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Abstract

This study aims to investigate teachers’ beliefs about the scope of their 
roles in terms of interaction strategies in order to develop and maintain their 
learners’ willingness to communicate (WTC). Four experienced teachers of two 
English courses in Indonesia were asked to answer an open self-completion 
questionnaire that was designed based on the three interaction strategies pro-
posed by Lee and Ng (2010). The study suggests any pedagogic interventions 
always depend on good teaching: one method alone does not promise success. 
This present study is expected to contribute to the comprehension of teachers’ 
influence to learners’ WTC particularly to language teacher development.
Keywords: willingness to communicate, WTC, teacher interaction strategies, 
teachers’ roles, teachers’ beliefs

Abstrak

Penelitian ini bertujuan mengeksplorasi keyakinan guru tentang ruang 
lingkup peran mereka pada strategi interaksi untuk meningkatkan dan mem-
pertahankan kemauan siswa mereka untuk berkomunikasi (WTC). Empat guru 
bahasa Inggris berpengalaman di sebuah bimbingan belajar di Indonesia diberi 
kuesioner open self-completion yang didesain berdasarkan tiga strategi interak-
si yang dicetuskan oleh Lee dan Ng (2010). Hasil penelitian ini menunjukkan 
bahwa intervensi pedagogik selalu tergantung pada pengajaran yang baik: satu 
metode tidak menjanjikan keberhasilan. Penelitian ini diharapkan dapat mem-
berikan pengaruh pemahaman guru pada kemauan siswa untuk berkomunikasi 
(WTC) khususnya untuk pengembangan guru bahasa.
Kata Kunci: kemauan untuk berkomunikasi, WTC, strategi interaksi guru, peran 
guru, keyakinan guru

1.	 Introduction
A gamut of research has indicated that 

learners’ active involvement in communica-
tion and interaction in their target language 
is essential during the learning process as 
modern language pedagogy specifically 
aims to enable learners to naturally commu-
nicate in their target language. Thus speak-
ing plays an increasingly important role 
in language learning. This is in line with 

Skehan (1989, cited in Zarrinabadi, 2014) 
who argues that learners’ talk in the target 
language is fundamental to achieve L2/FL 
(Foreign Language) proficiency; therefore, 
the learning process should place more em-
phasis on how to utilize classroom tasks 
largely to encourage students to demonstrate 
their linguistic competence within conver-
sations. A lack of opportunities provided for 
learners to speak may cause them to remain 
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as ‘mute’ language users regardless of ex-
tensive linguistic input they have received.  

Besides the absence of opportunities 
to interact in target language, another possi-
ble reason that may hinder language learn-
ers from being capable of communicating in 
their target language is that they do not have 
Willingness to Communicate (WTC). The 
topic of WTC has been widely discussed as 
having a pivotal role in L2/FL learning. It is 
WTC that generates enthusiasm to seek out 
or even create opportunities to talk in the 
target language. McCroskey (1987) claims 
that WTC is proven as a predictor of class-
room participation since students with high 
ranking WTC participated more in class-
room interaction (cited in Liu and Jackson, 
2008) and they are likely to be ready to get 
involved in any interactions using their L2 
outside classrooms (Kang, 2005). 

Since WTC is considered crucial, a 
notable strand of discussion has attempt-
ed to consider the impacts of its presence 
or absence and suggested numerous ways 
to facilitate this factor in language learn-
ing process especially within classroom 
environment. In the EFL (English as For-
eign Language/ESL (English as a Second 
Language) classroom context, teachers un-
deniably exert a significant and determin-
ing influence on learner’s engagement and 
WTC (Wen & Clément, 2003; Peng,2007; 
Cao,2011; MacIntyre et al., 2011 cited in 
Zarrinabadi, 2014). Experts suggest teach-
ers’ attitude, involvement, and teaching 
style significantly affect learners’ involve-
ment and WTC (Wen & Clément, 2003; 
Peng, 2007; MacIntyre et al., 2011; Cao, 
2011 cited in Zarrinabadi, 2014). 

Given the importance of teachers’ 
contributions in generating and maintaining 
students’ WTC in L2/FL, it seems essential 
to value teachers’ beliefs of their roles and 
interaction strategies as their beliefs and 
perceptions may define their actual prac-
tices while teaching target language and 
employing instructional methods (Staub & 
Stern, 2002 cited in Sadeghi et al., 2014). 

Numerous studies published to date 

have shed light on direct or indirect correla-
tion between teachers and WTC; however, 
how teachers’ beliefs shape their decisions 
to perform particular roles and apply certain 
interaction strategies related to students’ 
WTC still needs to be identified. The pres-
ent study investigates teachers’ beliefs of 
their roles and interaction strategies applied 
in their classrooms within Indonesian EFL 
learning classroom context. 

This qualitative study examines the 
following research questions:
1.	 What are teachers’ beliefs about their 

roles and interaction strategies in 
maintaining students’ WTC?

2.	 How do teachers apply interaction 
strategies to maintain students’ WTC?
The paper consists of five parts. The 

first part is the introduction which contains 
two research questions that outline this re-
search. The second part is Literature Re-
view that discusses four foci of this study; 
namely, teachers’ beliefs, willingness to 
communicate, teachers’ roles and teachers’ 
interaction strategies. The next section ex-
plains the methodology of this research in-
cluding descriptions of context and partici-
pants, data collection and data analysis. The 
fourth part presents findings and discussion 
which is organized based on the three inter-
action strategies: teacher-fronted strategy, 
facilitator-oriented strategy and learner-ori-
ented strategy. The last section describes the 
conclusion, suggestions and limitations of 
this study.

2.	 Literature Review
This section discusses the results of 

previous studies related to the four elements 
in this research; namely, teachers’ beliefs, 
willingness to communicate (WTC), teach-
ers’ roles and interaction strategies respec-
tively.

2.1.	 Teachers’ Beliefs
Teachers’ beliefs hold a pivotal role 

in teachers’ behavior, judgments, and deci-
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sions related their teaching practice. Pajares 
(1992) views teachers’ beliefs as the single 
most important construct in educational 
research. In addition to that, Williams and 
Burden (1997) argue that teachers’ beliefs 
are more influential than their knowledge or 
any methodologies they are told to adapt in 
organizing and defining classroom tasks and 
problems. They influence pedagogical deci-
sion-making, the acceptance and uptake of 
new approaches, techniques and activities, 
choice of subjects and classroom activities 
and evaluation in the classroom (Li, 2013). 

Beliefs emerge as a result of past ex-
perience, present situation, and future plans 
(Clandinin & Connelly, 2000), which indi-
cates that they may change due to several 
factors, for example, interaction with stu-
dents (Skott, 2001 cited in Li, 2013).

Highlighting teachers’ beliefs as a 
fundamental element in teaching practices, 
it is worth investigating how they inform 
teachers’ decisions to apply particular inter-
action strategies and roles to facilitate learn-
ers’ WTC.

2.2.	 Willingness to Communicate
Experts argue that a language learning 

course is considered successful when it is 
able to produce students who are willing to 
seek out opportunities to talk in the target 
language, hence when it fails to craft stu-
dents’ willingness to use the target language, 
the program is simply a failure (MacIntyre 
et al., 1998).  The fact is, however, many 
language learning classes are also filled 
with those who do not show, or perhaps do 
not have willingness to interact in their L2/
FL. An American psychologist and philos-
opher William James (1890 cited in Mac-
Intyre, 2007: p.569) clearly describes this 
common situation as follows: 

A significant number of L2 learn-
ers around the world brace them-
selves to the resolve, they learn 
another language, and they choose 
to speak in the language. For such 
people, a state is reached in which 

L2 communication is approached 
willingly, others seem destined to 
remain in the condition of wish and 
not will.
One of the most influential elements 

in successful learning is, it will be argued, 
learners’ WTC. Willingness to Communi-
cate addresses the readiness of learners to 
engage in communication using their L2/
FL at a particular time with a specific per-
son or persons when given the opportuni-
ty (McCroskey & Richmond, 1990 cited in 
Zarrinabadi, 2014; MacIntyre et al., 1998). 
The state of readiness is established as the re-
sult of a combination of several factors: lack 
of anxiety and communicative competence 
which develop learners’ self confidence in 
using the target language; and intention to 
engage in communication (MacIntyre et al., 
1998). It means that WTC is a dynamic fac-
tor, that is, its presence depends on the ex-
istence of the aforementioned factors; con-
versely, the absence of those factors may 
result in learners’ un-WTC.

Previous research indicates that el-
ements of the language learning process 
within the classroom context that may pro-
mote learners’ WTC are closely related to 
teachers, for example,  topic, type of task, 
interlocutor interaction (teacher or peers) 
and pattern of interaction: teacher-fronted 
situation, dyad, and small group (Cao & 
Philp, 2006; cited in Zarrinabadi, 2014). 
From the students’ point of view, Cao 
(2011) identifies that they are likely to be 
willing to interact more when they like their 
teachers. According to Zarrinabadi’s (2014) 
study, students tend to be more active us-
ing their L2/FL in their classroom when 
their teachers show them support to talk, for 
example, giving students sufficient time to 
think before answering questions; or allow-
ing students to choose topics of discussion 
that are interesting for them. It can be con-
cluded that teacher-related factors seem to 
significantly promote students’ WTC.

2.3.	 Teachers’ Roles
‘Role’ is a technical term used in 
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sociology to point out the shared expecta-
tions of how an individual should behave 
(Dörnyei and Murphy, 2003).  Teachers’ 
roles refer to a list of expected teachers’ 
pedagogical behaviours. Pedagogically, 
based on Harmer’s framework (Hedge, 
2000), EFL/ESL teachers’ roles in language 
learning process can be identified as fol-
lows: as controllers, assessors, correctors, 
organizers, prompters and resources. Rich-
ards (2006, 2011; cited in Rido et al., 2014) 
propose three other roles:  facilitators, mon-
itors and mediators, while Littlewood (1981 
cited in Choudhury, 2011) mentions teacher 
as a facilitator that includes some sub-roles 
such as: a supervisor of students’ learning 
activities, a classroom manager, a consul-
tant, an adviser, and on several occasions 
as a communicator with learners. Among 
the list of proposed teachers’ roles, teachers 
generally manage to perform the following 
functions: instructors, organizers, counsel-
ors and helpers (Hedge, 2000). The ultimate 
aim of all roles performed by teachers is, 
indeed, to facilitate progress of students’ 
language skills (Harmer, 1998). As a key 
professional competence, teachers should 
be able to stimulate students’ interests and 
involvement in the classroom activities, 
even when their students do not seem to be 
interested in participating. 

2.4.	 Teachers’ Interaction Strategies
Creating a communicative language 

classroom has been an obligation for most 
language teachers nowadays. To do so, they 
need to ensure that the techniques they use in 
the classroom promote dynamic interaction 
with their students and interactions among 
students in the target language. Lee and 
Ng’s (2009) study underlines three types of 
interaction strategies namely teacher-front-
ed strategy, facilitator-oriented strategy and 
learner-oriented strategy. 

Teacher-fronted strategy is a con-
trolled interaction pattern in which the 
teacher talks most of the time and initiates 
the exchange between her/him and the stu-
dents. This approach is also known as IRF 

sequences, or triadic dialogue. The triplet 
involves three general steps: teacher ini-
tiates the questions, students respond to it 
as a class and teacher gives feedback in the 
forms of correction, acceptance or rejection 
of students’ answers (Sinclair & Coulthard, 
1975 cited in Waring, 2008). The F step 
might also be intended to close a cycle and 
move to a new cycle of IRF marked by 
teacher posing another question. Although 
there are studies which criticize its rigid 
structure (van Lier, 2000b cited in Waring, 
2008; Miao & Heining-Boynton, 2011), 
IRF is still widely used in language class-
room interaction (Kyriacou and Issitt, 2008 
cited in Ingram and Elliot, 2014). 

The second type of strategy, facilita-
tor-oriented strategy, is a ‘more let go’ ver-
sion of IRF in which the third step, F-move, 
serves as a follow up for teachers to contin-
ue the exchange. When applying this strate-
gy, teachers do not attempt to give obvious 
feedback, but focus more on building class 
discussion (Cullen, 2002), therefore they do 
not cut the dialog, but let it flow by inviting 
more students to join in the conversation. 
This strategy involves topic personalization, 
referential questions, reformulation, elabo-
ration, comment, repetition, backchannels, 
content-focused feedback and longer wait 
time (Lee and Ng, 2009). Wider scope of 
F-move has changed the rigid pattern of 
IRF to be a more strategic discourse that 
supports language learning; providing that 
teachers do not merely evaluate students’ 
answer but also attempt to invite students to 
collaborate in the discourse.

Thelastinteraction strategy mentioned 
in this study islearner oriented strategy or 
can also be defined as learner-learner inter-
action. This type of approach offers oppor-
tunities for students to speak in the class-
room without direct teacher intervention 
(Lee & Ng, 2010). It usually applies when 
students work as groups or dyads to ac-
complish a task. According to Ryoo (2009) 
students’ collaborative interactions in the 
sociocultural framework enable them to 
mediate their understanding and actively 
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seek solutions together to reach second lan-
guage development. During students’ group 
work, the teacher only intervenes during the 
interaction if necessary, for example, to help 
their students when they face problems in 
doing their tasks. 

Experts may suggest one out of three 
approaches proposed by Lee and Ng (2009) 
is better than the others in facilitating WTC; 
however, the three interaction strategies are 
commonly used in language classrooms 
(Lee & Ng, 2009).  Every interaction strat-
egy is embedded by particular teachers’ 
roles; for example, teachers may perform as 
controllers of discourses in teacher-fronted 
strategy application or facilitators during 
facilitator-oriented or learner-oriented strat-
egy. The decisions to apply or not to apply 
certain strategies are informed by the beliefs 
that teachers hold. 

3.	 Methodology
This section presents an overview of 

the context and participants, data collection 
instrument and data analysis process.

3.1.	 Context and Participants
WTC is an interesting topic for me 

since I can relate this to my own teaching 
practice as a lecturer and an English teacher 
in a private English course in my hometown 
in Indonesia. Students who enroll in English 
courses are expected to be highly motivated 
to learn English, but, apparently, teachers of 
English courses still have to deal with stu-
dents who do not seem interested in learn-
ing and sometimes eschew interactions with 
their teachers or peers.  Unlike their public 
school fellow teachers, English teachers at 
language learning courses are especially 
required to improve their students’ English 
competency both in spoken and written 
forms.  To do so, they need to design class-
room activities that aim to enhance students’ 
willingness to communicate, the crucial ele-
ment in language learning process.

The research was conducted within 

Indonesian EFL context. Considering the 
limited time allocated for data collection, 
I decided to invite three colleagues from 
LBPP LIA Cirebon city and two teachers 
of IEDUC Bandung city (one of them can-
celled her participation since she could not 
meet the deadline) who taught in my pre-
vious IELTS class. The recruitment of par-
ticipants used purposive sampling, based 
on their teaching experience. All LBPP 
LIA teachers participated in this research 
have almost 15 years of teaching experi-
ence in various programs and levels, while 
the teacher of IEDUC has almost 10 years 
teaching experience and holds Cambridge 
CELTA from International House Teacher 
Training Centre, Sydney.

LBPP LIA, formerly known as In-
donesian-American Foundation, was es-
tablished in 1959 in Jakarta. Now the in-
stitution has branches in many major cities 
in the islands of Java, Bali, Sumatera, Su-
lawesi and Kalimantan. It provides English 
learning programs for children, students of 
junior high school (12-14 years old), senior 
high school (15-17 years old), EAP (English 
for Academic Purposes) and ESP (English 
for Specific Purposes) classes.  The other 
institution, IEDUC, is a growing language 
institution in Jakarta and Bandung. It is 
well known for its qualified EAP programs, 
such as TOEFL, IELTS or GRE preparation 
classes. The branches where the participants 
work are in two major cities in West Java 
Province and Bandung City is the capital of 
the province.

Before the study started, I sent the 
letter of consent by email and asked the 
participants to read it carefully before they 
signed. The form contains information of 
how to participate and their rights as partic-
ipants. Based on their suggestions, I did not 
have to ask for permission from the heads of 
their institutions to conduct this study. After 
they signed the consent form, an open end-
ed questionnaire was sent to participants’ 
e-mails to be completed within 3 weeks. 
As stated in the consent form, their answers 
might be followed up by other questions for 
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confirmation and elaboration.
Throughout this paper, all participants 

appear as the pseudonyms (P1,P2,P3,P4) 
that were created based on the order of the 
submissions of their completed question-
naire.

3.2.	 Data Collection Instrument
The data in this research were ob-

tained from an open-ended or qualitative 
questionnaire which I distributed to all par-
ticipants by email and followed by ques-
tions to confirm or ask further explanations 
regarding participants’ answers to the ques-
tionnaire. This section explains both stages 
of data collection process.

3.3.	 First stage of data collection
 I decided to administer an open-end-

ed questionnaire rather than other data col-
lection techniques due to its efficiency con-
sidering 7 hours of time difference between 
the United Kingdom, where I am currently 
staying, and Indonesia that caused difficul-
ty to find suitable time for interviews. The 
three teachers in Cirebon also informed me 
that questionnaire would be more suitable 
for them since their WIFI network was of-
ten unstable which might distract online in-
terviews. Cohen et al., (2007) note that the 
open-ended questionnaire is a very effec-
tive device especially when used in a small-
scale study. It may collect authentic, rich, 
deep and honest qualitative data. It also al-
lows respondents to use their own terms in 
answering the questions (Bryman, 2008). 

The questionnaire was developed 
mainly based on the three categories of 
teacher interaction strategies as proposed 
by Lee and Ng (2010): teacher-fronted, fa-
cilitator-oriented and learner-oriented and 
theories of teachers’ beliefs, learners’ WTC 
as well as teachers’ pedagogical roles. In the 
first part of the questionnaire, participants 
were asked to define their understandings 
about WTC and explain how important this 
element is in language learning. In this part, 
I also checked participants’ familiarity with 

the three interaction strategies and whether 
or not they use the strategies in their teach-
ing practice. The second section focused 
on three parts: (1) the respondents’ beliefs 
about the interaction strategies; (2) imple-
mentation of the interaction strategies in the 
classroom, (2) the impacts of the strategies 
to students’ WTC and (3) teachers’ peda-
gogical roles. 

3.4.	 Second stage of data collection
The follow-up questions were con-

ducted using instant messenger services 
such as Facebook or Blackberry messengers 
to confirm and elaborate upon participants’ 
answers. For example, as all participants 
raised the issue of corrective feedback in 
facilitating learners’ WTC; I used the fol-
low-up sessions to elaborate upon how they 
managed the feedback; or when one partic-
ipant stated that teacher-fronted strategy is 
an ineffective approach, I asked her to elab-
orate more. Therefore, each participant was 
asked about different topics with the num-
ber of questions at this stage depending on 
their previous statements. Creswell (2014, 
p. 191) notes that interviews using email or 
internet are ‘useful when participants can-
not be directly observed’.

Possible disadvantages of the use of 
email or internet interviews, however, may 
emerge. This instrument is time consuming 
for both participants and researchers. In ad-
dition to that, not all participants are able to 
express their stories in written form, so it is 
possible that they do not answer the ques-
tions clearly and completely (Cohen et al., 
2007; Bryman, 2008). To anticipate the pos-
sible drawbacks, I provided sufficient time 
for the participants to fill in the question-
naire and answer follow-up questions. 

Both initial questionnaire and follow 
up questions were constructed in Bahasa In-
donesia. It took six weeks to complete the 
data collection.

3.5.	 Data Analysis
The primary data analysis was con-
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ducted following Radnor’s (2002) sugges-
tion which involves topic ordering, con-
structing categories, reading for content, 
completing the coded sheet, generating 
coded transcript and analysis to interpret 
the data. To conduct the analysis, I used 
Microsoft Excel spreadsheet to store the 
data. I did not use any computerized qual-
itative data processing programs as I found 
that Excel spreadsheet was easier for me to 
group participants’ answers in this small-
scale research. The procedure of analysing 
the data helped me to process and make 
sense of participants’ answers. The follow-
ing parts illustrate the details of analytical 
steps conducted in this process.

For the first stage of analysis, top-
ic ordering, I prepared three Excel sheets 
that were named using the three interaction 
strategies proposed by Lee and Ng (2010) 
namely ‘teacher-fronted strategy’, ‘facilita-
tor-oriented strategy’ and ‘learner-oriented 
strategy’. After I received the completed 
questionnaire from the four participants, 
I started to do the second step which was 
constructing categories. I read over their 
answers and highlighted interesting and 
important parts of the data (Hesse-Biber & 
Leavy, 2006), then I developed categories 
on my note based on my findings. The sam-
ple of categories is as follows:
A.	 Teacher-fronted strategies (TFS)

Categories:
-	 Levels of students
-	 Implementation
-	 Advantages
-	 Disadvantages
-	 Students’ responses
After listing the categories, I reread 

the highlighted answers and generated ini-
tial codes.I inputted the marked questions 
and answers into the columns of the Excel 
spreadsheet and grouped them based on 
the topic, category. Then I generated initial 
codes. The next step was storing similar ini-
tial codes into one sheet for further analysis 
and interpretation.The analysis I developed 
in the previous stage would later serve as 
the basis of my writing.

The follow up questions were sent to 
participants to obtain further explanation. 
Less formal use of Bahasa Indonesia was 
chosen in the follow-up stage as this was 
more contexts appropriate and effective to 
elicit responses. The participants’ answers 
were inserted into suitable analysis sheets. 
Some excerpts were chosen to be displayed 
in the findings section to represent other 
similar statements. Issues such as corrective 
feedback and teaching techniques were dis-
cussed in follow-up sessions. The data anal-
ysis was conducted in Bahasa Indonesia. 
For the purpose of this paper, the excerpts 
chosen to be displayed in the findings sec-
tion were translated into English.	

4.	 Findings and Discussion
This section presents and discusses 

the findings as the result of analysis and 
interpretation process. The excerpts shown 
in this part represent the answers of partici-
pants to the questionnaire which is divided 
into three groups based on teachers’ inter-
action strategies proposed by Lee and Ng 
(2009). 

4.1.	 Findings 
The four participants had similar 

opinions about willingness to communi-
cate. They noticed WTC as the trigger for 
students to actively participate in any class-
room discourses, either with the teacher or 
their peers. They were also familiar with the 
three interaction strategies proposed by Lee 
and Ng (2009) and used the strategies in 
their teaching activities.

4.1.1.	Teacher-fronted strategy
Based on their teaching experience, 

three participants regarded teacher-fronted 
strategy as an effective approach to promote 
students’ WTC. They used this strategy for 
several purposes: to draw students’ attention 
in the beginning of the class, to introduce a 
new topic or to remind students of the pre-
viously taught subject.  
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“This strategy is useful as a ‘warm-
ing up’ activity to start the class” 
(P1).
“I apply this strategy to check stu-
dents’ understanding or, as a re-
minder of previously taught topic” 
(P4).
On the other hand, one participant 

(P2) wrote that the IRF sequence was in-
effective as it could not invite all students 
to participate in the discourses. According 
to P2’s experiences, this strategy potential-
ly generated students’ anxiety if it was ap-
plied for more than 5 minutes. Although P2 
expressed a negative perception towards a 
teacher-fronted approach, she still applied 
this strategy in her teaching activities for 
similar purposes as those of her colleagues. 
This finding is in line with the result of Li’s 
(2013) study: a teacher may have a firm be-
lief about something, but in the classroom 
might adopt contradictory approaches. 

Conflicting viewpoints regarding IRF 
can also be seen in the literature. Some ar-
gue that this approach may aid the learning 
process; on the other hand, others argue that 
this type of strategy may constrain learning 
(Miao & Heining-Boynton, 2011). Some 
possible negative effects of overreliance on 
the IRF framework may occur because of 
limited opportunities available for learners 
to exercise initiative (van Lier, 2000b cit-
ed in Waring, 2008), and to choose their 
own topic of interest and negotiate mean-
ing (Nunan, 1987; Thornbury, 1996 cited 
in Cullen, 2002). Additionally, Cao (2011) 
reported that whole class interaction, which 
commonly occurs in IRF sequences, was 
considered as anxiety provoking since stu-
dents may be afraid of making mistakes in 
front of their peers. 

Conversely, this rigid exchange pat-
tern is seen as ‘a powerful pedagogic device 
for transmitting and constructing knowl-
edge’ (Cullen, 2002) that allows teachers 
to guard their large number of students in 
order to reach the goal of learning (Mercer 
1992,1995; Wells, 1999; Lee, 2007 cited in 
Maroni, 2011). These supporting theories of 

the benefits of using the IRF triplet, how-
ever, cannot justify the use of this strategy 
due to the small number of students in the 
language learning centre classes. 

All participants were aware of the 
authoritative nature of the teacher-fronted 
strategy, therefore to enhance the appli-
cation of this approach, they used games, 
realia and audio visual media, such as pic-
tures, short clips or songs as one of their 
attempts to promote students’ active in-
volvement, including reticent ones. Indeed, 
Budden (2011) states that audio-visual me-
dia also provide a memorable learning ex-
perience for learners. 

“I taught the topic of Occupations 
and brought pictures showing peo-
ple with different kinds of occupa-
tions. Students were enthusiast to 
guess occupations of those peo-
ple in the pictures. When I asked 
them to mention responsibilities or 
duties of some occupations, they 
answered my questions. Later they 
were able to tell to the class, for 
instance, about what job they want 
to have in the future. This kind of 
activity makes students willing to 
participate” (P3).
Although all respondents claimed that 

the use of classroom games was effective 
to stimulate students’ progress, they needed 
to carefully design the games since the los-
ers-winners positions created by the games 
might cause ill-effects for students (Hui 
et al., 2015). Furthermore, some students 
might not consider games as a useful learn-
ing activity and they would withdraw from 
the interactions.

From their answers, it was apparent 
that the respondents seriously considered 
building their students’ self esteem. They 
mentioned that appraising students and 
carefully giving corrective feedback in the 
F stage were fruitful to develop students’ 
confidence in using English. Feedback, they 
suggested, should be provided in an appro-
priate manner that would not harm students’ 
self-confidence. This idea is supported by 
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Allwright and Bailey’s (1991) statement that 
any feedback should be delivered to provide 
affective support and to avoid demoralising 
the learners. Anxiety may reduce students’ 
self-confidence and negatively affect one’s 
WTC (MacIntyre et al., 1998).      

Furthermore, based on their experi-
ences, the respondents exemplified their 
techniques of giving feedback. All of them 
viewed interrupting students’ talk as a po-
tential cause of increasing students’ anx-
iety. To avoid damaging their students’ 
confidence, all respondents would let their 
students finish talking before giving correc-
tion. They used different methods to correct 
their students. 

“After finishing a session using 
IRF, I usually discuss the errors 
made by my students. I write the 
errors on the board, and together 
with my students, I correct them 
without pointing out the students 
who made the mistakes. Giving 
feedback this way, in my opinion, 
would not make my students (who 
make the errors) embarrassed, and 
the class may learn from the errors 
by correcting them together” (P2) 
“I write (the errors) on the white-
board right after the student fin-
ishes the talk and show them the 
correct form. Sometimes I remind 
my students of the corrections, for 
example by asking ‘What is the 
correct form of...?’ or ‘How do you 
spell the word ....’ in the next IRF 
session” (P3)
They agreed that it was not only stu-

dents who flawlessly communicated who 
deserved praise and encouragement, but 
also those who made mistakes in order to 
empower them. The participants perceived 
praise as a means to foster students’ read-
iness to participate in the next classroom 
activities. P3 also gave a paper star to any 
students for every correct answer. That was, 
she wrote, proven to successfully motivate 
her students to be more engaged in the ex-
changes.

Turning now to the possible domi-
nation of the most confident students, the 
participants consider it might eliminate less 
active students’ willingness to participate. 
P2 admitted that it was not an easy task to 
manage the exchange when the fluent or ac-
tive students dominated, one of her reasons 
for considering teacher-fronted tasks to be 
ineffective. 

“Of course I cannot stop the active 
students from answering my ques-
tions that will make the students 
quit participating. At the same 
time, I also need to ensure those 
less active students that they have 
chances to participate and I will 
listen to their talk, no matter what” 
(P2) 
To anticipate this negative situation, 

besides asking ‘free questions’ – questions 
to be answered by the whole class – call-
ing on some students, especially those less 
inclined to volunteer, would be effective to 
balance opportunities within the group to 
answer questions. In addition to that, they 
also provided sufficient waiting time to en-
courage the reticent students to answer the 
given questions.

“To make sure all students partic-
ipate in this question and answer 
session, I observe those who keep 
silent and ask whether or not they 
understand my questions. If they 
do not understand my questions, 
then I will simplify or paraphrase 
my questions. If their silence is due 
to their shyness, I usually ask oth-
er students to answer my questions 
first, it will give them time to pre-
pare themselves, and when their 
turn comes, they will be ready to 
answer” (P4).
P1 emphasized good class manage-

ment skills in order to effectively use the 
teacher-fronted strategy. P2 suggested this 
approach would be more suitable  within 
higher level classes for adults since the stu-
dents already had sufficient linguistic com-
petence and self-confidence so they would 
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participate more actively.
The respondents noted the ultimate 

pedagogical roles they performed during the 
application of teacher-fronted strategy were 
as a class manager, controller and prompt-
er. The main goal of the implementation of 
this strategy and its associated pedagogical 
roles was to prepare their students for the 
next step of learning in a current session. 

In summary, all participants were 
confident about the effectiveness of the IRF 
sequence to develop an active classroom in-
teraction as long as the triplet was support-
ed by attractive class activities and limited 
by time to eliminate its rigid nature.  These 
findings are contrary to previous studies that 
claim teacher talk time should be minimized 
and students talk time should be increased 
as it would lead to development of students’ 
communicative skills. However, if teachers’ 
efforts in creating interesting exchanges can 
be positively accepted by their students (the 
students gain learning benefits), and if the 
students enthusiastically participate in the 
exchanges (which the respondents in this 
study regarded as a sign of willingness to 
communicate), it can be assumed that teach-
er-fronted activities, to some extent, may 
promote students’ WTC and facilitate learn-
ing.

4.1.2.	Facilitator-oriented strategy
Unanimously, all participants deemed 

the facilitator-oriented strategy as the most 
effective approach to develop communica-
tion in the classroom. The loose F-move 
in this type of IRF sequence, as P1 wrote, 
allowed the topic to be further elaborated 
while at the same time keeping it on the 
track. This is in keeping with Cullen (2002) 
who argues that if the F-move in the IRF 
triplet carries discoursal rather than evalua-
tive functions; this strategy would be more 
student-directed. P4 echoed the advantages 
she gained from using facilitator-strategy 
approach: 

“This is an effective strategy to 
build a manageable class discus-

sion. I can control the flow of dis-
cussion to avoid domination of ac-
tive students and to make sure all 
students have a chance to speak” 
(P4).
It is noticeable that both P1 and P4 

maintain their control over the conversa-
tion which represents the nature of the IRF 
sequence. How they control a conversation 
that is supposed to be natural should be ob-
served directly. 

In explaining the implementation of 
facilitator-oriented strategy, P1 noted this 
strategy was applicable in all levels as long 
as the students were familiar with the top-
ic and teachers were well-prepared to keep 
the conversation flowing. A similar opinion 
was proposed by P3 who also emphasized 
the importance of teachers’ preparation.

“I should be able to identify what 
topic that is suitable and interest-
ing for my students, and prepare 
well. I browse Internet so that the 
conversation would be more mean-
ingful, not only as a means of prac-
ticing the language but also shar-
ing the knowledge. I often have a 
wonderful talk with them as if it 
is not inside the four-wall class-
room” (P1)
P2 admitted having a smooth con-

versation with her students without making 
them feel anxious was not an easy task. Her 
experiences made her realize the most im-
portant factor in attempting to build a con-
versation is to have a good rapport with the 
students. “They will definitely talk to me 
when they feel close to me” (P2). In his 
study, Zarrinabadi (2014) found his partic-
ipants would be less anxious and more will-
ing to communicate with teachers who were 
sympathetic and showed interest in their 
students.  

Apparently, the respondents imple-
mented the facilitator-oriented strategy 
through two different approaches: first, a 
direct conversation which usually occurred 
without preparation, talking about a wide 
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range of topics from daily life to popular is-
sues. The conversation itself could also be 
initiated by students. 

“Popular or recent issue, or topics 
related to their life are useful to at-
tract students to participate in the 
conversation. In higher levels, stu-
dents are usually willing to share 
stories or opinions and others re-
spond to their peers’ stories” (P4).
Second, a prepared conversation that 

requires teachers to give their students suf-
ficient preparation time and assistance. This 
was usually applied as a part of speaking 
practice. P1 added he also needed to ensure 
his students’ comprehension and familiari-
ty with the vocabulary before applying the 
second approach. This is in keeping with 
Oxford (1997) who identifies the role of 
teacher as a facilitator or guide and the pro-
vider of assistance, which means they pro-
vide any kinds of support that help their stu-
dents to develop their language and cultural 
skills. 

“I teach Intermediate classes and 
the course book has a chapter ti-
tled ‘Who actually built the pyra-
mid?’. Here students are expected 
to be able to differentiate myth, leg-
end, hoax and hypothesis. I always 
apply the same techniques when I 
come to this topic. Before we carry 
out a discussion, I put my students 
into groups to prepare; next, each 
group has to give an example of 
myth, legend, hoax or hypothesis, 
other groups comment on these 
examples. I challenge every mem-
ber of each group to have a turn 
to speak, either to tell the example, 
to express disapproval, to pose or 
answer questions. It works. Every-
body speaks” (P1 : example of the 
second type of implementation). 
From the example he provided, it can 

be seen that P2 applied a combination of 
student-centred approach (by putting his 
students in group to complete the first phase 

of their task) and in the second phase, he 
used facilitator-oriented strategy to guide 
the conversation. This means that in one 
session, the teacher may apply more than 
one strategy to support another strategy he/
she uses and switch their roles accordingly. 

Although the F-move in this IRF trip-
let is intended to create a natural conver-
sation, the respondents still performed the 
role as a controller, besides the main role 
in this strategy which was as a facilitator of 
the exchanges. Given that allocating ample 
opportunities for students to demonstrate 
their language skills was urgent in reaching 
the main goal of language course, all four 
respondents believed that classroom activ-
ities should be designed to accommodate 
students’ needs to talk, and their pedagogi-
cal roles are to provide scaffolding for their 
students.

4.1.3.	Learner-oriented strategy
The learner-oriented strategy, which 

is manifested in group work (including pair 
work) and presentation, has been wide-
ly used in EFL classes due to the shift of 
‘teaching discrete aspects of language, such 
as grammar and vocabulary, to developing 
students’ communicative competence’ (Fus-
hino, 2010, p.700). The respondents under-
stood the main aim of this strategy was to 
allow students to develop the many aspects 
of communicative competence, which is 
similar to one of their own aims in teach-
ing English. Bachman (1990) posits that 
ample opportunities students have in work-
ing within groups or in pairs may not only 
consolidate linguistic competence, but also 
their organizational, pragmatic, and strate-
gic competence (cited in Fushino, 2010). 

Although all four participants had 
strong beliefs about the effectiveness of this 
strategy to promote students’ WTC, they 
also noticed that any classroom activities 
under the umbrella of learner-oriented strat-
egy required more preparation. For exam-
ple, they needed to choose a suitable topic 
for the group or pair work which could be 
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taken from their coursebooks or from oth-
er sources. Sometimes they also let their 
students choose their topic of interest to be 
discussed in a session.  This is in line with 
Williams and Burden (1997) who argue that 
teachers can treat their students as ‘clients, 
partners, individual and democratic explor-
ers’; in other words, they do not act as ‘the 
know-it-all’ who treats the whole teaching 
activities merely as process of transferring 
their knowledge to students, but they pro-
vide chances for students to participate, for 
example, by choosing a topic of interest. 

“Being familiar with the topic of 
discussion or presentation is the 
key point to make students enthu-
siastically involve in (student-cen-
tred) activities. If they do not un-
derstand or are not interested in 
the topic, definitely they would 
eschew the process of discussion” 
(P4).
“In certain level, I ask my stu-
dents to do presentation. The main 
theme is based on the present topic 
from the coursebook, but they can 
choose any sub theme that inter-
ests them. For example, in elemen-
tary level, the title of the chapter 
is ‘My school’, I ask my students 
to choose their favourite place at 
school and describe it” (P2).
The respondents also had to consider 

how they grouped or paired their students. 
P3 let her students choose their own team 
members as it might allow them to work 
comfortably. She considered a solid coop-
eration between all members of a group was 
an important element in  group or pair work. 

On the other hand, P1, P2, and P4 
mentioned they grouped or paired their stu-
dents based on students’ ability. P4 point-
ed out that students could learn from their 
peers’ utterances as well as correcting their 
peers’ mistakes or gaining feedback; fur-
thermore, they would also be stimulated to 
cooperate with their team members to finish 
the tasks.

“I put inactive students with active 
ones, or those who have under-
stood the topic better with those 
who understand it less. This is to 
avoid choosing the members in 
their group based on like or dis-
like” (P2).
“I put active students in separate 
groups so they might stimulate oth-
er members” (P4). 
Based on their experiences in design-

ing and applying learner-oriented activities, 
P1 noted that higher level students enjoyed 
working with their peers, either in small 
groups or dyads. P2 echoed this by relating 
students’ positive responses and reporting 
that her students were actively involved in 
discussion with their peers. She understood 
this response as a sign of students’ higher 
motivation to apply their language skills 
when they worked with their peers rather 
than as a whole class. Conversely, in their 
research involving 103 Brazilian EFL learn-
ers Garret and Shortall (2014) found al-
though student-centred tasks were more fun, 
it did not necessarily always lead to gains in 
language learning., They also noticed that 
the teacher-fronted strategy was regarded as 
promoting more learning. 

When using this application, the re-
spondents admitted that they were chal-
lenged to ensure that all students attempted 
to use their English during their communi-
cation rather than Bahasa Indonesia or their 
regional languages. Without the presence of 
teachers, students are likely to switch the 
language into their mother tongue (Strong, 
1983 cited in Garret and Shortall, 2014). 
As the respondents were also aware of it, 
they usually walked around the classroom 
to make sure their students used English, 
especially in higher levels.  Freiermuth and 
Jarrel (2006) accept that L1 is useful in the 
language-learning classroom; however, 
they also point out that the reliance on L1 
may hamper WTC in FL/L2 and cause little 
language production in the target language. 
Thus, teachers need to support their students 
to use their target language most of the time. 
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On this occasion, all four respondents 
considered themselves as students’ peers as 
well as motivators. They helped groups or 
members of groups when they seemed to 
face difficulties. P4 and P2’s responses rep-
resented participants’ answers about super-
vising and motivating students:

“I usually walk around to check 
how the discussion is carried out. 
When I notice a group has a prob-
lem, I sit with them and have a dis-
cussion to find possible solution” 
(P4).
“I use ‘talking chips’ to motivate 
students to talk in English during 
group discussion. The chips will be 
given to students who, based on my 
observation, actively participate 
in the discussion using English. A 
student or students who collect the 
most chips become the winner(s)” 
(P2. ‘Talking chip’ strategy was 
also implemented by P3. Both of 
them were from the same language 
centre).
Given the importance of fostering stu-

dents’ self confidence, all respondents high-
lighted careful corrective feedback during 
activities. They stated that direct corrections 
from them were unnecessary, particularly at 
the discussion stage since it probably would 
obstruct students’ willingness to communi-
cate with their peers.

“I let my students carry out their 
discussion and correct each other 
within their group. My role here is 
as a listener. Later on, after they 
finish their discussion, correc-
tive feedback would be given as a 
class” (P4).
The participants called a student-cen-

tred activity a success if all or at least most 
students took active parts in the discussion 
to finish their task. Based on their various 
experiences, they elicited several possi-
ble factors that might become obstacles in 
this strategy including domination of active 
students in group discussion, uninteresting 

or unfamiliar topics of discussion, overuse 
of Bahasa Indonesia or regional languag-
es, and insufficient or unclear teacher’s 
explanation. To eliminate drawbacks, they 
prepared teaching material and gave clear 
instructions to set an interesting and moti-
vating student-oriented activity.

The participants indicated that a learn-
er-oriented classroom motivated students to 
communicate with their peers without feel-
ing anxious about being closely supervised 
by their teachers. Students welcomed the 
chance to work together with their peers 
within small groups or dyads, for example 
discussion or debate, or do individual tasks 
as preparing and delivering presentations. 

From the students’ point of views 
that were captured by Garret and Shortall’s 
(2014:46) study, several points might sup-
port a well-implemented student-centred 
task. The students felt a ‘nice’ and ‘extro-
verted’ teacher would be able to apply the 
strategy and partners who were ‘nice’ and 
‘knows as much as you do’ would be help-
ful. In addition to that, the whole class 
should be ‘active’, ‘interested’, and ‘unit-
ed’, and the subject should be ‘interesting’ 
(Garret & Shortall, 2014:46).

Learner-fronted strategy requires 
more complex pedagogical roles. In prepa-
ration phase, teachers are managers, advis-
ers, prompters, instructors and facilitators. 
They introduce the topic (either from book 
or from students’ suggestion), explain the 
procedures of the task and put their students 
in group or dyad. The next step requires 
teachers to perform as facilitators, advisers, 
mediators and monitors. The last step, when 
students report the results of their work, 
teachers apply other pedagogical roles such 
as assessors or correctors.

4.2.	 Discussion
This study reveals that the four 

non-native English speaking teachers who 
participated in this research believe that in-
teraction is indeed a crucial element in the 
process of learning the target language and a 
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learning process itself takes place within the 
interactions (van Lier, 1996; Ellis, 2000). 
They also believe that students’ willingness 
to communicate in English significantly 
contributes to building interactions in the 
target language. They manifest these beliefs 
in their teaching practices by making use of 
the strategies and pedagogical roles to de-
velop a communicative learning process. 
It supports the previous studies that argue 
teachers’ beliefs pervade their pedagogical 
decisions. 

In respect to the first research ques-
tion, it can be concluded that all of partic-
ipants have firm beliefs that successful im-
plementation of any interaction strategies 
largely depend on four elements: teachers’ 
choices of teaching techniques and their 
understanding on students’ linguistic com-
petence, time management and students’ 
chances to choose the topic of discussion. 
However, although teacher-fronted strategy 
does not offer the last factor, three partic-
ipants still believe in its effectiveness and 
apply this approach to facilitate learners’ 
WTC, while one participant does not be-
lieve in the effectiveness of this approach 
but applies it anyway. 

The IRF sequence, that tightly con-
trols the exchanges between teacher and 
students and is dominated by the teacher, 
has been a common practice within Indo-
nesian EFL classes for years, especially in 
public schools due to the large number of 
students. The implementation of this strate-
gy in language learning courses, where the 
ratio of teacher and students is low, perhaps 
is influenced by the respondents’ language 
learning experience and the common teach-
ing practice, but how they ‘modify’ the IRF 
application to be more interesting and com-
municative, as they claimed, might be the 
results of their in-house teachers’ training 
and regular professional development. Fol-
lowing those programs become both rights 
and obligation of teachers in established 
English language courses. Lamb’s (1995) 
study about an in-service teacher education 
program described how teachers interpreted 

ideas during and after the program might af-
fect their actual teaching practice (Cited in 
Li & Walsh, 2014). A further study can be 
conducted to investigate how their in-house 
training and professional development 
shape or modify their beliefs and practices.

The participants explained that they 
automatically adopt certain pedagogical 
roles based on the interaction strategy they 
use. All pedagogical roles they perform aim 
to provide scaffolding for their students. 

As the answer to the second research 
question,there are four important steps that 
become the main concerns of the partic-
ipants in the implementation of any inter-
action strategies. First, they ensure their 
students’ familiarity with the topic; second, 
they creatively use realia, audiovisual me-
dia and create interactive and interesting 
classroom activities; third, they build rap-
port with their students; and fourth, they 
motivate and support their students. In one 
teaching session, they use more than one 
strategy and automatically apply certain 
pedagogical roles.

5.	 Conclusions, Recommendations 
and Limitations
This study indicates that a successful 

communicative classroom task largely de-
pends on good teaching. It should be not-
ed that the participants are all experienced 
teachers that have taught various levels of 
students for a number of years. They are 
also facilitated with realia, audiovisual me-
dia and supported by regular professional 
development programs. They also benefit 
from having a small number of students in 
one class which enables them to manage 
the class well. Their teaching experienc-
es undoubtedly shape their beliefs (Li & 
Walsh, 2011) and develop their confidence 
in teaching. Given the importance of under-
standing teachers’ beliefs, novice language 
learning course teachers’ beliefs about the 
interaction strategies and pedagogical roles 
to promote their students’ WTC should also 
be taken into account in order to develop 



15

Enhancing Efl Students’ Willingness To Communicate: Teachers’ Beliefs About ... (Funny Amalia Sari)

deeper understandings about teachers’ be-
liefs and their practices. Li and Walsh (2011) 
found that novice and experienced teachers 
of public schools in China hold different be-
liefs, therefore they also perform different 
practices of teaching. 

In the light of the results, teachers as a 
central part of the learning process are enti-
tled to fulfill their prominent task, which is 
to enhance learners’ communicative skills; 
consequently, they should understand the 
construct of WTC, recognize the elements 
that facilitate or debilitate it (Zarrinabadi, 
2014), as well as formulate and apply ap-
propriate strategies to develop it. Within 

Indonesia’s EFL teaching context, the con-
cept of WTC should be introduced to stu-
dent-teachers during their training and high-
lighted in any language teacher professional 
development programs.   	

The complexity of teachers’ beliefs 
and their actual teaching practice needs to 
be investigated using both interviews and 
observations since a combination of the 
methods would elicit more reliable data 
(Li & Walsh, 2014). This study points to 
the need for further research that offers the 
breadth and depth of teachers’ beliefs and 
practices.
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