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Ingilizcenin yabanci dil olarak 6gretildigi simflarda ana dil kullamm bir ok
aragtirmacimn dikkatini cekmektedir. Bu konuyla ilgili ¢aligmalar genellikle ana dil
kullammina kars1 olan tavirlar, ana dilin kullamldidi yerler ve nedenleri tzerine
odaklanmustir.

Bu ¢alisma i¢ temel soruyu aragtirmugtir: a) baslangig diizeyindeki konugma
derslerinde, ogretmenler ve ogrenciler ana dili ne zaman ve neden kullamyor? b)
konusma derslerinde, onerilen yerlerde ana dil kullamlmasi baglangig-ustii diizeydeki
ogrencilerin konusma performanslanm etkiliyor mu? ve c¢) konusma derslerinin
tamamen Ingilizce yapilmasi baglangig-iisti diizeydeki o6grencilerin  konusma
performanslarim etkiliyor mu?

Aragtirma iki agamada yiriatilmustir. Ik asamada, veriler gozlemler, anketler
ve yar1 yapilandirilmig gériigmelerle toplanmustir. 7 konugma dersi okutmamna ve 266
baslangi¢ diizeyindeki 6grenciye, konugma derslerinde Tirkge kullandiklar yerler ve
nedenleriyle ilgili anketler verilmigtir. Ik agamamn sonuglan okutmanlarla 6grencilerin
farkli yerlerde Turkge kullandiklarini gostermistir. Hem okutmanlarin hem 6grencilerin
Tirkge kullanmasini etkileyen en onemli faktoriin 6grencilerin Ingilizce’deki simirh
bilgisi oldugu da bulunmustur.

Ikinci asamada, 6grencilerin konugsma performanslarini, onerilen yerlerde ana
dilin kullamldig1 konusma derslerinin mi yoksa derslerin tamamen Ingilizce yapildigy
konugma derslerinin mi etkiledigini bulmak igin, 65 6grenci, 9 haftalik bir uygulamanin
oncesi ve sonrasinda sozlii miilakatlara ahinmigtir. Her iki gurubun da konugma

performanslarinda istatistiksel olarak anlamhi bir fark olmadigi bulunmustur.
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ABSTRACT

Use of native language (L1) in English as a foreign language (EFL) classes has
attracted the attention of many researchers. The related studies usually focused on
attitudes towards L1 use, occasions of and reasons for L1 use.

This study investigated three main questions: a) when and why is L1 used in
beginner level speaking classes?, b) Do ‘suggested L1 use’ speaking classes affect
elementary level students’ oral performances? and c¢) Do ‘English-only’ speaking
classes affect elementary level students’ oral performances?

The investigation was conducted in two phases. In Phase 1, the data were
collected through observations, questionnaires and semi-structured interviews. 7
instructors and 266 students were given questionnaires about the occasions of and
reasons for their use of Turkish in speaking classes. The results showed that instructors
and students used Turkish on different occasions. It was also found that students’
limited knowledge in English was the most influential factor that affected both
mstructors and students to use Turkish.

In Phase 2, to determine whether ‘suggested L1 use’ or ‘English-only’ speaking
classes affect students’ oral performances before and after the nine-week treatment, 65
students were taken pre- and post-test interviews. The oral performances of neither

group showed any significant difference.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The use of native language (L1) in English language teaching (ELT)
methodology has been an on-going debate since the development of language teaching
methods. L1 use in ELT has usually been regarded as a kind of sin, evil or skeleton in
the cupboard. Although no concrete reasons as to why L1 use in both English as a
second language (ESL) and English as a foreign language (EFL) classes has been
considered a taboo, some language instructors avoid using L1 in their classes. Yet, there
are others who believe that there are advantages of using L1 in ELT classes
(Prodromou, 2000). There are, however, no emprical evidence as to the advantages or
disadvantages of L1 use in ESL/EFL classrooms.

Some studies have been focused on L1 use in monolingual EFL settings. In a
monolingual EFL setting, all the learners and teacher share the same native language.
English is taught as a foreign language and outside the classroom, learners have little or
no opportunity to speak English. In relation to L1 use in monolingual EFL classrooms,
there are different assumptions and suggestions. However, it is hardly possible to find
empirical findings or bases behind these assumptions and suggestions (Piasecka, 1988).
This lack of empirical evidence on L1 use in monolingual EFL classsrooms suggests
that more studies on L1 use should be carried out so that classroom implementations
can have empirical bases related to the issue. This current study, thus, aims to
investigate the effect of L1 use on elementary level students’ oral performances in a
monolingual EFL setting.

1.1. Background to the Study

Recently, two different views have been discussed with regard to L1 use in EFL
classrooms. On the one side, it is believed that L1 should be used especially in low-level
adult EFL classes with the assumption that 1.1 use reduces anxiety which in turn helps
students learn better (Auerbach, 1993; Reis, 1996; Cole, 2001; Buckmaster, 2000;
Toyama, Viney, Helgesen, Barnard & Edge, 2000, and Need help urgently, 2001). On
the other side, the benefits of teaching English through English are emphasised and L1
use is restricted (Ellis, 1984; Chaudron, 1988; and Takahashi, 1996). Within the latter
view, it has been believed that the more students are exposed to the target language, the

better their performance in the target language would be.



With regard to the relation between the input students receive in the target
language and the outcome, Chaudron (1988) argues that:

“... in the typical foreign language classroom, the common belief is that the fullest competence
in the TL (target language) is achieved by means of the teacher providing a rich TL environment,
in which not only instruction and drill are executed in the TL, but also disciplinary and

management operations.” (p. 1)

Ellis (1984) states, as Chaudron argued, that if language teachers use L1 for regular
classroom management then foreign language learners would be deprived of valuable
second language (L2) input.

Exposure to L2 and input in the L2 are claimed to be more important in EFL
settings as EFL learners are generally not exposed to English outside the classroom in
their daily lives unless they try to find opportunities for themselves (Ellis, 1994 and
Murhey & Sasaki, 1998). Thus, EFL teachers are seen as a valuable L2 source for
learners. Moskowitz (1970, cited in van Lier, 2000) argued that the more L2 was used
in the classroom by both teachers and students, the better the foreign language teacher
was. Martin (2000), on the other hand, declared that an effective EFL teacher should use
L1 when necessary in monolingual classroom to loosen up the students.

Frequent L2 use and less or no L1 use is suggested in communication-based
monolingual EFL classes. However, it is argued that it is impossible to avoid L1 use in
monolingual EFL classes (Ho Fong Wan Kam 1985; Atkinson, 1993; Auerbach, 1993;
and Zhang, 2000). Moreover, Atkinson (1993) points out that there is “no theoretical
evidence to support any case for a methodology involving 100% TL” (p. 2). Thus, based
on the argument of the impossibility of avoiding 1.1 use in monolingual EFL classes, it
can be inferred that conducting English-only classes is hardly possible for monolingual
EFL settings unless an English native speaker teacher who does not know the learners’
native language is on the stage.

Recently there has been a growing interest in the use of native language in
monolingual low-level adult EFL learner classrooms (Reis, 1996; Cole, 2001;
Buckmaster, 2000; Hawks, 2001; and Toyama et al, 2000). This interest has been based
on pedagogical reasons (Ho Fong Wan Kam, 1985; Jr. Schweers, 1999; Martin, 2000;
and Prodromou, 2000). That is, it is believed that use of learners’ native language in the

classroom may be helpful in providing students with a more secure learning



environment. In relation to the pedagogical benefits of L1 use in language classes,
Auerbach (1993) states:

“its [L1] use reduces anxiety and enhances the affective environment for learning, takes into
account sociocultural factors, facilitates incorporation of learners’ life experiences, and allows

for learner-centered curriculum development.” (p. 20)

Although it is assumed that L1 use reduces anxiety in monolingual language classrooms
(Allwright & Bailey, 1991), the situation could be different in advanced level
monolingual EFL classes. For example, the findings of the study by Aydin (2001)
revealed that some advanced level students showed annoyance about L1 use.

The potential advantages of L1 use are discussed in terms of grammar
instruction, classroom management, explanations of vocabulary, cross-cultural
differences and methodological issues in EFL classrooms. L1 use is not suggested for
speaking activities (Cole, 2001). L1 use is not appreciated in EFL classes in which
learners are expected to communicate in the target language by using appropriate
structures and vocabulary in various activities. As Atkinson (1993) and Galloway
(1993) argue, Communicative Language Teaching Approach seems to avoid addressing
L1 use.

1.2. Statement of the Problem

L1 use in monolingual EFL classrooms has been the focus of recent studies.
These studies usually focused on either the attitudes towards L1 use or the occasions
and reasons for L1 use rather than the effect of L1 use on students’ performances.
Despite the imposing need, there have been very few empirical findings with regard to
L1 use in communication-based EFL speaking classes, which primarily follow a
combination of notional-functional and task-based syllabus.

At the School of Foreign Languages, English Department, Anadolu Umiversity,
the program was designed considering the needs of the students from various
departments (Departments of English Language Teaching, Faculty of Engineering,
Faculty of Communication, Faculty of Management, Faculty of Science, School of
Tourism and Hotel Management, Faculty of Fine Arts, School of Industrial Design and
Department of Turkish Language and Literature). The curriculum of the Foreign
Language School consisted of a combination of integrated and separated skills. That is,

reading, writing, speaking, listening and grammar were taught as separate courses as well



as a core course which functioned as an integrated-skills course including grammar,
reading, writing, speaking and listening activities and tasks. The reason for developing a
language program including both separated and integrated courses is primarily based on
the ongoing debate about whether an integrated-skill or separated-skill-based curriculum
is more effective. In order to overcome potential drawbacks that might appear in the case
of conducting either of the language curriculum, a mixture of both integrated and
separated skill-based courses had been offered in the school.

To determine the concerns of the instructors and students related to the speaking
course, the two speaking-course coordinators had been collecting informal evaluation of
the course [from the students for two years. The students were asked to write their
thoughts and concerns about the course. The speaking course instructors were also asked
to state their concerns related to the speaking course in the weekly skill meetings. In the
student and |instructor evaluations, the following issues were raised:

1. Students used their native language (Turkish) during pair-work and group work

activities especially in the beginner, elementary and lower-intermediate levels; they

mostly achieved the tasks in Turkish although they were supposed to use English.

(speaking instructors’ reports)

2. Students felt free to use Turkish whenever they liked in speaking classes because
their instructor also used Turkish. Although some students prefered using Turkish in

ing classes, others stated they did not like to use or hear Turkish.
Interestingly, both groups believed that L1 use has an effect on their oral
peﬁom@ce. (students’ reports)

3. Speakin;g instructors often used Turkish particularly in beginner and elementary level
classes. However they felt guilty every time they used Turkish in their classes
because 'they believed that if they spoke only English in the speaking classes that
would help students improve their oral expression skills. (speaking instructors®
reports)i

Based on the written and oral reports by the speaking instructors and the students,
it appeared quite obvious that both instructors and students used the shared native
language-Turkish in the beginner and elementary level speaking classes. However, both

learners and instructors had concerns about using L1 in their speaking classes although



there was no empirical evidence as to the advantages or disadvantages of L1 use in lower
level speaking classes.

Those informal reports showed the necessity of a systematic study investigating
when and why instructors and students use Turkish and the effect of L1 use on students’
oral performances in low level speaking classes.

1.3. Purpose of the Study

There were two purposes of the current study. First, this study aimed at
determining when and why learners and their instructors use Turkish in speaking classes.
The second purpose was to investigate whether use of L1 in speaking classes affects
elementary level EFL learners’ oral performances in terms of their grammar/structure,
vocabulary, intelligibility and fluency. These two issues were investigated in two phases;
descriptive phase and experimental phase.

In the descriptive phase, a questionnaire, an observation checklist and semi-
structured interviews were used to collect data from the beginner level EFL learners and
their speaking course instructors. The data of the experimental phase came from the
elementary level EFL learners. Their oral performances in pre-test and post-test
interviews were video-recorded. A grading checklist was used to assess these students’
performances.

1.3.1. Research Questions

Phase 1:

1. When do beginner level speaking instructors use the native language, Turkish in
speaking classes?

When do beginner level EFL learners use Turkish in speaking classes?

Why do beginner level speaking instructors use Turkish in speaking classes?

Why do beginner level EFL learners use Turkish in speaking classes?

When do instructors think that they should use Turkish in speaking classes?

A

When do beginner level EFL learners think that an instructor should use Turkish in

speaking classes?

7. What are beginner level speaking course instructors’ suggestions for reducing L1 use
and maximizing L2 use in speaking classes?

8. What are beginner level EFL learners’ suggestions for reducing L1 use and

maximizing L2 use in speaking classes?



Phase 2:

1. Does L1 use on suggested occasions in speaking classes affect elementary level EFL
learners” oral performances in terms of their grammar/structure, vocabulary,
intelligibility and fluency?

2. Do English-only speaking classes affect elementary level EFL learners’ oral
performances in terms of their grammar/structure, vocabulary, intelligibility and
fluency?

1.4. Operational Definitions
1.4.1. ‘Suggested L1 use’ speaking classes

Atkinson (1987), Piasecka (1988) and Collingham (1988) suggest several
occasions in which L1 use is beneficial (see Figure 1 on page 11 in Chapter 2).
However, these occasions are not limited to a specific language classroom such as
grammar, speaking, listening, reading and writing. Rather, they refer to a general/
integrated language teaching/learning setting.

In this study, both students and instructors were asked to report the occasions in
which L1 use could be beneficial and useful in speaking classes. Suggested L1 use
occasions were determined based on the suggestions of the majority of the students.
Thus, in the suggested L1 use speaking classes, Turkish was used only in the occasions
students suggested.

1.4.2. ‘English-Only’ speaking classes

In the current study, the speaking instructor of the English-only class was not to
use Turkish at all in the class. Moreover, the elementary level students of the English-
only class were encouraged to use English and not to use Turkish in their speaking
classes. In order to prevent the students’ L1 use in the classroom, a way suggested in
phase 1 was implemented. Accordingly, the speaking instructor in this English-only
class never spoke Turkish; and the students who spoke Turkish paid a small amount of
fine. At the end of the treatment, those students who spoke no or a very little Turkish

were rewarded with gifts purchased with the money collected as fines.



1.5 Significance of the Study

The common focus of the studies on L1 use has been on occasions, reasons and
attitudes toward using L1. Although it has been assumed that L1 use may be
advantageous in monolingual EFL classes, there is no empirical base for the advantages
of L1 use in communication-based language classrooms. For this reason, this study
primarily aimed at investigating whether or not L1 use in speaking classes affects
students’ oral performance. The findings provide empirical evidence about advantages
or disadvantages of L1 use in speaking classes. In addition, this evidence could be
beneficial to the ongoing concern among the speaking instructors about L1 use.

The results of the current study also provide evidence about when and why
clementary level EFL students and their instructors use L1 in speaking classes.
Although Atkinson (1987) found that both students and instructors used L1 in
monolingual EFL classes, there is no empirical evidence about when and why students
with low proficiency level use L1 in speaking classes (Hawks, 2001; and Levine, 2003).

The findings of the current study also show whether L1 use occasions and
reasons for L1 use in speaking classes match the occasions and reasons suggested in the
literature (Atkinson, 1987; Murhey & Sasaki, 1998; and Jr. Schweers, 1999).

1.6 Organization of Chapters

The current research consists of five chapters. Chapter One is an introduction to
the study which includes the background of the study, statement of the problem,
purpose, operational definitions, significance of the study and organization of chapters.
Chapter Two reviews the related literature. The studies conducted abroad and in Turkey
that are related to the problem under study are discussed, pointing out not only the
limitations but also the strong points of these studies. Chapter Three is the methodology
of the study. It gives information about the participants, procedures of data collection
and analyses.

In Chapter Four, the results of the study are presented and the findings are
discussed. In Chapter Five, the current study is summarized and conclusions drawn
from the study and implications based on the findings are discussed. Limitations of the

study and suggestions for further research are presented.



2. LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1. L1 Use in English Language Teaching (ELT) History

When the literature on L1 use in language classrooms is explored, there seems to
be political/ideological reasons rather than pedagogical reasons behind the challenging
debate on L1 use (Auerbach, 1993; and Hawks, 2001). These ideological/political
reasons date back to the Americanization movement in the 19% century. While this
movement promoted the spread of ESL instruction, ELT methodology advocated the
use of English-Only instruction, for example as in Direct Method, in contrast to the
earlier ones in which the use of learners’ native language had been allowed, as in
Grammar-Translation (Celce-Murcia, 1991; Auerbach, 1993; and Richards & Rodgers,
1986).

With the World War I, the number of immigrants increased in America. This
immigration movement made ESL instruction become more important than ever
because those immigrants were working at different jobs and expected to speak ‘good’
English. In other words, the measure of being a ‘good’ American was to speak ‘good’
English. This Americanization movement consequently influenced ELT methodology.
For example, Direct Method, which emphasizes using English only with no native
language of learners became more favourable over other methods in which learners’
native language was allowed (Auerbach, 1993).

L1 use in ELT methodology was not only affected by the Americanization
movement but it was also affected by British neocolonial policies. In the late 1950s and
early 1960s, English language was regarded as a means for spreading the British
neocolonial control. Therefore, L1 use had no place in ELT. In a conference at Makere

University, Uganda in 1961, ELT experts came up with the following five basic tenets:
English is best taught monolingually.

The ideal teacher of English is a native speaker.

The earlier English is taught, the better the results.

The more English is taught, the better the results.
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If other languages are used too much, standards of English will drop (Phillipson, 1992, p. 185).



According to Phillipson (1992), the tenets above empowered the cornerstones of
hegemony of English worldwide. These five principles suggest that there is no place for
L1inELT.

The reason for regarding use of L1 in ELT as a taboo is based on the ideological
and political reasons. Spreading English was such a strong purpose in America and
Britain that using learners’ native language was excluded in ESL instruction during
Americanization movement.

2.2. L1 Use in Bilingual Education

Empirical research in ELT methodology showed that learners’ native language
can be a very important source. The belief that L1 use might play a facilitating role to
improve the second language has received great attention in bilingual education
(Collingham, 1988; and Piasecka, 1988). Collingham (1988) lists the advantages of

using learners’ L1 in ESL classrooms as follows:

1. Valuing and building on the knowledge that learners already have and bring to the classroom.

2. Raising the status of the languages used by ethnic minorities in Britain, which in turn raises the self-
esteem of the speakers of those languages, making them more confident and effective learners.

3. Raising language awareness. Learners already have some linguistic skills and knowledge; by
thinking about their own and other languages, a class will learn more about language and languages
in general. This can speed up aspects of learning and increase learners’ tolerance of one another’s
difficulties. In this way classroom cooperation is fostered and classroom dynamics are improved.

4. Using learners’ first language improves the pace of learning.

There is less likelihood of the lesson content being trivial, patronizing or childish where the
contributions students can make in their own languages are recognized as significant and valued.
Fostering cooperative and independent learning.

Reducing learner anxiety and therefore increasing confidence and motivation.

Enabling every learner, no matter how limited their knowledge of English, to contribute to the lesson
in a variety of ways, depending on their previous experience (p.82).

With the list above, Collingham (1988) emphasizes the significance of L1 use in
bilingual education. With respect to monolingual ESL classes, she points out:

“Monolingual teachers will have to be prepared to allow the use of other languages in the ESL
classroom, and not feel threatened by this as they often do at present.” (p. 85)

Collingham’s argument above counts for ESL settings, in which learners are exposed to
English outside the classroom as well. However, in an EFL setting, learners have little

or almost no opportunity to use English outside the classroom.
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Atkinson (1987) classifies nine principal occasions and activities for which L1
use is useful with regard to teaching/learning process and environment. These nine
occasions and activities are eliciting language (at all levels), checking comprehension
(at all levels), giving complex instructions (at early levels), co-operation among learners
(at early levels), discussions of classroom methodology (at early levels), presentation
and reinforcement of language (at mainly early levels), checking for sense, testing,
development of useful learning strategies (up to quite advanced levels). However, he
argues that care should be taken not to overuse L1 in monolingual classes.

Piasecka (1988) also suggests possible occasions in which L1 should be used.
These occasions are negotiation of the syllabus and lesson, setting the scene at the
beginning of class, profiling and record-keeping, resolving individual areas of difficulty,
classroom management, personal contact, language analysis, instructions or prompts,
explanations of errors, assessment of comprehension, presentation of rules, governing
grammar/phonology/morphology and spelling, discussion of cross-cultural issues,
assessment and evaluation of lesson. In relation to these occasions suggested, she argues
that not only learners” proficiency level in English but also the format and content of the
lesson would determine the use of L1 and its frequency.

Piasecka (1988) discusses the value of L1 use in ESL classrooms. She points out
that learners’ levels of proficiency in English should be based on deciding on the
amount of L1 use. At the initial stages, learners’ knowledge in English is limited.
Therefore, their L1 knowledge could be used to help them improve their English. As
learners’ proficiency level increases, the amount of L1 use should decrease.

Based on her observations and experience, Collingham (1988) also suggests nine
occasions in which L1 use might be helpful in ESL classrooms; to discuss/negotiate of
the syllabus, to develop ideas as a precursor to expressing them in the L2, to reduce
inhibitions or affective blocks to L2 production, to elicit language and discourse
strategies, to teach vocabulary, to teach phonology, to provide explanations of grammar
and language functions, to facilitate comprehension through comprehension questions,
to provide essential information to minimize the chance of misinterpretation.

The occasions for which L1 use is suggested by the three researchers are

summarized in Figure 1.
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ATKINSON PIASECKA COLLINGHAM

(1987) (1988) (1988)

1. eliciting language 1. negotiation of the syllabus and 1. to discuss/negotiate of the
2. checking comprehension the lesson syllabus

3. giving complex instructions

4. co-operation among learners

5. discussion of classroom
methodology

6. presentation and reinforcement of
language

7. checking for sense

8. testing

9. development of useful learning
strategies

2. setting the scene at the
beginning of class
. profiling and record-keeping
. resolving individual areas of
difficulty
. classroom management
. personal contact
. language analysis
. instructions or prompts
. explanations of errors
10. assessment of comprehension
11. presentation of rules
governing grammar,
phonology, morphology and
spelling
12. discussion of cross-cultural
issues
13. assessment and evaluation of
lesson

W
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2. to develop ideas as a precursor to
expressing them in the L2

3. to reduce inhibitions or affective
blocks to L2 production

4. to elicit language and discourse
strategies

5. to teach vocabulary

6. to teach phonology

7. to provide explanations of
grammar and language functions

8. to facilitate comprehension
through comprehension questions

9. to provide essential information to
minimize the chance of
misinterpretation

Figure 1. Suggested Occasions for L1 Use (Atkinson, 1987, Collingham, 1988 and

Piasecka, 1988)

As seen in Figure 1, although the number of occasions in which L1 could be

used is different across the three lists, the occasions in which L1 could be used are
similar. However, these suggested L1 occasions are context- specific. In addition, there
is no empirical support for the validity of these occasions. These occasions could vary
in different EFL classroom contexts. The source of the suggestions on L1 use occasions
in Figure 1 come from the observations and experience of those researchers rather than
the findings of any systematic investigation.

2.3. Advantages of L2-Only Classes

In ELT, teacher talk has been considered to be a valuable source of input for
learners because teacher talk plays a vital role in second language acquisition (Cullen,
1998). It has been believed that learners’ fullest competence of the target language
might only be achieved by providing the learners with a rich target language
environment (Chaudron, 1988; and Ellis, 1994). Turnbull (2001), for example, states
that the learners whose teachers spoke the target language most frequently did better in
general proficiency and achievement tests when compared to the learners in the other

classes in which the native language was used more than the target language. However,
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as Turnbull (2001) also points out, this positive relation between teacher’s language use
and students” test scores has no statistical support.
One of the findings in a survey conducted with ESL educators in USA also

revealed that educators strongly believed that

“The more students are exposed to English, the more quickly they will learn; as they hear and
use English, they will internalize it and begin to think in English.” (Auerbach, 1993, p.14)
Although educators’ belief above reflects the opinions of many other language teachers,

Ellis (1994) and Gass (1988) point out that there is little research, which consistently
supports this view (Ellis 1994; and Gass, 1988).

In relation to L1 use in monolingual EFL settings, various discussions have been
introduced. One of these discussions has focused on the relation between L1 use and
input/intake issue. Some researchers argue that EFL teachers should use L1 at a
minimum level because learners have little or almost no L2 exposure outside the
classroom. Consequently, EFL classrooms and teachers are the only sources of input for
EFL learners (Polio & Duff, 1994; and Turnbull, 2001). Others, however, argue that
exposure to L2 does not guarantee that L2 input would result in intake (Chaudron, 1985;
Ellis 1994; and Gass, 1988).

2.4. Advantages of L1 Use

With regard to advantages and/or disadvantages of L1 use, it has been suggested
that the use of L1 might help reduce learners’ anxiety, which facilitates the learning
process (Krashen, 1982; Reis, 1996; Cole, 2001; and Auerbach, 1993).

The advantage of L1 use with respect to reducing anxiety reminds us of
Krashen’s affective filter hypothesis. In his affective filter hypothesis, Krashen (1982)
states that allowing students to use L1 helps them lower their affective filter. In the
study by Levine (2003), one of the instructors believes the hypothesis. She offers that
not to frustrate beginning level students and to make them feel comfortable in learning a
foreign language, instructors should allow students to use L1. She adds that it is certain
that there may be students who would feel comfortable when they use L1.

Reis (1996) reports that when teaching English through English to teenage
beginning level Portuguese students, he observed that his students were not content with
his teaching English through English. He tried to convince them about the advantages of

maximum use of English in the classroom, but he was not successful. As a result, he
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negotiated with the students and together they decided to allow five minutes of
Portuguese in each class session. This five minutes of Portuguese was called “The
Portuguese Break” (PB). As Reis (1996) puts it, the PB appeared to have impressive
effect both on him and his students in terms of lowering students’ affective filter,
establishing a very friendly class atmosphere, stimulating a self-evaluation of teacher
and students and students’ improvement in their social skills and performance
evaluation.

Cole (2001) also supports the belief that L1 is most useful at beginning and low
levels because it can provide students with a more secure and easy-to-learn atmosphere
in class. However, the situation would be different in advanced level monolingual EFL
classes. Aydin (2001) investigated the sources of EFL classroom anxiety in advanced
level speaking and writing classes at the Faculty of ELT Department. The results
showed that L1 use was one of the anxiety sources. Some students reported annoyance
about L1 use whereas others found L1 use helpful.

On the other hand, it has been believed that frequent L2 use would make
students feel anxious. Levine (2003) conducted an investigation to test this belief. In her
study, she investigated the hypothesis that L2 use by instructors and students correlated
positively with students’ sense of anxiety about L2 use. The results of the Correlational
Analysis, however, revealed a negative relationship between reported amounts of 1.2

use and reported L2-use anxiety. This result suggests that
“... greater L2 use may not translate into greater anxiety for many learners and that many
students feel comfortable with more L2 use when that is what they are used to.” (Levine, 2003,
355)

In summary, it is not possible to conclude that L1 reduces anxiety and, thus
helps better learning. Similarly, it cannot be suggested that L2 use is more beneficial in
term of lowering anxiety. As Levine (2003) pointed out, more studies are needed to
provide empirical evidence about the issue.

2.5. L1 Use in Communicative Language Teaching

Despite the assumption that the use of L1 might reduce learners’ anxiety and
consequently facilitate their learning process, L1 use has not been advocated in
communicative language teaching (CLT) and task-based learning methods (Duff &
Polio, 1990; Polio & Duff, 1994; Cook, 2001; and Rolin-lanziti, 2002). Although
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scholars argue that CLT has referred to neither the advantages nor disadvantages of L1
use, it has been believed that L1 use should not have a place in communicative classes
(Piasecka, 1988 and Cook, 2001). Cook (2001), for example, pointed out:

“Communicative language teaching and task-based learning methods have no necessary
relationship with the L1, yet, as we shall see, the only times that the L1 is mentioned is when

advice is given on how to minimize its use” (p. 2).

Although the discussion about the L1 use in EFL classes is as old as the history
of foreign language methodology, as Piasecka (1988) points out, there are no empirical
bases showing the disadvantages of L1 use or supporting the use of L1. Related studies
focus on the occasions in which L1 is used or the reasons for using L1 rather than
investigating the effect of L1 use on learners’ performances, which could in fact provide
a pragmatic solution to the problem.

2.6. Occasions of, Reasons for and Attitudes towards L1 Use

The debate on whether or not to use L1 in EFL classes has led researchers to
investigate issues related to L1 use in the classroom. The studies related to L1 use have
focused mainly on teachers’ - rather than learners” use of L1 and their reasons for L1
use and attitudes towards L1 use. From the learners’ point of view, only learners’
attitudes towards L1 use have been investigated.

Duff and Polio (1990) conducted a study addressing L1 use frequency, reasons
for using L1, perception of L1 use and attitudes towards L1 use in foreign language
(FL) setting at the University of California, Los Angeles (UCLA). They investigated
three issues related to L1 use in a FL classroom. First, the ratio of English use (L1) by
teachers in EFL classroom was examined. Second issue was the factors related to the
use of L1 and L2. The third focus of the study was on teachers’ and students’
perceptions and attitudes towards the use of L1 in the FL classrooms. 13 different
foreign language classes and their teachers were the participants of the study. The data
were collected through audio-recordings, classroom observations, student
questionnaires and teacher interviews. The results showed that teachers’ L1 use range
from 10% to 100% in 26 hours of sampled classroom discourse. This wide range in the
percentages was explained in terms of the factors related to the use of L1 and L2. The
analysis of the audio-recordings, classroom observations and teacher interviews

suggested that teachers’ English proficiency, language type taught, departmental
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policy/guide-lines, lesson content, materials used and teachers’ formal teacher training
might have had an effect on the amount of L1 and L2 use in classes. On the other hand,
the findings suggested that there were no relation between teaching experience and
L1/L2 usage. With respect to the perceptions and attitudes towards L1 use, it was
reported that several teachers in the study believed that trying to explain a point in L2
was a waste of time. Instead, L1 would be more functional and save time. Some teacher
participants stated that using L2 most of the time put a kind of pressure on students
although frequent use of L2 could facilitate their learning process. Other teacher
participants, on the other hand, reported that they used L1 rather than L2 because
students knowledge of L2 was limited.

In a different study, Polio and Duff (1994) examined when or for what function
FL teachers used L1. The thirteen teachers in the study were teaching all four skills in
monolingual classes in which the students’ native language was English. The native
language of the teachers, on the other hand, was the target language (TL). As in the
previous study, the researchers made use of audio-recordings, observations and teacher
interviews to collect the data. In the interviews, the teachers were asked to state how,
when and the extent to which they would usually use English, L1 in their classrooms.
Later, the classes were observed and at the same time recorded. When the teachers were
asked their reasons for L1 use in their FL classrooms, they stated that they used L1 to
get the students’ attention about important issues such as exams and quizzes, to save
time and to create solidarity or empathy. Teachers used L1 to give grammar instruction,
for classroom management, to build empathy/solidarity, to practise English, to explain
unknown vocabulary/translation, and when there was lack of comprehension. However,
in the interviews, some teachers reported different occasions than those observed in
their classes. The inconsistency between observed and reported occasions for L1 use
suggest that teachers were not aware of the extend of their L1 use. Referred to this
finding, Polio and Duff (1994) state “speakers in social settings are often simply
unaware of their language use in a given situation” (p. 323). For further research, they
suggest that the effects of L1 use on language acquisition should be investigated in an
experimental setting.

Murhey and Sasaki (1998) investigated Japanese English teachers’ use of

English in the classroom in three phases. The participants were junior high school and
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senior high school teachers attending in-service training camps organised by the
Ministry of Education in Japan. First, teacher participants were asked to estimate their
use of English in the classroom. Secondly, the teachers provided reasons for not
speaking more English. Finally, teachers’ facilitative beliefs and strategies they used to
increase the amount of English use in the classroom were determined. The findings
revealed that these teachers’ use of more English in their classes depended on their
experience in their careers. In the informal talks, the teachers declared seven reasons for
speaking Japanese rather than English in their classrooms. The seven reasons teachers
stated were as follows: 1. Using Japanese is more comfortable, 2. To get through the
information faster, 3. Using Japanese feels more natural (as they were all Japanese), 4.
Principals, parents, and students want the teachers to teach for the entrance exams
which is in Japanese, 5. Getting through the book is possible when Japanese is also
used, 6. The entrance exams does not test English listening and speaking, therefore
there is no need to study them, 7. The textbook is difficult therefore needed to be
translated into Japanese so the students could understand it.

Murhey and Sasaki (1998) question their study in terms of the reliability of the
interview data. They suggest that valid estimates of the English/L2 use in the classroom
should be determined by means of various methods or by recording (video or audio) of
the classes, and by increasing the number of teacher and student interviews.

Jr. Schweers (1999) conducted a study on the use of native language in English
classes at the University of Puerto Rico. The aim of the study was to determine the
frequency and the reasons of L1 (Spanish) use and attitudes of teachers and students
towards L1 use in the English classroom. Four teachers participated in this study. The
data of this study came from two sources: Audio-recordings of 35-minute samples from
three classes at the beginning, middle and end of the semester and a short questionnaire
about the attitudes towards the use of L1. The attitude questionnaire was given not only
to the four teacher participants but also to 19 other professors in the department. In
addition, a similar questionnaire about the attitudes towards L1 use in the English
classes was given to the students of all the professors who filled out the questionnaire.
The students’ answers to the attitude questionnaire suggested that Spanish should be
used to some extent in English classes because a majority of the students beheved that

the use of Spanish helps them learn English better. The teachers’ responses to the
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question ‘If you use Spanish in your classroom, why do you think this may be more
effective than using English exclusively?’ entailed the reasons of L1 use in the

classroom. The reasons reported by the four teachers were as follows:
Teacher 1: “Sometimes it is more important for students to understand a concept than it is for
that concept to be explained exclusively in English.”
Teacher 2:: “In my writing courses, I use some Spanish because it helps students write better
reports. It also serves as an additional input to ensure that they achieve the main objective of the
course, which is the production of higher quality written work in English.”
Teacher 3: “ First of all, I use Spanish to establish rapport with my students, and secondly, to
serve as a model person who speaks both languages and uses each one whenever necessary or
convenient.”
Teacher 4: “ I think students can identify better with a teacher who speaks to them in their own
language, thereby letting them know that you respect and value their native language” (Jr
Schweers, 1999, p. 6).

Although the analysis of the recordings indicated the occasions where the four
professors used Spanish, a statistical and descriptive report was not provided in the
article.

Turnbull (2000) also carried out an investigation to determine the reasons of
four teachers’ use of French (L2) and English (L.1) or a mixture of both languages in
their core French classes in Canada. All the teacher participants were native speakers of
English and experienced in the profession. The data were based on the observations
which took place approximately 8 weeks---an average of 10 class hours for each
teacher, or an average of 400 minutes per class. In the classes, the same
multidimensional project-based teaching unit was taught. Although the data analysis
was mainly based on the teacher talk analysis method used by Polio and Duff (1994),
many of the classifications came out from the data. The transcripts were divided into
functional units and each functional unit was assigned to one of the three macro
categories: social, academic or management. Each functional unit was coded as L1
(English), L2 (French) or mix (both languages). The findings revealed that the majority
of the reasons for L1 and L2 use was academic-based rather than social or management.

Like Murhey and Sasaki (1998), Turnbull also discusses the limitations of his
study. He points out that semi-structured interviews with the teachers about their uses of

French and English would have enhanced the reliability of the data analysis. It is
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suggested that video-recordings followed by semi-structured interviews should be used
to determine EFL teachers” use of L1 and L2 in the classroom.

In relation to attitudes towards L1 use, Al-Busaidi (1998) investigated teachers’
and students’ attitudes towards the use of L1 in EFL classrooms in Oman. The results
revealed that students’ level is the most influential factors that affected a teacher’s
decision to use L1 in the classroom. Moreover, these teachers preferred L1 when
explaining the similarities or differences between L1 and L2 in terms of grammar and
vocabulary. The students’ use of L1, on the other hand, was most frequent in ‘group
work’ activities in which students were to use the target language to communicate and
practice. The findings also showed that the teachers’ attitude towards L1 use in the
classroom was negative whereas the students exhibited positive attitudes. Students in
lower level classes were more positive about L1 use compared to higher level students.
This finding supports the assumption that there is a correlation between EFL learners’
proficiency level and L1 use in the classroom (Reis, 1996; Cole, 2001; and Hawks,
2001).

Takahashi (1996) also conducted a study on Japanese teachers’ L1 use in the
classroom and its influence on the students. This study aimed at investigating a) the
percentage of English and L1 used in the classrooms, b) whether or not the teachers and
students are satisfied with the percentage of English and L1 use, ¢) when both the
students and teachers think the teacher should use L1 in class, and d) how much the
amount of the teacher’s English influences the students. A questionnaire that
investigated the four issues reported above was developed for students and teachers.
The students of freshman English classes and their teachers at the English department of
Nagoya College completed this questionnaire. In addition to the questionnaires, eight
Japanese teachers’ ‘reading comprehension’ and ‘dialogue’ classes of freshman English
were tape recorded and semi-structured interviews with both the teachers and students
were conducted. The results revealed that English was used from 10% and 100% range.
Most of the teachers stated that they were satisfied with the amount of English they used
in the classroom whereas they were not satisfied with the amount of L1 use. All the
teachers believed that L1 should be used when explaining grammar. The students in the

study reported that English rather than Japanese should be used in many occasions.
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As a very recent study, Rolin-Ianziti (2002) conducted a study to determine
when French teachers used English, L1 in the FL context at the University of
Queensland. Four teachers teaching French at beginner level participated in the study.
These teachers’ classes were audio-recorded for about six hours within a week. During
the recordings, all the teachers used the same materials and did the same activities in
their classes. The teachers were informed that their classes were being recorded for the
use of L1 in their speech. The analyses of transcriptions showed that the four teachers
used L1 for the following purposes: a) translation, b) metalinguistic uses, and c)
communicative uses. Based on the findings, it was pointed out that there was a need to
conduct experimental studies investigating whether translation has an effect on learning
L2 vocabulary and grammar.

2.7. Conclusion

As the literature suggests, there are factors influencing L1 use in a language
classroom. Some of these factors are, learners’ level of TL, teaching/learning context,
materials, content and type of the lesson. The same conclusion can be drawn for the
reasons for L1 use and attitudes towards L1 use. The literature also suggests that the
findings of one study investigating occasions of, reasons for and attitudes towards L1
use in an EFL setting might be different from those of other studies because these issues
are context-specific. Consequently, the findings of one study cannot be generalized.
Thus, when occasions of and reasons for L1 use are of interest in a specific
teaching/learning context, a new investigation should be carried out. The data of such an
investigation should be collected through various methods or ways so that reliability of
the data should not be questioned as Murhey and Sasaki (1998) and Turnbull (2000)
point out. In this study, therefore, the data related to occasions of and reasons for were
collected through triangulation method. Observations, questionnaires and semi-
structured interviews were used to increase the reliability of the data.

It is also quite clear that more research is needed to fill in the gap about the
effect of L1 use in EFL setting because the literature provides no empirical bases about
the effect of L1 use. Thus, the current study primarily aimed at finding out the effect of
L1 use in EFL speaking classes on students’ oral performances. Moreover, it

investigated the occasions of and reasons for L1 use in this specific EFL context in a
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systematic way. The shortcomings and suggestions in the previous related studies were

regarded as a guide to design the research.



3. METHODOLOGY

The present study aimed at investigating basically two issues on L1 use in lower
level speaking classes. The investigation consists of two phases. In Phase 1, the
occasions of and reasons for L1 use in EFL beginner level speaking classes were
investigated. In this phase, both beginner level students and their speaking course
instructors were also asked to state their suggestions about when Turkish should be used
in the speaking classes and their suggestions for English-only speaking classes. In Phase
2, it was examined whether L1 use in speaking classes had an effect on the students’
oral performances. Each phase is described separately.

3.1. PHASE 1

The purpose of Phase 1 was to determine when and why L1 is used in beginner
level speaking classes. Moreover, it aimed at finding out when L1 should be used and
what should be done to have English-only speaking classes. Thus, the following
questions were investigated in this phase:

1. When do beginner level speaking instructors use the native language, Turkish in
speaking classes?

When do beginner level EFL learners use Turkish in speaking classes?

Why do beginner level speaking instructors use Turkish in speaking classes?

Why do beginner level EFL learners use Turkish in speaking classes?

When do instructors think that they should use Turkish in speaking classes?

When do beginner level EFL learners think that an instructor should use Turkish in
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speaking classes?

7. What are beginner level speaking course instructors’ suggestions for reducing L1 use
and maximizing 1.2 use in speaking classes?

8. What are beginner level EFL learners’ suggestions for reducing L1 use and

maximizing L2 use in speaking classes?
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3.1.1. Participants

There were three groups of participants in Phase 1: Beginner level EFL learners,
speaking instructors of those beginner level EFL students, and observers.
3.1.1.1. Students

At the School of Foreign Languages, English preparatory classes were formed
based on the scores of a standard placement test in the Academic Year of 2002-2003.

The scores and their corresponding levels are shown in Figure 2.

SCORES LEVEL
0-15 Beginner
16-30 Elementary
31-45 Lower-Intermediate
46-60 Intermediate
61-75 Upper-Intermediate
76-100 Advanced

Figure 2. The Evaluation Scale of the Placement Test

In the 2002-2003 Academic Year, 14 beginner level classes were formed based
on the placement test scores. There were, on the average, 31 students in each class,
totalling 434 students. 13 of the beginner level classes with a total of 266 students
participated in Phase 1. The reason for not including one of the beginner level classes
was that the instructor of that class was a native speaker of English. Thus, the use of L1
would be minimized.

In this study, beginner level students rather than higher level students were
chosen, because it is reported that in lower level monolingual classes, L1 is used more
frequently as students with low-proficiency level have limited vocabulary and
grammatical knowledge and have difficulties communicating in the target language
(Ho Fong Wan Kam, 1985; and Reis, 1996). As stated in Chapter 1, the informal
evaluation reports of the speaking course also support the argument that both students
and instructors used Turkish to some extent in beginner and elementary level classes
rather than in intermediate or upper-intermediate level classes.

3.1.1.2. Instructors

In this study, 7 instructors taught 13 beginner level speaking course. All the

instructors were observed. Of the 7 instructors, two were male and five were female.
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Two of the instructors had no previous teaching experience, two had one year, two had
three years and the other had 7 years of teaching experience.
3.1.1.3. Observers

There were 15 observers including the researcher. Fourteen instructors were
asked to observe the occasions in which L1 was used. The criteria in choosing the
observers were as follows. All the observers had experience in classroom observation
and all had completed MA classes in TEFL. The observers were asked not to talk about
the purpose of the study to avoid the possibility of the observees being affected thus
avoiding or overusing L1 in their speaking classes.

The observers were paired according to their teaching timetable. The researcher
was paired with two different observers due to scheduling problems.

3.1.2. Instruments

In Phase 1, four instruments were used to collect the data: an observation
checklist, a student questionnaire, an instructor questionnaire and semi-structured
interviews.
3.1.2.1. Observation checklist

To determine when instructors and students use L1 in beginner level speaking
classes, an observation checklist was developed. Literature on L1 use suggests possible
situations in which L1 could be used. The situations shown in Figure 3 helped develop
the observation checklist in this study.
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ATKINSON PIASECKA COLLINGHAM
(1987) (1988) (1988)
1. eliciting language 1. negotiation of the syllabus and 1. to discuss/negotiate of the
2. checking comprehension the lesson syllabus
3. giving complex instructions 2. setting the scene at the 2. to develop ideas as a precursor to
4. co-operation among learners beginning of class expressing them in the L2
5. discussion of classroom 3. profiling and record-keeping 3. to reduce inhibitions or affective
methodology 4. resolving individual areas of blocks to L2 production
6. presentation and reinforcement of difficulty 4. to elicit language and discourse

language 5. classroom management strategies

7. checking for sense 6. personal contact 5. to teach vocabulary

8. testing 7. language analysis 6. to teach phonology

9. development of useful learning 8. instructions or prompts 7. to provide explanations of
strategies 9. explanations of errors grammar and language functions

10. assessment of comprehension

11. presentation of rules
governing grammar,
phonology, morphology and
spelling

12. discussion of cross-cultural

issues

13. assessment and evaluation of

lesson

. to facilitate comprehension

through comprehension questions

. to provide essential information to

minimize the chance of
misinterpretation

Figure 3. Suggested Occasions for L1 Use (Atkinson, 1987, Collingham, 1988 and Piasecka, 1988)

The literature on L1 use almost always discusses when teachers use or should

use L1. There is little empirical evidence as to when students use L1 or when they need
to use L1. The occasions in which L1 could be used are basically teacher-induced
(Atkinson, 1993). Therefore, before constructing the observation checklist, a pilot study
investigating when instructors and students used L1 was conducted. In this study, 2
beginner and 3 elementary level speaking classes were observed and the occasions in
which L1 was used by instructors and students were recorded. For example, instructors
asked questions in Turkish as in ‘cocuk niye kosuyor?” (Why is the boy running?); or
students used Turkish as in ‘ben buray1 anlamadim’ (I didn’t understand this part). The
researcher first categorized each occasion, then a colleague was asked to categorize to
assure the reliability of the categorization. A draft of the observation checklist which
included the occasions instructors and students used L1 was constructed. Three faculty
members who were experienced in classroom observations were asked to comment on
the content validity of the checklist. The checklist was revised based on the feedback
received with respect to both the content and wording. The checklist was then piloted in
one of the beginner level speaking classes, which was not included in the study (see

Appendix A).
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3.1.2.2. Questionnaires

In Phase 1, two questionnaires were used. One was given to beginner level
speaking instructors while the other one was given to beginner level students. Both
instructor and student questionnaires aimed at investigating the following issues:

1. When and why instructors and students in beginner level speaking classes use L1.

2. The occasions in which L1 should be used in beginner level speaking classes
according to the instructors and students.

3. Instructors” and students’ suggestions about the ways that would enforce students to
speak only English throughout their speaking classes.

The following steps were taken to produce the final versions of both the
instructor and student questionnaires:

1. The L1 use occasions section in the questionnaires is based on the observation
checklist in this study. While developing the section on the reasons for L1 use, the
Belinda Ho Fong Wan Kam’s (1998) questionnaire was consulted. In addition,
Atkinson’s (1987), Piasecka’s (1988) and Collingam’s (1988) suggestions on L1
use (see Figure 3 on page 24) helped in developing the items in the questionnaires.
After constructing the sections and writing up the items in the questionnaires, six
experts were asked to give feedback in relation to content validity. All the experts
had experience in designing and analyzing questionnaires. Based on the feedback
received from these experts, both questionnaires were revised.

2. In order to verify the translation validity and reliability of the student questionnaire,
3 beginner level and 7 elementary level students were first asked to complete the
student questionnaire. Later, these students were asked to paraphrase the items
based on their interpretation. Based on their feedback, items 5 and 7 in Part 1 and
the wording of Part 3 were revised. It was realized that while completing the
questionnaire, students thought of all the classes they were taking rather than just
speaking classes. Thus, the wording of the items was revised either by adding
reminder to the respondents to think about only their speaking classes or by
introducing the items with ‘in your beginner level speaking classes.’

3. Before the questionnaires were administered, both questionnaires were piloted. 7
elementary level students completed the revised questionnaire and commented on

each item. Moreover, 5 instructors, who would not participate in the study, were
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asked to complete the instructor questionnaire and to comment on each item. All
relevant comments were taken into consideration and the questionnaires were
revised accordingly.

Both the instructor and student questionnaires were in Turkish. The student
questionnaire was prepared in Turkish as beginner level students have limited
vocabulary and grammatical knowledge in English with the assumption that they would
have had difficulties in understanding the items clearly. Consequently, their replies to
the questionnaire would have distorted the data. Instructor questionnaires were also
prepared in Turkish so that a parallelism would be achieved between the student and
instructor questionnaires.

Both the instructor and student questionnaires consist of 3 parts (see Appendix B
for the instructor questionnaire and Appendix C for the student questionnaire). Part 1 is
divided into two sections. First, respondents are asked to check how frequently they
used L1 in each occasion in their speaking classes. Second, respondents are asked to
indicate their reasons for using L1. In Part 2, occasions when L1 should be used are
listed and respondents are asked to check their opinions about whether L1 should be
used or not. The last part asks respondents to write down applicable way(s) to
encourage students to use English all the time in speaking classes.

3.1.2.3. Semi-structured interviews

Semi-structured interviews aimed at verifying the data about reasons for L1 use
in speaking classes. Therefore, in those interviews, participant instructors and volunteer
students were asked their reasons for using Turkish in speaking classes. As soon as
interviewees’ report became unclear or shifted the topic towards irrelevant issues, they
were asked to clarify what they meant with respect to their reasons for L1 use. Finally,

they were asked to summarize or generalize their reasons.
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3.1.3. Data Collection Procedure

The data in Phase 1 of the current study came from three sources: observations,
questionnaires and semi-structured interviews. Each is explained in detail below.

3.1.3.1. Observations

During the Fall Term of the 2002-2003 Academic Year, 2 observers observed
each beginner level class every two weeks. Observations were done in pairs to verify
the reliability of data. The first three weeks of the observations was considered as the
adaptation period for both students and instructors. As Allright and Bailey (1991) state,
participants may behave differently when there is an outsider in the classroom and this
could affect the reliability of the data. It was assumed that the adaptation period would
help students and the course instructor get accustomed to having observers in their
speaking classes.

A workshop with the observers was conducted to introduce the observation
checklist. In this workshop, first the timetable of the observations was delivered and
then the following issues were explained:

a) A very brief explanation of the thesis topic,
b) How the observation checklist was developed,
¢) Why they were selected as observers,
d) Why the observations needed to be done in pairs,
¢) The observees’ possible concerns and attitudes towards the observation,
f) How important it was to disguise the purpose of the observations to ensure that
the observees teach their classes as always,
g)How to introduce themselves when they first go into the classroom as an
observer,
h)How important it was for observers to be familiar with the categories in the
observation checklist,
i) How to use the observation checklist (a manual explaining what to write in each
category was given)
The observers were then asked to listen to a sample portion of a beginner level speaking
lesson (only a 5-minute part), which was audio-recorded earlier, and to use the

observation checklist. All the observers were asked to sign the consent form.
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The observation checklist was 4 pages. One of the observers suggested that all
the categories be on a single page. Therefore, instead of having 4 pages, all the
categories were photocopied on A3 paper. This one-page observation checklist was
delivered to each observer. However, the observers were told that they could use either
of the observation checklists. The first workshop lasted two and a half hours.

After the first adaptation week of the observation, a second workshop was held
with the observers. In this meeting, the following issues were discussed and/or decided:

a) How to fill in the group work and pair work parts,
b) To add a category about correcting mistakes,
c¢) Categorization of several L1 use occasions.

The observers asked whether they could consult the researcher when they were
not sure about the category of an L1 use occasion. They were told that the researcher
would hold a post observation meetirig with them at the end of each observation. Based
on the 1ssues raised in the meetings, filling in the observation checklist was clarified and
all the observers were informed about these issues with a written document (see
Appendix D).

After the three adaptation weeks, a post observation meeting with each observer
pair was held. In these meetings, the observer pairs reported L1 use occasions and the
flow of the observed class and the researcher kept an original observation data record.
The observers’ concerns about L1 use categories were also solved through negotiations.

A meeting with the observees was also conducted. The observees were not told
that the observers would be observing L1 use because this could result in the
instructors’ being self-conscious about L1 use and therefore distort the findings. In this
meeting, the observation timetable was delivered and then the observees were informed
about the following issues:

a) The current investigation aimed at examining ways to improve beginner level
students’ speaking performance,

b) The observations would be done in pairs to verify reliability,

¢) Who the observers were,

d) How important it was to ignore the presence of the observers,

¢) How to introduce the observers when they first went into the classroom with an

observer,
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f) When they had any reservations and/or concerns about the observation
procedure, they could ask the researcher for clarification or explanation.

3.1.3.2. Administration of questionnaires

After observations were completed, the instructor and student questionnaires
were administered. First, each participant speaking instructor was asked for an
individual appointment before the semester ended. In these meetings with the
instructors, first, they completed the instructor questionnaire, then they were
interviewed about their reasons for using L1 in beginner level speaking classes. These
semi-structured interviews with the instructors were audio-recorded. After all seven
participant instructors filled in the questionnaire and were interviewed about their
reasons for using L1, they were asked to arrange a speaking class hour for the
administration of the student questionnaire.

In the last week of the first term, student questionnaire was administered in 13
beginner level classes to 266 students.

3.1.3.3. Semi-structured interviews with volunteer students

While administering student questionnaires, the students who agreed to reply to
the questionnaire were asked for an interview about L1 use. The participation in the
interviews was voluntary. One week after the administration of the student
questionnaire, during the semester break, individual interviews with volunteer students
were conducted. 21 students were interviewed and the interviews were audio-recorded.

During the semi-structured interviews, students were asked to talk about their
reasons for using Turkish in their speaking classes. Students were free to look at their
completed questionnaires if they wanted to be reminded of their responses.

3.1.4. Data Analysis

3.1.4.1. Analysis of observations

As mentioned in 3.1.3.1. Post observation meetings with each pair of observers
were held. In these meetings, each L1 use occasion stated by each of the observer pair
was recorded. This original checklist recorded by the researcher was used to determine
when the speaking course instructors and the students in the beginner level speaking

classes used L1.
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In the observation checklist, there were two parts; instructor part and student(s)
part. Instructor part consisted of 25 categories while student part included 21. The
occurrences of L1 use occasions were counted for each category separately. Later, the
frequencies of L1 use for each category for each speaking instructor were calculated
separately.

3.1.4.2. Analysis of the questionnaires

There were three main parts in both instructor and student questionnaires. In Part
1, both the instructors and students were asked about the frequency of their L1 use
occasions. This part also included a sub-section, which had items on the reasons for L1
use. The respondents were asked to indicate their reasons for using L1 in their speaking
classes. In Part 2, the respondents were asked to state their opinions about whether L1
should be used in the given occasions. Part 3 asked for suggestions which would
encourage students to use English only in speaking classes.

Each part of the instructor and student questionnaires was analyzed separately.
The first section of Part 1 consisted of Likert-Scale type questions, in which a value was
assigned to each choice as follows; 5: Always, 4: Usually, 3: Sometimes, 2: Rarely, 1:
Never. In case of blank choices the choice was assumed to be “3” for statistical
purposes. The frequency of each L1 use occasion was calculated.

In the sub-section of Part 1 which included the reasons for L1 use there were
‘Yes’ or “No’ choices for each reason. In this section, only the ‘yes’ responses were
counted because this study aimed at investigating the reasons for L1 use. Then the
frequency of each ‘yes” answer for each reason was calculated.

Part 2, in which the respondents were asked when Turkish should be used in
speaking classes, also included statements with ‘Yes’ or “No’ choices. In the analysis of
this part, only the ‘yes’ responses were calculated as the focus of this study is on the
suggested L1 use in EFL classes.

Part 3 consists of one ‘open-ended’ question. The number of students who
answered this part was very low; of the 266 respondents, only 56 answered. In the
analysis of Part 3, suggestions for using only English in speaking classes were
categorized. There were also suggestions which were irrelevant or were not feasible (ie.
course book should be changed, the activities and their aims should be explained, there

should be instructor-student discussions, in-class participation should be graded,




31

students should read aloud 50-word paragraphs; the one who laughs at the
pronunciation of a student should pay a fine, only native-speaker instructors should
teach speaking course, debates between/among groups should be held, every student
should be forced to speak English for a while). Such irrelevant and unfeasible
suggestions were not taken into consideration in the analysis of Part 3.

3.1.4.3. Analysis of the semi-structured interviews

The reasons given by the instructors for using L1 were first categorized, then
were compared with the categories in the instructor questionnaire, the sub-section of
Part 1. All the reported reasons were related to the categories in the questionnaire.

The volunteer students’ replies with respect to reasons for L1 use in the semi-
structured interviews were also analyzed and categorized.

3.2. PHASE2

The primary purpose of Phase 2 was to investigate the effect of 1.1 use on
students’ oral performances. The following questions were investigated in this phase:

1. Does use of L1 in suggested occasions in speaking classes affect elementary level
EFL learners’ oral performances in terms of grammar/structure, vocabulary,
intelligibility and fluency?

2. Do English-only speaking classes affect elementary level EFL learners’ oral
performances in terms of their use of grammar/structure, vocabulary, intelligibility
and fluency?

3.2.1. Participants

There were three groups of participants in Phase 2: elementary level students,
their speaking course instructors and moderators.
3.2.1.1. Students

Students whose classes were observed and who completed the student
questionnaire in Phase 1 served as the subjects of this phase.180 beginner level students
whose end-of-term (mid-term) speaking exam grades were between 60-80 were
randomly assigned to 6 elementary level classes in the second term. In each
experimental section, there were 30 students.

At the School of Foreign Languages, English Language Department, students

are given speaking exams 3 times in one academic year: one mid-term exam each term
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and a final interview exam at the end of the year. There are two graders for all the
exams and the students are interviewed either in pairs or in groups of three. Student and
grader pairs are arranged and announced by the speaking course coordinators one week
before the exam date. During the exams, students are given different tasks or topics
based on the topics done in speaking classes. The mid-term speaking exams are, thus,
achievement exams while the function of final speaking exam is to determine the
proficiency level of students. A grading scale whose grader reliability was statistically
investigated in an MA thesis (Karsli, 2002) was used to assess the students’
performances (see Appendix E).

3.2.1.2. Instructors

Three instructors taught the treatment and control groups. The researcher herself
taught ‘suggested L1 use’ group while the other speaking coordinator taught ‘English-
Only’ group. The third instructor taught the control group. She was not informed about
the details of the research. All three instructors were female, Ph.D. students in the same
teaching EFL graduate program and have 12-14 years of experience in the profession.
3.2.1.3. Moderators

There were six female moderators in the pre-test interviews, 4 of who
participated in the post-test interviews. All had been previously involved in speaking
exams as graders and moderators many times. As a moderator, they were expected to
follow the interview procedure: they gave the instructions and the tasks. They were not
responsible for giving grades as a grader also does.

3.2.2. Treatments

In the current study, there were 3 treatment groups: In suggested L1 use group,
L1 was used only on the suggested occasions. In English-only group, L1 was never
used. The third group was the control group where the instructor was free to use Turkish
whenever s/he thought necessary. Each treatment group consisted of two sections with
each section having 30 students. Thus, there were 60 students in each treatment group.
Treatments for all 3 groups lasted 9 weeks, 30 hours. All the class hours for all the

groups were audio-recorded to ensure that the treatments were followed as planned.



33

3.2.2.1. Suggested L1 use classes

Based on the replies in the student questionnaires, the occasions when Turkish
should be used were determined. It was important that the majority of students agreed
on the occasions in which Turkish should be used because one of the aims of this study
was to investigate whether students” oral performances were effected when Turkish was
used. Majority was considered to be 70% of the total. Thus, L1 use occasions suggested
by over 70% of the total number of students were taken into consideration. Therefore, in
the ‘suggested L1 use’ classes, the occasions in which L1 was used was based on
students’ suggestions.

The analysis of the student questionnaires showed when a speaking instructor
should use Turkish while the analysis of audio-recordings in Phase 2 showed when the
instructor of the suggested L1 use group used Turkish. The results of student
questionnaire and the L1 use occasions in suggested L1 use classes are discussed in
Chapter 4.
3.2.2.2. English-only classes

In the English-only speaking classes, neither students nor the speaking instructor
was allowed to use Turkish. As suggested in the literature it is difficult to have English-
only classes in low-level EFL classes. To be able to have English-only speaking classes,
students were asked to suggest methods, which would encourage them to use English
and no Turkish. The analysis of the students’ replies offered several alternative
implementations for English-only speaking classes. These suggestions are discussed in
Chapter 4.
3.2.2.3. Control Group Classes

The instructor of the control group was not informed about the purpose of the
study. She only knew that two of her speaking classes were included in this study. She
was asked to audio-record the classes every time the class met.

In the ‘control group’ as in the ‘suggested L1 use classes’, students were not
forced in any specific way to use English all the time. Nevertheless, instructors of both
‘control group’ and ‘suggested L1 use classes’ often warmned students to speak English.
However, the audio-recordings revealed that students in the ‘suggested L1 use’ and

‘control group’ used Turkish whenever they wanted.
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Students in control group asked instructor to force them to speak English all the
time. They suggested that they could fine or punish those who spoke Turkish in some
way. However, students could not agree on a specific suggestion; therefore, they kept
on using Turkish in their speaking classes.

The analysis of audio-recordings showed when the instructor of control group
used Turkish. These occasions are presented in Chapter 4.

3.2.3. Data Collection Procedure

3.2.3.1. Pre-test and post-test interviews

The pre-test interviews were conducted one week before the nine-week
treatments. Two weeks before the interviews, the researcher told students about the
procedure of the pre- and post-test interviews. Those who agreed to participate in the
interviews signed a consent form (see Appendix F). Although 108 students signed the
consent form, only 83 students participated in the pre-test interview. 25 students
reported that they did not come to the interview either because they forgot about it or
they shied away from video recording. Of the 83 students who patticipated in the pre-
test interview, only 65 participated in the post-test interviews. The 18 students either left
school due to their exceeded attendance or changed their minds about participating in
the study.

One week before the pre-test interview, students were informed about their
interview slots. A ‘ten-minute slot” was allocated for each student. On the interview
day, a classroom was arranged as a kind of waiting room for the students coming and
going. The researcher asked and persuaded students not to talk about the interview with
classmates.

Before the pre-test interviews, a 30-minute workshop was held with the
moderators to explain and practice the procedure. The moderators were also given
written instructions (see Appendix G). They were told that the researcher would be
around to take the students in and out and that whenever they had questions or concerns,
they could ask.

Six moderators in six different instructors’ offices conducted the pre-test
interviews on a Sunday afternoon. After the nine-week treatments, four moderators in

four different instructors’ offices did the post-test interviews on a Saturday afternoon. In
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both pre- and post-test interviews, each student was interviewed by a single moderator.
All interviews were video-recorded.
3.2.3.2. Tasks

In the interviews, students were asked to do two tasks. Students were first asked
to describe a picture (see Appendix H). This picture was taken in a fast food restaurant
on the campus, with which all students were familiar. The picture included all the issues
students were taught in the first term (i.e. paintings on the wall, objects on the tables,
people engaging in various activities).

In the second task, students were asked to talk about their last summer. Each
student was then asked at least three questions about the details they had not mentioned.
Upon the completion of this task, moderators also talked about their last summer. The
purpose of this task was for the students to listen carefully and ask questions. Each
student was expected to ask at least three questions about the details of the holiday.
Each moderator told the same last summer, which was as follows:

Last summer I went on holiday. Although my holiday wasn’t long enough, I enjoyed it

a lot. I visited different places and met a lot of interesting people. When the weather

was hot, I swam because I like swimming in hot weather. I wrote to my friends about

my holiday. After I came back, I finished my incomplete projects. Unfortunately, it was
difficult for me to start working again at the end of such a beautiful summer.

Both tasks used in the interviews were chosen considering what students had
been instructed up to the pre-interview time. Thus, at the time of the pre-test, the tasks
would be familiar. The tasks and their contents were about something students had been
instructed many times throughout their EFL education. If the students had been asked
something they had not learned yet but would be instructed after the pre-test interview,
the reliability of the findings would have been questionable.

3.2.4. Assessment Procedure
3.2.4.1. Assessment checklist

A data-driven checklist scale was used to assess students’ speaking
performances. To develop this checklist scale, two instructors who had been teaching
speaking courses and doing speaking interviews for 9 years watched 20 students’ pre-
test interview video-recordings which were not included in the study. Later, five experts

who had been teaching speaking skill and were knowledgeable about assessing speaking
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skills were asked to check the content validity of this scale. The scale was revised based
on the feedback received from those experts. This scale was developed to measure the
oral performances of the students who participated in the current study in terms of
grammar, use of accurate and appropriate vocabulary, vocabulary variety, intelligibility
related to sound articulation and fluency (see Appendix I).

Considering the fact that the participants in the interviews were elementary level
students, the descriptors in the grammar category were developed to measure only the
use of basic structures taught in the classes. Similarly, in developing the descriptors for
vocabulary and vocabulary variety categories, vocabulary taught in the classes was
considered. In the video-recordings, it was often difficult to understand the students’
speech due to sound deviations. Intelligibility category consisted of descriptors related
to sound deviations only. In the fluency category, hesitation was a criterion to determine
whether any of the treatments helped students speak without stopping too often and too
long in search for words/phrases.

In the assessment scale, grammar, vocabulary, intelligibility and fluency
categories have six (6) descriptors while vocabulary variety category has only three (3).
Each descriptor was assigned a point/score. The highest score a student would receive
was six (6) for grammar, vocabulary, intelligibility and fluency while the highest score
for vocabulary variety was three (3).
3.2.4.2. Assessment

The researcher and a colleague who was experienced in teaching speaking
courses and in doing speaking interviews at the School of Foreign Languages, English
Language Department, did the assessments. There was also a mediating assessor, who
had the same qualifications, as do the main two assessors. Before the assessment
procedure, a norming session was held together. In the norming session, the assessment
checklist was introduced in detail. The descriptors were defined clearly. For example, in
the checklist, there are quantifiers such as few and occasional. It was decided that when
the number of deviations was between 1-3, it would be regarded as ‘few’, when
between 4-6, it would be regarded as ‘occasional’. The researcher and the other grader
watched the performances of 10 students who did not participate in the post-test

interviews and assessed the students’ performances based on the checklist.
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After the norming session, the main assessors watched and assessed the student’
performances in the pre- and post-test interviews separately. A record was made of the
students whose scores showed discrepancy between the two assessors. Later, the
mediating assessor was asked to watch and assess those students’ performances. The
three assessors then came together to decide and negotiate about the final assessment of
those students. Of 65 students, there were discrepancies for 11 students in the pre-test
interview and for 9 students in the post-test interview.

3.2.5. Data Analysis

To analyze the students’ oral performances in terms of their use of grammar, use
of appropriate and accurate vocabulary, vocabulary variety, intelligibility and fluency,
paired t-test and covariance analysis were conducted. Within the statistical analyses,
mean, standard deviation and standard error were calculated. Standard error was

regarded as 0.05. The results are presented and discussed in the following chapter.



4. RESULTS

In this study, L1 (Turkish) use in beginner and elementary level speaking classes
was examined in two phases. In Phase 1, when and why beginner level EFL (English as
a foreign language) learners and their speaking course instructors used Turkish in the
speaking classes were investigated. The same students and instructors were then asked
to suggest when L1 should be used in speaking classes. Both the students and
instructors also suggested alternatives to have English-only speaking classes. Their
suggestions and offers were taken as basis for designing Phase 2. Phase 2 was designed
to examine the effect of L1 use in the speaking classes on the elementary level learers’
oral performances. There were three treatment groups. Of the three treatment groups,
one was the ‘suggested L1 use’ group, one was the ‘English-only’ group and the other
was the control group.

In Phase 1, the subject sample consisted of two groups: 266 students in 13
different beginner level sections and 7 speaking course instructors of those sections. To
collect the data, a student questionnaire, an instructor questionnaire, observations and
semi-structured interviews were used.

In Phase 2, the subject sample consisted of three groups. There were 65
elementary level students who took both the pre-test and post-test interviews. Three
instructors taught the treatment groups. A grading checklist was used to assess those
students’ oral performances.

4.1. PHASE 1

The analysis procedure of Phase 1 was conducted to answer the following research
questions:
1. When do beginner level speaking instructors use the native language, Turkish in
speaking classes?
When do beginner level EFL learners use Turkish in speaking classes?
Why do beginner level speaking instructors use Turkish in speaking classes?
Why do beginner level EFL learners use Turkish in speaking classes?

A A

When do instructors think that they should use Turkish in speaking classes?



39

6. When do beginner level EFL learners think that an instructor should use Turkish in
speaking classes?

7. What are beginner level speaking course instructors’ suggestions for reducing L1 use
and maximizing L2 use in speaking classes?

8. What are beginner level EFL learners’ suggestions for reducing L1 use and

maximizing L2 use in speaking classes?

4.1.1. L1 Use Occasions: Instructors

To determine when beginner level speaking course instructors use L1 in
speaking classes (research question 1), instructors were asked to indicate the frequency
of L1 use for various occasions in speaking classes in Part 1 of the questionnaire. There
were 5 choices: never= 1, rarely= 2, sometimes=3, usually=4, always=5. The
questionnaire was in Turkish, they were translated into English to present the results.

Table 1 shows the frequencies of the 7 speaking course instructors’ L1 use

occasions obtained through instructor questionnaire.



40

Table 1
L1 Use Occasion Frequencies — Instructors’ Replies
CATEGORIES f %
I USE TURKISH 1 2 3 4 5
never rarely sometimes usually always

1. to greet the students 4(57.1%) | 2(28.6%) | 1(14.3%) - -

2. to warn the student who is late 2(28.6%) | 2(28.6%) | 3 (42.9%) - -

3. to explain today’s lesson/topic/activities 1(143%) | 5(71.4%) | 1(14.3%) - --
-directly in Turkish

4. to repeat today’s lesson/topic/activities 1(143%) | 2(28.6%) | 2(28.6%) | 2(28.6%) -
- given in English earlier

5. to explain the aim of today’s 1(143%) | 2(28.6%) | 4(57.1%) - -
lesson/topic/activities — directly in Turkish

6. to repeat the aim of today’s - 2(28.6%) | 3(42.9%) | 2(28.6%) -
lesson/topic/activities — given in English
earlier

7. to explain new/unknown vocabulary items 1(143%) | 2(28.6%) | 1(143%) | 2(28.6%) | 1(14.3%)
— directly in Turkish

8. to repeat the explanation of a vocabulary 1(143%) | 2(28.6%) | 2(28.6%) - 2 (28.6%)
item — given in English earlier

9. to explain a new structure/grammar point 1(143%) | 2(28.6%) | 1(143%) | 2(28.6%) | 1(14.3%)
(ie. would you like, etc) - directly in
Turkish

10. to repeat the insttuction of a 1 (14.3%) -- 4(57.1%) - 2 (28.6%)
structure/grammar point — given in English
earlier

11. to correct students’ mistakes (vocabulary, - 4(57.1%) | 3 (42.9%) - -
structure, grammar, etc)

12. to explain the cultural aspects in English - - 5(71.4%) | 1(14.3%) | 1(14.3%)

_(family names; vending machine, etc)

13. to explain how an activity will be done - 2 (28.6%) 2 (8.6%) 3 (42.9%) -
— directly in Turkish

14. to repeat the instruction of an activity - -- 5(71.4%) | 2 (28.6%) -
— given in English earlier

15. to ask a question relevant to the 4(57.1%) | 2(28.6%) | 1(14.3%) - -
lesson/course

16. to ask a question irrelevant to the 1(14.3%) | 2(28.6%) | 3(42.9%) | 1(14.3%) -
lesson/course

17. to answer a question relevant to the - 3(42.9%) | 2(28.6%) | 2(28.6%) -
lesson/course

18. to answer a question irrelevant to the - -- 5(714%) | 2(28.6%) -
lesson/course

19. to praise (ie. aferin, giizel) or to make a 3(429%) | 3(429%) | 1(14.3%) - --
compliment

20. to tell a joke/for humour - 2 (28.6%) | 2(28.6%) | 3(42.9%) -

21. to chat - 3(42.9%) | 3(42.9%) | 1(14.3%) -

22. to warn a student about his/her disturbing -- 2(28.6%) | 4(57.1%) | 1(14.3%) -
behaviour

23. to draw the student(s)’ attention to a certain | 1(14.3%) | 2(28.6%) | 3(42.9%) | 1(14.3%) -
point/issue

24. to assign homework - 2(28.6%) | 4(57.1%) | 1(14.3%) -

25. to end the lesson 2(286%) | 5(71.4%) - - -

26. to say goodbye 1(143%) | 6(85.7%) - - -

27. OTHERS
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As shown in Table 1, the speaking instructors stated that they usually used Turkish to
explain how an activity will be done (42.9%) and to tell a joke/for humour (42.9%). The
reason for preferring Turkish to explain the instructions of an activity-without trying to
explain them in English may be because the instructions for the activities in the speaking
course book are believed to be too difficult for low-level EFL students to understand.

Five of the speaking course instructors (71.4%) stated that they sometimes used
Turkish to explain cultural aspects in English, to repeat the instruction of an activity
which was given in English earlier, and to answer a question irrelevant to the
lesson/course. Four of the respondents (57.1%) stated that they sometimes used Turkish
directly to explain the aim of today’s lesson/topic/activities, to repeat the instruction of a
structure/grammar point which was given in English earlier, to warn a student about
his/her disturbing behaviour, and to assign homework. The findings revealed that
Turkish was never used to greet students (57.1%), to ask a question relevant to the
lesson/course (57.1%) and to praise (42.9%) by those 4 instructors.

The L1 use occasions in the observation checklist were the same as the items in
the questionnaires. Only the item 3 ‘to explain today’s lesson/topic/activities or the aim
of one of these’ in the observation checklist/instructor section was asked in two separate
questions in the instructor questionnaire (item 3 and item 5). The order of the items is in
the same order as in the original observation checklist (see Appendix A).

The L1 use occasion occurrences obtained through observation checklist can be
seen in Table 2. The percentage of L1 use for each item was calculated based on the total

number of L1 use in all the observation sessions.
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Table 2
Instructors’ 1.1 Use Occasion Occurrences — Observation Findings
CATEGORIES I(s)
TURKISH WAS USED n %
1. to greet the students 4 (0.4%)
2. to warn the student who is late 1(0.1%)
3. to explain today’s lesson/topic/activities or the aim of one of these — directly in Turkish 7 (0.8%)
4. to repeat today’s lesson/topic/activities or the aim of one of these—given in English earlier 1(0.1%)
5. to explain a new structure/grammar point (ie. would you like, etc) — directly in Turkish 25 (2.8%)
6. to repeat the instruction of a structure/grammar point — given in English earlier 1(0.1%)
7. to explain new/unknown vocabulary items — directly in Turkish 97 (11.2%)
8. to repeat the explanation of a vocabulary item — given in English earlier 17 (1.9%)
9. to correct mistakes (vocabulary, structure, grammar, etc) 12 (1.3%)
10. to explain the cultural aspects in English (family names; vending machine, etc) 7 (0.8%)
11. to ask a question relevant to the lesson/course 208 (24.0%)
12. to ask a question irrelevant to the lesson/course 13 {1.5%)
13. to answer a question relevant to the lesson/course 36 (4.1%)
14. to answer a question irrelevant to the lesson/course 4 (0.4%)
15. to explain how an activity will be done — directly in Turkish 23 (2.6%)
16. to repeat the instruction of an activity — given in English earlier 52 (6.0%)
17. to praise (ie. welldone-aferin, good-giizel) or to make a compliment 31 (3.5%)
18. to draw the student(s)’ attention to a certain point/issue 123 (14.2%)
19. to warn a student about his/her disturbing behaviour 55 (6.3%)
20. totell a joke/for humour 39 (4.5%)
21. to chat 16 (1.8%)
22. to assign homework 1(0.1%)
23. to end the lesson 8 (0.9%)
24. 1o say goodbye 4 (0.4%)
25. Others
a) Translation 26 (3.0%)
b) To talk to herself/himself 14 (1.6%)
c¢) Tosay ‘come on’ 25 (2.8%)
d) To ask a student to do something 1(0.1%)
e) Tosay ‘OK’ 6 (0.6%)
f) Tosay ‘let’s look® 4 (0.4%)
g) To explain the reason for his/her behaviour 1(0.1%)
h) To comment about herself/himself 1(0.1%)
iy To thank 1(0.1%)
TOTAL 864

As Table 2 shows, the instructors used Turkish in their speaking classes a total of 864

times for various purposes. They used Turkish 208 times (24.0%) to ask a question

relevant to the lesson/course. They also used Turkish 123 times (14.2%) to draw the

student(s) attention to a certain point/issue and 97 (11.2%) times to explain

new/unknown vocabulary items — directly in Turkish.

The observation findings showed that the instructors hardly preferred Turkish

for several purposes such as to warn a student who is late, to repeat today’s

lesson/topic/activities or the aim of one of these-given in English earlier, to repeat the
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instruction of a structure/grammar point — given in English earlier, to assign homework,
to ask a student to do something, to explain the reason for his/her behaviour, to
comment about herself/himself, to thank (0.1%). These findings implied that the
instructors did not tend to repeat the aim of the lesson and the instruction of a
structure/grammar point, which was done in English earlier. On the other hand, they
repeated the instruction of an activity — given in English earlier (6.0%).
4.1.2. L1 Use Occasions: Students

To determine when beginner level EFL learners use L1 in speaking classes
(research question 2), students were asked to indicate the frequency of L1 use in the
speaking classes. As in the instructor questionnaire, 1 referred to never, 2 rarely, 3
sometimes, 4 usually and 5 always. The results of the student questionnaire about L1

use occasion frequencies are shown in Table3.



L1 Use Occasion Freg

Table 3
uencies — Students’” Replies

CATEGORIES f %
I USE TURKISH 1 2 3 4 5
never rarely sometimes usually always

1. to greet the speaking instructor 93 (35.0%) | 74 (27.8%) | 35(13.2%) | 40 (15.0%) | 24 (9.0%)

2. to apologize for being late 63 (23.7%) | 51 (19.2%) | 67 (25.2%) | 57 (21.4%) | 28 (10.5%)

3. to ask the meaning of a vocabulary itemtoa | 23 (8.6%) | 20(7.5%) | 24 (9.0%) | 101(38.0%) | 98 (36.8%)
classmate

4. to ask the meaning of a vocabulary item to 18 (6.8%) | 36 (13.5%) | 60(22.6%) | 96 (36.1%) | 56 (21.1%)
the speaking course instructor

5. to check if T understood the meaning of a 25(9.4%) | 39(14.7%) | 62 (23.3%) | 83 (31.2%) | 57 (21.4%)
particular vocabulary item

6. to ask a question on a structure/grammar 21(7.9%) | 17(6.4%) | 19(7.1%) | 89 (33.5%) 120
point to a classmate (45.1%)

7. to ask a question on a structure/grammar 19(7.1%) | 22(8.3%) | 33 (12.4%) | 102 (38.3%) | 90 (33.8%)
point to the speaking course instructor

8. to check if I understood the meaning of a 12(4.5%) | 26(9.8%) | 62(23.3%) | 102 (38.3%) | 64 (24.1%)
particular structure/grammar point

9. to correct the mistakes (vocabulary, 15 (5.6%) | 34(12.8%) | 72(27.1%) | 92 (34.6%) | 53 (19.9%)
structure/grammar, etc)

10. when I didn’t understand the instruction(s) of | 12 (4.5%) | 32 (12.0%) | 56 (21.1%) | 91 (34.2%) | 75 (28.2%)
an activity

11. to check if I understood the instruction(s) of 16 (6.0%) | 34 (12.8%) | 66 (24.8%) | 86 (32.3%) | 64 (24.1%)
an activity (are we doing it in pairs?, etc)

12. during pair works 45 (16.9%) | 95 (35.7%) | 72 (27.1%) | 35 (13.2%) | 19(7.1%)

13. during group works 24 (9.0%) | 73 (27.4%) | 94 (35.3%) | 60 (22.6%) | 15 (5.6%)

14. to draw attention to a certain point/issue 24 (9.0%) | 20(7.5%) | 37 (13.9%) | 92 (34.6%) | 93 (35.0%)
(somebody forgot to sign the sheet!, etc)

15. to ask a question relevant to the lesson/course | 21 (7.9%) | 30 (11.3%) | 43 (16.2%) | 83 (31.2%) | 89 (33.5%)
(except for vocabulary & structure/grammar-
where are we now?, etc) to a classmate

16. to ask a question relevant to the lesson/course | 15 (5.6%) | 32 (12.0%) | 71 (26.7%) | 100 (37.6%) | 48 (18.0%)
{except for vocabulary & structure/grammar)
to the speaking course instructor

17. to answer a classmate’s question relevant to 15 (5.6%) | 33 (12.4%) | 60 (22.6%) | 93 (35.0%) | 65 (24.4%)
the lesson/course (except for vocabulary &
structure/grammar)

18. to answer the speaking course instructor’s 22 (8.3%) | 80(30.1%) | 100 (37.6%) | 50 (18.8%) | 14 (5.3%)
question relevant to the lesson/course (except
for vocabulary & structure/grammar)

19. to ask a question irrelevant to the 18 (6.8%) | 17(6.4%) | 12(4.5%) | 64 (24.1%) | 155 (58.3%)
lesson/course (what are you doing after
class?, is your flu over?, etc) to a classmate

20. to ask a question irrelevant to the 21(7.9%) | 13 (4.9%) | 35(13.2%) | 84 (31.6%) 113
lesson/course (is this your pen?, etc) to the (42.5%)
speaking course instructor

21. to answer a classmate’s question irrelevant 13 (4.9%) | 21(7.9%) | 20(7.5%) | 80 (30.1%) | 132(49.6%)
to the lesson/course (except for vocabulary &
structure/grammar)

22. to answer the speaking course instructor’s 13 (4.9%) | 27 (10.2%) | 58 (21.8%) | 94 (35.3%) | 74 (27.8%)
question irrelevant to the lesson/course
(except for vocabulary & structure/grammar)

23. to explain the reason(s) of my disturbing 28 (10.5%) | 28 (10.5%) | 55 (20.7%) | 85 (32.0%) | 70(26.3%)
behaviour or to apologize for it

24. to compliment a classmate/classmates 21(7.9%) | 24(9.0%) | 71 (26.7%) | 79 (29.7%) | 71 (26.7%)

25. to compliment the speaking course instructor | 23 (8.6%) | 41 (15.4%) | 72 (27.1%) | 72 (27.1%) | 58 (21.8%)

26. to tell a joke/for humour 21(7.9%) | 10(3.8%) | 22(8.3%) | 66 (24.8%) | 147 (55.3%)

27. to chat with a classmate/classmates 19(7.1%) | 17(6.4%) | 30 (11.3%) | 71 (26.7%) | 129 (48.5%)

28. to chat with the speaking course instructor 15 (5.6%) | 29 (10.9%) | 76 (28.6%Y 1 86 (32.3%) | 60 (22.6%)

29. to ask/talk about a homework 18 (6.8%) | 29 (10.9%) | 67 (25.2%) | 98 (36.8%) | 54 (20.3%)

30. to say goodbye at the end of the lesson 79 (29.7%) | 74 (27.8%) | 46 (17.3%) | 42 (15.8%) | 25 (9.4%)

31.

OTHERS
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As seen m Table 3, the results showed that the students indicated that they frequently
used Turkish in their speaking classes. The occasions in which Turkish was always used
by most of the students were: to ask a question irrelevant to the lesson/course to a
classmate -except for vocabulary & structure/grammar- (58.3%), to tell a joke/for
humour (55.3%), to answer a classmate’s question irrelevant to the lesson/course -
except for vocabulary & structure/grammar- (49.6%), to chat with a
classmate/classmates (48.5%), to ask a question on a structure/grammar point to a
classmate (45.1%), and to ask a question irrelevant to the lesson/course to the speaking
course instructor (42.5%).

There were few occasions on which Turkish was not preferred. The results, for
example, showed that 35.0% of the students never used Turkish to greet the speaking
instructor and 29.7% of the total never said goodbye in Turkish at the end of the lesson.

The observations also provided data about when the students used Turkish in
their speaking classes. The observation findings for the students are shown in Table 4.
The items in the observation checklist were parallel to the items in the student's
questionnaire. Considering that the students can communicate with both their speaking
instructor and their classmates in their classrooms, most of the items in the observation
checklist had both interlocutors (ie. to ask a question relevant to the lesson/course to the
speaking course instructor, to ask a question relevant to the lesson/course to a

classmate). Therefore, in Table 4, each item is shown separately.
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Table 4
Students’ L1 Use Occasion Occurrences — Observation Findings
CATEGORIES S(s)
TURKISH WAS USED n %
1. to greet the speaking instructor 4 (0.3%)
2. to apologize for being late 1 (0.08%)
3. to ask a question on a structure/grammar point to the speaking course instructor 26 (2.1%)
4. to ask a question on a structure/grammar point to a classmate -
5. 1o check if s/he understood the meaning of a particular structure/grammar point 10 ((0.8%)
6. to ask the meaning of a vocabulary item to the speaking course instructor 75 (6.1%)
7. to ask the meaning of a vocabulary item to a classmate 11 (0.9%)
8. to check if s/he understood the meaning of a particular vocabulary item 208 (17.1%)
9. to correct the mistakes (vocabulary, structure/grammar, etc) 2 (0.1%)
10. to ask a question relevant to the lesson/course to the speaking course instructor 133 (10.9%)
11. to ask a question relevant to the lesson/course to a classmate 21 (1.7%)
12. to ask a question irrelevant to the lesson/course to the speaking course instructor 12 (0.9%)
13. to ask a question irrelevant to the lesson/course to a classmate 24 (1.9%)
14. to answer the speaking course instructor’s question relevant to the lesson/course 155 (12.7%)
15. to answer a classmate’s question relevant to the lesson/course 27 (2.2%)
16. to answer the speaking course instructor’s question irrelevant to the lesson/course 3 (0.2%)
17. to answer a classmate’s question irrelevant to the lesson/course 10 (0.8%)
18. to check if s’he understood the instruction(s) of an activity 97 (7.9%)
19. when s/he didn’t understand the instruction(s) of an activity 25 (2.0%)
20. to compliment the speaking course instructor -
21. to compliment a classmate/classmates 4 (0.3%)
22. to draw the instructor’s aitention 10 a certain point/issue 74 (6.1%)
23. to draw a classmate’s attention to a certain point/issue 36 (2.9%)
24. to explain the reason(s) of a disturbing behaviour or to apologize for it from the instructor | 22 (1.8%)
25. to explain the reason(s) of a disturbing behaviour or to apologize for it from a classmate 2 (0.1%)
26. totell a joke/for humour- to the instructor 76 (6.2%)
27. totell a joke/for humour - to a classmate/classmates 64 (5.2%)
28. to chat with the instructor 26 (2.1%)
29. to chat with a classmate/classmates 33 (2.7%)
30. to ask/talk about a homework — with the instructor 2(0.1%)
31. to ask/talk about a homework — with a classmate/classmates -
32. to say goodbye 1 (0.08%)
33. Others
a) Translation 21 (1.7%)
b) To express confusion about an issue/point 6 (0.4%)
c) Tothank 1 (0.08%)
d) To express dissatisfaction 1 (0.08%)
TOTAL 1213

As shown in Table 4, based on the analysis of the observations, the students used

Turkish a total of 1213 times during the 9 weeks. Students used Turkish 208 times

(17.1%) to check if they understood the meaning of a vocabulary item, 155 times

(12.7%) to answers the speaking course instructor’s question relevant to the

lesson/course, and 133 times (10.9%) to ask a question relevant to the lesson/course to

the course instructor. The findings revealed that the students used Turkish more
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frequently when they communicated with the instructor. When they communicated with
their classmates about the topics irrelevant to the lesson/course such as to chat with
classmates, to ask a question irrelevant to the lesson/course, they preferred to use
Turkish in their speaking classes.

The findings showed that the students never used Turkish to ask a question on a
structure/grammar point to a classmate, to compliment the speaking course instructor
and to ask/talk about homework with a classmate/classmates. However, the findings of
student questionnaire revealed that 45.1% of the students always asked a question on a
structure/grammar point to a classmate and 36.8% of the students usually asked/talked
about homework in L1. Besides, only 8.6% of the students stated that they never
complimented the speaking course instructor in Turkish.

4.1.3. Reasons for L1 Use: Instructors

To determine beginner level speaking course instructors’ reason(s) for L1 use
(research question 3), instructors were given a questionnaire and taken to a semi-
structured interview.

In the subsection of Part 1 of the questionnaires, the instructors were asked to
choose whether each given statement reflected their reason for using Turkish in their
speaking classes or not.

To verify the findings of the questionnaires, semi-structured interviews were held
with all the 7 instructors. After reminding them of their replies about how often they
used Turkish, they were asked to state their reason(s) for using Turkish.

The findings related to the instructors’ reasons for L1 use are presented in Table 5
and Table 6.

The subsection of Part 1 in the instructor questionnaire was about the reasons for
L1 use and the respondents were asked to reply as ‘yes’ or ‘no’. Because this research
investigated the reasons, only the ‘yes’ answers were counted. Table 5 shows the 7
instructors’ reasons for their use of Turkish in their speaking classes. As seen in Table

5, the instructors did not state other reasons not included in the list.
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Table S
Instructors’ Reasons for L1 Use — Questionnaire Findings
REASONS f %
1. Inbeginner level speaking classes, students’ proficiency level is not high enough to understand | 7 (100%)
every issue in English.
2. Inbeginner level speaking classes, I don’t want to waste time trying to explain an issue in 4 (57.1%)
English that can easily be done in Turkish.
3. Inbeginner level speaking classes, to make sure that students do not misunderstand what I say, | 6 (85.7%)
I repeat it in Turkish.
4. In beginner level speaking classes, students are more ready to respond and participate in class 6 (85.7%)
activities when I use Turkish.
5. Inbeginner level speaking classes, students ask me to use Turkish for some reason. 6 (85.7%)
6. Inbeginner level speaking classes, I can establish a good rapport with my students whenIuse | 6 (85.7%)
{speak with them) in Turkish.
7. In beginner level speaking classes, I can explain the new/unknown vocabulary item(s) in 5(71.4%)
Turkish better than in English.
8. Inbeginner level speaking classes, I can explain the new/unknown structures in Turkish better | 6 (85.7%)
than in English.
9. Inbeginner level speaking classes, I am supposed to catch up with the syllabus schedule. 4 (57.1%)
10. In beginner ievel speaking classes, I feel more comfortable using Turkish. 1 (14.2%)
11. Other (please specify) 0 (0%)

As Table 5 shows, all the instructors agreed that they used Turkish because beginner

level students’ proficiency level was not high enough to understand every issue in

English (100%). 6 out of 7 instructors stated that they used Turkish because they did not

want to be misunderstood, students responded and participated in class activities more,

to achieve a good rapport with the students, and students asked for the use of Turkish.

Only one of the instructors indicated that s/he felt more comfortable using Turkish.

Immediately after completing the questionnaire, the 7 instructors were taken into

semi-structured interviews. In the interviews, they were asked to state their reasons for

using Turkish in their beginner level speaking classes. Their answers were categorized

based on the reasons in the questionnaire. The findings related to the use of Turkish are

presented in Table 6.
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Table 6
Instructors’ Reasons for L1 Use — Semi-Structured Interview Findings
REASONS f %
1. Inbeginner level speaking classes, students’ proficiency level is not high enough to understand | 7 (100%)
every issue in English.
2. Inbeginner level speaking classes, I don’t want to waste time trying to explain an issue in 6 (85.7%)
English that can easily be done in Turkish.
3. In beginner level speaking classes, to make sure that students do not misunderstand what I say, | 6 (85.7%)
I repeat the same in Turkish.
4. In beginner level speaking classes, students are more ready to respond and participate in class 1(14.2%)
activities when I use Turkish.
5. Inbeginner level speaking classes, students ask me to use Turkish for some reason. 0(0%)
6. Inbeginner level speaking classes, I can establish a good rapport with my students whenIuse | 5(71.4%)
in Turkish.
7. In beginner level speaking classes, I can explain the new/unknown vocabulary item(s) in 4 (57.1%)
Turkish better than I can in English.
8. Inbeginner level speaking classes, I can explain the new/unknown structures in Turkish better | 2 (28.5%)
than I can in English.
9. In beginner level speaking classes, I am supposed to catch up with the syllabus schedule. 0 (0%)
10. In beginner level speaking classes, I feel more comfortable using Turkish. 0 (0%)
11. Other (please specify) 0 (0%)

As seen in Table 6, all the instructors (100%) pointed out that they used Turkish
because of the students’ proficiency level. 6 of the instructors (85.7%) reported that they
used Turkish because they did not want to waste time trying to explain an issue in
English that could easily be done in Turkish, and to make sure that the students did not
misunderstand what they said. Only one of the instructors (14.2%) stated that the
students were more ready to respond and participate in class activities when s/he used
Turkish.

When compared to the questionnaire findings, the findings show similarities and
differences. Both in the questionnaire and in the semi-structured interviews, 6 of the
instructors (85.7%) stated that they used Turkish to make sure that students did not
misunderstand what they said, they repeated the same in Turkish. Similarly, both in the
questionnaire and in the semi-structured interviews, all the 7 instructors (100%) stated
that they use Turkish because of students’ low proficiency level. As a contradictory
finding, it is interesting that in the questionnaire, 4 instructors (57.1%) stated that one of
their reasons for using Turkish was to catch up with the syllabus. However, in the

interviews, none of the instructors reported this as their reason for using L1.
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4.1.4. Reasons for L1 Use: Students

To determine beginner level EFL learners’ reason(s) for L1 use (research
question 4), students were given a questionnaire and taken to a semi-structured
interview.

The student questionnaire used in this study also included a part about reasons for
students’ use of Turkish. In the subsection of Part 1, the students were asked to reply as
‘yes’ or ‘no’ to the reasons for using Turkish in their speaking classes. Only ‘yes’
answers were counted. The frequencies of the students’ replies related to L1 use reasons
are shown in Table 7. Some of the students added reasons other than in the list. These

reasons were also included in the analysis.

Table 7
Students’ Reasons for L1 Use — Questionnaire Findings
REASONS f % |
1. In speaking classes, my proficiency level is not high enough to express every issue in English. 253 (95.1)
2. In speaking classes, I don’t want to waste time trying to express something in English that I can 81 (30.4)
easily do in Turkish.
3. Inspeaking classes, I want to make sure that I don’t misunderstand what the instructor says/means. 225(84.5)
4. In speaking classes, I'm more willing to respond or participate in class activities when I use Turkish | 82 (30.8)
5. In speaking classes, I am afraid of making mistakes when I speak English. 123 (46.2)
6. In speaking classes, the activities do not encourage me to speak English. 71 (26.6)
7. In speaking classes, speaking English during the activities does not help improve my English. 42 (15.7)
8. In speaking classes, I feel more comfortable using Turkish. 85 (31.9)
9. Others
a) Ilove Turkish 2(0.7)
b) Iam affaid of being misunderstood 1(0.3)
¢) To protest English 1(0.3)
d) I am afraid that the instructor will not be proud of me any more 1(0.3)

As Table 7 shows, of the 266 students, 253 (95.1%) pointed out that their proficiency
level was not high enough to express every issue in English. 84.5% of the total indicated
that they used Turkish because they wanted to make sure that they did not
misunderstand what the instructor said/meant. The findings also showed that the
students were afraid of making mistakes when they spoke English (46.2%), therefore
they used Turkish.

Like the instructors, the students also showed the students’ proficiency level as

their reason for using Turkish. These findings reveal that both the instructors and the
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students strongly believe that the beginner level students’ proficiency level is not high
enough to understand every issue in English, therefore, they use Turkish in their
speaking classes. The study by Al-Busaidi (1998), which investigated teachers’ and
students’ attitudes towards L1 use in an EFL setting in Oman, supports this finding. She
also found that the students’ L2 level affected the teachers’ decision to use L1.

The 21 volunteer students who completed the student questionnaire were also
interviewed to state their reasons for Turkish use in their speaking classes. Their replies

with the frequencies are shown in Table 8.

Table 8
Students’ Reasons for L.1 Use — Semi-Structured Interview Findings

REASONS f %
1. In speaking classes, my proficiency level is not high enough to express every issue in English. 21 (100%)
2. In speaking classes, I don’t want to waste time trying to express something in English that I can 3 (14.2%)

easily do in Turkish.

3. In speaking classes, I want to make sure that I don’t misunderstand what the instructor says/means. | 10 (47.6%)
4. In speaking classes, I'm more willing to respond or participate in class activities when I use Turkish 0 (0%)
5. In speaking classes, I am afraid of making mistakes when I speak English. 3 (14.2%)
6. In speaking classes, the activities do not encourage me to speak English. 0 (0%)
7. In speaking classes, speaking English during the activities does not help improve my English. 0 (0%)
8. In speaking classes, I feel more comfortable using Turkish. 10 (47.6%)

As seen in Table 8, all the 21 volunteer students (100%) stated that they used Turkish
because their proficiency level was not high enough to express every issue in English.
10 (47.6%) of the students stated that they wanted to make sure that they did not
misunderstand what the instructor said/meant therefore they used Turkish. Again, 10
(47.6%) of the 21 students reported that they felt more comfortable using Turkish.
When the interview findings are compared to the findings of the questionnaire,
there are similarities and differences. Based on the student questionnaire findings, the
most frequent reasons for using Turkish were ‘my proficiency level is not high enough
to express every issue in English’ (253 students/ 95.1%) and ‘I want to make sure that I
don’t misunderstand what the instructor says/means’ (225 students/84.5%) (see Table
7). Similarly, in the semi-structured interviews, the volunteer students frequently stated
the same two reasons (see Table 8). As a conflicting finding, in the questionnaire, the

students stated their concerns about the activities done in speaking lessons. For
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example, in the questionnaire, 71 students (26.6%) stated that the activities did not
encourage them to speak English and 42 students (15.7%) stated speaking English
during the activities did not help them improve their English (see Table 7). However, in
the interviews none of the 21 students mentioned these as reasons (see Table 8). |
The reason for these conflicting findings can be due to two reasons. First, the
students might have felt more comfortable answering the questionnaire. In the semi-
structured interviews, as the students were face to face with the researcher, they might
have felt uneasy and therefore might have avoided to state what they really thought. Or,
the volunteer students might not have been representing the total of the students who
responded to the questionnaire. Only 21 of 266 students agreed to be interviewed.
4.1.5. Suggested 1.1 Use Occasions: Instructors

To determine when a speaking course instructor should use the native language,
Turkish (research question 5), the instructors in the current study were asked to suggest
occasions in the instructor questionnaire, Part 2.

Their answers are shown in Table 9.

Table 9
When Turkish Should Be Used: Instructors’ Suggestions
SUGGESTIONS Is’ (n=7)
A SPEAKING COURSE INSTRUCTOR SHOULD USE TURKISH f %
1. For classroom management 5(71.4%)
2. To explain a word which is difficult to explain in English 6 (85.7%)
3. To explain today’s lesson/topic/activities 1 (14.2%)
4. To explain the aim of today’s lesson/topic/activities 2(28.5%)
5. To explain a subject/issue/word when the explanation in English is not understood 6 (85.7%)
6. To explain how an activity should be done if the instruction of the activity is too 7 (100%)
long or too difficult to understand
7. To repeat the instruction of an activity when the instruction in English is not 7 (100%)
understood
8. To reduce students’ English speaking anxiety 7 (100%)
9. To give feedback on students’ mistakes 4(57.1%)
10. To talk about his/her mistakes (misspelling on the board, slip of tongue, etc) 2 (28.5%)
11. To compare/contrast cultural issues 7 (100%)
12. To chat about something relevant to the fesson/course (about the activities done in 6 (85.7%)
the classroom, about students’ grades, etc)
13. To chat about something irrelevant to the lesson/course (about a student who had an | 3 (42.8%)
operation, an interesting event yesterday, etc)
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As Table 9 shows, all of the 7 instructors agreed that a speaking course instructor

should use Turkish to explain how an activity should be done if the instruction of the

activity is too long or too difficult to understand (100%), to repeat the instruction of an

activity when the instruction in English is not understood (100%), to reduce students’
English speaking anxiety (100%) and to give feedback on students® mistakes (100%).
4.1.6. Suggested L1 Use Occasions: Students

To determine when beginner level EFL leamers think that a speaking course

instructor should use Turkish in speaking classes (research question 6), the students in

the this study were also asked to suggest occasions in the student questionnaire, Part 2.

The students’ answers are shown in Table 10.

Table 10
When Turkish Should Be Used: Students’ Suggestions
SUGGESTIONS Ss’ (n=266)
A SPEAKING COURSE INSTRUCTOR SHOULD USE TURKISH f %

3. For classroom management 128 (48.1%)

4. To explain a word which is difficult to explain in English 238 (89.4%)

10. To explain today’s lesson/topic/activities 94 (35.3%)

11. To explain the aim of today’s lesson/topic/activities 130 (48.8%)

12. To explain a subject/issue/word when the explanation in English is not understood 234 (87.9%)

13. To explain how an activity should be done if the instruction of the activity is too 234 (87.9%)
long or too difficult to understand

14. To repeat the instruction of an activity when the instruction in English is not 197 (74.0%)
understood

15. To reduce students’ English speaking anxiety 182 (68.4%)

16. To give feedback on students’ mistakes 164 (61.6%)

11, To talk about his/her mistakes (misspelling on the board, slip of tongue, etc) 128 (48.1%)

14. To compare/contrast cultural issues 139 (52.2%)

15. To chat about something relevant to the lesson/course (about the activities done in 110 (41.3%)
the classroom, about students’ grades, etc)

16. To chat about something irrelevant to the lesson/course (about a student who had an | 170 (63.9%)
operation, an interesting event yesterday, etc)

17. Others

a) All through the speaking lesson 1(0.3%)

b) To make the lesson enjoyable 1(0.3%)

¢) _To make suggestions about being successful in speaking classes 1(0.3%)

As seen in Table 10, like the instructors, majority of the students (87.9%) agreed that a

speaking instructor should use Turkish to explain how an activity should be done if the

instruction of the activity is too long or too difficult to understand. The majority of the

Anag
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student respondents also suggested that a speaking course instructor should use Turkish
to explain a subject/issue/word when the explanation in English is not understood
(87.9%), to explain a word which is difficult to explain in English (89.4%) and to repeat
the instruction of an activity when the instruction in English is not understood (74.0%).
4.1.7. Suggestions for English-Only Classes: Instructors

To determine beginner level speaking course instructors’ suggestions for reducing
L1 use and maximizing 1.2 use in speaking classes (research question 7), instructors were
asked to suggest alternatives. In the instructor questionnaire, Part 3, there was only one
open-ended question asking the respondents to suggest ways or methods for having
English-only speaking classes. Some of the instructors’ suggestions were irrelevant to the
issue or unfeasible to implement (ie. the course book should be changed, the number of
male and female students should be approximately the same in the classrooms, the
conditions of the classrooms should be improved; classroom size should be neither too
large nor too small and classrooms should get daylight or they should be lightened well).

Instructors’ relevant suggestions are shown in Table 11.

Table 11
Instructors’ Suggestions for English-Only Speaking Classes
SUGGESTIONS f %
The ones who speak English should be given a high grade for in-class participation 1(%142)
The ones who frequently speak or try to speak English should be rewarded somehow. 1(%14.2)
The ones who speak Turkish should speak about something for a while in the next lesson 1(%14.2)
Instructors should try to make students aware of the importance of speaking English. 1(%14.2)

As shown in Table 11, only 4 of the 7 instructors offered relevant suggestions for
English-only speaking classes. It is worth noting that each suggestion was offered by a
different instructor.
4.1.8. Suggestions for English-Only Classes: Students

To determine beginner level learners’ suggestions for reducing L1 use and
maximizing L2 use in speaking classes (research question 8), in Part 3 of the student
questionnaire, the students were asked to offer suggestions, which would motivate them
to use English-only in their speaking classes. Although the student questionnaire was
administered to 266 beginner level students, only 56 of them answered this part. The

students’ suggestions are shown in Table 12.
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Table 12
Students’ Suggestions for English-Only Speaking Classes
SUGGESTIONS f %

The speaking course instructor should speak English all the time so that we try to speak English 30 (53.5%)
The students who speak Turkish should speak English for a while in the next lesson (telling a 22 (39.2%)
story/joke, etc)

The students who speak Turkish should be fined 9 (16.0%)
The speaking course instructor should not answer any questions asked in Turkish 8 (14.2%)
The students who speak Turkish should memorize and/or learn certain amount of vocabulary and 8 (14.2%)

teach that vocabulary to the classmates in the next lesson, if not, these students should treat the
classmates for tea/coffee

The students who frequently speak Turkish should give a present to those who speak no or the least 6 (10.7%)

Turkish in the class

As seen in Table 12, of the 56 students 30 (53.5%) suggested that speaking course
instructor should speak English all the time so that students try to speak English. Based
on this finding, students can be said to believe that when speaking course instructor
spoke English all the time, students would be more meotivated to speak English-only. It
was also suggested that the students who spoke Turkish should speak English for a
while in the next lesson (telling a story/joke, etc) (39.2%).

All these suggestions made by the students in Phase 1 were opened to discussion
in Phase 2. In Phase 2, in the English-only treatment sections, the speaking course
instructor asked the students to choose one of these suggestions to be implemented in the
class. The reason for giving the students the opportunity to make a decision as a group is
based on the assumption that such an opportunity would increase their motivation to
follow up the proceduré willingly. The students discussed and decided which one to
implement in their speaking classes.

In both English-only treatment sections, students agreed on the same method.
That is, the instructor was never to speak Turkish and when a student spoke Turkish with
the instructor, the instructor would not respond or react to those students in any way. In
addition, student who spoke Turkish should be fined 100.000 TL (a very small amount of
money) each time they spoke Turkish. Students also suggested that at the end of the
term, those students who spoke no or little Turkish should be given a present with the
money collected from the fines. The instructor kept a record of students who spoke
Turkish. At the end of each two weeks, the instructor collected fines from those students.
By the end of 9 weeks, with the money collected, the 11 (out of 60) students who used no
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or little Turkish were rewarded with a picture frame. At the end of the treatment, almost
all the students commented that this method increased their motivation to try to speak
English all the time.

4.2, PHASE 2

Phase 2 consisted of three treatment groups (suggested L1 use, English-only and
control). The analysis procedure of Phase 2 was conducted to answer the following
research questions.

1. Does L1 use on suggested occasions in speaking classes affect elementary level EFL
learners’ oral performances in terms of grammar/structure, vocabulary, intelligibility
and fluency?

2. Do English-only speaking classes affect clementary level EFL learners’ oral
performances in terms of their use of grammar/structure, vocabulary and vocabulary
variety, intelligibility and fluency?

4.2.1. L1 Use Occasions in Treatment Groups

The audio-recordings of nine treatment weeks were analyzed to determine when
each of the speaking instructors used Turkish in the three treatment groups. The analysis
revealed that the speaking course instructor never used Turkish in the English-only
treatment group. In the other two treatment groups (suggested L1 use and control), the
instructors used Turkish on several occasions. They are presented in the following
sections separately. |

4.2.1.1. L1 use occasions in the suggested L1 use group

The analysis of the audio-recordings revealed that the instructor of suggested L1
use group used Turkish only on the occasions which majority of the students (over 70%)
suggested in the questionnaire. These occasions, their frequencies and samples are shown
in Table 13.



57

Table 13
L1 Use Occasions, Frequencies and Samples in the ‘Suggested L1 Use’ Classes

Turkish was used n % Samples

to explain a subject, issue or word when the explanation; 24 (48.9%) | How to argue; to give directions; order, etc
in English is not understood .

to explain a word which is difficult to explain in English | 10 (20.4%) | Evidence, patient, permanent, overlap, etc

to repeat the instructions of an activity when the, 9 (18.3%) | TV project, helpline task, etc
instructions in English is not understood

to explain how an activity should be done, if the] 6(12.2%) | Bingo game in the book, etc
instruction of the activity is too long or too difficult to
understand

As shown in Table 13 the instructor of the suggested L1 use group used Turkish a total
of 49 times. Most frequently (a total of 24 out of 49 times), she used Turkish to explain
a subject, issue or word when the explanation in English was not understood.

4.2.1.2. L1 use occasions in the control group

The audio-recordings of the control group showed that the instructor used
Turkish on the following occasions: a) to explain new/unknown vocabulary items —
directly in Turkish, b) to repeat the explanation of a vocabulary item — given in English
earlier, ¢) to ask a question relevant to the lesson/course, d) to answer a question relevant
to the lesson/course, €) to repeat the instruction of an activity — given in English earlier,
f) to draw the student(s)’ attention to a certain point/issue and g) to warn a student about
his/her disturbing behaviour. These L1 use occasions, their frequencies and samples are

shown in Table 14.




58

Table 14
L1 Use Occasions, Frequencies and Samples in the ‘Control Group” Classes

Turkish was used n % Samples

To warn a student about his/her disturbing behaviour 7 (30.4%) | Bakin! Cikin disari! Konuganlar ¢iksin
da ders yapaim (Look! Go out! The|
ones who are talking should go out so|
that we can have our lesson),
sabah sabah Oglen Oflen ne zaman
yapacaksimz! (it's early in the
morning, late in the aftemoon; you
always find an excuse not to do the
activity), etc

To draw the student(s)’ attention to a certain point/issue 6 (26.0%) | Ormnek verin ama bilgi vermeyin (give
examples but don’t give information),
Gordiniz mi onu? (Have you seen
this?), etc

To explain new/unknown vocabulary items — directly inj 4 (17.3%) | Shy, attendance, even though and

Turkish experience

To repeat the instruction of an activity ~ given in Englishl 2 (8.6%) | Helpline task and an activity about]

earlier giving directions in the book

To ask a question relevant to the lesson/course 2 (8.6%) | King Burger nerede biliyor musunuz?
(Do you where King Burger is?), etc

To repeat the explanation of a vocabulary item — given in| 1(4.3%) | Object to

English earlier

To answer a question relevant to the lesson/course 1(4.3%) | Gerekmiyor, evet (it’s not necessary,

yes)

As seen in Table 14, the instructor of the control group used Turkish a total of 23 times

during 9 weeks. When compared to suggested L1 use group, Turkish was used less in the

control group. In the suggested L1 use group, the instructor used Turkish a total of 49

times. However, it should be pointed out that the audio-recordings of the control group

were hardly audible when the instructor was in the back of the classroom talking with the

student(s). Thus, it is possible that several L1 use occasions in these classes may not

have been heard and consequently not transcribed.
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4.2.2. Results within Groups

Three groups of students participated in phase 2 of this study. The students
whose end-of-term speaking exam grades were between 60-80 were randomly assigned
to ‘suggested L1 use’ group, ‘English-only’ group and control group. To determine
whether there were differences between pre- and post-test means, statistical analysis of
paired t-test was conducted for each group.
4.2.2.1. ‘Suggested L1 Use’ group

Table 15 presents the mean scores of the pre-test for the suggested L1 use group.
For grammar, vocabulary, intelligibility and fluency the highest possible score was five
(5) and the lowest possible score was one (1). Only for vocabulary variety, the highest

possible score was three (3) and the lowest possible score was one (1).

Table 15
Pre-Test Results of Suggested 1.1 Use Group
CATEGORIES N | MEAN
Grammar 22 2,864
Vocabulary 22 3,409
Vocabulary variety 22 1.818
Intelligibility 22 | 4,682
Fluency 22 3,909

N= Number of Cases (students)

As Table 15 shows, the mean for the intelligibility category was the highest (M= 4,682)
whereas the mean for grammar was the lowest (M= 2,864). The mean for vocabulary
variety was not considered the lowest as the highest possible score for that category is
three (3).
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Table 16 shows the mean scores of the post-test.

Table 16
Post-Test Results of Suggested L1 Use Group
CATEGORIES N | MEAN
Grammar 22 2,773
Vocabulary 22 | 4,045
Vocabulary variety 22 | 2,045
Intelligibility 22 | 4,636
Fluency 22 | 4,136

N= Number of Cases (students)

As scen in Table 16, the mean score for intelligibility was the highest (M= 4,636)
whereas the mean for grammar was the lowest (M= 2,773). The mean score for
vocabulary variety increased in the post-test. On the other hand, for some categories
such as grammar and intelligibility, means decreased.

Table 17 shows the results of the paired t-test for the suggested L1 use group.

Table 17
Results of Paired T-Test Statistics for Suggested L1 Use Group
CATEGORIES N Mean Mean t P
Difference
Grammar / pre-test 22 2,864
Grammar / post-test 2 | 2773 0.0909 | 0,358 0,724
Vocabulary / pre-test 22 3,409
Vocabulary / post-test 22 4,045 0,636 2,000 0,054
Vocabulary Variety / pre-test 22 1.818
Vocabulary Variety / post-test | 22 2,045 0,227 -2,000 0,057
Intelligibility / pre-test - 22 4,682
Tntelligibility / post-test 22 | 4636 00454 | 0370 0713
Fluency / pre-test 22 3,909
Fluency / post-test 22 4,136 0,227 -1,200 0,261

N= Number of Cases (students), P>0,05

As seen in Table 17, the results of paired t-tests show that the post-test results were not
significantly different from the pre-test results in terms of grammar (p=0,724>0,05),
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vocabulary (p=0,054>0,05), vocabulary variety (p=0,57>0,05), intelligibility (p=
0,715>0,05) and fluency (p=0,261>0,05). These results suggest that suggested L1 use in
speaking classes had no significant effect on students’ oral performance.

4.2.2,2. ‘English-Only’ Group

Table 18 presents the mean scores of the pre-test for the English-only group.

Table 18
Pre-Test Results of English-Only Group
CATEGORIES N | MEAN
Grammar 21 3,143
Vocabulary 21 4,095
Vocabulary variety 21 2,048
Intelligibility 21 | 4,714
Fluency 21 4,048

N= Number of Cases (students)

As Table 18 shows, the mean for intelligibility category was the highest (M= 4,714)
whereas the mean for grammar was the lowest (M= 3,143). As explained earlier,
vocabulary variety consists of three descriptors therefore three (3) is the highest
possible score. Thus, M= 2,048 should not be considered the lowest score, rather it
refers to an average score.

Table 19 shows the mean scores of the post-test for the English-only group.

Table 19
Post-Test Results of English-Only Group
CATEGORIES N | MEAN
Grammar 21 | 3,238
Vocabulary 21 13,905
Vocabulary variety 21 12,000
Intelligibility 21 | 4,714
Fluency 21 14,095

N= Number of Cases (students)
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As seen in Table 19, the mean score for intelligibility was the highest (M= 4,714)
whereas the mean for grammar was the lowest (M= 3,238). The highest and lowest
means were the same as in the pre-test.

Table 20 shows the results of the paired t-test for the English-only group.

Table 20
Results of Paired T-Test Statistics for English-Only Group
CATEGORIES N Mean Mean T p
Difference
Grammar / pre-test 21 3,143
Grammar / post-test 21 | 3238 -0,0952 | -0,462 0,649
Vocabulary / pre-test 21 4,095
Vocabulary / post-tost 21| 3.905 0,190 0,594 0.559
Vocabulary Variety / pre-test 21 2,048
Vocabulary Variety / post-test | 21 2,000 0,0476 0,370 0,715
Intelligibility / pre-test 21 4,714
Tntelligibility / post-test | 4714 0,000 0,000 1,000
Fluency / pre-test 21 4,048
Fluency / post-test 21 4,095 -0,0476 0,195 0.847

N= Number of Cases (students), P>0,05

As seen in Table 20, the analysis of paired t-test revealed no significant difference
within English-only group in terms of grammar (p=0,649>0,05), vocabulary
(p=0,559>0,05), vocabulary variety (p=0,715>0,05), intelligibility (p= 1,000>0,05) and
fluency (p=0,847>0,05). These results suggest that having English-only speaking

classes had no significant effect on students’ oral performance.
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4.2.2.3. ‘Control’ group

Table 21 presents the mean scores of the pre-test for the control group.

Table 21
Pre-Test Results of Control Group
CATEGORIES N | MEAN
Grammar 22 2,682
Vocabulary 22 | 3,909
Vocabulary variety 22 1,864
Intelligibility 22 | 4,364
Fluency 22 | 4,045

N= Number of Cases (students)

As seen in Table 21, the mean for the intelligibility category was the highest (M= 4,364)
whereas the mean for grammar was the lowest (M= 2,682). As explained earlier, in
vocabulary variety the highest score was three (3), thus M= 1,864 cannot be considered
the lowest score, rather it refers to an average score.

Table 22 shows the means of the post-test for the control group.

Table 22
Post-Test Results of Control Group
CATEGORIES N | MEAN
Grammar 22 3,000
Vocabulary 22 3,591
Vocabulary variety 22 1,909
Intelligibility 22 | 4,364
Fluency 22 4,000

N= Number of Cases (students)

As seen in Table 22, the mean score for intelligibility was the highest (M= 4,364)
whereas the mean for grammar was the lowest (M= 3,000). The highest and lowest

means are for the same categories as in the pre-test.
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Table 23 presents the results of the paired t-test statistics for control group.

Table 23
Results of Paired T-Test Statistics for the Control Group
CATEGORIES N Mean Mean t p
Difference
Grammar / pre-test 22 2,682
Grammar / post-test 22 3,000 0,318 -1,374 0,184
Vocabulary / pre-test 22 3,909
Vocabulary / post-test 2 | 3591 0,318 1,193 0,246
Vocabulary Variety / pre-test 22 1,864
Vocabulary Variety / post-test | 22 1,909 -0,0455 0,326 0,747
Intelligibility / pre-test 22 4,364
Intelligibility / post-test 22 4,364 0,000 0,000 1,000
Fluency / pre-test 22 4,045
Fluency / post-test 22 4,000 0,044 0,224 0,825

N= Number of Cases (students), P>0,05
As seen in Table 23, means for grammar and vocabulary variety increased in the post-

test whereas means for vocabulary and fluency showed slight decrease in the post-test.
However, the results of the paired t-test revealed no significant difference within control
group in terms of grammar (p=0,184>0,05), vocabulary (p=0,246>0,05), vocabulary
variety (p=0,747>0,05), intelligibility (p= 1,000>0,05) and fluency (p=0,825>0,05).
These results suggest that the treatment in the control group had no effect on students’
oral performance in terms of their grammar use, vocabulary use, vocabulary variety,
intelligibility and fluency.

4.2.3. Results between Groups

To determine whether treatments had an effect on students’ oral performances,
Covariance Analysis was conducted. The results of the Covariance Analysis for the
three groups are reported separately for each category.
4.2.3.1. Grammar

The results of the Covariance Analysis for grammar are presented in Table 24.



65

Table 24
Post-Test Results of Covariance Analysis of Groups for Grammar
GROUP N Mean F p
Suggested L1 Use 21 2,864
English-Only 22 2,857 2,628 0,080
Control 22 3.273
p>0,05 N= Number of cases (students)

As seen in Table 24, there is no significant difference in terms of students’ grammar use
(p=0,08>0.05) among the three groups.
4.2.3.2. Vocabulary

The results for the vocabulary use category can be seen in Table 25.

Table 25
Post-Test Results of Covariance Analysis of Groups for Vocabulary
GROUP N Mean F p
Suggested L1 Use 21 4,182
English-Only 22 3,429 1,507 0,230
Control 22 3,909
p>0,05 N= Number of cases (students),

As Table 25 shows, there is no significant difference among the three groups

(p=0.230>0.05). This suggests that the treatments had no significant effect on student
subjects’ vocabulary use.

4.2.3.3. Vocabulary variety

Table 26 shows the results in terms of vocabulary variety.
Table 26
Post-Test Results of Covariance Analysis of Groups for Vocabulary Variety

GROUP N Mean F P
Suggested L1 Use 21 1,955
English-Only 22 1,952 1,285 0,284
Control 22 2,045
p>0,05 N= Numbser of cases (students),
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As seen in Table 26, the mean scores of vocabulary variety for the three groups were
similar. The results show that there is no significant difference among the three groups
in terms of vocabulary variety (p=0,284>0,05). This suggests that the treatments had no
significant effect on students’ vocabulary variety.

4.2.3.4. Intelligibility

Table 27 shows the results for intelligibility category.

Table 27
Post-Test Results of Covariance Analysis of Groups for Intelligibility
GROUP N Mean F P
Suggested L1 Use 21 4,773
English-Only 22 4,667 2,393 0,100
Control 22 4,273

p>0,05 N= Number of cases (students),

As seen in Table 27, the means of intelligibility for the three groups are close to each
other. The mean score is 4,773 for suggested L1 use group, 4,667 for English-only
group and 4,273 for control group. The results show that there is no significant
difference among the three groups (p=0,1>0,05) in terms of intelligibility.

4.2.3.5. Fluency

Table 28 shows the results for fluency category.

Table 28
Post-Test Results of Covariance Analysis of Groups for Fluency
GROUP N Mean F |
Suggested L.1 Use 21 4,091
English-Only 22 4238 0,691 | 0,505
Control 22 3,909

p>0,05 N= Number of cases (students),

As seen in Table 28, the means for the three groups are similar. The mean for the
English-only group is 4,238, for the control group 3,909 and for the suggested L1 use
group 4,091. In terms of fluency, there is no significant difference among the three
groups (p=0,505>0,05). This again suggests that students’ fluency did not improve after
the treatments.



CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

5.1. Summary of the Study

L1 use has long been discussed in ELT. Some researchers advocate the use of L1
in lower-level ELT classes based on the agsumption that it reduces anxiety and therefore
promotes better learning (Reis, 1996; Cole, 1998; Buckmaster, 2000, Toyama, Viney,
Helgesen, Barnard & Edge, 2000; and Hawks, 2001). Others, on the other hand, believe
that L1 use is disadvantageous because it prevents learners from exposing the target
language (Ellis, 1984; Chaudron, 1988 and Takahashi, 1996). L1 use in EFL classroom
is still a controversial issue. The present study, therefore, investigated the effect of L1
use on elementary level EFL leamers’ oral performances. The study also investigated
when and why L1 was used in beginner level speaking classes.

This study investigated the issues related to L1 use in two phases. In Phase 1,
when and why Turkish was used in beginner level EFL speaking classes was
determined. In Phase 2, whether L1 use in elementary level EFL speaking classes had
an effect on students’ oral performances was investigated.

In Phase 1, the data were collected through questionnaires, observations and
semi-structured interviews. To determine when Turkish was used, 13 beginner level
speaking classes were observed during one academic term. At the end of the
observations, 7 instructors and 266 students were given a questionnaire about the
occasions of and reasons for L1 use in their speaking classes. In the questionnaire, both
the instructors and students were also asked to state when a speaking course instructor
should use L1 and what should be done to have English-only speaking classes.
Students’ suggestions on L1 use occasions and English-only classes were taken into
account in the design of Phase 2. Moreover, semi-structured interviews were held with
seven instructors and 21 volunteer beginner level students to determine the reasons for

using Turkish in speaking classes.
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To determine if ‘suggested L1 use’ or ‘English-only’ speaking classes had any
effect on students’ oral performances, an experiment was conducted. In one group, the
speaking course instructor used Turkish only on the occasions frequently suggested by
students whereas in the other treatment group, the speaking course instructor never used
Turkish and the students in this group were encouraged to use English-only. In the
control group, Turkish was used whenever the course instructor or students wanted. 65
elementary level volunteer EFL learners were given pre-test interviews. After a nine-
week treatment, they were given post-test interviews. Each interview was video-
recorded. Later, two graders separately assessed the students’ performances in terms of
their grammar use, vocabulary use, vocabulary variety, intelligibility and fluency.

The results of the questionnaires in Phase 1 revealed that instructors and
students used Turkish on different occasions. Instructors stated that they usually used
Turkish to explain how an activity would be done-directly in Turkish (42.9%), to tell a
joke/for humour (42.9%) while students stated that they always used Turkish to ask a
question irrelevant to the lesson/course (58.3%), to tell a joke/for humour (55.3%). On
the other hand, the findings of the observations showed that instructors frequently used
Turkish to ask a question relevant to the lesson/course (208 times, 24.0%) and to draw
student(s)’ attention to a certain point/issue (123 times, 14.2%). Students frequently
used Turkish to check whether they understood the meaning of a particular vocabulary
item (208 times, 17.1%) and to answer the speaking course instructor’s question
relevant to the lesson/course (155 times, 12.7%).

With respect to the reasons for using Turkish in beginner level speaking classes,
the findings of the questionnaire revealed that Turkish was used frequently (all the 7
instructors, 100% and 95.1% of the students) because both the instructors and students
believed that the proficiency level of students in beginner level classes was not high
enough to understand/express every issue in English. Based on the findings of the semi-
structured interviews, all the 7 instructors (100%) again stated that students’ proficiency
level influenced them to use Turkish. Like the instructors, all the 21 volunteer students
(100%) stated that they used Turkish because they believed that their proficiency level

was not high enough to express every issue in English.
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The results of the statistical analyses in Phase 2 showed that neither ‘suggested
L1 use’ nor ‘English-only’ nor control group speaking classes had any effect on
elementary level EFL students’ oral performances.

5.2. Discussion, Conclusion and Implications

L1 use has been the concern of many EFL teachers. At the School of Foreign
Languages, English Department, instructors also have concerns about using L1, Turkish
in their speaking classes. It was often asked whether Turkish should be used in speaking
classes. This study provided insights on such concerns related to L1 use in
communication-based EFL classes.

The results of the paired t-tests showed no significant difference between pre-
and post-tests for the three groups suggesting that there was no significant improvement
after 9-week treatment. To investigate the reasons for this result, 9 volunteer students
were interviewed individually in the following year of the study. First, the students were
reminded of the pre and post-test interviews they did in the previous year, then they
were told that based on the analysis, no significant difference was found between
students’ performances in the pre-test and post-test interviews. After that, they were
asked to state if anything was different in the post-test in terms of their feelings, comfort
or mood. The volunteer students were also asked to tell their opinions about the reasons

for this result. Their answers are shown in Figure 4.

REASONS

“I was more stressful in the post-test; more comfortable in the pre-test.”

“I was willing in the pre-test but I didn’t take the post-test seriously because of several reasons.”

“As the post-test was the same as the pre-test, I might not have taken the post-test seriously.”

“I wasn’t comfortable in the either interviews.”

Ll B W N

“English was seldom spoken in classes, therefore we had little chance to practise and this might have been reflected

in the interviews.”

»—-wtlwr—-l’\)=

Figure 4. Subject Students’ Reasons for the Result

As stated in Figure 4, five of the students stated that as soon as they started the post-test
interview, they realized that the questions were the same as in the pre-test interview.

Therefore, they might not have taken the post-test as seriously as the pre-test.
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The reasons stated suggest that students did not take the post-test interviews
seriously. Thus, they might not have put as much effort in the post-test as they had in
the pre-test interview because the tasks/questions were the same in both the pre-test and
post-test. These reasons stated might explain why no significant differences were found
within and between groups after the treatments.

These findings obtained from the nine students, brought a question on the stage: if
the pre- and post-test interviews had been real exams which would have affected these
students’ grades at school, would the students have taken the interviews more seriously?
If they had, the results may have been different.

Both the questionnaire and the observation findings suggest that students prefer to
use L1 more often for irrelevant to lesson/course issues. Students usually used Turkish
to ask/answer a question irrelevant to the lesson/course, to compliment, to chat, and to
tell a joke/for humour. The results of observations and questionnaires also suggest that
the questions asked in L1 are often answered in L1. Therefore, it can be implied that
initiator of L1 use determines the language of his/her interlocutor. For example,
instructors asked a question relevant to the lesson/course in Turkish 208 times (24.0%)
and students used Turkish 155 times (12.7%) to answer the speaking course instructor’s
question relevant to the 1esson/course (see Table 2 and Table 4).

The results also showed that students tend to use more L1 to check their
understanding (ie. to check if they understood the meaning of a vocabulary item or
particular structure/grammar point) or when they had a problem in understanding the
instruction(s) of an activity. Similarly, instructors preferred to use Turkish especially
when students had difficulties in understanding something in English; a word,
instruction of an activity, or instruction of a structure/grammar point. Instructors felt
that they needed to repeat the issues in Turkish when students did not understand them.

As an interesting finding, 95 students (35.7%) indicated that they rarely used
Turkish during pair work activities. However, in their field notes, the observers
emphasized how much Turkish they heard during the pair work and group work
activities. Not only the observation field notes but the related literature also supports the
fact that monolingual EFL learners tend to use their native language during pair-work
activities often (Atkinson, 1993; Al-Busaidi, 1998). Similarly, in the student
questionnaire, 45.1% of students indicated that they always used Turkish to ask a
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question on a structure/grammar point to a classmate and 36.8% of students usually
asked/talked about homework However, classroom observations showed that students
never used Turkish to ask a question on a structure/grammar point to a classmate and to
ask/talk about homework with a classmate(s).

The observation finding also revealed that instructors used Turkish on the
occasions which were different from what they indicated in the questionnaire. For
example, in the questionnaire, 4 (57.1%) of the instructors indicated that they never
used Turkish to ask a question relevant to the lesson/course. The observations revealed
that Turkish was used (by the instructors) 208 times (24.0%) — out of 864 - to ask a
question relevant to the lesson/course (see Table 1 and Table 2). This finding suggest
that instructors were not aware when they actually used L1 in their beginner level EFL
speaking classes. Polio and Duff (1994) found the same contradictory result in one of
their studies. Some of the participant instructors in their study stated in the interviews
that they used L1 on several occasions but these occasions could not be observed in the
observations.

There may be several reasons why some of the L1 use occasions indicated in the
questionnaires were not observed. While completing the questionnaires, the
respondents’ beliefs and attitudes towards L1 use might have affected their answers.
Instead of indicating how often they actually use Turkish on the given occasions, they
may have chosen the frequency that they believed to be right for L1 use. Such
respondent reliability problems can occur during questionnaire completion (Oppenheim,
1992). It is also possible that both the instructors and students were sincere in answering
the questionnaires. The observations may not have reflected all the facts as only part of
the classroom hours were observed due to time restrictions. Thus, it is also possible that
if all the lessons had been observed, the results of the observations and questionnaires
may have been compatible.

To make instructors more aware of their L1 use, instructors can hold meeting to
discuss when and why they use L1 in their classes. Providing and discussing their
reasons and purposes for using L1 would not only improve their perspective on L1 use
but it would also build a more conscious and probably more beneficial learning/teaching

environment.

Anadolu ﬂn‘;’\f:‘,j s
Marlien K
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When the findings of this study, in terms of L1 use occasions of the instructors,
are compared with those of other studies, there are both similarities and differences.
Polio and Duff (1994), for example, found that university instructors used L1 when
giving grammar instruction, for classroom management, to build empathy/solidarity, to
practise English, to explain unknown vocabulary/transiation and when there was lack of
comprehension. Of these occasions, two, ‘when there was lack of comprehension’ and
‘for classroom management’, are similar to the findings of the current study. The
instructors in this study also indicated that they sometimes used Turkish to warn a
student about his’her disturbing behaviour, to repeat the instruction of an activity or
instruction of a structure/grammar point when the explanation in English was not
understood. Furthermore, the findings of the current study showed that the instructors did
not frequently prefer to use Turkish to explain vocabulary items.

With respect to reasons for L1 use, the findings of the current study showed that
instructors believed that students’ grammar and vocabulary knowledge was limited to
understand every issue in English. As for using Turkish to tell a joke/for humour, one of
the instructors, for instance, stated that the proficiency level of beginner students is not
high enough to understand a joke/humour in English. Not only instructors but students
also indicated that their linguistic knowledge was not enough to understand or express
every issue in English. This result validates the belief that L1 is used in lower-level
classes because of learners’ limited knowledge in L2.

The findings of other studies investigating the reasons why university instructors
use L1 are similar to those of the current study. Duff and Polio (1990), for example,
found that university instructors used L1 because their students’ knowledge of L2 was
limited. Piasecka (1988) and Atkinson (1993) also found that one of the common
reasons for L1 use is students’ limited knowledge in vocabulary and grammar. In fact,
as Piasecka (1988) points out, this finding suggests that learners’ proficiency levels in
L2 should be based on deciding on L1 use.

The differences between the findings of the current study and other studies
support the assumption that L1 use occasions are context-specific. The content of the
lesson/course, ELT setting, the dynamics of the class, learner profile, etc can affect the
decision to use L1 (Piasecka, 1988). Both students and instructors strongly agreed that
students’ proficiency level was an important factor to use Turkish.
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The findings related to the suggested L1 use occasions revealed that the least
suggested occasion for Turkish both by the instructors and students was to explain
today’s lesson/topic/activities. Only one of the instructors (14.2%) and 94 students
(35.3%) stated that Turkish should be used on this occasion. This suggests that both the
instructors and students found use of Turkish unnecessary to explain the aim of the
lesson/topic/activities.

In relation to use of L1, research has suggested various occasions of and reasons
for L1 use (Atkinson, 1987; Collingham, 1988; and Piasecka, 1988). In this study,
students were asked to state when they thought speaking instructors should use Turkish.
The occasions suggested by students matched the occasions suggested in the literature.
Based on students’ suggestions, Phase 2 was designed and Turkish was used only on the
occasions students suggested in ‘suggested L1 use’ group. Considering that students
would be a valuable source while deciding when to use L1, students can be asked to
state their opinions. Similarly, students can be asked to suggest ways for having
English-only speaking classes. This would provide a more democratic learning/teaching
environment.

Auerbach (1993) also states that students should be included in deciding L1 use

in the classroom,
“After considering the advantages and disadvantages of L1 versus L2 use and the functions of
each in different comexts, students can establish their own rules for the classroom. Certainly,
teachers can contribute their own knowledge and opinions in this exchange, but what is
important is a shift toward shared authority. The teachers move from being a problem solver or

arbiter of tensions to a problem poser or facilitator of critical reflection.”  (p. 24)
Involving students to decide when to use L1 does not mean teachers should stay behind
and do whatever students would like. On the contrary, teachers would function as a
guide who can show students the value of students’ opinions. Consequently, teachers
and students would work cooperatively to decide when to use L1 and/or L2.

In conclusion, although literature assumes that L1 use in communication-based
classes can be disadvantageous, the results of the current investigation suggest that L1
use does not have a significant effect on students’ oral performances. No change was
found in the oral performances of the students in “suggested L1 use’ group. With regard
to the effect of English-only speaking classes on students’ oral performances, the results

revealed that not using L1 does not have an effect on students’ oral performances. This
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suggests that English-only speaking classes are not advantageous, as believed (Ellis,
1994; and Murhey & Sasaki, 1998). Based on these results, it can be suggested that
instructors should not be concerned about L1 use in their speaking classes as long as it
is not overused, as Atkinson (1987) suggested. In addition, instructors who believe in
the advantages of English-only speaking classes, and avoid using L1 can be more
flexible about L1 use.

5.3. Suggestions for Further Research

Considering that the number of participants/subjects of this study affected the
generalizability and external validity, in a further study a larger instructor participant
and student subject sample should be taken. In this way, the results could be implied for
larger population.

Only 21 students volunteered to participate in the semi-structured interviews in
Phase 1 of the current study. This caused difficulties in comparing the findings of the
questionnaire with the findings of the semi-structured interviews. In a further study,
semi-structured interviews can be held with more students.

This study did not aim to compare the observation results with the questionnaire
results of the same group of participants. The observation checklist used in the current
study showed the occurrences of L1 use occasions whereas the questionnaires aimed at
determining the frequencies of L1 use occasions. Therefore, the observation findings
were not compared with the questionnaire findings. In a further study, instruments can
be developed in such a way that instructors’ and students’ use of L1 can be compared.

Due to several reasons such as shying away from video recording or
absenteeism, only 65 students volunteered to participate in the pre- and post-test
interviews in Phase 2. Thus, this low number of participation could be considered as a
limitation for the external validity and generalizability of the results. In a future study,
the same study can be replicated with a larger population that would make the
generalization of the results possible.

In Phase 2 of this study, Turkish was used only on the occasions students
suggested. In further studies, course instructors can decide when to use Turkish and
results of such a design can provide different implications.

The pre-test and post-test interviews were voluntary-based. In other words, these

interviews did not affect the students’ grades. If these interviews had been their real
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speaking exams affecting their grades, the students might have taken them more
seriously and consequently this could have affected the results. Therefore, in further
studies, pre-test and post-test interviews can be students’ mid-term exam which would
affect their course grade.

In this study, due to methodological reasons, treatments lasted 9 weeks.
Considering that language learning takes relatively quite a long time, in a further
investigation, treatments can be extended for a year or more.

The subject students’ attitudes towards L1 use could not be taken into
consideration. The students were randomly assigned to the experimental groups
according to their speaking exam grades without considering their attitudes towards
Turkish use. This might have also affected the results. In a further study, research can
be designed in a way that students are assigned to groups based on their attitudes
towards L1 use. Moreover, further research investigating attitudes towards L1 use at a
larger perspective would provide valuable insight in terms of classroom implications.
For example, attitude difference between lower-level EFL classes and higher-level EFL
classes can be compared. In addition, the reason(s) for the difference in attitude or

similarity can be investigated.
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APPENDIX A

OBSERVATION CHECKLIST
This observation checklist has been developed to identify where and how the native
language (Turkish) is used in beginner and elementary level speaking classes.
Before using this observation checklist, make sure that you become familiar with each
category. Please feel free to ask me any unclear points in the checklist so that you don’t
have any difficulties or concerns while using it in the classroom.
How to use the checklist

Before you go into the classroom, it is better to fill in the date, classroom, duration,
observer and observee parts.

In the “INTERACTION” column (Only for the student section)

Circle S-S when any student speaks in Turkish to another student in the classroom.

Circle S-T when any student speaks in Turkish to the teacher.

In the “WHAT?” column

Follow the instructions in the “How to Fill in the Observation Sheet” manual.

In the “FIELD NOTE” part

You are expected to write your impressions about the classroom atmosphere reflecting

students’ attitudes towards observation and the effect of L1 use in the classroom, if any.
DATE:

CLASSROOM:
DURATION:
OBSERVER:

OBSERVEE:



TEACHER

STUDENT(S)

CATEGORIES

WHAT? (in the native language)

CATEGORIES

INTERACTION

WHAT? (in the native language)

To greet the students

1. To greet the teacher

S-T

S-S

To warn the student who
is late

2. To apologize for being late

To explain today’s
lesson/topic/activities or
the aim of the
lesson/topic/activities-
directly in Turkish

To repeat today’s
lesson/topic/activities or
the aim of one of these-
given in English earlier

To explain a new
structure/grammar point
(ie. would you like, canI)
- directly in Turkish

5. Toask a question on a
structure/grammar point

To repeat the instruction
of a structure/grammar
point-given in English
earlier

6. To check if s’'he understood
a particular
structure/grammar point

S-T

S-S

To explain new/unknown
vocabulary items
- directly in Turkish

7. To ask the meaning of a
vocabulary item

S-T

S-S

8L



activity will be done-
directly in Turkish

the instruction(s) of an
activity

8. To repeat the explanation 8. To check if s/he understood | S-T S-S
of a vocabulary item- the meaning of a particular
given in English earlier vocabulary item

9. To correct mistakes 9. To correct mistakes S-T S-S
(vocabulary, structure, (vocabulary, structure,
grammar, etc) grammar, etc)

10. To explain the cultural
aspects in English (family
names; vending machine,
etc)

11. To ask a question relevant 11. To ask a question relevant S-T S-S
to the lesson/course to the lesson/course

12. To ask a question 12. To ask a question irrelevant | S-T S-S
irrelevant to the to the lesson/course
lesson/course

13. To answer a question 13. To answer a question S-T S-S
relevant to the relevant to the
lesson/course lesson/course

14. To answer a question 14. To answer a question S-T S-S
irrelevant to the irrelevant to the
lesson/course lesson/course

15. To explain how an 15. To check if s/he understood | S-T S-S

6L



16. When s/he doesn’t S-T S-S
16. To repeat the instruction understand the
of an activity-given in instruction(s) of an activity
English earlier
17. To praise (aferin, giizel 17. To make a compliment S-T S-S
gibi) or to make a
compliment
18. To draw the student(s)’ 18. To draw one’s attentiontoa | S-T S-S
attention to a certain certain point/issue
point/issue
19. To warn a student about 19. To explain the reason(s) of | S-T S-S
his/her disturbing a disturbing behaviour or to
behaviour apologize for it
20. Totell a joke / for 20. To tell a joke / for humour S-T S-S
humour
21. To chat 21. To chat S-T S-S
22. To give homework 22. To ask/talk about S-T S-S
homework
23. To end the lesson
24. To say goodbye 24. To say goodbye S-T S-S
Other(s) Other(s)

08



FIELD NOTES
Please write down your impressions about

% the effect of your presence (as an observer) in the classroom on students,

% the effect of L1 use - if any — on students and/or classroom atmosphere,

% the other issues you would like to share.

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME AND EFFORT

81
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APPENDIX B
INSTRUCTOR QUESTIONNAIRE

Degerli Meslektagim,

Bu anket Beginner Level Speaking Dersleri’nde ana dil-Tiirkge’nin kullammiyla ilgili

bazi noktalan belirlemek amaciyla hazirlanmigtir. Anket 2002-2003 Akademik yilinin

Guz Donemi’'nde Beginner Level Speaking Dersleri’ne giren bitin 6gretim

elemanlanna uygulanacaktir.

Anket 3 bolimden olugmaktadir.

% Bolum 1’deki sorular, Speaking Dersleri'nde Tikge’yi kullamyorsamz, hangi
durumlarda ve niye kullandiginizla ilgilidir.

+ Bolim 2°deki sorular, Speaking Dersleri’nde Turkge nin genelde hangi durumlarda
kullanitmasinin uygun oldugu ile ilgili gérislerinizi almak igin hazirlanmigtir.

% Bolim 3 ise, Speaking Dersleri’nde 6grencilerin siirekli Ingilizce kullanmalarint
saglamak igin ne tir uygulamalar yapilabilecegi konusundaki onerilerinizi almak

amaciyla konmugtur.

Bu ankette yer alan hig bir sorunun “dogru” ya da “yanlig” cevabi yoktur. Sorulara
verilecek cevaplar kigiden kigiye degisebilir.

Anketi cevaplarken biitiin isaretlemeleriniz igin litfen ( V ) isaretini kullann.

Bu anketle ilgili sormak istediginiz herhangi bir sey olursa lutfen aragtirmaci ile
(MUGE KANATLAR) temasa gegme konusunda tereddiit etmeyiniz.

LUTFEN BU ANKETI SADECE BEGINNER LEVEL SPEAKING
DERSLERINIZi DUSUNEREK CEVAPLANDIRINIZ!

ANKETE OLAN KATKINIZDAN DOLAYI SIMDIDEN TESEKKUR EDERIM.

MUGE KANATLAR

e-mail: gmkanatlar@anadolu.edu. tr
Tel: 0222 3350580 2050/2052
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BOLUM 1
Asagidaki durumlan okuduktan sonra, Beginner Level Speaking Derslerinde, ne 6lgiide
Tirkge kullandifimzi belirten en uygun segenege ait kutucugun igine ( ) igareti koyunuz.

s S g
s | £ E
51 £ §| £ 8
Bl &8 3|5
-G =
‘ =
1. Beginner Level Speaking dersine girdigimde 6grencileri selamlarken
2. Beginner Level Speaking dersine geg kalan 6grencileri uyarirken
3. O giinkii Beginner Level Speaking dersinde, ne iglenecegini agiklarken
4. [lkini Ingilizce yaptigmm o giinki: Beginner Level Speaking dersinde ne islenecegi
ile ilgili aym agiklamayi tekrar yaparken
5. O giinki Beginner Level Speaking dersinde, islenecek konularin ve aktitivitelerin
amaglarnm agiklarken
6. Ilkini Ingilizce yapugim o giinkii Beginner Level Speaking dersinde, islenecek
konulann ve aktitivitelerin amaglan ile ilgili aym agiklamay: tekrar yaparken
7. Beginner Level Speaking dersinde, yeni/bilinmeyen kelimeleri agiklarken
8. Beginner Level Speaking dersinde, ilkini Ingilizce yaptigim yeni/bilinmeyen
kelimeler ile ilgili agiklamay1 (anlam, kullaninm gibi) yeniden yaparken
9. Beginner Level Speaking dersinde, yeni bir dilbilgisi yapisim 6gretirken (‘would
you like’, ‘can’, ‘comparatives and superlatives’ gibi)
10. Beginner Level Speaking dersinde, yeni bir dilbilgisi yapisim gretirken (‘would
you like’, ‘can’, ‘comparatives and superlatives’ gibi) ilkini Ingilizce yaptigim
agiklamay: yeniden yaparken
11. Beginner Level Speaking dersinde, 68rencilerin yaptiklan hatalan diizeltirken
(kelime, yapy, dilbilgisi gibi)
12. Beginner Level Speaking dersinde, kiiltiirel 6geleri agiklarken (vending machine,
family names gibi)
13. Beginner Level Speaking dersinde, aktivitelerin nasil yapilacagim anlatirken ya da
agiklarken
14. Beginner Level Speaking dersinde, ilkini Ingilizce yaptigim, aktivitelerin nasil
yapilacag: ile ilgili agiklamayn tekrar yaparken
15. Beginner Level Speaking dersinde, 6grencilere dersle ilgili soru sorarken (listening
task’da kag kisinin konustugu, kitaptaki resimde neler oldugu gibi)
16. Beginner Level Speaking dersinde, 63rencilere dersle ilgili olmayan soru sorarken
(bir 6grencinin neden yorgun goriindidii, arkadaginin neden derse gelmedigi gibi)
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Asagidaki durumlan okuduktan sonra, Beginner Level Speaking Derslerinde, hangi siklikla
Tiirkge kullandigimz1 belirten en uygun segenege ait kutucugun igine ( vV ) isareti koyunuz.

Herzaman
Cogunlukla
Bazen

Nadiren

Hicbir zaman

17. Beginner level Speaking dersinde, dgrencilerin dersle ilgili sorularim cevaplarken

18. Beginner level Speaking dersinde, 6grencilerin dersle ilgili olmayan sorularim
cevaplarken

19. Beginner Level Speaking dersinde, 6grenciye olumlu doniit verirken (aferin, iyi
gibi)

20. Beginner Level Speaking dersinde, espri yaparken ve/veya fikra anlatirken

21. Beginner Level Speaking dersinde, 6grencilerle sdylesirken

22. Beginner Level Speaking dersinde, dersin diizenini bozan ya da rahatsiz edici
davraniglarda bulunan 68rencileri uyarirken

23. Beginner Level Speaking dersinde, belli bir noktaya dikkat gekmek istedigim
zaman

24. Beginner Speaking dersinde 6dev verirken

25. Beginner Level Speaking dersini bitirirken

26. Beginner Level Speaking dersinin sonunda vedalagirken

27. Diger (liitfen yaziniz ve uygun kutucugu isaretleyiniz)




Beginner Level Speaking derslerinde, Tirkge kullanimiyla ilgili agagidaki her bir sebep

i¢in EVET ya da HAYIR kutucuklarindan birine ( ¥ ) isareti koyunuz.
Bu bolumii cevaplarken her bir sebep igin BAZEN olasihgim diisiindiigiiniiz durumlarda

da EVET kutucugunu isaretleyiniz.

Beginner Level Speaking derslerimde Tiirkce kullamiyorum ciinkii;
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ﬁ
EVET

HAYIR

Beginner Level Speaking derslerinde, dgrenciler Ingilizce séylenen veya anlatilan
herseyi anlayabilecek diizeyde degiller.

Beginner Level Speaking derslerinde, Tirk¢e kullanarak daha rahat
anlatabilecegim birseyi Ingilizce anlatarak zaman kaybetmek istemiyorum.

. Beginner Level Speaking derslerinde, 6grencilerin Ingilizce sdylediklerimi yanlis

anlamadiklarindan emin olmak i¢in bir de Tiirkge soylityorum.

Beginner Level Speaking derslerinde, Tiirk¢e kullandifim zaman 6grenciler bana
cevap verme ve derse katilma konusunda daha istekli oluyorlar.

Beginner Level Speaking derslerinde, 6grenciler benden herhangi bir sebeple
Tirkge kullanmam istiyorlar.

Beginner Level Speaking derslerinde, 6grencilerle sohbet ederken Turkge
kullandigim zaman 6grencilerle daha iyi iletisim kurabiliyorum.

Beginner Level Speaking derslerinde, yeni/bilinmeyen kelimeleri Tirkge daha iyi
agiklayabiliyorum.

Beginner Level Speaking derslerinde, yeni/bilinmeyen yapilan Tiirkge daha iyi
anlatabiliyorum.

Beginner Level Speaking derslerinde, programda yer alan konulan belirlenen siire
iginde yetistirmem gerekiyor.

10.

Beginner Level Speaking derslerinde, Turkge kullandigim zaman kendimi daha
rahat hissediyorum.

11.

Diger (lutfen yaziniz ve uygun kutucugu isaretleyiniz)
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BOLUM 2

Bu boliimde beginner level speaking derslerinde, hangi durumlarda Tiirkge kullanilmasinin
uygun oldugu ile ilgili gériisleriniz alinacaktir. Her bir durum igin fikrinizi ifade eden
kutucugun igine ( V ) isaretini koyunuz.

Asagidaki her bir durum icin sizce Tiirkce kullamlmasi uygun mudur?

EVET

HAYIR

1. Beginner Level Speaking derslerinde, 6gretmenin simf igi disiplini saglayabilmesi igin
(6grencilerden biri ders harici bir seyle ilgilendiginde, giriltii yaparak dersin akigini
bozdugunda vb)

2. Beginner Level Speaking derslerinde, Ingilizce agiklanmasi zor bir kelime agiklanirken

3. Beginner Level Speaking dersinde, o giin neler yapilacag anlatilirken

4. Beginner Level Speaking dersinde, o giinkii speaking dersinin ya da konusunun iglenme
amagclan anlatilirken

5. Beginner Level Speaking derslerinde, Ingilizce agiklanan konu ya da kelime
anlagilmadiginda

6. Beginner Level Speaking derslerinde, bir aktivitenin nasil yapilacag ile ilgili
agiklamalann uzun ve anlagilmas: zor oldugu durumlarda

7. Beginner Level Speaking derslerinde, bir aktivitenin nasil yaptlacag ile ilgili Ingilizce
agiklamalar anlagiimadiginda aym agiklamalar tekrar verilirken

8. Beginner Level Speaking derslerinde, 6grencilerin Ingilizce konugsma konusundaki endige
ve tereddutlerini azaltmak gerektiginde

9. Beginner Level Speaking derslerinde, 6gretmen 6grencilerin hatalan ile ilgili agitklama
yaparken

10. Beginner Level Speaking derslerinde, 6gretmen kendi hatalan ile ilgih agiklama yaparken
(konugsurken ya da tahtaya yazarken yaptigi herhangi bir hata)

11. Beginner Level Speaking derslerinde, kiiltiirel farkliliklan/benzerlikleri anlatirken

12. Beginner Level Speaking derslerinde, dersle ilgili bir konu hakkinda konugsurken
(speaking dersindé yapilan aktivitelerin nasil oldugu ile ilgili, speaking notlan ile ilgili vb)

13. Beginner Level Speaking derslerinde, dersle ilgili olmayan bir konu hakkinda konusurken
(ameliyat olan bir 6grenci ile ilgili, 6nceki giin yaganan ilging bir olay ile ilgili vb)

14. Diger (lutfen yazimz ve uygun kutucugu isaretleyiniz)
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BOLUM 3
Beginner level speaking derslerinde 6grencilerin siirekli Ingilizce kullanmalanm saglamak

i¢in uygulanabilecek yontem ya da yontemler konusundaki énerilerinizi agagida ayrilan
yerlere agik bir sekilde yaziniz.

(Mesela her Tirkge konusan 6grenciden 6nceden belirlenen miktarda para alinip, bu paranin
sinif kumbarasina konmas: gibi)

1.

Ankete zaman ayirdiginiz ve igtenlikle cevapladiginiz igin ¢cok tegekkiirler
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APPENDIX C
STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE
ADIveSOYADI: ........ ...l BEGINNER ....
Sevgili Ogrenci,
Bu anket Beginner Level Speaking Dersleri’nde ana dil-Tirkge’nin kullammm ile ilgili bazi
noktalan belirlemek amaciyla hazirlanmigtir. Anket, 2002-2003 Akademik yihmn Giz
Donemi’nde Beginner Level Speaking Dersleri’ne giren dgrencilere uygulanacaktir. Ankete
katilimimz derslerinizin notlanm etkilemeyecektir. Ancak sizin speaking derslerine farkh bir
agidan bakmaniza yardimci olacaktir.
Anket 3 bolumden olugmaktadar:
<+ Bolum 1’deki sorular, Speaking Dersleri’nde Tiirkge’yi kullantyorsamz hangi durumlarda,
hangi siklikla ve niye kullandiginizla ilgilidir.
% Bolum 2°deki sorular, Speaking Dersleri’'nde Tirkge’nin genelde hangi durumlarda
kullanilmasinin uygun oldugu ile ilgili goriislerinizi almak i¢in hazirlanmstir.
% Boliim 3 ise, Speaking Dersleri’nde 6grencilerin siirekli Ingilizee kullanmalarim saglamak
icin ne tiur uygulamalar yapilabilecegi konusundaki oénerilerinizi almak amaciyla

konmustur.

Bu ankette yer alan hi¢ bir sorunun “dogru” ya da “yanlis” cevabi yoktur. Sorulara verilecek
cevaplar kigiden kigiye degisebilir.

Anketi cevaplarken biitiin isaretlemeleriniz igin litfen ( V ) isaretini kullann.

Daha sonra katillacagimz yuz yiize gorigmeler bu ankete vereceginiz cevaplarla baglantili
oldugundan bu sayfa uzerinde ayrilan yere adimzi, soyadimz1 ve simfinizi yazmamzi rica
ediyorum.

Anket sonuglar istediginiz takdirde size agiklanacaktir.

Bu anketle ilgili sormak istediginiz herhangi bir sey olursa litfen aragtirmact ile
(MUGE KANATLAR) temasa gegme konusunda tereddiit etmeyiniz.

LUTFEN BU ANKETI SADECE SPEAKING DERSLERINIZI
DUSUNEREK CEVAPLANDIRINIZ

ANKETE OLAN KATKINIZDAN DOLAYI SIMDIDEN TESEKKUR EDERIM.

MUGE KANATLAR

e-mail: gmkanatlar@anadolu.edu.tr
Tel: 0 222 3350580  2050/2052
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BOLUM 1
Asagidaki durumlari okuduktan sonra, Beginner Level Speaking Derslerinde, hangi siklikla Tiirkge
kullandiginiz1 belirten en uygun segenege ait kutucugun igine ( vV ) isareti koyunuz.

Her zaman
Cogunlukla
Bazen
Nadiren

1. Dersin baginda speaking dgretmenimi selamlarken

2. Speaking dersine ge¢ kaldifimda 6ziir dilerken

3. Speaking dersinde, bir kelimenin anlamin arkadagima/arkadaglarima sorarken

4. Speaking dersinde, bir kelimenin anlamin1 speaking 6gretmenime sorarken

5. Speaking dersinde, bir kelimenin anlamini dogru bildigimden emin olmak igin
yiiksek sesle soylerken

6. Speaking dersiyle ilgili bir gramer konusunu ya da yapisim arkadasima
sorarken

7. Speaking dersiyle ilgili bir gramer konusunu ya da yapisim speaking
Ogretmenime sorarken

8. Speaking dersinde anlatilan gramer konusunu ya da yapisini anlayip
anlamadigimi kontrol ederken

9. Speaking dersinde, yapilan hatalan duzeltirken (kelime, yapi, gramer gibi)

10. Speaking dersinde, herhangi bir activitenin nasil yapilacagii anlamadiZim
zaman

11. Speaking dersinde, herhangi bir activitenin nasil yapilacag: ile ilgili baz
noktalan anlayip anlamadigimi kontrol ederken (ikili mi yapiyoruz?, bu mu
sorulacak?gibi)

Hicbir zaman

12. Speaking dersinde, bir arkadagim ile aktivite yaparken

13. Speaking dersinde, ii¢ ya da daha fazla kisi ile grup ¢aligmasi yaparken

14. Speaking dersinde, herhangi bir konuya dikkat ¢ekmek istedigim zaman (imza
atmay1 unutan arkadaglarimin oldugu, arkadasimin yanhs aktiviteyi yaptigi
gibi)
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Asagdaki durumlan okuduktan sonra, Beginner Level Speaking Derslerinde, hangi siklikla Tiirkge
kullandigimz1 belirten en uygun segenege ait kutucugun igine ( V ) isareti koyunuz.

Her zaman
Cogunlukla

Bazen

Nadiren

Hic¢bir zaman

15.

Speaking dersinde, arkadaslarima dersle ilgili (kelime ve gramer/yap: harig) soru
sorarken (hangi sayfadayiz?, sinav nasil olacak? gibi)

16.

Speaking dersinde, 6gretmenime dersle ilgili (kelime ve gramer/yap harig) soru
sorarken

17.

Speaking dersiyle ilgili (kelime ve gramer/yapi hari¢) arkadaglarimin sordugu
soruya cevap verirken

18.

Speaking dersiyle ilgili (kelime ve gramer/yapi hari¢) 6gretmenimin sordugu
soruya cevap verirken

19.

Speaking dersinde, arkadaglarima dersle ilgili olmayan bir konu hakkinda soru
sorarken (Dersten sonra ne yapacaksin?, Gribin gegti mi? gibi)

. Speaking dersinde, 6gretmenime dersle ilgili olmayan bir konu hakkinda soru

sorarken (Hocam, bu kalem sizin mi?, Digaridan gelen ses nedir? gibi)

. Speaking dersinde, arkadaglarimin speaking dersiyle ilgili olmayan bir konu

hakkinda sorduklan soruya cevap verirken

. Speaking 6gretmenimin dersle ilgili olmayan bir konu hakkinda sordugu soruya

cevap verirken

. Speaking dersinin diizenini bozan ya da rahatsiz edici davraniglarimin nedenini

aciklarken; bu davramglarim igin 6ziir dilerken

. Speaking dersinde, arkadagima/arkadaslarima iltifat ederken

. Speaking dersinde, 6gretmenime iltifat ederken

. Speaking dersinde, espri yaparken ve/veya fikra anlatirken

. Speaking dersinde, arkadagimla/arkadaglarimla sohbet ederken

. Speaking dersinde, 6gretmenle sohbet ederken

. Speaking dersi ile ilgifi 6gretmenin verdigi 6devle ilgili konugurken/soru

sorarken

. Speaking dersinin bitimginde vedalagirken

31

. Diger (lutfen yazimz ve uygun kutucugu isaretleyiniz)
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Beginner Level Speaking derslerinde, Tirkge kullanimiyla ilgili asagidaki her bir sebep igin
EVET ya da HAYIR kutucuklarindan birine ( V ) igareti koyunuz.

Bu bolimii cevaplarken her bir sebep i¢in BAZEN olasiligim disindiigiiniiz durumlarda

da EVET kutucugunu isaretleyiniz.

Beginner Level Speaking derslerinde Tiirkce kullamiyorum c¢iinkii;

EVET

HAYIR

1. speaking derslerinde, istedifim herseyi Ingilizce anlatabilecek diizeyde degilim.

2. speaking derslerinde, Turkge kullanarak daha rahat anlatabilecegim birseyi
Ingilizce anlatmaya ¢alisarak zaman kaybetmek istemiyorum.

3. speaking derslerinde, 6gretmenin sdylediklerini ya da anlattiklanm yanlig
anlamadifimdan emin olmak istiyorum.

4. speaking derslerinde, Tirkg¢e kullandigim zaman derse katilma konusunda daha
istekli oluyorum.

5. speaking derslerinde, Ingilizce konustugum zaman hata yapmaktan korkuyorum.

6. speaking derslerinde yaptigimiz aktivitelerin amaglan Ingilizce konugmam: anlamh
kilmayor.

7. speaking derslerinde, aktiviteleri yaparken Ingilizce kullanmak Ingilizcemi
gelistirmiyor.

8. speaking derslerinde, Tiirkge kullandifim zaman kendimi daba rahat hissediyorum.

9. Diger (litfen yaziniz ve uygun kutucugu isaretleyiniz)




BOLUM 2

Bu boliumde beginner level speaking derslerinde, hangi durumlarda Turkge kullamimasinn

uygun oldugu ile ilgili gorisleriniz alinacaktir. Her bir durum igin fikrinizi en iyi ifade eden
kutucugun igine ( V ) isaretini koyunuz.

Asagidaki her bir durum igin sizce Tiirkce kullamilmas: uygun mudur?

EVET

HAYIR

Speaking derslerinde, 6gretmenin sinif igi disiplini saglayabilmesi igin
(6grencilerden biri ders harici bir seyle ilgilendiginde, giriiltii yaparak dersin akigim
bozdugunda, vs)

Speaking derslerinde, Ingilizce agiklanmasi zor bir kelime agiklanirken

O giinkii speaking dersinde neler yapilacag anlatilirken

O gunki speaking dersinin ya da konusunun iglenme amaglan anlatilirken

Speaking derslerinde, Ingilizce agiklanan konu ya da kelime anlagilmadiginda

Speaking derslerinde, bir aktivitenin nasit yapilacag ile ilgili agiklamalarin uzun ve
anlagilmasi zor oldugu durumlarda

Speaking derslerinde, bir aktivitenin nasil yapilacag: ile ilgili Ingilizce agiklamalar
anlagilmadiginda, aym agiklamalar tekrar verilirken

Speaking derslerinde, 6grencilerin Ingilizce konusma konusundaki endise ve
tereddutlerini azaltmak gerektiinde

Speaking derslerinde, ogretmen ogrencilerin hatalan ile ilgili agiklama yaparken

10.

Speaking derslerinde, 6gretmen kendi hatalan ile ilgili agiklama yaparken
(konusurken ya da tahtaya yazarken yaptig herhangi bir hata)

i1.

Speaking derslerinde, kiiltiirel farkliliklari/benzerlikleri anlatirken

12.

Speaking derslerinde, dersle ilgili bir konu hakkinda konugurken (speaking dersinde
yapilan aktivitelerin nasil oldugu ile ilgili, speaking notlan ile iigili vb)

13.

Speaking derslerinde, dersle ilgili olmayan bir konu hakkinda konusurken (ameliyat
olan bir 6grenci ile ilgili, dnceki giin yaganan ilging bir olay ile ilgili vb)

14.

Diger (liitfen yaziniz ve uygun kutucugu isaretleyiniz)
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BOLUM 3

Beginner level speaking derslerinde siz dgrencilerin siirekli Ingilizce kullanmalarini
saglamak i¢in uygulanabilecek yontem ya da yontemler konusundaki onerilerinizi
asagida ayrilan yerlere agik bir sekilde yaziniz.

(Mesela her Tirkge konusan 6grenciden dnceden belirlenen miktarda para alinip, bu
paranin simf kumbarasina konmasi gibi)

Ankete zaman ayirdiginiz ve igtenlikle cevapladiginiz icin cok tegekkiirler
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MANUAL

HOW TO FILL IN THE OBSERVATION CHECKLIST

94



TEACHER STUDENT(S)
CATEGORIES WHAT? (in the native language) CATEGORIES INTERACTION WHAT? (in the native language)
You can write single words or phrases such as You can write single words or phrases such as
To greet the students ‘Giinaydin, nasilsimz’ but if the greeting is too long, 1. To greet the teacher S-T S-S | ‘Giinaydn, nasilsimz’ but if the greeting is too
write as much as you can (first 4-5 words) long, write as much as you can (first 4-5
words)
If it isn’t too long write as much as you can. If it isn’t too long write as much as you
To warn the student who 2. To apologize for being late | S-T S-S | can.
is late
Write as much as you can then leave the rest
To explain today’s with ....
lesson/topic/activities or
the aim of the
lesson/topic/activities-
directly in Turkish
Werite as much as you can then leave the rest
To repeat today’s with ....
lesson/topic/activities or
the aim of one of these-
given in English earlier
Structure/grammar point - Write as much as you Structure/grammar point - Write as much
To explain a new can then leave the rest with .... 5. To ask a question on a S-T S-S | as you can then leave the rest with ....
structure/grammar point structure/grammar point
(ie. would you like, can I)
- directly in Turkish
Structure/grammar point - Write as much as you Structure/grammar point - Write as much
To repeat the instruction | can then leave the rest with .... 6. To check if s/he understood | S-T S-S | as you can then leave the rest with ....
of a structure/grammar a particular
point - given in English structure/grammar point
earlier
Word - Write as much as you can then leave the Word - Write as much as you can then
To explain new/unknown | rest with .... 7. To ask the meaning of a S-T S-S | leave the rest with ....
vocabulary items vocabulary item
- directly in Turkish
Word - Write as much as you can then leave the Word - Write as much as you can then
To repeat the explanation | rest with .... 8. To check if s/he understood | S-T S-S | leave the rest with ....

of a vocabulary item -
given in English earlier

the meaning of a particular
vocabulary item
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Word — Write as much as you can then leave the

Word — Write as much as you can then

gibi) or to make a
compliment

9. To correct mistakes rest with ...... 9. To correct mistakes S-T S-S | leave the rest with ....
(vocabulary, structure, Structure/grammar - Write as much as you can (vocabulary, structure, Structure/grammar - Write as much as you
grammar, etc) then leave the rest with ...... grammar, etc) can then leave the rest with ....
About — Topic
10. To explain the cultural
aspects in English (family
names; vending machine,
etc)
If it isn’t too long write as much as you can. If it Write as much as you can then leave the
11. To ask a question relevant | is too long write as much as you can then leave 11. To ask a question relevant S-T S-S | rest with ....
to the lesson/course the rest with ...... to the lesson/course
If it isn’t too long write as much as you can. If it Write as much as you can then leave the
12. To ask a question is too long write as much as you can then leave 12. To ask a question irrelevant | S-T S-S | rest with ....
irrelevant to the the rest with ...... to the lesson/course
lesson/course
If it isn’t too long write as much as you can, If it Write as much as you can then leave the
13. To answer a question is too long write as much as you can then leave 13. To answer a question S-T S-S | rest with ....
relevant to the the rest with ...... relevant to the
lesson/course lesson/course
If it isn’t too long write as much as you can. If it Write as much as you can then leave the
14. To answer a question is too long write as much as you can then leave 14. To answer a question S-T S-S | restwith ....
irrelevant to the the rest with ...... irrelevant to the
lesson/course lesson/course
Activity/Exercise __ (in the book page: __ ) Activity __ (in the book page: )
15. To explain how an 15. To check if s/he understood | S-T S-S
activity will be done- the instruction(s) of an
directly in Turkish activity
Activity __ (in the book page: ) Activity __ (in the book page: )
16. To repeat the instruction 16. When s/he doesn’t S-T S-S
of an activity-given in understand the
English earlier instruction(s) of an activity
Werite as much as you can You can write as much as you can
17. To praise (aferin, giizel 17. To make a compliment S-T S-S
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If it isn’t too long write as much as you can. If it

If it isn’t too long write as much as you

18. To draw the student(s)’ is too long write as much as you can then leave 18. To draw one’s attentiontoa | S-T S-S | can. If it is too long write as much as you
attention to a certain the rest with ...... certain point/issue can then leave the rest with ......
point/issue

If it isn’t too long write as much as you can. If it If it isn’t too long write as much as you

19. To warn a student about is too long write as much as you can then leave 19. To explain the reason(s) of | S-T S-S | can. If it is too long write as much as you
his/her disturbing the rest with ...... a bad behaviour/attitude or can then leave the rest with ......
behaviour to apologize for it

About — Topic (It should be as clear as possible) About — Topic (It should be as clear as

20. Totell a joke / for 20. Totell a joke / for humour | S-T S-S | possible)

humour
About — Topic (It should be as clear as possible) About — Topic (It should be as clear as

21. To chat 21. To chat S-T S-S | possible)

Write as much as you can then leave the rest Write as much as you can then leave the

22. To give homework with ...... 22. To ask/talk about S-T S-S | rest with ......

homework N
Write as much as you can then leave the rest ]

23. To end the lesson with ......

If it isn’t too long write as much as you can. If it Cok uzun degilse aynen yazilacak. Cok

24. To say goodbye is too long write as much as you can then leave 24. To say goodbye S-T S-S | uzunsa, yazabildiginiz kadarni yazip ....

the rest with ...... Seklinde birakabilirsiniz
If you can’t put the Turkish use into any of the If you can’t put
Other(s) categories above, write such uses in this part. Other(s) the Turkish use
into any of the
categories
above, write
such uses in
this part.
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FIELD NOTES
Please write down your impressions about

+ the effect of your presence (as an observer) in the classroom on students,

¢ the effect of L1 use - if any — on students and/or classroom atmosphere,

+ the other issues you would like to share.

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME AND EFFORT
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APPENDIX E
GRADING SCALE

GRAMMAR 30
5. accurate and appropriate use of grammar with few noticeable errors which do not affect 30
comrmunication
4, occasional use of grammar errors which do not, however, affect communication 24
3. frequent use of grammar errors which occasionally may affect communication 18
2. use of grammar errors which affect communication 12
1. use of grammar errors (even in basic structures) result in disrupted communication 6
VOCABULARY 30
5. accurate and appropriate use of vocabulary with few noticeable wrong words which do not affect 30
communication
4. occasional use of wrong words which do not, however affect communication 24
3. frequent use of wrong words which occasionally may affect communication 18
2. use of wrong words and limited vocabulary which affect communication 12
1. use of wrong words and vocabulary limitations (even in basic structures) result in disrupted 6
communication
INTELLIGIBILTY 20
5. easily understandable 20
4. little difficulty in being understood 16
3. occasional difficulty in being understood 12
2. frequent difficulty in being understood 8
1. difficult to understand 4
FLUENCY 10
5. natural flow of speech with minimal hesitation 10
4. occasional hesitation, which do not interfere with communication 8
3. frequent hesitations, which occasionally may affect communication 6
2. usually hesitant that affect communication 4
1. no connected speech result in disrupted communication 2
TASK ACHIEVEMENT 10
5. tasks completed fully 10
4. tasks completed adequately 8
3. tasks completed almost adequately 6
2. tasks completed inadequately 4
1. tasks not completed 2

TOTAL | 100
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APPENDIX F
CONSENT FORM
I agree to participate in the investigation aiming at having more beneficial speaking

lessons. My participation is VOLUNTARY. It has been made clear by the researcher that

my participation in the present study will not prejudice my future exam results at Anadolu
Umniversity, The School of Foreign Languages, English Department, which I attend. I have
also been assured that my name will be kept anonymous and my video-recordings will be
used only for academic purposes.

In this study conducted by Miige Kanatlar, I am expected to take two oral interviews which
will be held in March and June.

Name & Surname:
Date:
Signature:

KABUL FORMU

Miige Kanatlar tarafindan yiiriitillen ve speaking derslerinin daha verimli hale getirilmesini
amagclayan aragtirma geregi 2002-2003 ogretim yiliin Mart ve Haziran aylarinda
yapilacak olan szl miilakatlara katilmayn GONULLU olarak kabul ediyorum.

Bu katthmimmn, halen okumakta oldugum Anadolu Universitesi Ingilizce Hazirlik
Okulu’ndaki notlarnmi etkilemeyecegi, iznim olmaksizin adimin kullanilmayacag ve
miilakatlar sirasinda yapilacak olan ¢ekim kayitlarinin sadece bilimsel amaglar igin

kullanilacag aragtirmaci tarafindan bildirilmigtir.
ISIM VE SOYAD:
TARIH:

IMZA:
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APPENDIX G
INTERVIEW PROCEDURE
As soon as the student come into the room, please don’t forget to ask the student’s name,
surname and class and then write them in the given list. The interview consists of two
parts. In the next section, each part is explained in detail:
GREETING

First, ask the students to introduce themselves. Then you can introduce yourself briefly.

PART 1 PICTURE TALK

After asking and writing down the student’s name, surname and class in the list, give

the following instruction and the colorful picture:

Talk about this picture. Describe whatever you see in the picture.

¢ While the student is talking about the picture, do not interrupt the student in any
way. Only if the student asks a question about a word, structure, etc., you can
answer.

¢ Ifthe student does not talk or want to talk, ask, “ok anything else?”

PART 2 TALKING AND ASKING/ANSWERING ABOUT LAST SUMMER
After the student finishes talking about the picture, give the student the slip that begins
with Last summer [ .....
And the following instruction:
Talk about what you did last summer. After you finish,
| will ask you questions about the details of your last
summer which you don’t mention.
If the student doesn’t understand the instruction, you can paraphrase the same
instruction for once. However, if s/he doesn’t still understand, you can repeat the
instruction in Turkish.
When the student finishes talking about his/her last summer, ask at least three questions
about the details the student has not talked about.
Later, give the following instruction.
Now, | will talk about my last summer. Listen to me carefully
and after | finish, ask me at least 3 questions about the details of my
last summer which | don’t mention.
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If the student doesn’t understand the instruction, you can paraphrase the same

instruction for once. However, if s/he doesn’t still understand, you can repeat the

instruction in Turkish.

After talking about the last summer in your slip in a natural way, answer the student’s

questions.

In the following section, the possible occasions that you may confront during the

interviews are listed. Moreover, what you are expected to do on such occasions are

explained.

¢

The students may use inaccurate/inappropriate vocabulary, structure, etc. Please do
not tend to correct their questions. If you don’t understand the question, follow
common and natural communication flow (you can say ‘again please’, ‘sorry?” etc.).
If the student doesn’t talk/ask want to talk/ask, you can kindly ask “ok do you want
to talk/ask/go on?”

When the student talks or asks something in Turkish, please reply them in English.
If still the student doesn’t understand, then you can speak Turkish.

If the student asks you about his’her performance after the interview, please give
them encouraging answers such as ‘quite good’, ‘I think it was ok’. Even if the
student’s performance is weak, never use discouraging comments such as ‘not so
good’, ‘it could have been better’, and ‘so so’. Do not go into detailed assessment
about their performances such as ‘you should have talked about physical
appearances of the people in the picture’, ‘you don’t know irregular verb forms’.
Please do not forget to switch off the video camera as soon as the student goes out.

If any other problems occur, I will be around.



Wl

L e




104

APPENDIX I
ASSESSMENT CHECKLIST
Moderator’s Name:
Student’s Name: Grader’s name:

VIMAR
basic structures

Use of basic structures with no deviations

Use of basic structures with few deviations (e.g. plural form, s-v agreement, articles) which do not affect communication

Use of basic structures with occasional deviations (e.g. plural form, s-v agreement, articles) which do not affect communication
Use of basic structures with few deviations (e.g. genitives, incorrect tense or preposition, modals ) which affect communication

Use of basic structures with occasional deviations (e.g. genitives, incorrect tense or prep, modals ) which affect communication

Use of very few or incomplete basic structures which affects communication to the extent that the listener has to guess or infer
aning

ABULARY

Use of accurate and appropriate vocabulary with no deviations

Use of accurate and appropriate vocabulary with few deviations which do not affect communication

Use of accurate and appropriate vocabulary with occasional deviations which do not affect communication
Use of accurate and appropriate vocabulary with few deviations which affect communication

Use of accurate and appropriate vocabulary with occasional deviations which affect communication

Use of very few or limited vocabulary which affects communication & makes the listener guess or infer meaning

YUse of rich variety of vocabulary
Use of average variety of vocabulary
Use of limited variety of vocabulary

LLIGIBILITY

Speech is fully intelligible with no sound deviations
Speech is fully intelligible; few sound deviations but do not seriously distract the listener

Speech is largely intelligible, occasional sound deviations occur but requires an amount of listener effort to
understand the message

Speech is reasonably intelligible, but significant listener effort is required due to speaker’s sound deviations
Speech is largely unintelligible; great listener effort is required

Speech is basically unintelligible; only occasional word/phrase can be recognized

NCY

Natural flow of speech with no hesitations

Natural flow of speech with minimal hesitation

Occasional hesitations, which do not disturb the listener nor affect communication

Frequent hesitations, which occasionally disturb the listener and/or affect communication

Usually hesitant that demands unreasonable patience of the listener and substantially affects communication

No connected speech which results in severely disrupted communication
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