking, pronunciation and being incompetent itingrand listening.

In conclusion, it is suggested that undergraduategrams should be
reconsidered to integrate communicative approach thie other courses taken during
undergraduate training.

4.3.1.2. Students’ Perceptions of Willingness to @Gamunicate in English

In order to see how students perceive their WTEnglish and their interest and
willingness in other skills the students were askééther they seek to communicate in

English.

RQ3. What are the students’ actual WTC behavior ororal communication and the

other modes of communications through writing, reathg, and listening?

In order to examine how students perceive theilingihess to communicate in
English students were asked if they would showinghiess to communicate in English.
Among 26 students majority (76.92%) expressed ngiiess to communicate in
English. This finding was parallel to the findingé the quantitative analyses results,

which indicated that the willingness to communicaté=nglish of the survey students
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was found to be between moderate and high=(6.70. Besides, in the Turkish context

Bektas (2005) concluded that the participants of the wtwere somewhat willing to

communicate in English.

| like to communicate with people although | kndvat | make a lot of mistakes. | believe that
you learn out of your mistakes. | am a shy person &now that | must be relaxed while
communicating with people in English. | believetle importance of using the language. We are

going to be teachers of English that is why | b my best to use English in class (Tezz).

| sometimes say to myself as if | was born as Bhgli hope you do not misunderstand me. | am
fond of my country but | think | can express myseétter in English. It is easy for me to
communicate anyone. When people around me speakskEnd become more motivated
(Metazori 67).

| am very willing to communicate in English in cka®When we talk about daily events, | become

much more interested in the subjects, but not nali@ut academic subjects (Guna).

In class | want to show willingness to communicated volunteer to answer the teacher’s
guestions because | want to impress the teachelidve that it is an advantage to be approved
by the instructor. | prefer communicating with myehds because | feel more relaxed while
communicating with them. During lessons while cominating with the teachers | want to
produce accurate sentences, which makes me arbiuse Out of the class | feel more confident
while talking about different topics. When | speaith people | do not know much | am less

willing because | do not like to be criticized basa of the language | use (Ruspotting).

I am more motivated to speak while exchanging ide#&h friends. When the lessons are

teacher-centered, | get bored. | prefer interaatie¢hodologies (Devdas).

| am very much interested in communicating in Estgliespecially if | have an idea about the

topic, | cannot stop speaking. Nobody can stop Sea).

A majority of the students were found to be willittgcommunicate. They sated
that in some situations they were even more intiedesm communicating in English.
Kang (2005) stated that interlocutors’ social suppaayed an important role in
creating security and situational WTC. Besides,in\wan idea about the discussed

topic plays an important role.

Wen & Clemént (2003) made a distinction betweernrdeand willingness and
in their WTC model stated that the students mayhhe desire to communicate but are

effectively unprepared, which results in unwilliegs to communicate. Wen and
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Clemént stated that in the Chinese English classraeacher involvement and
immediacy can be regarded as a significant precufsa student’s positive affect, and
would be expected to increase WTC (28). Actuallyvds observed that all of the
participants had desire, but some did not showingiiess to communicate in English.
It was seen that 3 students who were not willingdmmunicate in English in the class
actually had desire to communicate but they expedd a lot of anxiety, and
consequently, they showed unwillingness.

I am not willing to communicate with Turkish peoflat with foreigners because they do not

correct my mistakes. | believe they can be morerarit and less critical to our mistakes, because

we are tolerant to their mistakes, too. | am avedrany mistakes. At least | notice my mistakes

later. 1 am reluctant to communicate with my teashkecause some of them can become

peevish (Devlet).

Out of the class | am more willing to communicateEnglish. | believe it is so for all the
students because we are inspected by the tea8wesiges, it is too formal. | feel the pressure of
the teacher who is more knowledgeable than me andompetent in English. | am
psychologically influenced by his/her presence. réf@e, | do not want to communicate in

English. | am interested in communicating with gedmut it is not the same in the class (Zugo).

| do not want to communicate with my friends in ttlass because | am afraid of making

mistakes. My willingness depends on the other peayio | talk to (Devdas).

Some of the students 11 (42.30%) showed no interegpeaking with friends
and claimed that they demotivated them or they weateal when they made grammar
or pronunciation mistakes. This finding is in lwéh Jung (2011), who showed that the
Korean students felt uncomfortable when using Bhgin the presence of other Korean
people. It was also found in the present study statlents who were willing to
communicate in English were demotivated by the Emnglish level of their peers. It
was also seen that students with high or low lefelommunication competence were
too critical to the students who were willing tonrmmunicate in classes. In other words,

peer pressure was dominant in the ELT classes.

Some friends laugh at me when | make mistakestagyfknew more than me. In the USA when
| made mistakes nobody laughed at me and triechdenstand me. Here in turkey, friends who
cannot speak at all, make fun of me if | use awrirect word while communicating with them
(Aliekber).
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| cannot communicate with friends because | saywHmre you?” but my friends reply in

Turkish. | want them to speak in English but they @eluctant to speak in English (Sea).

| am influenced by my friends in the class. Whesytare demotivated, | am influenced by their
attitudes. The language level of some of my frieisdewer than my level, which makes me feel
upset. | want to have friends who know more thde,land can notice my mistakes and correct

them so that | can improve my English (Arthur).

| do not prefer friends to communicate in Engligtéuse | try to speak with them but after a

while we get bored and stop speaking (Mustakbela\ie).

| like all kinds of conversations, | like to makekgs but my friends cannot communicate with
me. | like friends to have friends who know morearthme, and contribute to my English

(Muzisyen).

| never speak in English with my friends in thesslaWe always prefer to speak in our native

language. | sometimes feel anxious while commuimigawrith them (Hunter).

On the other hand, some students (46.15%) preféaeithg conversations with

their friends.

| always speak with my friends at the dormitoryhaligh their English level is higher than my

level (Freebrain).

| try to speak in English with my friend out of thiass. She is very interested in communicating

in English. We are not so good at speaking Endflighry to use the language ((Hildan).

| like to communicate with friends who cannot speakmuch as | do. | like to communicate

when there is a competition among friends (Chemyio

| can communicate with my friends more freely bessall am not afraid of making mistakes
while speaking with my friends. | speak with theniyoin the class. We rarely speak in English

out of the class (Kizil Ajan).

Related to the factors facilitating students’ wigjness and reasons that they
prefer to communicate with instructors are exerngaibelow. Some of the participants
(6) expressed that they would actively seek out mamication opportunities with
teachers. These students were always willing tonconicate in the class, had high
perceptions of their language competence, and weramunicatively competent
speakers. This finding suggests that students vawe linguistic and communicative

competence are willing to communicate with thestinctors more than the students
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with low communicative competence. The findingshe quantitative data analysis are

consistent with the interview findings.

Self-confidence was seen to be an effective faittar contributed to students’
WTC in English. Besides, as can be seen from tlmatjons’ of the participants, they
have integrative motivation, which also plays aerah the frequency of L2 use.
Integratively motivated learners are supposedke &very opportunity to improve their
second language skills and use the classroom aspportunity to use the foreign
language. The findings of the qualitative datagarallel to the findings of Hashimoto
(2002) and Gardner et al. (1987) in that the irdege motivation plays a role in the
frequency of L2 use, and the frequency of L2 usdrdautes to individual differences
in proficiency.

| prefer to communicate with teachers because ttey give me clues to continue my

conversation (Mustakbel Muallime).

| am better to communicate in English with the teaes provided that they | know about the

topic discussed in class (Hunter).

| like to communicate with instructors to friendsl know the content and words related to the

topic | become more willing to communicate in Espl(Sea).

| have very high motivation to communicate in Eslggliwith anyone. It is difficult to
communicate with friends who have limited knowledddEnglish because | am more motivated

to talk to people if | feel | learn new things (Aut).

| always volunteer to express my ideas and makgibations to the discussions in the class and
answer the instructors’ questions. | like to cominate with them because their English and

experience make contribution to me and | learn $bimg new and interesting (Aliekber).

All of the participants (23.07%), who actively shedvinterest to communicate
in their instructors’ presence, were among those wire observed to be willing to
communicate in English in classes and had perceihetnselves as ‘willing to
communicate in English’ in the survey study. Thpseticipants were observed to be

successful in communications during class actwitie

On the other hand, Most of the students (69.23%) mibt express any
willingness to communicate in English with teachieesause their teachers seemed to
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be critical and intolerant to their mistakes. Tinmgling is parallel to the findings of Min
(2010), who demonstrated that Chinese participaaitsed others’ perceptions on them
while communicating in English. Reasons offeredhiaslering WTC in English in the
present study were the emphasis put on face pratecthyness, and lack of self-

confidence. The following quotations demonstragséhlimitations.

| am afraid of making mistakes while | am commutiita with my oral communication
instructor. My teachers always focus on my mista@d want to produce accurate sentences

and hesitate to say/am / is/ /are (Freebrain).

| am more willing to communicate out of the clakbelieve it is the same for all the students
because it is too formal and we are inspected &yedhacher. In the class | feel the pressure of the

teacher (Zugo).

I am willing to communicate in English but not withstructors because | feel excited, shy, and
cannot initiate conversations because | am afraigroducing incorrect sentences. When the
teacher is in the center of the conversations,tltgeed and do not want to communicate
(Devdas).

| cannot speak because | cannot make meaningfteérsees and this makes me demotivated to
speak with the instructors. | am not good at proweig some words, so | am afraid to make

them nervous and | am afraid of being criticizedhiy friends and instructors (Bird Nest).

As it was investigated previously, security was psgchological antecedent to
the emergence of situational WTC in English (Ka2@05). It was found that some of
the interview participants of this study felt insez and reluctant to speak in front of
their instructors or peers. This kind of insecurdppeared to originate from the
participants’ fear of losing face by making mistakeKang (2005) states that
interlocutors’ social support play an importanterah creating security and situational
WTC.

The analysis results of the present study revetiladthe influence of topic on
security played an important role on students’ Wit €nglish. Some of the participants
expressed that they felt insecure about talkirtgel lacked of background knowledge
and vocabulary related to the subject. Studentedstidnat their instructors’ responses
influenced their feelings of security and situatibwillingness. This finding is in line
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with Kang, who showed how willingness of the speskean change during

conversations in second language classrooms.

Similarly, Krashen (1985) argues that non-threagntlassroom atmosphere
fosters self-confidence, and that high motivatisrvéry important. He points out the
importance of comprehensible input and adds treate@irner should be ready to receive
the message. He also states that if the learmatimotivated, lacks of self-confidence,
or feels afraid of making mistakes or being hunteliaby others in class, s/he cannot
receive the comprehensible input. Therefore, lioiged that teachers and trainers would
eliminate such negative factors endangering comeoation and provide necessary
conditions in order to increase learners’ motivatiself-confidence, and lessen anxiety

by creating a secure environment for the studenttaisses.

The analysis of the qualitative data also reve#bad students felt secure while
they were communicating with native speakers bexthesy were not as critical as their
peers or instructors and more tolerant to theimgnar or pronunciation mistakes than

non-native speakers.

Some participants seemed to volunteer to have robamces to speak with
native speakers, and said that they would likeaimmaunicate with native speakers in
the summer while they were working at tourist degtons on their summer holiday.

While communicating with foreigners | feel good as®ture and experience no stress or anxiety.
| do not afraid of making mistakes while communiogtwith them. | wish | could share my

room with a native speaker so that | could commateievith him/her more often. (Freebrain).

| prefer to communicate with foreigners to teachersfriends because they do not expect

accurate sentences or grammatically correct digle@om you (Sea).

I wish | were able to go abroad for a year anchsgeme time with native speakers. | have

Japanese friends, and communicate with them ini€n@Arthur).

As for the use of the Internet, it was observed stadents did not have much
chance to communicate in English face to face wdkive speakers. Only 3 of the
students out of 26 mentioned that they meet foegnand have face to face
conversations at least once a week. Their experieglated to having communications

with natives seemed to be limited to the Interroeieas. 9 (34.6%) of the students who
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had internet access indicated that they used teenkt to chat with their foreign friends
(American, British, Iranian, Japanese, Canadianm@sn, Spanish) in English. They

were able to communicate orally or write in English

| have foreign friend groups on the internet. lyptmmes and communicate with them. | attend
video-conferences on the Web. (Arthur)

| watch a lot of original films and serials, listenmusic on the Internet (Tezz).

| speak and write to my friends on the on Interee¢ry day. If | cannot pronounce a word
correctly, | listen to the pronunciation of the wam the Internet Web page (Guna).

| sometimes talk to my friends on the internetften speak with a German friend on the Net. |

also listen to English songs. When | have assigmsnédownload texts and read them (Sea).

The students’ communication experience of usingrirgt includes speaking,
reading, writing and listening activities. More thhalf of the students expressed that

they engaged in voluntary writing, speaking, astehing activities

Regarding their willingness on writing, 14 (53.84%) the interview
participants, expressed their unwillingness to eviih English. Almost half of the
research group stated that their writing experiewas limited to two-way written
communication (chat on the net), and assignmerningriStudents’ perceptions on their
participation to writing activities suggested thtaey were less willing to write in
English in and out of the class. None of them noewtil that they wrote journals to
monitor their progress in English, and only twaleém articulated that they kept diaries
in English.

| just write for assignments. | have some foreiganfds and sometimes write to them in English
(Kizil Ajan).

| am not good at academic writing. | sometimesewvidt my friends on the face book pages (Blue
Sky).

Last year | used to write but now | am not integdsh writing in English (Hildan).

Students’ participation to the reading activitiegswsimilar to the writing
activities. Half of them expressed their unwillimgs to reading activities. The reasons

of their unwillingness included lack of vocabulaigferest, and time. Some of the
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students stated that they followed some web sies] newspapers, texts related to their
course contents, and the words of the songs.

| do not read books this year because we do na.Haast year | used to read more because it

was our assignment (Kizil Ajan).

| cannot read much because | do not understand Wwieaid, and then, | stop reading because |
lose my interest. My level is less than intermealidtalways make resolutions about reading

newspapers or watching TV, but unfortunately | parform only 20% of my resolutions (Esya).

| am not willing to read original books because regding skill is low. | Can manage to read

simplified books (Mustakbel Muallime).

Regarding students’ reading experiences, they sgetoebe demotivated
because they did not have confidence related tar thecabulary and linguistic
competence. Another deduction from their own wards be that they did not show
much interest in reading if it was not a part aditlkcurriculum. The main focus of the
participants seemed to be studying, reading, dingrjust to get enough scores to pass

their tests.

Students seemed to prefer to spend more time ant @ifi the topics or skills that
they were good at and refrain from developing skalt which they are not so good. It
seems to be urgent that the students who seemuoviailing to read should be guided
and convinced to read books, texts, newspapeemowritten materials because this is
one of the possibilities through which they carelkposed to the language and increase
their vocabulary size and, have an idea aboutrédifitesubjects, which may foster their

willingness to communicate in the target language.

| do not like reading. | prefer computers to readimoks (Zugo).

Not willing to read books. This year | have nevead books because | do not like reading.

Speaking is more important (Hildan).
| do not read much. | only read the texts whemfigeask me to translate them (Runspotting).

Students’ participation (84.61%) in the activitiedated to listening suggested
that they were highly willing to listen to songsateh films, serials, music shows, and
news on the internet. It seemed that they enjoyedopming activities that were

enjoyable and more naturalistic. This finding isgbel to the findings of Bekta(2005),
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who indicated that in her study some of the pgéints were interested in watching
foreign television channels, and listening to muslowever, it is obviously seen that
students mostly enjoy listening to entertainingelisng texts but not much more serious
or demanding comprehension activities. It is urgeat they should be motivated and
manipulated to listen to texts which will provideora knowledge for them to use in
their daily life during communications with othdssth in and out of the class. They
should also be supported with some listening amdpemsation strategies, which assist
them to maintain conversation, prevent conversatiagaps and make feel more

successful.

According to the qualitative results, some studesetsmed to be ready to take
responsibilities for their own willingness to comnneate in English. They also seemed
to have motivation toward improving their communica skill. They see themselves as
the main drive and force and place the respontibin their own shoulders. This
finding is in line with Johansson (2010), and (Bers& Ljungman, 2009, as cited in
Johansson, 2010). Here are the examples fromubderss related to their beliefs.

| believe that | have to do something related towiliingness to speak in English but | cannot. |
am too busy with the tasks assigned by our ingiractl want to go abroad in the summer
holiday because | believe that | believe will hawere self-confidence and motivation when |

have foreign country experience (Nirsen).

| keep a diary and write every day in order to iaya& my writing skill. | attend to the regular
meetings of the Erasmus group once a week, wheanr find friends to communicate in English.
Learning vocabulary is very important so | watch 3&fials and films to improve my vocabulary

(Dalya).

Willingness is not a matter of our instructorsisliour responsibility to develop our willingness
to communicate in English. In my opinion there && much an instructor can do on this matter.
Linguistic knowledge and content knowledge is intpotr so we must try to learn more as much

as possible (Guna).

What can our teachers do for us? We are not stsidéfe are prospective teachers. We have the
capacity to improve our willingness to speak withople. | take into consideration the

suggestions of my instructors (Fly).
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In class friends abstain from speaking in Englige must speak even though we make
mistakes. | want to attend out of class activitigth my instructors to learn more about them. |

can improve my English by myself by attending daiss activities (Blue sky).

On the other hand, some of the students find the abthe trainers important
and have expectations of their instructors. Thepeek positive attitudes from their
instructors and want them to employ different mdtiiogies and approaches in the
classes to motivate them. Similarly, Wen & Clemé€2®03: 28) stated that in the
Chinese English classroom teacher involvement aemdediacy can be regarded as a
significant precursor of a student’s positive afffeand would be expected to increase
WTC.

The role of theinstructoris very important. Their body language or faciapressions

influence me in a negative or positive way. Wheadeive their approval, | feel good and more
motivated to speak. | always sit in the front roges that | can get that message from them

(Runspotting).

Positive attitudes of the instructors increase noyivation. | am aware of my mistakes or at least

I notice them later. Some of my instructors camolpee peevish which demotivates me (Hunter).

In some studies interlocutor was reported to beappnfactor affecting learners’
WTC (Cao & Philp, 2006; Kang, 2005; Cao, 2011).tthe present study, when the
students were asked to talk about the factorsptmnhote or hinder their motivation in
class participation, students expressed that theyldMike to communicate in classes
where their friends who were more competent in lspgaEnglish, sincere, and willing
to communicate with them eagerly. It was also ragethat most of the students are of
opinion that they do not want to have friends wh tao critical about their mistakes,
demotivate them during class room activities, arsdiit them during their presentations
or class performance. In addition to the negatititudes of their friends, one of the
factors that hindered the ELT students from comatimig in the class seemed to stem
from the attitudes of their instructors, who empbed accuracy, fluency, and focused
on the participants’ pronunciation or grammar nketa Furthermore, the students
expressed that they would like to have interacting naturalistic lessons supplemented
with the interesting topics. As it was indicatedfdre, it should be taken into
considerationthat interlocutors should provide social support ammeate a secure

environment, which fosters self-confidence, andaeases motivation of the learners.
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In the ELT departments, the students are expeotedrimunicate fluently and
accurately, take part in conversations, discussitask-based activities, and perform
presentations and micro-teaching activities betbey graduate from the department.
They are also required to be competent in all ef linguage skills. Language skill
preparation is limited to the prep and first yesw,it is suggested that students in the
department develop confidence and interest in spgatvriting, reading, and listening
skills before their graduation. The students neetle assisted to adopt goals for their
own development and accurate feedback should beide by their instructors.
Assisted learning or guided participation in thasskoom requires giving information,
prompts, reminders, and encouragement at the tiilglket and in the right amounts, and

then gradually allowing the students to do more rande on their own.

It is hopeful to see that students do not totatlyibute their failures to stable,
uncontrollable causes or their instructors instélaely are seen to be motivated to solve
their unwillingness problem. The researcher agmatsthe assisted learning theory and
supports the idea that at the ELT departments ucisirs should be reminders,
prompters, give detailed feedback about the perdioga of their students, ask questions

to refocus their attention, and give examples maftsgies that can be used in any lesson.
4.3.1.3. Interview Students’ Attitudes toward Englsh Language and Culture

Attitudes of the students about the English languagre positive. All of them
valued the English language and agreed that itweag important to know and speak

English fluently.

English is a lingua Franca. For me it is the mogtartant language in the world after my native
language. Today it has become the language of sfwonelence all over the world. It is very

important to speak English fluently because wegaiag to be teachers of English (Fly).

It is very important to speak English fluently. Wl teach that language so | must be very
fluent in it. | do not have any negative feelingmimst other cultures. | want to speak with the
British accent in English. American and British pkolook relaxed, which | like very much
(Dalya).

Most students seemed to have positive attitudesartbwhe cultures of the

English speaking countries. As it was describedd@tails in section 4.3.1.2 the
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participants of the qualitative aspect expressdtingmess to visit foreign countries,
write or speak to foreign friends. Some also, noerdd that they would like to meet
them in the summer holidays at the tourist destnat Some even stated that they
would like to have pen-pals. All of the studentowhd positive attitudes toward

foreign languages and cultures.

| have positive attitudes toward American and Bhitcultures. They have high standards so |

desire them and want to have similar standardsli@se countries (Fly).

It is very important to speak English like natiyeeakers. | wish | could go to England and

experience their culture. | love their accent, undtand people (Guna).

| believe that it is very important to learn Enplidt is the world language. | am very much
interested in going and studying abroad. | havenleparing for the Erasmus Examination for
two years. In the end | was awarded by the Faaflfgducation and | am going to Poland next

year (Hunter).

Language attitude has been indicated as one ofinttmortant factors in
predicting the level of success in L2 learning. dbar (1985) argues that success in
learning a foreign language will be influenced paitarly by attitudes towards the
community of speakers of that language. SimilaNylliams & Burden (1997) point out
that attitude towards the learning situation artégrativeness can influence language
learning. More recently Ghonsooly et al. (2012) reixeed the willingness to
communicate in the second language and revealéd 2hself-confidence and attitudes

towards international community were two predictoff&2 WTC.

In the present study, interview participants valdetbwing English, other
cultures and peoples. This result might imply tthetse students will seek to actively

interact with foreigners and improve their williregs to communicate.

4.3.1.4. Interview Students’ Perceived Language Cqmetency

The students were asked to mention how competent rdgard themselves to
communicate in English and rate their English mieficy. 14 students (53.84%) of the
interview participants reported that they perceivékir own English speaking
proficiency as high, 8 of the students (30.76%)raxdlerate, and 4 of the students
(15.38%) as low. Their perceptions about their ig@nd writing and speaking skills

were more or less similar to this finding. The n@mbf the students who perceived
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their proficiency level as bad in writing and speakskills was more than those who
perceived their reading and listening skills as.ldwe students attributed their low
level of writing or speaking skill to their bad jpranciation, limited vocabulary and lack
of knowledge about the topic that is discussed.idg@ss they ascribed their limited
speaking skill to the language training they reediat high school.

At high school we never spoke or write in our Eslgliessons. My teachers focused on grammar
so | could not speak English at that time. At pnésBy speaking experience in English is limited
to the class hours because | cannot find speaketsrhmunicate in English. When | go home

for vocation for a week, | forget to speak in Esgl{Mustakbel Muallime).

| have no time to develop my skills because we havidt of assignments given by the
instructors. | have forgotten most of the wordsséd to know because | do not use or review
them. (Light).

My pronunciation is not very good. | wish | couldgaire more words. | am afraid of being

misunderstood by my friends (Esya).

As it was mentioned in Section 4.3.1.2, it is bed@ that instructors should
supply students with required information and emage them at the right time and in
the right amounts and then let the students do roar¢heir own to use the target

language both in and out of the class and devéldpealanguage skills.
4.3.1.5. Students’ Perceptions about their Personsl

It was the aim of the researcher to examine therede@f extraversion-
introversion aspect of the students. 26.92% ofdfuelents expressed that they were
within introversion personality trait, and 69.23%ated that they were within
extraversion personality. This finding confirms tipgantitative analysis results, which
revealed that the participants were moderatelyaggtted 0_(:6, 68). This finding is
also in line with Sun (2008), who investigated mation of Taiwanese university
students and Jung (2011), who investigated Kordadests’ WTC in English and
individual difference factors related to WTC.

| am a sociable person. | am fast and extrave(Médtazori67).
| am talkative, friendly, and determined (Freebyain

I make jokes and | am extraverted (Bluesky).
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| am a sociable person. | am open to new thingsaacfthngeable person (Guna).

| am fast, enthusiastic, determined and extravegfsd.

4.3.1.6. Communication Anxiety of the Interview Paticipants

The students were expected to talk about their gptians related to
communication anxiety, and their feelings duringgantations in class. In general,
participants seemed to an experience consideraewd df communication apprehension

when speaking in English in front of their peerd arstructors.

Some participants expressed that at the very begjrof the presentations that
they felt highly anxious but they felt less anxi@sssoon as they realized that they were
able to present the topic in the class. Some otiahrstted the peer pressure.

| am afraid of being misunderstood while communigatwith my native Instructor. | do not
want to make any mistakes. When | focus on not ntpkiistakes, | get more anxious and regret

making mistakes (Freebrain).

In class | feel tenser because my pronunciatiarotsgood, besides | have some problems with

the grammar (Guna).
During presentations | experience a lot of anx{&lyil Ajan).
| experience anxiety when | am not well preparedndupresentations (Fly).

My trait anxiety level is actually moderate butdlass | feel peer pressure and become more
anxious. If | do not like the topic we discuss be instructor’s negative attitude make me feel

upset and experience high level of anxiety (Hunter)

In this study, the anxiety students experiencednseeto be related to their
perceptions about their friends and instructorseyltvere found to be other-directed,
which means that they feel concern about what thieinds or teachers may think of
their communicative competence. 69.23% of the stisdstated that they would prefer

to communicate with others, foreigners, becausg dioenot focus on their mistakes.

| prefer to communicate with the foreigners. | arfraid of making mistakes while
communicating with my English Course instructor bfgel good and experience no stress while
communicating with foreigners. | feel that the igreers can understand me but | assume that
my instructors always focus on my mistakes. | wannake accurate sentences and hesitate to

say “am,is,are” (Freebrain).
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| do not like to be corrected by the teacher. aim interrupted or criticized | do not like to talk

with the friends or instructors (Guna).

I am afraid of my friends’ negative judgments i ttlass. Out of the class | can communicate

with others without experiencing stress (Runspgjtin
| feel peer pressure in class. It is more naturabteak with foreigners (Hunter).

Out of the class | enjoy communicating with foregnor new peple in a different environment.

It is not the same in the class (Zugo).

Wen & Clemént (2003) regarded other-directed selfaa important factor
influencing L2 WTC. Other directedness can occuemvthe learners are apprehensive
while communicating because they think that othearders will evaluate their
communication competence. Similar to the findingsthee present study, Matsuoka
(2006) revealed in her study that Japanese studets concerned about the way in

which they are perceived by others.

Similar to the Japanese concept of self, it casdi@ that the other-oriented self-
designation is also one of the characteristics wkiEh communication. It can be as a
result of the opinion that Turkish people regamhtiselves as part of social relationship
and assume that their behavior is determined byeélkngs, thoughts, and actions of

others.

4.3.1.7. RQ4 What are the educational recommendatig and opinions of the
Turkish students about their WTC in English?

Towards the end of the interviews, the participamése required to mention
their opinions and suggestions related to WTC igli&h. The suggestions coming from
the participants of the interview were grouped unfiee sub-groups; suggestions
related to the instructors’ attitudes, methodolagyl communication skills, topics, and

other suggestions.
Suggestions related to the instructors’ attitudes:

In the English classroom, teacher involvement ancheédiacy is regarded as a
significant precursor of a student’s positive afffeand would be expected to increase
WTC. According to Krashen (1985) non-threatenirggstoom atmosphere fosters self-
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confidence, and high motivation is very important Second language acquisition.
Similarly, Kyriacou (1991) points out that develogiand maintaining positive attitudes
toward the lesson is one of the characteristicheflanguage teachers and continues

that positive atmosphere is essential.

As it was presented previously, the analysis ofghalitative data revealed that
students did not feel secure while they were comaating with the instructors because
they were too critical and not tolerant to theiamgmar or pronunciation mistakes.
Interview participants of the study stated thatirthwestructors’ responses influenced
their feelings of security and situational williregs and they suggested that their
instructors should be more tolerant to their miesakhave positive attitudes toward
them, and motivate them. Some of the students fdli@dole of the trainers important
and expected positive attitudes from their institctand wanted them to employ
different methodologies and approaches in the etaks motivate them. Here are a few

excerpts from the participants’ real words.

| prefer to have instructors who correct our mistkvithout discouraging us; | also want them
to be less critical and more tolerant to our mistaknstructors should not exaggerate our

mistakes. | want to have instructors who use osgtakes to teach or guide us (Tezz).

The role of the teacher is very important for méolnot understand what the teacher expects
from me. | believe | am good at speaking but myads low. My instructor stated that we are
not native speakers and cannot get more than 3Qspaifind this perception nonsense. Getting

higher points makes me more motivated (Freebrain).
Suggestion on oral communication skills:

Almost all of the participants complained aboutithender graduate program
which comprises of both linguistic and communicatoourses ranging from contextual
grammar, linguistics, to the skills courses likalaommunication, speaking, phonetics,
listening, and writing in the first year. They ptd out that their speaking, listening
and writing skill courses are limited to the pregtary and first year classes, and stated
that these courses should be given in the uppssetaas well, because they needed
communicative activities within class environmenthere they are guided by the

instructors.

| wish | had speaking, writing courses throughawt wniversity training (Tezz).
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In upper classes it is important to receive courskged to developing speaking skills. Focusing
on skill courses as well as academic courses dmrilthore beneficial in all the classes (Metazori
67).

| wish we had speaking courses this year and neatt. WWhen | observe my friends and monitor
my progress, | have to admit that we are not ablespeak in the target language We are
prospective teachers and we do not have commuvgcatimpetence. | ask myself ‘how will | be

able to teach English with my limited speaking iapilFly).

| wish we had speaking course in the curriculums frear. When we just depend on academic
books I feel that | forget my vocabulary becauseht to use words while speaking in the class

(Runspotting).
Suggestions on Methodology:

Some of the students find the role of the trainergportant and have
expectations from their instructors. They expedifpee attitudes from their instructors
and want them to employ different methodologies apgroaches in the classes to

motivate them.

I wish we had more games and interactive actwitiethe speaking course. We focus on
producing sounds which | find inadequate to developspeaking skill. Besides, | wish we had

a course-book to follow (Freebrain).

Previously, we used to have small group discussiompsir-work activities. | want to have

similar activities this term, too. More task-basetivities would more motivate me (Nirsen).

| prefer interactive learning style because | akinasthetic learner. | want to walk in the class,
communicate with close friends in small groups. Tdacher should not be in the center of the
activities. | must feel that | can use the languadeel | have to take notes to be successfuhén t

examination. (Hildan).

Teaching environment is very important to me. Itisachers could design classes in a way that

we could see each other’s’ face while communicatiitf friends (Devlet).

Suggestions on Topics:

Topic played an important role in increasing oratireg responsibility to talk,
ask and know about it in Kang’s (2005) study. Knagviabout the topic may also
increase the self-confidence of the learners. & previous section of this study the

interview participants’ real words revealed thatytlwere reluctant to communicate in
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English because they did not want to look foolislwas also revealed that when they
were relatively more knowledgeable about the topey would volunteer to
communicate and feel responsible to talk aboutNbbody would stop me if | knew
about the topic” (Sea). The following excerpts mgiye more idea about the

participants’ view.

| wish our instructors could understand our feddimgd interests and not insist on the topics in
the curriculum. It would be useful if they couldgtand ask about our interests and wishes.They

seem to be in a huury to give the course and l#evelass (Metazori 67).

| do not like the topics discussed in the cladsel bored during the three class hours

(Freebrain).

| feel better to study subjects or contents abditkvl know something. Topics that are too

technical make me reluctant or unwilling to speb&zz).

| believe that teachers should chose topics thaareénterested in, otherwise, however they

force us to speak we cannot (Hunter).

Although | read the texts before | come to clagsrinot be willing to communicate in the class.
| have desire to communicate but | cannot becafise the text above my level. Most of my

friends do not understand either (Hildan).

Learning vocabulary, idioms and proverbs whicheetfthe culture of the language we study
would be very interesting and motivating. When ea&rh proverbs we may compare the two

cultures and this will bring fun and may move usi$e the language (Cherrybomb).

We need more materials in classes. | wish we hatgkedtictionaries and reference books in each

class and a class library or a department librayyldsdo good (Arthur).
Outside readind should be supported by the ingirs¢Esya).

| do not feel | am going to be a teacher. | assuim teachers should give us more
responsibilities. The counseling of my instructoayrhelp us develop positive attitudes and

increase my motivation to use the language in dadsout of the class (Devlet).

Other suggestions:

Students emphasized that they should get involvedEnglish speaking
communities. Some recommended going abroad or wgrét places in or out of the
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country where they could meet native speakers. Salsesuggested that they should

set up goals regarding English speaking.

In the summer | want to go to the holiday resart$irkey where | can work at a café and meet

tourists. Last year | did it and it contributed ogmmunication a lot (Blue sky).

University curriculum should be reorganized becawsedo not have a chance of using the
language properly. We do not read the books. Wet tmisesponsible for reading books out of
the classes. The prep class education should bputsomny for all the students and the students
should be placed in different classes accordingh&r levels because. Now the students are
grouped according to the points they receive ingkemption test but this does not show their

real level. (Metazori67).

Graded prep class training would be more beneftoials. When we passed the exemption test,
we were supposed to know English, and we were ctampspeakers of English. In fact, some

of us are lack of linguistic competence; let asltecommunicative competence (Hunter).

In conclusion, classroom environment conditionshsag interlocutor’'s behavior
and attitude, and tasks students have to carry ioutlass, topics discussed;
methodologies teachers employ together with litguesnd communicative factors can
increase or decrease situational WTC in Classes.fifldings suggest that university
teachers should be sensitive to the interdependsfnaiéthese factors which contribute
students’ WTC in class. They should support stuglentheir own exploration of what
is known in the field and guide them when it isessary. It is also necessary to remind
that students should take responsibility for tleun learning, and use the university as

a set of resources under their control.
4.3.2. Analysis of the Observation of the Students

The data were gathered by means of observationaraalgzed to answer the following

research question.
RQ5. What behavioral actions do students prefer tacommunicate in English?

In order to answer the research question, studeadslal behaviors were
observed and the frequency of each classroom astcalaulated for each individual.
Based on the data analyses, it was found thatdh®&/alunteer an answer (to general
T-solicit)” received the highest percentage (47.96%oall the other classroom acts.



174

This was followed respectively by the act volunteeera comment (16.47%); present
own opinion in class (9.26%); talk to neighbor & (6.49%); give answer to individual
(6.25%); give answer to group (6.00%). The act skirag the teacher a question
received the lowest percentage (2.28%), and askimgeacher for clarification was the

second act with the lowest percentage (5.29%).ré&balts can be seen in Appendix S.

Based on the analyses of the observation schensepliviously seen that the
students do not employ the behavioral actions skifeg the teacher a question’, and
‘asking the teacher for clarification’ as oftenthsy answered the question elicited by
the teacher. This finding is consistent with thieiview results which emphasize that
the students experience a lot of anxiety while cemigating with their teachers, and do
not prefer to communicate in their teachers’ presgimstead they prefer communicate
with their friends in small groups or dyads. Furthere, the finding is in line with the
guantitative data analyses results. When the illgss to communicate of the students
was examined according to the receiver types itotserved that among four receiver

types foreigners, friends, teachers, and acquaiatarieachers received the lowest mean

score (X =6. 08).

An interesting finding was that out of the 13 studewho were considered to be
unwilling to communicate and had low level of walliness according to the observation
scheme results, 5 of them (38.46%) tended to conwatenin L1 during pair-work
activities whereas out of the other 13 studentsp wiere accepted to be willing to
communicate and had moderate level scores regawling, only 2 of them (15.38%)
shifted to the L1 during pair-work activities (S&ppendix S). It was also observed that
none of the students with the high level WTC used shifted to L1 during

communications.

In EFL settings, students have little opportungystirround themselves with the
target language input, so it may be difficult fdretlearners to progress without
exceptional effort or without getting support frasthers. Consequently, they may feel
themselves inadequate or their affective filter rbeagome very high and their anxiety
level becomes high. In order to protect themsehtkey may prefer their native
language during group work or pair work activitid® eliminate this negative effect
and it is proposed to increase students’ motivation
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In conclusion, being open to other people, idegsnions and belief and
incorporating them into a successful group atmoasphe an important skill.
Sometimes in disagreement, new solutions may #ngsemight not have arisen if
everyone shared the same opin{tennuzzi,2011) It is important to engage with
people who disagree so that a solution that th&eegtoup agrees upon can be
found. Whereas, during the observations it was #seminthe majority of the students
answered the instructors’ questions rather thamgoeolunteer to express their
opinion in the classes. A successful group atmasplvas not observed in the
classeslt is hoped that teachers allow lower-level studdnt perform easier tasks,

assist them with these tasks, and encourage themedéte their own examples.

As presented in Table 4.34 unwilling students’ ltstaores were between 0 and
19. During the four weeks, unwilling students werther never or scarcely willing to

communicate in English in class.
Table 4.34.

Analyses of the Qualitative Data Collected by Meainthe Observation Scheme
(Unwilling Group)

ACTS N N N N N NNNNN N N N f %
Teacher-student(s)/ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
student(s)-teacher

Va 3 - 16 3 - 3- 7 1 7 2 - 1 43 7167
Ve 4 - 3 - - - -2 11 - 1 - 12 20.00
Gi - - - - 4 - - - - - - - - 4 666
Aq T

Ac - - - - - - 1- - - - - - 1 167
Stdt-stdt /Stdt-class

Tnin FL - - e e e e e e e e e e m
Tnin L1 2 - - -4 1 - - - -1 - - 1%
Po - - T
Total 7 0 19 3 4 319 2 8 2 1 1 60 100.00

* Since the main concern of the study is WTC in Eiyglthe frequency of the act (talking to neighioor i

L1) was not included in the calculation of the perage.

Va= Volunteer an answer (to general T-solicit) Aqg= Ask the teacher a question

Tn inL1= Talk to neighbor in native language Gi= Give answer to individual §bticit)
Vc= Volunteer a comment Ac= Ask the teacher étarification
Po= Present own opinion in class Tn in FL= Talk to neightin foreign
language

Gg= Give answer to group (T-solicit)
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The analyses results showed that none of the unwiktudents asked the
teacher a question, give answer to a group, tatkéo friend in L2 and present their
own opinion in class. Only 2 of the unwilling stude (1. 67%) were interested in

asking the teacher a question for clarification.

This finding may indicate that students are reloicta communicate in front of
their friends and instructors. Seeing that studearedy contribute to the class activities,
refrain from asking question to their peers orrindors, it can also be concluded that
students’ self-perceived communication competescow. This can also be due to
their lack of motivation to communicate in the &trdanguage. The burden will fall
more on the instructor to provide adequate modelseotarget language, or guide them

to reach the native input.
Table 4.35.

Analyses of the Data Collected by Means of the @baten Scheme (Willing Group)

ACTS

Teacher- N N N NN N N N N N N N N f %
student(s) / 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
student(s)-teacher

Va 20 32 23 26 31 31 27 27 25 30 15 39 30 356 46.12
Vc 14 3 9 3 21 11 14 7 14 5 10 14 125 16.19
Gg 20 - 1 - - 1 6 2 5 - 15 - - 50 6.48
Gi 5 - 1 - - 6 2 7 3 4 5 - 15 48 6.22
Ag -2 - 1 - 5 - 5 4 1 1 - - 19 2.46
Ac - - 2 2 4 7T 1 2 8 5 4 4 4 43 5.57
Stdt-stdt /Stdtlass

Tnin FL - 2 - 1 - 14 10 v 8 7 2 2 1 54 6.99
Tnin L1 - - 3 - 3 - - - - e

Po 9 3 - 4 1 14 11 4 11 6 1 3 10 77 997
Total 68 42 36 37 36 99 68 68 71 67 48 58 74 77D.0D

*Since the main concern of the study is WTC in Efglthe frequency of the act (talking to neighimor
L1) was not included in the calculation of the perage.

Va= Volunteer an answer (to general T-solicit) Aqg= Ask the teacher a question

Tn inL1= Talk to neighbor in native language Gi= Give answer to individual (T-solicit)

Vc= Volunteer a comment Ac= Ask the teacher for clardtion

Po= Present own opinion in class Tn in FL= Talk to neighbor in &gn language

Gg= Give answer to group (T-solicit)

Table 4.35 presents the frequencies of the adfseo$tudents who are willing to
communicate in class. In this category, most of shelents answered the questions
asked by the instructor in the class (46.12%). fot&@ scores of willing students were

found to be between 36 and 99. Contrary of the lingistudents, some students
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presented their own opinion in class (9.97%3$ked the teacher for clarification
(5.57%), talked to neighbor in foreign languag®96s6). Although the percentages are
not very high, when compared to the unwilling grotheey were more willing to ask
questions to the teachers or presenting their ommian in class. This result suggests
that when students are integratively motivated,y twelunteer to take different
classroom behaviors. Several studies suggestedirtegfratively motivated students
exhibited significantly greater number of severdhssroom behaviors such as
volunteering to answer a question or making moneecd responses (Gardner et al.,
1987; Gliksman et al., 1982).

This finding may indicate that students can beimglto communicate in front of
their friends and instructors when they have seffficlence and motivation. In other
words, if they have more communicative competemeckl@ss anxiety, they can be more

active in class and contribute to the lesson.

In addition to the frequencies about the studenilingness to communicate in
class related to the observation scheme, the dsmatranscribed students’ actual
behaviors on their willingness to communicate itfledént classes. It was observed that
one of the students with low willingness to comnecaite, Bird Nest, was asked to
answer a question by her instructor but while amswgethe question she spoke so
quietly that her friends could not hear her atlalivas apparent that she was too shy and

anxious about speaking in front of her friends eastructor.

In the second year classes, it was observed theg than half of the students
were rarely eager to make comments or paraphrassetttences of the text or answer
the questions asked by the teacher, but insteadvikes taking notes about what was
discussed in the class. When the teacher had fgoup meetings with this group, the
participant Hunter explained why she just took adiet not spoke:

“We have to take notes otherwise we cannot be ss@uden the final exam. Our participation to

the class discussions does not contribute our ékams”.

During face-to-face interviews the unwilling stuteexplained the reasons for
their unwillingness. The reason why they speak invias expressed by Zugo, an

unwilling participant, as the following:
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“Everybody in the class communicates in Turkiske like, if we communicate in English during
pair work activities, it will be unusual. That tset main point. Besides, my self-confidence is low
and | believe it is an effective predictor on myrigeunwilling to communicate in English”.
RQ6. What is the difference between self-report (&t WTC) and
observed/behavioral (state WTC) willingness to comuomicate construct of the

participants?

The researcher aimed to investigate the differéreteeen their self-report WTC
and behavioral WTC. It was thought that it woulduseful to compare quantitative data
results related to students' perceptions about Wikingness to communicate with their
WTC levels determined by means of observationsmb@ece the reliability of the study.
Descriptive statistics were used to analyze stidetdass WTC behavior. The score for
participation of each student was calculated fmheaeek and then a total score was
found at the end of the fourth week. By means efRaired Sample t-Test analysis the
self-report WTC and class WTC behavior were conthafeable 4.36 presents the

comparisons.
Table 4.36

Comparison between Students’ Self-Report WTC ahdu®al WTC (Paired Sample t
Test)

Data Type N o SD df t p
In-class WTC and Observation 1.62 0.70
WTC Observation - WTC Level 26 .
Level In-class 577 043 25 -8.041 .000
WTC Level 26

*P<,05; ** 1: Low level, 2:Moderate level, 3: Higavel

A significant difference was revealed between tblé-@erception WTC scores
and WTC class observation scores fp) =8.041; p<. 05). Students’ WTC class

observation points X = 1.62) was found to be significantly lower than the self-

perceived WTC scores% = 2.77). In other words, #tedents reported high

willingness to communicate in their questionnaereas they did not participate in
the class activities. Therefore, a wrong perceptegarding the WTC level can be said
to occur. This misconception can be reflected te $itudents’ WTC success in a

negative way.
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The inconsistency between the self-report WTC babavioral WTC is an
important finding, which might be due to an ovethopstic self-reporting of their
WTC. Another explanation of this inconsistency t&nattributed to the desire that the
students have. In their study Wen & Cleménts (208i8)Jinguished the difference
between willingness and desire and reported thatlests may have desire to
communicate but this does not imply a willingnesscommunicate. Students can be
unwilling for some reasons such as lack of configgrembarrassment or inadequate
linguistic knowledge. The findings of the presetutdy seem to support Xie's (2011)
findings, who also concluded that there were défifiees between the self-report WTC
and behavioral WTC of the Chinese students. Furtbes, the findings of this study is
supported by Macintyre et al. (2001), who statead thself-report instrument could not
be appropriate to determine state WTC since thqkatbout communicating was

different from actually doing it.

4.3.3. Semi-structured Interview Results of the Irtsuctors

The interview with the instructors was the finagd of the study which served
to triangulate the data from the two preceding esadhe main focus was to receive
their experiences regarding to WTC in English & ghudents and get suggestions and
opinions of the instructors working at the ELT Depeent. It is believed that
investigating the instructors’ perceptions aboeirtstudents’ WTC will provide a more
comprehensible perspective to the problem.

RQ7. What are the experiences and perceptions ofehinstructors in the class and

their suggestions, and opinions about the ways tmleance L2 WTC in English?

The analysis of the qualitative data gathered byameeof the face-to-face
interviews revealed that 4 instructors out of 136.86%) who offered only academic
courses evaluated the level of the students’ WTEnglish as limited. They expressed
that few of the students showed willingness but thradsthem seemed to be less
motivated to communicate in English. They also olesg that students answered their
questions or shared their opinions or participatdiscussions if the instructors forced

them to do so.
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In my course students are supposed to share whateseknow with me or their peers but the
number of the students who raise their hands toeghair ideas is very limited. All the time the
same people volunteer to answer but some of thenotieay anything at all. Even though | ask
Yes/ No questions | cannot get the answer frometgrsups. | cannot say that the students in

my classes show willingness to communicate in Bhg(T2).

In classes | experience unwillingness to commuajcahich is a serious problem. Mostly they
are not well prepared for the lessons. Even ifveghe lectures in their native language and let
them communicate or discuss the topic in that laggu they do not show willingness. They

come to the classes without reading the coursebk).

If you want or force them to communicate in Englidtey do it otherwise they are not willing to

communicate in English (T4).

According to my experience related to studentslinghess to communicate, | should say that
they have desire to speak but cannot show willisgnBr my classes they are supposed to share
their ideas with me and their peers related torthesks but two or three students show
willingness to perform the task in English in tHass. Once, at the end of the lesson they came
to my office and admitted that they had preparedt ttasks but could not volunteer to share their
opinions with the peers. | believe that instructpissitive attitudes and intimacy influence their

willingness and when they see our effort they bezomre willing to communicate (T6).

Some other instructors (4) (36.36%), who offeretyy danguage skill courses,
posited that there were differences among studesgarding their willingness to
communicate, and few of the instructors expreshat students showed high level of
willingness but some others said that students wese willing to communicate in
English, and argued that willingness to communicates closely related to the
personality characteristics of people. Few postdlathat students in classes were
mostly not eager to communicate and that they bauush their students in classes to

communicate in English. Here are their real words.

| take lessons with communication so students t@e@mmunicate to a certain extend but some
students are much more willing to communicate thidners. If they have something to say, and
if they are very involved what they are doing trymmunicate. Very occasionally there are
students who do not want to communicate at allr&laee few like that sometimes. Willingness
depends on their personality. Their motivation taimmunicate varies from class to class.
Sometimes they are motivated to communicate with #ctivities but sometimes their
willingness is due to their exams or assignmemd,sometimes they are motivated because they

like to learn something (T7).
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It is a great problem for us in the foreign langaagntext. Our students do not show positive
attitudes toward speaking in English. They do rastipipate in activities, or volunteer to answer
our questions. You always have to push them toksgehink that instructors should motivate

them by using the target language in classesalimme (T11).

There are a number of differences in classes. Wedl,mood of the students can change from
time to time due to personal reasons, teacheitidds or the time of the day. They mostly share

their ideas with me but | am not sure with the othetructors (T5).

Students mostly refrain from communicating in Eslglin my lessons. | guess that is because
they are not able to make accurate sentencesehabthe lack of willingness to speak not only
in English but also in Turkish. This is a persotydtiait (T10).

When they are forced to speak, they feel that these to communicate and then they become
accustomed to speaking and communicating in Englight takes time. With their friends they
are not much eager to speak in English. When theglswith their friends, they keep their voice

low. | have been experiencing this for three yéaB.

They understand you, they are good at vocabularg grammar but they experience

communication difficulties and they do not showlingness to communicate (T3).

Overall, instructors both offering academic cournsespper classes and the ones
offering courses related to skill development iegiand first year classes expressed
parallel experiences regarding students’ willingnegs communicate in English. They
assumed that the students often refrained from aamvating in English, needed to be
forced, supported or motivated by their instructor®rder to initiate communication.
Even though they had linguistic knowledge, they ldooot show willingness to
communicate in English. This finding supports thiservation analysis results of the

study, in the way that both instructors’ percepsiabout students’ WTC and class
observation resultsX = 1.62)determined a lower level of willingness to comnuate

in English.

Overall, the instructors pointed out that the stuglenostly seemed to be more
willing to communicate with their class-mates ande with their very special friends.
However, some instructors expressed that studerggerped their instructor to
communicate because their instructors provided theme feedback, which facilitated

and maintained communication in English in fordigmguage classes.
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They generally find to initiate communication easigth their peers or with their very special
friends. They generally prefer their classmatesenathan their instructors (T7).

They like to initiate communication with teacheM/hen they talk with friends, it is a
problematic issue because their friends cannotigeofeedback to them or they cannot even
reply to their questions. On the other hand, thdests know that when they communicate with
their instructors, they will understand them andphthem continue the communication even
though they make mistakes. The students also leelibat their instructors motivate their
students (T11).

| guess they experience more difficulty with thieistructors; they can informally communicate
with their peers in classes, give feedback abaitdpic discussed or ask the points that they do
not understand (T10).

They prefer to initiate communication with the teac because the teacher assists them and
prepare for speaking (T3).

Personality Characteristics:

Some others attributed students” WTC in English tteeir personality
characteristics and said that willingness depenulsthir personality and it is a
personality trait, and they spontaneously showingtiess in the class (T7, T2, T5, and
T10).

As for the gender differences, most of the instrgtdid not express a great
difference between male and females. Here are soiméne quotations from the
instructors.

No difference as long as they have the same litiguaackground (T5).

Not really. Some of the boys are really WTC and/tbemetimes dominate but some of the girls

also willing to communicate (T5).

| do not think there is a big difference in my ceeirThere are always a few girls who are chatty

and a few boys who are chatty (T7).

It was found that the students would prefer garke-#ictivities and entertaining
activities, activities that were not too difficdt above their level, and activities which
were beneficial to them. Some of the instructortemheined that all the students could
be more willing to ask questions or participateliscussions when they believed it was
beneficial to them. It was also found that sometlod students preferred to be
anonymous, which means they did not want to perfibi@nactivity in front of the class

but with very special friends, or in small groups.
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However, some of the instructors, including thesoffering courses to upper
level groups and those giving lessons in lower llel@sses, mentioned the pitfall of
pair-work or group-work activities and pointed dhat some students shifted to L1
while communicating with friends in small groupshieh was not the aim of the
department. As it was mentioned above in EFL sgdtistudents have little opportunity
to surround themselves with the target languagetjmgo it may be difficult for the
learners to progress without exceptional efforvithout getting support from others, so
they may feel themselves inadequate or their effediiter may become very high and
their anxiety level becomes high. In order to pcotthemselves they may prefer their
native language during group work or pair work\atigs. To eliminate this negative

effect and it is proposed to increase studentsivaton.

Being anonymous in class encourages them. Whaghnsethat only one or two people can hear
you. When the whole class is not listening seemseroourage more. They want to be
anonymous. Besides, in activities which are gahke-1hey seem to be better communicators.
This could be different kinds of activities actyalthe thing which have fun. In some activities,
which the emphasis is not how you say somethingohuctually saying something in order to

complete the activity, students seem to be moréngito communicate (T7).

If they feel they will benefit from it, or if thethink it is functional, they become more willing to

communicate. Let's say something regarding theanex is discussed in the class all of the
students, even the east willing ones start to conicate with me. On the other hand, when we
discuss more academic topics, they are reluctagpeéak. They do not show any willingness or
courage to speak (T10).

Basically, pair-work, group work discussions, gigstand answer, If you ask me which one
works more ‘pair-work and group work’ | would sbut there is a pitfall, which is that they

speak in L1, which is not the aim. Although on affdl remind them to speak in English, they

switch to the mother tongue. | sometimes ignoré tiee of L1 in the classroom because what |

want them to do is to share the information orrtb&perience (T2).

Normally, within the group-work and pair-work adtigs they show more willingness within the
group. However, most of the students in my clasemst also to share ideas in class, too and
participate in discussion (T5).

Topics that Students Show Willingness to Commumiediout:

The analysis results of the present study revetlladthe influence of topic of

security played an important role on students’ Wit €nglish. Some of the participants
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expressed that they felt insecure about talkirtefy lacked of background knowledge
and vocabulary related to the subject.

Related to topics that students preferred to tdlkug it was seen that the
students mostly focused on the subjects that arsopal to them. Besides they
preferred topics that they had an idea about théeod and they knew the vocabulary to
talk about it. This finding supports the resultstioé qualitative data gathered from the
interview students, which revealed that the infeerof topic on security played an
important role on students’” WTC in English. Some tbé interview participants
expressed that they felt insecure about talkirtgely lacked of background knowledge
and vocabulary related to the subject.

The instructors also stated that the ELT studergfeped the topics which were
not too difficult to talk about. When the topic wia® difficult they limited themselves
and did not show much willingness to communicateis Toreference of the students
may suggest that students have either low levelingfuistic and communicative
competence or very little self-confidence in them.

The analysis results of the data gathered fromimls&uctors confirms the
findings of the data collected from the intervietwdents. In both of the analyses it was
found that topic played an important role in in@iaeg or creating responsibility to talk.
Similarly, Kang (2005) found that topic was an impat factor that increased students’
responsibility to talk, ask questions, and know whibem. Knowing about the topic
may also increase the self-confidence of the learria the previous section of this
study the interview participants’ real words reeedlthat they were reluctant to

communicate in English because they did not watddk foolish.

Things which are more personal seem to be favofableommunication. They like to talk about
their experiences, feeling something like that (T7)

They like the topics that they are interested ina%ing such as, technology, computers, and
internet. They do not like to talk about the topieat they do not have enough information about
(T11).

They like more interesting topics (T5).

Students’ Communication Anxiety:

Most of the instructors mentioned the students’ mamication anxiety that they
witnessed in classes. Some stated that the sofitheioanxiety might be students’ low

level of communicative and linguistic competeneacher superiority, and their lack of
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self-confidence, personality trait, or other-ceathress. Most of the students were
found to be afraid of being humiliated by theirtrastors or friends and they limited
their speaking in class. Few of the insructors esged that they had not experienced
much anxiety of the students in their classes (TH),

As it was discussed previously in the presentystadn-threatening classroom
atmosphere fosters self-confidence, and high mindivas very important in second
language acquisition (Krashen,1985) and developimymaintaining positive attitudes
toward the lesson is essential (Kyriacou,1991).

The analysis of the data of this study gatherethftbe interview students also
revealed that students of the ELT department didfeel secure while they were
communicating with their instructors because theyeatoo critical and not tolerant of
their grammar or pronunciation mistak&sis finding confirms the previous qualitative
data analysis which showed that the instructorgpoases influenced students’ feelings
of security and situational willingness. Here asene excerpts of the instructors related
to the students’ anxiety which seemed to reducéngiless to communicate of the

students in the English classes.

Yes, anxiety is sometimes a hindering factor batthcond thing is that | think of myself as a
fluent speaker in English. | am a knowledgeables@erin their eyes; | believe that they
sometimes become anxious because of my dominartbe tlassroom. | think they feel in a way
inferior to my abilities. That is why they really chot want to speak with me specifically. The
point here is that most of the students do not haven upper-intermediate level of
communication ability in terms of knowledge, granticel, linguistic knowledge, in terms of
compensation strategies, for example they only csde-switching. They do not know
compensation strategies, linguistic knowledge. Afram psychological factors, anxiety in the
deep-down, a kind of competency overcoming anxi@part from that if they know linguistic
knowledge, grammar knowledge and compensatioresgjiest, they may experience less anxiety.
As far as | am concerned | think they lack of knedge and skills. Dramatically it makes a
change in their performance (T2).

If they know how to express themselves in gramnmat pronunciation, they would be more
willing to speak. During the breaks most of thedstuts come to me and say “well, mam, |
would like to speak like you but my pronunciatiamdegrammar is very bad. For these students

the ELT department is not a place to get a dipltotaach English but to learn English (T2).
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They are afraid of making mistakes. We give impue&ato accuracy and all the exams are based
on accuracy. Naturally the students want to be rateuvhile communicating and when they

focus on accuracy they limit their communicationfiar of making mistakes (T9).

They cannot take risks to communicate in fronthaf tlass. They are afraid of being criticized

by their class-mates or instructors because of thispronunciation or grammar mistakes (T6).

Yes they often come across anxiety. At the begmoiithe term they were more anxious. Later
on in the course, when we got used to each otherjristructor, the activities, their anxiety
decreased. Also talking to the instructors makeesstudents more anxious or talking when the
class is listening make some more anxious. Examesizes, also, increase their anxiety (T7).
Yes, | most of the time experienced that they draichof making mistakes, and they have the
concern of using grammar in a perfect manner. Thayt to use the language according to its
rules, like a formula, It is because their levelpobficiency is low to answer the questions or
even to understand what you are talking about. €quently their lack of competency can cause
anxiety (T11).

Some of them are anxious and some of them areltndépends on their personality trait. But
speaking also causes anxiety. They sometimes nehyafxious to speak. | observed that some
of the students are afraid of making mistakes. Thhay be afraid of sounding funny in front of
the class (T5).

No not much actually. | have not experienced apiieimy class. (T10).

In conclusion, anxiety as one of the personal facie worth studying as a
psychological theory because it has been revehbtdttdirectly or indirectly influence
learners’ WTC in second or foreign language comsteRResearch has consistently found
significant high correlation between CA and WTC foreign or second language
(Hashimoto, 2002; Kang, 2005; Macintyre & Charo898; Matsuoka, 2006; Peng &
Woodrow, 2010; Sun, 2008; Yashima, 2002; Yu, 2009).

Students’ Willingness to Read:

Similar to the previous findings of the qualitatidata related to interview
students’ reading willingness of this study, mosttle instructors noted that the
students’ willingness to read was very limited. fHal the interview students had
expressed that their unwillingness to reading dms/ was due to the lack of
vocabulary, interest, and time. As for the instoust perceptions, some stated that
Turkish people do not like reading in their nati@aguage, either. Whereas, the natural
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approach is based on the theory that language |atgaioccurs only when students
receive comprehensible input (Krashen 1985: 18). rdaintains that “writing

competence comes only from large amounts of setftivated reading for pleasure
and/or interest”. Similarly, Chastain (1988) ddses reading as a communicative
process which involves mental processes and far rdmson all reading activity can
facilitate communicative fluency in each of thedaage skills.In other words, all

language skills can be accelerated through theofugeading. Taking serious the
perceptions of the instructors related to the sitgl@eading experience, the role of the
reading process in ELT departments should not liem@stimated, and the students’
internal motivation should be increased by prowdgnofessional support and training.
The quotations of the instructors regarding stuslergading activities are presented

below.
In the past | had taught reading and writing in i department. Students do not like reading

in Turkish either. If you find students readinginglish, they are also reading in English. There

are some students who do not read anything even thieg have to, they read very little (T7).

Our students do not read or search for informagibaut the general issues in the world, their
country, and environment. They do not even readTimkish, which | believe to be a
characteristic of eastern societies. They find irgadhoring because reading requires a certain
level of attainment, achievement (T11).

They do not read because they are not willing (T1).

Willingness to Write:

The perceptions of the instructors related to teeidents’ willingness to write
was that most of the students did not show willeggto write, which was a more
productive skill like speaking. This result was gdbel to the findings of Bekta(2005),
who indicated that only a few students showed mgitivillingness, such as writing in
English and keeping a journal. Similarly, more theaif of the interview participants
(53.84%) had expressed their writing experience Wwasted to two-way written
communication (chat on the net), and assignmeringrilt is seen that the analyses of

the data gathered from different groups confirmheatber.
No not at all. Really from this perspective likgeaking, writing is a productive skill. When they
are not willing to communicate orally, | think theye not willing to communicate in written
form, either. Writing requires organization. If tees a task, they have to write it, organize it,

and think about it. If it is a creative writing,eyrhave to find ideas, play with the words (T2)
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Writing and speaking are the most difficult obvipudbecause they are productive skills.
However, it depends on the course of the instractSBome of the students seem enjoy doing
something. | think that is because they are gelyegaposed to grammar very much (T7).
Reading and writing have always been a problenfdarign language students. Our students
too, do not know how to express their ideas, imtieo write, organize their discourse in the
written form. Even to express their ideas usingrdégresting topic seem to be difficult for them
(T12).

Writing is more technical, that is why they actydiel more hesitant. Most of the do not look
willing to write because it requires more effortlasoncentration (T5).

They are not willing to communicate writing. Thasea problem with writing. At high school
they did not receive writing experience so at ursitg in the first year they cannot write even a
paragraph. The ones who have prep class educdtioniersity are lucky because they have
more experience. Due to these reasons writingngitiess of the students is low. Most of them
did not even prepare their writing assignment (T10)

They generally abstain from writing in class. Timgtpone such activities or wish to do them at

home. They do not like taking notes either (T9).
Willingness to Listening:

Parallel to the previous findings of this study dhe findings of Bekta(2005),
instructors described students as somewhat witbnigsten in English. However, some
of them assumed that the students did listen tm thet did not understand what they
listened to the English classes, and that theyeldalf listening strategies, or did not
know how to listen. As it was mentioned before tedato students’ listening
experience, they favor listening to more easy ¢ergsining extracts but not much more
demanding extracts, which is important to providewledge for them and help them
develop some strategies while listening or evewigeocorrect pronunciation. Students
may need permanent guidance on how to use strategenhance the learning process,
and listening to all kinds of texts but not onlynge or films by their instructors. In
conclusion, guidance on equipping foreign and seédanguage listeners with strategies
that would enable them to operate effectively mworld outside the classroom seemed
urgent.

As some of the instructors agreed, listening is oihtthe neglected skills in the
Turkish context, so as a result of this negligerstegdents can be demotivated during

listening activities and seem to be incompetentlistening in English. Students’
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misunderstanding the instructions of their instoustis probably a factor that hinders

students’ willingness to communicate in English.

Overall, as it was reflected in the experienceshef instructors, most of the
participants mentioned that during their high sd¢heducation as well as the two
productive skills, speaking and writing, developitigir listening skill too was also
neglected. Keeping in mind that some of them ditdraoeive prep class education, it
can be concluded that they may apparently lack rexpee in listening activities and
lack in listening strategies. Although they listensongs and programs on the internet,
such as films and games, it cannot be enough subeessful in listening academic or
skill related courses. Of course lack of vocabulang content knowledge should be
considered as factors hindering students’ listermamprehension. A parallel finding
was observed in Jung’s (2011) study in the Koreamtext. In the study most of the
Korean students attributed their insufficient Eslglicommunication ability to the
Korean educational system. Some assumptions oiniteictors related to students’

listening performance are exemplified below.

The students patiently listen to you if they aretivaded toward the course. They seem to listen
to you but if | specifically use some vocabulamnits, they do not understand me. They usually
do not understand me so | usually go down theielleVhey create something which has never
been used or said. Probably it is because of ttle d& skills or the compensation strategies.
Most of them do skip the focus of the conversatidnfortunately they do not all the time retain
that focus (T2).

| think they are fond of listening but they do tkaiow how to listen effectively. They listen but
they do not know how to listen all the time (T7).

Listening is one of the skills, which was ignoredhigh schools in general. In general they are
willing to listen but there are differences in dising in class as well. They are interested in
listening to cliché topics rather than the topiike Ipollution, or environment, which can be
found in course books (T5).

| am doubtful that they understand what | say tnthl believe that they have problems with
listening. They do not understand, so they becoameadivated. (T10)

Out-class willingness of the students:

The instructors’ experience related to the studemitingness to communicate
in English out of the class revealed that the sitglshowed similar willingness to
communicate in English outside as well. There wsme willing students but some

others find it artificial and shifted to Turkish.was also seen that the students preferred
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to communicate with foreigners if they had selffodence. This finding is in
compliance with the quantitative analysis resuftshe study, which revealed that the

mean scores of WTC both insid& & .79, and outside X = .70, were very close

to each other.

I always speak in English out of the class but esimres their faces are so black that | switch
into Turkish. Some do it actually. Whenever theyntiv speak in English they cannot convey
their messages so | switch to Turkish. The ones wéhot to speak in English are able to speak

in English outside too. They just continue whatehery do in the class (T2).

| do not actually see them in their situation verych but as far as | understand from talking to
other people they are more WTC If they are integksh communicating, they would find
opportunities, students or whatever. There are taofostudents who want to go abroad
specifically (T7).

What they do in the classroom it is the same oudhefclassroom. They watch films and videos
from the internet (T11).

Not really. | do not think that they communicateBnglish outside. They just study English or
do assignments but as for the communication | dahink they spend much time or great time

on it. Just a few students are interested in congating with the tourists or foreigners (T5).

Once a German Erasmus student came to my officeenwdtee met some senior ELT students
and she started to ask some questions in Englisbusustudents were so quiet and seemed that

they had no confidence to talk to her (T8).

When considering students’ willingness to commuieiga a foreign language,
the role of social contexts plays a crucial roleeTpositive social context, where the
students and instructors have good relationship,imerease the WTC of the learners.
Bad relations on the other hand can decrease WT Grder to investigate factors that
facilitate and hinder willingness to communicatettté students, the perceptions of the
instructors were examined and found that most efstindents preferred contexts where
they could feel relaxed, confident, and find conrresible input, and knowledge that is
not much above their level. Moreover, they wantedbeénefit from the interactions in
the class and be listened and considered by th&liructors, and reflect their opinions
without been limited by the dominance of the instous. The excerpts of the instructors

are presented below.



191

First of all they must feel relaxed enough. Classasphere is very important. They must feel
unpressured, generally while speaking. They musticiizate in things that they are able to do.
In my course they do not reflect their abilities butheir opinion they do not feel they are able

to do something so | prefer to do things that thegome anonymous (T7).

They do not like to do things in front of the clagdeast at first. | tend to use activities theg a
not too difficult in order to supply participatioh.think for them it is more important doing

things, which are more professional. They needtsaimething more or less increasing (T7).

| think we should not blame our students all timeeti We should give the lectures in English so
that the time that the students are exposed todtiee language extends. It can be important to

motivate the students to perform more tasks and aed write more (T11).

If they really feel it is necessary to initiatenmmunication they do it. When they really need
something, or when they feel it necessary to bestgtdod by the other people, they do it. If the
teacher is tolerant they will feel less stressthié teacher dominates the time and corrects
mistakes all the time and interrupt the studentsiversations, they will probably feel more
threatened so they will not take the risk. Thetude of the teacher plays a significant role here.
Also if they may think that their ideas are valsainehow and if they know that their words are
listened without being severely criticized, thisnche one of the factors that facilitate

communication (T5).

Hindering Factors of the students’ WTC:

As for the reasons of the students’ unwillingnesdagtors that inhibit them
from communicating in English, instructors who gigeentent knowledge courses
expressed that students’ laziness, not being weflgred before the lessons, low level
of linguistic and communicative competence and-sefffidence seemed to be factors
inhibiting students’ WTC.

Their laziness prevents them from communicatingmglish. They are not well organized and
prepared before the lessons. They come to theedlagghout reading the texts, consisting of a
few pages, that | give them previously. They mapdlave very little confidence to speak. They
think they are not good at speaking and this fgaliray cause them to fell less confident, so they
do not wish to share their opinion with their peersnstructors in the class. This is a vicious
circle. When they do not use the language, shareanms, and attend discussions, they tend to be
reluctant and do not improve their communicatiompetence and willingness to communicate
in English (T1).

There are certain things. One of them is the peesgoure. Pronunciation matters a lot. If students

speak with proper pronunciation, their peers mieht. They pool their legs so they do not use
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accent in the classroom, and speak with very figgnation, because they know that the others

will make fun of them (T2).

We have large classes. If we had smaller groupguld probably urge my students to speak
more. | have very limited time in class. | havectwver everything within 2 hours. You talk;
lecture all the time to give pedagogic knowledgel smnnot encourage them to speak a lot.
Another problem is that our students do not stuthyugh or get ready for the class (T2).

They refrain from speaking. The reason can be itha a productive skill and requires an
interaction between their short term and long tenemory, which may be difficult for them
(T10).

The students have peer and instructor pressurbemn tlue to their improper pronunciation and
lack of self-confidence and communicative competeape the major factors that limit their
WTC. They need more sincere social-contexts, @eddty manners of their peers in class. They
actually have desire to communicate but the agudf people around them and lack of self-
confidence limit them a lot. Physical conditionstleé class and environment too, influence their

participation in communicative activities (T6).

Similarly instructors who offer English skill co@s teaching in prep and the
first year classes stated that students’ lackngfuistic and communicative competence,
their communication anxiety, all seemed to be fictbat played great role on the WTC

construct in a negative way.
Students’ willingness to communicate in Englishrésated to their individual capacity. The
biggest inhibition of their communicating in Engdlliss lack of knowledge on the topic because

they do not read or learn much. This is the dirgftience on them (T8).

Too difficult classroom activities deter them frgrarticipating. If the activity is too difficult two

or three students are willing to participate innth@ 7).

In our department in my opinion when students gasglithey cannot be fluent in speaking
English, not as well as a teacher should be. Thebeu of teaching hours, 3 hours a week, is not
enough to improve their fluency, they should do stiiimg independently outside of the class

such as, using the internet, and they can receid\tbice (T7).

They are not well organized and they do not emplay strategies. The attitudes of the lecturers
can be demotivating or discouraging sometimes. Lafckppropriate materials and classroom

environment too, negatively influence the studewilingness. (T11).



193

Their proficiency level is a hindering factor. Hely believe that their English is not enough to
express their idea, so they will probably not typarticipate in communication activities. Their
linguistic competence is low. Besides, if they haeglical ideas they are afraid of been
misunderstood. If they think that their peers wilimiliate or make fun of them, they limit
themselves. The attitudes of the instructors @armother limiting factor. The class atmosphere
and environment are among other limiting factors)(T

They have very little self-confidence which is teth to their lack of linguistic competence
.When they are asked to communicate in Englisly, tteenot believe in themselves that they can

do it (T10).

Overall, it was revealed that proficiency leveltloé students both linguistic and
communicative competency level, lack of knowledgwl &elf-confidence, negative
attitudes of peers and instructors, being not wajbanized, and inadequate preparation
for the lessons were among the limiting factors tlé students’ willingness to
communicate in English. This finding is parallekbe findings of the of the observation
and interview data analyses in the way that stwdempressed peer and instructor
pressure, being misunderstood by other peopledahdot prefer to express their ideas
or opinions in the classes freely but just answéhedquestions of the instructors when
they were forced. It seems to be urgent that yitsté self-confidence of the students of
the ELT department should be developed and thgndheuld be offered extra strategy
training on language learning, communication, aoohgensating strategies. Teaching
hours should be extended by out-class activitiegh sas communication classes,
reading classes, and listening activities. Theassibility of getting the students to be
more willing to communicate in English should beuaity on the shoulders of the
instructors and students.

As for the socio-cultural factors influencing thieidents’ WTC, their previous
high school education was seen as an importang¢ isgualmost all of the instructors.
They agreed that the students’ not being readyspmaking, writing and speaking
activities and not having the habit of reading mal had negative effects on their
WTC in English. Their upbringing and being a membgga collectivist society were

found to be important, as well. Some of the quotetiare given below.
They rarely come together with other students @irtblass. They do not have eye-contact during
communication. These personal attitudes toward cemiration can have a negative effect on

others T2).
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Their up-bringing, family background will be effaet. Their environment- the family they
belong to the community where they come from hafliénce on them. Possibly where they
come from, a big city or a small city can increttsr willingness but not enough to live in a big
city to be willing. It is obvious that previouslyWw they were educated, how they were brought
up are all effective factors. Students who studieep class at high school are much more
competent to communicate. If they went to collegel dad been abroad, it made a big
difference. The students in upper levels are vgllito communicate but they are less able to
communicate. They can speak as well as the studémntstudied the prep class (T7).

As a Turkish society we are different from the \eestsocieties in a way that we are more
respectful to our elderly people and the teach®efs is very important. The teacher is always in
the center (T11).

Culture is a strange topic. Eastern people arergifft from the western people. Even two people
from the same culture differ from each other (T5).

There are some socio-cultural factors that maycaffeeir willingness to communicate such as
their high school education. They do not show nghess to communicate or writing in English

because they did not receive such education prsligui10).

Attitudes of the ELT Students toward English Larggiand Culture:

All of the instructors posited that the studentshed ELT Department showed
positive attitudes toward the English language esldted culturesinstructors also
expressed that they emphasized the importance dicaoituralism and the role of

English as a lingua franca in classes.

They do not have such negative attitudes. Thelpadl and consider English as their language.
They have great enthusiasm to learn English largy@agl culture, especially in early classes.

But senior students can be influenced when thepaanork as a teacher of English (T11).

They do not have negative attitudes toward thedagg. In my classes | emphasize that English

is a world language and no culture is superiomimtizer (T10).

It was seen that students had positive attitudeart the language and culture,
but it was also observed that their level in soameguage skills was intermediate or
upper intermediate in some skills and low in o@neunication and writing or it was
not as high as it should be. This might be duehto English language training they
received at high school and lack of enthusiasm s$e &nglish as a means of
communication. Developing the consciousness of shelents on the issue and

increasing their intrinsic motivation might increa$eir awareness.



195

Their skill is severely lack. It is between low ameédium (T2)

There are still some students who do not understendthey are learning English. They like
learning English but they see it as a school stibjacour department in my opinion when
students graduate they cannot be fluent in spedkigiish, not as well as a teacher should be.

The standard is going down. They cannot make cosmtences (T7).

Their communicative and linguistic competency isv.loTheir level of proficiency is low to
answer the questions or even to understand whaantalking about. They do not read because
they do not understand what they read. It requarbagh level skill. They like something which
is ready for them. They do not like to spend muébre(T11).

There are differences among students. Their cormratian competence is low (T4).

Suggestions of the Instructors:

All the participant instructors (11) suggested tta courses related to skill
development should be studied in all classes becautside the class students have
very little experience to speak English in TurkMost of them agreed that in order to
increase the amount of exposure to the target Egguthe instructors should use the
target language in all the classes but the levalilshnot be much above their linguistic
level. Two year prep-class preparation was alsereff by some of the instructors.
Providing contexts where students could be ableuse the language and meet
foreigners or native speakers was among the suggesSome instructors proposed a
better educational system which could accept tis¢ ftedents to the ELT departments
and manage to filter the students with inadequatguistic and communicative
competencies at the earlier stages. It was alsgested that students should be given

more responsibilities to increase the amount af @amunication out of the class.

In my opinion the instructors who give the skillucses in the first year and prep classes should
contact with all the instructors at the ELT depamttn We expect them to be able to train the
students to cope with the requirements of the ugpades. Knowing that our students’ lacking
sufficient background, two year prep-class prefp@matan be a solution. The students can be
offered skill courses throughout their universitiueation because they do not regard themselves
as efficient in language skills. Getting into canteith international people is necessary, as well.

| wish we had some programs to send them abroagorit§aof them cannot benefit from
Erasmus or similar programs. They should experiencaccept that English is used by many
people. They make mistakes and this is a natuirad (T 2).
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To overcome this problem, instructors should besitent to use the target language all the
time. We should use the appropriate materials éonpt the students. We should provide course
contents with the right level for our students, &edaware of their needs. In addition, we should

offer more humanistic environment to our students lae tolerant to their mistakes (T11).

In order to increase willingness in all the skilfgep class education should be compulsory

because the level of the new comers is low andéts to be improved (T10).

| believe that if they attend English speaking slihey can meet more native speakers and
benefit from them. They need to experience talkingative speakers and in this way their self-
confidence may increase (T7).

The university entrance exam and accepting theestsdto the department is the first thing
which needs to be changed. Student selection frddpartment and the university entrance
exam is not the correct one. We do not measure gpeaking and writing skills. This shows that
the entrance exam criteria are not the criteriitrghould be. Just giving a proficiency exam in
terms of grammar and reading is not enough to sskedents for the ELT departments. We
should also look at the psychology of the studant$ prefer the more energetic, outgoing, and
active students. The best students in terms ofiigtig proficiency should be accepted to the
ELT departments. In other words we should pulllieet ones among the others. At preparatory
classes and in other classes the system doeslteottiie students. | wish we had the filtering
system. The bad students should be filtered befagattend upper levels (T2).

We should increase the number of the lessons iohwétudents can talk in English. Quite a few
talk in Turkish. Mostly the lessons must be taughEnglish by the instructors. All the staff in

our department | mean, | hope they all use Engtighe lessons all the time. | think sometimes
they do not. Speaking atmosphere in the departmbete English is spoken outside will be

good. Try to improve outside contact with foreigner international activities. Previously | had

Erasmus students in classes and | saw that thayatexrt them positively. We must try to get the
students integrate English to their lives, sucheasling books, watching films Two years of prep
class education would be a good idea if necessatyagrep class with different levels because
they are not all the same level. Besides, they lghbave learned writing and speaking by the
time to their first year. The do not like the exdimp exam we give here, It should be in several
stages and if you cannot pass the first one yonatatake the second exam as it is applied in

some universities (T7).

The speaking skills should be studied in all clagsecause in Turkey outside class students have
very little experience to speak English, neithexadging nor listening, May be a slightly different

course with a different name can be given. In otdeémprove their English would be a good
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idea. However | must say that they have a lot baok&nglish. Their presentations are in
English by the fourth year, they do a lot of depatent, they are more fluent, they are much
more willing to communicate, they are less anxioughe fourth year, but they still make a lot of

pronunciation mistakes. Their fluency and willingaare usually fine (T7).

To bring interesting topics in classes can increhe@ willingness to communicate in English.

Leading questions will give them an idea aboutttipic. They may have no idea. In their real
life they may not come across such a topic an@fa#l sudden they may have nothing to say.
May be supporting the topic with visual materiaded use of technology will work. Strategy

training may work to some extent (T3).

We should give students more responsibilities toaase the amount of oral communication out
of the class. Communicating with Turkish friends te artificial, so we should provide contexts

where they can meet native speakers and foreigihdjs

4.4. Chapter Summary

This chapter firstly presented the findings and #iatistical analyses and
discussions of the quantitative data. This wasotedld by the qualitative data results

and discussions. The findings were also discuss#ukilight of the current literature.
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CHAPTER FIVE

CONCLUSIONS IMPLICATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS
5.0. Introduction

This chapter firstly presents a brief summary & fimdings in line with the
research questions. Then, the pedagogical imgitatfor tutors and students are
given. Finally, the chapter concludes with the ssfigns for further research on the

relevant subjects.
5.1. Summary of the Study

Willingness to communicate, which is defined aseskito which learners are
prepared to initiate communication when they haebaice, is a propensity factor that
has attracted attention of SLA researchers in tegesars (Ellis, 2008). The primary aim
of the present study is to examine Turkish EFL arsity students’ perceptions of their
WTC in English and individual difference factorsathaffect their willingness in the
Turkish context inside and outside the class bypgugihe heuristic model proposed by
Macintyre et al. (1998) and Gardner’'s (1985) samocational model as basis for a
framework. The present study also aims to exanmeedlationship among the variables
that are believed to affect Turkish learners’ WTIC English. It is also aimed to
determine variables that promote and/or inhibit WIihCEnglish in Turkish settings.
Furthermore, perceptions, opinions, and suggestabosit willingness to communicate
in English were aimed to investigate of the ingimix and students at the ELT

department.

In order to pursue this aim, the present study eygal a mixed design, which
consists of quantitative and qualitative data @biben and analysis methods. The
instruments employed in this study included a qoestire, classroom observations,
and semi-structured interviews. These instrumerdsevdetailed below. Quantitative
data were gathered frogY4 students ranging in age from 17 to 28. Forginaitative
aspect of the study, the researcher selected 2ferggl among 274 students who
completed the questionnaire. In order to generatdtipte perspectives on WTC
construct of the students, the qualitative dateeweetlected from 15 instructors working

at the ELT department. The quantitative data ctdédy means of the questionnaire
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and scale were entered into the SPSS Package pnogrand were calculated by the
use of SPSS21.0. Descriptive statistics, Pearsorel@bon, Independent sample t Test,
Paired sample t Test, Variance and Regression sisalgnd Multiple Regression

analysis were used to analyse the quantitative data

In order to confirm the existence of the factorattthe scale was assumed to
measure, and establish internal-consistency rétigbihe quantitative data that came
from the main study were analyzed using the SiegisPackage for Social Sciences
(SPSS 21.0), and the reliability coefficients oftedactor of the scale were found to be
between .60 and .79, which were accepted to babieli As for the reliability analysis
of the WTC, self-perceived communicative competenaexiety, and personality
categories were examined it was found that thebiiy coefficients of each factor

were higher than .80, which were highly reliable.

In order to test distribution normality, histograoarve and skewness and
Curtosis values were examined, and it was detedrtimat the distribution was normal.
Seeing that the scale types of the instrument haeérmanent characteristic, it was
concluded that parametric test condition was predjcnd basic assumptions had been
met. Consequently, parametric tests were usedaad8 level of significance was used.
In descriptive statistics, frequency, percentagegsam standard deviation, and
crosstabulation; in differential analyses, T-teBfNOVA; in relationship analyses
Pearson correlation analysis, and in causal cosgaranalyses, multiple regression
were administered. The qualitative data that caroen finterviews and observations
were evaluated qualitatively by employing generabliative analysis techniques.
Besides, the data related to participants’ WTC,ciwhwere gathered by means of the
observation scheme, were calculated quantitatie#gr defining them via different
categorical codes. After providing the validity aradiability aspects of the study, the
following research questions were designed. Thensany of the findings are presented

below in line with the research questions.

5.1.1. The Main Research Question

The primary research question of this study is: W\dra the Turkish university

students’ perceptions of their WTC in English iresahd outside the class?
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According to the analyses of the quantitative dstagdents’ overall willingness
to communicate in English was found to be betweederate and high. The mean

scores of WTC both insideX(= 6. 79, and outside X = 6. 70, were very close to
each other and to the high level interval. QuatiNgafindings also revealed that ELT

students preferred to communicate in English wititenls (X = 7. 19 and

acquaintancesX = 7. 03 rather than with foreigners{(= 6. 54 in and out the classes.

However, out of the class, the students seemed todre willingto talk in English with

a foreigner in a small group (2-3 Persons). Whendbntext type is considered, the
students preferred to communicate in small groafiser than performing presentations
or talking in large groups. Besides, it was seat #tudents were highly willing to

communicate in class presentations<£ 7. 19.

The summary of the further findings are presentetbv in line with the
secondary research questions.

5.1.2. RQ 1: What are the Turkish students’ percepbns of their motivation,
attitude toward the international community, linguistic self-confidence, and their

personality?

The students’ perception of their motivatidrhe latent variable motivation was
defined by three indicator variables: 1-Desire &arh English; 2- Motivational
intensity; 3-Attitude toward learning English.

Overall, students’ desirex =3.65)to learn English was above moderate. Since

the participants of the present study are traireedéd teachers of English, it is an
expected result that their level of desire to leBnglish is high.89.1 percent of the
students preferred to spend time on English to wéhl other subjects and 84.3 percent
stated that during the English classes they arerbbd in what is taught and
concentrate on their studies. However, the findiregealed that only one third of the
students had transferred English to their sod@lduch as reading English newspapers
or magazines outside their English course workdbeérs can be said to have trouble
with it. Another important finding here is that thds a 40 percent response group who

expressed that they cannot spend much time ondbngli
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Motivational intensity of the students was foundo® very high. Almost all of
the students mentioned that they believed in thpomance of English, and are
determined to improve their English after graduatib is apparent that students enjoy
what they learn in their classes, and they arenatly motivated to study English. On
the other hand, more than half of the studentedttitat did not speak English outside
the classroom with her friends. It is observed thate may be limitations on students’
communication in English and, support servicesracemmended in order to increase

students’ exposure to language.

Students’ overall attitudes toward learning Engliggre found that most of the
participants want to learn more than a foreign legg, and believe that it is important
to learn English because it makes them learn athffetent cultures. Furthermore, the
participants agreed that they wanted to make feemith international students, and to
study specifically at the ELT department. This Isoaa good sign of their positive
attitude toward learning English and internatiagraups.

Students’ attitude toward the international comntyuniThe latent variable
attitude toward the international community wasired by four indicator variables: 1-
Interest in international vocation activities, 2wdrest in foreign affairs, 3-Approach
avoidance tendency, and 4- Integrative orientation.

Analyses of the scale items revealed that moshefstudents would not avoid
involving in international activities, and they wdulike to study abroad. However,
students want to work in a foreign country if Esfliis spoken in that country. If a
language other than English is the dominant cdssr bpinions may be negatively
affected. It was also found that most of the sttglemould not avoid talking to
strangers, and would volunteer to help foreignetkey had communication problems.
The items of the third scale determining the lateariable students’ attitude towards
international community were analyzed and found stadents had positive attitudes as
well as negative attitudes towards internationalugs. More than half of the students
expressed that they did not read books and magaaimaut foreign countries and talk
about situations and events about countries wiir family and/or friends. To sum up,

students’ interest in foreign countries can be dieed as medium levelX =3. 35),but

not as high level. This finding is important becaus reveals that only half of the
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research respondents watch or listen to prograntiseinarget language, and again less
than half of them do not talk about events hapmenm other countries, This is
considered as a limitation because firstly, theyraost exposed to the foreign language,
and secondly, when they do not develop interesuoh events, it is probable that they
will lack of knowledge related to the daily everassd consequently, they will have
limited world view. Regarding students’ integratimeentations, it was revealed that the

students agreed about knowing English would fatditcommunication.

In interviews, all of them valued the English langa and agreed that it was
very important to know and speak English fluen8ymilar to the quantitative results,
most students seemed to have positive attitudesrtbwhe cultures of the English

speaking countries.

Students’ perception of their Linguistic self-cdefice: Linguistic self-
confidence is defined as the combination of a latlicommunication anxiety and a

higher perceived communication competence. Overstildents perceived their
communication competengevel as slightly over moderate both insicP_é:( 6.41) and
outside X = . 47 the classroom. Similar to the findings of the vimes results,

students’ self-perceived communication competenceording to the persons and

context were observed to be moderate, too.

Similarly, more than half of the interview partiaipts (14) similarly reported
that they perceived their own English speakingiprafcy as high, 8 of the students as

moderate, and few of them as low.

When students’ anxiety levels while communicatingenglish were examined

on a ten point scale, it was observed that theiiety levels, inside X = 4. 89, and

outside the classroonX(= 4.74) were moderate.

Students’ communication anxiety regarding to reeedy the highest anxiety
scores were observed when they were communicatithgfeveigners and teachers both
inside and outside. Acquaintances and friends vedeithe lowest scores. When
students’ communication in-class and out-class eyxin terms of context was

examined, it was found that students felt more @msiwhile communicating in English
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in meetings, and they did not seem to experiencehnamxiety in communications in

small groups inside and dyads.

It was assumed that students’ communication anxiwtuld be highly
negatively correlated with their self-perceived couamication competence. As it was
expected a strong negative correlation (- ‘896xisted between anxiety and self-
confidence. Interview participants seemed to ewpee considerable level of
communication apprehension when speaking in Enghslfront of their peers and
instructors. In this study, the anxiety interviewudents experienced seemed to be
related to their perceptions about their friendd arstructors. They were found to be
other-directed, which means that they feel conedrout what their friends or teachers
may think of their communicative competence. Thalitative and quantitative data
analyses findings on the anxiety variable were lf@ravhich revealed that students
experience communication anxiety when they weremamcating with foreigners and

teachers.

In conclusion, when students’ willingness to cominate, self-confidence and
anxiety scores were compared, it was observeddtuaents’ WTC, communication
competence and anxiety scores were at the medivetsjdut in theWTC and self-
confidence categories, they were approaching aleig# limit and relatively, they had

higher scores.

Students’personalitytn this study, only extraversion-introversion dimsen of
personality was measured. The personality charattsr of students were examined
and they were found to be moderately extravertgd:(G. 68). Students perceived
themselves as spontaneous £ 7. 94, social (X = 7. 27, and extravertedX = 6.19.

In the light of these definitions it can be saidtthhe students are self-confident,

ambitious and pro-active.

5.1.3. RQ 2: What are the relationships among stua¢és’ WTC in English, self-
perceived communication competence, motivation, Iguistic self-confidence,

attitudes toward the international community, and personality?

In order to answer the research question, thewleta analyzed by the Pearson

Correlation test. It was found that self-perceieedhmunication competence revealed a
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positive, significant correlation with the WTC, aadhegative correlation at the medium
level between WTC and anxiety both inside classautdide class. It was observed that
when students' self-perceived communication conmgetencreased, their WTC level
increased. The correlation between students’ patigpn and willingness to
communicate in English was relatively weak and gpasiboth inside and outside the
classroom. It was also revealed that when studextisiversion-introversion personality
trait score increased, their WTC level increasédvds also found that there was a
weak, positive, and significant correlation existetween the students’ in-class WTC

and attitude, and motivation.

Based on the analyses of the data, it was foundathaf the variables in the
scale were significantly correlated with WTC at tB& level. The highest correlation
occurred between motivational intensity and WTQJ #me lowest correlation existed
between interest in international activities andclass WTC. The two predictors,
motivational intensity and students’ approach anaidance tendency towards
foreigners in and out of the class play a signiftceole on students WTC. When the
levels related to these factors increases, thdlingmess to speak English are likely to

increase.

When the regression results were considered inthihee models, it was
concluded that the most significant predictor ardsnts’ in-class WTC level was self-
confidence and that it provided a direct changeéheir WTC. In the second model, in-
class self-confidence and motivation are seenaprtdictors which affect students’ in-
class WTC levels. Therefore, efforts aiming ar@asing students’ self-confidence and
motivation may have a direct impact on their inssl&/TC. When the regression results
of the three models related to the out-class WT@vesamined, it was also observed
that self- confidence created the biggest impacthenout-class WTC of the students.
Besides, in the second and third models anxietyydé, and motivation influenced the
out-class WTC.

Finally, Pearson correlation coefficients were ghkited for the variables
anxiety, motivation, attitude, communication congpete, personality, and willingness
to communicate scales. As it was expected, it wasd that all these predictors, self-

confidence (.830), attitude toward international community (.434 and motivation
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(.428") showed significant correlations with the WTC imgdlish. There were also
significant correlations among self-confidence émners’ attitude (.436), and self-

confidence and motivation (.39%

It was assumed that personality would be relatesklioconfidence and WTC. It
was revealed that there was a significant cormlathetween personality and self-
confidence (.475), and moderately significant correlation betweerspnality and
WTC (.412"). Besides, a strong correlation between studeatsitudes toward

international communities and motivation (.57%vas found to be significant.

As it was expected a strong negative correlation8@0” existed between
anxiety and self-confidence. This was an indicatiosit when students’ anxiety level
goes up, their self-confidence goes down. Simildinlgre was a significant negative
correlation between motivation and anxiét13"). That is when the anxiety level of
the learners is high, they are seen to be demetivatthe classroom, and consequently,

they become less willing to communicate in Engirshlass.

5.1.4. RQ 3: What are the students’ actual WTC behaor on oral communication

and the other modes of communications through writig, reading, and listening?

Among 26 students majority (76.92%) expressed nghiess to communicate in
English. This finding was parallel to the findingé the quantitative analyses results,
which indicated that the willingness to communiciatdEnglish of the survey students
was found to be between moderate and high. It was that some students who were
not willing to communicate in English in the classd actually desire to communicate

but they experienced a lot of anxiety and conseilyighey showed unwillingness.

An interesting finding was that some of the intewiparticipants (11) showed
no interest in speaking with friends and claimedit tthey demotivated them or they
were critical when they made grammar or pronurmmthistakes. On the other hand,

some preferred having conversations with theinfige

Students who had high level of linguistic and comioative competence were
found to be willing to communicate with their ingttors more than the students with
low communicative competence. Self-confidence veento be an effective factor that
contributed to students’ WTC in English.
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The analysis results of the present study revetladthe influence of topic on
security played an important role on students’ Wit €English. Some of the participants
expressed that they felt insecure about talkirtgel lacked of background knowledge

and vocabulary related to the subject.

Students’ experience related to having communioatiwith natives seemed to
be limited to the Internet access. Some of theestisd(9) who had internet access
indicated that they used the Internet to chat witeir foreign friends (American,

British, Iranian, Japanese, Canadian, German, Sipaim English.

Regarding their willingness on writing, 53.84 parceof the interview
participants, expressed their unwillingness to aviit English. Almost half of the
research group stated that their writing experiewas limited to two-way written
communication (chat on the net), and assignmerningriStudents’ perceptions on their
participation to writing activities suggested thtaey were less willing to write in

English in and out of the class.

Students’ participation to the reading activitiegswsimilar to the writing
activities. Half of them expressed their unwillimgs to reading activities. Among the

reasons of their unwillingness included lack ofatmalary, interest, and time.

Students participation (84.61%) to the activitietated to listening suggested
that they were highly willing to listen to songsateh films, serials, music shows, and
news on the internet. It seemed that they enjoyedopming activities that were
enjoyable and easier but not much more seriougmadding comprehension activities.
They should also be supported with some listenimdy @mpensation strategies, which
assist them to maintain conversation, prevent asaw®nal gaps and make feel more

successful.

5.1.5. RQ 4: What are the educational recommendatis and opinions of the
Turkish students about their WTC in English?

Interview participants of the study stated thatirthiestructors’ responses
influenced their feelings of security and situaibwillingness and they suggested that
their instructors should be more tolerant to th@stakes, have positive attitudes toward

them.
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Almost all of the participants complained aboutithender graduate program
which comprises of both linguistic and communicatoourses ranging from contextual
grammar, linguistics, to the skills courses likalamommunication, speaking, phonetics,
listening, and writing in the first year. They ptd out that their speaking, listening
and writing skill courses are limited to the pregtary and first year classes, and stated
that these courses should be given in the uppssesaas well.

Some of the students find the role of the trainergportant and have
expectations from their instructors. They expedifpee attitudes from their instructors
and want them to employ different methodologieshsas interactive methodologies,
and affective/interpersonal method, which emphasiaeraction among and between
teacher and students and the atmosphere of th@rigasituation and more humanistic

and student-centered approaches in the classestizate them.

Topic plays an important role in increasing or trearesponsibility to talk, ask
and know about it. Knowing about the topic may afswease the self-confidence of the
learnersinterview students suggested that teachers shiwldse topics that they were

interested in and know something to talk about.

The findings suggest that university teachers shoogé sensitive to the
interdependence of all these factors which conteilstudents’” WTC in class. They
should support students in their own exploratiowbét is known in the field and guide
them when it is necessary. It is also necessargeraind that students should take
responsibility for their own learning, and use timversity as a set of resources under
their control.

5.1.6. RQ 5: What behavioral actions do students pfer to communicate in
English?

In order to answer the research question, studeadsial behaviors were
observed and the frequency of each classroom astcalaulated for each individual.
Based on the data analyses, it was found thatdh®&/alunteer an answer (to general
T-solicit)” received the highest percentage (47.9@%oall the other classroom acts.
Based on the analyses of the observation schenseoldviously seen that the students

do not employ the behavioral actions of ‘askingtéecher a question’, and ‘asking the
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teacher for clarification’ as often as they answettee question elicited by the teacher.
This finding is consistent with the interview resuivhich emphasize that the students
experience a lot of anxiety while communicatinghwtiteir teachers, and do not prefer
to communicate in their teachers’ presence, instieag prefer communicate with their

friends in small groups or dyads

An interesting finding was that students who seertede less willing to
communicate and had low level of willingness accaydo the observation scheme
results, 5 of them shifted to L1 during pair-woidtiaties whereas out of the other 13
students, who were accepted to be willing to comoaie and had moderate level
scores regarding WTC, only 2 of them shifted to ltheduring pair-work activities It
was also observed that none of the students wehidph level WTC used or shifted to
L1 during communications. These students may feeinselves inadequate or their
effective filter may become very high and their i@ty level becomes high. In order to
protect themselves they may prefer their nativeglage during group work or pair

work activities.

In the second year classes it was observed that than half of the students
were rarely eager to make comments or paraphrassetfitences of the text or answer
the questions asked by the teacher but insteadweey taking notes about what was
discussed in the class. When the teacher had fyroug meetings with this group the
participants explained they had to take notes watiserthey would not be successful in
the final exam and that their participation to ttlass discussions did not contribute

their final exams.

5.1.7. RQ6: What is the difference between self-rept (trait WTC) and behavioral
(state WTC) willingness to communicate construct ofhe participants?

The researcher aimed to investigate the differdmeveen their self-report
WTC and behavioral WTC. It was thought that it wbube useful to compare
quantitative data results related to students' gmi@ns about their willingness to
communicate with their WTC levels determined by ngeaf observations to enhance
the reliability of the study. A significant diffenee was revealed between the self-
perception WTC scores and WTC class observationesc( 272) =8. 041; p<. 05).

Students’ WTC class observation points were founbe significantly lower than the
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self-perceived WTC scores. In other words, the estitsl reported high willingness to
communicate in their questionnaire, whereas thal ribt participate in the class
activities. The inconsistency between the self-rep¢TC and behavioral WTC is an
important finding, which might be due to an ovethoystic self-reporting of their
WTC. Another explanation of this inconsistency t&nattributed to the desire that the
students have.

5.1.8. RQ 7: What are the experiences and perceptis of the instructors in the
class and their suggestions, and opinions about theays to enhance L2 WTC in
English?

The analysis of the qualitative data gathered byamseof face to the face
interviews from the instructors revealed that 4rungors out of 11, who offered only
academic courses evaluated the level of the sts’ddAEC in English as limited. They
expressed that few of the students showed williagriit most of them seemed to be
less motivated to communicate in English. When theflected on their experience,
they indicated that students answered their questior shared their opinions or

participate in discussions if the instructors fartieem to do so.

Some other instructors (4) who offered only languagill courses posited that
there were differences among students regarding\liéngness to communicate, and
few of the instructors expressed that students sbdvigh level of willingness but some
others said that students were less willing to comoate in English. Few postulated
that students in classes were mostly not eagesritoranicate and that they had to push

their students in classes to communicate in English

Overall, instructors both offering academic coutisespper classes and the ones
offering courses related to skill development iegiand first year classes expressed
parallel experiences regarding students’ willingngs communicate in English. They
assumed that the students often refrained from aamvating in English, needed to be
forced, supported or motivated by their instructor®rder to initiate communication.
Even though they had linguistic knowledge, they ldooot show willingness to

communicate in English.
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As for the students’ willingness to communicate cading to the type of
receivers, overall, the instructors pointed out tha students mostly seemed to be more
willing to communicate with their class-mates ande with their very special friends.
However, some instructors expressed that studerggerped their instructor to
communicate because their instructors provided theme feedback, which facilitated

and maintained communication in English in ford@mguage classes.

Regarding the topics that were favored by the stisjet was found that the
students would prefer game-like activities and eate@ing activities, activities that were
not too difficult or above their level, and actieg which were beneficial to them. Some
of the instructors determined that all the studentdd be more willing to ask questions
or participate in discussions when they believedas beneficial to them. It was also
found that some of the students preferred to beyanous, which means they did not
want to perform the activity in front of the clalsat with very special friends, or in
small groups. However, some of the instructorsiusiog the ones offering courses to
upper level groups and those giving lessons in tdexel classes, mentioned the pitfall
of pair-work or group-work activities and pointedtdhat some students shifted to L1
while communicating with friends in small groupshieh was not the aim of the

department.

Related to the students’ communication anxiety, tmof the instructors
mentioned that they witnessed students’ commuicanxiety in classes. Some stated
that the source of their anxiety might be studetdwi level of communicative and
linguistic competence, teacher superiority, andr tlaek of self-confidence, personality
trait, or other-centeredness. Most of the studevdse found to be afraid of being
humiliated by their instructors or friends and tHieyited their speaking in class. Non-
threatening classroom atmosphere fosters selfdendée, and the role of high
motivation is very important in second language u&itjon and developing and
maintaining positive attitudes toward the lessoesisential.

Similar to the previous findings of the qualitatigata collected from the
instructors related to interview students’ readmitlingness of this study, most of the
instructors noted that the students’ willingnessdad was very limited. Half of the
interview students had expressed that their umgtiiess to reading activities was due
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to the lack of vocabulary, interest, and time. As the instructors’ perceptions, some
stated that Turkish people do not like readindhgirtnative language, either.

The perceptions of the instructors related to teeidents’ willingness to write
was that most of the students did not show willegmto writing which is a productive
skill like speaking. Similarly, more than half diet interview students had expressed
that their writing experience was limited to twoymaritten communication (chat on

the net), and assignment writing.

Related to students’ listening experience, theypifdistening to more easy or
entertaining extracts but not much more demandixtgaets, which is important to
provide knowledge for them and help them develapesgtrategies while listening or

even provide correct pronunciation.

Overall, as it was reflected in the experienceghef instructors, most of the
participants mentioned that during their high s¢heducation as well as the two
productive skills, speaking and writing, developitimgir listening skill too was also
neglected. Keeping in mind that some of them ditlreoeive prep class education at
university, it can be concluded that they may apptly lack of experience of listening

activities and lack of listening strategies.

When considering students’ willingness to commueida a foreign language,
the role of social contexts plays a crucial roleeTpositive social context, where the
students and instructors have good relationshipimerease the WTC of the learners.
Bad relations on the other hand can decrease WHE.p€rceptions of the instructors
were examined and found that most of the studeefemped contexts where they could
feel relaxed, confident, and find comprehensibfgtnand knowledge that is not much
above their level. Moreover, they wanted to berfefim the interactions in the class
and be listened and considered by their instructamd reflect their opinions without

been limited by the dominance of the instructors.

As for the reasons of the students’ unwillingnesdagtors that inhibit them
from communicating in English, instructors who gigeentent knowledge courses
expressed that students’ laziness, not been wegligoed before the lessons, low level of

linguistic and communicative competence and safifidence seemed to be factors
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inhibiting students’” WTC. Similarly instructors whoffer developing English skill
courses in prep and the first year classes sté@dstudents’ lack of linguistic and
communicative competence, their communication dapxadl seemed to be factors that
played great role on the WTC construct in a negatray. Overall, it was revealed that
proficiency level of the students both linguistitdacommunicative competency level,
lack of knowledge and self-confidence, negativiuates of peers and instructors, being
not well organized, and inadequate preparatiortferlessons were among the limiting
factors of the students’ willingness to communigat&nglish.

As for the socio-cultural factors influencing theeidents’ WTC, their previous
high school education was seen as an importang¢ isgualmost all of the instructors.
They agreed that the students’ not being readysfmaking, writing and speaking
activities and not having the habit of reading mal had negative effects on their
WTC in English. Their upbringing and being a membgga collectivist society were
found to be important, as well.

All of the instructors posited that the studentshed ELT Department showed
positive attitudes toward the English language esldted culturesinstructors also
expressed that they emphasized the importance dicaituralism and the role of
English as a lingua franca in classes.

Finally, the suggestions of the instructors werigited. All the participant
instructors (11) suggested that the courses relaiedkill development should be
studied in all classes because outside the claskerdis had very little experience to
speak English in Turkey. Most of them agreed thabrder to increase the amount of
exposure to the target language, the instructaraldhuse the target language in all the
classes but the level should not be much above lihguistic level. Graded prep-class
preparation was also offered by some of the in&trac Providing contexts where
students could be able to use the language andfore@ners or native speakers was
among the suggestions.

Some instructors proposed a better educationaémsysthich could accept the
best students to the ELT departments and manafijeetathe students with inadequate
linguistic and communicative competencies at thdiezastages. It was also suggested
that students should be given more responsibilittesncrease the amount of oral

communication out of the class.
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5.2. Pedagogical Implications for Tutors and Studes

Willingness to communicate construct has been stuby various researchers in
different contexts and its underlying factors limgt or enhancing individuals’ WTC
have been investigated for decades. The researbheescome to the conclusion that
this construct has a crucial importance becausethie previous step of use of language
which is an essential condition of second or fardapnguage acquisition. The results of
the present study revealed the great role of ttueswn enhancing or limiting learners’
WTC. Based on the findings, some suggestions @ratontribute to generating foreign

language learners’ WTC in English in and out of¢lessrooms are proposed below.

WTC can vary according to interlocutor(s), topic, amhwersational context,
among other potential situational variabl&herefore, it is suggested that classroom
materials and topics should be designed accordirthe needs of the learners’ needs
and be relevant to their background knowledge.

The findings suggest that university teachers gshoogé sensitive to the
interdependence of all individual differencgkich contribute students’ WTC in class.
They should support students in their own exploratf what is known in the field and
guide them when it is necessary. It is also necgdsaemind that students should take
responsibility for their own learning, and use tihmversity as a set of resources under

their control.

Most students expressed that they were not wiltmgommunicate due the
anxiety they have and they were afraid of makingtakies. Remembering the negative
effect of fear on learners, it is important to raththe students that the less they focus
on their fear response the more they avoid thegthihat make them frightened. Tutors
should provide activities in which students willpexience many things and consider
the role of mistakes in their learning. Furthermdutors should convince the students
that they really have to learn by a process ofl @iad error and learn from their
mistakes, take responsibilities for their learnorgspeaking, adopting new strategies,

making positive friends.

The findings of the study also revealed that sttglpneferred to be silent and

that they limited their production as a resultladit peers’ strict pressure and fear of the
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instructors. Efforts should be made to create a sak/ironment, in which students can
feel secure and do not experience much anxiety talmaking mistakes, and being

criticized harshly.

In the present study, the impact of self-confidem@s the best predictor on
students’ WTC in English. It has been shown thdively focusing on and building
self-confidence in students can directly affectleiit achievement. It can be suggested
that tutors should enhance students’ self-este@ce sstudents with high esteem are

highly motivated by means of accomplishing sucae$snguage classes.

In language learning, motivation is an importastiessand it is necessary to think
about options to develop greater motivation in #tedents. When a learner lacks
motivation, it is hard to concentrate on the taskjch creates a disadvantage for
language-learning situation. Instructors should ettgy prospective teachers’ self-
esteem and motivation through successful learnkgemences in and out of class,
which will enable them to see themselves as compebecome more motivated and

become ready to take risks in the learning process.

Based on the analyses, it was also determinedBbatstudents refrain from
communication because they were unpleasantly deddy their instructors when they
were not accurate in English. It should be kephind that learner beliefs act as filters
of reality and are related to learners’ past negagxperiences and influence the
learners in the learning process. Confirming bebraviof the teachers and learner
beliefs play an important role in language learnimgructors should develop behaviors
to support their students’ self-esteem and act serssitive and positive manner while

correcting the mistakes of the students.

Based on the analysis results, it was shown thadt mbthe instructors were
convinced that students required a non-threateniagsroom atmosphere in classes.
Participant students, too, expressed that they &gt due to the teacher superiority
and their lack of self-confidence in classes. Itsigygested that instructors should
develop and maintain positive attitudes towardlésson discussed in class and create
social support among the ELT students and betwhentdtor and students. Most

importantly, based on the fact that when more itatithg factors, such as providing
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friendly and secure atmosphere, employing morganta’e methodologies, designing
communicative tasks, are provided by the instrisctargreater degree of willingness to
communicate in English can be created.

It is also essential that tutors should not attelailearner's WTC to a sole factor
as his/her personality or WTC behavior but recogrizat there is much more that
affect learner's WTC behavior so, it is recommehdt teachers should provide a
variety of strategies to increase students’ wiltiegs to communicate in the classroom:
To name, they should enable students’ interesbiridgn affairs, foreign cultures to
grow, remove students’ anxiety and build their aberfice in using the L2, have
students perform tasks in pairs before they aredasik complete tasks in a large group

setting, use authentic materials in the classram®,a variety of activities and tasks.

The findings of the study revealed that studeng$gpred to communicate within
small groups with their own friends. Although sowfethe participant instructors and
few of the students admitted that they used L1lroug work activities, most of them
preferred group work to whole class discussionss known that group work offers
many advantages such as offering an opportunishéoe the workload, fostering active
learning, learning more if they do something onirtlesvn, learning from peers. The
results also emphasized that students prefer veegia friends to communicate.
Therefore, another possibility is to let studee@nt up with friends who they can work
with in harmony without being demotivated. Whendgtots are offered such activities,
they may understand what facilitates communicadiod this may help them to produce

better conversations with others.

Many universities have already realized that sttgldrenefit from specific
advice on when and how to study. The ELT departmaght offer workshops where
they can get one-to-one guidance with their assegrisnor study skills courses. In their
first years at university, students should be phied active strategies, skKills,
techniques and practices, which will help them, dagood foundation in their subject
and help them to be creative students. The resetaegrees with the assisted learning
theory and supports the idea that at the ELT deymants, instructors should be

reminders, prompters, give detailed feedback abwitperformance of their students,
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ask questions to refocus their attention, and gkamples of strategies that can be used
in any lesson.

It was widely observed that students’ productiviiskvere neglected and their
communicative skills were not developed duringrtiégh school education. Whereas,
according to MEB guidelines the objectives for 8tady of foreign languages is to
develop practical communication abilities, deegenunderstanding of foreign cultures,
and foster positive attitudes toward communicatinga L2. There should be a
consensus about the stated goals and objectivd&Bis guidelines among teachers of
English working at schools and they are hoped totrimute to the communicative

competence of the students, as well as their Istgucompetence.

Students of the ELT Department should be guideddaylemic tutors to develop
their academic literacy and developing an awarenégsbe epistemology, theory of
knowledge. These tutors can also introduce thedestts to specific activities by means

of timetabled formal meetings.

Finally, the results of this study implies that tB&T students considerably
experience lack of willingness in productive skied that they need to improve their
listening and reading skills as well. For this @gsit is suggested that the Turkish
educational system at high schools should be cliatme@nhance students’ language
skills, specifically, the productive skills, andpesially in Language classes the
emphasis should be on speaking, writing, and listgactivities rather than grammar. It
is also suggested that teachers should employ comative approach, which
emphasizes interaction as both the means and tineatd goal of study. Similarly, at
the university level, the ELT Department courseteots should be reviewed and
language skill developing courses should be offeratdonly in the prep and first year
classes but also in upper classes. It is also hdpsdthe ELT program should be
redesigned according to the needs of the prosgeteachers.

5.3. Suggestions for further Research

Students who participated in the study were foundée very concerned about
others’ assessment, and in order to avoid makirgjakes remained silent. It is also

known that culture forms a set of philosophy o End plays a vital role on individuals.



217

Therefore, the role of the traditional Turkish cuét on learners’ WTC should be
investigated in a further study.

It is suggested that the impact of emotional sitghieuroticism should be
investigated. It was revealed in the present sthdy students value tutors’ comments,
praise, actions, and attitudes. It is suggestetthieampact of instructor communication

should be examined in a further study.

Situational WTC, which is a multi-layered construstsaid to fluctuate during
communication. It is suggested security, excitemnant responsibility which are seen

as antecedents to WTC should be investigated umtlefr study.

Further research is also needed to extend our stagkeling of communication
similarities and differences between Turkish calesjudents studying in Turkey and

those who study abroad in foreign education costext

When considering students’ willingness to commueida a foreign language,
the role of social contexts plays a crucial role.al further study, the role of social
contexts and intergroup climate on learners’ WTE loa investigated.

Further research investigating situational williega to communicate within
foreign language classrooms is also needed thratlghsroom observations and
stimulated-recall interviews and reflected journalsorder to investigate the dynamic

and situated nature of WTC in foreign languagesttasms.

The study should be extended to other Turkish usittes so that a more
comprehensive picture is given of Turkish studemtifficulties and preferences in
various communication contexts. Similar studiesla¢doe conducted for other students
in Turkey in a wider range of contexts, such a$lsghool students, post graduate and
under graduate students of the other departmentprdwide deeper insight into

communication difficulties.
5.4. Chapter Summary

Willingness to communicate plays an important rolesecond or foreign

language acquisition. The present study investip#ite Turkish university students’
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willingness to communicate in English. To this eimdthis section, firstly a brief
summary of the research study was presented. Tassfallowed by the pedagogical

implications for tutors and students. Finally, sesjgons for further research were
proposed.
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APPENDIX A: Survey Questionnaire (English Version)

Part 1. Student Background Information Questionnaire: This part consists of 15
guestions which will help us to understand youdyettVe would like you to read each
statement carefully and put an X next to the optdmch best describes you or fill in
the blank with correct information.

1. Nationality: Turkish Other (Pleasaeju--------

2. Class: Prep 1 2

3. Age:

4. Gender: F M

5. Did you study the prep class at university _ YES NO

6. Have you ever been abroad? YES NO

7. Have you ever taken private English speaking c@urse  YES
NO

8. How long have you been learning English? Please wri

9. Atwhat age did you start to study Englighi@ase write

10.Why did you start learning English at that time?
Parents’ request School curriculum _Self-improvement
Peers Other (Write)..............

11.When you have difficulties in English, to whom dauyusually go for help?
Parents Teacher Brotherssters Other

12.Who influenced your preference to study at the Ehglepartment?
____Parents ____Teacher ____Brothers or sisters _ Peers
____Other (Write).........

13.Which of the following skills do you favor most fl@arning English?
Write numbers between 1 and 4 (1.least importantfost important)

___Listening ____Speaking _Reading ___Writing

14.How do you rate your own speaking skill?
___Very good ____Good _Intermediate ___Bad

15.What level of English would you like to achieve?dSk the most preferred one.
a-Be able to understand any English program on Titiout looking at the
subtitle
b-Be able to use English fluently to give a speech



232

c- Be able to finish an English article and underdt the main idea of the

content

without looking up a word in a dictiogar
d-Be able to write a 500-word essay

End of Part |. Please continue to Part Il.

Part II: Please indicate how much you agree or disagreéhie following
statements. Please circle the number in the boxtthest describes your opinion.

Strongl | Disagre | No Agree | Strongl
y e Idea 4 y Agree
Disagre 2 3 5
e
1
1. | prefer to spend time on English 1 2 3 4 5
to deal with other subjects.
2. During the English classes | am 1 2 3 4 5
absorbed in what is taught and
concentrate on my studies.
3. I really spend a lot of time on 1 2 3 4 5
English.
4. | try to do my English homework 1 2 3 4 5
at once.
5. I would rather spend my time on 1 2 3 4 5
other subjects other than English.
6. | would read English newspapers 1 2 3 4 5
or magazines outside my English
course work.
7. | read English texts on internet. 1 2 5
8. It is really important to learn 1 2 3 4 5
English.
9. After | graduate from college | 1 2 3 4 5
will also continue to learn English
and try to improve my English.
10. I enjoy what | learn in my 1 2 3 4 5
English classes.
11. Compared to my classmates, | 1 2 3 4 5
think | study English relatively hard.
12. 1 enjoy communicating in 1 2 3 4 5
English with foreigners.
13. It is an enjoyable experience ta 1 2 3 4 5
study English.
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14. 1 talk with my friends in English 1 2 3 4 5
out of the class.
15. I would like to learn more than 1 2 3 4 5
one foreign language.
16. It is important to learn English 1 2 3 4 5
because it makes me learn about
different cultures.
17. 1 have a high feeling when | 1 2 3 4 5
meet and listen to people speaking
English.
18. My life would not be interesting 1 2 3 4 5
if I did not study English.
Strongl | Disagre | No Agree | Strongl
y e Idea 4 y Agree
Disagre 2 3 5
e
1
19. My family did not insist on my 1 2 3 4 5
studying English.
20. 1 did not want to study Englishat 1 2 3 4 5
the English Language Department|at
all.
21. 1 am very happy to study English 1 2 3 4 5
at the ELT/ELL Department.
22. | have a favorable impression 1 2 3 4 5
towards British people.
23. | speak in English with my 1 2 3 4 5
teachers at the department out of
class.
24. It is an advantage to learn 1 2 3 4 5
English.
25. | want to make friends with 1 2 3 4 5
international students studying at qur
university.
26. After | graduate from university, 1 2 3 4 5
I will not stop dealing with English.
27. Learning English is never waste 1 2 3 4 5
of time.
28. | would rather work in my 1 2 3 4 5
homeland.
29. | want to work in a country 1 2 3 4 5
where English is spoken.
30. I want to work at an international 1 2 3 4 5
organization such as the UNESCQ.
31. | want to be awarded by Erasmus 1 2 3
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Exchange Program in order to study
abroad.
32. I do not think what is happening 1 2 3 4 5
overseas has much to do with my
daily life.
33. I would rather avoid the kind of 1 2 3 4 5
work that sends me overseas
frequently.
34. | avoid talking to foreigners as 1 2 3 4 5
much as possible.
35. I would not mind sharing an 1 2 3 4 5
apartment house with a foreign
student or live in the same room of a
dormitory.
36. | would feel somewhat 1 2 3 4 5
uncomfortable if a foreigner movec
in next door.
37. | want to help a foreigner who 1 2 3 4 5
has communication difficulty in a
restaurant.
Strongl | Disagre | No Agree | Strongl
y e Idea 4 y Agree
Disagre 2 3 5
e
1
38. | want to participate in a 1 2 3 4 5
volunteer activity to help foreigners
living in the neighboring
community.
39. I read books and magazines 1 2 3 4 5
about foreign countries.
40. | watch news on TV about 1 2 3 4 5
foreign countries.
41. | talk about situations and events 1 2 3 4 5
about countries with my family
and/or friends.
Please indicate the extent to which Strongly | Disagree | No Agree | Strongly
you consider each of the following | Disagree | 2 Idea | 4 Agree
to be important reasons for you to | 1 3
study English 5
42. It will help me understand the 1 2 3 4 5

culture related to English-speaking

countries.
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43. It will help me understand the 1 2 3 4 5
people of English-speaking

countries.

44. | would like to go to study in 1 2 3 4 5

English-speaking countries

45. | would like to be friends with 1 2 3 4 5
some English-speaking people

46. It will help me participate more 1 2 3 4 5
freely in the activities of othe
cultural groups

-

471t will ease intercultural 1 2 3 4 5
communication

B: Below are 16 situations in which a person mighthoose to communicate or not
to communicate. What is the percentage of time yowould choose to communicate
in each type of situation? Please indicate in thgace provided amount of time you
would choose to speak in English. 0= Never willinth communicate 10= Always
willing to communicate (WTC)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Never communicate Somes Always
communicate

Inside Willingness to Communicate Out of Class
Class (WTC)

1-Present a talk to a group of strangers (arounie0
English.

2-Present a talk to a group of friends (arounddO)
English.

3-Join in a group discussion with a group of frie(@ls
4).

4-Talk in English with a few of your friends.

5-Talk in English with a stranger.

6- Talk in English with your teachers.

7-Talk to your teacher about your home-
wok/assignment.

8- You are confused about a task you must complet
how willing are you to ask for clarification/ instition
from your friend.

11°}

9- You are not sure how to do your home-work, how
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willing are you to ask for more information fromwo
teacher.

10-A foreigner comes to your department, how willing
are you to have a conversation if s/he talks tofirst

11-Talk in a small group of acquaintances ( 3-4) in
English

12-Perform a presentation to a group of friends (3-
4persons) in English.

13-Play a game with your friends in English, for
example monopoly

14-Talk in English with a group of acquaintances inja
large meeting

15- Talk in English with foreigners in a small gp(2-
3 Persons)

16-Perform a presentation to a group of acquaintances
(Around40) in English

C: Below are 16 situations in which a person mighfeel different degrees of
communication competence. Please indicate in theape below,How competent do
you feel in _English in_the following situations? O=Entirely incompetent 10=
Entirely competent

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
10
Entirely Incompetent titaly
Competent
Inside How competent do you feel to communicate in Out of Class
Class English in the following situations?

1-Present a talk to a group of strangers (arounie0
English

3-Join in a group discussion with a group of frie(gls
4)

4-Talk in English with a few of your friends

5-Talk in English with a stranger

6- Talk in English with your teachers

7- Talk to your teacher about your home-
wok/assignment
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8- You are confused about a task you must complete
how willing are you to ask for clarification/ instttion
from your friend

9-You are not sure how to do your home-work, how,
willing are you to ask for more information fromwo
teacher.

10-A foreigner comes to your department, how willing
are you to have a conversation if s/he talks tofirst

11-Talk in a small group of acquaintances ( 3-4) in
English

12-Perform a presentation to a group of friends (3-
4persons) in English.

13-Play a game with your friends in English, for
example monopoly

14-Talk in English with a group of acquaintances inja
large meeting

15- Talk in English with foreigners in a small gpo(2-
3 Persons)

16-Perform a presentation to a group of acquaintances
(Around40) in English

D: Below are 16 situations in which a person mighfeel different degrees of
anxiety. Please indicate in the space below, Whaedree of anxietyyou might feel
in_ English in the following situations? 0=I don't feel anxiety at all  10= | always
feel anxiety

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
| don't feel anxiety at all allvays feel
anxiety

Inside What degree of anxiety you might feel in Out of Class
Class communicating in English in the following
situations?
1-Present a talk to a group of strangers (arounie0
English.
3-Join in a group discussion with a group of frie(@ls
4).

4-Talk in English with a few of your friends.

5-Talk in English with a stranger.

6- Talk in English with your teachers.

7-Talk to your teacher about your home-
wok/assignment.

8- You are confused about a task you must complet
how willing are you to ask for clarification/ instition
from your friend.

11°}
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9-You are not sure how to do your home-work, how,
willing are you to ask for more information fromwo
teacher.

10-A foreigner comes to your department, how willing
are you to have a conversation if s/he talks tofirstf

11-Talk in a small group of acquaintances ( 3-4) in
English

12-Perform a presentation to a group of friends (3-
4persons) in English.

13-Play a game with your friends in English, for
example monopoly

14-Talk in English with a group of acquaintances inja
large meeting

15- Talk in English with foreigners in a small gpo(2-
3 Persons)

16-Perform a presentation to a group of acquaintances
(Around40) in English

E: How accurately can you describe yourself? Pleasead the following pair of
adjectives and describe yourself as correctly as psible. Please circle one number
that applies to you for each pair of adjectives.

1. Introverted 1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9 Extreed

2. Unenergetic 1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9 Energetic

3. Silent 1 2 34 5 6 7 8 9 Talke

4. Unenthusiastic 1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9
Enthusiastic

5. Timid 1 2 3 4 6 7 8 9 Bold

6. Inactive 1 2 34 5 6 7 8 9 Adctiv

7. Unassertive 1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9  Assestiv

8. Inhibited 1 2 34 5 6 7 8 9
Spontaneous

9. Unadventurous 1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9
Adventurous

10.Unsociable 1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9 Sociable

THANK YOU
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APPENDIX B: Survey Questionnaire (Turkish Version)

Bolum: | Ki sisel bilgiler Bu bolim sizi genel olarak tanimamiza yardimci akat5
sorudan olgmaktadir. Her soruyu dikkatle okuduktan sonra,lgarsecenekler arasinda
size en uygun olanin yanindaki kutgauX koyarak garetleyiniz veya ayrilan Btuga
cevabini yaziniz.

1. Uyrugunuz: TC gar (Yaziniz) ............

2. Siifiniz: Hazirlik 1 2

3. Yasiniz

4. Cinsiyetiniz K E

5. Universitede hazirlik sinifi okudunuz mu? _EVET _____ HAYIR
6. Hic yurt dsinda bulundunuz mu? _ EVET _____HAYIR

7. Okuldan baka hi¢ 6zelingilizce kongma dersi aldiniz mi? ___ EVET
HAYIR
8. Kag yildiringilizce Grenmektesiniz?

9. Kag yainda dil @Grenmeye bgadiniz?

10.Neden o ygta ingilizce Grenmeye bgladiniz?
____Ailemin istei ___ Okul mufredati gepe ___Kendi merakim
____Arkadalarim
___Diger(Yaziniz)

11.ingilizce kongmada guclik cekginiz zaman kime barurursunuz?
Aileme __ @retmene Karglerime _ Arkadgarima
Dgerlerine (Yaziniz)

12.1ngilizce bolumini segmenizi kim etkiledi?
Ailem gretmenlerim Karglerim ____Sinif
arkadalarim Dgerleri (Yaziniz)---------

13.ingilizce @reniminde aagidaki dil becerilerinden en ¢ok hangisine 6nem
verirsiniz? 1 den dorde kadar nasil derecelendirz®(1 en az énemli- 4 en
onemli)Onem sirasina gére numara veriniz.
____Dinleme ____ Kosma ___Okuma ___Yazma

14. ingilizce iletsim kurmada (kongmada) kendinizi nasil g@erlendirirsiniz?
_lyi ___Orta ____Koti
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15.Hangi seviyeddngilizce bilgisine sahip olmak istersiniz3a&idakilerden sizce
en 6nemli olani seciniz.
a-___ Televizyondaki herhangi bir programi alt yalkmmadan anlayabilmek
b-___ Sinif éniinde akici hiekildeingilizce kongma yapmak
c-__Ingilizce yazilmg bir makaleyi sozlge bakmadan okumak ve ana fikrini
anlamak
d-___ Bir konuda 500 kelimelik bir deneme yazisiafimek
Birinci bolim bitti. Lutfen ikinci bolimle devam ed iniz.

Bolim II:

A. Lutfen agagidaki ifadeleri okuyunuz ve ne derece katganizi ilgili kutuya X
isareti koyarak belirtiniz.

Kesinlikle Katilmiy | Karar Katiliyo- Kesinlikle
katiimiyo- o] sizim rum katihyo-
rum rum rum
1 3 4 5
2
1.Ingilizce ile ilgilenmeyi dger 1 2 3 4 5
derslere tercih ederim.
2.ingilizce dersi esnasindgrétilenlere 1 2 3 4 5
ve derse odaklanirim.
3.Ingilizceye gercekten ¢ok zaman 1 2 3 4 5
ayiririm.
4. Ingilizce 6devlerimi hemen yapmaya 1 2 3 4 5
calisirim.
5. Zamanimingilizce dsindaki 1 2 3 4 5
konulari calgarak gecirmeyi tercih
ederim.
6.Ingilizce ddevlerimin dinda 1 2 3 4 5
Ingilizce gazete veya dergiler okurum.
7. Internettdngilizce yazilmg metinler 1 2 3 4 5
okurum.
8.Ingilizce Grenmek gercekten 1 2 3 4 5
onemlidir.
9. Mezun olduktan sonra dagilizceyi 1 2 3 4 5
kullanmaya ve bu konuda kendimi
gelistirmeye gayret edegen.
10.Ingilizce derslerinde 1 2 3 4 5
ogrendiklerimden zevk alirm.
11.Arkadalarimla kendimi 1 2 3 4 5
kiyaslandgimdaingilizceyi daha ¢ok
calistigimi digtnaram.
12. Yabancilarldngilizce iletsim 1 2 3 4 5
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kurmak hguma gider.

13Ingilizce @renmek glencelidir. 1 2 3 4 5
14.Arkadalarimla ders duinda da 1 2 3 4 5
Ingilizce kongurum.
15.Birden fazla yabanci diktenmek 1 2 3 4 5
isterim.
16.Ingilizce bilmek 6nemlidir ¢uinkii 1 2 3 4 5
degisik kultlrleri tanimami sgar.
17 Ingilizce kongan insanlarla 1 2 3 4 5
kargilasmak ve onlari dinlemek Rama
gider.
18.Eser hayatimddngilizce olmasaydi 1 2 3 4 5
hayatim zevkli olmazdi.
19. Ailemingilizce okumam igin bask 1 2 3 4 5
yapmadi.
Kesinlikle Katilmiy | Karar Katiliyo- Kesinlikle
katilmiyo- sizim katihyo-
rum rum
1 3 4 5
2
20.Ingilizce @retmenlgi boéluminde 1 2 3 4 5
okumay! hi¢ istemedim.
21 Ingilizce bolimunde okumaktan ¢cok 1 2 3 4 5
mutluyum.
22 Ingilizlere kasgi yakinlik hissederim)| 1 2 3 4 5
23.Ders dyinda @retmenlerimle 1 2 3 4 5
Ingilizce kongurum.
24.1Ingilizce Grenmek avantajlidir. 1 5
25.Universitemizde okuyan yabanci 1 2 3 4 5
uyruklu Ggrencilerle arkadguik kurmak
isterim.
26.Mezun oluncangilizce kongma 1 2 3 4 5
becerimi gektirmeyi birakmayacam.
27 Ingilizce @renmek asla zaman 1 2 3 4 5
kaybi deildir.
28.Mezun olunca kendi tlkemde 1 2 3 4 5
calismay! tercih ederim.
29.Ingilizce kongulan yabanci bir 1 2 3 4 5
ulkede cakmak isterim.
30. Yabanci bir kurukta calsmak 1 2 3 4 5
isterim. (UNESCO/ UN gibi).
31.Erasmus dgsim programi ile yurt 1 2 3 4 5
disinda itim almak isterim.
32.Yabanci ulkelerle ilgili olaylar 1 2 3 4 5

benim gunlik ygantimi dgistirecesini
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sanmam.

33.Beni sikg¢a yurt dina gbnderen 1 2 3 4 5

islerden kaginirim.

34.Mumkun oldgu kadar yabancilarla 1 2 3 4 5

konwmaktan kacinirim.

35. Yurtta veya evde yabanci bir 1 2 3 4 5

ogrenci ile ayni odada kalabilirim.

36.Apartmanimiza bir yabancstasa 1 2 3 4 5

rahatsizlik duyarim.

37.Bir restoranda ilefim gucligl 1 2 3 4 5

ceken bir yabanciya yardim etmek

isterim.

38.Civarda ygayan yabancilara 1 2 3 4 5

yardimci olmak icin bazi aktivitelere

gonullt olarak katilmak isterim.

39.Yabanci ulkelerle ilgili kitap ve 1 2 3 4 5

dergiler okurum.

40Televizyonda yabanci Ulkelerle ilgili 1 2 3 4 5

haberler izlerim.

41.Ailemle ve/veya arkadiarimla 1 2 3 4 5

yabanci ulkelerde olan olaylarla ilgili

sik¢a kongurum.

ingilizce d@grenmek isteme Kesinlikle | Katilmi- | Karar | Katiliyo- | Kesinlik-

nedenlerinden aagida verilenlere ne kat:Iur?rl]yo- yorum | sizim | rum katl'ﬁ .

derece katiliyorsunuz? 1 5 3 4 et
5

42 Ingilizce kongan ulkelerin 1 2 3 4 5

kaltarlerini anlamami sdamasi

43 Ingilizce kongan tlkelerin 1 2 3 4 5

insanlarini anlamami gamasi

44 Ingilizce kongulan ulkelere gitim 1 2 3 4 5

almaya gitmek istedim igin
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45 Ingilizce kongan Kkilerle arkada 1 2 3 4 5
olmak istedgim icin

46.Bagka kalttrlerin insanlarinin 1 2 3 4 5
aktivitelerine kolayca katilabilmemi

sglamasi

47 .Kuiltdrler arasi ilegimi 1 2 3 4 5

kolaylastirmasi

B: Asagida her bireyin iletisim kurmay! isteyebilecesi ya da istemeyecgi durumlar
verilmi stir. Siz her bir durumda Ingilizce iletisim kurmaya NE KADAR ISTEKL
OLURDUNUZ? 1 ile 10 arasinda durumunuza uygun herhagi bir sayi secerek
her ifadenin basindaki bosluga yaziniz. (WTC)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Hic degilim Baiz Her zaman
Sinif Ingilizce Konusma Isteklili gi Sinif Disinda
icinde

1-Tanimadiiniz bir grup kgiye(yaklagik 40
kisi)ingilizce sunum yapmak

2-Bir grup arkadgniza (yaklaik 40 Kisi)Ingilizce
sunum yapmak

3-Bir grup arkadgnizla(3-4 ksi) grup tartsmasina
katiimak

4-Tanidiginiz birkag arkaganizlaingilizce kongmak

5-Tanimadtiniz birisiyleingilizce kongmak

6-Ogretmenlerinizleingilizce kongmak

7-Bir 6gretmeninizle yazili 6devleriniz hakkinda
Ingilizce kongmak

8-Tamamlamak zorunda olgiunuz bir gorevin (task)
nasil yapilacgni karstirdiginizda arkadanizdan
Ingilizce olarak aciklama yapmasini istemek

Sinif Ingilizce Konusma Isteklili gi Sinif Disinda
icinde

9-Bir 6devin nasil yapilagandan emin olmaginizda
ogretmenden daha fazla bilgi vermedingilizce olarak
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istemek

10-Bolumunize bir yabanci gefginde ve ilk sizinle
konustugunda onunldngilizce kongmaya istekli
olmak

11-Kuguk bir grup icinde( 3-4 ki) tanidginiz kisilerle
Ingilizce konygmak

12-Bir grup arkadaniza ( yaklaik 3-4kisi) ingilizce
sunum yapmak

13-Arkadainizlaingilizce bir oyun
oynamak(Monopoly gibi)

14-Kalabalik bir toplantida tanigim Kisilerle ingilizce
konusmak

15-Kucguk bir grup icinde (3-4 ki) yabancilarla
Ingilizce kongmak

16-Bir grup tanidgim kisiye( yaklaik 40)Ingilizce
sunum yapmak

C: Asagida her bireyin c¢sitli derece kendine given hissede@e durumlar

verilmistir. Siz her bir durumda Ingilizce iletisim kurmakta KEND iNizi NE
KADAR YETERL i HISSEDEROINiZ? 1 ile 10 arasinda durumunuza uygun
herhangi bir sayi secerek her ifadenin bgindaki bosluga yaziniz.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Hi¢ degilim Bazen Her
zaman
Sinif ingilizce iletisim kurmada kendinize ne kadar Sinif
icinde glvenirsiniz Disinda

1-Tanmimadiim bir grup kiiye(yaklaik 40 Kisi)Ingilizce
sunum yapmak

2-Bir grup arkadgma (yaklaik 40 kisi)Ingilizce sunum
yapmak

3-Bir grup arkadga(3-4 kii) grup tartsmasina katilmak

4-Tanidigim birkac arkagamla ingilizce kongmak

5-Tanimadiim birisiyle Ingilizce kongmak

6-Birka¢ @retmenimleingilizce kongmak

7-Bir ogretmenimle yazil 6devlerim hakkindiagilizce
konusmak

8-Tamamlamak zorunda olglunuz bir gorevin (task) nasi
yapilacgini karstirdiginizda_arkadanizdaningilizce
olarak aciklama yapmasini istemek
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Sinifiginde Ingilizce iletisim kurarken ne kadar kaygi duyarsiniz SiifDsinda

9-Bir ddevin nasil yapilagandan emin olmaginizda
ogretmenden daha fazla bilgi vermedingilizce olarak
istemek

10-Bolumuntze bir yabanci gefiinde ve ilk sizinle
konwtugunda onunldngilizce kongmaya istekli olmak

11-Kuguk bir grup icinde( 3-4 ki) tanidgim kisilerle
Ingilizce kongmak

12-Bir grup arkadama ( yaklaik 3-4kisi) Ingilizce sunum
yapmak

13-Arkadainizlaingilizce bir oyun oynamak(Monopoly
gibi)

14-Kalabalik bir toplantida tanigim Kisilerle Iingilizce
konusmak

15-Kiicuk bir grup icinde (3-4 ki) yabancilarlangilizce
konusmak

16-Bir grup tanidgim kisiye( yaklaik 40) ingilizce sunum
yapmak

D: Asagida her bireyin iletisim kurmay! isteyebilec&i ya da istemeyecg
durumlar verilmi stir. Siz her bir durumda Ingilizce iletisim kurarken NE KADAR

KAYGI DUYARDINIZ? 1 ile 10 arasinda durumunuza uygun herhangi bir sayi
secerek her ifadenin baindaki bosluga yaziniz.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

10

Hic degilim Bazen Her
Zaman

Sinifiginde Ingilizce iletisim kurarken ne kadar kaygi duyarsiniz SinifDsInda

1-Tanimadtim bir grup kiiye(yaklasik 40 kisi)Ingilizce
sunum yapmak

2-Bir grup arkadgma (yaklaik 40 kisi)ingilizce sunum
yapmak

3-Bir grup arkadga(3-4 kii) grup tartsmasina katilmak

4-Tanidigim birka¢ arkadamla ingilizce kongmak

5-Tanimadiim birisiyle Ingilizce kongmak

6-Birka¢ @retmenimleingilizce kongmak

7-Bir 6gretmenimle yazili 6devlerim hakkindiagilizce
konusmak
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8-Tamamlamak zorunda olgiunuz bir gorevin (task) nasi
yapilacgini karstirdiginizda_arkadanizdaningilizce
olarak aciklama yapmasini istemek

9-Bir ddevin nasil yapilagandan emin olmaginizda
ogretmenden daha fazla bilgi vermedingilizce olarak
istemek

10-Bolumuntze bir yabanci gefiinde ve ilk sizinle
konwtugunda onunldngilizce kongmaya istekli olmak

Sinifiginde Ingilizce iletisim kurarken ne kadar kaygi duyarsiniz SinifDsinda

11-Kuguk bir grup icinde( 3-4 ki) tanidgim Kisilerle
Ingilizce kongmak

12-Bir grup arkadama ( yaklaik 3-4kisi) Ingilizce sunum
yapmak

13-Arkadainizlaingilizce bir oyun oynamak(Monopoly
gibi)

14-Kalabalik bir toplantida tanighm Kisilerle Ingilizce
konusmak

15-Kiicuk bir grup icinde (3-4 ki) yabancilarlangilizce
konusmak

16-Bir grup tanidgim kisiye( yaklaik 40) ingilizce sunum
yapmak

E: Kisilik ©zelliklerinizi nasil tanimlarsiniz? Asagidaki ifadeleri okuyarak
kendinizi mumkuin oldugu kadar dogru degerlendiriniz. Her bir ¢ift sifat icin 1 ile
9 arasinda Kiili ginizi en iyi belirleyen sayiyi yuvarlak icine aling. Ornege bakiniz.

Duygusall 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 DuygusagiDe

Duygusal oldgunuzu dgundyorsaniz 1 sayisini yuvarlak icine aliniz. Dusau
olmadginizi dginuyorsaniz 9 sayisini yuvarlak icine aliniz. Kerli tam olarak
duygusal ya da duygusal gllediye tanimlayamiyorsaniz, duygusgihizin derecesine
gore bir sayiy! yuvarlak icine aliniz.

Kisilik Anketi

1. Icekapanik 1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9
Disadonuk

2. Enerjik dgil 1 2 3 4 56 7 8 9  Enerjik
3. Sessiz 1 2 34 5 6 7 8 9
Konuskan

4. Hevessiz 1 2 34 5 6 7 8 Hevesli

5. Cekingen 1 2 34 5 6 7 8 LCesur



247

6. Durgun 1 2 34 5 6 7 8 9
Hareketli

7. Iddiali degil 1 2 3 4 56 7 8 9 iddial
8. Hedefi yok 1 2 34 5 6 7 8 9Hedefi
var

9. Maceraperest dié 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Maceraperest

10.  Anti sosyal 1 2 34 5 6 7 8 9Sosyal

KATKINIZDAN DOLAYI TE SEKKUR EDER iM
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APPENDIX C: Participant Interview Questions (English Version)

Would you choose a pseudonym that you want me te ums this study?

Personal Information:

Class......ccoovvvennnnnn. Age: ....... Gender: Male:_  Female:

Kind of school you graduated from: (State School/ Super High Schoélhatolian
High  School/ Anatolian  Teachers  High  School/ Private  School/

Have you ever been
=101 (0= Lo [T

If you have never been abroad, which country/coemtrwould you like to
1Y/ ]|

How long have you been studying
o T | 1S 1 S

How often have you communicated with foreigner&nyglish face to face or through
internet in recent
D LLE LSO RPPPT

Please answer the following questions with as nuethil as possible:

A-Background information (Students’ English languag learning experiences,
their parents’ attitude, their communication experience)

1. Do you remember your first English learning expece? Would you explain
your English learning experiences in elementargpsdary and high school?
(How much did you like it? How important was itle@arn English?)

2. Please describe your experiences of speaking lessahactivities during your
own school education.

3. How did your parents involve in this process? (ibiey motivate you? Did they
support you? Did they sometimes change their dag@)

B-Students’ WTC in English in four skills:

4. Do you seek to communicate in English?
* In what situation do you feel most willing to comnicate in English?
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 With whom do you find easier to initiate communioat in the
classroom? (Teachers, peers, etc.)Why?
* What promotes your enthusiasm in class particip&tio
* What content/topics do you like to communicate rflore
5. Could you tell me how much you use English in ydaily life? How much do
you speak, read, write or listen to English? Wlskll is most fun? Give details
please.

6. Do you have an access to the interV#tuld you talk about your experiences?

7. In your spare time do you use English? (Playingtlmen computer, watching
films/TV, listening to music, reading English bookalking to friend from other
countries, travel abroad, etc.)

8. Would you like to have more chance to use Enghsyour daily life? Give
examples please.

9. Do you communicate with a foreigner? If not, woytili like to?

C-Students’ perceived competence in English:

10. How competent do you think you were to communiaat&nglish? Do you
regard yourself as a competent speaker of English?

11.What do you think your English level is like? Pleaate your English reading,
writing proficiency, speech comprehension (listgfiand expressing yourselves
(speaking) ability in English.

D-Students’ communication anxiety in English:

12. How do you feel when you need to use English tmroanicate? Do you feel
nervous or ease?
13.How do you feel while performing English preserdas in class?

E- Students’ motivation to learn English and use ito communicate:

14. How much do you like to communicate in Englishhnwbur class-mates?

15.How motivated are you during speaking English atleigners?

16.How important is it for you to speak English flulgfit (Very important,
important, not so important, | don’t care)

F-Students’ preferences about Willingness to commucate in English:

17.Under what circumstances would you be more williog communicate in
English in your English class?

18.What instructional approach do you prefer in yongksh speaking class?

19.What do you do to enhance your oral communicatiofigency?
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G-Students’ attitude towards English language, learing English, English speaking

nations and their cultures, native speakers of Englh and international
community:

20.What do you think about the necessity of the Ehdsiguage? How do you
describe your attitude and feelings about it?
21.What are your feelings about English and Americaoptes?

22. Have you ever been abroad? Would you like to gmad® Which country
(countries)? Why?

H- Students’ perceptions about their personality:

23.How do you describe your personality?(Slow/fast-tr&xerted/introverted-
Stable/neurotic)

I- Students’ opinions and suggestions

24.What are the factors that determine whether youldavoammunicate in English
in and out of class?
* What are your concerns when you have to speak gingjlithe class?
* The role of the teacher, the role of the class materceived English
competence, background knowledge, topics of comoation, etc.
e Under what circumstances, would you be more wililaggommunicate
in English?
25.What do your instructors do to enhance your sefffidence, reduce anxiety,
and improve your WTC and motivation or what do yeant them to do?

26.What suggestions and opinions do you have abolihgnless to communicate
in English?
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APPENDIX D: Semi-Structured Interview Guide For Students (Turkish Version)

Ogrenci Mulakat Sorular

Kendi adiniz dinda calymada kullanacguniz takma

Tanisma sorulart:

Sinifiniz: SMBZ.
Cinsiyetiniz:.............ccou....
Hangi liseden mezun oldunuz?

Hic yurt disinda bulundunuz mu?...........ooo e

Bulunmadiysaniz hangi ulke veya ulkelere gitmek
ISTEISINIZ? e

Ne kadar suredir Ingilizce
OSTENMEKLESINIZ?....cciiieeeeeee e e e e e e e

Son gunlerde yabancilarla yiuz yize ya da intermecigl ile ne kadar siklhikta
[0 o103 U] 11 1P

Lutfen asagidaki sorulari mimkin oldugunca detayli olarak cevaplayiniz.

A-Genel bilgiler(Ogrenim deneyimleri, ailelerinin tutumu, Ingilizce iletisim kurma
deneyimleri)

1. Ilk ingilizce @renme deneyimini hatirliyor musuritkokul, ortaokul ve
lisedeki Ingilizce @&renme deneyimlerini anlatir misin? ( Ne kadar
hoslandiniz?ingilizce @&renmek sizin igin ne kadar 6nemliydi?)

2. Litfen gecmyteki okul esitiminiz esnasindakingilizce kongma ile ilgili
deneyimlerinizi ve yapilan aktiviteleri anlatir mgsz?
3. Bu surecte aileniningilizce @&renmeyle ilgili tutumu nasildi?( Seni

desteklediler mi? Zaman zaman tutumlarirgigtediler mi?)

B- Ogrencilerin konusma, yazma, okuma ve dinleme ile ilgiliingilizce iletisim
kurma isteklilikleri:

4. Ingilizce iletsim kurmaya istekli misiniz?
* Hangi durumlarda daha istekli olursunuz?
« Kimlerle siniftaingilizce iletsim kurmayi balatmayr daha kolay
bulursunuz? (&retmen, arkaddariniz, vb.)Nigin?
» Sizleri sinifta @retmenle veya arkaglarinizla kongmaya neler
cesaretlendirir?
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« Daha c¢ok hangi ortam ve konularda #eti kurmaktan
hoslanirsiniz?
5. Gunluk hayatinizddngilizceyi ne kadar kullanirsiniz? (Ne kadar kamy
okur, dinler veya yazarsiniz? Sizce hangi dil bscdaha glenceli? Dort dil
becerisini kullanmaya ne kadar isteklisiniz? Dataylatir misiniz?)
Internet bglantiniz var mi? Deneyimlerinizi pagla misiniz?
Bos zamanlarinizddngilizceyi kullanir misiniz?( ériggn internetten film
izlemek,ingilizce oyun oynamalsarki dinlemek, kitap okumak gibi)
8. Gunluk hayatinizda daha cdkgilizce kullanmasansinizin olmasini ister
misiniz? Ornekler verir misiniz?
9. Su anda ilegim halinde oldgunuz yabanci biri var mi? Yoksa ister
miydiniz?

NOo

C-Ogrencilerin kendi Ingilizce diizeyleri hakkindaki gorisleri:

10. ingilizce iletsim kurma yeterlilginizin nasil oldgunu ditiniyorsunuz?
(KendiniziIngilizce kongma konusunda yeterli bulur musunuz?)

11. ingilizce okuma, yazma, kolani anlama, kendinizingilizce olarak ifade
etme yeterlilginizin  nasil  oldgunu dindyorsunuz?  Kendinizi
degerlendiriniz.

D- Ogrencilerin Ingilizce iletisim kurma esnasindaki kaygilari:

12. ingilizce iletsim kurmak zorunda kalginizda nasil hissedersiniz? Egadi
mi yoksa rahat mi olursunuz?
13.  Siniftaingilizce sunumlar yaparken nasil hissedersiniz?

E- Ogrencilerin ingilizce iletisim kurmadaki isteklilikleri:

14.  Sinif arkadgarinizlaingilizce iletsim kurmaktan ne kadar klanirsiniz?

15.  Yabancilarlangilizce iletsim kurmaya ne kadar isteklisiniz?

16. Ingilizceyi ¢ok akici bisekilde kongmak size ne ifade eder?( Cok 6nemli;
onemli; o kadar 6nemli ¢d; hic dnemli degil)

F-Ogrencilerin ingilizce iletisim kurmadaki tercihleri:

17.  Hangi durumlarda siniftingilizce kongmaya daha istekli olursunuz?

18. Ingilizce kongma dersinde nasil birgeetim yaklgimini tercih edersiniz?
Neden?

19. SO0zl iletsim kurma yetenginizi gelistirmek igin neler yaparsiniz?

G-Ogrencilerin Ingilizceye, Ingilizce @renmeye, Ingilizce konuan (lkelerin
insanlarina ve kulturlerine, ana dili Ingilizce olan ve uluslararasi topluluklara
kars! tutumlari:

20. Ingilizcenin gereklilgi ile ilgili ne distniyorsunuz?ingiliz diline kagi
tutumunuzu ve duygularinizi nasil tanimlarsiniz?

21. Ingiliz ve Amerikan halklari ile ilgili duygularingan séz eder misiniz?

22.  Hig¢ yurt dsinda bulundunuz mu? Gitmek ister misiniz? Hangeutk ya da
Ulkelere gitmek istersiniz? Neden?
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H-Ogrencilerin ki silikleri hakkindaki goru sleri:

23. Kisiliginizi nasil tanimlarsiniz?(Yaya hizli; ice donik/ da donuk;
degisken/ istikrarl)

I-O grencilerin fikir ve onerileri:

24.  Sizce sinif icinde ve g@indaingilizce iletsim kurmanizi etkileyen faktorler
nelerdir?

« Siniftaingilizce iletsim kurmadaki endeleriniz,

« Ogretmenin, sinif arkagkrinizin, ingilizce yeterlilginizin,
bilginizin, konwulan konularin 6nemi, gibi konulardan bahseder
misiniz?

« Ne daisselngilizce iletsim kurmaya daha istekli olurdunuz?

25.  Ogretmenleriniz, siz konwrken gliveninizi arttirmak, heyecaninizi azaltmak
ve Ingilizce kongma istekliliginizi arttirmak icin neler yapiyorlar ya da neler
yapmalarini isterdiniz?

26. Ingilizce iletsim kurma isteklilgi ile ilgili fikir ve 6nerileriniz nelerdir?
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APPENDIX E: Semi-structured Interview Guide for Instructors (English Version)

Would you choose a pseudonym that you want me te ums this study?

A: Ice-breaking Questions

27.How long have you been working at this department?
28.What classes are you teaching this term?
29.How many hours do you teach a week?

B: Experience in the classroom

30.Could you tell me about your experience in the stlasm regarding students’
willingness to communicate?
* Under what circumstances do students like to conicatm in the
classroom?
* With whom do they find easier to initiate commutica in the
classroom? (Teachers, peers, etc.)Why?
* What encourages students to talk to you or peers?
* Could you tell me about your experience on comnatioa activities?
* What content/topics do students like to communiocabee?
* What are they anxious about do you think while theyy communicating
in English?
31.Could you tell me about your experience in the ssilaem regarding students’
willingness to use their reading, writing and Irstey skills?
32.Have you experienced any difference between mal® famale students
regarding their WTC in English?

C: Experience outside the classroom:

33.Could you tell me about the students’ communicataperience outside the
classroom?

34.Under what circumstances do they like to initiatmanmunication?

35.With whom do they find easier to initiate communica out of the classroom?
Why do you think so?

36.What is your experience in the classroom regardingents’ attitudes towards
the English language and culture?

D: Your personal understanding of willingness to coomunicate

37.How competent do you think the students were tornanicate in English? Do
you regard your students as competent speakensghsg?
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38.What do you think about the factors that facilitstieidents’ willingness to
communicate in English in the class?

39.What do you think about the factors that limit th&illingness to communicate
in English in the class? In other words, what da jfeink the concerns of the
students are when they have to speak English iol#ss?

40.What socio-cultural variables make your studentsremor less willing to
communicate? How do they influence their commuicatbehavior? (For
example: Turkish culture values great respectea teachers or less talk, etc.)

41.What suggestions and opinions do you have abousttidents’ willingness to
communicate in English?

E: Do you have anything else to share with me regding willingness to
communicate of Turkish students?
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APPENDIX F: Semi-structured Interview Guide for Instructors (Turkish Version)

Ogretim Elemani Miilakat Sorulari

Kendi adiniz diunda calgmada kullanaganiz takma ad:

A: Tanisma sorulari:

1. Kag yildir bu bolimde ¢aimaktasiniz?
2. Bu donem hangi siniflara ders vermektesiniz?
3. Haftada kac saat ders vermektesiniz?

B: Sinif ici deneyimi:

4. Ogrencilerin sinif ici ingilizce iletsim kurma deneyimlerinizden so6z eder
misiniz?
« Hangi kaullar altinda @renciler siniftaingilizce iletsim kurmaktan
hoglanirlar?
« Kimlerle sinifta Ingilizce iletsim kurmayir balatmayl daha kolay
bulurlar? (@retmenler, arkaddari, vb.)Nigin?
« Ogrencileri sinifta sizinle veya arkadariyla kongmaya neler
cesaretlendirir?
« Iletisim kurma aktiviteleri ile ilgili deneyimlerinizdebahseder misiniz?
« Ogrenciler daha ¢ok hangi konularda et kurmaktan hganirlar?
 Ingilizce iletsim kurarken onlari neler kaygilandirir?
5. Ogrencilerin okuma, yazma ve dinleme becerilerini l&uina isteklilikleri
hakkinda ne gibi g6zlemleriniz oldu?
6. Sinifta kiz ve erkek grenciler arasinddngilizce iletsim kurma isteklilgi ile
ilgili bir farklihk gézlemlediniz mi?

C: Sinif disindaki deneyimleri:

7. Ogrencilerin sinif dyinda iletsim kurma isteklilgi ile ilgili deneyimlerinizden
bahseder misiniz?

8. Hangi durumlarda @enciler ders dinda ingilizce iletsim kurmayi
baslatmaktan hglanirlar?

9. Ders dsindaingilizce iletsimi baslatmayi kimlerle daha kolay bulurlar? Sizce
neden?

10. Ogrencilerin Ingiliz diline ve kilturine kar tutumlari ile ilgili deneyiminiz
oldu mu?

D: Ingilizce iletisim kurma isteklili gi ile ilgili sizin ki sisel gorisleriniz:
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11.Ogrencilerin Ingilizce iletsim kurma vyeterliliklerinin  nasil  oldgunu
distinuyorsunuz? Yeterli olduklarini glinlyor musunuz?

12. Ogrencilerin sinif icindelngilizce iletsim kurma isteklerini arttiran faktérlerin
neler oldgunu diglintyorsunuz?

13.Ogrencilerin sinif igindelngilizce iletsim kurmalarini engelleyen faktorlerin
neler oldgunu diunuyorsunuz? Bir ska ifadeyle, siniftdngilizce kongmak
zorunda kaldiklarindagiencilerin ne gibi endeleri oldigunu digtinilyorsunuz?

14.Hangi sosyokiiltirel dgskenler @&rencileriniziingilizce iletsim kurmaya daha
cok veya daha az istekli yapar? Ogdkenler @rencilerin iletsim kurma
davranglarini nasil etkiler?( Orrign, Turk Kultiri @retmenlerini saymayi
gerektirir ya da az kogmay! gerektirir, vb.)

15. Ogrencilerin ingilizce iletsim kurma istekliliklerini arttirmakla ilgili neler
onerirsiniz?

E: Tirk 6 grencilerin Ingilizce iletisim kurma isteklili gi ile ilgili baska paylasmak
istedikleriniz var mi?
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APPENDIX G: WTC Classroom Observation Scheme (Engsh Version)

INStrUCEOr: v Room: .......... Date: .......ccoovvennnn.

ClasS: .o Time: .o

COUIS 00K et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e

TEACHER-STUDENT(S) / STUDENT(S)-TEACHI Code| WTC uTC
s1 s1 S2 S2
1510m.| 2" 10n| 1%'10m. | 2" 10m

1-Volunteer an answer (to general T-soligit) Va

2- Volunteer a comment VC
3-Give answer to group(T-solicit) Gg
4-Give answer to individual(T-solicit) Gi
5-Ask the teacher a question AQ
6-Ask the teacher for clarification Ad
STUDENT-STUDENT / STUDENT-CLASS

7-Talk to neighbor in FL Tn
8-Talk to neighbor in L1 TnL1
9-Present own opinion in class Po

Total for each student

(Adapted from Xie, 2011)

*Since the main concern of the study is WTC in Bfglthe frequency of the act (talking to neighimor
L1) will not be included in the calculation of thercentage.

Va= Volunteer an answer (to general T-solicit) Aqg= Ask the teacher a question

Tn inL1= Talk to neighbor in native language Vc= Volunteer a comment

Ac= Ask the teacher for clarification Po= Present own opinion in class

Gg= Give answer to group (T-solicit) Tn in FL= Talk to neighbor in foreiganguage

Gi= Give answer to individual (T-solicit)




259

APPENDIX H: Consent Form for Interviews (English Version)

Project Title: Willingness to communicate in Engliss a Foreign Language among
English Language Teaching Students(ELT) in Turkey

Project Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Dingcay Koksal Researcher: Sabriye
Sener

* | have read and understood the information proviaealt this research project
in the Information Sheet dated 150ctober, 2012.

* | have had an opportunity to ask questions andte them answered.

* lunderstand that notes will be taken during therinews and that they will also
be audio-taped and transcribed.

* | understand that | may withdraw myself or any mifation | have provided for
this project at any time prior to completion of aatollection, without being
disadvantaged in any way.

e If I withdraw, | understand that all relevant infieation including tapes and
transcripts, or parts thereof, will be destroyed.

» | agree to take part in this research and allowspgech and information in it to
be used for the second language teaching and megstudies.

* | understand that only the researcher and the gigperhave access to the tape
with my speech. | will always be kept confidential.

Participant’s Signature: .....................
Participant’'s Name: ....................

Participant’s contact Details (If appropriate): ...........

Researcher Contact Details: Sabi$gmer

GSM: 0 535 506 4816

E-Posta; sa.sener@yahoo.co.uk

Project Supervisor Contact Details: Prof. Dr. Diné&aksal
Tel: 0 286 2171303
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APPENDIX I: Consent form for Interviews (Turkish Ve rsion)
Ogrenci milakat formu

Tez Konusu: Turkiye’dekingiliz Dili Egitimi (ELT) Ogrencileri arasindaki yabanci dil
olarakingilizce iletsim kurma isteklilgi

Tez Dangmani: Prof. Dr. Dincay Koksal Tez Sorumlusu:
SabriyeSener

e« 15 Ekim 2012 tarihinde bu atama projesi icin hazirlanan bilgilendirme
formunu okudum ve anladim.

* Arastirmaile ilgili soru sorma ve cevaplarini almaanm olmugtur.

 GOrisme esnasinda soylediklerimin not edil@og sesli ve goruntuli
kaydedilecgini ve uyarlanac@ani anlamg bulunuyorum.

« Istedgim anda projeden ayrilabilegieni veya bu cakma ile ilgili vermi
oldugum bilgilerin bana higbirsekilde zararinin dokunmayagal anlamg
bulunuyorum.

* Projeye katilmaktan vazgecersem tutulan butiin nedalinan gortntiler dahil
olmak Uzere hegey yok edilecektir.

* Bu calsmada yer almayi, kogmalarimin ve vergim bilgilerin yabanci dil
Ogretimi ve @renimi ¢algmalarinda kullaniimasini kabul ediyorum.

e Konusmalarimin kayitl oldgu bilgilere sadece tez sorumlusunun ve
dansmaninin ulgacgini ve bilgilerimin daima gizli kalagani anliyorum.

Katihmcininimzasi: .........
Katilimcinin Adi:  .......

Katihmcininiletisim Bilgileri(izniyle): .....

Tez Sorumlusu Bilgileri: Sabriygener

GSM: 0 535 506 4816

E-Posta; sa.sener@yahoo.co.uk

Tez Dangmani Bilgileri: Prof. Dr. Dincay Koksal
Tel: 0 286 2171303
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APPENDIX J: Participant Information Sheet (English Version)
Date Information Sheet Produced: 15 October, 2012
Dear Participant,

| am a Ph. D student at Canakkale Onsekiz Marvé&isity. | am conducting a PhD
Project, which aims to investigate willingness tmmenunicate in English of Turkish
students and you are invited to participate in ghigly. Your responses will contribute
to the success of this study and provide much mkdadéormation. This study
specifically aims to know the students better, vatiend the English Language and
Teaching Department of the Faculty of Education @dnakkale Onsekiz Mart
University and learn about your perceptions onimgihess to communicate in English
in and out of class.

This questionnaire consists of two parts: part whech consists of personal questions
and part two, which consists of several sectionsgchEsection includes questions
investigating the factors affecting students’ wijness to communicate in English
inside and outside the classroom. What you areinedjis to answer and complete all
the questions in two parts sincerely and careftilyis questionnaire does not aim to
evaluate or judge you personally. This survey isctyt voluntary and will take
approximately 30-40 minutes to complete.

| assure you that the identity data which will t@lected from you will only be

evaluated for this study and remain confidentiatl @monymous. You are free to
withdraw any time you feel uncomfortable with thedy. | would like to thank you for

your help in advance. You can contact with me or pngject supervisor Prof. Dr.
Dincay Koksal for further information related tagtstudy. | would like to thank you
for your help and contribution in advance.

Researcher Contact Details: Sabi$gmer

GSM: 0 535 506 4816

E-Posta; sa.sener@yahoo.co.uk

Project Supervisor Contact Details: Prof. Dr. Diné&aksal
Tel: 0 286 2171303

| have read the statements above and | underst@naeguirements of the study. There
is no risk to my privacy and | agree to participatéhis study.
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APPENDIX K: Participant Information Sheet (Turkish Version)
Ogrenci Bilgilendirme Formu
Sevgili @rencimiz,

Ben Canakkale Onsekiz Mart Universitesinde “Tugkedcilerin Ingilizce kongma
Istekliligi'ni arastiracgim bir doktora cajmasi yapmaktayim. Sizden bu doktora
calismasina katilmaniz rica edilmektedir. Cevaplariuzzhlsmanin baarisina katkida
bulunacak ve cok ihtiya¢c duyulan bilgilergsamyacaktir. Bu cajma 6zellikle Canakkale
Onsekiz Mart Universitesi gim Fakiiltesiingiliz Dili Egitimi Bolumiine devam eden
siz @rencilerimizi daha yakindan tanimayi ve sizleliwilizce kongma isteklilii
hakkindaki dguncelerinizi incelemeyi amaclamaktadir. Boylece hemz Tirk
ogrencilerin daha etkiliingilizce iletsim kurmaniza katkida bulunmak, hem de
akademik bir catma gerceklgtirmek icin veri toplamay planlyorum.

Anket iki bolimden olgmaktadir: ksisel bilgilerin bulundgu birinci b6lim ve cgtli
gruplardan olgan ikinci boltim.ikinci bolumdeki her bir grup, giencilerin sinif ici ve
disindaki Ingilizce kongma istekliliklerini etkileyen etmenleri ayaran sorulardan
olusmaktadir. Sizden istenen her bolimde yer alan aoruttenlikle ve eksiksiz
tamamlamanizdir. Bu anket bireysel gddendirme ya da yargllama amaci
tasimamaktadir. Sizden edinilen bilgiler yalnizcasarana icin kullanilacak, b&a bir
amag ve yerde kesinlikle kullaniimayacaktir. Busarma kesinlikle istge balidir ve
yaklasik olarak 30-40 dakikanizi alacaktir.

Calisma ile ilgili rahatsizhik duydgunuz taktirde her zaman gahayi birakabilirsiniz.

Yardim ve katkilariniz icigimdiden tgekkur ederim. Anket ile ilgili sorulariniz ve
daha fazla bilgi icin benimle veya tez damanim Prof. Dr. Dingay Koksal ile ilgtm
kurabilirsiniz. Yardim ve destekleriniz icgmdiden tgekkur ederim.

Tez Sorumlusu: Sabriygener Tez Damani: Prof. Dr. Dingcay Koksal
GSM: 0 535 506 4816 Tel: 0 286 2171303

E-Posta; sa.sener@yahoo.co.uk

Yukaridaki bilgileri okudum ve caima ile ilgili benden istenenleri anladim. Bu
calismaya katilmayi arzu ediyorum.

Imza: ......

Tarih: ..........
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APPENDIX L: Consent Form for Observations (EnglishVersion)

Project Title: Willingness to communicate in Engliss a Foreign Language among
English Language Teaching Students(ELT) in Turkey

Project Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Dingcay Koksal Researcher: Sabriye
Sener

* | have read and understood the information proviaealt this research project
in the Information Sheet dated 150ctober, 2012.

* | have had an opportunity to ask questions andcte them answered.

* | understand that my actual WTC will be observedirdu lessons using an
observation scheme which includes a range of dassrbehaviors and that
notes will be taken during the four class sessiand that notes will be
transcribed.

* | understand that these notes will be kept in seéiling cabinet and will only
be seen by the researcher and the supervisor.

* | understand that | will be able to view the obsgion notes in order to check
their accuracy.

* | understand that | may withdraw myself or any mfation | have provided for
this project at any time prior to completion of aatollection, without being
disadvantaged in any way.

e If I withdraw, | understand that all relevant infieation including tapes and
transcripts, or parts thereof, will be destroyed.

» | agree to take part in this research and allowspgech and information in it to
be used for the second language teaching and megstudies.

* | understand that only the researcher and the gigperhave access to the tape
with my speech. | will always be kept confidential.

Participant’s Signature: .....................
Participant’'s Name: ....................

Participant’s contact Details (If appropriate): ...........

Researcher Contact Details: Sabi$gmer

GSM: 0 535 506 4816
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E-Posta: sa.sener@yahoo.co.uk

Project Supervisor Contact Details: Prof. Dr. Din&aksal
Tel: 0 286 2171303
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APPENDIX M: Consent Form for Observations (Turkish Version)

Tez Konusu: Turkiye’dekingiliz Dili Egitimi (ELT) Ogrencileri arasindaki yabanci dil
olarakingilizce iletsim kurma isteklilgi

Tez Dangmani: Prof. Dr. Dincay Koksal Tez Sorumlusu: Sabriye
Sener

« 15 Ekim 2012 tarihinde bu atama projesi icin hazirlanan bilgilendirme
formunu okudum ve anladim.

* Arastirmaile ilgili soru sorma ve cevaplarini almaanm olmugtur.

« DOrt hafta boyunca ders esnasinda beiimgilizce kongma istekliligimin
gozlem formu kullanilarak not edilegiai, kaydedilecgini ve uyarlanacani
anlamsg bulunuyorum.

* Notlarin givenli bir yerde tutulagm ve sadece agmrmaci ve darsmani
tarafindan goruleg@ni anlams bulunmaktayim.

e GOzlem esnasinda tutulan notlarin gdduklarini  gérmek amaciyla
okuyabilecgimi anlamg bulunmaktayim.

» Istedgim anda projeden ayrilabilegieni veya bu cakma ile ilgili vermi
oldugum bilgilerin bana higbirsekilde zararinin dokunmayagal anlamg
bulunuyorum.

* Projeye katilmaktan vazgecersem tutulan butiin nedalinan gortntiler dahil
olmak Uzere hegey yok edilecektir.

* Bu calsmada yer almayi, kogmalarimin ve vergim bilgilerin yabanci dil
Ogretimi ve @renimi ¢algmalarinda kullanilmasini kabul ediyorum.

e Konusmalarimin kayitll oldgu bilgilere sadece tez sorumlusunun ve
dansmaninin ulgacgini ve bilgilerimin daima gizli kalagani anliyorum.

Katihmcininimzasi: .........

Katilimcinin Adi: .......
Katihmcininiletisim Bilgileri(izniyle): .....
Tez Sorumlusu Bilgileri: Sabriygener

GSM: 0 535 506 4816

E-Posta; sa.sener@yahoo.co.uk

Tez Dangmani Bilgileri: Prof. Dr. Dingay Koksal
Tel: 0 286 2171303
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APPENDIX N: Survey Questionnaire Pilot Study (EnglshVersion)

Part 1. Student Background Information Questionnaire: This part consists of 15
guestions which will help us to understand youdyetiVe would like you to read each
statement carefully and put an X next to the optdmch best describes you or fill in
the blank with correct information.

16. Nationality: Turkish Other (Pleasaeju--------

17.Class: Prep 1 2

18.Age:

19.Gender: F M

20.Did you study the prep class at university _ YES NO

21.Have you ever been to a country where English a&kesp as a native language?
YES NO

22.Have you ever taken any private English speakingrsas? YES
NO

23.How long have you been learning English? Please wri

24. At what age did you start to study Englighiease write

25.Why did you start learning English at that time?
Parents’ request School curriculum _Self-improvement
Peers Other (Write)..............

26.When you have difficulties in English, to whom dauyusually go for help?
Parents Teacher Brotherssters Other

27.Who influenced your learning English?
____Parents ____Teacher ____Brothers or sisters _ Peers
____Other (Write).........

28.“Which of the two skill sets do you think will be ast helpful in learning
English?”
a- Listening— Speaking b- Reading—infg

29.How do you rate your own speaking skill?

____Good ___Moderate __ Bad

30.What level of English would you like to achieve?0Sa the most preferred one.
a-Be able to understand any English program on Titiout looking at the
subtitle
b-Be able to use English fluently to give a speech
c-Be able to finish an English article and underdtdne main idea of the content
without looking up a word in a dictiogar
d-Be able to write a 500-word essay



End of Part |. Please continue to Part Il.

Part II: Please indicate how much you agree or disagreéhie following
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statements. Please circle the number in the boxtthest describes your opinion.

Strongly | Disagree No Agree | Strongly
Disagree 2 Idea 4 Agree

1 3 5
1. | prefer to spend time on English to 1 2 3 4 5
deal with other subjects.
2. During the English classes | am 1 2 3 4 5
absorbed in what is taught and
concentrate on my studies.
3. I really spend a lot of time on English. 1 2 3 4 5
4. | try to do my English homework at 1 2 3 4 5
once.
5. I would rather spend my time on 1 2 3 4 5
subjects other than English.
6. | would read English newspapers of 1 2 3 4 5
magazines outside my English course
work.
7. | read English texts on internet. 1 2 3 4 5
8. It is really important to learn English. 1 2 3 4 5
9. After | graduate from college | will 1 2 3 4 5
also continue to learn English and try to
improve my English.
10. I enjoy what | learn in my English 1 2 3 4 5
classes.
11. Compared to my classmates, | think 1 2 3 4 5
| study English relatively hard.
12. 1 enjoy communicating in English 1 2 3 4 5
with foreigners.
13. It is an enjoyable experience to study 1 2 3 4 5
English.
14. 1 talk with my friends in English ou 1 2 3 4 5
of the class.
15. 1 would like to learn more than one 1 2 3 4 5
foreign language.
16. It is important to learn English 1 2 3 4 5
because it makes me learn about
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different cultures.
17. 1 have a high feeling when | meet 1 2 3 4 5
and listen to people speaking English.
18. My life would not be interesting if | 1 2 3 4 5
did not study English.
Strongly | Disagree No Agree | Strongly
Disagree 2 Idea 4 Agree

1 3 5
19. My family did not insist on my 1 2 3 4 5
studying English.
20. 1 did not want to study English at the 1 2 3 4 5
English Language Department at all.
21. 1 am very happy to study English at 1 2 3 4 5
the ELT/ELL Department.
22. | have a favorable impression 1 2 3 4 5
towards British people.
23. | speak in English with my teachers 1 2 3 4 5
at the department out of class.
24. It is an advantage to learn English 1 2 3 4 5
25. I want to make friends with 1 2 3 4 5
international students studying at our
university.
26. After | graduate from university, | 1 2 3 4 5
will not stop dealing with English.
27. Learning English is never waste of 1 2 3 4 5
time.
28. | would rather work in my 1 2 3 4 5
homeland.
29. | want to work in a country where 1 2 3 4 5
English is spoken.
30. I want to work at an international 1 2 3 4 5
organization such as the United nations.
31. | want to be awarded by Erasmus 1 2 3 4 5
Exchange Program in order to study
abroad.
32. | do not think what is happening 1 2 3 4 5
overseas has much to do with my daily
life.
33. I would rather avoid the kind of 1 2 3 4 5
work that sends me overseas frequently.
34. | avoid talking to foreigners as much 1 2 3 4 5
as possible.
35. | would not mind sharing an 1 2 3 4 5
apartment house with a foreign student
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or live in the same room of a dormitory.

36. | would feel somewhat 1 2 3 4 5
uncomfortable if a foreigner moved in
next door.
37. I want to help a foreigner who has 1 2 3 4 5
communication difficulty in a restaurant.
Strongly | Disagree No Agree | Strongly
Disagree 2 Idea 4 Agree

1 3 5
38. | want to participate in a volunteer 1 2 3 4 5
activity to help foreigners living in the
neighboring community.
39. | read books and magazines abou 1 2 3 4 5
foreign countries.
40. | watch news on TV about foreign 1 2 3 4 5
countries.
41. | talk about situations and events 1 2 3 4 5
about countries with my family and/or
friends.
Please indicate the extent to which Strongly | Disagree | No Agree Strongly
you consider each of the following to | Disagree | 2 Idea 4 Agree
be important reasons for you to study | 1 3
English S
42. It will help me understand the 1 2 3 4 5
culture related to English-speaking
countries.
43. It will help me understand the people 1 2 3 4 5
of English-speaking countries.
44. | would like to go to study in 1 2 3 4 5
English-speaking countries
45. | would like to be friends with some 1 2 3 4 5
English-speaking people
46. It will help me participate more 1 2 3 4 5
freely in the activities of other cultural
groups
47.1t will ease 1 2 3 4 5

intercultural
communication
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B: Below are 16 situations in which a person mighthoose to communicate or not
to communicate. What is the percentage of time yowould choose to communicate
in each type of situation? Please indicate in thgoace provided percent of time you
would choose to speak in English. 0%=Never willingo communicate = 100%-=
Always willing to communicate (WTC)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Never communicate Btimes Always
communicate

Inside Willingness to Communicate Out of Class
Class (WTC) %
%

1-Present a talk to a group of strangers (arounie0
English.

2-Present a talk to a group of friends (arounddO)
English.

3-Join in a group discussion with a group of frie(@ls
4).

4-Talk in English with a few of your friends.

5-Talk in English with a stranger.

6- Talk in English with your teachers.

7-Talk to your teacher about your home-
wok/assignment.

8- You are confused about a task you must complet
how willing are you to ask for clarification/ instition
from your friend.

11°}

9-You are not sure how to do your home-work, how,
willing are you to ask for more information fromwo
teacher.

10-A foreigner comes to your department, how willing
are you to have a conversation if s/he talks tofirstf

11-Talk in a small group of acquaintances ( 3-4) in
English

12-Perform a presentation to a group of friends (3-
4persons) in English.

13-Play a game with your friends in English, for
example monopoly

14-Talk in English with a group of acquaintances inja
large meeting

15- Talk in English with foreigners in a small gpo(2-
3 Persons)

16-Perform a presentation to a group of acquaintances
(Around40) in English
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C. Below are 16 situations in which a person mighfeel different degrees of
communication competence. Please indicate in theape below,How competent do
you feel in English in the following situations?0%=Entirely incompetent 100%=

Entirely competent

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%%50 60% 70% 80% 90%
100%

Entirely Incompetent titely
Competent
Inside How competent do you feel to communicate in Out of Class
Class English in the following situations?

1-Present a talk to a group of strangers (arouniei40
English

3-Join in a group discussion with a group of frie(@ls
4)

4-Talk in English with a few of your friends

5-Talk in English with a stranger

6- Talk in English with your teachers

7-Talk to your teacher about your home-
wok/assignment

8- You are confused about a task you must complet
how willing are you to ask for clarification/ instttion
from your friend

D

9-You are not sure how to do your home-work, how,
willing are you to ask for more information fromowr
teacher.

10-A foreigner comes to your department, how willing
are you to have a conversation if s/he talks tofirstf

11-Talk in a small group of acquaintances ( 3-4) in
English

12-Perform a presentation to a group of friends (3-
4persons) in English.

13-Play a game with your friends in English, for
example monopoly

14-Talk in English with a group of acquaintances inja
large meeting
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15- Talk in English with foreigners in a small gpo(2-
3 Persons)

16-Perform a presentation to a group of acquaintances
(Around40) in English

D: Below are 16 situations in which a person mighfeel different degrees of
anxiety. Please indicate in the space below, Whatedree of anxietyyou might feel
in_English in the following situations? 0%-=I don't feel anxiety at all 100%-= |
always feel anxiety

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%0% 70% 80% 90% 100%

| don't feel anxiety at all alivays feel
anxiety
Inside What degree of anxiety you might feel in Out of Class
Class communicating in English in the following
% situations? %
1-Present a talk to a group of strangers (arouniei40
English.
3-Join in a group discussion with a group of frie(gls
4).

4-Talk in English with a few of your friends.

5-Talk in English with a stranger.

6- Talk in English with your teachers.

7-Talk to your teacher about your home-
wok/assignment.

8- You are confused about a task you must complete
how willing are you to ask for clarification/ instttion
from your friend.

9-You are not sure how to do your home-work, how
willing are you to ask for more information fromwo
teacher.

10-A foreigner comes to your department, how willing
are you to have a conversation if s/he talks tofirstf

11-Talk in a small group of acquaintances ( 3-4) in
English

12-Perform a presentation to a group of friends (3-
4persons) in English.

13-Play a game with your friends in English, for
example monopoly

14-Talk in English with a group of acquaintances inja
large meeting

15- Talk in English with foreigners in a small gpo(2-
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3 Persons)

16-Perform a presentation to a group of acquaintances
(Around40) in English

E: How accurately can you describe yourself? Pleasead the following pair of
adjectives and describe yourself as correctly as psible. Please circle one number
that applies to you for each pair of adjectives.

11. Introverted 1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9 Extreed

12.Unenergetic 1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9 Energetic

13.Silent 1 2 34 5 6 7 8 9 Talke

14.Unenthusiastic 1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9
Enthusiastic

15.Timid 1 2 34 5 6 7 8 9 Bold

16. Inactive 1 2 34 5 6 7 8 9 Adiv

17.Unassertive 1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9  Assestiv

18. Inhibited 1 2 34 5 6 7 8 9
Spontaneous

19.Unadventurous 1 2 3 5 6 7 8 9
Adventurous

20.Unsociable 1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9 Sociable

THANK YOU
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APPENDIX O: Survey Questionnaire Pilot Study (Turkish Version)

Bolum: | Ki sisel bilgiler Bu bolim sizi genel olarak tanimamiza yardimci akat5
sorudan olgmaktadir. Her soruyu dikkatle okuduktan sonra,lgarsecenekler arasinda
size en uygun olanin yanindaki kutgauX koyarak garetleyiniz veya ayrilan Btuga
cevabini yaziniz.

1. Uyrugunuz: TC gar (Yaziniz) ............

2. Siifiniz: Hazirlik 1 2

3. Yasiniz

4. Cinsiyetiniz K E

5. Universitede hazirlik sinifi okudunuz mu? _EVET _____ HAYIR
6. Hic ingilizce kongan bir tilkede bulundunuz mu? __ EVET __AYIR

7. Okuldan baka hi¢ 6zelingilizce kongma dersi aldiniz mi? __ EVET
HAYIR
8. Kag yildiringilizce Grenmektesiniz?

9. Kag yainda dil @Grenmeye bgadiniz?

10.Neden o ygta ingilizce Grenmeye bgladiniz?
____Ailemin istei ___ Okul mufredati gepe ___Kendi merakim
____Arkadalarim
___Diger(Yaziniz)

11.ingilizce kongmada guclik cekginiz zaman kime barurursunuz?
Aileme __ @retmene Karglerime _ Arkadgarima
Dgerlerine (Yaziniz)

12.1ngilizce @&renmenizi kim etkiledi?
Ailem gretmenlerim Karglerim ____Sinif
arkadalarim Dgerleri (Yaziniz)---------

13.1Ingilizce @reniminde 6nem sirasina gorga@idakileri 1 den dorde kadar nasil
derecelendirirsiniz?(1 en az 6nemli- 4 en 6nedlipm sirasina gére numara
veriniz.
____ Dinleme ____ Kosmna ___ Okuma Yazma

14.Sizce hangi iki beceri sefingilizce @&reniminde en c¢ok yararli olacaktir?
Isaretleyiniz.
____Kongma-Yazma
__ Okumabinleme
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15.Hangi seviyeddngilizce bilgisine sahip olmak istersiniz3a&idakilerden sizce

en 6dnemli olani seciniz.

a-___ Televizyondaki herhangi bir programi alt yalkmmadan anlayabilmek

b-___ Sinif éniinde akici hiekildeingilizce kongma yapmak

c-__Ingilizce yazilmg bir makaleyi sozlge bakmadan okumak ve ana fikrini

anlamak

d-___ Bir konuda 500 kelimelik bir deneme yazisiafimek

Birinci bolim bitti. Latfen ikinci bolimle devam ed iniz.

Bolum II: Lutfen agagidaki ifadeleri okuyunuz ve ne derece katganizi ilgili kutuya

X igareti koyarak belirtiniz.

Kesinlikle Karar Kesinlikle
katiimiyo- sizim katihyo-
rum rum
1 3 5
1.ingilizce ile ilgilenmeyi dger derslere 1 3 5
tercih ederim.
2.Ingilizce dersi esnasindgrétilenlere 1 3 5
ve derse odaklanirim.
3.Ingilizceye gercekten ¢cok zaman 1 3 5
ayiririm.
4. Ingilizce 6devlerimi hemen yapmaya 1 3 5
calisirim.
5. Zamanimingilizce dsindaki konulari 1 3 5
calisarak gecirmeyi tercih ederim.
6.Ingilizce ddevlerimin dandaingilizce 1 3 5
gazete veya dergiler okurum.
7. Internettdngilizce yazilmg metinler 1 3 5
okurum.
8.Ingilizce Grenmek gercekten 1 3 5
onemlidir.
9. Mezun olduktan sonra dagilizce 1 3 5
kullanmaya ve bu konuda kendimi
gelistirmeye gayret edegen.
10. ingilizce derslerinde 1 3 5
ogrendiklerimden zevk alirim.
11.Arkadalarimla kendimi 1 3 5
kiyaslandgimdaingilizceyi daha cok
calistigimi digtnaram.
12. Yabancilarldngilizce iletsim 1 3 5
kurmak hguma gider.
13Ingilizce @renmek glencelidir. 1 3 5
14.Arkadalarimla ders duinda da 1 3 5

Ingilizce kongurum.
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15.Birden fazla yabanci digéenmek 1 2 3 4 5
isterim.
16.Ingilizce bilmek 6nemlidir ¢tinkii 1 2 3 4 5
degisik kultlrleri tanimami sgar.
17.Ingilizce kongan insanlarla 1 2 3 4 5
kargilasmak ve onlari dinlemek Rama
gider.
18.Bser hayatimdangilizce olmasaydi 1 2 3 4 5
hayatim zevkli olmazdi.
19. AilemIngilizce okumam igin baski 1 2 3 4 5
yapmadi.
Kesinlikle Katilmiyo | Karar Katiliyo- Kesinlikle
katiimiyo- rum sizim rum katihyo-
rum rum
1 2 3 4 5
20.Ingilizce @retmenlginde bolumiinde 1 2 3 4 5
okumami hi¢ istemedim.
21 Ingilizce bolimiunde okumaktan ¢ok 1 2 3 4 5
mutluyum.
22 Ingilizlere kagl yakinlik hissederim. 1 2 5
23.Ders dyinda bolum gretmenlerimle 1 2 3 4 5
Ingilizce kongurum.
24.1ngilizce Grenmek avantajlidir. 1 2 5
25.Universitemizde okuyan yabanci 1 2 3 4 5
uyruklu Gerencilerle arkadguk kurmak
isterim.
26.Mezun oluncangilizce kongmami 1 2 3 4 5
gelistirmeyi birakmayacam.
27 Ingilizce @grenmek asla zaman kayb 1 2 3 4 5
degildir.
28.Kendi Ulkemde ¢aimayi tercih 1 2 3 4 5
ederim.
29.ingilizce kongulan yabanci bir Glkede 1 2 3 4 5
calismak isterim.
30. Yabanci bir kurukia calgmak 1 2 3 4 5
isterim. (UNESCO/ UN gibi).
31.Erasmus disim programi ile yurt 1 2 3 4 5
disinda eitim almak isterim.
32.Yabanci ulkelerle ilgili olaylar benim 1 2 3 4 5
gunlik ygantimi dgistirecezini
sanmam.
33.Beni sikg¢a yurt dina gbnderen 1 2 3 4 5
islerden kacginirim.
34.Mumkun oldgu kadar yabancilarla 1 2 3 4 5
konwmaktan kacinirim.
35. Yurtta veya evde yabanci bigrénci 1 2 3 4 5
ile ayni odada kalabilirim.




277

36.Apartmanimiza bir yabancstasa 1 2 3 4 5
rahatsizlik duyarim.
37.Bir restoranda ileim gucligt ceken 1 2 3 4 5
bir yabanciya yardim etmek isterim.
38.Civarda yasayan yabancilara yardimci 1 2 3 4 5
olmak icin bazi aktivitelere gonullu
olarak katilmak isterim.
39.Yabanci ulkelerle ilgili kitap ve 1 2 3 4 5
dergiler okurum.
40Televizyonda yabanci ulkelerle ilgili 1 2 3 4 5
haber izlerim.
41.Ailemle ve/veya arkadkarimla 1 2 3 4 5
yabanci ulkelerde olan olaylarla ilgili
konusurum.
ingilizce @renmek isteme Kesinlikle | Katilmi- | Karar | Katihyo- | Kesinlikle
nedenlerinden gagida verilenlere ne | katlmiyo- | yorum | sizim | rum katiliyo-
derece katiliyorsunuz? rum rum
1 2 5
4
42 Ingilizce kongan tlkelerin 1 2 3 4 5
kaltarlerini anlamami sdamasi
43 Ingilizce kongan Ulkelerin insanlarin 1 2 3 4 5
anlamami sglamasi
44 Ingilizce kongulan ulkelere gitim 1 2 3 4 5
almaya gitmek istedim icin
45 Ingilizce kongan Kiilerle arkada 1 2 3 4 5
olmak istedgim icin
46.Bagka kalttrlerin insanlarinin 1 2 3 4 5
aktivitelerine kolayca katilabilmemi
sglamasi
47 .Kultdrler arasi ilegimi 1 2 3 4 5
kolaylastirmasi
B: Asagida her bireyin iletisim kurmayi isteyebilecesi ya da istemeyecg durumlar
verilmistir. Siz her bir durumda Ingilizce iletisim kurmaya ne kadar istekli
olurdunuz? 0 ile 100 arasinda durumunuza uygun heréingi bir sayi segerek her
ifadenin basindaki bosluga yaziniz. (WTC)
%0 %10 %20 %30 %40  %50060 %70 %80 %90 %100
Hic degilim Bazen Her zaman
Sinif Ingilizce Konusma isteklili gi Sinif Disinda
icinde %

%

1-Tanimadiiniz bir grup kgiye(yaklagik 40
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kisi)ingilizce sunum yapmak

2-Bir grup arkadgniza (yaklaik 40 kisi)Ingilizce
sunum yapmak

3-Bir grup arkadgnizla(3-4 ki) grup tartsmasina
katiimak

4-Tanidiginiz birkag arkaganizlaingilizce kongmak

5-Tanimadiiniz birisiyleingilizce kongmak

6-Ogretmenlerinizleingilizce kongmak

7-Bir 6gretmeninizle yazili 6devleriniz hakkinda
Ingilizce kongmak

8-Tamamlamak zorunda olgiunuz bir gorevin (task)
nasil yapilacgni karstirdiginizda_arkadanizdan
Ingilizce olarak aciklama yapmasini istemek

9-Bir 6devin nasil yapilagandan emin olmaginizda
ogretmenden daha fazla bilgi vermedingilizce olarak
istemek

Sinif Ingilizce Konusma isteklili i Sinif Disinda
icinde %
%

10-Bolumunuze bir yabanci gefginde ve ilk sizinle
konustugunda onunldngilizce kongmaya istekli
olmak

11-Kuguk bir grup icinde( 3-4 ki) tanidginiz kisilerle
Ingilizce konygmak

12-Bir grup arkadaniza ( yaklaik 3-4kisi) ingilizce
sunum yapmak

13-Arkadainizlaingilizce bir oyun
oynamak(Monopoly gibi)

14-Kalabalik bir toplantida tanighm Kisilerle Ingilizce
konusmak

15-Kuc¢uk bir grup icinde (3-4 ki) yabancilarla
Ingilizce konygmak

16-Bir grup tanidgim kisiye( yaklaik 40)Ingilizce
sunum yapmak

C: Asagida her bireyin ¢ssitli derece kendine given hissede@gedurumlar
verilmi stir. Siz her bir durumda Ingilizce iletisim kurmakta kendinizi ne kadar
yeterli hissederdiniz? 0O ile 100 arasinda durumunuz uygun herhangi bir sayi
secerek her ifadenin baindaki bosluga yaziniz. (Kendine kongurken
glvenme=Self-perceived communication competence)

%0 %10 %20 %30 %40 %50060 %70 %380 %90 %100

Hic degilim Bazen Her
zaman
Sinif ingilizce iletisim kurmada kendinize ne kadar Sinif

icinde glvenirsiniz Disinda
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% %

1-Tanimacgim bir grup kiiye(yaklasik 40 kisi)ingilizce
sunum yapmak

2-Bir grup arkadgama (yaklaik 40 kisi)Ingilizce sunum
yapmak

3-Bir grup arkadga(3-4 ki) grup tartsmasina katiimak

4-Tanidigim birka¢ arkadgamla ingilizce kongmak

5-Tanimadtim birisiyle ingilizce kongmak

6-Birkac @retmenimleingilizce kongmak

7-Bir tgretmenimle yazih 6devlerim hakkindiagilizce
konusmak

8-Tamamlamak zorunda olgiunuz bir gorevin (task) nasi
yapilacgini karstirdiginizda_arkadanizdaningilizce
olarak aciklama yapmasini istemek

9- Bir 6devin nasil yapilagandan emin olmaginizda
ogretmenden daha fazla bilgi vermesdingilizce olarak
istemek

10-Bolumunuze bir yabanci gefginde ve ilk sizinle
konustugunda onunldngilizce kongmaya istekli olmak

11-Kuguk bir grup icinde( 3-4 ki) tanidgim kisilerle
Ingilizce kongmak

Sinificinde | 1ingilizce iletisim kurmada kendinize ne kadar giivenirsiniz | SinifDsinda

% %
12-Bir grup arkadama ( yaklaik 3-4kisi)Ingilizce sunum
yapmak
13-Arkadainizlaingilizce bir oyun oynamak(Monopoly
gibi)
14-Kalabalik bir toplantida tanighm Kisilerle Ingilizce
konusmak
15-Kucuk bir grup icinde (3-4 ki) yabancilarlangilizce
konusmak
16-Bir grup tanidgim kisiye( yaklaik 40)Ingilizce sunum
yapmak

D: Asagida her bireyin iletisim kurmay! isteyebilec&i ya da istemeyecg
durumlar verilmi stir. Siz her bir durumda Ingilizce iletisim kurarken ne kadar
kaygl duyardiniz? O ile 100 arasinda durumunuza uygn herhangi bir sayi secerek
her ifadenin basindaki bosluga yaziniz.

%0 %10 %20 %30 %40 %50 %60G07/0 %80 %90 %100

Hic desilim Bazen Her
Zaman
Sinifiginde Ingilizce iletisim kurarken ne kadar kaygi duyarsiniz Sinif

% Disinda

%

1-Tanimacgim bir grup kiiye(yaklasik 40 kisi)ingilizce
sunum yapmak
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2-Bir grup arkadgma (yaklaik 40 kisi)Ingilizce sunum
yapmak

3-Bir grup arkadga(3-4 kii) grup tartsmasina katiimak

4-Tanidigim birka¢ arkagamla ingilizce kongmak

5-Tanimadiim birisiyle ingilizce kongmak

6-Birka¢ @retmenimleingilizce kongmak

7-Bir dgretmenimle yazili 6devlerim hakkindiagilizce
konusmak

8-Tamamlamak zorunda olglunuz bir gorevin (task) nasil
yapilac&ini karstirdiginizda arkadanizdaningilizce olarak
aciklama yapmasini istemek

9-Bir 6devin nasil yapilagandan emin olmaginizda
ogretmenden daha fazla bilgi vermedingilizce olarak
istemek

10-Bolumunize bir yabanci gefginde ve ilk sizinle
konuwstugunda onunldngilizce kongmaya istekli olmak

11-Kuguk bir grup icinde( 3-4 ki) tanidgim kisilerle
Ingilizce kongmak

12-Bir grup arkadama ( yaklaik 3-4kisi) Ingilizce sunum
yapmak

13-Arkadainizlaingilizce bir oyun oynamak(Monopoly
gibi)

14-Kalabalik bir toplantida tanighm Kisilerle Ingilizce
konusmak

15-Kucuk bir grup iginde (3-4 ki) yabancilarlangilizce
konusmak

16-Bir grup tanidgim kisiye( yaklaik 40)Ingilizce sunum
yapmak

E: Kisilik 6zelliklerinizi nasil tanimlarsiniz? Asagidaki ifadeleri okuyarak
kendinizi mumkin oldugu kadar dogru degerlendiriniz. Her bir cift sifat icin 1 ile
9 arasinda ksili ginizi en iyi belirleyen sayiyi yuvarlak icine aline.

Ornek
Duygusall 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 DuygusagiDe

Duygusal oldgunuzu dgtinilyorsaniz 1 sayisini yuvarlak icine aliniz. Dusaju
olmadginizi diglinlyorsaniz 9 sayisini yuvarlak igine aliniz. Kenziitam olarak
duygusal ya da duygusaldlediye tanimlayamiyorsaniz, duygusgihizin derecesine
gore bir sayiy! yuvarlak icine aliniz.

Kisilik Anketi

1. Icekapanik 1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9
Disadonuk

2. Enerjik dgil 1 2 3 4 56 7 8 9 Enerjik
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3. Sessiz 1 2 34 5 6 7 8 9
Konuskan

4. Hevessiz 1 2 34 5 6 7 8 Hevesli
5. Cekingen 1 2 34 5 6 7 8 LCesur
6. Durgun 1 2 34 5 6 7 8 9
Hareketli

7. Iddiah desil 1 2 3 4 56 7 8 9 Iddiali
8. Hedefi yok 1 2 34 5 6 7 8 9Hedefi
var

9. Maceraperest dié 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Maceraperest

10.  Anti sosyal 1 2 34 5 6 7 8 9Sosyal

BEKKUR EDER iM
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APPENDIX P: Semi-structured Interview Guide for Students- Pilot Study-
(English Version)

Participant interview questions

Would you choose a pseudonym that you want me te ums this study?

Personal Information:

Class.....cccoovvvennnnnn. Age: ....... Gender: Male:_  Female:

Kind of school you graduated from: (State Schoolp& High SchoolAnatolian High
School/ Anatolian Teacher’'s High School/  Private School/

* Where would you like to visit?
* How long have you been studying English?
« How often have you communicated with foreigner€myglish face to face or

through internet in recent years?” were added.

Please answer the following questions with as nuethil as possible:

A-Background information (Students’ English languag learning experiences,
their parents’ attitude, their communication experience)

42.Do you remember your first English learning expece? Would you explain
your English learning experiences in elementargpsdary and high school?
(How much did you like it? How important was itlearn English?)

43.Please describe your experiences of speaking lessahactivities during your
own school education.

44.How did your parents involve in this process? (iely motivate you? Did they
support you? Did they sometimes change their d#g@)

B-Students’ WTC in English in four skills:

45.Do you seek to communicate in English?
* In what situation do you feel most willing to comnicate in English?
* With whom do you find easier to initiate communioat in the
classroom? (Teachers, peers, etc.)Why?
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* What promotes your enthusiasm in class particip&tio
* What content/topics do you like to communicate rflore
46.Could you tell me how much you use English in ydaily life? How much do
you speak, read, write or listen to English? Wlskhl is most fun? Give details
please.
47.Do you have an access to the interzMgtuld you talk about your experiences?
48.In your spare time do you use English? (Playingtlma computer, watching
films/TV, listening to music, reading English bookalking to friend from other
countries, travel abroad, etc.)
49.Would you like to have more chance to use Enghsyour daily life? Give
examples please.
50.Do you communicate with a foreigner? If not, woutil like to?
C-Students’ perceived competence in English:

51. How competent do you think you were to communidaté&nglish? Do you
regard yourself as a competent speaker of English?
52.What do you think your English level is like? Pleaate your English reading,
writing proficiency, speech comprehension (listgfiand expressing yourselves
(speaking) ability in English.
D-Students’ communication anxiety in English:

53. How do you feel when you need to use English tmroanicate? Do you feel
nervous or ease?
54.How do you feel while performing English preserdas in class?
E- Students’ motivation to learn English and use ito communicate:

55. How much do you like to communicate in Englishhnwbur class-mates?
56.How motivated are you during speaking English atleigners?
57.How important is it for you to speak English flulgfit (Very important,
important, not so important, | don’t care)
F-Students’ preferences about Willingness to commucate in English:

58.Under what circumstances would you be more williog communicate in
English in your English class?
59.What instructional approach do you prefer in yonglish speaking class?
60. What do you do to enhance your oral communicatiofigency?
G-Students’ attitude towards English language, learing English, English speaking
nations and their cultures, native speakers of Englh and international
community:

61.What do you think about the necessity of the Ehgisiguage? How do you
describe your attitude and feelings about it?
62.What are your feelings about English and Americaoptes?
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63. Have you ever been abroad? Would you like to gmad® Which country
(countries)? Why?
H-Students’ perceptions about their personality:

64.How do you describe your personality?(Slow/fast-tr&xerted/introverted-
Stable/neurotic)

I-Students’ opinions and suggestions

65.What are the factors that determine whether youldvoommunicate in English
in and out of class?
* What are your concerns when you have to speak $inigjlithe class?
* The role of the teacher, the role of the class materceived English
competence, background knowledge, topics of comoation, etc.
66.What do your instructors do to enhance your sefifidence, reduce anxiety,
and improve your WTC and motivation or what do yeant them to do?

67.What suggestions and opinions do you have abolihgnless to communicate
in English?
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APPENDIX R: Semi-structured Interview Guide for Students- Pilot Study-
(Turkish Version)

Kendi

adiniz dinda calymada kullanacguniz takma

Tanisma sorulart:

Sinifiniz: SMEBZ:
Cinsiyetiniz:...........ccoceue ..

Hangi liseden mezun oldunuz?
Hic anadili Ingilizce olan bir ulkede bulundunuz
MU e e

Lutfen asagidaki sorulari mamkin oldugunca detayli olarak cevaplayiniz.

A-Genel bilgiler(Ogrenim deneyimleri, ailelerinin tutumu, ingilizce iletisim kurma

deneyimleri)

27. Ik ingilizce @renme deneyimini hatirhyor musuntkokul, ortaokul ve
lisedeki Ingilizce @&renme deneyimlerini anlatir misin? ( Ne kadar
hoslandiniz?ingilizce @&renmek sizin igin ne kadar 6nemliydi?)

28.  Lutfen gecmgteki okul esitiminiz esnasindakingilizce kongma ile ilgili
deneyimlerinizi ve yapilan aktiviteleri anlatir mgez?

29. Bu sirecte aileniningilizce @&renmeyle ilgili tutumu nasildi?( Seni

desteklediler mi? Zaman zaman tutumlarirgigtediler mi?)

B- Ogrencilerin konusma, yazma, okuma ve dinleme ile ilgiliingilizce iletisim
kurma isteklilikleri:

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

Ingilizce iletsim kurmaya istekli misiniz?
» Hangi durumlarda daha istekli olursunuz?
« Kimlerle siniftaingilizce iletsim kurmayi balatmayi daha kolay
bulursunuz? (Gretmen, arkaddariniz, vb.)Nigin?
o Sizleri sinifta @retmenle veya arkadarinizla kongmaya neler
cesaretlendirir?
« Daha c¢ok hangi ortam ve konularda #eti kurmaktan
hoslanirsiniz?
Gunluk hayatinizddngilizceyi ne kadar kullanirsiniz? (Ne kadar kamy
okur, dinler veya yazarsiniz? Sizce hangi dil bscdaha glenceli? Dort dil
becerisini kullanmaya ne kadar isteklisiniz? Dataylatir misiniz?)
Internet bglantiniz var mi? Deneyimlerinizi pagla misiniz?
Bos zamanlarinizddngilizceyi kullanir misiniz?( 6rggn internetten film
izlemek,ingilizce oyun oynamalsarki dinlemek, kitap okumak gibi)
Gunluk hayatinizda daha cdkgilizce kullanmasansinizin olmasini ister
misiniz? Ornekler verir misiniz?
Su anda ilegim halinde oldgunuz yabanci biri var mi? Yoksa ister
miydiniz?
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C-Ogrencilerin kendi Ingilizce diizeyleri hakkindaki gorisleri:

36. Ingilizce iletsim kurma yeterlilginizin nasil oldgunu digtniyorsunuz?
(Kendinizi ingilizce kongma konusunda yeterli bulur musunuz?)

37. Ingilizce okuma, yazma, kolani anlama, kendinizingilizce olarak ifade
etme yeterlilginizin - nasil  oldgunu dgundyorsunuz?  Kendinizi
degerlendiriniz.

APPENDIX R Devam
D- Ogrencilerin Ingilizce iletisim kurma esnasindaki kaygilari:

38. Ingilizce iletsim kurmak zorunda kalginizda nasil hissedersiniz? Eguli
mi yoksa rahat mi olursunuz?
39. Siniftaingilizce sunumlar yaparken nasil hissedersiniz?

E- Ogrencilerin ingilizce iletisim kurmadaki isteklilikleri:

40.  Sinif arkadglarinizlaingilizce iletsim kurmaktan ne kadar klanirsiniz?

41.  Yabancilarldngilizce iletsim kurmaya ne kadar isteklisiniz?

42. Ingilizceyi cok akici bisekilde kongmak size ne ifade eder?( Cok énemli;
onemli; o kadar 6nemli ¢d; hic dnemli degil)

F-Ogrencilerin ingilizce iletisim kurmadaki tercihleri:

43. Hangi durumlarda siniftigilizce kongmaya daha istekli olursunuz?

44. Ingilizce kongma dersinde nasil birgéetim yaklgimini tercih edersiniz?
Neden?

45.  Sozlu iletsim kurma yetengnizi gelistirmek icin neler yaparsiniz?

G-Ogrencilerin Ingilizceye, Ingilizce @renmeye, Ingilizce konuwan (lkelerin
insanlarina ve kulturlerine, ana dili Ingilizce olan ve uluslararasi topluluklara
kars! tutumlarr:

46. Ingilizcenin gereklilgi ile ilgili ne disiiniyorsunuz?ingiliz diline kagl
tutumunuzu ve duygularinizi nasil tanimlarsiniz?

47.  Ingiliz ve Amerikan halklari ile ilgili duygularindan s6z eder misiniz?

48.  Hic yurt dsinda bulundunuz mu? Gitmek ister misiniz? Hangeutk ya da
Ulkelere gitmek istersiniz? Neden?

H-Ogrencilerin ki silikleri hakkindaki goru sleri:

49. Kisiliginizi nasil tanimlarsiniz?(Yaya hizli; ice donik/ dia donuk;
degisken/ istikrarl)

I-O grencilerin fikir ve 6nerileri:

50. Sizce sinif icinde ve gindaingilizce iletsim kurmanizi etkileyen faktorler
nelerdir?
« Siniftaingilizce iletsim kurmadaki endeleriniz,
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« Ogretmenin, sinif arkagkrinizin, ingilizce yeterlilginizin,
bilginizin, konwulan konularin 6nemi, gibi konulardan bahseder
misiniz?

51.  Ogretmenleriniz, siz konwrken gliveninizi arttirmak, heyecaninizi azaltmak
ve Ingilizce kongma istekliliginizi arttirmak icin neler yapiyorlar ya da neler
yapmalarini isterdiniz?

52. Ingilizce iletsim kurma isteklilgi ile ilgili fikir ve 6nerileriniz nelerdir?
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APPENDIX T: Permission Provided from the Faculty of Education of Canakkale
Onsekiz Mart University

T.C.

CANAKKALE ONSEKIZ MART UNiVERSITESI
Egitim Bilimleri Enstitiisii Miidiirliigii

Sayi  :B.30.2.CA(1.0.41.00/0

'

Konu : Anket Izni

flgi a) Enstitiimiiziin B.
b) Yabanci Diller E
485 sayili yazisi.

flgi a yazimiz ile Yab
Sabriye $ENER’in “Willingn
Turkish Students” kon#lu doktora tez galismasi kapsaminda, 2012-2013 Akademik Yilinda
Fakiilteniz Yabanci Diller H
elemanlar1 ve dgrencilerine an

‘ Yabanci Diller Féitim
calismada anket uygulamasi
gerektigini Enstitiimiize bildirm

Adi gegen 6grenfi:imizi1
ile hazirlik, 1 ve 2.simf|&gren:
verilmesi hususunda ge],%gini a

Canakkale Onsekiz Mart Universites iEgiti

Anafartalar Kampiisii

44- | COT= 20/12/2012

ITIM FAKULTESI DEKANLIGINA

30.2.CATU.0.43.00.00.044/894 sayili vazisi.
pitimi Anabilim Dah Bagkanliginin B.30.2.CAU.0.43.00.00.302-

anct Diller Egitimi Anabilim Dali Doktora Programi Ggrencisi
ess to Comminacate in English as a Foreign Language Among

gitimi Bolimii Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dali  8gretim
ket calismas yapma istegi Dekanligimiza bildirilmistir.
i Anabilim Dali Baskanhg ilgi b) yazisi ile yapilacak olan

vaninda  gbzlem ve miilakat tekniklerinin de kullaniimasi
histir.

1 Fakiilteniz Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dali Ggretim elemanlan
cilerine gozlem, miilakat ve anket ¢alismas: yapabilmesi i¢in izin
rz ederim.

{

\Qus

Dog. Dr. Aziz KILINC
Enstitii Miidiirii

m Bilimler i Enstitiisii Ayrintil bilgi icin : Ayse AKCA

17100/CANAKKALE

|
Telefon : (286) 21713 03 Fak.s.t%Sé) ., | —

€-POSEA & wevrrevinerie

\
Elektrcwhik Ag:h

ttp //ebe.comu.edu.tr
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APPENDIX U: Permission Provided from the Institudeof Educational Sciences

T.C.
ANAKKALE ONSEKiZ MART UNiVERSITESI
EGITIM FAKULTESI
YABA CI DILLER EGITiMi ANABILIiM DALI BASKANLIGI

SAYI :B.30.2.CAU.0.43.00/302-455 CANAKKALE
KONU:Sabriye SENER 13.12.2012

EGITIiM BILIMLERI ENSTITUSU MUDURLUGU'NE

Egitim Bilimleri Enstitiisti Miidirligii'ne gonderdigimiz 22.10.2012 tarihli 302-416
sayilt “Anket Izni” konulu yazimizda: Doktora Programi Ggrencisi Sabriye SENER'in tez
projesi kapsaminda, 2012-20113 Akademik Yili’nda, Egitim Fakiiltesi Yabanci Diller Egitimi
Anabilim Dal Ingiliz Dili Egmmi Bilim Dali’min 6gretim elemanlarina ve 6grencilerine anket
calismasi sapmasi igin izin istemi ver almigtir. Sabriye SENER’in 13.12.2012 tarihli
dilekgesinde belirttigi [tizere;| Egitim Fakiiltesi Yabanci Diller Egitimi Anabilim Dali Ingiliz
Dili Egitimi Bilim Dali'mn 6gretim elemanlarina ve Hazirlik simfi, 1.simuf ile 2.suuf
Ogrencilerine uygulayacag |anket galismasinda: anket. gdzlem ve miilakat tekniklerinin
uygulanacag: ifadesinih yer aldi1 izin yazisinin hazirlanmas: hususunda;

Bilgilerinize ve geregini arz ederim. Saygilarimla.

y

Prof. Dr. Dincay KOKSAL
Anabilim Dah Baskam

EK:]
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APPENDIX X: Tables of the Pilot study

Table 1: Age distribution of the participants of the pilot study

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid 17-18-19 age 14 311 31,8 31,8
20-21-22 25 55,6 56,8 88,6
23-24-25 1 2,2 2,3 90,9
26-27-28 4 8,9 9,1 100,0
Total 44 97,8 100,0

Missing  System 1 2,2

Total 45 100,0

Table 2: Gender distribution of the participants ofthe pilot study

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Femalen 21 46,7 477 47,7
Male 23 51,1 52,3 100,0
Total 44 97,8 100,0
Missing System 1 2,2
Total 45 100,0

Table 3: Age and gender cross-tabulation of the p#écipants of the pilot study

Asagidaki tablonun icini ingilizceye ceviremedim

Cinsiyet * Yas Crosstabulation

Yas
17-18-19 yas | 20-21-22 | 23-24-25 | 26-27-28 Total

Cinsiyet Kadin  Count 7 12 1 1 21
% within Cinsiyet 33,3% 57,1% 4,8% 4,8% 100,0%

% of Total 15,9% 27,3% 2,3% 2,3% 47,7%

Erkek  Count 7 13 0 3 23

% within Cinsiyet 30,4% 56,5% ,0% 13,0% 100,0%

% of Total 15,9% 29,5% ,0% 6,8% 52,3%

Total Count 14 25 1 4 44
% within Cinsiyet 31,8% 56,8% 2,3% 9,1% 100,0%

% of Total 31,8% 56,8% 2,3% 9,1% 100,0%




292

FLT ¥ kLT kLT kLT ¥ FLT FLE FLT FLT kLT ¥ FLT FLE N
000 [t [ty [ 00 00y R0 0o 0 00 00" ooy ooy [T SouUapLUTy I
it ILE LLEE L9ET B8 LL0E WINT e LOPE 16z 68 LOLE LELL UOHBIHOT) UOSIEY]
FLT FLT FLT FLT FLT FLT Pz FLT FT 784 T FLZ Pz N
0 000 o0 000" 00 o 000 000 0o 000" )" )" (prrieig) o UOHRAHORY
008 Rty LO8F st WO LT s 5887 SO RNt L9087 B ONB[RLIOT oSy
FLT FLT FLT TLT TLT FLZ FLT FLT 744 Tl FLT FLZ N
00 000 000 00 000 00" 0o 000 000" 00 00 (e er-g) QPR S,
vy 0L LLOL I WP SHLST Sl Y LOtE i OUBALIOT) Los
tiz tiT FLT FLT FLZ FLT tLT tiz FLE FLT FLZ N
[ 100" 000" £ 000" 000 000 000" 000 000 IO
W L6l LB RN LOsT WFIT WSLF b
FLT FLT LT kLT tLL FLT kLT tLL HT kLT N
noo” ) 00o° 000" 0oy 000 680" 000" 000" (poyerz) 31y SHEILALC) DA LIE0I]
Aty LLO8 WFGF WRLE WOF FII- 06T ANERAIAT) Loslen ]
¥l FLT FLT FLT Tl FLT FLT FLT FLT N
1a]] uenangp
Q00 (i 000 000’ nan” 2 o o (poye-z) a1
L] OURRL
L0 L8 LLSE KAl 298 W8T
FLT FLT FLT Tl FlZ FLT FLT FLT N
oy ooe’ 0on” 000 o o PR | 2auBploay-tpeosddy
LY LS Mt R 6T LT WT8E
i ke FLT FLT FLT i i N
000" T ono ono (peie-g) o1y SONTATLIY PUC UOHB3O Y, [BUOH IR UT
oy 0Ly’ i HIT LT SURRILIOT) s, |
FLT FLT kLT tLE FLT FLT N
ooy 07 000 000 (palwi-Z) USI[BU SUtL] o) opmiy
869 JBLE Hiah LT LT
FLT kLT L FT FLT N
ooy oo 00" 00 (o7} olEAlo]y
ALy L0z ANF DHB[RLLY WIS 18]
kLT LT FT FLT N
o 000 000 (pa(t-g) By AISe(L
- 0T LO0E BRI U 182
724 FLT FLZ N
000 000 (pater-Z) oy ARINIY S5R[2-U]
395 T UOTRIDER,Y ISJB0]
o4 PLT N
o (pyieig) o8 DOUBPLIUI- RS $SB[-1]
018 UOI RO 0SB
Pz N
(poeg) 515 T4 sse-ul
OBPLIOT) LS
steug
S Ui AQUDpUR, Fupureo, ysi5u0 wee | 20UOPIIUOD
PIRPYUO T[S UORATIO AP § PR SURUOSIA]  UOTIRIUSO PATRIFOIN  [RUOBWSIU] UL ISSIU]  SIURPKAY ~IPeoIddy  Uoneao s [RUONEWRI]  pIeso) opiTly 01 UONEANGLY 2159(] SIRTKU S$R] U] <l ssw[a-u] LA SSRE-U]

XHIE]Y UBIRPII) 1AL SSEP-U]

A XIANAALY




293

[Tk ks (k4 [k [ 754 vl v 754 ks [ [ vl v [ N
000° 000° 00 o0 000" o0 o0 000° 000° 000° 000" o0 000 ety w5 SOURPLLOJI2S SEIN0
(doog leslrst” (st (ke (o (WY (dogt (WS ()85t (ad0t (sadoL8™ (eds08 (s (OHBJRHO ORI
ks [k [k [ 754 vil v |54 ks [T [T vil v [ N
00 00 o0 000" 000 00 000" 000" 000" 00 000 000 thousg) ol
(anlics” e (b (e85 (diLp (007" (9T [P (oY laaEe2™ eI [T HOIBRLA TR
+11 ke +iz viz ti2 [ +iz HT HT viz ti2 riz N
0 oo 000" 000 000 000" 000" 000" 000" o0 000 popei-7) St SRR S SR
(andeze” (anbtor” (" (wlrlL (bl [P (andbl$” (bl (aa 67 (RIS (alt1s HOIFRL TR
kL [ vz #T [ bz tz tz vz #T riE N
0 [ty o a oo ooy ooy 00 o oo Apuosied
(while (k6T (velzae (Rl (a0 (aaltitt ()17 [ (a0 (eTLe
[ vz tT [ vz [ [ vz tT [ N
ooy iy iy o0 :xéEANv 81y UONE LRI DAT] L wﬁ:—
(eal1E (L5 (anlbt (aleot (wll 1€ (o381 (olB6t” HOBRCY (KRR
I 4 [k 124 tL tL I 4 |4 N
000 690 000 000° 000° L 000 000 (o) S GO 3R] U ]
(w7 o (e (AT (eadest (e300 (RS [
vl 54 t [T [T vl vl [ N
000 o0 o0 o0 00 100 000 2uapuny 2500pIO- -y
{adTLt Laltls {aad18F W% 4 (aa 85T (ealTTH (yliot”
[ e [T [T 147 e [ N
oo 0 157 10 o s :xuir._wﬂ ﬂﬁm 1.0_ _,‘r:um —«:ﬁ :c__r.u:,a E amup
(en)9T8" 0L (aa 61 [ el 07" PR et
tE FLE FLE £z £ bz N
G o0y 000y (peit=z) v ALt
[ (it (asT™ (T (aadol HOHFIRLO i
[ [ +il £ i N
000 00 o0 o0 oty sy (B
(s ]L5" Lo 17 (TS [ UWHERLRY tSIER]
214 £z ot o N
000 o0 o0 (peiteez) @t s
lag)917~ [T [TIce OHBRLIO s 1E
o4 FT (o N
i o (poqm-7) 51y AJSTRUY SB[ )11()
Fw&uwﬂm.\ ;@uc#v _ :::EPE:Q uasaen |
e [k N
000 thopeg) 3
A*%vc?ﬁ y_’i—n_q.r_:U uesaed |
754 N
(pojrerz) o5 RIEE \10)
TOTPRIALIO ) TOsIA]
[STil]
COUOPY UL LS SauapuR), SOUIANDY Fumen) SUIPLUD
JR§ S INCY TONRAIORY PNV S SPLRT  AUNIOSI]  UDIIMLUIBLC) Al BIIR] FA10] UL AOURPIOAY B0y -UONI0Y UL ISSIRIU] IRl SpNITIY WIBATIONY allsa] DRI S0 <138 SSU-IN0) DL SN0




