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Abstract 

This comparative study aims to discover and demonstrate the potential relationship be-

tween foreign language speaking anxiety and course level among 183 students from 

three consecutive courses of English as a foreign language, i.e. English 5, 6, and 7, at 

three upper secondary schools in the South of Sweden. Accordingly, a survey was dis-

tributed in order to account for demographic information about the students, such as 

course level, age, and sex, to determine the students’ oral proficiency levels, and to as-

sess the students’ anxiety levels in relation to 33 anxiety-provoking classroom situa-

tions. The results showed that Swedish upper secondary students are not particularly 

anxious regardless of course level, save that the students in English 5 would feel less 

comfortable around native speakers of English, although not to an extent which would 

indicate anxiety, and that the students in English 7 would, in contrast to the other course 

levels, experience high levels of anxiety when volunteering answers and being called on 

in class. However, the most notable differences were found between the genders and 

between the students with high and low oral proficiency levels. Female students gener-

ally showed higher levels of anxiety than male students did. Yet, in most cases, the dif-

ference did not suggest that one of the genders was anxious while the other one was not. 

In terms of oral proficiency levels, the students with low oral proficiency showed higher 

levels of anxiety, often to the extent that they would be anxious while the ones with 

high proficiency would not. Thus, the levels of anxiety seem to depend on gender and 

oral proficiency more than the students’ course levels. 
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1 Introduction 

In Sweden and many other countries, the English language permeates everyday life and 

is used for communication in various societal areas, including economics, politics, and 

education. The Swedish National Agency for Education (Swe. Skolverket), for instance, 

emphasises the importance of students having communicative competence, i.e. the abil-

ity to use the language for interaction in different social and cultural contexts, to acquire 

new perspectives of the surrounding world (Skolverket, 2011a:54). However, to achieve 

this goal, it is important that students first be able to use the language unhindered. 

Accordingly, in recent years, researchers have become increasingly interested in 

foreign language anxiety (FLA), which seems to severely impede the acquisition of 

communicative competence. FLA is the feeling of apprehension, self-consciousness, 

tension, and worry, which stems from exposure to specific stimuli in association with 

one or more of the receptive and/or productive skills1 in second/foreign language2 (L2) 

learning (MacIntyre & Gardner, 1994:284), the most agitating one of which is foreign 

language speaking anxiety (FLSA) (Horwitz et al., 1986:130; MacIntyre & Gardner, 

1994:295). Horwitz et al. (1986:126) argue that FLSA is often an indicator of poor aca-

demic performance. Learners affected by it tend to skip class and have difficulties with 

spontaneous speaking, self-editing, and identifying errors (Gregersen, 2003:25ff.). 

Thus, in accordance with the Council of Europe (2001:57), FLSA must be regarded as 

an important issue in foreign language classes, including in Sweden, as it impedes two 

of the most essential aspects of language learning, i.e. oral production and interaction. 

Despite the potential presence of FLSA in language teaching, many teachers have 

difficulties distinguishing it from low motivation and poor proficiency. Students whose 

oral production is poor or who are reluctant to participate in speaking activities are often 

described as lacking either the motivation or the ability to succeed (Horwitz et al., 

1986:126; Gregersen, 2003:30). To assist teachers with this distinction, much of the 

recent research has been concerned with identifying what situations cause FLSA. This 

has been done predominantly in the United States and in Asian countries such as Japan, 

Taiwan, Iran, and China (Horwitz et al., 1986; Philips, 1990; Aida, 1994; Palacios, 

1998; Saito et al., 1999; Elkhafaifi, 2005; Tallon, 2006; Matsuta & Gobel, 2004; Cheng, 

                                                 
1 In accordance with the Council of Europe (2001:14) receptive skills include activities such as reading 

and listening, whereas productive skills include activities such as writing and speaking. 

2 The acquisition of a second language is not to be contrasted with the acquisition of a foreign language, 

as they involve the same fundamental processes in different contexts (Ellis, 1997:3). 
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1998; Chiang, 2009; Salehi & Marefat, 2014; Zhang, 2001; Liu & Huang, 2011). How-

ever, this cultural limitation is important to recognise since, as pointed out by Al-Saraj 

(2014:53), research findings are not necessarily generalizable cross-culturally. For in-

stance, being quiet in class can either result from anxiety or from cultural norms where 

the same behaviour is shown to indicate respect for the teacher. Therefore, as it is not 

possible to rely completely on previous research in other cultures, it is important to de-

termine what situations cause anxiety in the cultural context of Sweden, where commu-

nicative competence, especially oral production and interaction, in English at upper sec-

ondary school is heavily emphasised and the area of FLSA is still largely unexplored. 

What also remains unclear is what happens to FLSA as learners advance in their 

language learning. If anxiety decreases as learners advance, it would mean that the 

higher the course level the students reach, the fewer anxiety-provoking situations must 

be addressed by the teacher. It is therefore of interest to carry out a survey to discover 

what situations cause FLSA and show the relationship between FLSA and course level 

among students in the three consecutive courses of English as a foreign language (EFL), 

i.e. English 5, 6, and 7, at the Swedish upper secondary school, thereby either confirm-

ing or disproving the hypothesis that FLSA decreases with course level. Consequently, 

teachers will be made aware of what situations must be addressed at which course level. 

For example, some situations may have to be addressed in English 5 but not in English 

7, since they are not really worried about it. 

1.1 Research Questions 

The aim of this study is to determine whether there is a relationship between FLSA and 

course level. To do this, it is initially important to determine upper secondary students’ 

oral proficiency levels, since these constitute the basis for their current course levels 

and, as claimed by MacIntyre et al. (1998:557), have significant effects on their oral 

skills. Additionally, the situations which potentially incite anxiety must be determined 

in each of the course levels to allow for a comparison between the courses in terms of 

levels of FLSA. This will be done using a survey which measures the levels of FLSA in 

several predetermined classroom situations (see Section 3: Material and Method). In 

light of this, the following research questions will be answered: 

1. What are upper secondary students’ self-assessed oral proficiency levels? 

2. What situations incite FLSA among upper secondary students? 

3. How do the levels of FLSA differ among learners in different course levels? 
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2 Theoretical Framework 

In this section, the most essential areas of previous research for this study are presented, 

i.e. good language learners, individual differences including willingness to communi-

cate, anxiety, and age, as well as communicative language teaching in the Swedish syl-

labus for English and the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages. 

2.1 Good Language Learners 

The general idea of the concept of the good language learner (GLL) is that there are 

certain characteristics of language learners which make L2 acquisition more effective 

and, if these are identified, teachers can more efficiently help students who struggle 

with learning the L2 (Johnson, 1999:141f.). The key characteristics are presented in 

Brown’s (2007:145) maxim of good language learners, which is summarised in Table 1. 

TABLE 1. Brown’s (2007:145) maxim of good language learners 

Characteristics Supporting claims Contradictory claims 

Low 

inhibitions 

GLLs are secure enough to dare experi-

ment with the L2 (Brown, 2007:158; 

Lightbown & Spada, 2006:61). 

Guiora et al. (1980) in Brown 

(2007:159) and Scovel (2001) in 

Brown (2007:158) argue that this 

claim is yet unconfirmed. 

Risk-taking 

ability 

GLLs take risks which provides them with 

significant amounts of learning opportuni-

ties (Lightbown & Spada, 2006:58ff.). 

Learners who avoid incommodious 

situations tend to excel in other learn-

ing contexts (Lightbown & Spada, 

2006:58ff.). However, it is unclear 

what these contexts actually are. 

High self- 

confidence 

According to Rubin & Thompson (1982) 

in Brown (2007:132) and Rubin (1975:45) 

GLLs are more autonomous in the lan-

guage learning process. 

Those with too much self-confidence 

and who ignore their teachers’ advice 

risk premature fossilisation of linguis-

tic competence and skewed language 

skills (Skehan, 2001:84). 

High ambiguity 

tolerance 

GLLs consider ambiguity in the classroom 

to be an opportunity to seek clarifications 

and, thereby, increase their knowledge of 

the different communication aspects of the 

target language (Brown, 2007:132; 

Lightbown & Spada, 2006:184). 

In some instances, analytical thinking 

without tolerance for ambiguity may 

aid in some areas such as metalinguis-

tic knowledge (Brown, 2007:280). 

Error feedback 

processing skills 

GLLs learn the target language through an 

assessment process of trials and errors 

(Brown, 2007:257; Roberts, 2001:118). 

It is arguable if error assessment is 

beneficial for students (Brown, 

2007:152). 

Many of the characteristics of GLLs, are direct opposites to the characteristics of indi-

viduals with FLSA, which are discussed in the next section. Table 1 is, thus, especially 

relevant for this study as it enables a comparison between the characteristics of the two 

types of individuals. For instance, while GLLs have low inhibitions, a risk-taking abil-

ity, high self-confidence, high ambiguity tolerance, and error feedback processing skills, 

individuals with FLSA tend to avoid taking risks and experimenting with the L2; they 
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have typically low self-confidence, do not seek clarification, and have difficulties learn-

ing from feedback (Horwitz et al., 1986:126f.; Gregersen, 2003:25ff.; Ely, 1986:16). 

2.2 Individual Differences 

Similar to the concept of the GLL, the area of individual variations in SLA consists of 

studies which are concerned with why some learn an L2 more effectively than others. 

However, individual variations in SLA are often separated into many different areas of 

research, such as language aptitude, strategy use, and most important for this study, 

willingness to communicate, anxiety, and age (Dörnyei & Skehan, 2003:589). These 

three areas all relate to essential elements of the aim of this study, i.e. willingness to 

communicate relates to speaking, anxiety to FLSA, and age to course level. However, 

language aptitude and strategy use focus more specifically on L2 acquisition in of itself. 

2.2.1 Willingness to Communicate 

In terms of oral production and interaction, which are the skills most affected by FLSA, 

what is important to recognise is students’ willingness to communicate (WTC), i.e. the 

idea that people who are willing to communicate in the L2 actively seek to and do 

communicate in the L2 (MacIntyre et al., 1998:545). To identify which variables influ-

ence WTC, the Heuristic Model of Variables Influencing WTC, developed by MacIntyre 

et al. (1998:547), can be considered. Herein, it is suggested that variables such as posi-

tive feelings, a high degree of L2 proficiency, and self-confidence, which are all lacking 

in an individual affected by FLSA, result in lower stress levels and a higher WTC. 

Furthermore, self-confidence, which is often considered the most essential varia-

ble for WTC, is generally divided into two subareas, i.e. motivation and anxiety (Mac-

Intyre et al., 1998:549ff.), the latter being of most relevance for this study. Motivation 

and anxiety are typically described as two opposing sides to self-confidence, where the 

former aids it and the latter harms it (Jain & Sidhu, 2013:116). Accordingly, motivation 

can briefly be defined as a driving force which makes an individual strive and work 

hard to, for example, learn an L2 (Gardener, 2010:202). Anxiety, on the other hand, 

which is described more thoroughly in the next section, causes learners to avoid the 

language learning process altogether (Jain & Sidhu, ibid.). Consequently, MacIntyre et 

al. (1998:549ff.), in accordance with Spielberger (1983), argue that anything that in-

creases anxiety reduces one’s self-confidence and, consequently, one's WTC. 
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2.2.2 Anxiety 

Anxiety is defined as a threatening subjective psychological reaction triggered by expo-

sure to environmental variables which cause emotional reactions and, in terms of lan-

guage learning, influences the process of L2 acquisition (Dulay & Burt, 1977:99). Fred-

erickson (2013) in Enghage & Lindgren (2016:5f.) claim that the body, similarly to the 

physiological reaction to fear, activates a psychological defence system when an indi-

vidual is confronted with a certain anxiety-provoking situation. This is manifested 

through symptoms such as nausea, palpitation, tension, trembling, and vertigo. 

One specific type of anxiety is foreign language anxiety, which commonly stems 

from the social and communicative aspects of L2 learning in relation to one or more of 

the receptive and/or productive skills (MacIntyre, 1995:91; MacIntyre & Gardner, 

1994:284). Accordingly, depending on the language skill, FLA can be separated into 

reading, listening, writing, and most important for this study, speaking anxiety, or 

FLSA, which is cited as the most agitating one (Horwitz et al., 1986:130; MacIntyre & 

Gardner, 1994:295). FLSA, as well as the other categories of FLA, impedes the acquisi-

tion of communicative competence, and manifests itself through the same symptoms as 

general anxiety. Consequently, FLSA is often an indicator of poor academic perfor-

mance. Learners affected by it tend to have difficulties with spontaneous speaking, self-

editing, and identifying errors (Horwitz et al. 1986:126f.; Ely, 1986:16; Gregersen, 

2003:25ff.). Yet, some maintain that FLSA can generate a stronger determination to 

learn the L2, awareness of individual weaknesses, and make learners pay more attention 

and learn more by having to prove themselves (Tran et al., 2012:113). However, it is 

still unclear whether poor proficiency causes anxiety or if it is the other way around.  

Categories of Foreign Language Speaking Anxiety 

The concept of FLSA was introduced by Horwitz et al. (1986:128f.) who drew from the 

experiences of 225 foreign language students who, because of difficulties in learning an 

L2, had voluntarily joined different language support groups. During meetings, the stu-

dents reported symptoms of anxiety in relation to communicating with others, taking 

tests, and being evaluated. These situations were separated into three main categories, 

i.e. communication apprehension, test anxiety, and fear of negative evaluation.  

Firstly, communication apprehension (CA) is the anxiety experienced in relation 

to either real or anticipated communication with others (Holbrook, 1987:2). However, it 

should be noted that CA is not a new term for ‘stage fright’, as it is not limited to appre-

hension in relation to public speeches, rather it extends to more common activities, such 
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as talking with peers (McCroskey, 1977:29). According to McCroskey (1997:28ff.) 15-

20% of American college students suffer from debilitating CA, which prevents them 

from participating in class and complete assignments.  

Secondly, test anxiety (TA) is the anxiety experienced either before or during test 

situations (Zeidner, 1998:4ff.). According to Sarason & Sarason (1990:476), TA makes 

people perceive assignments as difficult or threatening, makes them see themselves as 

ineffective in handling the task at hand, makes them focus on undesirable consequences 

of personal inadequacy, gives them strong self-deprecatory preoccupations which inter-

fere with task-relevant cognitive activity, and makes them expect and anticipate failure. 

Lastly, fear of negative evaluation (FNE) is “apprehension about others' evalua-

tions, distress over negative evaluations by others, and the expectation that others would 

evaluate one negatively” (Watson & Friend, 1969:449). In contrast to test TA, FNE is 

not limited to tests, rather it involves situations such as talking to peers. According to 

Leary (1983:371ff.), people affected by FNE worry about what other people will think 

despite knowing that it does not make a difference and that other people will notice their 

shortcomings, not approve of them, or form certain opinions of them. Similar to CA and 

TA, FNE can be reduced by teachers if they help their students learn to cope with the 

anxiety-provoking situations (Horwitz et al., 1986:131; Sapp (1999:275). 

To account for the levels of FLSA within these categories, the Foreign Language 

Classroom Anxiety Scale (FLCAS), a survey created by Horwitz et al. (1986:128f.), is 

often used. The instrument measures the levels of FLSA experienced by language learn-

ers using a 33-question, 5-point Likert scale self-assessment questionnaire (Horwitz et 

al., ibid). However, as the FLCAS focuses on speaking anxiety, some have tried to de-

velop similar instruments which test the other productive and receptive language skills. 

These include the Foreign Language Reading Anxiety Scale (FLRAS) by Satio et al. 

(1999:204), and the Foreign Language Listening Anxiety Scale (FLLAS) and Second 

Language Writing Apprehension Test (SLWAT) by Cheng et al. (1999:419). 

Culture and Foreign Language Anxiety 

It is, however, important to acknowledge that the FLCAS can be affected by culture. 

For example, being quiet in class can either result from FLSA or from cultural norms 

where not speaking in class indicates respect for the teacher. Swedish students are often 

described as being introverted and to experience more CA than, for example, Americans 

(McCroskey et al., 1990:129ff.). Although they often regard themselves as more compe-

tent communicators, Swedes have notably less WTC (McCroskey et al., ibid.). This is 
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important to recognise in relation to this study as the respondents may report to have 

high oral proficiency but still show high levels of CA. Thus, it is important to determine 

what situations cause anxiety in the cultural context of Sweden. 

Yet, by considering what factors cause anxiety in other countries, it may be possi-

ble to detect certain tendencies which remain the same independently of the culture in 

which the research was conducted and others which are culture-specific. The levels of 

FLSA are easily calculated by adding together the resulting numbers of the FLCAS. 

According to Legac (2007:167) the range 33-75 represents low intensity anxiety, the 

range 76-119 medium intensity anxiety, and the range 120-165 high intensity anxiety. 

TABLE 2. Measures of levels of FLSA in other cultures 

Study Population L2 N Mean SD 

Horwitz et al. (1986) USA Spanish 108 94.5 21.4 

Palacios (1998) USA Spanish 445 94.3 22.8 

Saito et al. (1999) USA Spanish 192 97.4 23.6 

Tallon (2006) USA Spanish 172 94.7 24.8 

Philips (1990) USA French 44 99.3 24.6 

Saito et al. (1999) USA Japanese 114 93.5 18.9 

Aida (1994) USA Japanese 96 96.7 22.1 

Saito et al. (1999) USA Russian 77 92.6 20.7 

Elkhafaifi (2005) USA Arabic 233 90.0 23.8 

Legac (2007)3 Croatia English 71 89.2 26.7 

Matsuta & Gobel (2004) Japan English 252 100.7 11.4 

Cheng (1998) Taiwan English 423 94.9 20.0 

Chiang (2009) Taiwan English 310 92.9 17.8 

Salehi & Marefat (2014) Iran English 200 86.7 19.9 

Zhang (2001) China English 145 103.4 21.5 

Liu & Huang (2011) China English 980 99.8 18.7 

As shown in Table 2, the levels of FLSA are largely identical, with means in the medi-

um intensity anxiety range, i.e. between 86.71 in Iran and 103.4 in China. Within this 

range, Horwitz et al. (1986:130) found that more than half of American students learn-

ing Spanish experienced anxiety in accordance with questions 2 and 25 (see Appendix 

A), i.e. they worried about making mistakes in class and getting left behind due to the 

classes moving too quickly. Aida (1994:162), who also conducted a study in the United 

States, found that students learning Japanese instead were anxious with regard to ques-

tions 4, 5, 10, 25, 26, and 33 (see Appendix A). Similar to the students learning Spanish, 

these students worried about getting left behind due to class moving too quickly. How-

ever, they were also anxious about not understanding what the teacher was saying, wor-

                                                 
3 Although Croatia nowadays is a member state of the European Union and has adopted the CEFR, the 

study in Table 2 was conducted one year prior to its entry (European Neighbourhood Policy And En-

largement Negotiations, 2017). Consequently, it is not necessarily comparable to Sweden. 
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ried about the consequences of failing, feeling tenser and more nervous in Japanese 

class than in other classes, feeling nervous when asked a question which they had not 

prepared in advance, and did not want to take additional foreign language classes. 

In Asia, Salehi & Marefat (2014:935) found that Iranian students, despite report-

ing generally low levels of FLSA, worried about the consequences of failing, question 

10, and about being called on in class, question 20 (see Appendix A). Moreover, Zhang 

(2001:54) found that Chinese students learning English experienced anxiety in relation 

to questions 1, 8, 9, 10, 24, and 33 (see Appendix A). Accordingly, they felt unsure of 

themselves when speaking, were tense during tests, panicked when forced to speak 

without preparation, worried about the consequences of failing, felt self-conscious about 

speaking English in front of peers, and became nervous when the teacher asked question 

which they had not prepared in advance. In general, however, question 10 seemed to be 

the question about which most of the students felt anxious regardless of country and L2. 

Since English at Swedish upper secondary school, in contrast to the countries 

shown in Table 2, is heavily influenced by both the Common European Framework of 

Reference for Languages (CEFR) and the Swedish syllabus for English, which are dis-

cussed in the ensuing sections, the levels of FLSA may differ due to the heavy emphasis 

of the steering documents on communicative competence (Council of Europe, 2001:57; 

Skolverket, 2011a:54). Additionally, English plays a pivotal role in Sweden not only in 

societal areas such as education but also in everyday life (Skolverket, ibid.). In many of 

the Asian countries shown in Table 2, on the other hand, despite there being an increase 

of English in the fields of science, there are relatively few users of the language and 

when it is used it tends to be limited to international interactions (Gottlieb, 2005:68). 

2.2.3 Age 

Another individual difference which relates to communicative competence, and thereby 

FLSA, is age. This can be expected as language proficiency, due to an ever-increasing 

amount of input, improves as one ages. Thus, two areas of research ought to be recog-

nised. Firstly, the critical period hypothesis, which, from a biological perspective, ex-

plains why some age groups seem to be more efficient L2 learners. Secondly, peer pres-

sure, which uses a more social point of view to explain the same phenomenon. 

Critical Period Hypothesis 

During childhood, there is a period when the brain is very susceptible to language. This 

is generally known as the critical period and is suggested to last up until the onset of 
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puberty, when L2 acquisition becomes significantly more difficult (Yule, 2014:163). 

According to Krashen (1982:44f.), children seem to be completely unaffected by varia-

bles such as anxiety, which otherwise would reduce the uptake of language input. How-

ever, Zafar (2009:144) argues that this notion is wrong, claiming that children’s lan-

guage acquisition can also be impeded by anxiety. The perception of children being 

largely unaffected by it seems to originate from the contrasting levels of anxiety be-

tween adolescents during L2 acquisition and children learning their L1. While it has 

been shown that adolescents are more docile L2 learners, possibly due to a combination 

of a retained flexibility of the inherent capacity for language and a maturation of cogni-

tive skills which permits a more effective pattern recognition, there remain claims that 

L2 acquisition is severely impeded during puberty (Dulay et al., 1982:92ff.; Yule, 

2014:188). High anxiety seems to more frequently affect adolescents, thus influencing 

their ability to attend to, concentrate on, and encode language information more than 

any other age group (Piechurska-Kuciel, 2011:129ff.). 

Peer Pressure 

In addition to the critical period hypothesis, it is important to recognise the causes and 

effects of peer pressure, which Merriam-Webster's online dictionary (2017) defines as 

“a feeling that one must do the same things as other people of one's age and social group 

in order to be liked or respected by them”. 

Brown & Larson (2004:74) and Steinberg & Monahan (2007:1531) claim that ad-

olescence is the period within which an individual is most susceptible to peer pressure, 

so much so that it is deemed the hallmark of adolescence. Durkin (1996:434) puts for-

ward that when people grow older, peer pressure becomes a progressively more influen-

tial factor on behaviour. Not until puberty do people become aware of the importance of 

how others perceive them. Furthermore, gender also seems to affect the peer pressure 

experienced by adolescents, as girls have shown to report significantly higher levels of 

it (Brown, 1982:121ff.). In relation to FNE, peer pressure may affect students, mainly 

adolescent girls, by making participation in class, spontaneous speaking, self-editing, 

and identifying errors more difficult as the students constantly worry about what other 

people think of them. Accordingly, it is important to recognise that, in accordance with 

Scheve (2009a:3), male puberty typically ends between the ages of 16 and 18, whereas 

female puberty, as claimed by Scheve (2009b:3), ends between the ages of 14 and 17. 
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2.3 Communicative Language Teaching 

The CEFR and the Swedish syllabus for English have been notably influenced by com-

municative language teaching (CLT), as is discussed below, especially in terms of oral 

production and interaction, which are the language skills most affected by FLSA. For 

this reason, it is an important approach to consider when measuring students’ levels of 

FLSA. CLT emphasises the importance of oral production and interaction in the class-

room (Nunan, 1991:279). The approach diverges from the old belief that consciously 

learning grammar results in L2 acquisition and instead highlights spoken functions 

(Harmer, 2007:69). For example, Kang (2005:278) believes that if students are involved 

in meaning-focused communicative tasks, language learning will take care of itself. 

However, as mentioned by Harmer (ibid.), for CLT to be effective, students must first 

have low levels of FLSA as these cause greater WTC (cf. MacIntyre et al., 1998:547ff.). 

2.3.1 Swedish syllabus for English 

In accordance with CLT and the CEFR, mentioned below, part of the aim of the teach-

ing of EFL is to assist students in developing the ability, desire, and confidence to use 

the language in different contexts and for different purposes. Thus, every student should 

be given the opportunity to develop accuracy, variation, and complexity in their spoken 

language to express themselves and communicate in English (Skolverket, 2011a:55). 

The school subject of English at the upper secondary level is separated into three 

consecutive courses, i.e. English 5, 6, and 7, which cover approximately one year of 

study each. Of these, English 5 is the only one which is mandatory for all students. Eng-

lish 6 is only mandatory for students in the higher education preparatory programmes, 

such as the Social Science Programme and the Natural Science Programme, and is re-

quired for admission to tertiary education in Sweden. English 7 is a voluntary course 

and is not required for admission to tertiary education, (Skolverket, 2015a). Therefore, 

it is usually chosen only by those who are very interested in the subject. 

In terms of the core content of English, each of the courses emphasise that the 

teaching of the subject should cover “[o]ral […] production and interaction of various 

kinds, also in more formal settings, where students instruct, narrate, summarise, explain, 

comment, assess, give reasons for their opinions, discuss and argue” (syllabus for Eng-

lish 5; Skolverket, 2011a:55). Additionally, it is important to recognise that oral produc-

tion and interaction, which should be covered in every course, become more complex 

the more advanced the course is. Therefore, it may be possible to assume that the higher 
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the course level the students reach, the more proficient the students become. The same 

relationship is true in terms of grading assessment, where it is written that the lowest 

passing grade for oral production and interaction in English 5 requires that the students 

be able to express themselves in “relatively varied ways, relatively clearly and relatively 

coherently with some fluency and to some extent adapted to purpose, recipient, and sit-

uation” (Skolverket, ibid.). Accordingly, due to the importance of CLT and communica-

tive competence in Swedish upper secondary school, students ought to be able to use the 

L2 without feeling anxious about communicating with others.  

2.3.2 Common European Framework of Reference for Languages 

As the Swedish syllabus for English is based on the CEFR, which is a guideline for the 

elaboration of the content of language syllabi used by members of the European Union, 

it should be considered when accounting for the importance of students being able to 

use the spoken language unhindered. The principal objective of the CEFR is to aid lan-

guage teachers, and others in the field, to get across the communicative barrier, which 

has arisen due to different educational systems in Europe (Council of Europe, 2001:1).  

Most importantly for this study, the CEFR includes the Common Reference Lev-

els, which are used to determine and describe learners’ language proficiency levels in 

terms of receptive and productive skills. These proficiency levels are separated into 

basic user A, independent user B, and proficient user C, all of which contain two levels 

each, resulting in a scale from A1 to C2 (Council of Europe, 2001:23). By comparing 

the CEFR with the syllabus for English, it is possible to show how language proficiency 

and age, due to the amount of input, are intertwined. This can be done by looking at 

how the Common Reference Levels correspond with the three course levels. In accord-

ance with Skolverket (2011b:2), students with the lowest passing grade in English 5 

should be at the B1.2-level, the latter of two sublevels of the B1 level, the ones in Eng-

lish 6 at the B2.1-level, and the ones in English 7 at the B2.2-level. With this in mind, it 

is possible to determine the minimum level of language proficiency of each group. 

However, although students in the lower course levels typically have lower proficiency 

levels than those in the higher course levels, it is important to be aware of the difficulty 

in determining and comparing the proficiency levels of students with a higher grade 

than the lowest passing one (Skolverket, ibid.). To put it simply, students can be at a 

much higher level than the one expected. 
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3 Material and Method 

In the following section, the material and method, which constitute the basis for the 

collection, interpretation, and analysis of data, are presented and discussed. 

3.1 Participants 

183 students from three upper secondary schools in the South of Sweden participated in 

the study. These students came from English 5, 6, and 7. English 5 and 6 consisted of 

three groups of students respectively, while English 7 consisted of four groups. The 

students attended two English classes a week and each group had a different teacher in 

English. Additionally, even though the students followed a great variety of school pro-

grammes4, including the Social Science Programme, Natural Science Programme, and 

Arts programme, they shared classes across schools and programmes in subjects such as 

English, during which they answered the questionnaire (see Appendix A). Furthermore, 

the students in English 5 were 16-17 years old and had been studying EFL for 9 years, 

the ones in English 6 were 17-18 years old and had been studying EFL for 10 years, and 

the ones in English 7 were 18-19 years old and had been studying EFL for 11 years. 

TABLE 3. Distribution of respondents 

Variables English 5 English 6 English 7 Total 

Participants 

Total 62 64 57 183 

Male 32 13 17 62 

Female 30 51 40 121 

Language 
Monolingual 54 56 51 161 

Bilingual 8 8 6 22 

Frequency of extramu-

ral use of English 

Daily 20 25 13 58 

Weekly 24 23 21 68 

Monthly 11 11 13 35 

Never 7 5 10 22 

Context of extramural 

use of English 

Family 10 15 10 35 

Friends 22 33 18 73 

Work 1 4 12 17 

Vacation 4 3 4 11 

Social media 9 10 3 22 

Video games 17 8 6 31 

Never 13 9 10 32 

Studies in non-Nordic countries 6 4 7 17 

Visits to English-speaking countries 33 40 42 115 

Information about the students was extracted using a background questionnaire (see 

Section 3.2.1 Background questionnaire), which showed that the groups are very much 

                                                 
4 There are twelve vocational programmes and six higher education preparatory programmes, in Sweden. 

The abovementioned programmes all pertain to the latter of the two categories.  
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alike, save the distribution of boys and girls. This is partly explained by the gender dis-

tribution in Swedish higher education preparatory programmes, where boys only repre-

sent a third of the total number of students (Skolverket, 2015b). Additionally, as seen in 

Table 3, while the gender distribution in English 5 is fairly equal, there are very few 

boys in English 6 and 7. According to Hagelberg (2010:21f.), this is because 12-13% of 

boys drop out of their upper secondary education in Sweden. This number is even high-

er if they follow a programme where boys are not overrepresented. 

The majority of the students were monolingual with Swedish as their L1. Yet, 16 

of them were, in addition to Swedish, bilingual in the following languages: Arabic, 

Bosnian, Bulgarian, Dutch, English, German, Norwegian, Romanian, Russian, and 

Spanish. Moreover, while 17 students had gone to school in a non-Nordic country, i.e. 

China, Bosnia, Bulgaria, England, Germany, India, Kosovo, Montenegro, Namibia, 

Romania, and Singapore, almost everyone had visited an English-speaking country. 

In total, 126 of the students speak English outside of school at least once a week. 

However, the context of extramural use of English varies across the course levels. The 

students in English 5, for example, use English much more frequently than the ones in 

English 6 and 7 in relation to video games. This is in accordance with the Swedish me-

dia council (2017) (Swe. Statens medieråd), which claims that 55% of 13 to 16-year-

olds play video games, whereas only 48% of 17 to 18-year-olds play them. Roughly the 

same numbers are shown in relation to use of social media (Davidsson, 2016:8). In 

terms of work, however, more students in English 7 than in the other two course levels 

have a job where they use English. One explanation for this is that people who are under 

18 years old are very restricted regarding work. For example, according to the Swedish 

Trade Union Confederation (Swe. Landsorganisationen i Sverige), people between the 

ages of 16 and 18 are not allowed to work alone nor work with hazardous chemicals, 

heavier hoists, or machines (Landsorganisationen i Sverige, 2017). 

The response rate of the students was 96.83%. Four participants from English 7 

chose to fill in the questionnaire but did not sign the letter of consent (see Appendix A) 

and were thus excluded from the study. The same was done with two students from 

English 5 who left over a third of the questions in the questionnaire unanswered.  

3.2 Research Instruments 

The participants filled in a survey in Swedish consisting of an 8-question background 

questionnaire, an 18-question self-assessment questionnaire, and a 33-question 
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FLCAS (see Appendix A). In accordance with Denscombe (2009:207), the three parts 

consist of an identical set of questions for every respondent, thereby facilitating the 

processing of data. Additionally, the survey was distributed face-to-face with the par-

ticipants, which often increases the participation rate and, consequently, the answering 

frequency. Moreover, due to time restrictions and the inability to make changes to the 

survey after its distribution, a pilot study was conducted with five non-participating 

respondents, which generated the questions regarding frequency and context of extra-

mural use of English, studies in non-Nordic countries, and visits to English-speaking 

countries, as well as the self-assessment questionnaire (see Appendix A). 

3.2.1 Background Questionnaire 

As the FLCAS (see Section 3.2.3 Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety Scale) does not 

include an introduction with questions of simple factual demographical variables, a 

background questionnaire was made. According to Lantz (2014:47), this funnelling 

technique, i.e. starting with an easily answerable question and making it progressively 

more difficult, decreases the risk for non-completion, since some participants may re-

frain from responding if the initial question is perceived as too personal. 

The background questionnaire aimed to gather the students’ demographic infor-

mation. The students’ sex was important to determine due to peer pressure which, as 

previously mentioned, affects girls more than boys. Moreover, the questions about ex-

tramural use of English, previous studies in non-Nordic countries, and visits to English-

speaking countries were to account for the extent to which the students had been ex-

posed to English. As the aim of this study is to examine the relationship between FLSA 

and course level, it was important to establish for how long they had been learning Eng-

lish, and this included extramural acquisition. However, it is important to acknowledge 

that while the question about the frequency of extramural use of English was written 

with closed answers, the question about the context had an open answer. Yet, by draw-

ing from the answers given in the questionnaire on this question, every student claimed 

to use English in either one or two of the six contexts shown in Table 3. 

3.2.2 Self-assessment Questionnaire 

The self-assessment questionnaire accounted for the students’ oral proficiency levels 

using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree to deter-

mine if oral proficiency levels affect FLSA. This was done by the students filling in 
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the parts concerning oral production and interaction, the only areas connectable to 

FLSA, in the Common Reference Level self-assessment grid (see Appendix A).  

As stated by Skolverket (2011b:2) the students with the lowest passing grade in 

English 5 should be at the B1.2-level, the ones in English 6 at the B2.1-level, and the 

ones in English 7 at the B2.2-level. However, due to the difficulty in determining the 

Common Reference Level of students with higher grades, since those grades exceed 

the knowledge requirements of the B1.2-level, oral production and interaction skills 

from the B1-level to the C2-level are included in the self-assessment questionnaire 

(see Appendix A) to more accurately determine the students’ proficiency levels. Sub-

sequently, it will be possible to examine whether it is the students with the highest 

course levels or proficiency levels who potentially have the lowest levels of FLSA.  

3.2.3 Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety Scale 

When measuring, and comparing, the levels of FLSA experienced by the students in 

the three courses levels, the most appropriate method used to collect data is the 

FLCAS (Horwitz et al. 1986) (see Appendix A). This instrument is a 33-question, self-

report questionnaire with a 5-point Likert scale (1 = Strongly disagree; 5 = Strongly 

agree), which assesses the sensation of anxiety experienced when speaking the L2 in a 

classroom context. By separating FLSA into CA, TA, and FNE, the questionnaire de-

termines which situations ought to be addressed to reduce FLSA. 

11 of the 33 questions of the FLCAS are associated with CA, i.e. questions 1, 4, 

9, 14, 15, 18, 24, 27, 29, 30, and 32. 15 of the questions are associated with TA, i.e. 

questions 3, 5, 6, 8, 10, 11, 12, 16, 17, 20, 21, 22, 25, 26, and 28. 7 of the questions are 

associated with FNE, i.e. questions 2, 7, 13, 19, 23, 31, and 22 (see Appendix A). 

However, since questions 2, 5, 8, 11, 14, 18, 22, 28 and 32 are worded in such a way 

that agreeing with them suggests that one is not anxious, which contrasts with the rest 

of the questions, the answers to these have been re-evaluated as to account for the in-

consistency in the wordings of the questions. To accurately account for, for example, 

question 14, i.e. I would not be nervous speaking in English with native speakers, 

where an agreement suggests that one is not anxious, a 4 was regarded as a 2.  

For this study, the FLCAS has been translated into Swedish, a language with 

which the students have fewer problems. In the original English version of the ques-

tionnaire there were some words which the students in these course levels might not 

have understood. To guarantee that every question is answered truthfully, the respond-

ents must be able to read them without difficulty. The translated version also puts more 
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weight on oral production and interaction, as these, although being the focus of the orig-

inal FLCAS, were not sufficiently emphasised. For instance, question 8, regarding TA, 

i.e. I am usually at ease during tests in my language class, treated tests more generally, 

whereas the Swedish version specifies these as oral proficiency tests (see Appendix A). 

The main advantage of using a questionnaire such as the FLCAS is that it enables 

data to be collected from a large number of participants. Another advantage is that it is 

more easily arranged than, for example, interviews, since it can be sent unannounced. 

However, for this study, the students, their teachers, and the school principal were con-

tacted in advance before the visit and the distribution of the questionnaire. Furthermore, 

as the FLCAS only provides closed answers, which can be easily standardised, it is un-

likely that the data are contaminated by variations in the wordings of the questions, as 

they often are in interviews. Lastly, the closed answers enable a quick collection of data. 

The respondents may also benefit from these answers, since they, instead of having to 

ponder how to express themselves, are presented with the seemingly easy task of choos-

ing between five already established alternatives (Denscombe, 2009:225). 

The disadvantages, according to Denscombe (2009:226), are that while some 

might perceive it as less demanding only having to mark the most suitable answer, 

thereby motivating people to participate, it might also have the opposite effect, resulting 

in frustration which might make them refrain from answering. Additionally, regarding 

the authenticity of the answers, the students cannot rely on clues which perhaps would 

have been given in an interview. This limits the ability to control the truthfulness of the 

answers. However, since this questionnaire was distributed in person, it was possible to 

help when uncertainties in the wordings of the questions impeded responses. Further-

more, the translation into Swedish might have lowered the risk of misinterpretation. 

3.2.4 Validity and Reliability 

In terms of validity5 and reliability6, the three questionnaires seem to perform very 

well. Firstly, the background questionnaire, which accounts for demographical varia-

bles, measures that which it claims to measure rather straightforwardly, thereby reach-

ing a high level of validity. Yet, although the answers regarding sex and age are easily 

verifiable, there are severe difficulties in verifying for honesty in the remaining an-

swers, which consequently lowers the validity of the questionnaire. 

                                                 
5 Validity refers to whether the method measures that which it claims to measure. 

6 Reliability refers to whether the results of the method would be consistent if used in other studies. 
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Secondly, regarding the self-assessment questionnaire, by basing the questions 

on the Common Reference Levels, a standard is set against which the students’ an-

swers can be validly and reliably measured. As expressed by the Council of Europe 

(2001:23ff.), such a standard facilitates the communication and comparison of the lev-

els between different educational systems. Moreover, in terms of self-assessment, 

Ross (2006:3) claims that this measuring technique is a consistent and highly reliable 

research tool. However, it is important to recognise that the validity of this tool is 

somewhat faulty since, as mentioned by Ross (ibid.), students’ self-assessments can 

conflict with the assessment provided by teachers, where students’ self-assessment is 

generally higher than teacher ratings. Accordingly, the self-reported oral proficiency 

must be regarded with some scepticism. 

Lastly, the FLCAS has shown to be a reliable test (Horwitz et al. 1986:129). As 

such, it has, as previously mentioned, been widely adopted into many studies (Philips, 

1990; Aida, 1994; Palacios, 1998 etc.). Since the FLCAS asks the respondents to what 

extent they feel anxious in relation to various circumstances, the measured data should 

be fairly accurate. As put forward by Horwitz (1986:559), unlike many other instru-

ments which measure anxiety, the FLCAS tests for individuals’ responses to specific 

stimuli, which more clearly shows what contexts are responsible for triggering FLSA. 

Nevertheless, it is important to be aware of disadvantages, such as verification for 

honesty, which may affect the validity of the study negatively. 

3.3 Data Analysis 

The statistical analysis of data was done via the software package IBM SPSS Statistics 

through bivariate statistics, i.e. t-tests and ANOVA, to show numbers (N/n), percent-

ages, means (M), standard deviations (SD), and significance levels of measured data. 

Accordingly, independent sample t-tests were used to measure the differences between 

high and low proficiency levels and boys and girls, and a one-way ANOVA was, with a 

Tukey Post Hoc Test, used to measure the differences between the three course levels. 

To determine the significance levels, a p-value of .05 was chosen to assess the probabil-

ity of whether the observed differences arose by chance. If p = ≤ .05, there is a probabil-

ity of 95% that there is a difference between the sets of values (Pearson, 1900:157ff.). 

The groups were compared in relation to each individual question of the FLCAS, 

in relation to CA, TA, and FNE, and in relation to the FLCAS in total. However, since 

13 of the students left at least one answer blank, they were excluded from the study on 
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every question to which they did not give an answer as well as from the comparisons 

between the sums of the questions since this would otherwise skew the results. 

3.4 Ethical Considerations 

Subsequently to contacting the school principal, the head teacher of English, and every 

teacher responsible for the participating classes, the students signed a consent form (see 

Appendix A) which was to protect them in terms of the four main requirements in the 

ethical guidelines of the Swedish Research Council (Swe. Vetenskapsrådet).  

In accordance with the first one, the information requirement, the participants 

were informed, both in spoken and written form, of their role in the study and that par-

ticipation was voluntary. The second one, the compliance requirement, was met by the 

signing of the consent form. As put forward in the guidelines, if the participants are 

younger than 15 years old, parental/guardian consent must be given. However, since the 

youngest ones in this study were 16 years old, they were, from an ethical standpoint, 

free to sign the form of their own volition. The third and fourth ones, the confidentiality 

and the use requirement, can be clearly seen covered in the consent form (see Appendix 

A), where it is stated that the participants are given the highest possible confidentiality, 

that all possibilities for personal identification are eliminated, that all data is processed 

statistically to ensure unidentifiable individual responses, and that collected data are not 

used for anything other than research (Vetenskapsrådet, 2002:7ff.). 

4 Results and Discussion 

This section is separated into five parts, all of which consist of data generated from the 

survey and analyses of the results. The first part is concerned with the relationship be-

tween course level and proficiency to, in the ensuing parts, determine wether either of 

them influence FLSA. The three following parts are separated into CA, TA, and FNE. 

Herein, the students’ levels of FLSA in each category are compared. Lastly, the results 

are summarised with a comparative analysis of the levels of FLSA in total between this 

study (students in Sweden) and previous studies (students in other countries). 

4.1 Oral Proficiency Levels 

Although the hypothesis of the study is that FLSA decreases with course level, it is im-

portant to examine the students’ oral proficiency levels, since some students in, for ex-

ample, English 5 may be at an oral proficiency level similar to that required for English 
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6, or perhaps even English 7, but because of lower age, have not yet advanced to the 

higher courses. To account for these levels, data from the self-assessment questionnaire 

(see Appendix A), are used. As the highest possible score is 5 and the lowest one is 1, 

students who have a mean above 3 on both oral production and oral interaction are con-

sidered to be at a high proficiency level, whereas those below 3 are considered to be at a 

low proficiency level. In Table 3, the division between high and low proficiency stu-

dents is shown across the three course levels. 

TABLE 3. Division between high and low oral proficiency students in relation to course levels 

Proficiency level 

Course levels 

English 5 

(N = 62) 

English 6 

(N = 64) 

English 7 

(N = 57) 

n (%) n (%) n (%) 

High proficiency level 57 (91.93) 60 (93.75) 53 (92.98) 

Low proficiency level 5 (8.06) 4 (6.25) 4 (7.02) 

On average, the students regarded their oral proficiency levels to be high (M = 4.05; SD 

= .68), with only 13 (7.10%) of them reporting to have a low proficiency level. The per-

centages are about the same across all three course levels. Nonetheless, it is important to 

recognise that, in accordance with Ross (2006:3), students often assess their own abili-

ties much more positively than their teachers would have assessed them. Accordingly, it 

may be that the students who reported to have high proficiency in reality have low pro-

ficiency. It is also possible that the students in, for example, English 5, overestimated 

their own proficiency level, as they do not use the L2 for as complex topics of conversa-

tion as the ones in the higher course levels. As discussed earlier, some students in Eng-

lish 7 reported that they need to use the L2 in their workplace, which occasionally re-

quires them to know language for specific purposes and not just colloquial language for 

talking with friends, as may be the case for the students in the lower course levels. 

However, it should not be presumed that the students have self-assessed dishon-

estly. Instead, the students’ proficiency levels should, in addition to the self-assessment, 

be examined by looking at their frequency of extramural use of English, as the amount 

of uptake of L2 input largely affects individuals’ L2 proficiency, i.e. those who use 

English frequently in, for instance, extramural contexts, should have higher L2 profi-

ciency. Accordingly, in Table 4, the frequency of the students’ extramural use of Eng-

lish is shown across the course levels. 
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TABLE 4. Distribution of students in relation to course levels and frequency of extramural use of English 

Frequency of extramural 

use of English 

Course levels 

English 5 

(N = 62) 

English 6 

(N = 64) 

English 7 

(N = 57) 

n (%) n (%) n (%) 

Daily 20 (32.26) 25 (39.06) 13 (22.81) 

Weekly 24 (38.71) 23 (35.94) 21 (36.84) 

Monthly 11 (17.74) 11 (17.19) 13 (22.81) 

Never 7 (11.29) 5 (7.81) 10 (17.54) 

As seen in Table 4, the students use English extramurally rather frequently. In total, 126 

(69.23%) of the students use English orally outside school at least once a week. Moreo-

ver, English 6 has the most students who use it daily as well as the fewest who never 

use it. This may explain the small number of students who regard their proficiency level 

to be low in this particular course level. According to MacIntyre et al. (1998:557), lan-

guage learners’ L2 proficiency levels have notable effects on their WTC and vice versa. 

In other words, an individual who is willing to communicate and does so frequently 

should acquire the L2 more efficiently. This is in accordance with CLT, where using the 

L2 for oral communication should result in L2 acquisition and, consequently, higher L2 

proficiency (Harmer, 2007:69). Moreover, low WTC and an infrequent use of the L2, is 

often connected to high levels of FLSA (MacIntyre et al. ibid.). Whether the reason why 

some of the students have low proficiency levels is due to high anxiety is going to be 

discussed in the ensuing sections. However, it should be noted that FLSA influences 

individuals’ ability to attend to, concentrate on, and encode language information 

(Piechurska-Kuciel, 2011:129ff.), which may result in lower L2 proficiency. 

TABLE 5. Division between high and low oral proficiency students in relation to the genders 

Proficiency level 

Genders 

Boys 

(N = 62) 

Girls 

(N = 121) 

n (%) n (%) 

High proficiency level 59 (95.16) 111 (91.74) 

Low proficiency level 3 (4.84) 10 (8.26) 

In terms of gender, 3 (1.60%) of the boys reported that they had a low oral proficiency 

level, whereas 10 (5.46%) of the girls reported the same. Although the division between 

high and low oral proficiency students in relation to gender is fairly equal, boys seem to 

regard their oral proficiency to be higher than girls do. One explanation for this may be 

the division between the genders in relation to frequency of extramural use of English. 
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TABLE 6. Distribution of students in relation to the genders and frequency of extramural use of English 

Frequency of extramural 

use of English 

Genders 

Boys 

(N = 62) 

Girls 

(N = 121) 

n (%) n (%) 

Daily 22 (35.48) 36 (29.75) 

Weekly 24 (38.71) 44 (36.36) 

Monthly 9 (14.52) 26 (21.49) 

Never 7 (11.29) 15 (12.40) 

As seen in Table 6, boys use English extramurally more frequently than girls do. This 

difference between the genders in relation to frequency of extramural use of English 

may be due to peer pressure. As previously mentioned, peer pressure affects girls more 

often than boys by making speaking in front of others more difficult due to a constant 

worry that others are judging them (Brown, 1982:121ff.). Consequently, the WTC 

among girls is often lower than among boys and, in relation to MacIntyre et al. 

(1998:557), more boys should, therefore, acquire the L2 more effectively. Although it is 

not yet possible to verify if girls actually are more anxious about speaking in front of 

others, which is to be discussed in the following sections, there is an apparent tendency, 

already in terms of self-assessed oral proficiency levels, which suggests that the levels 

of FLSA might be higher among girls than among boys.  

4.2 Communication Apprehension 

To account for the situations which allegedly incite CA and to determine whether FLSA 

decreases with course level, the means of the responses from the students in the three 

course levels, as well as the means of high and low oral proficiency students, are com-

pared. Similar to the data gathered from the self-assessment questionnaire, a mean 

above 3 indicates high anxiety, whereas a mean below 3 indicates low anxiety. Addi-

tionally, in terms of the sum of the 11 questions of the FLCAS which constitute CA, a 

mean above 33 indicates high anxiety, whereas a mean below 33 indicates low anxiety, 

as the highest possible score is 55 and the lowest one is 11. 
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TABLE 7. Levels of FLSA in relation to CA across the course levels 

Items 

Course levels 

English 5 

(N = 62) 

English 6 

(N = 64) 

English 7 

(N = 57) 

n M SD n M SD n M SD 

CA sum 57 28.42 7.69 59 26.24 8.88 54 28.85 8.38 

1 62 2.95 1.29 64 3.08 1.34 57 3.21 1.30 

4 62 2.08 1.18 64 2.08 1.21 56 2.46 1.27 

9 62 2.79 1.20 63 2.62 1.42 57 2.84 1.33 

14 62 2.84 1.24 63 2.38 1.31 57 2.54 1.28 

15 60 2.80 1.19 63 2.57 1.10 56 2.75 1.19 

18 61 2.82 1.26 64 2.72 1.34 57 2.86 1.28 

24 61 2.43 1.18 64 2.52 1.40 57 2.77 1.29 

27 61 2.26 1.12 63 2.27 1.29 55 2.44 1.20 

29 62 2.45 1.17 63 2.19 1.18 57 2.42 1.17 

30 62 2.23 0.98 63 2.48 1.10 57 2.58 1.07 

32 62 2.81 1.16 63 2.17 1.14 57 2.54 1.18 

As seen in Table 7, the students are not particularly anxious about CA (M = 27.84; SD = 

8.38). This is the case regardless of course level. An ANOVA showed that the differ-

ence between the course levels in relation to the sum of CA is not significant F (2, 167) 

= 1.62, p = .2. Thus, the levels of CA do not depend on course level. 

However, when each question is examined in isolation, question 1 is the only one 

toward which students from all the course levels, save English 5, experience anxiety. As 

shown in an ANOVA, the difference between the course levels on this question was not 

significant F (2, 180) = .56, p = .56. Thus, it may be that all course levels, including 

English 5, experience at least some distress about question 1, i.e. they do not feel quite 

sure of themselves when speaking in class. In accordance with McCroskey et al. 

(1990:129ff.), the students in this study seem to already somewhat conform to the 

common description of Swedish students as introverted and having low WTC. Yet, alt-

hough the students do not feel very inclined toward demonstrating their abilities in front 

of their peers and their teacher, they still regard their oral proficiency levels to be high. 

An additional ANOVA conducted to determine group differences on the questions 

regarding CA, and a subsequent Tukey Post Hoc Test, showed that only question 32 had 

a significant difference between the course levels, specifically between English 5 and 

English 6, F (2, 179) = 4.68, p = .01. Although neither of the two course levels experi-

ence anxiety on this question, students in English 5 are somewhat less inclined toward 

being around native speakers of English. The reason for this seems not to be due to dif-

fering proficiency levels, as was shown in the previous section, but rather due to age, 

since that is the only other variable which distinguishes the course levels from each oth-

er. In other words, it is possible that with age, students’ levels of CA decrease in some 
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respects. This can be connected to Dulay et al. (1982:92ff) and Yule, (2014:188) who 

argue that L2 acquisition is severely impeded during puberty. Consequently, the stu-

dents who are in their puberty might be negatively affected and experience higher levels 

of CA than the ones who have gone through it, i.e. the ones who are adults would, theo-

retically, be more docile L2 learners and have lower levels of CA7, which may explain 

the slightly higher levels of CA in English 5. Furthermore, age also influences peer 

pressure, which, in accordance with question 1, makes people more cautious when per-

ceived by others (Durkin, 1996:434). This was discussed in the previous section, in 

which females, in accordance with Brown (1982:121ff.), showed higher levels of FLSA 

than males. Thus, to verify this, it is important to examine CA in relation to gender.  

TABLE 8. Levels of FLSA in relation to CA between the genders 

Items 

Genders 

Boys 

(N = 62) 

Girls 

(N = 121) 

n M SD n M SD 

CA sum 58 25.52 7.62 112 28.98 8.54 

1 62 2.87 1.35 121 3.18 1.27 

4 61 1.93 1.24 121 2.33 1.27 

9 62 2.42 1.18 120 2.92 1.38 

14 62 2.50 1.28 120 2.63 1.28 

15 60 2.65 1.22 119 2.73 1.18 

18 62 2.47 1.25 120 2.97 1.27 

24 61 2.20 1.18 121 2.75 1.30 

27 62 2.13 1.27 117 2.42 1.15 

29 62 2.21 1.20 120 2.43 1.16 

30 62 2.23 1.06 120 2.53 1.10 

32 62 2.40 1.09 120 2.56 1.23 

As seen in Table 8, girls seem to experience slightly higher levels of FLSA in terms of 

the sum of CA than boys do. A t-test showed that the difference between the genders 

was significant t (168) = 2.6, p = .01, i.e. girls experience higher levels of CA in gen-

eral. In relation to each individual question, a t-test showed a significant difference be-

tween the genders in relation to question 4, t (180) = 2, p = .05; question 9, t (180) = 

2.42, p = .02; question 18, t (180) = 2.53, p = .01; and question 24, t (180) = 2.81, p = 

.01. Thus, girls seem to, more than males, experience CA when not understanding what 

the teacher is saying, when having to speak without preparation, when speaking in gen-

eral, and when speaking in front of peers. Whether this depends on peer pressure can 

                                                 
7 As claimed by Scheve (2009a:3), male puberty typically ends between the ages of 16 and 18, whereas 

female puberty, as claimed by Scheve (2009b:3), ends between the ages of 14 and 17. 
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only be speculated, but it speaks in favour of it being so. However, it should be noted 

that females only reported to be anxious about one single question, i.e. question 1. 

It is important to recognise that the questions where girls experience more CA 

than boys focus on speaking English around peers. The only other question which share 

similar features to the ones where girls experience more CA, is question 27, i.e. being 

confused when speaking in language class. However, the reason for why this last ques-

tion did not differ between the genders might be due to the wording of the question. It 

may be that the students are not confused, but rather anxious. 

TABLE 9. Levels of FLSA in relation to CA between the oral proficiency levels 

Items 

Oral proficiency levels 

Low oral proficiency 

(N = 13) 

High oral proficiency 

(N = 170) 

n M SD n M SD 

CA sum 11 37.27 6.60 159 27.14 8.10 

1 13 3.92 1.41 170 3.01 1.27 

4 13 3.15 1.44 169 2.12 1.25 

9 13 4.23 1.09 169 2.63 1.28 

14 13 3.46 1.20 167 2.52 1.26 

15 12 3.25 1.14 169 2.66 1.19 

18 13 3.92 1.26 169 2.71 1.26 

24 13 3.54 1.20 166 2.49 1.26 

27 13 3.23 1.36 169 2.25 1.16 

29 13 3.31 .86 169 2.28 1.17 

30 13 2.77 .83 169 2.40 1.09 

32 13 3.31 .95 169 2.44 1.18 

Regarding oral proficiency level, low proficiency students seem to experience higher 

levels of CA than the ones with high proficiency. A t-test shows that there is a signifi-

cant difference between high and low proficiency students in relation to the sum of CA 

t(168) = 4.05, p = .00 and to question 1, t(181) = 2.47, p = .01; question 4, t(180) = 2.87, 

p = .01; question 9, t(180) = 4.38, p = .00; question 14, t(180) = 2.61, p = .01; question 

18, t(180) = 3.38, p = .00; question 24, t(180) = 2.84, p = .00; question 27, t(180) = 2.9, 

p = .00; question 29, t(180) = 3.12, p = .00; and question 32, t(180) = 2.58, p = .01. It is 

worth pointing out that the low proficiency students score above 3 on all questions ex-

cept one, question 30. In other words, low proficiency students do not only seem to ex-

perience higher levels of CA than high proficiency students but are also the only ones 

who actually experience anxiety. The only questions which do not differ between the 

two groups are questions 15 and 30, i.e. being anxious when not understanding what the 

teacher is correcting and being overwhelmed by the grammar of the L2. However, in 
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terms of the latter, none of the groups felt particularly anxious. Whether low proficiency 

students are more anxious in general is going to be discussed in the next sections. 

4.3 Test Anxiety 

As was done to compare the levels of CA, Table 10 shows the distribution of the stu-

dents in the three course levels in relation to TA. As with the data gathered from the 

self-assessment questionnaire and on CA, a mean above 3 indicates high anxiety and a 

mean below 3 indicates low anxiety. Additionally, in terms of the sum of the 15 ques-

tions concerning TA, a mean above 45 indicates high anxiety, whereas a mean below 45 

indicates low anxiety, as the highest possible score is 75 and the lowest one is 15. 

TABLE 10. Levels of FLSA in relation to TA across the course levels 

Items 

Course levels 

English 5 

(N = 62) 

English 6 

(N = 64) 

English 7 

(N = 57) 

n M SD n M SD n M SD 

TA sum 57 39.07 9.57 59 38.76 11.92 54 40.13 9.58 

3 62 2.47 1.30 62 2.66 1.38 57 2.98 1.36 

5 62 2.92 1.37 63 3.24 1.24 57 2.35 1.20 

6 62 3.58 1.08 64 3.69 1.18 57 3.25 1.30 

8 62 2.76 1.34 63 2.76 1.51 57 2.81 1.32 

10 62 3.29 1.57 63 3.17 1.55 57 3.09 1.58 

11 62 3.31 1.28 64 3.22 1.40 57 3.09 1.27 

12 62 2.82 1.26 64 2.84 1.34 57 2.91 1.35 

16 62 2.47 1.14 64 2.34 1.28 57 2.54 1.24 

17 62 1.82 1.19 63 1.98 1.31 57 2.30 1.40 

20 61 2.64 1.29 64 2.78 1.36 57 3.23 1.28 

21 62 2.13 1.09 64 1.95 1.03 57 2.93 1.08 

22 62 2.71 1.29 64 2.72 1.30 57 3.00 1.27 

25 62 1.98 1.06 63 2.05 1.17 57 2.19 1.26 

26 62 1.98 1.15 63 2.02 1.26 57 2.21 1.16 

28 62 2.39 1.12 63 2.35 1.29 57 2.56 1.10 

The students, similar to what was shown in relation to CA, experience fairly low levels 

of TA in terms of the sum of all questions (M = 39.30; SD = 10.40). This was also 

shown in each course level. The difference between the courses in relation to the sum of 

TA was not significant in accordance with an ANOVA: F (2, 167) = 2.26, p = .77. Thus, 

the students seem to experience similar levels of TA regardless of course level. 

Yet, as shown in Table 10, questions 6, 10, and 11 have a mean above 3 across all 

course levels. In other words, the students find themselves thinking about things which 

have nothing to do with the course during English class, worry about the consequences 

of failing English class, and understand why some people get upset over English class. 

These three questions may, furthermore, be connected in that individuals who think 
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about other things than what is happening in the classroom risk failing the course, which 

might cause them to worry about the consequences of failing, and, consequently, under-

stand why someone else would worry about the same thing.  

Furthermore, by the use of an ANOVA and a subsequent Tukey Post Hoc Test, 

only question 20 in relation to TA had a statistically significant difference. This differ-

ence was between English 5 and English 7: F (2, 179) = 3.2, p = .04. Although none of 

the two course levels, in general, experience TA, the students in English 7 seem to per-

haps be somewhat more anxious than the ones in English 5 with regard to being called 

on in English class. One explanation could be that, in contrast to GLLs, some of these 

students might have high inhibitions and lack a risk-taking ability. Consequently, in 

accordance with Brown (2007:158) and Lightbown & Spada (2006:58ff.), they may not 

dare to experiment with the L2, a characteristic of GLLs which is essential to answer 

questions in the classroom. It is also possible that the students have low self-confidence, 

since people due to peer pressure exhibit the same cautious behaviour when having to 

answer questions in front of peers (Durkin, 1996:434). However, to account for peer 

pressure, it is important to examine the levels of TA between the genders. 

TABLE 11. Levels of FLSA in relation to TA between the genders 

Items 

Genders 

Boys 

(N = 62) 

Girls 

(N = 121) 

n M SD n M SD 

TA sum 58 37.72 10.09 112 40.12 10.51 

3 62 2.34 1.24 119 2.88 1.38 

5 62 3.08 1.35 120 3.02 1.24 

6 62 3.61 1.18 121 3.46 1.20 

8 62 2.50 1.25 120 2.92 1.44 

10 62 3.24 1.61 120 3.16 1.54 

11 62 2.95 1.31 121 3.34 1.30 

12 62 2.60 1.29 121 2.99 1.31 

16 62 2.27 1.18 121 2.54 1.23 

17 62 2.15 1.44 121 1.97 1.24 

20 61 2.62 1.27 121 3.00 1.35 

21 62 1.89 1.12 121 2.07 1.04 

22 62 2.69 1.49 121 2.86 1.17 

25 62 2.06 1.20 120 2.08 1.15 

26 62 1.94 1.13 120 2.13 1.22 

28 62 2.37 1.27 120 2.47 1.12 

As seen in Table 11, girls appear to be more anxious than boys. This difference between 

the genders was, however, disproven by a t-test, which showed a non-significant differ-

ence: t (168) = 1.43, p = .16. Yet, when each question is looked on in isolation, a t-test 

showed a significant difference between boys and girls on question 3, t (179) = 2.6, p = 
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.01. Accordingly, girls are more anxious than boys when it comes to knowing that one 

is about to be called on in class. This is similar to question 20, which showed a signifi-

cant difference between the course levels. Thus, it would seem that the students, in addi-

tion to question 6, 10, and 11, experience some distress when being called on by the 

teacher. Nevertheless, in contrast to CA, which showed a significant difference between 

the genders, there appears to be no big differences between them in relation to TA. 

TABLE 12. Levels of FLSA in relation to TA between the proficiency levels 

Items 

Oral proficiency levels 

Low oral proficiency 

(N = 13) 

High oral proficiency 

(N = 170) 

n M SD n M SD 

TA sum 11 49.73 9.59 159 38.58 10.09 

3 13 3.69 1.11 168 2.62 1.34 

5 13 3.46 1.13 169 3.01 1.28 

6 13 3.69 1.03 170 3.50 1.21 

8 13 4.38 .87 169 2.65 1.34 

10 13 3.62 1.19 169 3.15 1.58 

11 13 4.08 .95 170 3.14 1.32 

12 13 3.46 1.20 170 2.81 1.31 

16 12 3.08 1.04 170 2.40 1.22 

17 13 3.08 1.51 170 1.95 1.27 

20 13 3.38 1.26 169 2.83 1.33 

21 13 2.38 .87 170 1.98 1.08 

22 13 3.54 1.05 170 2.75 1.29 

25 13 3.08 .86 169 1.99 1.15 

26 13 2.85 1.34 169 2.01 1.16 

28 13 3.08 1.50 169 2.38 1.13 

Regarding oral proficiency, low proficiency students seem to, yet again, be more anx-

ious than high proficiency students in terms of the sum of TA. Two t-tests showed that 

there is a significant difference between the two groups in relation to not only the sum 

of TA, t (168) = 3.55, p = .00, but also to question 3, t (179) = 2.80, p = .00; question 8, 

t (180) = 4.58, p = .00; question 11, t (181) = 3.30, p = .00; question 16, t (181) = 2.24, 

p = .041; question 17, t (180) = 2.95, p = .00; question 22, t (180) = 2.16, p = .032; 

question 25, t (180) = 3.33, p = .00; and question 26, t (180) = 2.48, p = .01. Similar to 

what was shown in relation to CA, low proficiency students seem to, in contrast to high 

proficiency students, experience anxiety on all of these questions. Whether it is the case 

that low proficiency students have higher levels of FLSA in relation to FNE is to be 

discussed in the next section. 
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4.4 Fear of Negative Evaluation 

As was done to compare the levels of FLSA in relation to CA and TA, Table 13, shows 

the distribution of the students in relation to FNE to determine if FLSA decreases with 

course level. As before, a mean above 3 indicates high anxiety and a mean below 3 in-

dicates low anxiety. Moreover, in terms of the sum of the FNE, a mean above 21 indi-

cates high anxiety, whereas a mean below 21 indicates low anxiety, as the highest pos-

sible score is 35 and the lowest one is 7. 

TABLE 13. Levels of FLSA in relation to FNE across the course levels 

Items 

Course levels 

English 5 

(N = 62) 

English 6 

(N = 64) 

English 7 

(N = 57) 

n M SD n M SD n M SD 

FNE sum 57 18.16 5.78 59 17.83 7.12 54 19.15 5.64 

2 62 3.02 1.41 64 2.92 1.41 57 3.05 1.30 

7 61 2.79 1.25 64 2.89 1.33 57 2.89 1.35 

13 62 2.44 1.25 64 2.5 1.22 57 3.11 1.26 

19 62 2.48 1.18 63 2.46 1.34 57 2.35 1.20 

23 62 2.60 1.27 64 2.64 1.42 56 2.66 1.16 

31 62 2.35 1.06 63 2.22 1.34 57 2.37 1.14 

33 62 2.73 1.32 63 2.71 1.42 57 3.00 1.25 

In relation to the sum of FNE, the students seem to experience fairly low levels of anxi-

ety (M = 18.36; SD = 6.23). Similarly, no major differences were found across the three 

course levels. This non-significant difference was further proved by an ANOVA: F (2, 

167) = 0.67, p = 5.11. Accordingly, the students seem to experience low levels of FNE 

regardless of course level. Yet, it is shown that students across all course levels are anx-

ious about question 2, i.e. they worry about making mistakes in class. This may lead to 

lower WTC, since, in accordance with MacIntyre et al. (1998:549ff.), anything that in-

creases anxiety reduces one’s self-confidence and, consequently, one's WTC. 

By the use of an ANOVA and a subsequent Tukey Post Hoc Test, it was shown 

that the difference between course levels in relation to FNE was not significant on every 

question, save question 13, which was significant between English 7 and English 5 and 

6: F (2, 180) = 5.19, p = .00. Accordingly, it seems as if the students in English 7, in 

contrast to the ones in the other two course levels, are embarrassed when volunteering 

answers. This may be connected to question 20, which was discussed in the previous 

section in relation to TA, which also showed a significant difference, suggesting that 

students in English 7 are more anxious when it comes to being called on in class, since 

both require the students to answer a question in front of the whole class. Thus, it may 
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be that, in accordance with Brown (2007:257) and Roberts (2001:118), the older stu-

dents have lower self-confidence due to peer pressure. 

Additionally, since adolescent girls have been the gender group in this study 

which has shown to experience the highest levels of both CA and TA, it is important to 

examine whether there is a difference between the genders in relation to FNE.  

TABLE 14. Levels of FLSA in relation to FNE between the genders 

Items 

Genders 

Boys 

(N = 62) 

Girls 

(N = 121) 

n M SD n M SD 

FNE sum 58 16.09 5.97 112 19.54 6.05 

2 62 2.50 1.45 121 3.17 1.27 

7 61 2.61 1.35 121 2.98 1.27 

13 62 2.39 1.26 121 2.81 1.26 

19 61 2.11 1.25 121 2.60 1.21 

23 62 2.34 1.25 120 2.78 1.28 

31 62 2.15 1.16 120 2.40 1.19 

33 62 2.31 1.28 120 3.07 1.29 

In accordance with a t-test, every question, save questions 7 and 31, i.e. I keep thinking 

that the other students are better at English than I am and I get nervous when the Eng-

lish teacher asks questions which I haven't prepared in advance, had a significant dif-

ference between the genders. On question 2, t (181) = 3.07, p = .00; question 13, t (181) 

= 2.15, p = .03; question 19, t (180) = 2.5, p = .01; question 23, t (180) = 2.23, p = .03; 

and question 33, t (180) = 3.77, p = .00. Accordingly, girls experience higher levels of 

FLSA regardless of course level and they have a score above 3 on questions 2 and 32. 

TABLE 15. Levels of FLSA in relation to FNE between the oral proficiency levels 

Items 

Oral proficiency levels 

Low oral proficiency 

(N = 13) 

High oral proficiency 

(N = 170) 

n M SD n M SD 

FNE sum 11 23.91 4.23 159 17.97 6.17 

2 13 4.31 .95 170 2.84 1.34 

7 13 4.00 1.00 169 2.77 1.29 

13 13 2.85 1.14 170 2.65 1.28 

19 13 3.23 1.24 169 2.37 1.22 

23 13 3.46 1.33 169 2.57 1.27 

31 13 3.15 1.21 169 2.25 1.16 

33 13 3.62 1.12 169 2.75 1.33 

In terms of oral proficiency, low proficiency students experienced higher levels of FNE 

on the sum of all questions regarding FNE than high proficiency students. Additionally, 

a t-test showed that there is a significant difference between the groups t (168) = 3.14, p 
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= .00. There is also a significant difference between them in relation to every question, 

except for question 13, on question 2, t (181) = 5.02, p = .00, question 7, t (180) = 3.37, 

p = .00, question 19, t (180) = 2.44, p = .02, question 23, t (180) = 2.44, p = .02, ques-

tion 31, t (180) = 2.6, p = .02, and question 33, t (180) = 2.29, p = .02. Accordingly, low 

proficiency students seem to worry about making mistakes in English class, think that 

other students are better at languages than they are, are afraid that their teacher is ready 

to correct every mistake they make, feel that other students speak English better than 

they do, and get nervous when the teacher asks questions which they have not prepared 

in advance. Low proficiency students may therefore, similar to what may have caused 

the anxiety among the female students, experience peer pressure. 

4.5 Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety 

In light of the results and analyses regarding CA, TA, and FNE, the summarised levels 

of FLSA experienced by the students are presented in this section to compare them with 

the current state of research. Since the FLCAS has been widely used in many different 

cultures, particularly in the United States and Asia (see Section 2.2.2 Anxiety), a com-

parison between the findings in these countries and the findings in this study ought to be 

made to determine whether the results are generalizable across different cultures. Ac-

cordingly, in Table 16, the mean of the sum of all questions of the FLCAS are present-

ed. As previously mentioned by Legac (2007:167), the range between 33 and 75 repre-

sents low intensity anxiety, the range between 76 and 119 medium intensity anxiety, and 

the range between 120 and 165 high intensity anxiety.  

TABLE 16. Levels of FLSA in total across the course levels 

Range 

Course levels 

English 5 

(N = 62) 

English 6 

(N = 64) 

English 7 

(N = 57) 

n (%) M SD n (%) M SD n (%) M SD 

Total 57 (91.94) 85.65 21.42 59 (92.19) 82.83 26.86 54 (94.74) 88.13 21.44 

Low 18 (29.03) 59.94 11.21 27 (42.19) 58.56 11.12 14 (24.56) 60.86 11.57 

Med. 37 (59.68) 95.49 9.28 26 (40.63) 97.42 13.19 37 (64.91) 95.81 13.79 

High 2 (3.23) 135 9.90 6 (9.38) 128.83 5.15 3 (5.26) 120.67 .58 

The students (M = 85.46; SD = 23.42) experienced relatively low levels of FLSA in 

relation to the FLCAS and are shown to pertain to the medium intensity anxiety range. 

Similar levels were shown in each of the course levels with no significant difference 

between them in accordance with an ANOVA: F (2, 167) = .72, p = .49. Accordingly, 

FLSA seems to not decrease with course level. Moreover, due to the relatively low lev-
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els of FLSA experienced by the students in this study, they may be able to use the lan-

guage unhindered for interaction in different social and cultural contexts in accordance 

with the Swedish National Agency for Education, which emphasises the importance of 

students having communicative competence (Skolverket, 2011a:54). The students 

should, in general, not have any strong feelings of apprehension, self-consciousness, 

tension, nor worry when in an anxiety-provoking situation. Nor is it likely that the stu-

dents, as put forward by Gregersen (2003:25ff.) would skip class or have difficulties 

with spontaneous speaking, self-editing, or identifying errors. 

The students in this study show certain characteristics which are comparable with 

the characteristics in Brown’s (2007:145) maxim of good language learners (see Section 

2.1. Good Language Learners). Since the students have shown to experience relatively 

low levels of anxiety on all the questions which can be connected to the characteristics 

of GLLs, it is possible that students who do not experience much FLSA have low inhi-

bitions as well as a risk-taking ability, which prevents them from, in relation to question 

2, worrying about making mistakes in class. Secondly, it is possible that they have high 

self-confidence. This is shown when examining their answers on, for example, question 

3, i.e. they do not tremble when they know that they are going to be called on in class. 

Lastly, in contrast to, for example, question 15, the students do not get upset when they 

do not understand what the teachers is correcting, thereby showing that they have high 

ambiguity tolerance and, perhaps even, good error feedback processing skills. 

In relation to Table 2 (see Section 2.2.2 Anxiety), the levels of FLSA across the 

different countries, Sweden included, are very similar, all with means in the medium 

intensity anxiety range. However, Swedish upper secondary students seem to be the 

least anxious group. Accordingly, the assumption that Swedish students might differ 

from the other countries in terms of levels of FLSA due to the influence of CLT put 

forward in the CEFR and the Swedish syllabus for English, as well as due to the pivotal 

role of English in Swedish society, may hold. As previously mentioned, in Sweden, the 

English language is used for everyday communication, not only in school but also in 

politics and other societal areas. Additionally, it is emphasised by the Swedish National 

Agency for Education that students should be taught to use English for interactional 

purposes in different social and cultural context (Skolverket, 2011a:54). Given how 

frequently English is used, it should not come as a surprise that students in Sweden are 

generally less anxious than, for example, American students speaking Arabic as a for-

eign language. The role of English in Sweden is somewhat more comparable to the role 
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of Spanish in the United States. Nevertheless, Swedish students still feel much less anx-

ious speaking EFL than American students speaking Spanish as a foreign language. In 

relation to McCroskey et al. (1990:129ff.), Swedish students might also report lower 

levels of anxiety due to cultural norms, since they often regard themselves to be more 

competent communicators than Americans. 

Furthermore, as seen in Table 16, in terms of the distribution of the students in re-

lation to the three anxiety ranges, English 6 has most students in the low intensity anxie-

ty range, even though this course level is mainly comprised of girls, who, as discussed 

in the previous sections, tend to be more anxious than boys. However, English 6 is, 

simultaneously, the course with most students with high levels of FLSA. Accordingly, it 

is important to examine the levels of FLSA in relation to gender. 

TABLE 17. Levels of FLSA in total between the genders 

Range 

Genders 

Boys 

(N = 62) 

Girls 

(N = 121) 

n (%) M SD n (%) M SD 

Total 58 (93.55) 79.33 21.00 112 (92.56) 88.63 23.59 

Low 26 (41.94) 59.5 11.28 32 (26.45) 59.09 10.00 

Med. 31 (50) 94.32 12.43 70 (57.85) 96.59 12.1 

High 1 (1.61) 130 . 10 (8.26) 127.5 7.38 

Yet again, it is shown that girls experience higher levels of FLSA. This is further con-

firmed by a t-test t (168) = 2.49, p = .01. Accordingly, girls seem to experience higher 

levels of anxiety, possibly due to peer pressure. As a result, in accordance with Mac-

Intyre et al. (1998:557), it should be possible to assume that the WTC among girls is 

lower than among males. This, furthermore, seems to be the case when examining Table 

6 (see Section 4.1 Oral Proficiency Levels). Herein, it was shown that boys use English 

extramurally more frequently than girls do. It may be that girls are more anxious about 

speaking in front of others due to peer pressure, which stops them from practicing their 

English in everyday interactions. Thus, the high levels of FLSA seem to create a vicious 

cycle, wherein the affected students do not dare to speak due to anxiety, and since they 

do not dare to speak, they cannot practice the L2, and, consequently, since their profi-

ciency levels are low, due to lack of practice, they become even more anxious. Whether 

it is the case that low oral proficiency levels, in fact, cause higher levels of FLSA is 

shown in Table 18 below: 
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TABLE 18. Levels of FLSA in total between the oral proficiency levels 

Range 

Oral proficiency levels 

Low oral proficiency 

(N = 13) 

High oral proficiency 

(N = 170) 

n (%) M SD n (%) M SD 

Total 11 (84.62) 110.91 5.92 159 (93.53) 83.70 1.80 

Low 0 (0) . . 58 (34.12) 59.34 11.11 

Med. 8 (61.54) 102.38 15.18 98 (57.65) 96.83 13.46 

High 3 (23.08) 133.67 7.23 3 (1.76) 125.67 4.04 

As shown in relation to CA, TA, and FNE, low proficiency students show notably high-

er levels of FLSA than high proficiency students. The difference between the two 

groups is, furthermore, shown in a t-test, where there is a significant difference between 

them in relation to the sum of the FLCAS: t (168) = 3.88, p = .00. This can be clearly 

seen in Table 18, where the none of the low proficiency students are within the low in-

tensity anxiety range. Moreover, low proficiency students seem to, in contrast to high 

proficiency students, experience anxiety in relation to speaking in a classroom context 

and, consequently, may not respond well to CLT, which is the foundation of both the 

CEFR and the Swedish syllabus for English, since it, in accordance with Nunan 

(1991:279), emphasises the importance of oral production and interaction skills in the 

classroom. Additionally, these students may learn far less English than the high profi-

ciency students, since, in accordance with Kang (2005:278), language learning becomes 

much more effective if the students are involved in meaning-focused communicative 

tasks. It is, however, not possible, at least in this study, to verify whether poor profi-

ciency causes anxiety or if it is the other way around. 

5 Conclusion 

This study measured and compared the levels of FLSA experienced by 183 students in 

the three consecutive courses of EFL at Swedish upper secondary school to determine 

whether FLSA decreases with course level. This was primarily done by examining what 

the students’ oral proficiency levels were, what situations incited FLSA, and how the 

levels of FLSA differed among learners in different course levels. The data was gath-

ered using a survey comprised of a background questionnaire, a self-assessment ques-

tionnaire based on the Common Reference Level self-assessment grid, as well as the 

FLCAS. The FLCAS, which was the most important constituent of the survey, assessed 

the sensation of anxiety experienced when speaking English in relation to 33 classroom 

situations. These situations were separated into three main categories, i.e. CA, TA, and 
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FNE, for it to be easier to determine which situations incite anxiety and which situations 

ought to be addressed by the language teacher to reduce it. 

The results showed that, on average, the students regarded their oral proficiency 

levels to be high regardless of course level with only 13 of the students reporting to 

have a low oral proficiency level. The results also showed that Swedish upper second-

ary students are not particularly anxious, save that they, in English class, do not feel 

quite sure of themselves when speaking English, find themselves thinking of things 

which have nothing to do with the course, worry about making mistakes as well as the 

consequences of failing, and understand why some people might get upset over English 

class. Nevertheless, in general, the levels of FLSA did not differ much among learners 

in the different course levels, except that the students in English 5 felt less comfortable 

around native speakers of English, although not to an extent which would indicate anxi-

ety, and that the students in English 7, in contrast to the other two course levels, experi-

ence anxiety when volunteering answers and being called on in class. 

Yet, the most notable differences were found between the genders as well as be-

tween the students with high and low oral proficiency. Girls generally showed higher 

levels of FLSA than boys did on essentially every question of the FLCAS. However, in 

most cases, the differences did not suggest that one gender was anxious whereas the 

other one was not. Rather, in general, neither gender experienced anxiety. In terms of 

oral proficiency, on the other hand, students with low oral proficiency showed higher 

levels of FLSA than the ones with high oral proficiency. Additionally, only the low pro-

ficiency students tended to be anxious. Thus, the levels of FLSA seem to depend on oral 

proficiency, as well as gender, more than the students’ course levels. 

5.1 Pedagogical Implications 

Although the prevalence of FLSA in EFL learning was generally low among the stu-

dents, it is still important that teachers address the classroom situations which provoked 

anxiety. Moreover, it is important that teachers be aware that FLSA restricts low profi-

ciency students, and to some extent girls, in the language classroom. Since many teach-

ers are still unaware of the negative effects of FLSA (Horwitz et al., 1986:126; 

Gregersen, 2003:30), the findings in this study may aid teachers in identifying the anx-

iety-provoking situations and, subsequently, in combating FLSA by helping the students 

learn to cope with the already existing situations. However, it is important that the 

teachers first be aware of the existence of FLSA. In other words, teachers must always 
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consider the likelihood that FLSA is the cause for the students’ behaviours before at-

tributing poor performance or reluctance solely to lack of motivation or ability. 

Furthermore, as there was no significant difference across the course levels, it is 

important that teachers be aware that the anxiety-provoking situations do not somehow 

vanish as the students become older. Instead, FLSA is as important to manage in the 

lower course levels as in the higher ones, since it otherwise might prove detrimental to 

the whole language learning experience and potentially cause an avoidance of the target 

language even after graduation. This would be unfortunate for both students and teach-

ers who have invested time and energy in a language which will ultimately not be used. 

5.2 Limitations and Future Research 

It would be good to have a wider population from across Sweden in future studies, so 

the results may be more generalizable. For example, similar studies may be conducted 

in both rural and urban populations. Additionally, it might be interesting to examine 

whether teachers are aware of in what situations their students are anxious. Furthermore, 

since the FLCAS only assesses anxiety in relation to one of the four language skills, it 

might also be interesting to examine the levels of reading anxiety with the FLRAS, lis-

tening anxiety with the FLLAS, and writing anxiety with the SLWAT. 
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Appendices 

Appendix A Questionnaire in Swedish 

Samtyckesformulär 

 

 

 

 

Studiens huvudsakliga syfte är att upptäcka och påvisa det potentiella sambandet mellan oro 

inför att tala på engelska i klassrummet och kursprogression för att således bidraga till att fler 

lärare medvetandegörs gällande vikten av att uppmärksamma och motverka språkångest. 

Deltagande i denna studie är frivilligt och kan avbrytas närhelst det önskas. Detta innebär att 

du har rätt att självständigt bestämma om och hur länge du önskar medverka. Du kommer att 

ges högsta möjliga konfidentialitet. Alla möjligheter till personlig identifikation kommer att 

undanröjas. Dessutom kommer alla data i denna enkät bearbetas och undersökas statistiskt för 

att garantera oidentifierbara individuella svar. Ditt deltagande kommer således vara fullkom-

ligt anonymt. De uppgifter som insamlas kommer ej användas för annat syfte än forskning.  

Det finns inga rätt eller fel svar och du kommer inte bli bedömd på något sätt, så svara helt 

enkelt efter hur du känner inför varje fråga. Dina svar är viktiga för min undersökning och det 

är avgörande för resultaten att du svarar ärligt. Tack så mycket för ditt deltagande! 

Här med intygas att jag väljer att deltaga i denna studie och att denna enkät får användas som 

material för analys. Jag har erhållit muntlig och skriftlig information angående enkätstudiens 

syfte samt läst och accepterat ovanstående information. 

 

 

____________________  __________________ 

Ort   Datum 

 

 

__________________________________ 
Namnteckning 

 

 

________________________________________ 

Namnförtydligande 

 

 

 

Kontaktinformation 
 

Linnéuniversitetet (Växjö) 

Mattias Bergström 

mb222vx@student.lnu.se 
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Bakgrundsinformation 

Är du man eller kvinna?  Man   Kvinna  
 

Vilket år är du född?     
 

Vilket är ditt/dina modersmål?       
 

Vilken kurs i engelska läser du just nu?  Engelska 5   Engelska 6   Engelska 7  
 

Hur ofta talar du engelska utanför skolan?  Dagligen   Veckovis    Månadsvis   Aldrig  
 

Ge exempel på när och med vem/vilka du talar engelska utanför skolan, t.ex. med engelsktalande vänner via datorspel. 
 

 

 
Har du studerat i något annat land än Sverige, i sådana fall vilket/vilka?   

 
Har du besökt ett engelsktalande land, i sådana fall hur länge total?   

 

Markera det alternativ som bäst överensstämmer med dina personliga upplevelser. 

 
1 = Håller inte med alls; 2 = Håller inte med; 3 = Varken eller; 4 = Håller med; 5 = Håller med helt 

 

Muntlig produktion 
 1 2 3 4 5 

Jag kan binda samman fraser på ett enkelt sätt för att beskriva erfarenheter och händelser, mina dröm-

mar, förhoppningar och framtidsplaner.  

     

Jag kan kortfattat ge skäl och förklaringar till mina åsikter och planer.       

Jag kan berätta en historia eller återberätta händelseförloppet i en bok eller film och beskriva mina 

intryck. 

     

Jag kan ge tydliga och detaljerade beskrivningar om varierande ämnen inom mina intresseområden.       

Jag kan förklara en ståndpunkt och ange för- och nackdelar med olika alternativ.      

Jag kan ge tydliga och detaljerade beskrivningar av komplicerade ämnesområden med sidoteman och 

anknytningar.  

     

Jag kan utveckla speciella aspekter samt runda av framställningen med en lämplig slutsats.      

Jag kan presentera en klar och ledig beskrivning eller argumentation som i stil passar sammanhanget.       

Jag kan presentera en effektiv logisk struktur som hjälper mottagaren att lägga märke till och minnas 

viktiga punkter. 

     

(Council of Europe, 2001:25f.)  

Muntlig interaktion  
 1 2 3 4 5 

Jag kan fungera i de flesta situationer som kan uppstå vid resor i länder eller områden där språket talas.       

Jag kan utan förberedelser gå in i ett samtal om ämnen som är välbekanta, av personligt intresse eller 

har anknytning till vardagslivet, t.ex. familj, fritidsintressen, arbete, resor och aktuella händelser. 

     

Jag kan samtala och diskutera så pass flytande och ledigt att jag kan umgås med modersmålstalare på 

ett naturligt sätt.  

     

Jag kan ta aktiv del i diskussioner om välkända ämnen och förklara och försvara mina åsikter.      

Jag kan uttrycka mig flytande och spontant utan att alltför tydligt söka efter ord och uttryck.      

Jag kan använda språket flexibelt och effektivt för sociala, intresse- och yrkesanknutna ändamål.       

Jag kan formulera idéer och åsikter med precision samt skickligt anpassa mig efter den person jag talar 

med. 

     

Jag kan utan ansträngning delta i vilka samtal och diskussioner som helst och därvid effektivt välja 

vardagliga och idiomatiska uttryck.  

     

Jag kan uttrycka mig flytande och förmedla nyanser med precision. Om jag ändå får svårigheter kan 

jag med omformuleringar kringgå dessa så smidigt att andra knappast märker det. 

     

(Council of Europe, 2001:25f.)  
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Markera det alternativ som bäst överensstämmer med dina personliga upplevelser. 

 
1 = Håller inte med alls; 2 = Håller inte med; 3 = Varken eller; 4 = Håller med; 5 = Håller med helt 

 

Jag upplever följande under mina engelsklektioner: 
 1 2 3 4 5 

1. Jag känner mig aldrig särskilt säker på mig själv när jag talar under mina engelsklektioner.      

2. Jag oroar mig inte över att göra muntliga fel under engelsklektionerna.      

3. Jag darrar när jag vet att jag kommer att bli tillfrågad under engelsklektionerna.      

4. Det skrämmer mig när jag inte förstår vad läraren säger på engelska.      

5. Det skulle inte störa mig alls att läsa fler kurser i andra språk      

6. Under engelsklektionerna finner jag att tänker på saker som inte har något att göra med kursen.      

7. Jag slutar aldrig tänka att andra elever är bättre på engelska än vad jag är.      

8. Jag är vanligtvis lugn under muntliga prov under mina engelsklektioner.      

9. Jag drabbas av panik när jag måste tala utan förberedelse under engelsklektionerna.      

10. Jag oroar mig över konsekvenserna av att underkännas på min engelskkurs.      

11. Jag förstår inte varför vissa människor blir så upprörda över engelsklektioner.      

12. Under engelsklektioner kan jag bli så nervös att jag glömmer saker som jag egentligen vet.      

13. Jag finner det genant att frivilligt svara under mina engelsklektioner.      

14. Jag skulle inte vara nervös över att tala engelska med modersmålstalare.      

15. Jag blir upprörd när jag inte förstår vad läraren rättar.      

16. Trots att jag är väl förberedd inför engelsklektionerna känner jag mig ängslig inför dem.      

17. Jag känner ofta för att inte gå på engelsklektionerna.      

18. Jag känner mig självsäker när jag talar under engelsklektionerna.      

19. Jag är rädd att min engelsklärare är beredd att rätta vartenda fel jag gör.      

20. Jag känner mitt hjärta slå när jag är på väg att bli tillfrågad under engelsklektionerna.      

21. Ju mer jag studerar inför ett muntligt engelskprov desto mer förvirrad blir jag.      

22. Jag känner ingen press över att förbereda mig mycket väl inför engelsklektionerna.      

23. Jag känner alltid att andra elever talar engelska bättre än vad jag gör.      

24. Jag känner mig väldigt förlägen över att tala engelska framför andra elever.      

25. Engelsklektionerna har så högt tempo att jag oroar mig över att hamna efter.      

26. Jag känner mig spändare och nervösare under mina engelsklektioner än under andra lektioner.      

27. Jag blir nervös och förvirrad när jag talar under mina engelsklektioner.      

28. När jag är på väg till engelsklektionerna känner jag mig väldigt säker och avslappnad.      

29. Jag blir nervös när jag inte förstår vartenda ord som engelskläraren säger.      

30. Jag känner mig överväldigad av antalet regler som man måste lära sig för att tala engelska.      

31. Jag är rädd att andra elever ska skratta åt mig när jag talar engelska.      

32. Jag skulle förmodligen känna mig bekväm runt modersmålstalare av engelska.      

33. Jag blir nervös när engelskläraren ställer frågor som jag inte har förberett på förhand.       

(Horwitz et al., 1986:129f.)  

 

 

Tack för din medverkan! 
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Appendix B Questionnaire in English 

Consent form 

 

 

 

 

The main aim of the study is to discover and demonstrate the potential relationship between 

anxiety about speaking English in the classroom and course level so as to make more teachers 

aware of the importance of acknowledging and combat foreign language anxiety. 

Participation in this study is voluntary and can be canceled whenever it is desired. This means 

that you have the right to decide independently if and for how long you wish to participate. 

You will be given the highest possible confidentiality. All possibilities for personal identifica-

tion will be eliminated. Additionally, all data in this survey will be processed and examined 

statistically to ensure unidentifiable individual responses. Your participation will thus be 

completely anonymous. The data collected will not be used for anything other than research. 

There are no right or wrong answers and you will not be assessed in any way, so answer in 

accordance with how you feel about each question. Your answers are important for my study 

and it is essential that you answer truthfully. Thank you very much for your participation! 

Hereby I confirm that I choose to participate in this study and that this survey may be used as 

a material for analysis. I have received oral and written information regarding the purpose of 

the survey and I have read and accepted the abovementioned information. 

 

 

____________________  __________________ 

City   Date 

 

 

__________________________________ 
Signature 

 

 

________________________________________ 

Clarification of signature 

 

 

 

 

Contact information 
 

Linnæus University (Växjö) 

Mattias Bergström 

mb222vx@student.lnu.se 



  
 

V 
 

Bakgrundsinformation 

Are you a man or a woman?  Man   Woman  
 

What is your birthyear?     
 

What is your mothertongue?       
 

What is your current course level?  English 5   English 6   English 7  
 

How often do you speak English outside school?  Daily   Weekly    Monthly   Never  
 

Give examples for when and with whom you speak English outside school, e.g. with English-speaking friends via games. 
 

 

 
Have you studied in another country than Sweden, if so which?   

 
Have you visited an English-speaking country, if so for how long in total?   

 

Mark the alternative which best corresponds with your own perceptions. 

 
1 = Strongly disagree; 2 = Disagree; 3 = Neither agree 

nor disagree; 

4 = Agree; 5 = Strongly agree 

 

Oral production 
 1 2 3 4 5 

I can connect phrases in a simple way in order to descrive experiences and events, my dreams, hopes 

and ambitions. 

     

I can briefly give reasons and explanations for opinions and plans.      

I can narrate a story or relate the plot of a book or film and describe my reactions.      

I can present clear, detailed descriptions on a wide range of subjects related to my field of interest.       

I can explain a viewpoint on a topical issue giving the advantages and disadvantages of various op-

tions. 

     

I can present clear, detailed descriptions of complex subjects integrating sub-themes.      

I can develop particular points and round off with an appropriate conclusion.      

I can present a clear, smoothly flowing description or argument in a style appropriate to the context.       

I can present an effective logical structure which helps the recipient to notice and remember significant 

points. 

     

(Council of Europe, 2001:25f.)  

Oral interaction 
 1 2 3 4 5 

I can deal with most situations likely to arise whilst travelling in an area where the language is spoken.      

I can enter unprepared into conversation on topics that are familiar, of personal interest or pertinent. to 

everyday life (e.g. family, hobbies, work, travel and current events). 

     

I can interact with a degree of fluency and spontaneity that makes regular interaction with native 

speakers quite possible. 

     

I can take an active part in discussion in familiar contexts, accounting for and sustaining my views.      

I can express myself fluently and spontaneously without much obvious searching for expressions.      

I can use language flexibly and effectively for social and professional purposes.      

I can formulate ideas and opinions with precision and relate my contribution skilfully to those of other 

speakers. 

     

I can take part effortlessly in any conversation or discussion and have a good familiarity with idiomatic 

expressions and colloquialisms. 

     

I can express myself fluently and convey finer shades of meaning precisely. If I do have a problem I 

can backtrack and restructure around the difficulty so smoothly that other people are hardly aware of it. 

     

(Council of Europe, 2001:25f.)  



  
 

VI 
 

Mark the alternative which best corresponds with your own perceptions. 

 
1 = Strongly disagree; 2 = Disagree; 3 = Neither agree 

nor disagree; 

4 = Agree; 5 = Strongly agree 

 

I experience the following during my classes in English: 
 1 2 3 4 5 

1. I never feel quite sure of myself when I am speaking in my English class.      

2. I don't worry about making oral mistakes in English class.      

3. I tremble when I know that I'm going to be called on in English class.      

4. It frightens me when I don't understand what the teacher is saying in English.      

5. It wouldn't bother me at all to take more foreign language classes.      

6. During English class, I find myself thinking about things that have nothing to do with the course.      

7. I keep thinking that the other students are better at English than I am.      

8. I am usually at ease during oral tests in my English class.      

9. I start to panic when I have to speak without preparation in English class      

10. I worry about the consequences of failing my English class.      

11. I don't understand why some people get so upset over English classes.      

12. In English class, I can get so nervous I forget things I know.      

13. It embarrasses me to volunteer answers in my English class      

14. I would not be nervous speaking English with native speakers.      

15. I get upset when I don't understand what the teacher is correcting.      

16. Even if I am well prepared for English class, I feel anxious about it.      

17. I often feel like not going to my English class.      

18. I feel confident when I speak in English class.      

19. I am afraid that my English teacher is ready to correct every mistake I make.      

20. I can feel my heart pounding when I'm going to be called on in English class.      

21. The more I study for an oral English test, the more confused I get.      

22. I don't feel pressure to prepare very well for English class.      

23. I always feel that the other students speak English better than I do.      

24. I feel very self‐conscious about speaking English in front of other students.      

25. English class moves so quickly I worry about getting left behind.      

26. I feel more tense and nervous in my English class than in my other classes.      

27. I get nervous and confused when I am speaking in my English class      

28. When I'm on my way to English class, I feel very sure and relaxed.      

29. I get nervous when I don't understand every word the English teacher says.      

30. I feel overwhelmed by the number of rules you have to learn to speak English.      

31. I am afraid that the other students will laugh at me when I speak English.      

32. I would probably feel comfortable around native speakers of English.      

33. I get nervous when the English teacher asks questions which I haven't prepared in advance.      

(Horwitz et al., 1986:129f.)  

 

 

Thank you for your participation! 

 


