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Introduction 

A key goal of many English language programmes is to develop learners’ productive language skills. Teachers naturally play a vital role in encouraging learners’ Willingness to Communicate (WTC), which MacIntyre et al. (1998:  547) define as a ‘readiness to enter into the discourse at a particular time with a specific person or persons, using a L2’ and believe to be associated with factors such as learners’ personality and motivation, as well societal variables. Lockley (2013) argues that greater WTC can result in greater exposure to L2 input and, indirectly, to greater proficiency. However, Tong (2010) shows that many ESOL students keep quiet particularly during discussions and when teachers ask general questions. Several causes have been identified, including low speaking skills (Robertson and Nunn, 2007), high anxiety levels (Matsuda and Gobel, 2004: 23) and low self-confidence (Reinders and Wattana, 2013). The development of WTC is now increasingly seen as a measure of success for English language programmes (Mehrgan, 2013). In this article we look at teachers’ beliefs and classroom practices in encouraging WTC in a language school in New Zealand that caters mainly to learners from Asia. 


Literature Review

Willingness to Communicate
The use of L2 output (Gass and Mackey, 2015) and interaction (Long, 1996) are widely recognised as prerequisites for successful L2 acquisition. Neither is likely to occur without learners’ desire to engage in language production. Fostering this ‘Willingness to Communicate (WTC) is therefore now a fundamental goal of second language (L2) education worldwide (M. J Riasati, 2012). According to MacIntyre et al (2002: 539), ‘willingness to communicate is the one, overwhelming communication personality construct which permeates every facet of an individual’s life and contributes significantly to the social, educational, and organizational achievements of the individual.’ Without WTC, students are less likely to engage in communicative activities and less likely to benefit from the advantages of L2 interaction such increased input, negotiation of meaning, focus on form and so on. 

Factors affecting WTC
The extent of learners’ WTC has been shown to be variable depending on the situation they are in (Cao and Philp, 2006; Noels, 2001). Kang (2005) cited in Cao and Philp (2006: 481), believes that WTC ‘may vary according to the interlocutor(s), topic, and conversational context, among other potential situational variables’. Anxiety and perceived competence (MacIntyre et al, 1999), communication confidence (Peng and Woodrow, 2010), classroom conditions, group cohesiveness and topic relevance (Aubrey, 2011) have all been identified as such situational variables. 

Anxiety, in particular, appears to play a major role as it causes learners to avoid or reduce communication (Alemi et al, 2011; MacIntyre et al., 2002). MacIntyre et al. (2003) found that a majority of L2 students in a class they investigated attributed low participation to a lack of self-confidence but that increasing perceived speaking ability and lowering anxiety both fostered WTC. Interestingly, Matsuda and Gobel (2004) found that highly anxious people rate themselves lower in speaking ability, so some of the variables affecting WTC appear to be interdependent. Similarly, Liu (2009) found that high levels of anxiety negatively affect performance and acquisition, however, Dörnyei (2005) suggests that students who speak less are anxious and then self-evaluate as less competent. Clearly, future research will have to untangle some of the directions of the effects of each of these variables.

The teacher’s role 
Previous studies have shown there are a number of tools at teachers’ disposal to encourage WTC. Reducing group size appears to be an important factor, as it has been shown to reduce anxiety (De Léger and Storch, 2009); in particular groups of three or four participants can result in increased WTC, according to Cao and Philp (2006). Cao and Philp further showed an increase in WTC due to greater familiarity with interlocutor(s) and greater familiarity with the topics under discussion. Kang (2005) too found that familiarity with other interlocutors influences WTC positively whereas new peers have the opposite effect; this is probably why many teachers experience classes taking some time to develop their own ‘rhythm’. Similarly, Zhong (2013: 740), who  investigated five Chinese immigrant learners’ WTC in both teacher-led and collaborative learning situations in L2 classrooms, found pair work effective in developing communicative competence and increasing involvement. The extensive work of Philp et al. (2014) further illustrates the many benefits of peer interaction in second language learning. 

Similar to Cao and Philp (2006), Kang (2005) and Riasati (2014) have shown that students feel less confident speaking on topics for which they have little background knowledge and Peng and Woodrow (2010) demonstrated that a general, pleasant classroom atmosphere can lead to less concern with linguistic limitations. According to them, a positive classroom environment promotes involvement, diminishes anxiety and enhances self-confidence. Peng (2012) describes classroom atmosphere as including the emotions, mood, or climate sensed and shared by the group in class. As Riasati (2014) puts it, L2 students are simply more willing to speak in a student-friendly and supportive environment. Zhong (2013) contends that a relaxing environment increases learners’ participation through mutual trust, clearly something that teachers have a degree of control over. 

Another variable that impacts WTC, and one that is less under the direct control of the teacher, is self-perceived communication competence (MacIntyre 1999), defined by Lockley (2013) as the ability to give or pass on information orally, and by Clément et al. (2003) as the belief that one can speak efficiently in a given situation. De Léger and Storch (2009: 269) showed that their learners’ perceived oral ability affected their WTC so that ‘as learners’ self-confidence increased over time, so did their willingness to use the L2 in class’. 

Finally, teachers’ questions have been shown to play a role. Nazar and Allahyar (2012) found that open ended questions asking for reason, explanation, description and opinion, lead students to reply with their own questions, asking for factual statements. And a wait time of three seconds or more caused obvious changes in attitudes, expectations and language use. Groenke and Paulus (2007) demonstrate that teachers’ questions can support a sustained discussion leading to multiple viewpoints. Classroom interaction patterns have been shown to have a significant influence on the type and frequency of student talk and as such is likely to have a major impact on WTC. Johnson (1997) reports on research into communication in second language classrooms, including what has become known as teacher talk. Estimates vary as to the percentage of lesson time absorbed by the teacher’s voice but the three functions of initiation, response and evaluation were for long recognized as the pattern of teachers’ classroom language internationally. More specifically, Farrell (2004: 60-61) reported on the situation in Asian classrooms through a series of case studies. In answering the question ‘How can teachers make classroom communication more effective?’ he referred to exploratory and final draft talk, the former happening when teachers seem ‘to be rearranging their own thoughts as they speak’, whereas the latter includes the evaluative phase.

Philp et al. (2014: 2) were interested in increasing student talk time through interacting with peers rather than with their teachers. The case for increasing the amount of such interaction time is supported by ‘a steadily growing multidisciplinary body of research, from social, cognitive, and other perspectives’. During these periods students have both input and practice in such extra-classroom language functions as initiating topics, repairing misunderstandings, and using both open and closed questions. Philp et al. (2014) show that there is a focus on form as well as on functions during peer interaction. In summary, certain interaction patterns appear to be conducive to L2 interaction and may also be beneficial to the development of WTC but more research is needed here. 

The overall picture then is of a complex interplay between variables that affect WTC, some of which are more directly under teachers’ control than others. Although a number of such variables have been identified, it is unclear from the research how teachers’ beliefs about (their role in encouraging) WTC relate to their classroom practice, and what interaction patterns characterise their classes. This is the focus of our research. 



Research questions

This study investigated ESOL teachers’ beliefs about, perceptions of and practices in encouraging WTC inside and outside a New Zealand tertiary ESOL classroom. 

The research questions were:

1. What are New Zealand ESOL teachers’ beliefs about the importance of encouraging Willingness to Communicate?

2) What strategies do they use to encourage WTC? 

3). What classroom L2 interaction patterns characterise their classes?

 
Research methods

The study was carried out in the Language Department at Unitec Institute of Technology in New Zealand. This department, as many in New Zealand, caters largely to Asian learners and focuses heavily on the development of communicative language skills. Permission was obtained from the Head of the Department to conduct the research there, and ethics approval was obtained from the Unitec Research Ethics Committee. 

In order to answer our research questions, we used both quantitative and qualitative research methods; the quantitative to extract meaning from numerical data obtained from the questionnaire (see below) about teachers’ beliefs and the strategies they employed, complemented with classroom observations and recordings. 

Firstly, all 30 teachers in the programme were sent an electronic questionnaire (appendix A) with 17 questions to establish their beliefs about the importance of encouraging WTC inside and outside the classroom. In the next section, ten strategies for encouraging WTC identified in the literature review above were provided and teachers were asked to identify which of these they used in class, and to give examples of how they did this. In addition, they had the option of listing other strategies they used, not given in the list. In total, fifteen responses were received (i.e. a response rate of 50%). The results were analysed by calculating mean scores and percentages. 

The first researcher then observed each five participants’ ESOL classes twice for two hours each time using an observation sheet and an audio recorder. (These five teachers were randomly selected from the pool of 15 questionnaire respondents.) In consultation with the teachers, those classes were observed that covered a wide range of language skills (e.g. classes focusing exclusively on writing practice were avoided). During the class, the observer quietly sat at the back and did not participate in the activities. Instead, she recorded 1) whether and how teachers used strategies for encouraging WTC, 2) her own impression of the classroom atmosphere, noting such things as the presence or absence of laughter, whether students seemed relaxed or anxious, and so on, 3) the interaction patterns in class, noting, for example, who talked the most, the teacher or the students, the amount of peer-talk, and so forth. Her notes, together with the audio recording were then analysed by a) writing an impressionistic account of the class atmosphere, b) describing and counting the number of strategies used, and c) recording the different types and frequency of interaction patterns. 

Results
Teachers’ beliefs about their roles in encouraging WTC
On a scale of 1-5, the questionnaire results (see the appendix for the questionnaire) show that teachers strongly agree that ‘one of the most important roles for the teacher is to encourage students to speak in English in class’ (4.46 out of 5), and only very slightly less so to ‘encourage students to speak in English outside of class’ (4.33 of 5). 

Strategies used for encouraging WTC in the classroom
Of the 10 strategies listed, teachers selected 8.4 on average; in other words, teachers said they used the majority of the strategies provided. Table 1 reports their responses from the most often to the least often mentioned strategies, and the ways in which the teachers indicated they implemented each strategy in class.  

Table 1: strategies used by teachers to encourage WTC (questionnaire responses)
	
Group size (14 out of 15)
Fourteen teachers indicated actively adjusting group size to affect WTC. Mostly, teachers use groups of three or four students, sometimes mixing levels and sometimes checking whether students preferred working with other students of their own nationality. 

Cultural backgrounds (14 out of 15)
Fourteen teachers reported taking into account students’ cultural backgrounds,  by grouping and by topic choice. As one said, ‘I try to organize students into familiar and unfamiliar groups works and have a cultural discussion.’ Many also said they brought in topics relevant to the L2 learners’ countries.

Self-perceived speaking ability (14 out of 15)
Many teachers attempt to provide positive feedback by reinforcing student success, especially by commenting on students’ voice recordings. 

Class atmosphere (13 out of 15)
Many teachers attempt to build up a friendly and humorous class atmosphere through their choice of activities and through encouragement. Further, teachers asked numerous questions to create a productive classroom atmosphere and increase students’ WTC.

Selection of task type (12 out of 15)
Twelve respondents indicated they use specific tasks to improve students’ WTC. For example, one respondent answered, ‘I use small group talking activity or discussion’. Another teacher used the conversation tasks to encourage interaction between students, and between teachers and students. 

Reducing shyness (13 out of 15)
Thirteen teachers felt they could reduce students’ shyness in such ways as by creating a friendly atmosphere within the classroom, by pairing students to get to know each other, by assigning students to small groups and to encourage them to engage in free conversation. 

Self-confidence (13 out of 15)
Most of the teachers used positive feedback, highlighting successes and providing encouragement. 

Familiarity with the interlocutor (13 out of 15)
The teachers indicated that they actively try to create positive class dynamics in general and in particular to use activities that encourage students to talk to as many of their classmates as possible. 

Reducing anxiety (12 out of 15)
Another popular strategy used by teachers is the reduction of anxiety. Most of the comments referred to letting students speak when they felt ready and not correcting mistakes. In addition, sharing funny experiences was seen as a good way of lowering anxiety. 

Topic familiarity (8 out of 15)
Only eight teachers mentioned increasing students’ familiarity with topics used in class as a way of increasing WTC. Several use prior reading, while one suggested encouraging students to watch programmes such as the daily news. One teacher suggested students work online to search for information.





Classroom practice of encouraging WTC

In the next stage, five teachers’ classes were observed twice, for two hours each time. The classroom observations showed the teachers used a range of techniques to encourage WTC, which could be grouped under three broad headings:

Warm-up strategies All five observed participants used warm-up strategies, albeit different ones. One asked students to share experiences of a tour in New Zealand. The class was animated, laughing and energized with almost all eager to speak. Another started by asking students what they had done during their weekend which led to active sharing of ideas as they smiled a lot and talked openly. In the class where students were asked to discuss a new item that they had found before class, they looked attentive and spoke freely for five minutes before the teacher asked for summaries. When one teacher suggested searching for a topic on the computer, students talked together informally. In the class that used images on the board to stimulate discussion, students appeared eager to supply responses and information.

Group cohesiveness All teachers applied group cohesiveness strategies to increase students’ WTC, such as by asking students to work in groups and by giving them discussion tasks. Observations from all five classes showed that the learners worked together comfortably and freely exchanged ideas, with frequent laughter throughout. 

Topic choice Almost all practicing teachers choose this ‘right topic’ strategy in order to raise their students’ WTC. Two teachers asked students to present their own cultures to each other. Another participant initiated a current controversial topic, about the (then forthcoming) New Zealand general election. 


Classroom interaction patterns
Analysis of the audio recordings of the classroom interaction patterns allowed us to identify the effect these had on the amount and type of student talk.  

Talk time The audiorecordings made in class gave us information about the amount of teacher and student talk. As can be seen in Figure 4.1, the five teachers spoke for an average of 63% during class time. The highest percentage was 85% and the lowest 42%. 

Figure 4.1 Percentage of time teachers spoke in class
Percent of speaking time


In addition to the division between teachers’ and students’ talk time, it is important to see how long each student speaks for. A large percentage of student talk time could be due to one student doing most of the talking, for example, or individual utterances could be frequent but very short. For this reason, Figure 4.2 illustrates the average length of each student’s utterance. There is a considerable variation between the five classes, from a low of 6 seconds to a high of 11. 


Figure 4.2 Average length of students’ utterances
Average length of each utterance
in seconds per student



Open-ended versus closed questions Teachers asked a total of 148 open-ended (64% of the total) and 85 closed questions (36% of the total). The division is shown in Figure 4.3 for each teacher. 

Figure 4.3 Percentage of open-ended questions and closed questions 

Percent



Response length following open-ended questions and closed questions Figure 4.4 shows that open-ended questions led to longer responses, with an average of 11.6 seconds, compared with an average of 2.2 seconds for closed questions. The total response time following closed questions of 123 seconds was only 28% of the 441 seconds of response time following open questions. 


Figure 4.4 Comparison of the length of students’ responses to open-ended and closed questions
 
Average length of time of responses per student in seconds



Wait time Average wait time after questions ranged from a low of 2 seconds to a high of 4.1 seconds, as shown in Figure 4.5. 

Figure 4.5 Average wait time

Average length of time in seconds


Students’ topic initiation To measure students' initiation of topics, we counted the number of times students asked for a change of topic. This happened three times in only one participant’s class when they were asked to talk about ‘politics’ but requested Instead to talk about fashion, music and entertainment. 

Strategies used for encouraging WTC outside the classroom An interesting finding from the observations was that the five teachers did not explicitly encourage or discuss communicating outside the classroom. They did not require students to apply new knowledge or practice things learned in class in their own time, nor did they ask students to report if they had done so between classes. Students were not instructed in using strategies for communicating outside the classroom and were not given ideas or models on how to do so. 


Discussion
 
In summary, the teachers in our study believe that encouraging WTC is their role. This is not surprising in the New Zealand context, where Communicative Language Teaching has been the norm for decades. Any of them who had qualified in the past thirty years or who had attended in-service courses during that time would have believed that talking and listening were essential elements in all English classrooms. Furthermore, their access to a range of teaching and learning resources would explain their confidence in carrying out this role. Here our findings echo those of Lee and Ng (2010) who found a similar conviction among English teachers of their role in encouraging learners to speak. 

Perhaps as a result, teachers indicate using a wide range of strategies to encourage WTC. Many such strategies have been observed in previous studies, such as adapting group sizes (Riasati 2014), the use of group work (Ewald, 2004), building up a rapport with the students (Matsuda and Gobel, 2004), and increasing students’ familiarity with their interlocutors (Tsiplakides and Keramida, 2009), however our results show the full range of strategies teachers say they employ. 

It is important to consider to what extent the teachers’ attempts at encouraging WTC align with their learners’ previous experiences and their expectations. It is interesting to note the very small number of times students initiated a topic in class. Although the overall atmosphere in the five observed classes seemed positive and relaxed, and although all 15 questionnaire respondents indicated they actively encouraged students to speak up, clearly the mostly Asian learners did not do so to the extent that they would suggest a change of topic. Although this is only one indication of students’ WTC, it is an important one. 

An interesting mismatch was found between teachers’ perceptions and their classroom behaviour; although the questionnaire respondents overwhelmingly agreed that encouraging WTC outside the classroom is their responsibility, when observing the five ESOL classes, not once was reference to communication outside of class made. Such mismatches are not uncommon; for example Lee (2009) found that, although teachers believe feedback should cover both weaknesses and strengths, in practice they employed mostly error-correction in their feedback. Similarly, Zacharias (2005) found that teachers believed that they focused on speaking skills, when in actual fact their classes were focused more on other language areas. Nonetheless, considering our study took place in an ESL setting where opportunities for English use are abundant, this is a surprising finding.

In terms of classroom interaction, it was interesting to see the relationship between some of the teacher’s behaviours and their impact on student talk. For example, open-ended questions led to longer responses (11.2 versus 2.2 seconds), and a reduced percentage of teacher talk was related to an increased percentage of student talk. Teacher 3 spoke the least of the five observed teachers and the amount of talk produced by the learners was the greatest. Of course, such variation can be due to other factors, but it is an interesting pattern nonetheless, and that that applied across the five classes. Previous research (Lewis & Reinders 2003) has shown similar effects with teachers of Asian students, but also found a lower threshold of teacher talk beyond which learners ended up speaking less, probably as a result of needing some direction and someone to lead the way. 

[bookmark: _Toc384801990]Conclusions and recommendations
This study investigated the perceptions of ESOL teachers about WTC inside and outside New Zealand classrooms, finding that teachers do believe WTC is important, that they have a significant role to play in encouraging it, and that they employ a wide range of strategies to do so. The study also showed how some of the classroom L2 interaction patterns may relate to the teacher’s behaviour. Interestingly, there was a mismatch between teachers’ perceptions and their classroom practice; although they greatly valued the importance of encouraging WTC outside the classroom, we did not find any evidence of teachers doing so. 

With regards to the ten variables identified from the literature that affect WTC, the respondents reported using a range of techniques to implement these in class. A key point was teachers’ beliefs that they can overcome the variables influencing L2 WTC, such as using pair work and group work and helping learners control anxiety through encouragement and we did indeed find some evidence for their efficacy in the sense that these led to a relaxed and supportive atmosphere in each of the five classes observed, and considerable student talk. 

Some practical implications arise from the study. First, teachers clearly play a crucial role in persuading students to be more willing to communicate, a finding that echoes previous studies (Cao, 2009; Kang, 2005; Liu and Jackson, 2008; Liu, 2005; Matsuda and Gobel, 2004; Riasati, 2014; Tong, 2010). Second, there seems to be a relationship between the percentage of teacher talk and student talk and teachers may thus wish to monitor the amount they speak and how changes therein impact learner talk. Finally, it is important for teachers to be mindful of encouraging students more to use English outside the classroom with colleagues, friends, and family members, or online. 

Limitations of the Research

Every research study has its limitations, and this project is no exception. One is that the many variables that could have impacted on the findings. For example, when observing the way teachers used warm-up strategies, it was evident that particular techniques resulted in more student engagement. However, this could have been the result of the relationships the teachers had already built with the students during previous classes. Nevertheless, the results therefore provide a useful snapshot. 

Another limitation is that the data was collected in only one language institution in one New Zealand city (Auckland), with 15 teachers participating in the questionnaire and five in the observations. Hence, results might not represent the perceptions of ESOL teachers nationwide. Similarly, we focused here on the teachers, not the students. A future study could compare teachers’ perceptions of their efforts at encouraging WTC, how successful they feel they are in this, and students’ self-reported WTC.

Future studies could pick up on the finding that the teachers in our study did not actively promote the use of English outside the classroom, particularly in an L2 environment. In addition, three WTC strategies adopted by this study’s participants seem worth further exploration. A few teachers set the task of asking students to go online to search for information. The use of the internet as a resource for language teachers and learners in a variety of ways is, in the view of this researcher, an important area for future study. Another technique was asking students to listen and imitate. Future research needs to investigate more specifically how the imitation factor improves students’ speaking ability. 

Finally, it would be particularly useful for future research to directly compare the types and number of WTC strategies teachers use and their impact on classroom interaction. Although we obtained some interesting results, by directly investigating the link between teacher behaviour and L2 interaction, more decisive conclusions may be drawn about the ways in which teachers can impact WTC. 
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APPENDIX 1 - QUESTIONNAIRE

Topic: Teachers’ and students’ perceptions of Willingness to Communicate in an ESOL classroom.
The purpose of this questionnaire is to 1) identify the factors that affect students’ willingness to communicate inside and outside the ESOL classroom, and 2) to explore what activities teachers employ in class to encourage willingness to communicate. Your answers will be anonymous. 

1 Part I. Background Information  1. Please indicate your gender  
· 		Male
· 		Female

 2. Please indicate your experience in teaching English (including previous jobs) 
· 		Less than 1 year
· 		2 – 5 years
· 		6 – 10 years
· 		11- 15 years
· 		More than 15 years
 
 3.What is your highest qualification in language teaching? (Please write your answer below).  
…………………………………………………………………………………………….
2 Part II. Willingness to communicate (WTC) is usually defined as a speaker’s willingness to speak in class and outside the class. If you do not think that this definition accurately describes willingness to communicate, please provide your own definition in the box below. …………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….
1. Please indicate how strongly you agree with this statement: ‘One of the most important roles for the teacher is to encourage students to speak in English in class.’  
· 		Strongly agree             
· 		Agree
· 		Undecided
· 		Disagree
· 		Strongly disagree
2. Please indicate how strongly you agree with this statement: ‘One of the most important roles for the teacher is to encourage students to speak in English outside the class.’ 
· 		Strongly agree            
· 		Agree 
· 		Undecided         
· 		Disagree       
· 		Strongly disagree

 3. Each of the following variables has been shown to influence students’ willingness to communicate.  Which ones do you feel you actively impact through your teaching?
· 		Shyness
· 		Anxiety
· 		Group size 
· 		Self-confidence 
· 		Familiarity with interlocutor 
· 		Class atmosphere 
· 		Familiarity with topics under discussion 
· 		Cultural backgrounds  
· 		Task type 
· 		Self-perceived speaking ability
· 		Others (please specify)………………………………………………
 
4.Think about the last class that you taught and answer the following questions:  
a. Shyness: What did you do to help students overcome their shyness? 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 
b. Anxiety: What did you do to help students overcome their anxiety?
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 
c. Group size: What did you do adjust group size to encourage students' WTC? 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..     
d. Self-confidence: What did you do to help students to improve their self-confidence?   
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
e. Familiarity with interlocutor: What did you do to improve students’ familiarity with their interlocutors?
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 
 f. Familiarity with topics under discussion: How did you improve students’ familiarity with the topics under discussion? 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 
g. Cultural backgrounds: What did you do to take into account students’ cultural backgrounds?  
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
h. Task type: What a specific task types did you use to improve students' WTC?
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
 i. Class atmosphere: What did you do to improve the class atmosphere to encourage students' WTC?
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
j. Self-perceived speaking ability: How did you attempt to improve students’ self-perceived speaking ability?
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..
Thank you very much for helping us with our research. If you have any comments about this questionnaire, please type them in the box below.           
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 


Opened-ended questions	Students' responses in P1's class	Students' responses in P2' class	Students' responses in P3' class	Students' responses in P4' class	Students' responses in P5' class	11.6	6.22	5.6599999999999957	8.5	6.6099999999999977	Closed questions	Students' responses in P1's class	Students' responses in P2' class	Students' responses in P3' class	Students' responses in P4' class	Students' responses in P5' class	2	1.6	1.9	1.9	2.2000000000000002	

Series 1	P1	P2	P3	P4	P5	4.0999999999999996	3	2	3.1	3.5	Series 1	P1	P2	P3	P4	P5	66	85	42	66	52	

Series 1	44  students in P1's class	33 students in P2's class	37 students in P3's class	31 students in P4's class	24 studentds in P5's class	10.8	7.8	11.2	5.9	7.1	

Opened-ended Question	P1	P2	P3	P4	P5	14.1	20.6	5.0999999999999996	4.7	18.8	Closed Question	P1	P2	P3	P4	P5	12.4	10.3	2.1	6.4	5.0999999999999996	
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