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Abstract

:

In the field of second language acquisition (SLA) and language teaching, willingness to communicate (WTC), a construct of oral communication, has been extensively researched as it is considered a facilitative factor for language development. Most studies examine this construct using the quantitative method. There are fewer studies that have examined how languages are codeswitched and used interchangeably across different social domains, a common practice among Malaysian English language users. The purpose of this research was to develop and validate a WTC measuring tool for Malaysian English language learners. In the questionnaire, WTC in English was examined and determined via four language use domains—education, friendship, transaction and family. The validity of the four domain factors was tested using the two-stage approach factor analysis. The results suggest that WTC can be seen as a domain-based construct where learner social domains are contextualized. This paper aims to briefly introduce the study and presents its validation results.
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1. Introduction


Willingness to communicate (WTC) plays a crucial role in facilitating oral interaction among speakers. The term was coined [1] and defined as the inclination to participate in an interaction when there is an opportunity for it. This idea was shaped by other studies [2,3] who investigated the reluctance of native speakers to engage in communication.



Although various variables that influence a native speaker’s WTC communication competence have been identified (for example, communication anxiety, introversion, self-efficacy, and cultural diversities), early studies on WTC of native speakers primarily focused on its link to personality attributes. Native speaker WTC has also been examined across several different communication settings as well as involving different types of recipients [4]. As a result of these personality-based studies, WTC is seen as a construct that remains mostly constant across various communicative situations. This native speaker view, or the L1 view, of WTC, however, is in contradiction to the second language speaker view, or the L2 view, posited by [5].



In the L2 context, WTC is defined as the psychological preparedness to interact in the target language when the opportunity arises. The manifestation of WTC among L2 speakers is different from L1 speakers as they generally have high oral competency and therefore the situation is rather simple, without any issues [5]. This however is not the case for L2 speakers whose oral competency levels could range from the lowest to the highest. Authors [5] believe that WTC among L2 speakers is dependent on the context as their predisposition to interact seems to be contingent on the situational condition that is different in each context. Given this, [6] included situation-bound contextual variables such as the topic, interactants, magnitude of the communicative group, and cultural setting to facilitate his research on WTC of Korean L2 speakers.



In addition, [5] also points out that there are many intergroup issues in the L2 context that have social and political ramifications. In Malaysia, for example, to ensure the unity of its multiethnic and multilingual population, Malay, the country’s official language, is to be used as a language of unity. English, on the other hand, is seen as a global language—a language of international business, diplomacy, knowledge, technology etc. [7]. Because of the complex linguistic landscape of the country, an exploration of this crucial communication construct is warranted to avoid the over-generalisation of WTC in the L2 setting.



1.1. The WTC Scale


To identify the WTC levels of L2 learners, an adapted version of the WTC scale developed by [8] is usually employed. The instrument determines the WTC of language learners through their scores in four context-based situations: (1) group discussion, (2) meetings, (3) interpersonal interaction, and (4) public speaking. Additionally, it measures WTC in terms of the scores of the recipients which include strangers, acquaintances and friends. Most of the studies that have employed this instrument have been conducted in Western countries, particularly America and Canada [9,10,11]. Over in Asia, similar studies have been conducted in Japan [12,13,14] and China [4,15].



As noted by [16], these L2 studies view WTC from a monolithic perspective, the East versus the West perspective. She argues that given the pluralistic nature of Malaysia, WTC should be approached from a pluralistic viewpoint as it would be more representative of its society. Following this argument, the present study considered two variables—socio-cultural and psychological—in its investigation of WTC. These factors are particularly pertinent to an ethnically and linguistically diverse country such as Malaysia.



This study measured the WTC in English of Malaysian undergraduates in four language use domains—education, family, friendship, and transaction—as outlined by [17]. This selection was also guided by specifications stated in government documents that touched on language policy and use such as the Rahman Talib Report and Tenth Malaysia Plan. Besides official documents, media also play a role in influencing the way Malaysians think and what they express in certain language domains [18].




1.2. Language Use Domain


Studies on language use domains describe the language choices of speakers, which are determined by the individuals they are conversing with, the conversation topic, and the location of the conversation. Their language choice is further confined by the cultural norms and social expectations of their society [17,19].



Discourse on language use is of particular relevance to Malaysia given its linguistically diverse society where it is common to code switch and use more than one language when communicating in some social domains [17,20]. Researchers such as [21,22,23,24,25] feel that in the context of a multilingual society, the decision on which language to use in a particular language domain is determined largely by the interactants, their relationships, the discussion topic and the setting.



The domains of language use are also discussed in relation to the familiarity among the interactants. Typical interactions between typical participants in typical settings create a domain [26]. A study by Platt links the domain to the continuum of formality [27]. In tandem with this view, it is stated that the degree of formality in a domain is dependent on the outcome intended by the interactants [28]. For example, if the intention is to create an air of elitism, a formal code might be preferred while a more casual less formal code might be preferred to foster a sense of friendliness and kinship.



Another factor that affects language use choices is the social organization (the family, community, educational institution, workplace, etc.) that individuals are in [29]. Comparatively, the educational and workplace settings are likely to be more formal than the friendship and family settings.



Additionally, the government language policies also influence what language would be used in an institution and/or organisation. This is relevant for the Malaysian context where English is taught as a subject in schools. In other words, the elements of language use construct such as the discussion topic, relationship, setting, and formality are crucial to an understanding of the language choices that individuals made. For these reasons, this study aimed to focus on the education, transactional, friendship and family domains to study WTC in English among Malaysian undergraduates.





2. Method


The respondents were 540 undergraduates from a public university in Malaysia selected using proportionate quota sampling. The Statistical Package for Social Sciences Program (SPSS) version 17 (SPSS Inc., Chicago, IL, USA) was used to analyse the data collected. After the data were analysed and assessed, structural equation modelling (SEM) was utilised. The second-order model presented in Figure 1 was validated using the two-stage approach in SmartPLS 2.0.M3 software (SmartPLS2., Hamburg, Germany). Each item in the questionnaire is a reflective indicator of its domain in the model while each domain is the formative indicator of WTC in English. Hence, a complete measurement model of WTC in English for Malaysian language learners was developed.




3. Results


The measurement model of WTC in English was validated statistically. First, factor analysis of the reflective-formative hierarchical component model (HCM) of the WTC construct was conducted using a two-stage approach. For the first stage, the first or lower order components of the reflective measurement model were evaluated whereas the second stage involved the evaluation of the second or higher order components of the formative measurement model.



3.1. Reflective Measurement Model


The reflective measurement model determines the validity and reliability of the questionnaire items or indicators. For this study, two types of validity assessment were conducted: (1) convergent validity and (2) discriminant validity.



“Convergent validity is the degree to which indicators of a specific construct converge or share a high proportion of variance in common” [30]. Both factor loadings and average variance extracted (AVE) were used to assess the convergent validity of these indicators [31]. The indicator loadings, AVE, and composite reliability (CR) of the reflective construct of WTC in the four domains of language use are presented in Table 1.



Items with loadings higher than 0.708, as suggested by [31], were retained while the others were omitted. These low loading items, WTC_EDU5, 7, 12, 13 and 16, were from the education construct and are not depicted in Table 1. With their omission, the loading for WTC_EDU15 fell from 0.705 to 0.692. Therefore, this item remained since the total loading scores are high with its inclusion. Furthermore, the AVE score is more than 0.5, which is acceptable [32]. The four constructs also attained the threshold values for CR and AVE. CR scores for all four domains are greater than 0.7 while the AVE scores are greater than 0.5 after the item deletion [31]. It can be concluded that the requirements for reliability and convergent validity of the four domains of the WTC construct have been attained.



To determine the discriminant validity of the model, the Fornell–Larcker indicators were used (see Table 2 for the results). According to [33], the indicators should load more strongly within the same construct compared to the other constructs of the model. Furthermore, the average variance of each construct and its measure should be more than the variance shared between the construct and other constructs. As indicated in Table 2, all the constructs attained satisfactory discriminant validity [33], that is, the square root of AVE (diagonal) is larger than the correlations (off-diagonal) of the four reflective constructs.



Based on the results of the Fornell–Lacker discriminant validity test, it can be concluded that the construct WTC in English in the education, friendship, transaction, and family domains met the requirement of discriminant validity for the reflective measurement model.




3.2. Formative Measurement Model


A three-step approach that involved determining the convergent validity, addressing collinearity issues, and assessing the significance and relevance of the formative indicators was used to establish the validity of the formative measurement model for this HCM. The measurement properties of the formative construct of WTC are indicated in Table 3.



Results of the redundancy analysis indicate that the path coefficient of 0.728 is bigger than 0.7. This means that the WTC formative construct has a satisfactory level of convergent validity [34]. Besides, the Varian Inflation Factor (VIF) values are all lower than the threshold value of 5 [31]. In addition, the collinearity does not reach a critical level in any of the formative construct indicators and therefore it can be used for estimating the Partial Least Square (PLS) path model.



As to the significance level, three of the WTC constructs (education, friendship and transaction) were found to be significant whereas the family domain was insignificant. By employing Hair et al.’s [31] absolute contribution method, the loading value was 0.640 and the t-value was 15.414. Thus, the family domain was retained. In conclusion, the results proved the validity and reliability of the reflective-formative measurement model for the WTC in English.





4. Conclusions


This research on WTC in English examines the interchangeable use of languages in the daily lives of Malaysians within and across the four language use domains of education, friendship, transaction, and family. It is quite usual for Malaysians to be able to converse in two or more languages and to codeswitch between them in their daily interaction. Furthermore, language policies (Malay as a language of unity and public domains; English as a global language and a language of knowledge and technology) dictate that one language is used more than another in specific domains. The validated WTC scale for Malaysian English language learners, which is reflective of the unique local social and linguistic landscape, is a valuable contribution to research in the area.
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Figure 1. The measurement model of WTC. 
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Table 1. WTC in English, reflective measurement model.
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Construct

	
Item

	
Loadings

	
AVE

	
CR






	
WTC in English in the

Education

Domain

	
WTC_EDU1

	
0.735

	
0.606

	
0.939




	
WTC_EDU2

	
0.790




	
WTC_EDU3

	
0.741




	
WTC_EDU4

	
0.825




	
WTC_EDU6

	
0.848




	
WTC_EDU8

	
0.833




	
WTC_EDU9

	
0.715




	
WTC_EDU10

	
0.830




	
WTC_EDU14

	
0.755




	
WTC_EDU15

	
0.692




	
WTC in English in the

Family

Domain

	
WTC_FAM1

	
0.905

	
0.825

	
0.979




	
WTC_FAM2

	
0.875




	
WTC_FAM3

	
0.893




	
WTC_FAM4

	
0.922




	
WTC_FAM5

	
0.918




	
WTC_FAM6

	
0.917




	
WTC_FAM7

	
0.911




	
WTC_FAM8

	
0.913




	
WTC_FAM9

	
0.920




	
WTC_FAM10

	
0.909




	
WTC in English in the

Friendship

Domain

	
WTC_FRIEND1

	
0.790

	
0.656

	




	
WTC_FRIEND2

	
0.750




	
WTC_FRIEND3

	
0.792




	
WTC_FRIEND4

	
0.818




	
WTC_FRIEND5

	
0.798




	
WTC_FRIEND6

	
0.747




	
WTC_FRIEND7

	
0.832




	
WTC_FRIEND8

	
0.850




	
WTC_FRIEND9

	
0.826




	
WTC_FRIEND10

	
0.836




	
WTC_FRIEND11

	
0.815




	
WTC_FRIEND12

	
0.783




	
WTC_FRIEND13

	
0.825




	
WTC_FRIEND14

	
0.840




	
WTC_FRIEND15

	
0.814




	
WTC_FRIEND16

	
0.829




	
WTC_FRIEND17

	
0.813




	
WTC in English in the

Transaction

Domain

	
WTC_TRANS1

	
0.904

	
0.754

	




	
WTC_TRANS2

	
0.910




	
WTC_TRANS3

	
0.906




	
WTC_TRANS4

	
0.897




	
WTC_TRANS5

	
0.901




	
WTC_TRANS6

	
0.898




	
WTC_TRANS7

	
0.846




	
WTC_TRANS8

	
0.737




	
WTC_TRANS9

	
0.806




	
WTC_TRANS10

	
0.859








Note: WTC_EDU5, WTC_EDU7, WTC_EDU11, WTC_EDU12, WTC_EDU13, and WTC_EDU16 were deleted due to low loadings.
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Table 2. Discriminant validity using the Fornell-Larcker criterion.






Table 2. Discriminant validity using the Fornell-Larcker criterion.












	
	WTC_EDU
	WTC_FAMILIY
	WTC_FRIEND
	WTC_TRANS





	WTC_EDU
	0.778
	
	
	



	WTC_FAMILIY
	0.503
	0.908
	
	



	WTC_FRIEND
	0.758
	0.689
	0.810
	



	WTC_TRANS
	0.676
	0.612
	0.752
	0.868
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Table 3. Measurement properties of the formative construct WTC.
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Construct

	
Item

	
Convergent Validity

	
Weight

	
VIF

	
t-Value Weight

	
p






	
WTC

	
Education

	
0.728

	
0.288

	
2.619

	
4.096

	
0.000




	
Friendship

	
0.501

	
3.849

	
6.747

	
0.000




	
Transaction

	
0.384

	
2.512

	
5.947

	
0.000




	
Family

	
–0.102

	
2.043

	
1.951

	
0.051
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