T.C.

BURSA ULUDAG UNIVERSITY
THE INSTITUTE OF EDUCATIONALSCIENCES
THE DEPARTMENT OF FOREIGN LANGUAGE EDUCATION

THE DIVISION OF ENGLISH LANGUAGE TEACHING

REASONS FOR AND FREQUENCY OF ENGLISH
TEACHERS’ USE OF MOTHER TONGUE IN PRIMARY

SCHOOL FOREIGN LANGUAGE CLASSROOMS

MASTER’S THESIS

Burcak AYKUL

BURSA

2019






T.C.

BURSA ULUDAG UNIiVERSITESI
EGITIM BIiLIMLERI ENSTITUSU
YABANCI DIiLLER EGIiTiMIi ANABILIM DALI

INGIiLiz DiLi EGITIMi BiLIiM DALI

ILKOKUL YABANCI DiL SINIFLARINDA iNGILIiZCE
OGRETMENLERININ ANA DiLL KULLANIMININ
NEDENLERI VE SIKLIGI

YUKSEK LiSANS TEZi

Burgak AYKUL

Damisman

Dog. Dr. Esim GURSOY

BURSA

2019



BILIMSEL ETIGE UYGUNLUK
Bu ¢aligmadaki tiim bilgilerin akademik ve etik kurallara uygun bir sekilde elde

edildigini beyan ederim.

Bl

Burcak AYKUL

31/05/2019



i EGITIM BILIMLER ENSTITUSU
YUKSEK LiSANS/DOKTORA INTIHAL YAZILIM RAPORU

ULUDAG UNIVERSITESI
EGITIM BILIMLER ENSTIiTUSU }
YABANCI DIiLLER EGiTiMi ANABILiM DALI BASKANLIGI’NA
Tarih:31/05./2019

Tez Bagligi / Konusu: ilkokul Yabanci Dil Siniflarinda Ingilizce Ogretmenlerinin Ana Dil Kullaniminin Nedenleri ve Sikhgi

Yukarida bashigi gosterilen tez calismamin a) Kapak sayfasi, b) Giris, c) Ana béliimler ve d) Sonug kisimlarindan olusan
toplam 72 sayfalik kismina iligkin, 17/05/2019 tarihinde sahsim tarafindan ‘‘Turnitin’” adli intihal tespit programindan
(Turnitin)” asagida belirtilen filtrelemeler uygulanarak alinmis olan 6zgiinliik raporuna gére, tezimin benzerlik orani % 15.
“tir.

Uygulanan filtrelemeler:
1- Kaynakga hari¢

2-  Alintilar harig/dahil
3- 5 kelimeden daha az rttisme igceren metin kisimlari harig

Uludag Universitesi Egitim Bilimleri Enstittisii Tez Calismasi Ozgiinliik Raporu Alinmasi ve Kullanilmasi Uygulama
Esaslari’ni inceledim ve bu Uygulama Esaslari’nda belirtilen azami benzerlik oranlarina gore tez galismamin herhangi bir
intihal icermedigini; aksinin tespit edilecegi muhtemel durumda dogabilecek her tiirlii hukuki sorumlulugu kabul ettigimi ve
yukarida vermis oldugum bilgilerin dogru oldugunu beyan ederim.

Geregini saygilarimla arz ederim.

31/05/2019

imza
I a
Adi Soyad: e i 6Lquq L A \I M (/1 L

Ogrenci No: 801610014

Anabilim Dali:  Yabanci Diller Egitimi

Programi: Ingiliz Dili Egitimi

Statiisii: X Y.Lisans [_] Doktora

Dog. Dr. Esim GURSOY @

Tez Danigmani w’w‘?

* Turnitin programina Uludag Universitesi Kiitiiphane web sayfasindan ulasilabilir.



YONERGEYE UYGUNLUK ONAYI

“flkokul Yabanci Dil Siniflarinda Ingilizce Ogretmenlerinin Ana Dil Kullaniminin
Nedenleri Ve Siklig1” adli Yiiksek Lisans tezi, Uludag Universitesi Egitim Bilimleri Enstitiisti

tez yazum kurallarina uygun olarak hazirlanmistir.

Tezi Hazirlayan Danigman
Burcak AYKUL Dog. Dr. Esim GURSOY

ABD Bagkam

IN



T.C.
BURSA ULUDAG UNIVERSITESI

EGITIM BILIMLERI ENSTITUSU MUDURLUGUNE,

Yabanci Diller Egitimi Anabilim Dali’'nda 801610014 numara ile kayith Burgak
AYKUL un hazirladig1 “ilkokul Yabanci Dil Siniflarinda ingilizce Ogretmenlerinin Ana Dil
Kullaniminin Nedenleri Ve Sikligi” konulu Yiiksek Lisans ¢aligmas ile ilgili tez savunma
stnavi, 31/05/2019 giinii 11:00-12:00 saatleri arasinda yapilmis, sorulan sorulara alinan

cevaplar sonunda adayin tezinin/galigmasinin basaril/baserwsw olduguna oybirligi/ey-

Lolduge ile karar verilmisgtir.

Tez Danigsmani ve Sinav Komisyonu Bagkani

Zuécg»wj

Dog. Dr. Esim GURSOY

Bursa Uludag Universitesi

Uye

Prof. Dr. Belgin Aydin W\’\
Ankara TED Universitesi

Uye

Prof. Dr. A. Amanda Yesilbursa

Bursa Uludag Universitesi



OZET

Yazar : Burcak AYKUL

Universite : Bursa Uludag Universitesi

Anabilim Dal1 : Yabanci Diller Egitimi Anabilim Dali
Bilim Dal1 : Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Bilim Dali

Tezin Niteligi . Ylksek Lisans Tezi

Sayfa Sayisi 190

Mezuniyet Tarihi : 31.05.2019
Tez : {lkokul Yabanci Dil Siniflarinda ingilizce Ogretmenlerinin Ana Dil
Kullaniminin Nedenleri ve Siklig1

Danismani : Dog. Dr. Esim GURSOY

ILKOKUL YABANCI DiL SINIFLARINDA INGILiZCE OGRETMENLERININ
ANA DIiL KULLANIMININ NEDENLERI VE SIKLIGI

Yabanci dil 6gretilen bir sinifta 6grenmenin ¢ogu dgretmen konugmasi sayesinde
gerceklestirilir. [lkokulda gergeklesen bir yabanci dil dersinde dgretmenin konusmasiyla ilgili
onemli faktorlerden biri 6grenciler igin uygun olan dili segmektir. Yabanci dil derslerinde
hedef dilin kullaniminin 6nemi ise yillardir vurgulanmaktadir. Bu yiizden bu ¢aligma ilkokul
Ingilizce derslerinde anadilin kullanim sikligin1 ve kullanim amaglarini ortaya ¢ikarmay1
hedeflemektedir. Ayni1 zamanda, bu ¢aligmanin dolayli bir amaci ise ilkokul Ingilizce
ogretmenlerinin dil secimleriyle ilgili tercihlerini g6zden gecirmelerine ve kendilerini
gelistirmek i¢in yardime1 olmaktir. Mus ilindeki ilkokullarda ¢alismakta olan bes 6gretmen bu
caligmanin katilimeilarini olusturmaktadir. Veri toplamak amaciyla veri ¢esitleme yontemi
kullanilmig ve bu yontem ders gozlemi, ses kaydi ve 6gretmen roportajlarindan olugmustur.

Her bir 6gretmen igin {i¢ tane ders saati gozlemlenmis ve ses kaydi yapilmistir. Ders gozlem



stireci bittikten sonra her bir 6gretmenle arastirmaci tarafindan roportaj yapilmistir. Veri
icerik ¢coziimlemesi yontemi kullanilarak analiz edilmistir. Arastirmanin bulgular ingilizce
ogretmenlerinin ilkokul derslerinde ana dili ¢ok fazla kullandigin1 ve 6grencilerin
ogretmenden yeterince girdi alamadigini gostermistir. Bu durumun sebebi 6gretmenlerin
cocuklara yabanci dil 6gretiminde kullandig1 gegersiz 6gretim yontemleri ile ilgili olabilir. Bu
yiizden ilkokulda ¢alismakta olan Ingilizce 6gretmenlerine dgretim yontemlerini gozden

gecirmeleri ve smifta anadili kullanmaktan olabildigince kaginmalar1 tavsiye edilmektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: ilkokulda yabanci dil egitimi, ana dil kullanimi, gretmenin siif dili,

sinif i¢i iletisim.
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REASONS FOR AND FREQUENCY OF ENGLISH TEACHERS’ USE OF MOTHER
TONGUE IN PRIMARY SCHOOL FOREIGN LANGUAGE CLASSROOMS
Most of the learning in a foreign language classroom occurs via teacher talk. One of the
important factors about teacher talk in a primary school language classroom is choosing the
appropriate language for young learners. The significance of using the target language in a
foreign language classroom has been emphasized over the years. Therefore, the study aimed
to find out the frequency and functions of L1 in primary school EFL classrooms. Also, an
indirect purpose of this study is to help primary school English teachers review their
preferences of language choice and improve themselves. Five teachers who work in primary
schools in Mus province were the participants of this study. Data triangulation was used to
collect data and it included classroom observation, audio-recordings and teacher interviews.
Each teacher was observed and audio recorded for three classroom hours. The teachers were

interviewed by the researcher after the classroom observation process. The data was analyzed
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by using content analysis method. The results indicated that English teachers use L1
extensively in primary school classrooms and the learners could not get enough L2 input from
the teachers. The reason for this situation might be related to teachers’ invalid teaching
methods in teaching foreign language to young learners. Therefore, English teachers who
work in primary schools are advised to review their teaching methods and avoid using L1 in

the classroom as much as possible.

Keywords: Foreign language education in primary school, use of mother tongue, teacher

talk, classroom interaction.

viii



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

I would like to express my gratitude to a number of people who helped and supported
me during the process of completing this thesis. First, I would like to express my gratitude to
my supervisor Assoc. Prof. Dr. Esim GURSQY for her valuable support, advices, guidance
and everything she has done for me throughout this study. She always shared her ideas and
gave feedback for my studies whenever | needed it. | count myself lucky as | had the chance
to study with an advisor like her.

Next, I would like to thank my friends Berna OZDEMIR, Biisra SEKER and Canan
SEN for all their help and encouragement. I owe special thanks to my friend Tansu YIiGiT as
she always supported and encouraged me during the process of my lessons and thesis. |
appreciate the continual support of my friends throughout the study.

| am also grateful for all teachers who participated in the study during the process of
collecting data. Their help and their patience had great contributions for this study.

Finally, I would like to express my highest gratitude to my family. My mother Senar
AYKUL, my father Vahap AYKUL and my brother Burak AYKUL supported me for my
education continuously and patiently. Without their support, this thesis would never be
completed. 1 also wish to thank my fiancé Ersen OZTURK for his encouragement to write my

thesis. | owe much to my family, especially for their unconditional love.



Table of Contents

Page Number

BILIMSEL ETIGE UYGUNLUK SAYFASL.......ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e i
YUKSEK LISANS CALISMASI ORIJINALLIK RAPORU ...............ccouen.. i
YONERGEYE UYGUNLUK SAYFASI ..ottt ii
JURI UYELERININ ONAY SAYFAST ...t 1\
OZET .. %
ABSTRACT ..o vii
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS .. e iX
TABLE OF CONTENTS ..o X
LIST OF TABLES .. i e e e e ee e Xiv
LIST OF FIGURES ... e e e e e XV
CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION. ...t e e e e 1
1.1. Statement of the Problem ... 1
1.2. Research QUESLIONS ........c.oeiriiii i, 2
1.3. Purpose of the Study ........ooeiiiiii 3
1.4. Significance of the Study ..o 3
1.5, ASSUMPLIONS. .ottt ettt e 4
1.6, LIMItations. ... .ouee ettt 5
L7, DefINIIONS ..ottt 5
CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW ... 6
2.1. Use of Mother Tongue During the History of Language Teaching .......... 6
2.1.1. Grammar Translation Method ... 6
2.1.2.Direct Method .......o.oeiniii i 7
2.1.3. Audiolingual Method ..o 7



2,14, SIlent Way ..o s 8
2.1.5. Sug@estopedia ......iiriii e 8
2.1.6. Communicative Language Teaching ..................coooiiiiiiiiiiinnn, 8
2.1.7. Cooperative Learning ...........ccovuiiiiiiiiiiiiii i i eeeeeeaenan 9
2.1.8. Task based Approach .............coooiiiiiiiiii e 9
2.1.9. Total Physical RESpONSe ..........c.ovviuiiniiiiiiiiiiiiiieeie e, 10
2.1.10. Action Oriented Learning ............cooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie i, 11
2.1.11. Activity Based Learning .............ccooveiiiiiiniiiiiniiiiinieeeaiienn 11
2.2. Young Learners and Their Characteristics .............cooevievineiniiiinnian 12
2.2.1. Teachers of Young Learners ...........ccooeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiannenne. 15
2.2.2. Young Learners in Turkey ... 16
2.3. Teacher Talk ........cooeiiii e 20
2.4. Use of Target Language ..........coueiuiiiniiiiiii i 22
2.4.1. Young Learners and Target Language .................coooiiiiininn.. 25
2.5. Use of Mother TONGUE ......oonuiieiiii e e 26
2.5.1. Young Learners and Use of Mother Tongue ...................coeenin. 29
2.6. International StUAIES....... ...coouiuiiiii i 30
2.7.Studies In TUTKEY ... 33
CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY ...ttt 38
3.1.Research DeSi@n ....oueniitiit i 38
3.2. Research Setting and Participants............cooviiiiiiiii i 38
3.3. Data Collection INStrUmMents ............oovuivuiiiiiiiiiiiiieieeeeeane 40
3.4. Data Collection Procedures ............coueuiiuiuiniiiiniiniiiieiieeieeenens, 41
3.4.1. Ethical Considerations ..............cooevuiiiiiiiiiiniiiiiiineeenenn, 41
3.5. Data Collection and ANalysis ..........ooeiiuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 42

xi



CHAPTER 4: RESULTS .. 45

4.1. Teachers’ Frequency of L1 Use .....c.oooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieece e, 45
4.2. Functions of L1 ... 46
4.2.1. Main Categories for Functions of L1 Use ................coeviiiiinnnnnn. 46
4.2.2. Sub Categories for Functions of L1 Use ............ccooiiiiiiiiiiin. .. 47

4.2 3. Differences between Teachers about the Functions of L1 ................ 52

4.3. Teachers’ Perspective onthe Use of L1 ..o, 54
4.3.1. Benefits of Using Target Language in the Classroom ................... 54

4.3.2. Obstacles to Use Target Language in the Classroom ..................... 55
4.3.2.1. Insufficient TIMe..........cooieiiiiiiiii e, 55

4.3.2.2. Students’ Level and background ......................c 56

4.3.2.3. Crowded Classrooms. .........ovueiueiiiiiiiiii i eiene e 57

4.3.3. Skills and Use of Target Language............cocoviiiiiiiiiiniiininnenn 57
4.3.3.1.Speaking ...o.veneinii i 57
4.3.3.2.Vocabulary .......ooooiiii 57

TGRS I T €121 1411 o 3 L 58

4.4.4. Necessary Times to Use L1 in the Classroom .................cceeeeennee 58
4.4.4.1. Giving INSLrUCLIONS ...t 58

4.4.4.2. Classroom Management ..........coovevriiniininiieeeiieeeeeiieen, 59
CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION AND SUGGESTIONS ......coiiiiiiiiiiiiicenn 60
5.1. Discussions of the FIndings ............cooviiiiiiiiiiiiii e 60
5.1.1. Teachers’ Use of L1 in Young Learners’ EFL Classroom ............... 60
5.1.2. Functions of L1 in Young Learners’ EFL Classroom .................... 62

5.1.3. Teacher INtrerVIEWS .......ouieeieiiii e e 64

5.2. Implications for Practice..... ........oiiiiiiiiiiii i 66

xii



5.2.1. Implications for Teacher Education............... .......ccceceiiiins 67

5.2.2. Implications for Teaching................cooiiiiiii 69
CHAPTER 6: CONCLUSION ... e 70
REFERENCES ... o e 73
APPENDICES. ... 84
GV 89
TEZ COGALTMA VE ELEKTRONIK YAYIMLAMA iZIN FORMU ......... 90

Xiii



Table

1. Participants of the Study ...
2. Word Count of L1 and L2 use for each Teacher .........................

3. Functions of L1 for 15 Sessions of audio-recordings ....................cveeeene.
4. Extracts for the sub-categories which have higher frequency than 10%..........
5. Extracts for the sub-categories which are in the range of 5% to 10%

6. Extracts for the sub-categories which indicate lower results than 5%

List of Tables

Xiv



List of Figures

Figure

1. Teachers’Useof Lland L2 ................

2. Main Categories for Functions of L1 Use

3. Main Categories for Functions of L1 Use for all teachers ........................

XV



CHAPTER 1
Introduction

Most of the learning and activities in a classroom take place using teacher talk. For
example, classroom management, giving instructions, scaffolding, explanations, motivating
students, giving feedback,etc. are given via the language the teacher uses. While all of these
learning procedures are happening, teacher talk plays a crucial role in the classroom (Moon,
2005). However, there is one issue that needs to be clarified about teacher talk. Teachers need
to determine which language they will use in the classroom as the language choice of teachers
affects many things with regards to learning a foreign language.
1.1.Statement of the Problem

According to Coskun (2016), there is almost a syndrome in Turkish society: Inability to
speak English. Accordingly, most of the learners and graduates of high schools and
universities fail to speak English despite the English courses they take. To find solutions to
this problem, the use of L2 in and outside of the classroom should be examined.

In response to the question of which language to be used inside the classroom, the
significance of using L2 can be stated here. The use and amount of L2used in the classrooms
and the significance of it in language acquisition have been emphasized for over many years
(Littlewood & Yu, 2011). Accordingly, L2 needs to be used as much as possible and
maximizing it should be the main goal in a foreign language classroom. However, it is
impossible to provide an environment in which only L2 is spoken outside the classroom as
this is an EFL context although there are a few ways to improve English skills like playing
computers games, watching English films or videos and chatting with foreign friends as stated
in the study of Coskun (2016).

It is discussed that a teacher who speaks in L2 is the only resource as a metalanguage

support in a foreign language classroom and lower level students can understand teacher talk



better than the recordings or any other authentic resource (Chambers, 1991). In addition,
Voicu (2012) thinks that usingL1 might cause problems in the classroom due to the L1
transfer as the language systems differ from each other. He also supports that students will
understand the importance of L2 through the continual use of it. Thus a separation and
distinction between two languages need to be done for a successful learning environment.

In addition to the discussions that support the use of L2, in the curriculum which was
published by Ministry of Education in 2017, it has been emphasized that the communicative
approach which is grounded in the use of L2needs to be used in the classroom. The current
curriculum emphasizes the listening and speaking skills over reading and writing which are
primarily based on the use of L2 in the classrooms. However, the concern of not being able to
learn and speak English still exists in the society according to the study of Coskun (2016).

An important reason for the so-called" inability to speak English" that exists in society
might be due to the limited exposure to L2. Although the learners start to learn English at
early ages, half of the English lessons, which are 2-3 hours in primary schools, are reduced in
half when the teacher spends her time translating whatever s/he says in English. In this case, it
is also important to determine the reasons and the amount of time teachers feel they need to
use L1. The current study aimed to reveal the frequency and functions of L1.
1.2.Research Questions

The following research questions will guide the study to find out some answers about
the use of L2 in primary school language classes:

1. How often do English language teachers use their mother tongue in English lessons in
primary schools?
2. What are the reasons for English language teachers to use mother tongue in English

lessons in primary schools?



1.3.Purpose of the Study

Based on the mentioned problems, this study aims to reveal the frequency and the
purposes of primary school English teachers’ use of L1 and also it aims to help primary
school teachers to focus on their teacher talk as the study will take a step to guide teachers
about their choice of language. As most of the established L2 teaching methods attach
importance to the maximum use of L2 (Solhi & Biiyiikyazi, 2016), this study aims to reveal
the answers about teachers’ language choice with a sample of participants that consists of five
teachers in Turkey. The study will also try to find answers regarding the reasons for teachers
to use theirL1 and the factors that affect their preference of language in the classrooms.
1.4.Significance of the Study

Many studies have been carried out about the use of L1. However, majority of the
studies about this research area have been conducted with the university level students (Afzal,
2013; Fallahpour, 2015; Kashiara, 2012; Nazary, 2008; Tajgozari, 2017; Tang, 2002). Few of
the studies have been conducted with secondary level students (Al-balawi, 2016; Demirci &
Tolu, 2015; Khati, 2011; Sali, 2014; Yildirim & Yataganbaba, 2017). On the other hand, the
number of studies which focus on primary schools is scarce. With this study, a step will be
taken to close the gap in the area, as there is a need to be investigated in detail with the
participants of young learners.

In addition to the gap in the grade level of the students, data collection methods are also
limited. Most of the studies related to the use of L1 have been conducted via questionnaires
and interviews (Alrabah, 2016; Pablo, 2011; Kashiara, 2012; Kayaoglu, 2012; Mahmutoglu,
2013; Nazary, 2008; Solhi, 2011; Tajgozari, 2017). However, in order to identify the real
classroom implementations rather than the teachers’ perceptions it is necessary to collect
verbal data via audio recordings and observations to examine the teacher talk. Although there

are some studies which used classroom recordings (De La Campa, 2009; Demirci, 2015; Sals,



2014; Yildirim, 2017), such data collection method was not used in primary schools. Thus,
with the use of recordings and classroom observations, the current study will shed some light
by investigating teachers’ amount of use of L1 as well as the reasons and the situations it is
used.

Most of the teachers who work in primary schools in Turkey and other countries are
non-native speakers of English. Voicu (2012) states that most of these non-native teachers
overuse L1. However, it is not possible to determine the amount of L1 usage without using
classroom recordings and observations as a data collection method. With this study, teachers’
use of L1 will be revealed. It will also create an opportunity to reconsider the language
teaching methods and policies in Turkey.

This study will also guide the teachers of English to notice their actual practices in
primary schools. With the results of the study, it is hoped that they will be able to assess
themselves in order to achieve balanced use of L1. The documentation of their use of L1in the
classroom will help teachers be aware of their own preferences for L1 use and will create an
opportunity for them to reflect and act upon to improve themselves about this issue.

As a conclusion, this study will have great contributions to the field regarding the use of
L1 in real classrooms in primary schools in Turkey, as it is one of the scarce studies. In the
conclusion of the study, the question about the theory and real language classrooms will also
be revealed.
1.5.Assumptions

There are four assumptions in the present study. Firstly, all the teachers who participate
in the study are sincere about their opinions and responses. Secondly, teachers are not affected
by the audio-recordings while teaching. Thirdly, teachers maintain their regular teaching
while they are being observed and their teaching is not affected by the observer. Lastly,

students are not affected by the audio-recordings while they are in the lesson.



1.6.Limitations

Due to the nature of the study, data was collected from a small sample. Although the
permission is taken from the concerned authority, which is Mus Directorate of National
Education, some of the teachers were not willing to participate in the study as they will be
observed and recorded. Because of this reason, the results of the study are not generalizable to
all EFL classrooms in Turkey. Thus, the study can be assumed as a guiding light to
understand the nature of L1 use in primary school English lessons.
1.7.Definitions

There are two terms which need to be clarified in the study: Mother tongue and target
language.

Mother Tongue:lt is defined as the first and main language which somebody learns
when he/she is a child (Mayor, 2009). Mother tongue as stated in this study corresponds to
Turkish which children learn when they are born. L1 is another term used for mother tongue.

Target Language:It is defined as the language which somebody learns or translates
into (Mayor, 2009). Target language stated in this study corresponds to English which is
taught as a foreign language in state primary schools in Turkey. L2 is another term used for

target language.



CHAPTER 2
Literature Review
There are seven main titles in this chapter which include use of mother tongue during

the history of language teaching, young learners and their characteristics, teacher talk, use of
target language, use of mother tongue, international studies and studies in Turkey. First, the
history of language teaching and its relation to L1 use will be dealt with. Secondly, young
learners and their characteristics will be stated. Later, teacher talk which includes mother
tongue and target language will be mentioned. Lastly, international studies and Turkey will be
stated in this chapter.
2.1. Use of Mother Tongue during the History of Language Teaching

The history of foreign language education has included many methods and approaches
to teaching English over the decades. The methods and approaches had many different ideas
about how to teach a foreign language from various aspects. One of the aspects that have been
discussed through the methods and approaches over the years was about whether to use L1 or
not. The following titles will guide the issue of use of mother tongue in different methods.

2.1.1. Grammar translation method (GTM). During the 1840s the earliest formalized
method, GTM, started to gain popularity and became the dominated language teaching
method. GTM kept its popularity until the 1880s (Mwanza, 2017). The main concern of GTM
was to gain complete command of L2 grammar (Dincay, 2010). Giving the priority on
teaching grammar, one of the ways of teaching language is to use the mother tongue
according to the method. To understand L2, the language is translated into students’ native
language, which is resulted in L1 talk in the classroom the majority of the time (Larsen-
Freeman & Anderson, 2013).

According to Mart (2013), the GTM has a supportive role while teaching a foreign

language by allowing the students to notice the differences and similarities between the two



languages. However, the method was also criticized for using translation and L1 in the
classroom because it does not provide enough opportunity for students to get involved in L2.
As it lacks L2 production or spontaneous creative output, learners fail most of the time at
speaking and even writing skills in L2 (Abdullah, 2013).

2.1.2. Direct method. On the contrary to GTM, direct method is a monolingual
approach which represents its name by directly conveying the message in L2by using
demonstration and visuals (Mwanza, 2017). As L2 is used while carrying out the classroom
instruction and classroom activities, the students are actively involved in the activities by
using L2. The conversational activities also hold a significant place in direct method (Mart,
2013).

However, there was also criticism on the use of L2 in this method. While translation
activities are completely forbidden and the activities are done only in L2, there have been
some disadvantages using this method in the classroom. For example, it was thought that
there are many words that cannot be interpreted directly and it causes waste of time making
an attempt for this purpose. Another disadvantage was related to large classes in which the
method fails to meet the needs of the students (Abdullah, 2013).

2.1.3. Audiolingual method. Similar to the direct method, audiolingual method also
supports the idea of gaining oral skills. Developing the communicative competence is the
main purpose of audio-lingual method. It is achieved by using dialogues and drills which are
repeated by the students in order to form habits in learners which will develop quick and
automatic responses (Mart, 2013). In audiolingual method, use of L1 is not advised while
explaining new words and grammar points in L2 (Nita &Syafei, 2012). As the main concern
of the method, habit formation of L2 is thought to be inhibited by the habits of the students’

native language (Larsen-Freeman & Anderson, 2013). Thus, language forms are presented to



the learners in spoken form by only using L2. Learners can develop oral skills more
effectively in this method.

2.1.4. Silent way. Silent way gives learners’ responsibility to control and direct their
own learning and the role of teachers is only to give learners the essential structures to help
them raise their awareness for learning (Celik, 2014). In addition, teachers need to focus on
what the students are saying and how they are saying it while paying attention to their
pronunciation and flow of words (Dingay, 2010). Although it requires the teachers to remain
silent most of the time (Zainuddin, Yahya& Morales, 2011), teachers use L1 to give
instructions when necessary and they also use it during the feedback sessions (Larsen-
Freeman & Anderson, 2013).

2.1.5. Suggestopedia. Suggestopedia is a method which focuses not only on language
instruction but also the conduct of language through suggestions made by the teacher or the
classroom environment (Glcli & Ayhan, 2015). In the four stages of the method, teacher
helps students to develop a positive mind and easy and fun learning (presentation stage),
teacher plays some classical music in the background and reads the text (passive concert),
teachers tells that they will do an activity like making a film or gaming (elaboration) and
finally they carry out the activity to review the learners’ understanding (practice)
(Kharismawati, 2014). As the primary principle of suggestopedia is to use techniques to make
students relaxed, comfortable and interested in language learning, L1 is allowed to be used in
the classroom. Teachers apply L1 in necessary conditions like making the meaning of the
dialog clear. However, as time goes by and the students proceed in language learning, the
teacher applies L1 less and less (Rustipa, 2011).

2.1.6. Communicative language teaching. In communicative language teaching, there
is a set of principles which are related to the goals of language teaching and the kinds of

classroom activities which are best for learning and roles of students in a language classroom



(Richards, 2005). As the goal of communicative language teaching is to enable students
communicate in L2 (Larsen-Freeman, 2013), the majority of the language used in the
classroom should be in L2. Learning tasks, classroom management and instructions needs to
be carried out by only using L2 while in necessary times teachers turn to the students’ native
language only to ensure comprehension (Celik, 2014). According to Larsen-Freeman (2013),
the students also learn from the language that is used for classroom management and it creates
awareness that L2 is a vehicle for people to communicate.

2.1.7. Cooperative learning. Cooperative language learning is an approach which
allows teachers to apply for group work in the classrooms in an effective way (Matthew,
2006). Cooperative learning was proved to be effective in terms of educational values which
make it important to be applied in English classrooms (Yaseen, 2014). With carefully
structured activities which encourage social interaction among students, cooperative learning
makes learners develop critical thinking skills and communicative competence (Basta, 2011).

One of the reasons that make cooperative learning gain broad acceptance in language
learning classrooms is primarily because it contributes to productivity and achievement and
more importantly it provides opportunities for communication (Zhang, 2010). Cooperative
learning supports learning by using L2. It also encourages its use in the classrooms. However,
one of the problems encountered in cooperative learning is that learners often tend to use L1
when they start to work with their classmates. To solve this problem, students should be
supported with necessary tools like dictionaries and also teachers need to be sure that the task
difficulty is appropriate for the level of the students. Additionally, creating heterogeneous
groups with at least one proficient student in each group would help learners L2 in groups
(Jacobs, 2004).

2.1.8. Task based approach. In foreign and second language teaching, task-based

language teaching recently has become popular and teachers are becoming more interested in



10

this approach (Rozati, 2014). According to Izadpanah (2010), tasks are the main component
of task-based instruction as they provide a context which helps the learning process and
promotes L2 learning. Sanchez (2009) claims that task-based approach includes a sequence
of interactive tasks. These tasks are carried out in L2 unlike traditional form-based methods.
While Ellis (2009, p.242) supports the idea of providing great exposure to L2, he also puts
some advantages of task-based approach as follows:

1. TBLT creates a natural learning environment in the classroom.

N

. It lays emphasis on meaning but also cares for learning form.

3. It offers learners a rich input forL2.

4. It is motivating for children.

5. It is has a learner-centered philosophy but it also cares for teacher direction.

6. It does not neglect accuracy but it attaches importance to communicative fluency.

7. It can also be used with a traditional approach at the same time.

2.1.9. Total physical response. As a method mostly used for young learners, TPR
introduces language skills by using actions of teacher and learners. The teacher serves as an
order taker, a model provider and an action monitor in this method (Widodo, 2005). Other
things teachers need to do in this method are described by Savi¢ (2014), which include giving
commands, modeling the behavior, removing the model after repeating it a few times,
combining commands in unexpected and creative ways and turning them into stories or
games.

According to Sariyati (2013), to motivate children and make them more receptive in L2
learning, a stress-free environment is necessary according to this approach. To create this
environment, one of the issues is whether to use L1 while giving the commands. Although the

instructions can be introduced in students’ L1, it is rarely used after the introduction part. In
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TPR, the meaning is mostly conveyed through body movements rather than the L1 (Larsen-
Freeman, 2013).

2.1.10. Action oriented learning. As one of the other suitable methods for young
learners, action-oriented learning offers many opportunities for children to acquire the
language. In this approach, language learning is placed within the social context and language
students are expected to carry out the communicative tasks while they are employing the
strategies and speech acts (Kaliska, 2016). While this approach assimilates the principle of
teaching all the skills, language is taught in a context with the exercises which involve action
(Glinay & Atmaca, 2016). In addition, it is important to create a learning environment with
learners’ active learning and their ability of reflection in this approach (Yung, Chang &
Hsieh, 2017).

According to Kaliska (2016), there is meaningful communication in action-oriented
learning, which creates interaction between language learners in different contexts. While
doing this, learners are supposed to use L2actively and they achieve specific objectives. This
approach supports the use of L2 as well.

2.1.11. Activity based learning. Activity-based learning is an approach which helps
learners understand better and achieve learning outcomes and it includes the strategies of
classification, participation, critical thinking, analyzing, knowledge sharing, team-work,
communication, problem-solving and debating (Biswas, Das & Ganguly, 2018). According to
Superfine (2002), this method is suitable for children as children are seen as ‘‘doers’” and
they remember the new language easily as they use it in a realistic situation. An activity in
this approach includes the use of four skills while combining them with games, songs, and
rhymes.

This approach focuses on the idea that learners engage in the activities through actions

and teachers should engage learners directly and make sure that they are actively engaged in
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the learning. Thus, learners can easily use L2in this approach as they become the participants
in their own learning.
2.2. Young Learners and Their Characteristics

There is a widespread view around the world that claims the younger is better in foreign
language learning according to the observations of teachers and experts (Gawi, 2012). For this
reason, the importance given in the English language teaching programs for young learners
has been increasing nowadays as the governments popularize these programs earlier in
primary schools (Puskas, 2016).In many countries, the amount of lesson time given for early
language education has been increasing more and more. Thanks to this new trend, how
children acquire foreign languages are becoming an important subject matter to be studied.

Young children do not come to language classrooms with an empty mind. They usually
have an already established set of instincts, characteristics, and skills. Those features which
young learners have will help them learn a new language (Halliwell, 1992). Besides, in terms
of language learning, children have different characteristics when compared to adults.
According to Gursoy and Korkmaz (2012), children like talking and having fun as they learn
visually and kinesthetically by nature. They also claim that children cannot learn any
information directly and explicitly and abstract concepts like grammar rules, as they are still
developing cognitively. That is why everything about their lessons like words or sentences
must be embedded within a meaningful context.

Children need to be engaged in the lesson with movements and different senses. They
need rhymes, songs or stories to play with the language. Another important detail is about the
selection of language learning activities. Variety in their activities is a necessity for learning
since their attention span is short. Classroom routines and familiar activities are also helpful
for them as they already know the rules. Additionally, cooperation would help them in the

classroom rather than competition because shared experiences are invaluable for young
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learners and most of them enjoy belonging to a group. Lastly, teaching grammar rules is not
advised for children unless they ask for an explanation in the classroom (Scott &Ytreberg,
1990).

According to Puskas (2016), the characteristics of young learners are various and they
help them learn foreign language as they acquired their mother tongue. Halliwell (1992, p.3)
summarizes the characteristics of young learners as below:

- They can easily understand the meaning of words and sentences without knowing the
individual words.

- They have a great skill to use the language they know creatively.

- They mostly learn indirectly rather than learning in a direct way.

- They are able to create and find fun while they are doing something.

- They can use their imagination.

- They have great desire to talk.

According to Uysal and Yavuz (2015), young learners need hands-on activities rather
than completing the pen and paper activities. There are some fine motor activities like
drawing, coloring, painting, cutting, and pasting. These activities help them acquire the
language skills. Concrete materials are useful for them to understand and process the meaning
due to their limited cognitive abilities.

Piaget identified four stages for children’s cognitive development process. Accordingly,
children develop cognitively by actively engaging with the environment. The first stage of the
cognitive development is the stage of the sensory-motor period (0 to 2 years) in which
children do not yet internally represent events as their behavior is mainly motor and they think
conceptually. The second stage is the stage of preoperational thought (2 to 7 years) in which
children are interested in a single situation at a time. The third stage is the stage of concrete

operations (7 to 11 years) in which children develop the ability to think logically. The last
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stage is the stage of formal operations (11 to 15 years) in which again the children’s cognitive
structures are in their highest level and start to apply logical reasoning to abstract situations as
well (Curtain & Dahlberg, 2004).

Additionally, physical activities like walking, running, jumping, dancing and climbing
will be useful when they are coordinated with language learning as they are kinesthetic
learners. According to Moon (2005), children like having fun and they get more involved in
the learning process when they enjoy the activities. Children can develop positive attitudes
towards learning a language as they realize that it is enjoyable and pleasing.

Moreover, as young learners are slow at learning L2, they need a much longer time to
do it when compared to the adults as their thinking skills are at the concrete operations stage
during which students do not have the ability to think hypothetically according to the
cognitive development theory of Piaget (Curtain & Dahlberg, 2004).

Children can benefit from meaningful activities more easily. According to Nikolov and
Dijigunovic (2006) young learners do not have much understanding of the explicit rules
though they can easily use their memory and procedural knowledge. In addition, early start of
language teaching also contributes to their attitudes and motivation to learn and be helpful in
the long run.

Along with the general characteristics of young learners, young learners and very young
learners also differ in terms of what children of five can do and what children often can do.
However, it is not easy to point out certain characteristics for each age because some children
develop earlier while others develop later (Scott &Ytreberg, 1990).

Although it is difficult to separate children of different age groups in certain categories
according to their various features, there are some categories created by researchers. For
example, Pinter (2011) divided their periods into three categories which are preschool,

primary school, and early adolescence. In the preschool stage, learners are between the ages
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from 3 to 6 and they do not have any formal learning experience, literacy skills and they
mostly have differences about the issue of readiness for school. The primary school years
involve ages from 6 to 12 and they are at primary/elementary school. Lastly, early
adolescence years begin from the age of 13 and they change their school to secondary or high
schools at this age.

2.2.1. Teachers of young learners. It is believed that starting to learn a foreign
language before the critical period, which is around 12 or 13 years of age, is important to
build proficient speakers of English (Shin, 2006). The differences between adults and children
should be paid attention as the teaching methodologies would differ according to their age
characteristics. Some of the differences between teaching an adult and a child are quite
obvious. For example, children want to please the teacher rather than pleasing their peers. On
the other hand, they easily lose their interest and it is hard for them to keep motivated on tasks
(Cameron, 2001). As language learning for children is different from adult language learning,
it is necessary for teachers to be aware of the similarities and differences of young learners
and adults to create an effective language learning environment (Pinter, 2011).

As there are such differences in teaching young learners, Shin (2006, p.3) listed ten beneficial
ideas for teachers to make learners more proficient in English:

1. Teachers should supplement activities with visual materials,

2. Teachers should encourage learners by using visuals and realia,

3. Teachers should use various activities,

4. Teachers should use different themes,

5. Teachers should use suitable contexts which are appropriate and familiar to the
students,

6. Teachers should include classroom routines in English in the lessons,

7. Teachers should apply L1 when necessary,
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8. Teachers should bring in helpers from the community,
9. Teachers should benefit from other teachers,
10. Teachers should get information from other young learner professionals.

Other suggestions made by Cameron (2001) for teachers imply that teachers should be
skilled to reach children’s worlds and lead them to develop their understanding of different
concepts because it is not simple or straightforward to teach young learners although they
have a simpler view of the world than adults. Copland, Garton, and Burns (2014) also make
suggestions for education programs. Accordingly, teacher education programs should include
classroom management skills, monitoring, giving feedback, speaking, listening, reading,
writing activities and peer teaching.

In terms of language teaching, the learning environment is important for young learners.
Thus, teachers of young learners need to create a positive learning environment. Moon (2005,
p.10) stated some considerations for teachers to pay attention in order to create this
environment. Accordingly, teachers should:

- Provide a real context and desire to use English in the classroom,

- Give enough time for learners

- Make the learners expose to meaningful input

- Create opportunities for students to have experience with the new language

- Create plenty of opportunities for students to use L2 in various contexts

- Create a friendly learning atmosphere to make the children take risks and enjoy the
new language

- Give feedback on their learning

- Make children notice the new pattern in the language

2.2.2. Young Learners in Turkey. Although teaching a foreign language to young

learners is an important issue around the world, there are many problems that brings with it.
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In most circumstances, only a small number of teaching hours are given to foreign language
teaching in a scheduled timetable, which causes very limited access to the foreign language
outside the classroom. In this case, children do not have enough time and the opportunity to
get exposed to L2 and to participate in meaningful communication. Young learners acquire
the skills in a limited lesson time mostly through songs, rhymes, basic vocabulary and
carefully rehearsed dialogues. However, they do not acquire the ability to express themselves
spontaneously (Pinter, 2011).

The situation about teaching a foreign language to young learners in Turkey is the same
because the lesson hours of primary schools for English is restricted to two-three hours,
although it can show differences in private schools. According to the curriculum published by
the Ministry of National Education (MoNE) in Turkey (2017), the 4+4+4 system in which the
first 4 years correspond to the primary year education led to an immediate need for the
redesign of current teaching programs for 2nd, 3rd and 4th grades. According to the new
curriculum designed by MoNE (2017), the role of English is a means of conveying needs and
wants, expressing ideas and beliefs, building relationships and more significantly it focuses on
language learning as communication.

As one of the most apparent characteristics of the curriculum, it includes a series of 10
sample units for each grade level structured around interrelated themes. While all of the
foreign language skills which are reading, listening, speaking and writing are included in
these units and the program, no emphasis is given to the reading and writing skills in the
second grade and in the third, fourth and fifth grades there is limited use of these skills. The
main emphasis is given to speaking and listening skills (MONE, 2017).

The curriculum provided by MoNE is good in terms of the stress given to communicate
in a meaningful context by using L2. It was also prepared considering the developmental

levels of children. According to the curriculum, learners are expected to have self confidence
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on L2 and proficient users of English while they also developan appreciation for their own
culture and understand and value a broad spectrum of international languages and cultures in
accordance with CEFR. However, problems might still occur in practices due to various
reasons.

According to Arikan (2015), to reveal the realities of teaching English and other foreign
languages in Turkish primary schools a lot of empirical research studies are needed to be
carried out. As the theory and practice show differences in teaching a foreign language to
young learners, special attention should be paid to teachers and their actual practice in
primary school settings. The physical condition of the classroom is one factor that affects the
learning environment and outcomes. The use of movable chairs and desks or even carpets on
which the young learners could sit could create a flexible environment. However, teacher
qualifications also need to be considered to find solutions to problems in real language
classrooms. Teachers of young learners should be prepared in terms of linguistic, educational
and methodological development as an effective language learning environment depends on
the teachers’ knowledge and skills (Damar, Giirsoy & Korkmaz, 2013). On the other hand,
there are other problems like not using the appropriate method, time limit, lack of materials,
not using activities and having an exam-oriented system.

In small language classes with sufficient teaching materials, teachers could focus on
positive outcomes of language teaching by adopting the appropriate method, following the
materials, applying the activities and focusing on the acquisition of language skills. However,
the problems of not applying the positive methods of language teaching lie behind its
implementation in the classes. When the specific characteristics of children are considered,
the purpose of language teaching needs to be considered and determined in the Turkish

context (Arslan, 2012).
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To be able to find solutions for the situation in the Turkish context, there should be
some regulations. According to Caner, Subasi, and Kara (2010), Ministry of National
Education needs to consider and provide an effective and nurturing environment,
developmentally and appropriate instructions for young learners since there are many learners
in both preschool and primary school programs. Moreover, this instruction needs to consider
the characteristics of children, their cognitive and language developments, their learning
conditions and the types of instructions that are suitable for them.

On the other hand, English language teachers in Turkey should also take the
responsibility to consider possible ways to build a classroom in which L2 is spoken.
According to Arslan (2012), language teachers need to be aware that teaching a language
includes teaching the language skills such as vocabulary, pronunciation and speaking. Thus,
teachers should create more opportunities to practice these language skills through games,
plays, stories, role-plays. They should be knowledgeable about how to apply language
activities, tasks, materials in the classes and assessment techniques like project work and
portfolios. Nevertheless, the suggestions given here might not help avoid the problems in
language education in Turkey.

There are many aims of foreign language programs for young learners which include
developing basic communication abilities, fostering motivation by making initial language
learning experiences fun, encouraging early familiarization with a new culture and developing
cognitive, metacognitive and metalinguistic skills through an initial contact with a foreign
language system (Pinter, 2011). However, the studies conducted with young learners show
that the actual classroom practices do not accomplish the purposes of foreign language
programs for young learners. Some of the reasons for this situation arise from crowded classes

and insufficient lesson time in the classrooms.
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On the other hand, teacher qualifications need to be considered besides physical
constraints of the classroom. According to Dickson (1996), a teacher’s competence and
confidence in the spoken language is an important factor which affects the use of L2.
Additionally, a teacher’s age, date of entry into teaching and years of service are important
factors that might affect teachers’ language choice. Moreover, English language teachers
should pay attention to process and product outcomes. To create a teaching environment in
which L2 is used more often, it is necessary to discuss the teacher talk.

2.3. Teacher Talk

Teacher talk is simply defined as teachers’ simplified, but not unnatural, variety of
language especially uttered for the younger and newer learners of a second or foreign
language (Shinde & Karekatti, 2010, p. 56.) According to Incegay (2010), without teaching
learning does not take place. Therefore, teacher talk has a significant role as it is the major
source of input.

Teachers also have a crucial role in creating a happy and secure environment while
encouraging learners to speak English. Teacher talk can help to build rapport. In a positive
environment students will take risks and not worry about making mistakes (Garton &
Copland, 2012). The success of teaching is affected to a large extent on how teachers interact
with the learners and this interaction is a result of teacher talk (Yanfen & Yugin, 2010).
Having a crucial role in foreign language classrooms, what teachers say and do in the
classrooms needs to be studied to be able to learn about the process of learning and teaching
(Pinter, 2011).

For many students around the world, exposure to L2 is provided by the teacher. That is
why teachers need to create opportunities to speak English in the classroom. However, the
teacher does not have to use L2 all the time as switching between the languages would be

natural as it is already common in many everyday contexts (Garton & Copland, 2012).
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Teacher talk serves as the source of input and used when giving instructions, modeling,
explaining, making jokes, etc. Moreover, it has an important role as an interactive device.
Teachers use a lot of interactive devices like repetition, prompting, prodding and expansions
(Yanfen & Lugin, 2010). Teachers also do most of the talking in the classroom, they choose
the topic of the talk by themselves and they ask most of the questions in the classroom
(Santiago i Ribas & Avnitskaya, 2010). This is why teachers should be careful about their
choice of language. Teacher talk is the key to increase the proficiency level of learners and
participation (Incegay, 2010).

Due to the important role of teacher talk in provoking interaction, teachers need to find
ways to involve learners in the activities. Yanfen and Yugin (2010) created a framework of
teacher talk which involves the interaction types of teachers. While the main heading of the
framework included initiation and follow-up, subheadings involved questioning, invitation,
direction, informing, prompting, encouragement, criticizing, ignoring, acknowledgement and
commenting. These interactions types can help teachers create opportunities to use L2.

Talking in L2 will help children grasp the meanings of words through a context in a
purposeful way, speak in richer ways and lead them for a more rapid growth in their language.
As benefits of teacher talk with young learners Test, Cunningham and Lee (2010, p.3)
propounded four reasons:

1. Young learners enjoy conversations with adults.

2. Words can help young learners to engage in activities.

3. Questions and using new words will extend their thinking and curiosity.
4. Adults can directly answer their questions.

Moreover, according to Incecay (2010), teacher talk can facilitate learners’ participation
while creating a potential for learning. Teacher talk also involves error correction in the

classroom. However, the appropriate error correction method needs to be considered for
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young learners. Immediate error correction is not suitable for young learners. According to
Sert (2015), teachers should remember to refrain immediate error corrections in order not to
interrupt the flow of communication and they should use embedded correction that may lead
to learner uptake.

2.4. Use of Target Language

Over the years and decades, one of the suggested ideas for an effective language
teaching program has been to use only L2 in the classroom. Teachers have been suggested to
avoid the use of L1 except as a last solution although the reports show that most of the
teachers make extensive use of L1 (Littlewood& Yu, 2011). Moreover, for much of the 20th
century, professional discussions, debates, and research in the field of ELT supported that
English is best learned and taught without using the L1 of the learners while leading to the
promotion of monolingual English-only teaching (Hall & Cook, 2012).

One of the claims which support the use of L2 in a foreign language classroom is to
increase exposure to L2. Just like learning how to ride a bike or any other skill, it is achieved
best by doing it. Language learners need to be exposed to L2 as much as possible for
acquisition to occur and they should be actively involved in the process. For most of the
circumstances, foreign language classrooms are the only opportunity to have an experience
withL2. That is why language teachers need to maximize the exposure by providing a
language-rich environment.

Learners in an EFL environment do not have much exposure to L2and unfortunately L2
is not a part of their daily life. Therefore, it is quite advisable for teachers to provide as much
exposure as possible in foreign language classrooms (Tsukamoto, 2012). Using L1 carefully
and in limited circumstances is essential as the use of L1 can become a habit of resorting that

both teachers and the students use whenever a difficulty happens. Lastly, some errors might
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be encountered when teachers use L1 to teach L2 because of L1 transfer. The reasons for
these kinds of errors range from vocabulary to grammar (Voicu, 2012).

There are many questions that come to an English teacher’s mind about the use of L2.
How often can they use L2 in the classroom? Should they be strict or forbid the use of L1? Is
it okay touse L1less? Although it is really difficult to find answers to these questions, there
might be some suggestions to find a practical solution. Teachers should always remember that
the use of L1 should be selective and purposive, and it should not be seen as an easy way out
for potential communication problems that might occur in the classroom. Excessive use of L1
in the activities like speaking, listening and pronunciation needs to be avoided since the use of
L1 in these skills is not useful and also it might be harmful for the communicative purpose of
foreign language teaching (Celik, 2008).

Creating a classroom environment, in which only L2 is spoken, is difficult to achieve.
There are many factors which affect the use of L2. For instance, educational considerations in
a test-focused education system, classroom conditions, the conceptual level of
communication, teachers’ proficiency, effective learning and teaching, knowledge about the
language, social and cultural factors and organizational factors might affect the amount of L2
in foreign language classrooms (Dickson, 1996).

While a well-planned lesson can make the use of L2easier by the teacher, it is still not
easy for children to initiate a conversation inL2 or use it among themselves (Pachler& Field,
1998). Using only L2 is supported by many rationales. For example, Voicu (2012, p.213)
summarizes the rationale for the monolingual approach in foreign language education as
below:

1. LearningL2 should be similar to learning L1 (through so much natural exposure target

language).
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2. Proper learning in a foreign language occurs with the distinction of two languages (L1
and L2).
3. Learners need to be aware of the significance of L2 by continuously using it.

According to Pachler and Field (1998), although many teachers aim to make use of
L2for most of the activities, the amount of L2 used by them can be affected by many factors
like the ability of the learners and the size of the classroom, motivation to learn, group
dynamics, receptiveness of the students, environmental factors, incidents that occurred in the
previous lesson or in the break, topic area, discipline problems and interruptions from outside.
To be able to create a learning environment in which L2 is used at its maximum, teachers
need to consider these factors and find solutions to them. Some of the ways to minimize the
problems that occur in the classroom can be establishing some classroom routines, adequate
preparation for the lesson, feeling of confidence in L2 and security, using demonstrations
when giving instructions, scaffolding, using appropriate teacher talk. Similarly, Littlewood
and Yu (2011) suggested strategies to increase the use of L2 in the classrooms. They are
summarized as below:

1. Teachers should be determined and confident while usingL2,
2. Teachers should apply the communication strategies,
3. Teachers should start simple.

Moeller & Roberts (2013, p.24) on the other hand, suggested other principles which can
be applied for the planning of a language lesson by the teachers. Accordingly, teachers
should:

1. Build a curriculum which is compatible with theory,
2. Create a respectful environment in the classroom,
3. Use ““‘meta moments’’ which encourage students to reflect

4. Apply visuals, gestures and previous knowledge of learners
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9.
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Apply concrete strategies which encourage learning
Encourage self-correction

Show enthusiasm for the learners

Use technology to make use of language

Use extrinsic motivation strategies

10. Teach grammar inductively

11. Apply to stories and visuals from real life and personalize the lessons

12. Connect the topic to actual lives of learners

2.4.1. Young learners and use of target language. There is a common view about the

way young learners acquire a second language. Young learners are better and more rapid

while learning a foreign language, whereas adults are slower and they spend more effort to

acquire it (Qin, 2014). As well as a rich linguistic environment, interaction with other learners

is necessary for effective language learning for young learners(Winskel, Zhou, Li, Mei,

Peart&Booth,2016).Although quite challenging, starting at an early age has many benefits for

children to acquire a foreign language. Exposing learners to L2 at an early age will have

excellent results in proper circumstances. It will result in development of language and also a

valuable international outlook (Enever, 2011).

Moon (2005, p.63) specified the advantages of using L2 when teaching a foreign language to

the children as below:

1.

2.

It maximizes the amount of exposure children get to English.

It develops pupils’ confidence in the language.

It provides opportunities for using L2, eg. in giving instructions, getting answers from
the students.

It ensures that students learn without being aware that they are learning thanks to the

simple language and repetitive patterns used in the classroom.
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5. It motivates students to have a desire to learn.
6. It develops greater fluency, as students are encouraged to think in the L2 from the
early ages.

For all these reasons, teachers have often been encouraged to teach a foreign language
by using it, especially at early ages. Using L1 in the foreign language classroom is an easy
way to explain things. Although the teachers usually have a limited period in the classroom
and most of this time becomes easier to use L1 to explain a situation, they still need to
concentrate on building communicative skills. For this, they can use visuals, realia, and
gestures (Shin, 2006).

However, simply placing young learners in a target language environment and staying
out of the way to let a miracle happen is not helpful to make him learn the language. Only
when the young learners are surrounded by language in a meaningful context, they are open to
learning languages. That is why; a teacher who speaks to them in a meaningful and purposeful
way will be helpful for them to develop experiences with the language (Curtain & Dahlberg,
2004).

2.5. Use of Mother Tongue

The use of L1 as a teaching tool in a foreign language classroom has long been
discussed. There are strong and weak views about this issue. The strong view totally forbids
the use of L1. Weaker views argue that it should be decreased in the classrooms as much as
possible.

There are some other views that support the use of L1 in the classrooms as well. For
example, Littlewood and Yu (2011) claim that L1 is a way to clarify the meaning of L2.
Learners can progress more quickly and internalize L2 easily by this way.

The Council of Europe (CoE) adapted a language learning framework which involves

the understanding of foreign culture as an essential part of language due to the growing
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recognition of the importance of incorporating culture into foreign language learning (Celik,
2015). According to Deneme, Ada and Uzun (2011), an important part of teaching a language
and supporting the cognitive and social development of children is closely related to culture.
As a part of education, cultural knowledge can be transmitted to young learners continuously
depending on their cognitive capacities to develop a multicultural understanding. However, all
of these do not mean that teachers should totally stay away from L1. In fact, they should be
presenting the material from L2 while relating it to L1, its content and home culture to
personalize the lesson and create the learners an opportunity to link the new language and
culture to their own lives and experience.

On the other hand, using L1to teach a foreign language is not a problem according to
Voicu (2012). The problem is when and how to make use of it. Teachers need to be selective
and cautious when using L1 and they should use it only in necessary and compulsory
situations. According to Macaro (2005), even bilinguals use the strategy of code switching as
they find it easier. However, he also claims that even if using L1 is accepted as a
communication strategy, it has to be a well-planned communication strategy in a lesson.

There are some views about the times and situations to use L1 in the classrooms. If
instructors treat L1 as a classroom resource, it will open up several ways to use it like
conveying meaning, explaining grammar, encouraging collaborative learning and individual
strategy use. Cook (2001) specifies the necessary times to use L1 in the classroom:

- To earn time while giving instructions and explaining something
- To build up interlinked L1 and L2 knowledge for the learners
- To carry out the classroom tasks by using collaboration with the learners
- Tocreate L2 activities like code-switching to be used in later real-life
Similarly, Littlewood and Yu (2011) suggest three compulsory situations that teachers

might need to apply L1 in the classrooms:



28

- To establish a constructive social relationship with the learners

- To communicate the complex meanings of the language to be sure that learners can
understand and save time

- To maintain the classroom management

Moreover, Ostovar-Namaghi and Norouzi (2015) regard the use of L1 as advantageous
in some circumstances. For example, it arouses the feeling of safety and security among the
learners and they can express themselves in this way. It avoids any possible
misunderstanding. It raises learners’ metacognitive awareness and helps learners when they
are at the beginning levels. It is helpful in saving time and solving comprehension problems.

However, Turnbull (2001) and Kavari (2014) object the official permission for using L1
in the classrooms. Accordingly, it will be overused by the teachers and it will have negative
consequences because teachers already apply L1even though they are not allowed to use it in
the classrooms. Instead of giving them permission to use it, teachers need to be guided about
the judicious use of L1.

Turnbull (2001) claims that teachers can use L1 in the process of language learning, he
also discusses the advantages and disadvantages of the role of L1 in the classroom. He is
against the extensive use of L1 as L2 should be used as much as possible as the teacher is the
only source of L2 for most of the circumstances. Thus, he believes that the use of L2 has a
positive effect on the proficiency of learners when teachers maximize the use of it in the
classrooms.

Similarly, Burzkamm (2003) puts emphasis on the strategic use of the L1 which
facilitate L2 learning. It is important to find appropriate ways to use L1 in the classroom.
When the strategic use of it is ignored, there is a danger of over using it. Teachers need to

consider an effective and balanced L1 and L2 use for effective language teaching.
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Voicu (2012) suggests foreign language teachers to follow a more complete and
proactive strategy. They should be careful about time management and should not waste time
to eliminate the use ofL1. They should consider the times when L1 might be beneficial.

2.5.1. Young learners and use of mother tongue. In a foreign language classroom
with young learners, it is possible to teach a whole lesson almost entirely in L2 by using a
small number of structures and chunks. However, according to Halliwell (1992), most of the
teachers of young learners think that children will not understand and behave badly in the
classroom. In this case, teachers do not have to say ‘‘what on earth do you think you are doing
punching Thomas like that?’’. Instead of this, a teacher can easily say ‘‘Don’t do that!”’in L2
which will be effective. In addition to this, using facial expressions will be helpful as children
can respond to facial expressions very well (Halliwell, 1992).Use of L1 should only be
applied in obligatory circumstances for young learners. Moon (2005, p.66) summarized this as
follows:

- To soothe the child and show closeness.

- To answer the questions.

- To talk about the answer with the teacher.

- To communicate with friends and teacher.

- To develop closeness with teacher and learners.

- To gain time.

- To communicate a message.

- To check comprehension of children

- To help learning when children do not have sufficient levels of L2 language

Especially, at the younger ages, teachers are mostly encouraged to teach in L2 and
sometimes they might feel bad when they use L1as most of the communicative approaches try

to enforce the ‘English only’ rule. However, to find a solution for many problems, like saving
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the time, teachers should not avoid using L1 for the difficult expressions like ‘Once upon a
time’. By this way, learners can recognize this expression whenever they encounter or hear
it(Shin, 2006).

In addition, for children, it is easier to share meaning with their friends in their mother
tongue and sometimes it might be difficult for them to understand why they have to express
themselves in a different language in a classroom setting. Therefore, for most of the teachers,
it is difficult to maintain a conversation using L2 in some of the teaching methods like task-
based learning as learners tend to slip easily into their mother tongue during the activity
(Rosa, 2004). Furthermore, while giving the instructions for many activities using L1 would
be inevitable because the teachers want children to understand the rules for the task clearly
and they want to spend the class time doing the activity rather than spending it for the
explanation (Shin, 2006).

2.6. International Studies

As the debate over whether to use L1 in foreign language classrooms has been going on
for years, many studies have been conducted about the use of it. However, the studies have
differences regarding the participants, methods and the context. While some of the studies are
carried out with ELT teachers, some others are conducted with foreign language learners.
Some studies have college, university and/or high school students as participants. However,
only a few numbers of studies were conducted in primary schools. Moreover, in some of the
studies, questionnaires and interviews were used to collect data while other methods like
voice recording were rarely used as a data collection method.

In a study conducted in Kuwait, teachers’ use of L1 in college classrooms was
investigated. The functions of L1, factors for using it and teachers’ attitudes toward the use of
it were investigated in the study. After analyzing the survey and interviews of 60 ELT

teachers, it was found out that L1 is used in L2 classrooms as a teaching tool and mostly for
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classroom management. Although the teachers indicated that L1 use has contributions for
effective, sociolinguistic and psycholinguistic factors, they also exhibited negative attitudes
for the use of L1. The study had contradicting results regarding the classroom practice and
teacher attitudes about the use of L1 (Alrabah, Wu, Alotaibi & Aldaihani, 2016).

In another study conducted with both teachers and students, a mixed method approach
was implemented via questionnaires and interviews. After investigating the data from the
questionnaires which was applied to the students from different levels, it was found out that
students in all language levels have positive perceptions for using L1 in the classes, contrary
to the previous study. Teachers, on the other hand, showed negative perceptions on the use
ofL1 and they did not support the use of it (Tajgozari, 2017).

Similarly, a study carried out with both teachers and students explores the use of L1 in a
public educational institution in Mexico. The results from questionnaires and semi-structured
interviews showed that both teachers and most of the students have positive perceptions about
the use of L1 and accept it as a part of the learning process. However, there are also a few
numbers of students who do not support the idea of using L1 and they prefer that the teachers
use L2 in the classroom (Pablo, Lengeling, Zenil, Crawford & Goodwin, 2011).

In the study by Al-balawi (2016), the attitudes of EFL teachers on the use of L1 were
investigated. A questionnaire and classroom observations were used as data collection tools.
Results of the questionnaire and observations of fifty female English language teachers
showed that their attitudes towards the use of L1 which is Arabic were positive. The results
also indicated that teachers mostly applied L1 to facilitate the teaching process and as a
pedagogical tool to enhance the learning experience in the classroom.

Distinctively from the previous one, a study was conducted with only the students in an
Iranian university to find out students’ attitudes and perceptions about the use of L1. The

results from the datagathered via a survey indicated that Iranian university students are
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reluctant to use their L1 and supported the use of L2. However, the results had differences
between the students having different proficiency levels. While the elementary and advanced
level students had positive attitudes, intermediate level students were found to have deeper
negative attitudes toward the use of L1 (Nazary, 2008).

In a similar study conducted in Japan, questionnaires were used as a data collection tool
to gather information from the students about the use of L1. The results of the questionnaires
showed that learners appreciated the use of L2 in the classroom (Tsukamoto, 2012) in
accordance with the previous study. However, in another study which was conducted with the
voluntary students in a Japanese university, it was found out that students mostly preferred
that instructor know L1 and they desired the use of L1 (Carson &Kashihara, 2012).

Besides the studies which investigated the attitudes and perceptions of teachers and
students, some of the studies were carried out to investigate the amount and frequency of L1
use in the classroom. For example, Bozorgian and Fallahpour (2015) conducted research on
the amount and purposes of L1 use by teachers and students in language institutes in Iran.
Researchers collected data for 12 sessions from various EFL teachers. The study revealed that
EFL teachers do not make use of L1 very much in the classrooms although there is still use of
it to improve teaching. The study also revealed that using L1helps learning in EFL
classrooms.

In another study, frequency and occasions for using L1 and students’ reasons for using
it and how they can reduce the use of it were investigated. Classroom observations, group
discussions, and interviews were used to collect data. The study indicated mixed results. It
was found out that students’ inhibition in speaking is the main reason to use L1 in the
classroom. However, it was also found out that teachers have mixed views about the use of L1

in the classroom (Khati, 2011).
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On the other hand, other studies have different results regarding the frequency of L1 use
in the classrooms. Most of the studies show that theL1 is used excessively in the classroom.
Tang (2002) aimed to find out how frequently L1, Chinese, is used at the tertiary level
English classroom and the purposes of using it. He also investigated the attitudes of learners
and teachers about the use of L1 in the EFL classroom. Accordingly, it was found out that L1
is used for the occasions when teachers fail to explain in English and it has a supportive role
in the classroom. Moreover, most of the teachers and learners in the study were found to
support the use of L1.

In a similar study, which investigated the amount, purpose and reasons for using L1 in
the classroom, video, audio recording, interviews, and stimulated recall sessions were used to
collect data. The study was carried out at a German university course. The study supported the
frequent use of L1 in the classroom while the reasons and purposes of it showed variety. Also,
it was found out that the instructors used L1 in the classroom mostly for instructional
purposes (De la Campa & Nassaji, 2009).

In a study in Iran, use of L1 was investigated at the intermediate level in the language
institutions. The study aimed to find out the frequency and purposes of L1 use and the
attitudes of both teachers and students toward using it. The classroom observations showed
that L1, which is Farsi, was used to explain when teachers fail to do it in English. Moreover,
most of the students and teachers indicated that use of L1 is necessary and it makes it easier to
understand the difficult concepts. In the interview, teachers also explained that it is helpful to
show differences and similarities between the two cultures. In addition, according to the
results of the questionnaire, the use of L1 is justified in the reading classes (Afzal, 2013).

2.7. Studies in Turkey
Although the issue of whether to use L1 in foreign language classrooms is an ongoing

debate among many practitioners and researchers, the research into the use of L1 in EFL
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classrooms in Turkey has only recently gained popularity among the researchers. When the
literature is reviewed, it is clearly seen that only a limited number of studies were carried out
about this issue in Turkey. Moreover, most of the studies conducted in this area involve the
use of questionnaires and interviews while a few of them involve voice recordings, video
recordings or classroom observations.

Solhi and Biiyiikyaz1 (2011) investigated the non-native speaker teachers’ attitudes
toward the use of L1 by using a questionnaire. They also, aimed to find out English teachers
ideas regarding the use of L1 as a facilitating or a debilitating factor. The results showed that
teachers mostly believe that the use of L1 would be beneficial and they allowed the use of it
in the classroom. However, there were a few number of other teachers who support that L1
should not be allowed in the classroom as the students can never improve themselves in thel.2
if L1 is allowed in the classroom.

In a similar study conducted by Kayaoglu (2012), theoretical and practical situations of
English language teachers in the use of L1 were explored by using a questionnaire. The data
was collected from teachers of English at a university. An in-depth interview was also carried
out as different from previous research. Similar to the results of the previous study, it was
revealed that teachers take a practical and pragmatic position in the use of L1. However, the
results also indicated that all of the teachers are strict about the use of L2 in both speaking and
listening skills as they believe that learners should be exposed to the L2. They stated in the
interview that the more they uselL 2, the more successful the students are.

Being different from the other studies, Mahmutoglu and Kicir (2013) investigated both
teachers’ and learners’ perceptions about the use of L1 in the classroom. A questionnaire was
given both to the students and the teachers. Besides the questionnaire, the interview was
carried out both with the students and teachers. The study revealed that the L1has a mediating

role in learning. Both the teachers and learners accepted the use of L1 in language classrooms.
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They also expressed that it can be used in emergency situations and can be effective in the
right situation at the right time.

Besides the studies which investigate the university students and which use
questionnaires and interviews as data collection tools, there are some other studies that
involved young learners and used recordings and observations for data collection. Demirci
and Tolu (2015) aimed to examine the 2nd, 4th and 7"-grade students’ and their teachers’
perceptions about the use of L1 in the classroom and tried to find out under which
circumstances they preferred using L1. In addition to the questionnaires, classroom
observations and interviews were also used to collect data. After analyzing the data, it was
found out that teachers make use of code-switching to facilitate learning. Moreover, students
were found out to have some clear preferences for their teachers to use L1 in the classroom.

In another research conducted with adolescents in a secondary school (Sali, 2014), it
was investigated how Turkish foreign language teachers use L1 in the classroom. Being
different from the other studies, the functions of L1 were examined at a procedural level in the
study. On the other hand, at the conceptual level, the researcher explored the teachers’
perspectives about the use of L1. After analyzing the classroom observations and teacher
interviews, it was revealed that L1 in three teachers’ classroom had three major functions.
These functions included academic, managerial and social/cultural functions. As such,
teachers use L1 to communicate the content of the lesson, regulate the classroom interactions
and to change the focus of the lesson to the efforts of rapport construction. Besides the three
major factors, multiple interacting factors were found to affect the teachers’ decisions to when
and why use L1.This study is relevant to the current study as the findings of the study which
include three major functions of L1 were used to create the framework of the observation

checklist in the current study (Appendix 1).
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On the other hand, Yildirim and Yataganbaba (2017) investigated the code switching
attempts of fifth grade EFL learners in two private schools. To conduct the research, video
recordings were used and transcribed to be analyzed. When the students attempted to switch
codes, what types of code switching took place and what functions they embodied and
whether they contribute to the learning was examined. Besides the recordings, the researcher
carried out semi-structured interviews with the learners. The study revealed that students use
code-switching for various purposes like greeting, doing a warm-up, using student’s book,
checking homework, announcing exam results, reviewing homework and grammar, playing
games, practicing vocabulary and a new topic, working on notebook, doing worksheet
activities, assigning homework and closing-up. In addition, interviews of the students showed
that students regard code-switching as a useful strategy to learn English. This study indicated
that L2 is needed to be encouraged in the language classrooms.

Yavuz (2012) analyzed the attitudes of English teachers and their comments on the
findings from the interviews. He found out that foreign language teachers mostly emphasize
the use of L1 in times of structural teaching. However, they also prefer teaching in L2 in
communicative teaching. The study also revealed that English language teachers prefer using
L1 to break psychological barriers before they begin to teach and they think that it provides an
atmosphere with low anxiety for teachers and learners.

Lastly, Celik (2008) provided a brief snapshot of the views about the use of L1 in
foreign language classrooms. He argued that L1 is an essential part of language learning and
facilitates learning when it is used properly and it should not be treated as a barrier for
learning. However, he still defended that English teachers should always remember that L1
needs to be selective and should not be used as an easy way out for the possible

communication problems in the classroom.
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All in all, there are many ideas and various studies on the use of L1. While most of
ideas support that the use of L1 should be limited in the classroom, some of the studies show
high results of L1. However, the number of the studies which were carried out with young
learners is scarce. With the help of the current study, a new point of view will be enhanced

into the use of L1.
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CHAPTER 3
Methodology

In this part of the research, information on the model of the study, research setting and
participants, data collection tools, data collection, and analysis were stated.
3.1. Research Design

The research adopted a qualitative design. As one of the common research methods in
social sciences and the language education field, it is worth clarifying the qualitative method.
The qualitative research methods are described as ‘‘data collection procedures that result
primarily in open-ended, non-numerical data which is then analyzed primarily by non-
statistical methods’’ (Ddrnyei, 2007, p. 24). According to Dornyei, the impact of qualitative
study in applied linguistics has been quite profound recently although the number of studies
conducted with qualitative method is still low.

The qualitative data in the present research includes the observations, audio-recordings
as well as the interviews for data triangulation. According to Golafshani (2003), triangulation
is simply a kind of strategy which improves the reliability and the validity of the research and
its results.

3.2. Research Setting and Participants

The participants of the study included 5 non-native teachers of English who work in
different state schools in Mus province. To conduct this study, seven teachers were asked to
participate and five of them accepted to be involved in the study. All of the teachers
completed their education in Turkey in different universities. While three of the teachers had
experience abroad, the other two teachers did not. All of the teachers graduated from ELT
departments in Turkish state universities. All of the participants were female. The ages of the

teachers ranged from 25 to 38 years. On the other hand, teaching experiences of the
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participants ranged from 3 years to 5 years. Alphanumeric codes like T1, T2,T3, T4, and T5
were used in order to keep the teachers’ identity anonymous.

As this is a qualitative research study the purpose is not to generalize the results. As
Dornyei (2007) stated, in a qualitative study there is always a limit to respondents that we can
reach and contact or the number of cites we can visit. He also states that individuals who can
provide a rich insight into the research should be found as there is a need to maximize what
we can get from the participants (Doérnyei, 2007).

The nature of the study makes finding participants a difficult task because the teachers
feel nervous under the pressure while being observed and recorded during the lesson. For this
reason, voluntary and willing teachers were selected to participate in the study. Other teachers
who expressed that they would feel nervous and did not want to be observed or recorded were
excluded from the study.

As mentioned above, the results of the study cannot be generalized for the whole
primary English teachers in Turkey. The research is restricted to the time and place in which
the data were collected. The study was conducted in 5 primary state schools in Mus province.

Table 1

Participants of the study

Teacher Age Gender Teaching Educational ~ Experience
Experience  Background  Abroad

T1 38 F 5 ELT None

T2 26 F 3 ELT 5 months

T3 25 F 3 ELT 3 months

T4 26 F 3 ELT 5 months

TS5 25 F 3 ELT None
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3.3. Data Collection Instruments

In this study, classroom observations, audio recordings and interviews were used as data
collection techniques. To carry out the classroom observations, an observation checklist was
prepared by the researcher. While preparing the observation checklist the study of Sali (2014)
was used to determine the major categories. From this research three major categories were
obtained to be used as main functions of L1 use in the checklist. The main categories included
academic, managerial and social/cultural functions of L1 use.

To determine the sub-categories of L1 use for each main category, the study of Sali
(2014) was again used. However, some necessary changes had to be done as the nature of the
study was different from the previous study. As the age range of the students is lower in this
study, more sub-categories had to be added for social/cultural functions of L1 use. To
determine the social/cultural functions of L1 use for younger learners, reasons for L1 use were
considered and added from Moon (2005).

The final version of the observation checklist was created after five experts were
consulted. Each expert evaluated each item by indicating whether the item is essential, useful
but not essential or not necessary for the construct that is under investigation. Content validity
ratio was calculated from the answers given by the experts. One of the items was removed
from the checklist after the ratio was calculated as it was under 0.99%. The final version of
the checklist included 8 academic functions (to explain new words, to explain a grammar
point, to explain differences between L1 and L2, to check comprehension, to elicit an answer,
to explain something about the lesson, to give feedback, to correct errors), 3 managerial
functions (to give instructions, to draw attention, to manage discipline) and 5 social/cultural
functions (to praise, to share cultural experiences, to develop rapport, to soothe the child, to

communicate a personal problem) of L1 use. In order for the researcher to take notes of the
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examples of teacher’s sentences, reasons for the need and frequency sections were included in
the observation checklist.
3.4. Data Collection Procedures

The audio-recordings of the lessons were taken during the observation process by the
researcher. A voice recorder program for mobile phones was used to record the lesson. The
program was piloted before the researcher started to collect data. The technical properties of
the program were proved to be useful for the purpose of the study.

After the classroom observations and audio-recordings, semi-structured interviews were
held with five teachers to find out their perspectives about the use of L1. Interview questions
were prepared by the researcher. 6questions were prepared (Appendix 2)but during the
interview, additional questions were asked when necessary. In addition to the 6 questions,
each teacher was asked to answer additional questions about their own use of L1 in the
classroom. These questions were determined after the audio-recorded data were investigated
and analyzed.

Each teacher was interviewed in different periods. The interview was audio-recorded by
the same program used in the classroom. The interviews lasted about 30 minutes. They were
held in Turkish in order to create a relaxed atmosphere as both the researcher and
interviewees shared the same L1 which is Turkish. The researcher took notes during the
interview as well.

3.4.1. Ethical Considerations. Before the process of observation and recording, ethical
approval was taken from Mus Directorate of National Education. In addition, the purpose of
the study and the data collection procedures were briefly explained to the school
administration and all the teachers. They were explained that the lesson will be observed by
the researcher and audio recorded. The aim of the study was not mentioned to the teachers and

learners so as to prevent any pressure on the teachers to use English or Turkish during the
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lessons. They were also explained that the purpose of the researcher is to examine the general
flow of the lesson and she will not be participating in any of the classroom activities. Before
the lesson, teachers and students were asked to follow their everyday routine and ignore the
researcher’s existence in the classroom to create a natural classroom environment. The phone
was placed on the teachers’ table to make sure that all teacher speech is recorded. Three
lessons for each teacher were recorded in this way.

3.5. Data Collection and Analysis

As the first step of the research, the researcher prepared an observation checklist
(Appendix 1) to collect data more systematically during classroom observations. The
observation checklist was consulted with five experts to ensure validity. Necessary changes
were made in the light of experts’ advice. With the observation checklist, the researcher
participated in the lessons and recorded the lesson while observing it. In addition field notes
were taken by the researcher during the observations.

Although the researcher conducted the classroom observation by herself, she did not
participate in any of the classroom activities in order not to interfere with the flow of the
lesson. The researcher used audio recording while observing the lesson because the video
recordings are not allowed to be used in state schools. Although it seems as a disadvantage for
not using video recordings, the audio recording had the advantage of not distracting the
teacher’s and the students’ attention. The audio recordings enabled the researcher to listen to
the lesson for as many times as she likes and catch the details.

In order to analyze the amount of L1 use in the classrooms, the data obtained from the
audio-recordings were transcribed first. Both teacher and student talk were transcribed in
order to obtain a clear representation of the lesson. However, a little amount of the speech had
to be omitted as there were too many people talking at the same which made a small part of

the recordings unclear.
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After the transcription of the data, a word by word analysis was used to find out the
amount of L1 use in each lesson. This type of analysis has its own disadvantages in
determining a clear amount of L1 use because of the differences between two languages in
terms of orthographic, morphological and syntactic systems. However other techniques have
more disadvantages. For example, counting the number of utterances is more problematic as it
does not take into account the length or quality of the utterances (Polio & Duff, 1994). On the
other hand, the time-based technique is not suitable for the study because the pace of speech
may simply change to a wide extent depending on the teacher (inan, 2016). Therefore a word
by word analysis which was also used by Rolin-lanziti & Brownlie (2002) and Bozorgian &
Fallahpour (2015) was considered to be the most useful one for this research.

In order to obtain a clear number of Turkish and English words from the data, the word
count feature of MS Word program was used. With the help of the program, L1 words and L2
words were counted for each teacher separately. While counting the numbers some of the
words were not included in the count such as proper names. Following the study of Kim &
Elder (2005), some mechanical L2 utterances like dictations, repetition drills and songs were
excluded from the analysis as well. After word counts of each lesson were determined, the
counts were indicated for each teacher in the table. The frequency of L1 and L2 use were
calculated for each teacher and again indicated in the table. General results for L1 and L2 use
were also counted and calculated and they were indicated in the table.

After determining the amount of L1 used in the classroom, it was also important to
determine the functions of it. As stated by Maxwell (2013), the main strategy for categorizing
in qualitative research is coding. In order to find out the functions of L1 use, the transcriptions
were coded to identify when and for what purpose L1 was used. In order to determine the
reliability of the results the data needed to be analyzed at least by two experts. According to

Golafshani (2003), the concept of ‘reliability’ is used in all kinds of research although it is
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generally used for testing and evaluating in quantitative studies. However, in order for the
dependability of the research, the data was analyzed by two experts in terms of reliability.

As it was carried out in a similar study by Sal1 (2014), another researcher was asked to
analyze a small portion of the transcribed data (one session of a teacher) to identify inter-rater
reliability. Out of 48 occurrences of L1 use in the session, only 8 of them were found out to be
different by the two researchers. Thus 84% of agreement was achieved between the researcher
and the co-rater. On the other hand, to achieve intra-rater reliability, the researcher again
selected a small part of the transcribed data (one session of a teacher) and analyzed that data
after a certain time. In light of these results, the researcher continued to analyze the whole
data.

By coding the occurrences of L1, the purposes of teachers’ L1 use were explored by the
researcher. According to Maxwell (2013), coding the data and arranging it into categories
facilitate comparison between things in the same category and between different categories.
While creating the categories from the transcribed data, main and sub-functions of L1 use,as
stated in the observation checklist, were used. Frequencies of different functions of L1 use for
all teachers were calculated and shown in table 3. The categories were ordered from the
highest frequency to the lowest one in table 3.

In order to analyze the results of interviews, the audio-recorded data was transcribed by
the researcher first. As stated by Dornyei (2007), the transcription process gives the researcher
the chance to know the data thoroughly. After the transcription of five interviews, again the
coding technique was used to analyze the transcriptions. According to Doérnyei (2007), with
the help of coding and categorizing, the data can be easily identified, retrieved and grouped.
By this way, the most crucial parts of the interviews were obtained and categorized. After

categorizing the interview transcriptions, the categories were described in tables.
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CHAPTER 4
Results

The data of the study were analyzed to reveal the frequency of L1 use, functions of L1
use and teachers perspectives about the use of L1. The study revealed important results that
are presented in this section. This chapter shows the analyses of the gathered data.

The data analysis was investigated under three headings which are teachers’ frequency
of L1 use, functions of L1 use and teachers’ perspectives on the use of L1. Teachers’
frequency of L1 use focuses on the word count of both Turkish and English language.
Functions of L1 use focuses on the 3 major and 16 minor functions of L1 use. Lastly,
teachers’ perspectives on the use of L1 focus on the analysis of teacher interviews about the
issue.

4.1. Teachers’ Frequency of L1 Use

This study revealed a high amount of L1 use in Turkish primary state schools, each
teacher using at different amounts. While some of the teachers have used L1 frequently, some
of them used it at lower amounts when compared to others.

Table 2

Word count of L1 and L2 use for each teacher

Teacher Number of  Frequency Number of  Frequency Total Word
L1 Words L2 Words Count

T1 2960 74,25% 1026 25,74% 3986

T2 1831 59,48% 1247 40,51% 3078

T3 703 30,87% 1574 69,12% 2277

T4 1493 58,50% 1059 41,49% 2552

T5 236 6,87% 3198 93,12% 3434

Total 7223 47,12% 8104 52,87% 15327

The word count of L1 and L2 for each teacher and the total number for L1 and L2
words are shown in Table 2. The frequency of L1 use between the teachers ranged from

6,87% to 74,25%. Among 5 teachers, represented as T1, T2, T3, T4 and T5, the lowest
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frequency (6,87%) belongs to T5. On the other hand, T1 has the highest rate with 74,25%.
While these two results show the highest and the lowest uses ofL1, other teachers’ use ofL1
can be considered high.

On the other hand, the total word count of teachers from the transcriptions of audio-
recordings was 15327 words within 15 lessons. The mean score for all teachers’ use of L1 is
47,12% which can be considered as quite high. The figure below shows a clearer picture of
L1 and L2 used by the teachers and makes it easier to understand the comparison of teachers
in terms of L1 use. When the figure is examined, only T3 and T5 used L2 more than L1. On

the other hand, T1, T2, and T4 used L1 more than L2.
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Figure 1

Teachers’ use of L1 and L2

4.2. Functions of L1

4.2.1. Main categories for functions of L1 use. The data obtained from the 15 sessions
of observations and audio-recordings were investigated to find out the functions of L1. At
first, the data from all teachers were gathered and combined to find out the general results for
functions of L1. Among the three major categories, academic functions of L1 was found to

have the highest frequency with 59,43%. Managerial functions of L1 was revealed to be
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36,28%. On the other hand, the social/cultural functions of L1 was found out to have the
lowest amount of use with 4,27%. The results of major functions for L1 use can be seen in

figure 2.

M Academic
M Managerial
¥ Social/ Cultural

Figure 2

Main categories for functions of L1 use

4.2.2. Sub-categories for functions of L1 use. Sub-categories for functions of L1 have
revealed various results. The results of minor categories change from 0,29% to 32,44%. While
the minor categories of academic functions and managerial functions have high and average
results, the minor categories for social/cultural functions have lower rates for L1 use (Table

3).



Table 3

Functions of L1 for 15 sessions of audio-recordings

Categories for functions of L1 Number of Occurrences Frequency
(Total: 678)
Academic 403 59,43%
To elicit an answer 220 32,44%
To check comprehension 54 7,96%
To give feedback 52 7,66%
To explain new words 50 7,37%
To explain something about the lesson 15 2,21%
To explain a grammar point 8 1,17%
To correct errors 4 0,58%
Managerial 246 36,28%
To give instructions 130 19,17%
To manage discipline 90 13,27%
To draw attention 26 3,83%
Social / Cultural 29 4,27%
To develop rapport 18 2,65%
To praise 6 0,88%
To share cultural experiences 3 0,44%
To soothe the child 2 0,29%

As the results of the sub-categories range from 0,29% to 32,44%for the sake of
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discussion 10% was determined as a reasonable frequency. Thus 10% was used to explain the

frequency of sub-categories as low or high.

Among the sub-categories for functions of L1 use, there are three of them which have a

higher frequency than 10%. Eliciting an answer from the learners is significantly the most
preferred function of L1 among the academic category. Two other minor categories from

managerial functions of L1 use have an outstanding rate; giving instructions (19,17%) and

managing discipline (13,27%). Extracts of the high frequency functions can be seen in Table

4.
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Table 4

Extracts for the sub-categories which have higher frequency than 10%

To elicit an answer (ACADEMIC)

(32,44%)
T1
T: ....... How old are you neydi? How old are you neydi?

Ss: Kag yasindasin.
T: Peki kag yasindaymis? Kag tane mum var pastanin tistiinde?

Ss: Dokuz

T: Ne diyecegiz? I am nine years old.

To give instructions (MANAGERIAL)

(19,17%)

T2

T: Kitabin arkasinda da var kelimeler oradan da bakabilirsin. En arka sayfalarinda.
Ver Seyit gosterelim. Bakin isterseniz boyle resimden de bakabilirsiniz.

S: Resimli daha iyi oluyor hocam.

To manage discipline (MANAGERIAL)

(13,27%)

T3

. Bir dakika, ya ben size ayaga kalkmaniz igin izin verdim mi?

Ss: Hayir.

T: Ben sana ayaga kalkman igin izin verdim mi? Hayir. Sus artik!

Ss: Sus diyor bak.

Ss: Gitti gitti...

T: Yeter! Ben ne dedim. Bugiin hastayim. Eger beni bagirtirsaniz beni sevmediginizi

diistintiriim. Okay. Be quiet.

On the other hand, some of the sub-categories for functions of L1 have a 5% and 10%
use, which can be regarded as low frequency. Extracts of these functions can be seen in table
5. Checking comprehension (7,96%), giving feedback (7,66%) and explaining new words

(7,37%) are the academic functions that teachers use L1 for.



Table 5

Extracts for the sub-categories which are in the range of 5% to 10%

To check comprehension (ACADEMIC)

(7,96%0)

T3

T: ...... Gegcen hafta en son mevsimleri ogrendik mi?
Ss: Evet

T: Aylart ogrendik mi?

Ss: Evet

T: Sunny, rainy, cloudy hatirltyyor musunuz?

Ss: Evet

To give feedback (ACADEMIC)
(7,66%0)

T4

S: Ihk

T: Ilik afferin.

T: Hayir o sicak. Ugii arasinda. Evet. Tamam. Gel dinle once. Hot?
Ss: Sicak
T: Afferin.

To explain new words (ACADEMIC)

(7,37%)

T5

T: Get up

Ss: Get up

T: Yes. Uyanmak. Get up. Have breakfast.

Ss: Have breakfast.

T: Have breakfast. Kahvalti yapmak. Yes.Brush my teeth.
Ss: Brush my teeth.

T: Disleri fircalamak. Yes.

50
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Among the academic functions explaining something about the lesson (2,21%),
explaining a grammar point (1,17%) and correcting errors (0,58%) have the lowest rates.
Among the managerial functions, only one of them has a very low rate which is drawing
attention (3,83%). Finally, among the social/cultural functions of L1 use all of the four minor
functions which are developing rapport (2,65%), praising (0,88%), sharing cultural
experiences (0,44%) and soothing the child (0,29%) indicate very low frequencies The
extracts from minor categories for functions of L1 which indicate low results can be seen in
table 6.

Table 6

Extracts for the sub-categories which indicate lower results than 5%

To explain something about the lesson (ACADEMIC)
(2,21%)

T2

S: Odev var miydi?

T: Hayw sinav oldugunuz igin odev yoktu.

To explain a grammar point (ACADEMIC)

(1,17%)

T4

T: Nasil yapryorduk? Ozneyi basa aliyorduk. Sam. Sonra yardimct fill gelivordu. Am,

is, are’dan biri. Sam is eating a.....

To correct errors (ACADEMIC)

(0,58%)

T2:

S: I have got a red car.

T: Kirmizi arabam var demissin de hayatim biz kiyafetlerimizden bahsediyoruz. Yani

tistiinde olan kvyafetini anlatmani istedim.

To draw attention (MANAGERIAL)

(3,83%)

T1

T: Gegen hafta biz ne yaptik? Simdi séyle yapalim. Simdi bir bak buraya. Bak!
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To develop rapport (SOCIAL/CULTURAL)
(2,65%)

T2

S: Hocam benim dilim dénmdiyor.

T: Bir dakika. Buse 'nin dilini déndiirelim. Bir dakika. Digerleri susuyor.

To praise (SOCIAL/CULTURAL)
(0,88%)

T2

Ss: I... drink... milk... for... breakfast.
T: Harikasiniz afferin!

To share cultural experiences (SOCIAL/CULTURAL)
(0,44%)

T1

T: Carsidan aldim bir tane, eve geldim bin tane.

Ss: Ogretmenim nar.

T: Ingilizcesini soyliiyoruz. Neydi? Pomegranate degil mi?

To soothe the child (SOCIAL/CULTURAL)

(0,29%)

T4

S: Ogretmenim disim agriyor.

T: Yine mi Eyliil? Her hafta bir yerin agriyor. Tamam birazdan ogle yemegine

gidecegiz. Soylersin.

4.2.3. Differences between teachers about the functions of L1. Although most of the
functions of L1 use indicate similar results for each teacher, there are some differences in
their usage of L1 in terms of the major and minor categories. One of the outstanding
differences between the five teachers is related to the major categories. While all of the
teachers, except T3, have a similar result for having the highest rate in academic functions, T3

has the highest rate in managerial functions (65,06%) as can be seen in figure 3.
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Figure 3

Main categories for functions of L1 use for all teachers

On the other hand, teachers have similar results in terms of the sub-categories for L1 use
with little differences between them. While all of the teachers have the highest rate for
eliciting an answer, T5 has the highest frequency to explain new words among academic
functions of L1 use.

Among the managerial functions of L1 use, there are also some differences between
teachers. While all of the teachers, except T3 and T5, have the highest use of L1 when giving
instructions, T3 and T5 have the highest use of L1 when managing discipline. On the other
hand, T4 has used L1 at an average level to give instructions and to manage the classroom.
Although all the teachers seem to apply L1 to draw attention very rarely, T3 and T4 seem to
apply it a little more.

Lastly, all of the teachers have a very low frequency of L1 use for sub-categories of

social/cultural functions. As the frequencies are quite low, it is almost impossible to talk about
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the differences between five teachers. The only thing that draws the attention here is about T2
and T4 as they both have a higher rate than 5% for this category.
4.3. Teachers’ Perspectives on the use of L1
Although the data provided a great deal of information about five teachers’ use of L1 in
the classroom, the interviews were also carried out to get detailed answers from them and
confirm the results of the audio-recordings in accordance with the purpose of this study.
Certain categories from the transcriptions were obtained from the interview and the
transcriptions were analyzed in lights of these categories. The categories obtained from the
transcriptions were determined as follows:
e Benefits of using target language in the classroom
e Obstacles to use target language in the classroom
— Insufficient time
— Students’ level and background
— Crowded classrooms
e Most significant skills related to the use of target language
— Speaking
— Vocabulary
— Grammar
e Necessary times to use L1 in the classroom
— Giving instructions
— Classroom management
4.3.1. Benefits of using target language in the classroom. When the teachers’ ideas on
the use of L2 were asked, all teachers’ answers supported the use ofL2 in primary school

classrooms. Although all of the five teachers expressed that they are obliged to use L1 in the
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classroom as it is beneficial for young learners, they alsothink that there are many advantages
of usingL2 in the primary school English lessons.

According to their answers, students can be more motivated to learn English and their
learning outcomes will be more permanent, their exposure to L2 would increase if L2is the
main language of communication. Here are some extracts that support the use of L2 in the
classroom: (Turkish versions of the extracts can be seen in Appendix 3.)

“We catch them towards the end of the critical period. And I think they'll never forget
what they've learned right now. That's why | think, the more we educate them in English and
make them engage in English, the more they can understand and speak English’’ (T5)

“‘So now I have something like that. Use of English actually makes more sense because
the kid's gonna take it directly. So if we use English, they acquire the language’’ (T4)

It is seen that teachers are aware of the fact that they need to use L2 in the classroom.
They are also aware that they are teaching to young learners and support the idea of direct
exposure to L2.

4.3.2. Obstacles to use target language in the classroom. Teachers mostly expressed
that L2 should be used in primary school English classrooms. However, they are also aware
that they do not use it in the classroom most of the time. Teachers asserted some justifications
about why they cannot use L2 in their classrooms which include insufficient time, students’
level and their background and crowded classrooms. These factors are explained in the sub-
sections below.

4.3.2.1. Insufficient time. Some of the teachers expressed that 2 hours of English lesson
is insufficient to teach English and kids at this age easily forget what they learn in a short

time. In addition, they stated that using L2 gets more difficult when the time is inadequate:
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“When I arrive, the child has forgotten the previous week. He is looking at me like he is
gonna learn for the first time. Three students in a forty-student classroom remember it. The
rest is empty.”’ (T2)

“Two hours a week is a little inadequate. Until the next week, children forget so much
that for this reason we use Turkish more and unfortunately we make our work a little
easier.’’(T3)

It is clear from the interviews that the time given for English lessons is not enough for
teachers. They state that children easily forget what they learn until the next week and only a
number of students remember what they learn.

4.3.2.2. Students’ level and background. The other obstacle for using L2 is about
students’ level and their background according to the teachers. They stated the level of
learners makes it difficult to use L2. On the other hand, their family’s indifference to their
children’s language education makes things difficult in the classroom too.

““I have something like that, I have use Turkish as most of the children do not have
enough infrastructure. So the intensity is Turkish. They don't even understand in Turkish what
I mean most of the time. "’(T1)

“It is a situation about the level of children and the apathy of families. This is
unfortunate because | teach two hours a week. So, | am telling, most of them are unable to do
homework, do not bring books. *’(T2)

It seen that teachers see the level of learners low and they cannot understand English.
Teachers do not make an effort to advance the level of learners by using L2. They also have a
negative attitude towards the families of children as they claim that families do not have

enough support for the children’s education.
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4.3.2.3. Crowded classrooms. Another obstacle for using L2, which is stated by the
teachers, is related to the classroom size. Teachers express that some of the classrooms are too
crowded to use L2 in the classroom:

“There are about 38 students in my classrooms. Even more crowded this year. And this
is really a great disadvantage. Course time is 40 minutes. From the mathematical point of
view, a student does not have even 1 minute in the classroom. "’(T2)

It is seen that there are about 40 students in most of the classrooms. Teachers state that
this is too crowded for language teaching and the number of students needs to be decreased
for a more effective language learning environment.

4.3.3. Skills and use of target language. One of the important categories whichis
obtained from the teachers’ interviews is about the relationship between the skills they are
focusing on and L2. Teachers expressed that they use L2 more often for some of the skills
while they use L1 more often for some other skills. The most outstanding answers indicated
that teachers tend to use L2 in speaking activities. However, it was also revealed that they
tend to use L1 while teaching vocabulary and grammar.

4.3.3.1. Speaking. Speaking is a skill that teachers strictly think that English should be
used during such activities. Some of the teachers think that they acquire the language in
speaking activities if L2 is spoken during the activity.

“‘But speaking is a little different. At least, I give a lot of examples, | use English when
building sentences, so that children can see it. "’(T1)

Teachers seem to claim that they are using L2 for speaking activities and try to make
students expose to L2.

4.3.3.2. Vocabulary. One of the outstanding results is about teaching vocabulary.

According to the interview results, teachers need to use L1 while teaching a new word as they
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think students do not understand in another way. Even if they use flashcards or visuals, they
think that L1 is necessary to explain words.

““Sometimes, I am hungry, for example. The child sees a child who is sick, ill... They
cannot make out that he is hungry from the visual. In this case Turkish is compulsorily. ’’(T2)

It is seen that teachers do not use L2 for teaching vocabulary as they find it difficult to
explain some of the vocabulary items. They claim that use of L1 is necessary in this case.

4.3.3.3. Grammar. Although some of the teachers express that they do not need to teach
much grammar in primary schools, they also say that there are some structureslike subject,
verb and object that need to be taught. In addition, they expressed that it is necessary to
explain the structures by using L1 so as to make understanding easier.

““| can teach the children its English after | teach them Ali is subject in Turkish. Before
that, children cannot understand it. You know I, you, we, they... They don't understand while |
am teaching them. | have to teach Turkish first. "’(T2)

Teachers claim that it is necessary to teach grammar to children in Turkish. They state
that they do not understand L2 if the grammar structures are not explained to the learners.

4.4.4. Necessary times to use L1 in the classroom. Along with some of the skills,
there are some other situations that teachers need to use L1 according to the interview results.
Those situations are giving instructions and managing the classroom.

4.4.4.1. Giving instructions. Teachers express that they need to use L1 to explain an
activity as the students cannot understand the activity when they are explained in L2.

“‘Let me give you an example. Let's say there's a game. He doesn't understand English
as he doesn't know the Turkish version. This is something he's never seen in his life before, a
concept. He didn't even see the game in Turkish. He doesn't understand its English. That's

why | have to explain its Turkish first like this is a game like that, we play it like this. "’(T5)
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According to the claims of teachers, some of the activities are needed to be explain in
Turkish as sometimes it is very difficult for children to understand some of the activities and
games in L2.

4.4.4.2. Classroom management. The other time that teachers need to use Turkish is to
manage the classroom. They explain that it is almost impossible to manage the discipline by
usingL2 when there are too much noise and problems in the classroom.

“When | come to the class, I first need the silence because the classes are bad and
children are really spoiled. In other words, it is difficult to manage the classroom. Other than
that, | have to say children things like be quite etc. "’(T4)

Lastly, teachers claim that some of the children are spoiled and there is too much noise

in the classroom. For this reason, they need to use L1 to make the classroom quite.
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CHAPTER 5
Discussion and Suggestions

In this chapter, the results of the study are discussed in the light of related literature and
the suggestions are given. The chapter consists of two headings which are Discussions of the
Findings and Implications for Teaching English to Young Learners in Primary Schools.

5.1. Discussions of the Findings

The results were discussed under the headings of teachers’ use of L1 in young learners’
EFL classroom, functions of L1 in young learners’ EFL classroom and teacher interviews.
This section focuses on the high frequency of L1 use in primary school classrooms, the
reasons for the use of L1 and teachers’ perceptions regarding the issue.

5.1.1. Teachers’ use of L1 in young learners’ EFL classroom. The results in this
study provided an overview of what is happening in EFL young learner classrooms in Mus
province about the use of L1. It was revealed that L1was used47,12% of the time in total by
five of the teachers in the primary school classrooms investigated. The result shows a high
amount of L1 use by teachers. This result implies the overuse of L1. However, overuse of L1
has many disadvantages in the classroom. According to Voicu (2012), the use of L1inhibits
the provision of comprehensible input when acquiring a foreign language. Sert (2015) also
argues that children need an adequate amount of oral input in L2 from the teacher and they
need to practice chunks of language.

The results of the study show some differences between teachers. For instance, T1 has
the highest frequency for the use of L1 while T5 has the lowest frequency. As the participants
of the study have similar demographic features, no relationship was found out between
teachers. On the other hand, the reason for this difference might be related to teachers’ beliefs

on teaching English to young learners and their willingness to teach.
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The result of the study contradicts with the curriculum published by the MoNE in 2017
as the new curricular model is focused on language learning as communication to help
learners’ express their needs and wants, voicing their opinions and beliefs, build relationships,
and so on.

On the other hand, after the emergence of the direct method, the emphasis on the use of
L2 had started to increase. The direct method had a complete departure from GTM for not
allowing the use of L1 in the classroom and developing proficient speakers in L2 (Ariza,
2002). This effect of direct method maintained in other methods too. According to Celik
(2014), in communicative language teaching nearly everything is carried out using L2 as the
goal of learning a language in a communicative context is to develop the ability to
communicate in L2.However, in the current study, it was revealed that most of the teachers
use L1 frequently and they do not follow the current teaching methodologies in the classroom.

The importance of usingL2 in young learners’ classroom can also be clearly seen in
methods which are suitable for young learners. According to Larsen-Freeman (2013), the
meaning is conveyed through physical movements to children without using L1 in total
physical response. In action-oriented learning, the meaningful communication between the
learners is carried out in L2 as well (Kaliska, 2016). Lastly, in activity based learning children
are expected to use L2 while engaging in the activities through actions and in realistic
situations (Superfine, 2002).

Although the studies conducted onL1 use are various in their methodology, some of the
studies still show similarities and differences with the current study. To mention a few of
them, in the study of Al-balawi (2016), the use of L1 was found out to be very high although
frequency was not given as the study focused on teachers’ questionnaires and classroom
observations. Similarly, Tang (2002) had found out that teachers use their L1 in their classes

and they think that it needs to be used in the classroom. However, Bozorgian and Fallahpour
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(2015) revealed a quite different result. In their study, it was found out that the average
amount of L1 used in the classes was about 3,14%.Similarly, De la Campa & Nassaji (2009)
had also revealed a low amount of L1 use which is 11,3% according to the word counts from
the transcriptions.

Among the studies conducted in Turkey, Solhi and Biiylikyazi1 (2011) found out that
only 15,2% of the teachers did not allow the use of L1 while the rest of them (84,8%) allowed
it. Similarly, it was revealed that 91% of the teachers agreed on the use of Turkish in the study
of Kayaoglu (2012). Moreover, it was stated that most of the teachers prefer using Turkish in
their classroom in some situations according to the interview results in the study of
Mahmutoglu and Kicir (2013). However, Demirci & Tolu (2015) found out that most of the
teachers rarely used L1 in their classrooms according to the questionnaire results. On the other
hand, the situation in the current study is similar to the study of inan (2016) in which the
teachers were revealed to be using L1 48,12% of the time, which is very close to the findings
of the current study.

5.1.2. Functions of L1 in young learners’ EFL classroom. The results about the
functions of L1 use provided an overview of the most frequent reasons to use L1 in primary
school foreign language classrooms. Among the academic, managerial and social/cultural
functions of L1 use, academic functions had the highest frequency (59,43%), managerial
functions had the average frequency (36,28%) and lastly social/cultural functions had the
lowest frequency (4,27%) in the current study. These results are surprising and contradictory
to some of the theory of teaching English to children. According to Moon (2005), most of the
L1 talk in a young learners’ classroom should be carried out for social/cultural functions like
soothing the child, demonstrating sympathy/closeness, developing rapport with the pupils and
communicating a message. However, these functions of the L1 have the lowest frequency in

the current study. The reason for this contradictory situation might be related to the teachers’
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limited/lack of concern with the social and affective context and learner needs and
characteristics. Another reason might be related to the limited time spared for language
lessons. Having only two hours of teaching might have pressure on teachers to cover the
syllabus and cause to ignore social and emotional aspects of the classroom.

Among the sub-categories of functions of L1 use, eliciting an answer was the most-
observed function (32,44%). This result is similar to Sali’s (2014)study as it was the second
most-observed function (14%) in her study. This result might be related to teachers’ desire to
involve students in the lesson. However, a solution could have been found to decrease the use
of L1 while eliciting an answer. For example, keeping the pace down, uttering each individual
word slowly and leaving considerably long silences between utterances make the spoken
language more intelligible for learners (Sert, 2015).

Giving instructions was the second most-observed function of L1 (19,17%) in the
current study. This result is compatible with the study of Kayaoglu (2012) as the four of the
teachers pointed out that L1 should be used to give instructions to the learners in his study.
However, the study of Kayaoglu (2012)was conducted with teachers who work at a university
and the situation is different from the current study. In young learner classrooms, teachers
could use controlled and guided activities while letting the children enjoy L2. As students
have a very little chance to make a mistake in controlled activities, teachers can use pictures,
objects or miming to help learners understand the content in guided activities (Scott &
Ytreberg, 1990). By using these activities, the instructions can still be given in L2.

Lastly, managing discipline was the third most-observed function of L1 (13,27%) in the
current study. The reason for this situation might be about teachers’ desire to use more
traditional classroom management approaches in the classroom. However, in a more

contemporary classroom management approach teachers can let the students be more active
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and tolerate noise that arises from activities. Moreover, tolerant attitudes of teachers will help
learners to display positive behavior in the classroom (Alabay & Zorba, 2015).

5.1.3. Teacher interviews. According to the analysis of the interviews, all of the
teachers claimed to believe that using L2 is important in primary school classrooms.
However, it was also revealed that their actual practice in the classroom is contradictory to
their ideas about the issue. The reason for this contradiction might be related to teachers’
inefficacy or limited experience in their career. According to Damar, Glrsoy, and Korkmaz
(2013), in young learner classrooms, effective language learning is closely related to
classroom practitioners’ knowledge and linguistic, educational and methodological skills.

On the other hand, there are some obstacles to use L2 like insufficient time, students’
level and background and crowded classrooms which are stated by the teachers. These
obstacles are similar to the ones which are stated in the study of Yavuz (2012). Accordingly,
teachers claim that physical conditions of the classroom (like crowded classes) and the
education system which is based on preparing students for the examinations are the reasons
for them to use L1. The exam-based system is also observed in the current study according to
the researchers’ field notes as some of the lessons were observed to be taught by focusing on
multiple choice questions. However, the test focused lessons are not suitable for young
learners because of their nature and characteristics.

Although crowded classrooms and exam-focused system are more related to Ministry of
Education to find solutions, students’ level and their background are the factors that teachers
need to consider. Teachers should not blame learners’ low level to use L1 in the classroom.
According to Moon (2005), teachers can build on the skills of children when they take their
current level of achievement as a starting point. Accordingly, the raised expectations from the
children encourage them to make more effort and this leads them to improve their

performance and increase their positive attitudes toward their teachers. Thus, teachers who
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teach young learners need to accept the level of learners as a starting point and keep
usingL2no matter what their level is.

On the other hand, teachers need to find ways to use the limited classroom time
efficiently by creating opportunities for learners to be exposed to L2. As Tsukamoto (2011)
claims, teachers should provide as much exposure as possible in L2 as students who learn a
foreign language do not have much exposure to L2 outside the classroom.

Another issue revealed in the interviews is about language skills. Most of the teachers
claimed that they prefer to use L2 while they are teaching speaking skills and they tend to use
L1 while teaching vocabulary and grammar. As the teachers claim, speaking activities and
interaction between the teacher and learners are quite important in a foreign language
classroom. According to Sert (2015), in spoken interaction, teachers need to pay attention to
the pace of the talk and emphasize the new items by using pitch and stress at first. Secondly,
they should give enough interactional space through enough wait-time. Lastly, they should
keep monitoring children’s’ understanding by asking them questions. By doing so, teachers
can also maximize the use of L2 in speaking activities.

The situation for vocabulary and grammar teaching is different as the teachers claim
that they need to use L1 while they are teaching these skills most of the time. In the
curriculum published by MoNE (2017), up until the seventh-grade little emphasis is given to
reading and writing skills. Moreover, there is not an emphasis on grammar teaching in the
new curriculum. On the contrary, it is focused on the communicative functions of language
like telling people what we know, asking someone’s name and giving simple directions.
Moreover, young learners are not capable of coping with direct instruction of grammar rules
as they are not cognitively fully developed yet. While the rules of a language are abstract for
children, memorization of these rules would be quite meaningless for them. Therefore, young

learners need a meaningful context where they are exposed to L2 (Déner Yilmaz, 2015).
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Moreover, one of the teachers in the interview had stated that she needs to explain the
learner that Ali is the subject in Turkish. However, children in primary schools do not learn
parts of speech in their L1 yet. According to the Turkish lesson curriculum published by
MOoNE in 2018, students start to learn these concepts in the 8" grade which corresponds to
secondary school in the Turkish education system. For all these reasons, teachers of young
learners need to reconsider the issue of teaching grammar to the children.

On the other hand, teachers’ use of L1to explain vocabulary items might be resulting
from book focused lessons and lack of materials as it was observed by the researcher that
most of the teachers don’t bring any materials and use the activities in the books during the
lessons. According to Yavuz (2012), materials can be any kind of course supplements that
facilitate the use of L2. This is also true for vocabulary teaching. For example, charts,
pictures, flashcards, boxes, bottles, and scissors are readily accessible objects in the
classroom. These kinds of objects are useful to help learners understand the meanings of
words (Zorba& Arikan, 2015). Therefore, teachers’ claim for the need to use L1 to explain
vocabulary might be related to teachers’ beliefs as they are not aligned with the curricular
goals. This might be because of teachers’ pre-service education they had received. It could
also be related to their previous teaching experiences. Lastly, another reason for this might be
causing from lack of effective in-service training programs focusing on young learners.

5.2. Implications for Practice

The discussions of the findings revealed suggestions for both teachers of young learners
to improve themselves and MoNE to improve the education system in primary school
classrooms. This section is discussed under the headings of suggestions to improve teacher
qualifications and suggestions for MoNE.

5.2.1. Implications for teacher education. According to Kola and Sunday (2015),

teacher qualifications involve all the language skills a teacher needs to teach effectively.
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These skills include teachers’ education, knowledge about the field, pedagogical studies,
years of experience, duration of education and participation in developmental activities
(Zuzovsky, 2009). As the use of L1 revealed to have a high frequency and functions of L1
was also found out to be irrelevant for young learners’ needs in foreign language classrooms,
it can be discussed that teacher qualifications need to be improved in the present context.

According to Duman and Karagdz (2016), one of the most debated issues in Turkish
national education system has been teachers and teachers’ education. The quality of the
teachers is an important factor to determine the success of an education system as teachers
plan and practice the learning process in a classroom. For this reason, more practice-focused
lessons can be implemented into the education system of pre-service teachers to increase the
use of L2.

One of the ways of improving teacher qualifications lies under teacher education. In
order to obtain a university degree and teach in state schools, teachers take a 4-year course of
study in Turkey. Moreover, prospective teachers take pedagogical, subject-specific and
general cultural courses besides the subject related courses in a language education program
(Kandemir & Akar, 2018). However, the program can be supplemented with more applied
courses during which teachers practice their teaching in a real classroom environment.

On the other hand, the speaking skills of prospective teachers have importance for
young learners’ classrooms. According to Giirsoy (2015), the speaking skills of prospective
teachers need to be developed as children are talkative and they communicate through oral
language. However, the ‘‘Public Personnel Selection Examination’” which prospective
teachers take to teach at state schools is deficient in evaluating the oral skills of teachers as it
includes general knowledge, basic mathematical knowledge and field knowledge questions.
Thus, the oral aspect of this examination can be developed in order to increase the number of

qualified teachers in state schools in Turkey.
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According to Al-ahdal and Al-awaid (2014), a teacher needs to be updated and
communicative to encourage learners to ask questions and raise queries to clear doubts.
Reflective teaching is a way of innovating better learning solutions. To find solutions to the
excessive use of the Lland to increase teachers’ efficacy, teachers can be directed to
implement reflective teaching. Moreover, supporting teachers for continual professional
development for teaching young learners is also important for better teacher qualifications.

Many language teachers organize a lessons plan and they are more interested in
completing the lesson according to the plan and they never stop and reflect (Pacheco, 2005).
Therefore, teachers need to start evaluating themselves. Reflective teaching can be a way for
teachers to do this. While a reflective teacher develops him or herself by identifying the
classroom problems and find solutions by personal and peer experience, the learners also get
inspired and actively involved in the learning process (Al-ahdal &Al-awaid, 2014). For these
reasons, reflective teaching can be used as an effective way to find solutions for the problems
of teacher qualifications revealed in this research.

There are several ways to implement reflective teaching for a teacher. In line with the
strategies suggested by Mesa and Lissett (2018), teachers can easily use video-recordings,
peer observations, portfolios, journals, lesson reports, questionnaires, and case analysis to
reflect themselves. These strategies are useful for all teachers in Turkey as they can be
implemented easily by the teacher or with the help of colleagues. For example, they can
videotape themselves and evaluate it after the class. Moreover, teachers can write their
reflections in a journal or on a blog after teaching a class and they can even receive feedback
and suggestions from other teachers. Also, it is possible for teachers to observe other teachers
who use L2 more often and benefit from their teaching experience.

5.2.2. Implications for teaching. As this study revealed that a high amount of L1 is

used by language teachers and there are many reasons behind using it in the classroom, there
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are some suggestions for MoNE to consider. First of all, the exam-based system needs to be
changed as some of the language lessons in primary schools are taught by using test focused
methods. As children like having fun and they are kinesthetic, the activities need to be
planned depending on their characteristics. However, the exam-based system does not allow
teachers to plan these kinds of activities.

Secondly, most of the teachers claim that a crowded classroom is an obstacle to teach in
L2. In a classroom full of many children, teachers have difficulty to spare time for each
learner. Moreover, children do not have enough opportunity to speak all the time in a crowded
classroom. Thus, a solution needs to be found to decrease the number of students in a
classroom to give enough opportunity for each learner.

Lastly, the foreign language lesson hours are limited in time as it was claimed by the
teachers. There are two hours of English lessons in a week in primary schools in Turkey. As it
is claimed by the teachers, learners may forget what they learned in a week. Besides, children
have little opportunity for the exposure ofL2 in a limited time. Moreover, teachers do not have
much opportunity to practice the language with more activities in two hours a week. For these
reasons, the foreign language lesson hours can be increased in primary schools by the MoNE.
The ideal lesson hours can be organized as 1 hour for each day so that students can be

exposed to the target language every day.
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CHAPTER 6
Conclusion

The overview of the research is presented in this chapter by summarizing the scope of
the study. The purpose of the study, findings, implications for improving the use of L2 in
primary school classrooms and suggestions for further studies are presented here.
Furthermore, the contributions of the study to the field of teaching English in primary school
classrooms in Turkey and the limitations of the study are discussed in this chapter.

The current study attempted to reveal the frequency of the use of L1 and the reasons
behind using it in primary schools. The study focused on the teachers’ use of L1 and three
main functions for the use of it which are academic, managerial and social/cultural functions.
Both the frequency and functions of L1 use were analyzed via data triangulation. Data
triangulation included classroom observations, audio-recordings and teacher interviews as
well as field notes kept during observations and interviews.

The results of the study indicated that a high amount of L1 is used by primary school
foreign language teachers. It is obvious from this result that students cannot get enough L2
input in the classroom. The reason for this might be related to teachers’ invalid teaching
methods regarding the use of L2. Therefore, teachers need to be more careful about using L2
and providing enough L2 input for young learners.

Other findings revealed in this study are about the functions of L1in primary school
classrooms. The results indicated that teachers use L1 for various reasons in the classroom.
Academic and managerial functions of L1 were the most frequent functions of L1 while
social/cultural functions were found to be the least. These results show that teachers are not
aware of the possible reasons to use L1 in young learners’ classroom as social/cultural reasons

are the most convenient reasons for L1 use.



71

Another remarkable finding showed that teachers use L1 to teach grammar and
vocabulary. This result indicates that teachers are not aware of the characteristics of young
learners as children are not cognitively developed enough to understand abstract grammar
rules. On the other hand, it was observed that teachers are not using supporting materials to
explain the meanings of words in L2as they mostly stick to the course book content.

The study has implications for both the teachers and MoNE. First of all, teachers should
improve themselves to increase the amount of L1 they use. Reflective teaching is one of the
ways that they can apply to improve themselves to become better language teachers for young
learners. Secondly, MoNE needs to carry out some improvements for primary school
language lessons. Increasing the lessons hours, decreasing the number of students in the
classroom, and changing the exam-based system are to tell a few.

All in all, this study provided light into the use of L1 and attempted to fill the gap in the
field about the use of L1 in primary school classrooms. The number of studies which were
carried out in primary schools was few. The study also contributed to the field by using
various data collection methods such as classroom observations, audio-recordings, and
interviews when compared to other studies.

The study is also a guide for teachers who have a desire to assess themselves and notice
their actual practices in the classroom. The suggestions given can be helpful for teachers to
create more opportunities to provide enough L2 input for their learners. Other suggestions
given for MoNE are also beneficial to improve language education in primary school
classrooms.

However, the participants of the study included five teachers and the observations were
three lesson hours for each teacher. This situation leads to the fact that the study is limited in

the number of participants and the observed lessons. For this reason, the results of this study
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cannot be generalized to all ELT classrooms in Turkey. Besides, the study was carried out in
Mus Province only which can also be considered as another limitation of the current study.

The findings of the study indicated that the issue of L1 use needs further investigation in
young learner EFL classrooms in Turkey. Although this study provided detailed results for
L1use in young learner language classrooms, a large-scale study needs to be designed to
better understand the practice of teachers in young learner classrooms. A further study can
also be conducted to reveal the use of L1 by the learners as the current study only focused on
the teachers. Moreover, a future study can also be designed to reveal teachers’ use of L1 in
different regions of the country.

Lastly, further studies can be carried out to find out the differences between teachers. A
study can be carried out to find out the use of L1 among teachers who have different years of
experience in the field as the current study was only carried out with novice teachers whose
experiences were between 3 to 5 years. On the other hand, all of the teachers who participated
in the current study graduated from ELT departments of different universities and they are all
female. Besides, some of the teachers have an experience abroad for a very limited time while
others have none. For these reasons, further studies can focus on variables between teachers

like gender, teaching experience, educational background and experience abroad.
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Appendices

Appendix 1: Observation Checklist

OBSERVATION CHECKLIST (USE OF L1)

Date: Class: Teacher:

Topic of the Lesson:

Details about the Lesson:

Examples of Reason for the need Frequency

Teacher’s Sentences

ACADEMIC

To explain new
words

To explain a
grammar point

To explain
differences between
L1and L2

To check
comprehension

To elicit an answer

To explain
something about the
lesson

To give feedback

To correct errors
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MANAGERIAL

To give instructions

To draw attention

To manage
discipline

SOCIAL / CULTURAL

To praise

To share cultural
experiences

To develop rapport

To soothe the child

To communicate a
personal problem
(not course related)
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Appendix 2: Interview Questions

What do you think about L1 and L2 use in primary school classrooms? Please explain it.
Which language do you prefer to use in your classes? Why? In what ways?

In which part of the lesson do you use L1? Why?

In which part of the lesson do you use L2? Why?

For which skills to teach you usually prefer to use L1? Why?

For which skills to teach you usually prefer to use L2? Why?
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Appendix 3: Turkish Versions of Teacher Interviews

“Kritik donemin sonuna dogru yakalamis oluyoruz biz onlari. Ve su anda
ogrendiklerini hani hayatlart boyunca unutmayacaklarini diistiniiyorum. O yiizden ne kadar
onlara hani ne kadar Ingilizce egitim verebilirsek, ne kadar Ingilizceyle ugrastirabilirsek hani

o kadar daha iyi Ingilizce konusurlar, anlayabilirler diye diisiiniiyorum.’’(T5)

“Yani simdi séyle bir sey var. Ingilizce kullamimi aslinda daha mantikl. Ciinkii cocuk

yani direkt onu alsin. Yani dili edinmis oluyor Ingilizce kullanirsak.’’(T4)

“‘Ben geldigimde ¢ocuk bir énceki haftayr unutmug oluyor. Ilk defa bana yeni
ogrenecekmis gibi bakvyor iste. Kirk kisilik sinifta ii¢ kigi hatirliyor. Gerisi bombosg
bakwyor.”’(T2)

“‘Haftada iki saat birazcik yetersiz bir saat. Bir sonraki haftaya kadar ¢ocuklar o kadar

unutuyor ki bu sebepten daha ¢ok Tiirkce kullanip isimizi biraz daha kolaylastirmig oluyoruz
maalesef.”’(T3)

“Simdi soyle bir sey var yani ¢ocuklarin ¢ogunda altyapi olmadig icin mecburen
Tlrkge kullanmam gerekiyor. Yani yogunlugu Tiirkge. Tiirkceyi bile anlamiyorlar ¢ogu zaman

ne demek istedigini.”’(T1)

“Cocuklarin seviyesiyle ilgili durum ve ailelerin ilgisizligiyle ilgili bir durum maalesef
¢linkii ben haftada iki saat giriyorum. E, anlatiyorum hop geliyor, yani ¢cogu édev yapmaktan

aciz, kitap getirmiyor.’’(T2)

“‘Gergekten benim siniflarim 38 kisilik falan. Hatta bu sene daha kalabalik. Ve bu
gercekten biiyiik dezavantaj. Zaten ders siiresi 40 dk. 40 ogrenciye 1 dk bile konusma siiresi

diismiiyor matematiksel a¢idan baktigimizda.’’(T2)

“Ama speaking biraz daha farkli. En azindan bol bol 6rnek verirken, ciimle kurarken

Ingilizce kullaniyorum ki ¢ocuklar da az gérsiin.”’(T1)
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“Bazen mesela I am hungry. Cocuk goriiyor oradan iste ¢ocuk rahatsiz olmus, hasta...

Gorselden ¢ocuk ag¢ oldugunu ¢ikartamiyor béyle. Bu durumda mecbur Tiirkge.”’(T2)

“Cocuga iste Ali’nin Tiirk¢e ozne ne onu anlattiktan sonra onun Ingilizce ’sini
verebiliyorum. Onun éncesinde ¢cocuk onu anlamvyor. Hani var ya su I, you, we, they, onlari

verirken ¢ocuk anlamiyor. Onun énce Tiirkge sini mecbur énce vermem gerekiyor.”’(T2)

““Ornek vereyim. Bir tane oyun var diyelim. Ben onu Ingilizce anlatirken anlamiyor
Tiirkgesini bilmedigi i¢cin. Daha énce hayatinda hi¢ gormedigi bir sey, bir kavram mesela. O
oyunun Tiirkcesini bile gérmemiy. Ingilizcesini hi¢ anlamiyor. O yiizden énce Tiirkgesini

aciklamak zorunda kaliyorum. Iste bu soyle bir oyun. Biz séyle soyle oynuyoruz gibi.”’(T5)

“Sinifa girdigimde oncelikle girdigim siniflar kétii oldugu icin ve gocuklar gercekten
¢ok simarik ¢ocuklar oldugu i¢in de ¢cocuklart susturmam gerekiyor haliyle. Yani hi¢bir
sekilde sinif yonetimini de zor sagliyorum. Onun disinda ¢ocuklara bir susun bilmem ne gibi

seyler yapmak durumunda kaliyorum.’’(T4)
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