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ABSTRACT

The present study aimed to identify the attitudes of students and teachers toward the
use of L1 (Kurdish) in English as a foreign language (EFL) classes in basic and high
schools in the city of Erbil in the Kurdistan Region of Iraq. It also investigated if
attitudes of the learners change across different levels of study and gender. Besides,
it tried to find out the students’ and the teachers’ perceived needs for L1 use in their
classes. Finally, it looked into the students’ and the teachers’ actual uses of L1 to see
when, where, and for what purposes they use it and to identify whether level of study

and gender affect the students’ use of Kurdish.

This research study was designed as a case study in which qualitative and
quantitative methods of data collection were employed. The participants included 98
students and 4 teachers from 7" grade and 11" grade classes. The data was collected
through a student questionnaire, a teacher questionnaire, teacher interviews, and

classroom observations.

The results of the study showed that the teachers and students were positive toward
the use of Kurdish in English classes. However, the students were more positive than
the teachers. While students believed that Kurdish can often be used in English
classes, the teachers preferred moderate and sometimes use of it. The results also
showed that the attitudes of 11" grade students were more positive than those of 7™
grade students and that the difference between them was statistically significant.
Similarly, the female students showed more positive attitudes than the male students

did toward the use of Kurdish; yet, the difference was not statistically significant. It

il



was found that the teachers use Kurdish usually because the students’ proficiency
level was not adequate to understand English-only classes. Moreover, they thought it
helps students understand and learn better, it helps teaching new vocabulary and
difficult topics, and it saves time. Students reported that they use Kurdish because
they think they are not proficient in English enough to speak it and it helps them
understand and learn English. The results of the classroom observations showed that
teachers and students used Kurdish extensively in different situations and for a
variety of purposes while very little English was used by them. Finally, the findings
showed that 11™ grade students used much more L1 than 7" grade students did and
that male students used more Kurdish than female students did. However, the

difference between males’ and females’ use of Kurdish was not very considerable.

In the light of the findings of the study, some pedagogical implications for a
judicious and moderate use of L1 and implications for further research were

proposed.

Keywords: student attitudes, teacher attitudes, L1 (Kurdish), L2 (English), use of

L1, gender, level of study
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Bu caligma, Irak Kiirdistan Bolgesel Yonetimi’nin Erbil sehrinde bulunan ortaokul
ve liselerdeki yabanci dil olarak Ingilizce siiflarinda anadil (Kiirtge) kullanimina
yonelik 6grencilerin ve 6gretmenlerin tutumlarint belirlemeyi hedeflemistir. Ayrica,
bu aragtirma 6gretmenlerin ve dgrencilerin s6z konusu siiflarda anadil kullanimi ile
ilgili algisal ihtiyaglarin1 da bulmayr amaglamistir. Bunlara ek olarak, 6grencilerin
tutumlarinin  sinif seviyesi ve cinsiyete bagli olarak degisip degismedigi de
incelenmistir. Son olarak, ne zaman, nerede ve hangi amaglar icin Kiirtge
kullanildigint ve bunun sinif seviyesine ve cinsiyete bagli olarak degisip
degismedigini gérmek icin Ogrencilerin ve Ogretmenlerin siniftaki gercek anadil

kullanimlarina bakilmistir.

Bu arastirma nitel ve nicel yontemlerin kullanildig1 bir olgu calismasi olarak
tasarlanmigtir. Katilimcilar, 7. ve 11. simiflardan toplam 98 &grenci ve dort
ogretmenden olugmaktadir. Calismanin verileri 0grenci anketi, 6gretmen anketi,

ogretmen miilakatlar1 ve sinif gozlemleri yoluyla toplanmistir.

Calismanim sonuglar1, dgretmenlerin ve dgrencilerin Ingilizce smiflarinda Kiirtge
kullanimma kars1 tutumlarinin olumlu oldugunu gostermistir. Ancak, 6grencilerin
tutumlar1 dgretmenlerinkine gére daha olumludur. Oyle ki, dgrenciler Ingilizce
smiflarinda sik sik Kiirt¢e kullanilabilecegini diisiiniirken, 6gretmenler olgiili bir
sekilde, bazen kullanilmasini tercih etmislerdir. Ogretmenlerin genellikle Kiirtge’yi
ogrencilerin dil seviyelerinin yalmz-ingilizce olan dersleri anlamaya yetmeyecegi

icin kullandiklar1 da tespit edilmistir. Ayrica 6gretmenler, anadil kullaniminin



ogrencilerin daha iyi anlamalarma ve Ogrenmelerine katki sagladigini, yeni
kelimelerin ve zor konularin &gretilmesine yardimci oldugunu ve zaman
kazandirdigini  diisiindiiklerini  ifade etmislerdir. Ogrenciler ise, Ingilizce
seviyelerinin ~ bu dili konusmaya yeterli olmadigin1 diisiindiikleri ve anadil
kullaniminin Ingilizce’yi anlama ve dgrenmelerine yardimei olduguna inandiklari
icin Kiirtce kullandiklarin1 bildirmislerdir. Ayrica, ¢alismanin sonuglart 11. sinif
ogrencilerinin tutumlarmin 7. smf O6grencilerinin tutumlarindan daha olumlu
oldugunu gostermistir. Bu farklilik istatistiksel olarak da dnemlidir. Ayni sekilde, kiz
ogrencilerin Kiirtce kullanimina karsi tutumlart erkek 6grencilerin tutumlarindan
daha olumludur. Fakat, bu farklilik istatistiksel olarak anlamli degildir. Siuf
gbzlemlerinin sonuglart ise 6gretmenlerin ve 6grencilerin farkli durumlarda cesitli
amaclarla yaygin bir sekilde Kiirtce kullandiklarim ve Ingilizcenin ¢ok az
kullanildigint ortaya koymustur. Son olarak, 11. smif Ogrencilerinin 7. smif
ogrencilerinden, erkek o6grencilerin de kiz 6grencilerden daha fazla anadil (Kiirtge)
kullandiklar1 goriilmiistiir. Ancak, kiz ve erkek &grenciler arasindaki farklilik ¢ok

fazla dikkate alinacak bir farklilik degildir.

Calismanin bulgular1 15181nda, anadilin makul (akillica) ve dlgiilii olarak kullanilmast

icin baz1 sezdirimler ve ileriki caligsmalar i¢in bazi 6neriler sunulmustur.

Anahtar kelimeler: 6grenci tutumlari, 6gretmen tutumlari, anadil (Kiirtge), ikinci dil

(Ingilizce), anadil kullanimu, cinsiyet, smif seviyesi
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

This chapter provides a background to the study by discussing the issue of L1 use in
L2 classes and showing different views about it. More specifically, it focuses on L1
(Kurdish) use in L2 (English) classes in the city of Erbil in the Kurdistan Region of
Iraqg. Then it shows the reasons behind choosing this topic by listing some problems.
Next, it presents the purpose of the study and the research questions. After that, it
explains why this study is significant and what the benefits of the expected findings
would be. Finally, it provides the definition of some terms that are used in this study.

1.1 Background of the Study

During the process in which the Kurdistan Region of Iraq is opening fast to the
outside world and undergoing great development, knowing the English language has
become a must for many people. In order to meet new challenges, the government of
the region has made a number of attempts to reconstruct and reform the system of
English language education in the Kurdistan Region and as a result a new English
language course book, namely Sunrise, has recently been introduced. However,
according to the researcher’s informal observations during his experience as an EFL
teacher as well as his discussions with his colleagues, many learners have difficulties
in learning to speak English at schools, even in their last year of high school. This

can be due to many factors, including the use of first language (L1) in second



language (L2) classrooms which has been one of the controversial issues throughout

the history of language teaching regarding its influence on L2 learning.

In the literature, whether L1 should or should not be used in L2 teaching and learning
and whether its use has positive or negative influence on learning and teaching L2
have been extensively discussed. For example, some researchers provide various
reasons and arguments for avoiding L1 use (e.g., Cook, 2001, 2008; Eldridge, 1996;
Krashen 1982; Krashen & Terrell, 1995) and maximizing L2 use in L2 classes
(Cameron, 2001; Ellis, 2005, 2012). To illustrate, Cook (2008) provides a number of
arguments that have been put forward in the literature to avoid the use of L1 and
conducting the majority of the class in L2. First, children learning their L1 do not
have an L2 available. Second, students should keep the two languages separate in
their minds rather than linking them. Finally, in many language classes L1 use is
avoided because of practical reasons; such as students with different first languages
or the teacher’s ignorance of students’ L1. Furthermore, Eldridge (1996) is against
L1 use in L2 classes, arguing that it “is a strategy that yields short-term benefits to
the second language learner, but with a risk of hampering long-term acquisition” (p.

310).

On the other hand, some other researchers show that L1 use plays the role of a
facilitator in L2 learning (e.g. Bhooth, Azman, & Ismail, 2014; Cook, 2001; Damra
& Al Qudah’s, 2012; Dujmovi¢, 2007; El-dali, 2012; Ellis, 2012; Harmer, 2007;
Jones, 2010; Mart, 2013; Martinez & Olivera, 2003; Miles, 2004; Sipra, 2007; Stapa
& Majid, 2012; Willis & Willis, 2007). For example, Willis and Willis (2007) point
out some circumstances in which L1 use can be beneficial, such as quick translation

with unfamiliar words and making sure students have understood instructions. El-



dali (2012) also argues for the inclusion of L1 in L2 classes, claiming that L1 use
“reduces anxiety, enhances the affective environment for learning, takes into account
sociocultural factors, facilitates incorporation of learners’ life experiences, and

allows for learner centered curriculum development” (p. 72).

However, many researchers and scholars are opponents of excessive use of L1
arguing that it hinders L2 learning and it must be used only when it is necessary (e.g.
Celik, 2008; El-dali, 2012; Ellis, 2005, 2012; Forman, 2005; Gabrielatos, 2001;
Hashemi & Sabet, 2013; Hidayati, 2012; Jones, 2010; Kalanzadeh, Hemati,
Shahivand, & Bakhtiarvand, 2013; Khati, 2011; Nation, 2003; Pan & Pan, 2010;
Voicu, 2012). For example, Voicu (2012) calls for a balanced and flexible use of L1
and argues that L2 must be used as the medium of instruction when possible and that
L1 can be used only when it is necessary. Additionally, Khati (2011), Nation (2003),
and Pan and Pan (2010) suggest that L2 use should be maximized and that L1 needs

to be used only under certain conditions and circumstances.

In short, there are different views regarding the inclusion and exclusion of L1 in L2
teaching. “The use of the students’ native language in foreign language classes has
always been a matter of to be or not to be” (Kalanzadeh et al., 2013, pp 30-31).
Therefore, it is difficult to take the decision about whether to use the L1 or not and
this is a common dilemma that language teachers usually encounter. All of these
factors provided the motivation for this study. Besides, in the curriculum used in the
region, there is not any policy that bans or limits the use of Kurdish in English
classes; the education policy of the Ministry of Education does not have any written

document that prohibits and limits the use of Kurdish in English classes. As a result,



Kurdish language can be and is (according to the researcher’s preliminary, informal

observations) overused by both teachers and students in English classes.

1.2 Statement of the Problem

The attitudes and perceptions of teachers and students toward the use of L1 in L2
classrooms have been extensively investigated in different contexts and the results
have been quite mixed and sometimes contradictory. For example, in two studies,
Tagkin (2011) with Turkish preparatory EFL students and teachers and Hashemi and
Sabet (2013) with Iranian university students and teachers, it was found out that the
teachers had negative attitudes toward using L1 in L2 classes whereas the students
showed positive attitudes toward its use. On the contrary, the findings of Kalanzadeh
et al. (2013) study with Iranian high school EFL students and teachers showed that
students were in favor of using more L2 (English) whereas the teachers were in favor

of using more L1 (Persian).

Hamze’s (2010) study in the United Arab Emirates (UAE) with secondary school
students and teachers and Nazary’s (2008) study with Iranian university students
show that the participants had negative attitudes toward the use of L1 in their English
classes. On the contrary, Al-Nofaie’s (2010) study with Saudi teachers and students
and Jingxia’s (2010) study with Chinese undergraduate students and teachers show
that students and teachers attitudes toward the use of L1 (Arabic) in L2 (English)
classes were positive. In brief, the findings of the aforementioned studies about the
attitudes of teachers and students toward the use of L1 in L2 classes have been
different not only in different contexts, but also in similar contexts, and therefore the

results have been confusing and not conclusive.



With regard to the context of Kurdistan Region of Iraq, after reviewing the literature,
only one study (Mohammad, 2013) was found about this topic. Mohammad (2013)
investigated the attitudes of students and teachers at Computer Institutes in some
cities and towns in the region and it was found that the students were positive about
using L1 in L2 classes while the teachers were in favor of more L2 and less L1 use.
However, no studies were conducted in the city of Erbil with basic and high school
students and teachers. Besides, it is not possible to generalize the previous findings
in different contexts to the Kurdish context because the attitudes of teachers and

students toward the use of L1 in L2 classes may vary from one context to another.

In addition, the researcher’s preliminary, informal observations have shown that the
teachers and students in the schools in Erbil use L1 excessively in EFL classes and
many researchers (Celik, 2008; El-dali, 2012; Ellis, 2005, 2012; Forman, 2005;
Gabrielatos, 2001; Hashemi & Sabet, 2013; Hidayati, 2012; Jones, 2010; Kalanzadeh
et al., 2013; Khati, 2011; Nation, 2003; Pan & Pan, 2010; Voicu, 2012) claim that

excessive use of L1 in L2 classes is a hindrance to L2 learning.

On the other hand, there is a considerable amount of literature which support the
view that judicious and moderate use of L1 can facilitate the processes of learning
and teaching L2 (Anh, 2010; Bhooth, Azman, & Ismail, 2014; Celik, 2008;
Dujmovi¢, 2007; El-dali, 2012; Hamze, 2010; Juarez & Oxbrow, 2008; Kafes, 2011;
Kelleher, 2013; Mart, 2013; Miles, 2004; Nazary, 2008; Pan & Pan, 2010; Salah,
2012; ; Schweers, 1999; Sipra, 2007; Tang, 2002; Voicu, 2012). However, there is
not much consensus regarding what the judicious use of L1 actually means.
Therefore, knowing how, when, where, and for what purposes teachers should make

use of L1 in L2 classes is still a subject for debate because L1 can facilitate learning



and teaching if used properly and it can disrupt them if used without a clear rationale
(Prodromou, 2002, cited in Celik, 2008). On the other hand, many disadvantages
have been attached to the use of L1. For example, Voicu (2012) points out the
following disadvantages:
e Using L1 in difficult situations may become a habit for both teachers and
students.
* As languages differ more or less, the use of L1 may sometimes misguide L2
learning.
* Owing to L1 transfer, some lexical or grammatical errors may sometimes
emerge when teachers teach in L1.
* The use of L1 in L2 classes may prevent the teacher to provide students with
enough comprehensible input which is a prerequisite for acquiring any

language.

Because of all these factors, problems, and disadvantages, this study attempts to
investigate the use of Kurdish in English classes in the city of Erbil in the Kurdistan
Region of Iraq.

1.3 Purpose of the Study

Because of the above-mentioned reasons and problems, the main purpose of this
study is to identify the attitudes of basic and high school students and teachers
toward the use of L1 (Sorani Kurdish) in L2 (English) classrooms in the city of Erbil
in the Kurdistan Region of Iraq. In addition, the study attempts to explore when,

where, and for what purposes the teachers and the students use L1 in L2 classes.



To these general aims, more specifically, the study first intends to see if there is any
gap between the teachers’ and the students’ attitudes toward the use of L1 in L2
classes. Second, the study seeks to find out how gender and level of study affect
students’ attitudes. Third, it inquires into the teachers’ and students’ perceived needs
for using L1 in their English classes. Finally, it attempts to explore the teachers’ and
the students’ actual use of L1 in L2 classes and to identify if the students’ actual use

of L1 changes depending on the level of study and gender.
1.4 Research Questions

This study aims at answering the following research questions:

1. What are the teachers’ attitudes toward the use of L1 in EFL classes?

2. What are the students’ attitudes toward the use of L1 in EFL classes?

3. Is there a difference between the attitudes of the teachers and those of the
students?

4. Do the attitudes change between low level and high level students?

5. Do the attitudes change between male and female students?

6. What are the teachers’ perceived needs for L1 use in EFL classes?

7. What are the students’ perceived needs for L1 use in EFL classes?

8. When and where and for what purposes is L1 used in EFL classes by the
teachers and the students?

9. Does the students’ actual use of Kurdish in English classes change across
different levels of study?

10. Does the students’ actual use of Kurdish in English classes change across

gender?



1.5 Significance of the Study

The present study is significant in many ways. Firstly, in language education, the
attitudes of teachers and students can be predictors of success in learning and
teaching that language as they shape their classroom practices and have the potential
to influence what occurs in the classroom. This makes it important and necessary to

study and investigate attitudes.

Secondly, this investigation will be the first study in the city of Erbil regarding the
use of Kurdish in English classes. Therefore, teachers, teacher trainers,
administrators, and curriculum designers can know about and be aware of the
attitudes teachers and students have toward L1 use and their actual use of L1 in their
classes, and they will consequently make the necessary changes. For instance,
teachers will have a chance to evaluate their own teaching methods and techniques
and make necessary modifications; teacher trainers and administrators will review
the whole teaching system to establish the optimum level of L1 use in L2
classrooms; and curriculum designers and materials writers will re-evaluate the
program that is offered and re-design activities which increase or decrease teaching

inL1.

Thirdly, the study may not only increase the teachers’ and students’ awareness about
their attitudes toward L1 use and their classroom practices, but also help them gain a
better understanding of when, where, on what occasions, and for what purposes L1
can be used in L2 classes. Accordingly it can enable teachers to understand what
they should do to help their students make use of their L1 more effectively to

facilitate learning.



Finally, the findings of this study may function as an additional reference study for
researchers who wish to study the attitudes toward using L1 in L2 classrooms as the
findings of the previous studies have been quite mixed and contradictory. Besides,
not many of the above-mentioned studies have been conducted to investigate
learners’ and teachers’ attitudes and the congruence between them, especially in
basic and high school contexts. Furthermore, not much information concerning what
actually happens in L2 classes in terms of L1 use exists in the literature. To this end,

the present study will attempt to contribute to these issues.
1.6 Definition of Terms

The terms that are used throughout the present study refer to the definitions specified
in the following way:

* L1: The first language or the mother tongue of the learners. In the present
study, it refers to Sorani Kurdish. This dialect of Kurdish is the present
official and standard language in the Kurdistan Region of Iraq.

e L2: The second or foreign language that the learners are learning. In the
present study, it refers to English, and it is a foreign language in the context
of the present study.

* Attitudes: Brown (2007) defines attitudes as “a set of personal feelings,
opinions, or biases about races, cultures, ethnic groups, classes of people, and
languages” (p. 377). In the present study, the term attitudes, or sometimes
perceptions, is used for students’ and teachers’ beliefs, feelings, opinions, and
tendencies toward the use of Kurdish in English classes.

1.7 Summary

This chapter provided a background of the study by showing proponents and

opponents of the use of L1 in L2 classes. Next, it illustrated the reasons behind



choosing this topic of study by illustrating the issue of L1 use in Kurdish schools in
Erbil and identifying some other problems. After that, it demonstrated the purpose of
the study and the research questions and how the expected findings can be significant
to teachers, teacher trainers, administrators, and materials developers. Finally, it
provided the definition of some terms used throughout this study. The next chapter
will provide a comprehensive literature review of many aspects on the issue of L1

use in L2 classes.
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Chapter 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter, first, explains the role of L1 use in different approaches and
methodologies of language teaching. Next, it discusses the arguments that have been
made regarding the use of L1 in L2 teaching and learning. It shows the reasons and
justifications that have been used to support or discourage the use of L1. It also
shows some arguments against using L1 extensively. Then it presents the occasions
of using L1 in the classroom. It shows the suggestions that have been made by
different scholars regarding suitable occasions of L1 use, and reviews many studies
to demonstrate how L1 is actually used in different contexts. After that, it highlights
the reasons and motivations for which teachers and students switch to L1 in L2
classes. Furthermore, this chapter presents the factors that have been reported to
affect the amount and purposes of L1 use, including age, gender, proficiency level,
context (EFL and ESL), and attitudes. The last section focuses on attitudes of
teachers and students toward using L1 in L2 classes in different contexts. It shows

that attitudes vary not only across different contexts, but also in similar ones.
2.1 The Place of L1 in Language Teaching Methodology

Throughout the history of language teaching methodology, the use of L1 in L2
learning has been treated quite differently. While some methods totally avoid the use

of L1, some others make extensive use of it and others limit it.
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In the Grammar Translation Method (GTM), one of the first methods of language
teaching, the main purpose of learning an L2 is not to learn to speak it, but to build
knowledge of the language structure as a basis for learning to read literature and
translate from L2 to L1 (Larsen-Freeman, 2000). Therefore, in GTM classes, the
process of learning and teaching L2 is carried out in the learners’ L1. Teachers use
L1 to explain the meaning of L2, ask and answer questions. Similarly, students use
their own L1 to answer the teacher’s questions because “the ability to communicate
in the target language is not a goal of foreign language instruction” (Larsen-Freeman,
2000, p. 16). Brown (2001) states that one of the characteristics of GTM is that
classes are conducted in L1, with little active use of L2, in a way that virtually
nothing is done to develop the ability of the learners to communicate in L2. In short,
in GTM classes, L1 is the medium of instruction and it is used extensively by

teachers and students.

On the other hand, in the Direct Method (DM), the main purpose of learning an L2
is to learn to communicate with it and it supported the premise that L2 learning
should be similar to L1 learning and consequently no other languages should be used
in L2 learning (Larsen-Freeman, 2000). Therefore, the language of instruction in this
method is L2 and the teachers should be native and native-like in that language and
they must do their best to avoid L1 use because meaning must be conveyed directly
in L2 with no reference to the students’ L1. Larsen-Freeman (2000) clarifies that “the
Direct Method has one very basic rule: No translation is allowed” (p. 23). In short,
in the DM, L1 should be completely banned and the classes should be conducted

exclusively in L2.
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Later, the theoretical foundations of the DM were criticized for being too strict in
using L1, and therefore it was redirected to the Audiolingual Method (ALM). In
this method, the purpose of language learning is to be able to communicate with it
and no or very little use of L1 was allowed because it was believed that L1 and L2
have different linguistic systems and that they must be kept so separate that L1

interferes as little as possible in acquiring L2 (Larsen-Freeman, 2000).

After the popularity of the ALM declined because it was found impractical to teach
long-term oral proficiency (Brown, 2001), the Silent Way was put forward by Caleb
Gattegno. It was one of those innovative methods appeared during the 1970s with
focus on learner needs and abilities. In this method, students learn from ecach other
and teachers are usually silent and offer help only when it is necessary because the
role of the teacher is not to dominate the class but to serve the learning process
(Larsen-Freeman, 2000). L1 is not used to give meanings of new vocabulary because
translation should be avoided, yet, it can be used to give instruction when it is
necessary, such as when the teacher wants to help the students develop their
pronunciation skills or when giving feedback to students whose proficiency levels

are low. In short, L1 is use allowed only when it is needed to aid L2 learning.

Suggestopedia is another method of the spirited 1970s. It was derived from Georgi
Lozanov’s belief that learning will be faster and more effective if psychological
barriers to learning are removed. Larsen-Freeman (2000) explains that in classes
where Suggestopedia is used, baroque music is played and students are seated in soft,
comfortable chairs while the students work from long L2 dialogues and their

translations. The teacher uses L1 when it is necessary, but its use is gradually
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diminished as the students get more proficient in L2. The teacher also tries to take all

the responsibility to help students learn to use L2 for everyday communication.

Among the methods appeared in the 1970s was Community Language Learning
(CLL) that was based on the students’ affective learning. In this approach, teachers
help students use L2 communicatively (Larsen-Freeman, 2000). The students are
seated in a circle and interpersonal relationships are established first in their LI1.
Therefore, students’ L1 has an active role in the initial phase of enhancing students’
security and self-assurance. Besides, students’ L1 is sometimes employed in L2
classes to provide literal translation of L2 words to clarify their meanings as well as
to give instructions in the early stages of learning (Cook, 2001). Yet, as they
progress, more and more L2 should be used in a way that very little of students’ L1 is

employed.

Total Physical Response (TPR) is another method of the spirited 1970s which was
founded by James Asher. TPR shares some principles of the L1 acquisition,
assuming that L2 learning must be similar to child language acquisition (Brown,
2001). Therefore, TPR classrooms give great importance to listening comprehension
before speaking, and listening activities are supported by a series of physical
responses. Regarding the role of L1 in TPR classes, it can be very rarely used after
the introduction of the method, which is in L1, and the meaning of new words should

be conveyed through body movements (Larsen-Freeman, 2000).

None of the methods of the spirited 1970s remained popular for a long time and their
use was refused, or at least decreased, because of the criticisms made on them

regarding their limitations as well as their practical and theoretical problems. After
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that, more attention was paid to functional and communicative potential of language
and Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) was developed. CLT was based
on communicative language use since it was believed that students first need to
develop their L2 communicative competence in order to be able to communicate
(Larsen-Freeman, 2000). Therefore, with the appearance of the CLT, the main goal
of language teaching became communication. Larsen-Freeman (2000) explains that
in this approach, the teachers are regarded as facilitators and students as active
participants in their own learning process while language is considered an a vehicle
for communication in the classroom rather than an object to be studied. Therefore,
instructions are given to students in L2. However, the use of L1 is not banned and it
can be judiciously employed when necessary, yet, L2 should be used in the
classroom not only during communicative activities, but also for explaining the
activities to the students or when giving homework, and students are encouraged to

use L2 productively and receptively.

On the other hand, the Natural Approach, founded by Krashen and Terrell (1995),
shares some features with previous approaches even though it (as its founders claim)
is a coherent approach which is fairly easy to adapt to different needs. They also
claim that this approach is consistent with SLA theories, or more specifically,
Krashen’s five hypotheses, namely, Acquisition-Learning Hypothesis, Monitory
Hypothesis, Natural Order Hypothesis, Input Hypothesis, and Affective Filter
Hypothesis. The main goal of this approach is communication skills, i.e., the ability
to communicate with native speakers of the TL. Because this approach suggests that
L2 learning should be similar to L1 acquisition and children who learn their L1 do

not have another language to resort to, L1 use is not encouraged. To avoid LI,
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especially in low level classes, this approach allows using less than complete

sentences in L2 so that students do not have to fall back on L1.

Last, none of the methods of language teaching that appeared in 1970s and 1980s
remained popular because they were not effective in solving problems in language
teaching or catering for all learners. By the 1990s, which was known as the
postmethod era, many applied linguists and teachers moved away from the belief
that there is a need for new and better approaches and methods, or which method is
better or worse than the other, or which one is right or wrong. They came to the
conclusion that teachers need to choose best teaching practices for their students and
contexts out of the methods and approaches that fit with their own views of teaching
and learning L2 (Brown, 2001). This approach was called Eclectic Approach and it
was thought to be the best solution so that differing needs of students would be
accommodated. Teachers who follow this approach are responsible to find possible
methodological options that are relevant first to their learners and then to their own
theories of learning and teaching (Brown, 2001). Therefore, it is the teachers’
responsibility to decide whether L1 is to be used in the class or not, what amount of
L1 is to be used, for what purposes it can be used, and whether students can make

use of their native language.

In short, it can be concluded that L1 has been treated differently in each method or
approach as some of the aforementioned methods of language teaching are in favor
of its incorporation in L2 classes and some are not. There have been changes in the
use of L1 from using it excessively (as in the GTM) to banning it (as in the DM and

the ALM), and to limiting it (as in the spirited method of the 1970s and the CLT).
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Moreover, the functions of L1 use are different in most of the language teaching

methods, except in the DM and the ALM where no L1 use is allowed.

2.2 Arguments about the Use of L1 in L2 Classes

There have been many arguments and debates surrounding the role of L1 in L2
learning. While some arguments support the monolingual or L2-only approach to
language teaching where no L1 can be used, many others support the bilingual
approach to language teaching where L1 can be used. On the other hand, some other
arguments have been made against extensive use of L1 where L1 use is encouraged
to be limited and maximum of L2 use is encouraged. A consensus about whether to
use it or not has not been reached yet. This section accounts for these different
arguments and illustrates theoretical and empirical evidence to support them.

2.2.1 Arguments Against the Use of L1 in L2 Classes

Some arguments have been made by advocates of the L2-only position to support the
monolingual approach to language teaching where L1 use should be avoided.
Cummins (2005) shows some general assumptions that underlie monolingual
instruction though they have minimal research basis. The assumptions include: (a)
instruction should be exclusively in the L2 without falling back on the students’ L1;
(b) using bilingual dictionaries must not be used; (c) translation should be avoided;
and, (d) L1 and L2 should be kept rigidly apart. Cook (2001, 2008) also outlines
three theoretical arguments from second language acquisition (SLA) research that
have been made to support the avoidance of L1 in L2 classes. The first argument is
that because children acquiring their L1 do not have L2 to resort to, L2 learning
should not depend on another language. This argument claims that L2 learning
should be similar to L1 acquisition, without falling back on another language. A

language teaching method based on this claim is the TPR, stages of which resemble
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the stages infants go through when acquiring their L1. Furthermore, the Natural
Approach which was based on Krashen’s theories suggests that adult learners need to

acquire L2 similar to children acquiring their L1 (Krashen and Terrell, 1995).

However, this argument has been criticized because even though L1 and L2 learning
share many similarities, they differ in a number of ways. For example, Forman
(2005) emphasizes that L1 and L2 learning are qualitatively and quantitatively
different from each other and consequently L2 learning must not be replicated as L1
learning. Similarly, Martinez and Olivera (2003) show many differences between L1
and L2 acquisitions as well as between the nature of L1 and L2 user:
The acquisition of the L1 is innate, subconscious, takes place effortlessly and
fulfills the basic human need for communication, whereas the acquisition of
an L2 takes place voluntarily, consciously, requires great effort and is not a
basic need as the L2 learner does already have his/her L1 to communicate
with. ... L1 acquisition is developed in natural environment where the L1
user is exposed to great amount and quality of input compared to the limited
time of exposure the L2 learner has in a class and the type of input which,
despite the teachers’ efforts to stimulate a very naturalistic environment, is

actually very artificial as they are just “playing the game” of being in
common everyday circumstances. (p. 196)

Moreover, Macaro (1997) explains that language is related to psychological
development and therefore comparing the psychological development stages of a
baby with those of a child of 11, whose understanding of the world is predominantly
through the L1, is not possible. Cook (2008) also does not support that argument: “If
the first language is to be avoided in teaching, this ban must be based on other

reasons than the way in which children learn their first language” (p. 182).

The second theoretical argument made in the literature to avoid the use of L1 in L2
learning and teaching is that L1 and L2 should not be linked in the learners’ minds,

but kept apart at all times (Cook, 2001, 2008). This argument adopts a
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compartmentalized view of the languages in the same mind. This view is inspired by
the belief that learning to communicate in L2 independently of the use of L1 is a
prerequisite and beneficial for the development of L2 learning. A language teaching
method based on this argument is the ALM claiming that because L1 has a different
linguistic system from L2, they should be kept separate so that L1 interferes as little

as possible in L2 acquisition (Larsen-Freeman, 2000).

Similar to the first argument, this argument has also been criticized for some reasons.
For example, Kelleher (2013) states that banning the use of L1 is impossible because
even if students do not speak in L1, they do think in it. Cook (2001), on the other
hand, states that any attempt to put L1 and L2 in separate compartments in the mind
will fail because of the fact that the compartments are connected. Further, Cook
(2008) states that L1 and L2 cannot be separated in practice as their phonology,
vocabulary, syntax, and sentence processing are interwoven and very far from

separate even though they are distinct in theory.

The third theoretical argument shown by Cook (2001, 2008) as well as by Harmer
(2007) to avoid L1 use in L2 learning is that students should be exposed to the real
use of L2 for communication purposes which is by nature restricted if the students’
L1 is used. Using L1 will not only reduce the exposure learners will have to the L2,
but also reduces their opportunities to use L2. Cameron (2001) acknowledges that
the amount and type of exposure are the fundamental elements of FL learning
because students have very little exposure outside the classroom and therefore the L2
teacher has to provide a considerable amount of exposure to the L2. Ellis (2005,
2012) argues that successful language learning requires extensive L2 input.

Thompson (2006) studied the factors that affect the use of L1 and L2 by teachers and
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students and found that the more L2 was used by teachers, the more it was used by

students.

This view is parallel to the interactionist perspective which is supported by
Krashen’s Input Hypothesis (Krashen, 1982) as well as Krashen’s Natural Approach
(Krashen and Terrell, 1995) which call for learning L2 through maximized L2 input.
This idea implies no place for L1 as it is thought to deprive students of the right kind
of L2 input. Krashen (1982) also states that speaking fluency cannot be taught
directly, rather, in the presence of enough quantity of input, it will emerge over time
with no elicitation required from the teacher. Moreover, Forman (2005) argues that
L2 learners need to be exposed to the L2 in different forms, from authentic to
simplified to constructed so that they can experience how the L2 sounds, looks, and
works. Students need to be provided with a rich L2 environment in a way that they
are exposed to great amount of hearing and interacting in L2 and provided with

enough opportunities to interact and communicate in L2 (Qadri, 2006).

Yet, in spite of the advantages of exposing students to as much L2 as possible, a
counterargument to that claim is made by Cook (2001) explaining that this belief
does not challenge the use of L1 in L2 classes but calls for maximizing L2 use rather
than avoiding L1. Elridge (1996), on the other hand, explains that increasing the
quality and quantity of L2 use is not automatically obtained through decreasing L1

use in the classroom, rather we should concentrate on ways of maximizing L2 use.

In short, none of the three above-mentioned arguments to avoid the use of L1 in L2
classes could be proven by research. They are only advice which are based on the

reasoning that students should encounter as much of the L.2 as possible (Cook, 2001).

20



Lavan (2001) indicates that the use of students’ L1 cannot be entirely eliminated
from L2 class, but some strategies need to be employed in order to promote

maximum use of L2.

A further argument is made by Brown (2007) and Cameron (2001) who believe that
because L2 learners will use their prior experiences, including those of their L1, to
understand L2 words and sentences or to facilitate the process of L2 learning,
negative transfer or interference may occur which hinders the process of L2 learning,
especially when the two languages have different systems. However, this claim has
not yet been supported by research. Lightbown and Spada (1993, cited in Brown,
2007) outline some popular ideas and claims within SLA research that are not
supported by research and they are still myths about SLA, one being the belief that
most of the L2 learners’ mistakes result from the interference of their L1. Cook
(2008) asserts that it is not possible to put all the blame on transfer from L1 for
everything that goes wrong in L2 learning but rather different aspects of L2 learning
should be examined and accordingly it must be found out how and when the L1 is
involved in L2 learning. Karim (2003) reports some research studies regarding the
influence of L1 on L2 reading and concludes that L2 learners transfer their previous

linguistic and cognitive skills from their L1 to facilitate their reading in L2.

Additional arguments that support the exclusion of L1 in L2 classes are provided by
Voicu (2012). They are: (a) resorting to L1 may become a habit for students and
teachers whenever they come across difficulties, (b) using L1 may mislead the
students if its universal governing language systems are different from those of L2,
(c) errors may emerge due to the L1 transfer, and (d) L1 use may limit enough

comprehensible input.
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A practical reason to avoid L1 use in L2 classrooms is having multicultural and
multilingual classes where students do not share the same L1 or the teacher does not
know students’ L1 (Cook, 2008). This is the most powerful argument supporting the
monolingual approach to language teaching, especially in second-language contexts
where the only way to conduct classes is through the use of L2 as the medium of
instruction. Harmer (2007) notes that L1 use needs to be avoided when the teacher
does not share the students’ L1 or at least the L1 of all the students. He goes on
explaining that this does not mean that the teacher cannot ask students to translate a
sentence into L2 or ask them if there is an equivalent for an expression in their
language, but that the teacher has to discuss with the class the issues of L1 and L2.
2.2.2. Arguments for the Use of L1 in L2 Classes

There have been some changes in the perceptions on the value of L1 in L2 learning
especially after most of the aforementioned claims against L1 use in L2 learning
were criticized for not being proven by research. Auerbach (1993) argues against L2-
only classes stating, “the rationale used to justify English only in the classroom is
neither conclusive nor pedagogically sound” (p.15). Eldridge (1996), Jones (2010),
and Macaro (2001) report that there is no empirical study so far to support the claims
denying the value of L1 and the notion that excluding L1 in L2 classes would
necessarily improve learning efficiency. Moreover, prohibiting L1 in L2 classes has
been reported to result in negative consequences. For example, in the UAE, using L1
(Arabic) in L2 classes is prohibited. Qadri (2006) conducted a study in that context
and found that no Arabic was employed due to its ban by administration policies and
as a result teachers were in trouble with their administration. Similarly, Hamze
(2010) conducted another study in the same context and found out that there was

minor use of L1 because teachers sometimes had difficulty in conveying meaning
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and students had difficulty in understanding. Therefore, he proposed that this issue
needs to be reviewed and rethought and the usefulness of L1 must be officially
acknowledged by the policy makers, administrators, and curriculum designers so that

its use can be employed.

Cook (2001) also notes that using L1 in L2 classes is a natural phenomenon in a
context where the students share the same L1 and therefore he suggests that “it is
time to open a door that has been firmly shut in language teaching for over 100
years, namely the systematic use of the first language (L1) in the classroom” (p.
402). Furthermore, Harmer (2007) explains, “it makes no sense to deny the
importance of the students’ L1 in their L2 learning” (p. 135). Likewise, Willis and
Willis (2007) support the use of L1 as they quote the comment of one teacher in
Argentina who states that “Let’s not be afraid of L1. One of the barriers that has been
hard to break is the idea that using the L1 in the English class is a sin” (p. 26). They
continue that:
Most teachers do not think it’s a good idea to ban use of L1 outright.
Beginner and low level learners have been known to suffer, feeling they have
no way to contribute in class or communicate with their teacher. We used to
feel that if we allowed L1 in an English lesson, it was the thin end of the

wedge — learners would no longer try to express themselves in English — but
now we recognize the advantages of using L1 in certain cases. (p. 220)

The arguments and reasons in favor of L1 use in L2 classes are manifold. In
sociocultural theory, the role of L1 is regarded as a beneficial tool that scaffolds L2
learner production and accelerates private speech (Ellis, 2012). Likewise, Bhooth,
Azman, and Ismail (2014) assert that L2 students can employ L1 as a scaffolding
strategy as it serves social and cognitive functions and promotes collaborative work

to facilitate their learning. They go on suggesting that similar to students, teachers
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can use L1 as a pedagogical tool to facilitate students learning experience and to

enhance engagement in the classroom.

Moreover, L2 input is acquired by learners when the affective filter is low (Krashen
& Terrell, 1995), and many researchers (Auerbach, 1993; Cook, 2001; El-dali, 2012;
Ellis, 2012; Jones, 2010; Kelleher, 2013; Sipra, 2007) claim that the use of L1 in L2
classes assists students in lowering the level of anxiety and other affective barriers to
L2 learning, and students will consequently experience higher levels of motivation
for L2 learning and establish rapport in the classroom. Jones (2010) also explains
that without the support of L1, students will experience a loss of confidence.
Kelleher (2013) maintains that L2 learners will decrease the amount of L1 use as
they become more confident and relaxed and maximize L2 use. Furthermore,
Auerbach (1993), Mart (2013), and Pan and Pan (2010) state that students will gain
the sense of security in L2 learning through the use of L1. Scrivener (2011) claims
that using L1 can arise genuine interest in the subject matter and that students need to
be free to use their L1 whenever they want though English should be used most of

the time.

In addition, Martinez and Olivera (2003) display some advantages that L1 has in
SLA, such as, L1 eases L2 learning with the similarities between them, it saves time
and effort, it helps using translation as a technique or strategy in L2 learning, and it
avoids ambiguity and guarantees that students understand the meaning. Jones (2010)
explains that comprehension and memorization of L2 words will be easier when
students translate them into L1. Additionally, Pan and Pan (2010) agree that L1
facilitates L2 learning as its use helps students in understanding tasks and solving

problems. Moreover, Damra and Al Qudah’s (2012) study concludes that using L.1 in
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L2 classes assists students in gaining awareness and knowledge about the
relationship between L1 and L2 as well as in finding out various methods to practice

and to express themselves in the L2.

Additionally, a number of studies in the literature support the view that judicious and
moderate use of L1 can facilitate the processes of learning and teaching L2 (Anh,
2010; Bhooth, Azman, & Ismail, 2014; Celik, 2008; Dujmovi¢, 2007; El-dali, 2012;
Hamze, 2010; Juarez & Oxbrow, 2008; Kafes, 2011; Kelleher, 2013; Mart, 2013;
Miles, 2004; Nazary, 2008; Pan & Pan, 2010; Salah, 2012; ; Schweers, 1999; Sipra,

2007; Tang, 2002; Voicu, 2012).

Along with these arguments, some empirical evidence is available showing the
positive effects of L1 use in L2 learning. With regard to studies in foreign language
(FL) contexts, Bhooth, Azman, and Ismail (2014) investigated the use of Arabic in
an EFL reading classroom in a University in Yemen and found out that the students
perceived the use of Arabic as a functional strategy and that it helped them in
comprehending their reading materials. Another example is by Damra and Al Qudah
(2012) who conducted a study at a secondary school in Jordan to investigate the
influence of L1 use in teaching grammar and found that it helped students not only in
formulating hypotheses about language, but also in developing explicit
understanding about how L2 grammar functions. Similarly, Stapa and Majid (2012)
examined the influence of the use of L1 (Bahasa Melayu) in developing ideas in L2
writing in a secondary school in Malaysia and found out that the experimental group
who used their L1 could perform better in generating ideas before writing than those

students in the control group.
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Finally, studies in second language (SL) contexts where all students share the same
L1 provide similar results. For example, Miles (2004), in attempting to demonstrate
that L1 (Japanese) does not hinder, but facilitates, L2 learning, conducted two
experiments. In the first experiment, three first-year university classes — one banned
L1 use, one permitted its use only by students, and in the last, L1 was used by both
teachers and students — were observed for five months and the results showed that
the class who used L1 showed a better improvement in the area of speaking. In the
second experiment, four lessons, two of which excluded L1 (Japanese) use and the
other two included L1 use, were given to one class and the findings showed that
there was a considerable improvement in the classes where L1 was used.

2.2.3 Arguments Against Extensive Use of L1 in L2 Classes

Along with the differing arguments regarding the inclusion and the exclusion of L1
in L2 classrooms, a number of suggestions have been made to limit and systematize
it so that overusing L1 will be avoided. If used extensively, L1 will take the role of a
hindrance to rich L2 exposure while L2 learning needs intense amount of L2 input in
the classroom, especially in FL contexts where students have very little opportunity
for L2 exposure outside the classroom. Jones (2010) warns that “over use resulting in
little L2 exposure, and dependence on the L1” (p. 9). Therefore, Swain and Lapkin
(2000, p. 268, cited in Hamze, 2010) argue that .1 should neither be banned, and nor
be used as an alternative to L2, rather it must be used to support L2 learning.
Kalanzadeh et al. (2013) conducted an empirical study in a high school in Iran and
found that L1 (Farsi) was used extensively in L2 (English) classes and consequently
had a demotivating effect on the students. To conclude, unquestioned use of L1 will

be disadvantageous to L2 learning.
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Similarly, Prodromou (2002, cited in Celik, 2008) mentioned that whether to include
or exclude L1 in L2 classes is multifaceted as it can facilitate learning and teaching if
used properly and it can disrupt them if used without a clear rationale. He explained
that L1 in L2 classes can be a drug (though with threpeutic potential, it can damage
your health and may become addictive), a reservoir (a resource from which we
draw), a wall (an obstacle to teaching), a window (which opens out into the
classroom, if we look through it we see the students’ previous learning experience,
their interests, their knowledge of the world, their culture), a cruch (it can help us get
by in a lesson, but it is recognition of weakness), and a lubricant (it keeps the wheel

of a lesson moving smoothly, it thus saves time).

Consequently, following Prodromou’s metaphors and the above-mentioned
disadvantages of overusing LI, it has been suggested that L1 must be used
systematically. For example, Kelleher (2013) claims that L1 must be used sparingly
and in a pre-planned way in order to have positive influence on L2 learning.
Gabrielatos (2001) also states that using L1 is not a sin, but “learners and teachers
alike need to be aware of the limitations and pitfalls of L1 use in the classroom, as
unprincipled use of L1 can have long-lasting negative effects on the learners’
awareness and production of the target language” (p.6). Therefore, once L1 is
accepted to be used in L2 classes, it is essentially important to limit possible
excessive use of L1 and to understand when and for what purposes it is best and
valuable to employ it. Ellis (2005, 2012) and Forman (2005) argue that L2 teachers
should use L1 as little as possible so that the amount of L2 input will be maximized
as successful language learning requires extensive L2 input. Celik (2008) explains

that L1 use should be used as long as it accommodates, rather than hindering or
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obstructing, and that it should be reduced as students progress toward more L2

proficiency.

Atkinson (1987, cited in Qadri, 2006, p. 27), who strongly supports L1 use, lists the
following potential negative effects of too much reliance on the use of L1 in L2
classes:

1. The students begin to feel that they have not really understood any item of
language until it has been translated.

2. The students fail to observe the distinction between equivalence of form,
semantic equivalence, and pragmatic features, and thus the teacher
oversimplifies to the point of using crude and inaccurate translation.

3. Students speak to the instructor in L1 even when they are quite capable to
expressing what they mean in L2.

4. Students fail to realize that during many activities in the classroom it is
essential that they use only English.

Similarly, El-dali (2012) explains the dangers of overusing L1 in L2 classes citing
that it discourages students from thinking in L2 and consequently they will not take it
seriously as a means of communication and they will develop a habit of mental

translation.

Therefore, to prevent overuse of students’ L1 in order not to let these negative effects
occur, many strategies have hitherto been put forward. To begin with, Nation (2003)
stresses on changing the attitudes and perceptions of L2 students to using L2 which
can be achieved through informing students of the learning goals of the tasks,
discussing the value of using L2, discussing the problems and providing solutions,
setting up a monitoring system, and using non-threatening tasks. Similarly, Harmer
(2007) and Willis and Willis (2007) suggest that teachers discuss the issue of L1 use
with their classes so that students will know when L1 use is appropriate and

productive and when it is inappropriate and counterproductive. Students and teachers
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eventually can draw up a set of clear guidelines to be followed. They also suggest
that teachers should encourage and persuade students to use L2 as much as possible.
A stronger version of this last suggestion is made by Voicu (2012) who argues that
the teacher needs to actively manage when and how L1 is used in the class.
However, Willis and Willis (2007) advice teachers to make sure that the students are
aware of why it is useful to use L2 as much as possible and to tell students to “use it
to learn it” (p. 220). They also encourage L2 teachers to ask their students the
reasons for which they employ L1 in class, and accordingly help them overcome the
problems and difficulties. Regarding different amount of L1 use with students at
different levels of proficiency, Harmer (2007) explains that when students’ English
improves, less L1 is needed; “the more they work in English, the better their English

will get, and the better their English is, the less need we have for L1” (p. 135).

To conclude, even though many arguments have been made with regard to the pros
and cons of L1 use, nowadays the problem does not concern the value of it but rather

how much of it should be allowed for and in what occasions.
2.3 Occasions of L1 Use in L2 classes

Although there seems to be an agreement among the majority of language instructors
and researchers that L1 can facilitate the processes of L2 learning and teaching if
used judiciously, there is not much consensus regarding what the judicious use of L1
actually means. Therefore, the main subject for debate is not whether L1 is to be
used or not, but rather when and how to use it in L2 classes. As a result, numerous
suggestions have been made in the literature showing suitable occasions for using L1
in L2 classes. Besides, many studies have attempted to observe the occasions of the

actual use of L1 in L2 classes. This section will first show a number of suggestions
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that have been made in the literature for appropriate uses of L1 in L2 classes and
then it will review a number of studies that have examined classroom discourse to
identify the occasions in which teachers and students actually used L1 in their
classes. Because teachers and students use L1 for different functions and on different
occasions, they will be explained separately.

2.3.1 Teachers’ Use of L1

Cook (2001, p. 413) recommends some factors to be considered if L1 is to be used:
efficiency (Can something be done more effectively through the L1?), learning (Will
L2 learning be helped by using the L1 alongside the L2?), naturalness (Do the
participants feel more comfortable about some functions or topics in the first
language rather than the second?), and external relevance (Will use of both
languages help the students master specific L2 uses that they may need in the world
beyond the classroom?). In addition, the appropriate amount of teachers’ use of L1
cannot be defined universally. Pan and Pan (2010) explain that the quantity of
teachers’ use of L1 depends on students’ level of proficiency and teaching purposes
and that L1 must be used on a decreasing scale from low to high levels of

proficiency.

In the literature, many occasions on which teachers’ use of L1 in L2 classes can be
suitable and appropriate have been proposed. The occasions are summarized as:
* Explaining grammar (Cook, 2001, 2008; Damra & Al Qudah, 2012; Jones,
2010; Mahmutoglu & Kicir, 2013; Sabb, 2011; Voicu, 2012)
* Conveying meaning of words and sentences (Cameron, 2001; Cook, 2001,
2008; Jones, 2010; Juarez & Oxbrow, 2008; Mahmutoglu & Kicir, 2013;

Martinez and Olivera, 2003; Sabb, 2011; Voicu, 2012; Willis & Willis, 2007)
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Testing (Cameron, 2001; Cook, 2001, 2008; Jones, 2010; Martinez &
Olivera, 2003; Schweers, 1999)

Explaining test instructions (Cook, 2001; Voicu, 2012)

Explaining tasks and exercises or giving instructions for teaching activities
(Cameron, 2001; Cook, 2001, 2008; Martinez & Olivera, 2003; Prodromou,
2002; Sabb, 2011; Schweers, 1999)

Explaining aspects of the foreign language (Cameron, 2001)

Checking for understanding (Cameron, 2001; Juarez & Oxbrow, 2008;
Prodromou, 2002; Schweers, 1999)

Eliciting language (Cameron, 2001; Schweers, 1999)

Focusing pupils’ attention (Cameron, 2001)

Talking about learning (Cameron, 2001; Harmer, 2007)

Giving feedback (Cameron, 2001; Cook, 2001; Voicu, 2012)

Analyzing errors (Juarez & Oxbrow, 2008)

Managing the class (Cameron, 2001; Cook, 2001, 2008; Jones, 2010; Sabb,
2011; Voicu, 2012)

Setting up pair and group work (Prodromou, 2002)

Keeping the social atmosphere of the class in good repair, e.g., exchanging
jokes or talking about aspects of their lives (Cameron, 2001; Harmer, 2007)
Making comparison between L1 and L2 (Harmer, 2007; Judrez & Oxbrow,
2008; Prodromou, 2002; Scrinever, 2011; Voicu, 2012)

Doing translation exercises (Harmer, 2007; Sabb, 2011; Schweers, 1999;
Voicu, 2012)

Explaining cultural aspects like proverbs, idiomatic expressions, songs, and

jokes (Voicu, 2012)
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* Explaining teaching methods used in class (Schweers, 1999; Voicu, 2012)

* Explaining difficult concepts (Juarez & Oxbrow, 2008)

* Raising confidence (Juarez & Oxbrow, 2008)

* Explaining the rationale of language learning activities (Judrez & Oxbrow,
2008)

* Generating ideas in writing (Stapa & Majid, 2012)

* C(Clarifying materials from a lesson (Duff & Polio, 1990)

In addition to these suggested occasions for using L1, several studies have been
carried out to observe classroom discourse for the purpose of identifying occasions
where teachers actually used L1 in their classes. The studies show that teachers used
L1 in their classes when giving instructions for tasks and activities (Grim, 2010;
Hoff, 2013; Khati, 2011; Macaro, 1997; Salah, 2012; Sipra, 2007; Tang, 2002),
giving exam instructions (Al-Nofaie, 2010), doing classroom tasks (Eldridge, 1996;
White & Storch, 2012), explaining meaning of new and/or words (Al-Nofaie, 2010;
Grim, 2010; Hamze, 2010; Hoff, 2013; Jingxia, 2010; Khati, 2011; Polio & Duff,
1994; Salah, 2012; Sipra, 2007; Tang, 2002; Taskin, 2011; Thompson, 2006; White
& Storch, 2012), translating sentences and phrases (Kalanzadeh et al., 2013; Salah,
2012), explaining complex concepts and ideas (Khati, 2011; Sipra, 2007; Tang,
2002), explaining grammar (Al-Nofaie, 2010; Grim, 2010; Hoff, 2013; Jingxia,
2010; Kalanzadeh et al., 2013; Khati, 2011; Sipra, 2007; Taskin, 2011; Thompson,
2006; White & Storch, 2012), explaining complex grammar rules (Hamze, 2010;
Polio & Duff, 1994; Salah, 2012; Tang, 2002), managing class (Grim, 2010; Hamze,
2010; Hoff, 2013; Jingxia, 2010; Kafes, 2011; Macaro, 1997; Polio & Duff, 1994;

Salah, 2012; Tagkin, 2011; Thompson, 2006; White & Storch, 2012), dealing with
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classroom administration issues (Thompson, 2006), emphasizing some points
(Jingxia, 2010), establishing solidarity or a relationship with the class (Grim, 2010;
Hamze, 2010; Jingxia, 2010; Kafes, 2011; Khati, 2011; Polio & Duff, 1994; Sipra,
2007; Thompson, 2006; White & Storch, 2012), communicating with students
(Salah, 2012), facilitating understanding by quoting other’s words (Jingxia, 2010),
explaining idioms and proverbs (Sipra, 2007), explaining colloquial expression
(Sipra, 2007), explaining prepositional phrases (Sipra, 2007), explaining slang and
taboo words (Sipra, 2007), giving suggestions to learn effectively (Sipra, 2007),
explaining new topics or assignments (Salah, 2012; Thompson, 2006), asking
questions (Salah, 2012), responding to students’ use of L1 (Thompson, 2006),
confirming students’ responses (Khati, 2011), attracting students’ attention (Salah,
2012; Taskin, 2011), checking students’ comprehension (Kafes, 2011; Macaro, 1997;
Salah, 2012), motivating students (Salah, 2012; Tagkin, 2011), making students’ feel
confident (Khati, 2011), helping students express themselves (Salah, 2012), talking
about the previous lesson (Salah, 2012), revising and summarizing material already
covered (Taskin, 2011), doing classroom discussion (Hamze, 2010), practicing
English (Polio & Duff, 1994), doing conversation tasks (Nation, 2003), giving
feedback (Macaro, 1997; Taskin, 2011), discussing cultural points (White & Storch,
2012), preparing for writing tasks (Nation, 2003), and discussing intensive reading
(Nation, 2003).

2.3.2 Students’ Use of L1

Students, similar to teachers, are likely to use L1 in L2 classes on different
occasions. In the literature, a variety of occasions have been proposed on which
students’ use of L1 can be appropriate and advantageous. The occasions include, but

are not limited to, the following:
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Asking for help from teacher or peers (Cameron, 2001)

Asking questions (Duff & Polio, 1990)

Responding to teacher’s questions (Cameron, 2001)

Summarizing an article or short story orally in L1 to check understanding
(Scrinever, 2011)

Checking their understanding of language (Cook, 2001; Schweers, 1999)
Saying what they have to do in the task to check their understanding (Willis
& Willis, 2007)

Translating new words into L1 to check for comprehension (Willis & Willis,
2007)

Translation exercises (Harmer, 2007)

Keeping the social atmosphere of the class in good repair, e.g., exchanging
jokes or talking about aspects of their lives (Harmer, 2007)

Explaining cultural aspects like proverbs, idiomatic expressions, songs, and
jokes (Voicu, 2012)

Explaining tasks to each other (Cook, 2001)

Clarifying materials from a lesson (Duff & Polio, 1990)

Negotiating roles they are going to take (Cook, 2001)

Testing (Martinez & Olivera, 2003)

Practicing listening and reading comprehension skills (Martinez & Olivera,
2003)

Developing circumlocution strategies (Schweers, 1999)

For mediation practices, such as helping a friend who does not speak any

English (Scrinever, 2011)
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*  Within classroom activities, such as small-group activities (Cook, 2008;

Schweers, 1999)

In addition to these suggested occasions where students’ use of L1 can be beneficial,
many studies have attempted to observe L2 classes to explore the occasions on which
students actually used L1. These studies documented that students used L1 in their
classes when practicing English (Al-Nofaie, 2010), participating in pair work
activities (Al-Noafaie, 2010), asking questions (Al-Nofaie, 2010), contrasting L.1 and
L2 (Al-Nofaie, 2010), translating unknown words (Al-Nofaie, 2010; Eldridge, 1996;
Kalanzadeh et al., 2013; Thompson, 2006), establishing solidarity or a relationship
with the teacher (Thompson, 2006), indicating lack of comprehension (Thompson,
2006), explaining new topics or assignments (Thompson, 2006), doing classroom
administration (Thompson, 2006), dealing with procedural matters (Eldridge, 1996),
floor-holding, i.e. temporary way of dealing with a problem or satisfying a need
(Eldridge, 1996), commenting, evaluating, and talking about tasks (Eldridge, 1996),
clarifying or emphasizing (Eldridge, 1996), and taking notes (Kalanzadeh et al.,

2013).

However, the amount of L1 used by students in L2 classes is affected by some
factors. Jones (2010) explains that the extent students use L1 depend on the
requirements of class activities, task types, and students’ level of proficiency.

2.4 Reasons for Using L1 in L2 Classes

In section 2.3, many occasions for using L1 in L2 classes were explained. First, some
occasions that have been suggested in the literature for appropriate use of L1 were

shown. Then some occasions where teachers and students have actually made use of
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L1 in their classes were explained. This section will focus on why L1 is used, that is,
the reasons and justifications for which teachers and students want to use L1 rather

than L2.

In the literature, many reasons and justifications have been pointed out as teachers’
and students’ perceived needs for L1. For example, Sipra (2007) shows three reasons
for using L1 in L2 classes. First, where all the students share the same LI,
communications are more natural to be done in L1. Second, using L1 is easier and
more communicatively effective. Third, students, especially those who are shy or
less proficient in L2, feel embarrassment when using L2. Scrinever (2011), on the
other hand, explains that children and young learners use L1 because (a) it is easier
to speak L1, (b) their L2 use is always corrected by the teacher, (c) they are afraid of
making mistakes in front of their peers, (d) it is not ‘in’ to speak in L2, (e) the
teacher pretends not to understand their L2, (f) it is difficult to say in L2 what they
want to say, (g) they do not bother if the teacher cannot hear them, and (h) it is easier

for all to communicate in L1.

Regarding teachers’ use of L1 in L2 classes, Celik (2008) provides two types of
motives: physical/mechanical factors (e.g. to save time, to help students avoid
confusion about complex concepts and ideas in L2, to be more effective for students,
to stimulate memory and semantic processing, to increase students’ awareness of the
processes of language learning) and social/emotional factors (e.g. to help students
not create any negative feeling toward L2 and its community by prohibiting L1

because it is their identity).
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Several studies have been conducted to identify the reasons for which teachers and
students switch to L1 in L2 classes. Tang (2002), for example, conducted a study in
Beijing with first-year university students and their teachers. The teachers expressed
that they revert to students’ L1 because it is more effective, it is less time-consuming,
it helps students not get confused, it greatly helps comprehension, and because of
students’ low level of proficiency. The students, on the other hand, reported that they
use their own L1 because it helps them better understand difficult concepts and new
vocabulary items, it makes them feel at ease, comfortable, and less stressed, and it
makes them feel less lost. Similarly, Schweers (1999) studied EFL students’ and
teachers’ use of L1 in Puerto Rico and showed that L1 (Spanish) was reported to be
used by the teachers because students can understand better, write better, and feel
that their L1 is valued and respected. Students, on the other hand, stated that they use
L1 because it is more comfortable and they feel less tense and less lost when they use
L1. Another study to investigate reasons behind teachers’ use of L1 was conducted
by Hashemi and Sabet (2013) in Iran. The results showed that the university learners
and teachers use L1 (Persian) in L2 (English) classes because it reduces anxiety, it is
more comfortable, it helps students understand the lesson much better, and it helps
them express their feelings easier. Teachers also reported that they use L1 because of
their students’ low proficiency in L2. Again, Al-Nofaie’s (2010) study with
intermediate classes in Saudi Arabia lists students’ level as a justification given by
teachers and understanding better and feeling confident as justifications provided by

students.

In another study by Jingxia (2010) who looked into university teachers’ justifications
for switching from English to Chinese in English classes, the teachers reported many

factors, such as, students’ L2 proficiency, distance between Chinese and English,
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teaching materials, lesson content and objectives, their own L2 proficiency, policy of
the department on using L2, their perceptions toward the use of L1, traditional
methods of teaching, testing system, and situational factors. Moreover, Anh (2010)
examined the Vietnamese university teachers’ reasons and justifications for using L1
in L2 classes. The teachers stated that they use L1 in L2 classes because it is less
time-consuming, it creates less-stressed environment for learning, it helps students
understand more clearly and better, and it helps students in improving their
translation skills. Salah (2012) also investigated reasons for which Palestinian EFL
teachers use L1 in L2 classes and found out that the reasons include saving time,
making students feel less stressed, helping shy students, motivating students, and
facilitating communication with students. Similarly, Timor (2012) questioned the
reasons behind teachers’ use of L1 (Hebrew) in L2 (English) classes in elementary
and secondary schools in Israel. The teachers put forward the following arguments
and justifications:

* It helps explaining difficult issues.

* Low-level students have difficulty in understanding L2.

e IfLI is not used, weaker students will be discouraged and frustrated.

* L1 explanations are more thorough.

* It provides confidence.

* [t saves time.

* [tis a short-cut and the most efficient way to clarify issue.

* The classes are overpopulated and diverse.

* [t reduces students’ anxiety.
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Another study was conducted by Brooks-Lewis (2009) to examine why university
students in Mexico are in favor of using L1 in L2 classes. The reasons reported by
the students included helping to understand, facilitating classroom participation,
making L2 learning easier and more meaningful, dissolving the sense of rupture in
knowledge, forgetting or replacing identity or the L1, gaining confidence and a sense
of achievement, and inspiring language learning, and self-awareness. Lastly, another
study to explore students’ reasons for using L1 (Nepali) in L2 (English) classes in
EFL secondary schools in Nepal was conducted by Khati (2011). The students
indicated that they communicate in L1 because (a) it is difficult for them to
pronounce many L2 words, (b) their friends usually make fun of them when they try
to speak L2, (c) they are afraid of the teachers’ negative feedback when they make
mistakes, (d) they lack sufficient L2 practice, (e) low achievers, compared to high
achievers, do not get encouraged enough and consequently will not get enough
opportunity to practice speaking, (f) it is easier to speak L1, (g) they do not
understand what their teachers say, and (h) the teachers prefer to use L1 more than

L2 and they do not encourage its use.
2.5 Factors Affecting the Use of L1 in L2 Classes

In the literature, countless suggestions regarding appropriate uses of L1 in L2 classes
have been made and many reasons for that have been reported by teachers and
students. Besides, it has been argues that many factors can influence the amount and
purpose of L1 use. For example, Demir (2012, p. 22) cautions that before deciding to
employ L1, it is essential to consider these factors:
*  What we mean by “using L1~
* Context (EFL or ESL, in EFL case, is the class monolingual or not, does the
teacher know students’ L1; how much time is available for teaching
grammar)

* Teaching goal (communication and/or translation)
* Learners’ age

39



* Language learning traditions students have already experienced
* L2 proficiency level
* Students’ learning style (synthetic/analytical)

Btenkova (2007) also agues for the proper balance between L1 and L2 and claims
that it is important to examine factors such as age, level of L2 proficiency, the place
of L1 and L2 in their previous classes, particular stages of the lesson, and the
communicative ability of teachers in L2. In short, the factors that influence the use of
L1 include some teacher-related factors, student-related factors, and context-related
factors. This section will explain such factors as age of students, gender of students
and teachers, L2 proficiency level of students and teachers, context, and attitudes of
students and teachers toward the use of L1. Meanwhile, it will present the results of
some empirical studies to support the effects of these factors.

2.5.1 Age

Age of the students has been recorded to be an important factor that influences the
amount of students’ use of L1 in L2 classes. For example, Florence (2009, cited in
Sabb, 2011) conducted a study with adult language learners and showed that a reason
that the learners preferred to use L1 in their L2 classes was their age. However,
Bienkova (2007), who agrees that age has an impact on language choice, shows two
different arguments about this issue. The first argument is that more L2 is used in
young learners’ classes for the purpose of providing the language input and that this
is not advantageous for these learners because they are unable to communicate or
understand the teacher’s use of L2 and when they are forced to do so, they feel
stressed, confused and unmotivated. The second argument is that in young learners’
classes, compared to advanced ones, L1 is more often employed, not only by

students who are still unable to communicate in L2, but also by their teachers.
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Al Sharaeai (2012) also studied the influence of age of learners on their use of L1
and found out that while young learners tended to use more L1 as they were not very
confident in using L2, older learners were more willing to use L2. The middle age
learners, on the other hand, held a position in the middle of the two extreme age
groups.

Regarding L1 use in teaching learners at elementary age, Sabb (2011) explains that
using L1 in teaching elementary age language students has some advantages for
them; more specifically, teaching these students to read in their L1 can improve their
L2 reading ability because learnt skills can be transferred from one language to
another.

2.5.2 Gender

Another factor that might have an effect on the use of L1 in L2 classes is gender.
Some studies have shown that the use of L1 is related to students’ and teachers’
gender. With regard to the effect of teachers’ gender and the use of L1 in L2 classes,
Qadumi (2007) conducted a study with Palestinian EFL teachers and found out that
male teachers tended to use Arabic more than their female colleagues because the
female teachers had more commitment to the advice they received from training
courses and the supervisors’ rules. However, the findings are not always consistent.
For example, Salah (2012) investigated whether male or female Palestinian EFL
teachers use L1 (Arabic) differently in primary schools and concluded that the

difference between the two groups’ use of L1 was not significant.

Students’ gender, on the other hand, was studied by Mohammad (2013) in the
context of Iraq with Kurdish students and teachers in computer institutes. The results
showed that gender was an important variable as male students showed more positive

tendency to use L1 than female students did. He also studied the effect of teachers’
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gender on their attitudes toward the use of L1, but the results did not show any
significant difference between them.

2.5.3 Proficiency Level

Proficiency level of the learners and the teachers is one of the most salient factors
that can affect the use of L1 in L2 classes. Cameron (2001) relates the purposes of
L1 use with the teachers’ and students’ level of proficiency and explains that when
teachers are not confident, prepared, or proficient enough, they switch to L1 to
compensate for these factors. She also explains that teachers use L1 to compensate
for many problems that emerge from learners’ ability and level of proficiency.
Thompson’s (2006) study in an attempt to investigate the factors that influence using
L1 revealed that proficiency level of the teachers and the students are considerably
correlated with the amount of L1 use. For example, the higher the L2 proficiency
level of the teachers was, the more L2 (and the less L1) was employed by teachers,
and similarly the higher the level of the class was, the more L2 (and the less L1) was

employed.

Pan and Pan (2010) mention that it is not possible to define a single guideline for
appropriate quantity of L1 use in L2 classes because it is determined by the
proficiency level of the learners as well as the purposes of instruction. Sabb (2011)
believes that using L1 is particularly appropriate for beginner-level L2 learners.
Therefore, L2-only classes might not be appropriate for them. For example, Sabb
(2011) cites Florence’s (2009) study with adult Chinese L2 learners reporting that
they chose to study L2 in bilingual classes rather than monolingual classes because
they were at the beginning level. Besides, in intermediate or advanced level L2
classes, teachers use more L2 and less L1 with more proficient L2 students (Jones,

2010). Similarly, Bhooth, Azman, and Ismail (2014) explain that when students’ L2
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proficiency increases, students must decrease their dependence on L1. Mouhanna
(2009) conducted a study with EFL students in a UAE tertiary institution to explore
the influence of students’ level of proficiency on their perceptions. The findings
revealed that beginner level students reported more need of L1 than advanced level

students.

Teachers have also been documented to use L1 because of the students’ low level of
proficiency in L2. For example, Tagkin (2011) studied the effect of proficiency levels
of university students in Ankara on the teachers’ and the learners’ attitudes towards
using L1 in L2 classes and found that teachers showed positive attitudes toward
using L1 with intermediate learners and negative attitudes with upper-intermediate
ones. In addition, the students’ levels had an effect on the attitudes of the students
themselves toward L1 use in a way that elementary students showed the most
positive attitudes, upper-intermediate students the least positive attitudes, and the
intermediate students’ attitudes were higher than those of the upper-intermediate
students and lower than those of the elementary students. Similarly, Sarandi (2013)
examined the effect of the learners’ proficiency level and motivation level on
teachers’ use of L1 in an English preparatory school of a university in Istanbul. The
results showed that a considerable number of the teachers whose students lacked the
required level of L2 proficiency and had low level of motivation reported more L1
use. Besides, many other researchers suggest the use of L1 with students who are not
proficient in L2 (e.g. Cook, 2001; Prodromou, 2002; Tang, 2002). Besides, teachers
have been reported to reduce the amount of L1 use as students progress toward
higher proficiency levels. For example, Willis and Willis (2007) show how teachers

report starting classroom activities in L1 at the beginning of the year and reducing it
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to a minimum level by the end of the year as students progress toward higher

proficiency.

On the other hand, teachers’ own proficiency can affect their own use of L1 in L2
classes. Hoff (2013) explains that knowing when, how and for what purposes they
can appropriately use it can be related to the teachers’ own proficiency level and
competence because using L2 requires sufficient level of proficiency and
competence. She also clarified that the quantity of using L1 is affected by both
teachers’ attitudes toward students’ level of proficiency as well as by the students’
actual level of proficiency. Likewise, Polio and Duff (1994) show that lacking
competence and sufficient experience may cause L1 use which consequently reduces

the amount of meaningful interaction that can involve students.

However, the relationship between students’ level of proficiency and their use of L1
is not always proven. For example, Eldridge (1996) conducted a study in a Turkish
secondary school to explore if such a correlation exists. The results demonstrated
that students with high level of proficiency code-switched to L1 similarly to low
level ones. Thus, he claims that the assumption that the more proficient the students
are in L2, the less L1 they will use might not be correct. Nazary (2008) conducted a
similar study in Tehran University among three levels of proficiency (elementary,
intermediate, and advanced) to find out if students at different levels of proficiency
have different attitudes and views about the significance of using L1 in L2 classes.
The results showed that all the students reported negative attitudes toward it, yet the
negative attitudes of students at intermediate level of proficiency were deeper than

the other two groups.
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2.5.4 Context (EFL vs. ESL)

Another factor that can affect the use of L1 in L2 classes is the context, that is,
whether the context is second language or foreign language. Starting with second
language contexts, Forman (2005) and Thompson (2006) state that making use of
students’ L1 in ESL contexts is usually unfeasible because the students usually have
different L1s which is a big challenge for L1 use even if there is a desire to use it.
Therefore, Auerbach (1993) states “no alternative except the complete exclusion of
the L1 in the ESL classroom is seen as valid” (p. 15). However, Forman (2005)
explains that it is still possible in multilingual classes to use some bilingual resources

as well as group-work and translation activities to build upon students’ L1.

On the other hand, in EFL contexts where the students usually share the same L1
with the teacher, Forman (2005) mentions that more L1 can be used. Sabb (2011)
argues that in EFL contexts, as much of the L2 as possible should be used as
classrooms are the only contexts where students can hear the language. For example,
students who participated in Brooks-Lewis’ (2009) study preferred L2 use in classes,
stating “I would like the teacher to talk more in English because it is the only way
that we are going to learn the language” (p. 224). However, students and teachers
prefer to use L1 for many reasons. For example, Tang’s (2002) study with
undergraduate students and teachers in the Chinese context concluded that the
majority of the participants (teachers and students) found L1 (Chinese) use in their
classes useful and effective. Similarly, Schweers (1999), who worked with EFL
undergraduate students and teachers in Puerto Rica, found out that all the teachers
and 88.7% of the students reported that L1 (Spanish) should be used in L2 (English)

classes.
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2.5.5 Attitudes

Attitudes and perceptions of teachers and students toward L1 use can have
considerable influence on the amount and purposes of using L1 in L2 classes. For
example, in her study with Chinese university teachers and students, Jingxia (2010)
found out that teachers’ attitudes toward code-switching affected their use of L1.
Likewise, Thompson’s (2006) study, as already mentioned, attempted to explore the
factors that influence teachers’ use of L1. A factor that was correlated with the
teachers’ actual use of L1 was their own attitudes toward it. However, the correlation
was not statistically significant. He also found that the students’ attitudes towards L1
use had a positive correlation with their actual classroom behavior. Yet, this
correlation was not statistically significant, too. On the other hand, a significant
correlation was found between the students’ attitudes toward their teachers” L1 use

and the amount of actual use of L1 by their teachers.

However, attitudes and perceptions do not always match with what occurs in the
classroom because other factors might contribute to classroom practices. For
example, Qadri (2006) investigated if there is any potential discrepancy between
teachers’ and students’ attitudes toward L1 use in schools in the UAE and their own
classroom practices. The findings showed that L.1 was not used because of its ban in
the country even though the majority of the teachers were in favor of limited use of
it. However, the students were against teachers’ use of L1 and preferred L2-only

classes.

Attitudes and perceptions of teachers and students toward the use of L1 in L2 classes
have been extensively studied in various contexts. The next section will review

studies conducted about the issue of attitudes and will show how the results have
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been quite contradictory and mixed, not only across different contexts, but also in

similar contexts.
2.6 Attitudes toward the Use of LL1 in L2 Classes

This section consists of two parts. In the first part, the term ‘attitudes’ is defined and
then how attitudes affect language learning and language teaching is highlighted.
Besides, different aspects of research regarding attitudes are illustrated. The second
part narrows down the topic to a more specific aspect of attitudes, that is, teachers’
and students’ attitudes toward the use of L1 in L2 classes.

2.6.1 Attitudes and Language Learning and Teaching

Attitudes, perceptions, and beliefs are among those factors that influence language
learning. Brown (2007) refers to attitudes as “a set of personal feelings, opinions, or
biases about races, cultures, ethnic groups, classes of people, and languages™ (p.
377). Teachers’ and students’ attitudes are considered as an important factor in
language learning and teaching and they shape whatever occurs in the classroom.
Thompson (2006), for example, explains that teachers’ behaviors will be determined
by how they think a language is learnt, rather than possible research and training.
Therefore, considering them is important in understanding language learning and

teaching.

Gardner and Lambert (1972, cited in Brown, 2007), for example, studied the effects
of different types of attitudes on language learning. They explained that motivation,
which is a construct made up of certain attitudes, can have a great influence on
language learning and teaching. Cook (2008) also states that a reason that some
students are better language learners than others is definitely because their

motivation level is higher. Similarly, Gardner (1985) believes that attitudes and
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motivation affect L2 learning as they orient L2 learners to search for opportunities to
learn the language. On the other hand, Brown (2007) shows some other certain types
of students’ attitudes which are positively correlated with language success. He
explains that what L2 learners can get benefit from is positive attitudes whereas
negative attitudes may bring about decreased motivation, and consequently

unsuccessful attainment of proficiency (Brown, 2007).

Numerous studies have investigated the relationship between attitudes and
motivation, anxiety, learning strategies, and level of achievement. Further, many
studies have looked into what kind of attitudes teachers and/or students have toward
language, language learning, language teaching methods, native and non-native L2

teachers, L2 culture, target language use, first language use, etc.

The present study focuses on the attitudes of learners and teachers toward L1 use in
L2 classes. These attitudes have been extensively studied in different contexts and
the results have been quite inconsistent. The findings vary not only across different
contexts, but also in the same context, and not only across different levels of
proficiency, but also in the same level.

2.6.2 Teachers’ and Students’ Attitudes toward the Use of L1 in L2 Classes

In the literature, may studies are found to investigate attitudes of both teachers and
students while some studies focus on teachers only and some others on students only.
Accordingly, the results of these studies are explained separately.

2.6.2.1 Studies on Teachers’ and Students’ Attitudes toward the Use of L1 in L2

Classes

Many studies on attitudes of teachers and students toward using L1 in L2 classes

have been conducted in different EFL contexts and the results have not been
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consistent. Some studies show that teachers and students have positive attitudes
toward L1 use. For example, Schweers (1999) conducted a study in a Spanish
context in the University of Puerto Rico regarding students’ and teachers’ attitudes to
the use of L1. He found out that 88.7% of the students and all the teachers (100%)
believed that L1 (Spanish) should be used in L2 (English) classroom. Moreover, 49%
of the students showed that they like their teacher to use Spanish very little, 28.2%
sometimes, and 22.3% a lot. Besides, most of the teacher and student participants
believed that L1 should be used when explaining difficult concepts. Furthermore,
87% of the students reported that using Spanish in English classes helped them learn

English.

Inspired by Schweers’ (1999) study, Tang (2002) carried out another study in a
Chinese context with first-year English major students with intermediate-level of L2
proficiency and their teachers. The majority of the students (70%) and teachers
(72%) showed tendencies to accept L1 (Chinese) use in their L2 (English) classroom.
Moreover, 45% of the students showed that they like their teacher to use Chinese a
little, but 50% chose sometimes. Regarding the frequency of L1 use, 60% of the
students reported that they like Chinese to be used sometimes but 38% of them
reported that they like it very rarely. Further, while most of the teachers said that
Chinese should be used to practice the use of new phrases and expressions, most of
the students said that Chinese should be used to explain grammar points and define
new words. Additionally, 69% of the students reported that using Chinese in English
classes provides little help to learn English, and 22% believe that it helps them fairly

much.
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Another study was conducted in the Chinese context by Jingxia (2010) with 261
undergraduate university students and 60 instructors teaching students of different
education levels. The results indicated that 66% of the students were in favor of
teachers’ code-switching to the L1 (Chinese) in L2 (English) classes while the

percentages for teachers who had the same view was higher (80%).

In a similar study, but in the context of Saudi Arabia, Al-Nofaie (2010) investigated
attitudes of students and teachers toward using L1 (Arabic) in L2 (English) classes at
an intermediate school. The findings indicated that both the students and the teachers

favored employing Arabic for certain situations.

Similarly, Mahmutoglu and Kicir (2013) looked into attitudes of teachers and
students (with intermediate and upper-intermediate levels) at English Preparatory
School of European University of Lefke in Northern Cyprus. The study came to the
conclusion that neither the teachers nor the students were against L1 (Turkish) use in
L2 (English) classes. They believed that, when necessary, L.1 would be beneficial

especially if used in the right situations at the right time.

Contrary to the aforementioned studies, a study conducted by Hamze (2010) with
teachers and students in secondary level private schools in the UAE showed that the
use of L1 (Arabic) was discouraged in the schools and the teachers and the students
reported negative attitudes towards it. They did not believe that it would assist
learning. Yet, for the purpose of explaining some complex grammar points and new
words, they made use of L1. The teachers used it to facilitate students’

understanding.
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On the other hand, a number of studies show that students’ attitudes are completely
different from those of teachers. Some studies show that teachers have negative
attitudes toward L1 use and students show positive feelings towards it. For example,
Taskin (2011) carried out a study in a preparatory school of a private university in
Ankara, Turkey where the education policy is English-only. The results showed that
the teachers had negative attitudes toward using Turkish and supported limited use of
it whereas the learners showed more positive attitudes toward teachers’ use of
Turkish. However, the teachers reported that they do not use L1 as a means of
communication, rather it is the last choice to help students’ understanding when they
have difficulty. Besides, intermediate level teachers surprisingly expressed more
positive attitudes toward using L1 while elementary level teachers reported negative
attitudes. On the other hand, when students’ levels were considered, it was found out
that the intermediate students had the least positive attitudes, the upper-intermediate
level students had medium positive attitudes, and the elementary level students had

the most positive attitudes.

Similarly, but in a different context, Hashemi and Sabet (2013) conducted a study
with university students and teachers in the context of Iran regarding their attitudes
toward using L1 (Persian) in EFL classes. The findings showed that the learners were
in favor of using L1 while teachers were in favor of using more L2 than L1 in their
classes. However, the teachers did not totally refuse L1, but they opposed to its
excessive use. Furthermore, the students agree that L1 can be used for translating,
giving instructions, contrasting L1 and L2, and explaining grammar. On the other
hand, teachers preferred to use L1 to explain grammatical terms and abstract words,

and sometimes to check for comprehension.
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On the other hand, the results of some other studies are surprisingly in the reverse
direction, that is, when students have negative attitudes toward the use of L1,
teachers show positive attitudes. For example, Qadri (2006), who undertook a
research in the United Arab Emirates (UAE), indicated that while the students
showed negative attitudes toward the use of Arabic and disapproved its use by their
teachers, the teachers showed mixed attitudes toward it. They favoured minimum use
of it. Similarly, Kalanzadeh et al. (2013) investigated attitudes of teachers and
students in high schools in Iran toward the use of L1 (Persian) in EFL classes and
they came to the conclusion that students were against excessive use of Persian and
they supported English domination in their classes, that is, they were in favor of
using more L2 whereas the teachers expressed stronger tendency to use L1.

2.6.2.2 Studies on Students’ Attitudes toward the Use of L1 in L2 Classes

Some studies have included only one type of participants, that is, either students or
teachers. With regard to studies where only students have participated, the results
have not always been similar. For example, a study was carried out by Nazary (2008)
with university students in Iran whose proficiency levels were different: elementary,
intermediate, and advanced. The results showed that all the students reported
negative attitudes toward the teachers’ and students’ use of L1 (Persian) in L2
(English) classes. Yet, students at intermediate level of proficiency showed more

negative attitudes towards it than the other two groups.

On the contrary, many studies show students’ positive attitudes toward using L1. To
begin with, Dujmovi¢’s (2007) study with first-year university students in Croatia
whose English language levels were intermediate and upper-intermediate showed
that all the students believe that Croatian (L1) should be used in the classroom. Fifty-

two percent of them stated that they prefer their teacher to use Croatian sometimes

52



and 32% of them showed preference for teachers’ a lot of use of it. Similarly, Chavez
(2003) conducted a study with college students who were learning German language
in University of Wisconsin-Madison. The findings showed that the students
expressed preference for having both L1 and L2 in the classroom. However, when
the students progressed in their L2 learning, they showed a stronger preference for

L2.

Juarez and Oxbrow (2008) also looked into the attitudes of first-year university
students of EFL toward L1 use in L2 classes in a university in Spain. The students’
levels were late elementary or low intermediate (A2/B1). The results of the study
revealed that the students show a favourable response toward the judicious use of
Spanish in their English classes. Seventy-six percent of them showed positive
attitudes toward teacher’s explanations of L2 grammatical structures in L1. However,
they were not for using L1 for managing the class. In short, students preferred
Spanish for linguistic or lexical content rather than metacognitive, social, or affective
aspects of the class. Another example is Mouhanna’s (2009) study with students in a
UAE tertiary institution, results of which showed that lower level students, compared
to higher level students, reported more positive attitudes toward L1 use. In
comparison to the higher level students, students at low level of proficiency reported

more need for L1 stating that it helped them learn English.

Furthermore, Brooks-Lewis (2009) also did a research at two universities in Mexico
to identify attitudes of learners toward the inclusion of L1 (Spanish) in L2 (English)
classes and concluded that the learners had very positive perceptions to it in language
teaching and learning. They expressed that it can be beneficial for language learning.

A final example is Bienkova’s (2007) study which focused on the attitudes of
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elementary and intermediate level students toward the use of L1 (Czech) in L2
(English) classes in elementary and secondary schools. The findings demonstrated
that the students are advocates of the use of L1, and that elementary level students

expressed stronger preference for L1 than students at the intermediate level.

In addition to these, Prodromou’s (2002) study pointed out different results
according to the level of the students. The study attempted to identify perceptions of
Greek learners on the use of L1 at three different levels — beginner, intermediate, and
advanced. The findings showed that only 29% of the students at advanced level of
study had positive attitudes to teacher’s use of L1 in their L2 classes while 58% of
the intermediate level students, and 66% of the beginner levels showed positive
attitudes to it. Additionally, only 35% of the advanced level students believed that
they themselves should use L1 while 53% of the intermediate level ones and 63% of
the beginner-level students believed so. In general, the more advanced the students
become, the less L1 they reported they need. Nearly similar to this research, Al
Sharaeai (2012) conducted another research with university learners in the
Midwestern United States with different linguistic backgrounds and levels of
proficiency regarding their attitudes toward L1 use in English classes. The results
showed that the majority of them neither agreed nor disagreed about having a teacher
who knows their L1. Most of them, especially the higher level students, were in
favor of English-only classes. They preferred having their L1 a little in the English
classrooms.

2.6.2.3 Studies on Teachers’ Attitudes toward the Use of L1 in L2 Classes

On the other hand, studies that have been conducted to find out attitudes of only
teachers toward using L1 in L2 classes show mixed results. Some studies show that

teachers hold positive attitudes toward it. For example, Sarandi (2013) conducted a
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study in Turkey with preparatory school teachers of a university in Istanbul who
were teaching three different proficiency levels (A2, B1, B2). The results showed
that although the English-only policy was advocated by the school and that all the
teachers were informed about this, the majority of the teachers were still in favor of
using Turkish (L1). Likewise, in the context of Israel, Timor (2012) studied 112
elementary and secondary school EFL teachers and found out that the teachers
expressed positive tendencies toward using L1 (Hebrew) in L2 (English) classes
stating that it can be useful for the purpose of teaching and sometimes for managing
classrooms. Again, Anh (2010) conducted a study in the context of Vietnam with
university teachers and the results showed that all the teachers supported the use of
L1 (Vietnamese) in English language teaching (ELT) reporting that it can play a
positive role in the classroom. However, the majority of the teachers advocated the

minimum use of it.

However, in contrast to Anh (2010), Sarandi (2013), and Timor (2012), Qadumi’s
(2007) study in Palestinian schools concluded that the teachers had positive attitudes
toward using L1 only in teaching reading, but negative in teaching writing, listening,
speaking, and other situations. As a whole, it can be concluded the teachers were not
in favor of using L1. Nevertheless, the results of a study conducted in Palestine by
Salah (2012) to discover what kind of attitudes primary school teachers have towards
L1 (Arabic) use in EFL classes demonstrated that their attitudes were moderate.
They indicated that L1 can sometimes be used for specific reasons. In short, they
were against overuse of Arabic and supported limited use of it.

2.6.2.4 Summary of the Studies

To summarize, it can be concluded from all the above reviewed studies that not only

attitudes of the students have been different from those of the teachers, but also that
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students in different studies have shown different and contradictory attitudes and so
do teachers. Besides, different attitudes emerge not only across different contexts,
but also in similar contexts. For example, as mentioned above, in the context of Iran,
Hashemi and Sabet’s (2013) study and Kalanzadeh et al.’s (2013) study show
completely different findings. While in the former, students showed positive attitudes
toward L1 use and teachers had negative attitudes, in the latter students showed
negative attitudes and teachers had positive attitudes. However, the level of study for
those students and teachers were different. Yet, there have been studies in similar
contexts conducted with the same level participants, but the results have been
different. For example, two studies (Sarandi, 2013; Tagkin, 2011) in the context of
Turkey in preparatory schools of two universities show different results. In the
former, teachers had positive attitudes toward L1 use, in the latter teachers were

negative. However, the two studies were conducted in two different cities.

The present study was conducted in basic and high schools in the context of Erbil
city in the Kurdistan Region of Iraq. No studies were found in the literature to have
been conducted in this city in basic and high schools. However, a study was
conducted by Mohammad (2013) in other cities and towns with students and teachers
at a level different from the present study. Mohammad (2013) investigated attitudes
of teachers and students toward using L1 (Kurdish) in L2 (English) classes at
Computer Institutes in three cities and four towns in the Kurdistan Region of Iraq.
The results showed that the teachers had positive attitudes toward using L2 and they
did not value L1 in the classroom while students showed more tendencies toward

using L1.

56



2.7 Summary

This chapter, first, focused on the place of L1 in different teaching approaches and
methods. It showed that the use of L1 has been treated differently throughout the
history of language teaching methodology. After that, the chapter extended the
discussion to show arguments that have been made for and against the use of L1 and
recently made arguments about judicious use of L1. The chapter went on to show the
suggested uses of L1 in L2 classes. Next, it reviewed why teachers and students
revert to their L1. It also explained the factors that influence the amount and
purposes of L1 use. Finally, it reviewed some studies to show how attitudes toward
L1 use have been different and contradictory in many studies. In the following

chapter, the methodology employed in this study will be presented.
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Chapter 3

METHOD

This chapter first describes the research design employed in the study. Then it shows
the context where the current study has been carried out. Next, it explains the
purpose of the study and lists the research questions. After that, it provides detailed
background information about the participants. Then it describes the instruments
used for collecting the data and piloting of them as well as the procedures for
carrying out the data collection. After that, it discusses the techniques employed to
analyze the collected data. Finally, it presents the limitations and delimitations of the
study.

3.1 Overall Research Design

In this study, quantitative and qualitative methods of data collection were employed.
Dornyei (2007) defines quantitative method as data collection procedures which
bring about numerical data that must be analyzed by statistical methods and
qualitative method as procedures of data collection that produce mainly open-ended,
non-numerical data. Although these two methods provide different types of data,
Creswell (2009), Dornyei (2007), and Fraenkel, Wallen, and Hyun (2012) explain
that these two methods are not as discrete and exclusive as they appear and that the
distinctions made between them are not absolute. Creswell (2009) states that these
two methods must be viewed as two different ends of a continuum, and therefore, a

study can be more qualitative than quantitative or vice versa. As a result, Creswell
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(2009), Dornyei (2007), and Fraenkel, Wallen, and Hyun (2012) provide a third type
of data collection method, namely mixed method, which resides in the middle of the
continuum since both qualitative and quantitative methods are employed in the same

study.

Creswell (2009) and Fraenkel, Wallen, and Hyun (2012) argue that through the use
of mixed method, researchers can gain more and different kinds of data than they
would get from only one method and therefore, the strength of such a study is greater
than either qualitative and quantitative method. Therefore, researchers will gain a
better, and probably complete, understanding of the research problems. Moreover, it
improves the reliability and validity of the results. Accordingly, a mixed method of

data collection has been used in this study.

Moreover, this study is a case study adopting descriptive and interpretive approach.
Yet, according to Ddrnyei (2007), case studies are labeled as qualitative studies even
though quantitative method of data collection is sometimes included. Nunan (1992),
however, explains that the case study is a hybrid in which various methods of data
collection and data analysis is employed rather than only a single method. Dornyei
(2007), on the other hand, defines case studies as methods of data collection and
organization used to enhance our understanding of the unitary character of the case
or object under study. Case studies are advantageous in that they provide examples
of real people in action in real situations which help researchers describe, analyze,

and interpret the case under study and generalize it to other similar cases.

Dornyei (2007) reports that the use of a case study is beneficial because:
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The case study is an excellent method for obtaining a thick description of a
complex social issue embedded within a cultural context. It offers rich and in-
depth insights that no other method can yield, allowing researchers to examine
how an intricate set of circumstances come together and interact in shaping the
social world around us. (p. 155)

To collect the data for this study, triangulation approach, which is the use of two or
more methods of data collection, was employed. Triangulation approach is useful
because by making use of both quantitative and qualitative data, more than one
standpoint can be studied and consequently the richness and complexity of human
behavior can be outlined and clarified more fully (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison,
2007). Using triangulation and collecting data from various instruments is useful
since depending exclusively on one method may not provide enough data about the
topic under study or sometimes inaccurate data might be achieved while using
multiple resources can be used to contrast them with each other to see if the same
results are achieved. For these purposes, questionnaires, interviews, and classroom

observations were used for the data collection in this study.

In short, this study is a case study in which both quantitative and qualitative methods
of data collection are used. It is also descriptive and interpretive. The data was
collected through triangulation method using student and teacher questionnaires to
obtain data about students’ and teachers’ attitudes toward the use of L1 and the
reasons for which they employ L1 in their L2 classes; teacher interviews to get a
better understanding of their attitudes, the reasons behind employing L1, and the
reasons that their students use L1; and classroom observations to identify the

occasions on which the teachers and the students actually use L1 in their L2 classes.
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3.2 Context

This study was conducted in an EFL context during spring semester of the academic
year 2013-2014 in four different public (governmental) schools, located in the city of
Erbil in the Kurdistan Region of Iraq. The schools were Dldar Basic School for
Boys, Andesha Basic School for Girls, Zozk High School for Boys, and Sarwaran
High School for Girls. To clarify why four different schools were chosen for the
study, it is necessary to mention about the education system in the Kurdistan Region

of Iraq.

The schools in the region are composed of two levels: basic schools going from
grade 1 to grade 9 and high schools going from grade 10 to grade 12. Basic schools
are usually separated into two groups (grades 1-6 and grades 7-9). The two groups
study in either two different schools or in the same school but one in the morning and
the other in the afternoon. This is due to two main reasons. First, the number of
students is too high and they all cannot be accommodated in one school. Second,
public schools in the whole Iraq, including the Kurdistan Region, are gender
segregated from grades 7-12 while they are mixed from grades 1-6. Regarding high
schools, they are also grouped into two groups (schools for boys and schools for
girls) since, as noted earlier, the schools are gender segregated. Therefore, the two
groups study either in different schools or the same school but at two different times,
one in the morning and the other in the afternoon. Because one purpose of the study
was to compare the attitudes of female and male students in two different levels (7"
and 11" grades), the researcher had to choose four different schools as in the
government public schools male and female students and 7" and 11" grade students

cannot be found in one school. Therefore, the schools that were involved in the study
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included one for 7™ grade male students, one for 7t grade female students, one for
11™ grade male students, and one for 11" grade female students. All the four schools

were located in the same area of the city.

There was a reason behind choosing 7" and 11" grades for this study rather than
other grades. As one of the aims of the study was to compare the attitudes of students
in two different levels regarding the use of L1 in L2 classes, the researcher chose
samples of 7" and 11" grades so that there could be some gap between the two levels
to allow comparison of them. Lower than 7" grade students were not chosen
because, first, they are beginner-level students and they need more L1 use in L2
classrooms (according to what I learnt from the literature review), and second, they
might be too young to understand the purpose of questionnaires and to be able to
respond to them. On the other hand, 12" grade students, who are at the highest level
in high schools, were not chosen because these students have to take a national
baccalaureate exam, grades of which have a great role in determining their
departments at university and as a result, they usually study for the test and the
teachers usually teach for the test and a great deal of Kurdish is employed in their
classes (based on the researchers’ personal teaching experience and informal
observations as well as discussions with the colleagues). Therefore, these classes do
not reflect the actual teaching and learning practices occurring in the schools. For
this reason, one grade lower than 12™ was chosen as the high level participants of the
study. Therefore, these two levels were chosen to be able to better analyze the

differences between them regarding the use of Kurdish in their English classes.

In the schools of the Kurdistan Region of Iraq, before the new course book, Sunrise,

was introduced, English subject used to be taught from grade 5. However, after the
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new course book was introduced, the whole curriculum was changed and now
English language is an obligatory subject for all students, taught from grade 1 to 12.
Because this course book was recently introduced, the students who are currently
studying in grade 7 started studying English subject from grade 1 while 11" or
higher grades started studying English subject from grade 5. In these two grades (7™
and 11™), English is studied five class hours a week, each for a period of 40 minutes.
The textbooks that are studied in these two levels are Sunrise 7 and Sunrise 11. The
students and teachers are allowed to use L1 (Kurdish) in classes as there is no written

document to ban the use of L1 in L2 classes.

The four schools are briefly introduced in Table 3.1 below. These four classes were
first observed. Then, questionnaires were administered to teachers and students in

those classes. Finally, the teachers participated in the interviews.

Table 3.1: Information about the schools

Students’ Chosen No. of Teachers’

School Names Grades Gender classes students Gender

Dldar Boys’ Basic

7,8,9 Male 7 29 Male
School
Andesha Girls’
Basic School 7,8,9 Female 7 30 Female
LA S D D 10,11,12  Male 11 17 Male
School
Sarwaran Girls 10,11,12  Female 11 22 Female

High School

3.3 Research Questions

The main aim of the current study is to investigate the attitudes and perceptions of
basic and high school students and teachers toward the use of L1 (Kurdish) in L2
(English) classrooms in the city of Erbil in the Kurdistan Region of Iraq and to

identify the effect of gender and level of study on the students’ attitudes. The study

63



also attempts to explore when, where, and for what purposes the teachers and the
students use L1 in L2 classes. For these purposes, the following research questions
are addressed:
1. What are the teachers’ attitudes toward the use of L1 in EFL classes?
2. What are the students’ attitudes toward the use of L1 in EFL classes?
3. Is there a difference between the attitudes of the teachers and those of the
students?
4. Do the attitudes change between low level and high level students?
5. Do the attitudes change between male and female students?
6. What are the teachers’ perceived needs for L1 use in EFL classes?
7. What are the students’ perceived needs for L1 use in EFL classes?
8. When and where and for what purposes is L1 used in EFL classes by the
teachers and the students?
9. Does the students’ actual use of Kurdish in English classes change across
different levels of study?
10. Does the students’ actual use of Kurdish in English classes change across
gender?

3.4 Participants

A total of four teachers and 98 students from four different schools, namely Dldar
Boys’ Basic School, Andesha Girls’ Basic School, Zozk Boys’ High School, and
Sarwaran Girls’ High School, in the city of Erbil in the Kurdistan Region of Iraq
participated in the present study. Below is some background information about both

the students and the teachers.
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3.4.1 Students

The study included 98 students from 7" grade basic schools and 11™ grade high
schools in the city of Erbil in the Kurdistan Region of Iraq. The students’ age ranged
between 12-19 (M = 15.04). Slightly more than half of the students were female
(53.1 %, n = 52), and while the male students constituted 46 students (46.9%). All
the participants were Kurds and they were all native speakers of Sorani Kurdish.
Sorani is the present standard Kurdish in the Kurdistan Region of Iraq. It has become
the dominant written form of Kurdish, the education’s standard language, and the

medium of communication among government bodies.

The student participants were learning English as a foreign language and they were
studying English as it was an obligatory lesson for all students. The English level of
the students was defined by the school grades they were in. According to the
materials developers and the Sunrise Curriculum, students in the 7" grade are
expected to be at A2 level (which is Waystage or Elementary level) according to the
Common European Framework of Reference (CEFR) and students from 1" grade
are expected to be at B1 level (which is Threshold or Intermediate level) according to
the CEFR (Sunrise Curriculum, 2010). Table 3.2 below summarizes all the

background information about the students.

As shown in Table 3.2, the number of students in 7" grade was 59 (60.2%). Their
age ranged between 12-17 (M = 13.66). Thirty of them were female and 29 were
male. All of them had been learning English for 7 years, starting from when they
started going to school. The female and male students were studying at two different
schools as the educational system does not allow girls and boys in grades 7 to 11 to

study in the same school.
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Table 3.2: A summary of the students' background information

No. of

Characteristics Categories students Percentage
Classes Class 1 29 29.6
(7™ grade, male)
Class 2 30 30.6
(7™ grade, female)
Class 3 17 17.3
(11" grade male)
Class 4 22 224
(11™ grade, female)
School grade 7 59 60.2
11 39 39.8
Gender Male 46 46.9
Female 52 53.1
Age 12 7 7.1
13 26 26.5
14 11 11.2
15 11 11.2
16 7 7.1
17 28 28.6
18 7 7.1
19 1 1.0
Total 98 100

On the other hand, the number of students in 11" grade was 39. Their age ranged
between 16-19 (M = 17.12). Twenty-two of them were female and the other 17 were
male. All of them had been learning English for 7 years as some years ago English
lesson used to be offered from grade 5 to 12 while now it is offered from grade 1 till
12. Again, the female and male students were studying at two different schools
because the educational system separates boys and girls in that level of studying as
well.

3.4.2 Teachers

The teacher participants were teachers of these four classes (n = 4), two were male
and two were female. The two female teachers were teaching the female students,

one in the 7" grade and the other in 11", and the two male teachers were teaching the
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male students, one in the 7" grade and the other in 11™, The teachers’ age ranged
between 30-40 (M = 35) and their teaching experiences ranged between 8-14 years
(M = 10). They were all Kurds and their mother tongue was Sorani Kurdish. They all
graduated from universities with Bachelor degree in English language. Table 3.3

below shows a summary of their background information.

Table 3.3: A summary of the teachers' background information

Characteristics Teacher 1 Teacher 2 Teacher3 Teacher 4
Age 40 31 39 30
Gender Male Female Male Female
Teaching experience 9 years 9 years 14 years 8 years
Last academic qualification B.A. B.A. B.A. B.A.

3.5 Data Collection Instruments

As mentioned previously, triangulation approach of data collection was employed by
using questionnaires, interviews, and classroom observations.

3.5.1 Questionnaires

Questionnaires were the main data collection instruments used in this study to collect
quantitative data about the students’ and teachers’ attitudes toward the use of
Kurdish in English classes as well as their perceived needs for it. Brown (2001, cited
in Dornyei, 2007, p. 102) defines questionnaires as “any written instruments that
present respondents with a series of questions or statements to which they are to react
either by writing out their answers or selecting from among existing answers” which

can be used to measure facts, behaviors, attitudes, etc.

Using questionnaires is very advantageous in many ways. Dornyei (2007) explains
that through using questionnaires, the researchers can obtain answers to questions in

a systematic and disciplined manner and that large numbers of people can respond to
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them at the same time which helps researchers gather a large amount of information
in a short time. Hopkins (2008) states that questionnaires are a quick and simple
method of getting large and rich information about different aspects of the
classroom, curriculum, or teaching method. To this end, two questionnaires were
used in this study: student questionnaire and teacher questionnaire.

3.5.1.1 Student questionnaire

The student questionnaire (Appendix A) consisted of two parts: Background
Information and The Questionnaire. The Background Information part was used to
collect demographic data about the students’ age, gender, nationality, L1, and years
of learning English. The second part of the student questionnaire was used to collect
data about students’ attitudes toward and perceived needs for the use of Kurdish in

English classes.

The questionnaire was adapted from Schweers’ (1999) and Prodromou’s (2002)
questionnaires. Their questionnaires functioned as the basis in designing the
questionnaires used in the present study though some questions were adapted from
other studies (Anh, 2010; Qadri, 2006; Salah, 2012; Tang, 2002; Taskin, 2011;
Thompson, 2006) and few were designed by the researcher in the light of literature
review. The questionnaire consisted of seven main questions, with Q5, Q6, and Q7
having a number of subitems. The reliability of the questionnaire was calculated
using Cronbach alpha formula, and it was found to be 0.90. This shows that the
degree of internal consistency is high, and that the instrument is considerably

reliable.

Students were asked to respond to the questionnaire through choosing from 5-point

likert-scale ranging from “Always” to “Never”. Although Schweers’ (1999) and
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Prodromou’s (2002) questionnaires were to be answered by choosing between only
two options; “yes” or “no”, for the present study it was preferred to change them to
5-point likert-scale to enable the participants identify and show the extent of their
positive or negative attitudes toward and the degree of their perceived needs for the

use of Kurdish in their English classes. The student questionnaire is described below.

Q1-Q6 were designed to identify students’ attitudes toward the use of Kurdish in
English classes. Q1 asks whether teachers should use Kurdish in English classes and
Q2 inquires whether students should use Kurdish in English classes. Q3 asks about
the extent to which using Kurdish in English classes helps students learn English and
Q4 about the extent that the students think Kurdish should be used in their English
classes. Q5 inquires into students’ attitudes toward 19 situations in which English
teachers may use Kurdish in their classes. In addition, an open-ended subitem was
added at the end so that students would note down some situations, other than those
provided before, where they think teachers can employ L1. Q6, on the other hand,
asks about students’ attitudes toward eight situations in which students may use
Kurdish in English classes. In addition, an open-ended subitem was added at the end
so that students would note down some situations, other than those provided before,

where they think students can employ L1.

On the other hand, the last question, Q7, investigates the reasons for which the
students themselves prefer to use Kurdish in their English classes. This question is
followed by nine possible reasons for which the students switch to Kurdish in
English classes as well as an open-ended subitem at the end asking about other

reasons for which the students use Kurdish in their English classes.
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The student questionnaire was originally written in English (Appendix A), but then
translated into Kurdish (Appendix B) to make sure that the students fully understand
it. Two English language teachers whose L1 was Kurdish cooperated in translating
the questionnaire into Kurdish. To ensure that the translation was accurate, the back-
translation method was employed. The Kurdish version of the questionnaire was
given to another English language teacher with M.A. degree whose L1 was Kurdish
and who had not seen the English version of the questionnaire and he was requested
to translate it into English. Then the original version of the questionnaire and the
back-translated questionnaire were compared to ensure that the Kurdish translation
of the questionnaire reflected what it meant to investigate. After some revisions, a
final Kurdish version of the student questionnaire was prepared.

3.5.1.2 Teacher questionnaire

The teacher questionnaire (Appendix C) also consisted of two parts: Background
Information and The Questionnaire. The Background Information part was utilized
to obtain some demographic data about the teachers’ age, gender, nationality, L1,
years of teaching experience, the grade(s) they were teaching, last academic
qualification, and field of study. The second part of the questionnaire was employed
to gain data about the teachers’ attitudes toward and perceived needs for the use of

Kurdish in English classes.

The questionnaire that had already been designed for the student participants was
adapted as a teacher questionnaire. Most of the questions remained the same. Yet,
some changes were made. For example, Q3 in the student questionnaire “7o what
extent using Kurdish in your English classes helps you learn this language?” was
replaced with two other questions: Q3 “To what extent using Kurdish in your

English classes helps you teach this language?” and Q4 “To what extent using
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Kurdish in your English classes helps your students learn this language?”.
Similarly, some subitems in Q7 of the student questionnaire were changed. For
instance, the subitem “it helps me understand difficult concepts and topics better”
was replaced with two other subitems “it helps me teach difficult concepts and topics
better” and “it helps my students understand difficult concepts and topics better.
These changes were made in these questions and subitems so that they, first, fit the
teachers’ teaching practices and, second, some data would be gained about the

teachers’ attitudes regarding whether they think using L1 can help their students.

The teacher questionnaire was translated into Kurdish by the same staff who
translated the student questionnaire and back-translation method was also employed
to ensure that the translation was accurate. However, for the administration of the
questionnaire with the teachers, the questionnaires were organized in a way that the
English version of the questionnaire and its Kurdish translation were provided
together side-by-side (see Appendix C).

3.5.2 Teacher Interviews

Another data collection instrument used in this study was teacher interviews.
McDonough and McDonough (1997) argue that conducting interviews is useful as
“it has a potential for openness and allows control of what is revealed to remain more
or less with the respondent, giving room for individual expression and broaching of
new topics” (p. 172). Fraenkel, Wallen, and Hyun (2012) explain that interviewing
has many benefits for the researchers such as establishing rapport, clarifying
questions, following up wunclear or incomplete responses, etc. Furthermore,
researchers can get benefit from using interviews to check for the accuracy of the
impressions gained from questionnaires and/or observations. Hopkins (2008) argues,

“individual interviews are often very productive sources of information for a
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participant observer who wants to verify observations they have previously made”

(p. 110).

For these purposes, in the present study, individual interviews were carried out with
the four teacher participants whose classes had already been observed, and who had
already responded to the questionnaire. The purpose of the interviews was to gain
some qualitative in-depth data about their attitudes toward the use of L1 in L2
classes, to further explore their beliefs and practices as well as to compare their

attitudes with their classroom practices.

The interviews were of semi-structured type. Dornyei (2007) defines semi-structured
interviews as having “a set of pre-prepared guiding questions and prompts, the
format is open-ended and the interviewee is encouraged to elaborate on the issues
raised in an exploratory manner” (p. 136). In the present study, the interviewees were
asked 12 open-ended questions (see Appendix D) as well as some follow-up
questions depending on the situations and issues raised during the interview.

3.5.3 Classroom Observations

The last instrument of data collection used in the present study was classroom
observations. Classroom observations were conducted to help the researcher
investigate actual teaching and learning practices and gain more insight into how
frequently and on what occasions the teachers and the students actually use Kurdish
in English classes. Before administering the questionnaires and interviews, each of
the four classes were observed and audio-recorded for three class hours (120
minutes). In addition to observing and audio-recording the classes, the observations

involved noting down the activities in which the teachers and the students used
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Kurdish as well as the frequency of its use in two checklists: a checklist for teachers’

use of L1 and another for students’ use of L1 (see Appendix E).

The first part of the observation checklists was used to document the teacher’s name
and gender, the school name, the number of students and their gender, the class level,
the unit, lesson and topic of the study, and the date and time. The two checklists were
used to record the occasions of teachers’ and students’ use of L1 and its frequency.
The given occasions in the checklists were exactly the same as those given in the
questionnaires. Besides, some space was left at the end of each checklist to note

down other situations of L1 use which were not in the list.
3.6 Data Collection Procedures

After asking the Ministry of Education in Iraqi Kurdistan Region Government for
permission to go to some schools in the city of Erbil for the purpose of data
collection, the permission was obtained and they provided the researcher with a letter
of support (see Appendix F) that helped the researcher to go to any school in the city
and ask their administrators for cooperation in the data collection of this study.
Having the support letter from the Ministry of Education, no schools refused the

request for administering the study there.

Four schools in the same area of the city were selected. They gave the researcher full
support for conducting the study. After talking to the English language teachers of
the four schools, each chose a class in which the study could be conducted. The data
collection started with classroom observations. Three class hours were scheduled
with each teacher to carry out the observations. Before the first hour of observation,

the students were also informed that the classes would be observed for research
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purposes. Then each class was observed and audio-recorded for 3 forty-minute class-
hours (a total of 120 minutes). The teachers’ and students’ use of L1 and some
samples of them were recorded in the observation checklists. The observations were
carried out by the researcher during a period of two weeks at different times of the

week.

After completing the classroom observations, the student questionnaire was
administered by the researcher in one class hour. It took about 25 minutes, but for
some slower students it took up to 35 minutes. A consent form was attached to each
questionnaire (see Appendices A and B) on which the purpose of the study was
defined and it was also stated that their names and identities would be kept
confidential and that their responses would be used only for research purposes. In
addition, they were orally told that their teachers and administrators would not know
about their responses and they would not affect their grades. The signed consent
forms were collected before the students started responding to the questionnaires.

The consent form and the questionnaire were both in Kurdish (Appendix B).

After completing the administration of the questionnaires with the students, the
teachers were administered a questionnaire. The teacher questionnaire was similar to
the student questionnaire, with a few additional items. Yet, the questionnaires
included both the English version and the Kurdish translations side-by-side as well as
consent forms for teachers to fill in and sign (see Appendix C). Having to teach other
classes that day, the teachers asked to take the questionnaires home and bring them
back the day after and it was scheduled to conduct the interviews (the last data

collection instrument) after collecting their questionnaires.
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The semi-structured interviews with the four teachers whose classes had been
observed took place in quiet offices and they were audio-recorded. The teachers were
told in advance that they would be audio-recorded. The interviews were conducted
mostly in English, with few switching back to Kurdish when necessary or difficult to

communicate the ideas. Each interview took 20-30 minutes.
3.7 Piloting

Before administering the questionnaires to the students, a piloting was conducted.
The questionnaire was given to twelve 7" grade students at Dldar Boys’ Basic
School, one of the schools where the study was being conducted. The students were
not those who were involved in the actual study. The students were all boys whose

ages ranged between 12-14.

The piloting was administered with the presence of the researcher in the class. Before
administering the questionnaire, the students were provided with some instructions
about the purpose of the pilot study and then they were asked to respond to the
questions. They were also informed that they could call the researcher and tell him
about any unclear question, or even a word, in the questionnaire that they had
difficulty in understanding. While responding to the questionnaire, the students gave
very few comments and asked very few questions about some words and questions.
After that, the students were asked to provide alternative ways of expressing and
rewording those words and questions to make them more clear and understandable.
During that period, notes were taken by the researcher. Thereafter, some very few

changes were made according to the feedback received from the students.
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3.8 Data Analysis

The collected data was analyzed qualitatively and quantitatively. The quantitative
data, which was gained from the questionnaires, was analyzed through the use of the
Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) software, version 20.0, whereas the
qualitative data, which was gained from the interviews and classroom observations,

was analyzed through transcribing and coding.

To analyze the demographic data obtained from the first part of the teacher and
student questionnaires, descriptive statistics were used through which numerical
results by means of tables were achieved. Regarding the second part of the
questionnaires through which data about attitudes and perceptions of the participants
toward the use of L1 and reasons behind it was achieved, descriptive statistics were
calculated through SPSS to find out frequencies, percentages, means, and standard
deviations for each response of the questions. In addition, the responses to the 3
open-ended subitems in the teacher and student questionnaires were transcribed,
categorized and analyzed qualitatively. The responses that were irrelevant were
dismissed and those which were already in the list were not accounted for. On the
other hand, since the study also aimed at comparing attitudes of (a) male and female
students, and (b) 7™ and 11" grade students toward the use of Kurdish in English
classes, independent t-tests were used to examine if any statistically significant

difference exists between each group.

With regard to teacher interviews, the audio-recorded data and the notes taken during

the interviews were fully transcribed, and then categorized under questions for each
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teacher separately. The analysis was also supported with some quotes from the data

obtained from the teacher interviews.

With regard to the analysis of the collected data from the classroom observations, the
audio-recording, the checklists, and the notes taken during the observations helped in
the subsequent analysis. All the occasions on which Kurdish was used during the
observations were transcribed, coded, and then categorized according to the
observation checklists. For other occasions of L1 use that were not in the checklists,
some other categories were added. The frequency of Kurdish use on each occasion
was not measured by its length, rather a word or a number of words or sentences in
Kurdish which seemed to serve a particular purpose were considered as one
occurrence. Hence, using one Kurdish word to explain the meaning of a word and
using many phrases or sentences to give instructions were both recorded as one
occurrence. The analysis was supported by tables showing the occasions and the
frequencies of the use of Kurdish which were followed by some samples and patterns

of Kurdish use by the teachers and the students.
3.9 Limitations and Delimitations of the Study

There are some limitations to the present study which can be addressed in future
studies. To begin with, from the findings of this study, generalizations cannot be
made to other contexts for two reasons. First, the current study was restricted in its
scope regarding the number of teacher participants (N = 4) and because of this small
number of teachers, it was not statistically possible to investigate if the differences
between teachers’ and students’ attitudes are statistically significant. Second, it did
not take into consideration all possible variables (e.g. teachers’ and students’ age,

teachers’ and students’ L2 proficiency level, students’ learning styles, teaching goal)
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that might influence the actual use of L1 in L2 classes and attitudes toward it. Third,
as there are two types of schools in the city of Erbil, public and private, this study
was limited to public schools and did not involve private schools. Another limitation
of the study can be related to data collection methods. Student interviews were not
carried out to elicit more in-depth data about students’ attitudes toward and perceived

needs for the use of L1.

On the other hand, there are some delimitations to this study. First, the classes were
audio-recorded so that loss of data would be decreased. Second, triangulation
approach for the data collection was used which is useful to study more than one
standpoint and to obtain enough data about the topic under study. Third, no studies
have already been conducted in this particular context to investigate basic school and
high school teachers’ and students’ attitudes toward the use of Kurdish in English

classes.
3.10 Summary

In this chapter, the overall research design of the study was demonstrated. It was
explained how quantitative and qualitative data were collected through triangulation
of data collection. Then the context of the study was presented and the education
system in the Kurdistan Region of Iraq was explained. Next, the purpose of the study
and the research questions were listed. After that, detailed background information
about the student and the teacher participants were provided. Following the
introduction of the three data collection instruments, namely questionnaires, teacher
interviews, and classroom observations, the procedures of data collection as well as
piloting the questionnaires were discussed. Then, how the collected data was

analyzed was explained. Finally, the limitations and delimitations of the study were
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presented. In the next chapter, the results of the present study will be demonstrated in

the light of the research questions.
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Chapter 4

RESULTS

This chapter presents the results of the present study based on the data obtained from
students and teacher questionnaires, teacher interviews, and classroom observations.
It shows the students’ and teachers’ attitudes toward and perceived needs for the use
of Kurdish (L1) in English (L2) classes. It further compares and contrasts the
attitudes of teachers and students. It goes on identifying if attitudes of students
change across gender and level of study. Additionally, it demonstrates the situations
in which Kurdish was actually used in English classes by both teachers and students,
and finally it shows if gender and level of study have any influence of the amount
and purposes of the use of Kurdish. The results of the present study are demonstrated

in the light of the research questions.

4.1 Research Question 1: What are the teachers’ attitudes toward

the use of LL1 in EFL classes?

As stated previously in Chapter 3, four teachers whose classes were observed
participated in this study: T1 (7" grade, male), T2 (7" grade, female), T3 (11" grade,
male), and T4 (11" grade, female). They responded to the questionnaire and then
they were interviewed. The analysis of the teachers’ responses to Questions 1-7 in
the teacher questionnaire and questions 1-8 and 11 in the teacher interview were
brought together to find out the four teachers’ attitudes toward the use of Kurdish in

English classes. The results of their responses are shown below.
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4.1.1 Analysis of the Teacher Questionnaire
With regard to the analysis of the teacher questionnaire, the teachers’ responses for
each question followed by the mean of all the teachers’ responses are demonstrated

in Tables 4.1-4.4.

Teachers’ responses to Questions 1 to 5 are summarized in Table 4.1 below.

Table 4.1: Results of Q1 to Q5 in the teacher questionnaire

Questions T1 T2 T3 T4 M SD

1. Should the teacher use Kurdish in
English classes?

2. Should the students use Kurdish in

English classes?

3. To what extent using Kurdish in

your English classes helps you teach 3 4 3 4 3.50 .58
this language?

4. To what extent using Kurdish in

your English classes helps your 3 4 3 5 3.75 .96
students learn this language?

5. How often do you think Kurdish
should be used in your English classes?

3 3 1 3 2.50 1.00

2 3 1 3 2.25 .96

3 1 1 1.75 .96

Note: 1 =Never 2=Rarely 3 =Sometimes 4 =0Often 5= Always

For Q1, responses of T1, T2, and T4 were comparatively positive. They believed that
English teachers should sometimes use Kurdish in English classes while T3 was
entirely negative and stated that teachers should never use Kurdish in English
classes. The total mean for Q1 was 2.50 which is located somewhere between rarely
and sometimes. This shows that generally the teachers did not completely oppose to
teachers’ use of Kurdish, rather they prefer it to be limited and used in certain

situations where necessary.
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In their responses to Q2, T2 and T4 provided similar responses as they did to Q1. T2
and T4 thought that students should sometimes use Kurdish in English classes while
T3 again showed completely negative attitude and stated that students should never
use it. On the other hand, T1’s answer was somewhere between the other three
teachers. She thought that students should rarely use Kurdish in English classes. The
mean for their answers to Q2 was 2.25 which is something between rarely and
sometimes, yet closer to rarely. This shows that the teachers believed students can
rarely use Kurdish in English classes, rather than totally avoiding it or overusing it.
Yet, compared to their responses to Q1, they prefer a bit more use of English by

teachers than by students.

As for both Q3 “To what extent using Kurdish in your English classes helps you
teach this language?” and Q4 “To what extent using Kurdish in your English classes
helps your students learn this language?”, T1 and T3 chose sometimes and T2
marked often while T4 chose often for Q3 and always for Q4. The total mean for Q3
was 3.5 which is something between sometimes and often while the mean for Q4 was
3.75 which is much closer to often. These demonstrate that the teachers believe using
Kurdish facilitates teaching and learning of English. Yet, they thought that using

Kurdish helps students learn more than it facilitates teachers’ instruction.

Regarding QS5, T3 and T4 said that Kurdish should never be used, and T1 believed
that it should rarely be used. However, T2 responded comparatively more positively
as she stated that Kurdish should sometimes be used. The mean for their responses to
this question was 1.75 which roughly corresponds to rarely. This implies that they

prefer Kurdish to be used limitedly in English classes.
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Q6 with its 19 subitems (Q6A-Q6S) as well as an open-ended subitem aimed at
identifying teachers’ attitudes toward their use of Kurdish in some specific situations.
Table 4.2 summarizes teachers’ responses to the subitems, the mean and standard
deviation for each subitem, and then the total of Q6 for each teacher and the mean of
these total scores to show the teachers’ attitudes toward the overall use of Kurdish by

teachers.

The data in Table 4.2 demonstrates that the teachers had the highest positive attitude
(M = 4.50) toward the use of Kurdish in English classes for the purpose of
translating English texts into Kurdish (Q6S). T1, T2, and T4 thought that teachers
can always use Kurdish in their classes to translate texts from English to Kurdish
while T3 believed that they can sometimes do so. The mean for this subitem was
something between often and always (4.5) which indicates that the teachers believed

English texts should usually, if not always, be translated to Kurdish.

Another high positive attitude of teachers was assigned to Q6F. T1 and T2 believed
that teachers can always revert to Kurdish to discuss the teaching methods used in
the class while T3 and T4 said that teachers can sometimes make use of Kurdish for
that purpose. The mean for this situation of Kurdish use was 4.00 which represents
often use of Kurdish. Similarly, with regard to Q6L, the mean for teachers’ responses
was 4. T1 and T2 believed that teachers can often use Kurdish in English classes to
give suggestions on how to learn more effectively (i.e. provide students with
language learning strategies) and T4 believed that English teachers can al/ways use
Kurdish for that purpose. However, T3 thought that only sometimes Kurdish should

be used by teachers in order to give suggestions on how to learn more effectively.
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Table 4.2: Results of Q6 in the teacher questionnaire

Question 6. English teachers can
use Kurdish in their classes to: TT T2 T3 T4 M  SD

\S}

A. Explain new words 4 4 1 275 1.50
B. Explain grammar 4 4 3 2 3.25 .96
C. Explain the similarities and
differences between Kurdish and 3 3 2 3 2.75 .50
English
D. Give instructions for activities,
tasks, homework, etc.
E. Check for comprehension (e.g.

5 4 1 1 275  2.06

reading, listening, or grammar 3 5 1 3 3.00 1.63
comprehension)
F. DlSCll.SS the teaching methods 5 5 3 3 400 1.16
used in class
G. Exl?lam difficult concepts or 3 5 ) 3 395 1.6
topics
H. Summarize material already ) 4 ) 4 300 1.16
covered
I. Assess students’ performance 1 5 1 2 225 1.89
J. Joke around with students 4 2 1 3 250 1.29
K. Help students feel more
comfortable and confident : 4 2 > SR
L. Give suggestions on how to learn

more effectively 4 4 3 5 400 .82

M. Give suggestions on how to

communicate in English more 3 5 3 3 3.50 1.00

effectively
N. Give feedback to students 3 3 3 3 3.00 .00
O. Manage the class 1 5 2 3 275 171
P. Give administrative information

(course policies, announcements, 4 5 3 3 3.75 .96

deadlines, attendance, etc.)

Q. Talk about tests, quizzes, and
other assignments

R. Do brainstorming prior to an
activity, e.g. writing or reading

S. Translate a text from English to
Kurdish

2 5 2 3 3.00 1.4l

3 5 3 1 3.00 1.63

5 5 3 5 450 1.00

Q6 3.26 432 216 3.00 3.18 .89
Total

Note: 1 =Never 2=Rarely 3 =Sometimes 4=0Often 5= Always

On the other hand, teachers showed the least positive attitude toward Q61 and Q6.
With regard to Q6I, T1 and T3 believed that teachers should never use Kurdish to

assess students’ performance, T4 thought that teachers can rarely employ it, and T2
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stated that teachers can a/ways make use of Kurdish to assess students’ performance.
Yet, after all, the mean (2.25) shows that teachers believe teachers can make use of
very little Kurdish while assessing students’ performance. With regard to Q6J,
“Teachers can use Kurdish in English classes to joke around with students”, the
teachers’ responses were all different (T1 often; T2 rarely; T3 never; and T4
sometimes). The mean for their responses was 2.50, which is the midpoint of rarely
and sometimes. This implies that teachers can make little use of Kurdish to establish

solidarity or relationship with students through joking around with them.

Finally, the average of all the subitems listed under Q6 shows that T2 had the most
positive attitude toward teachers’ use of Kurdish in English classes (M = 4.32).
Overall, she believed that teachers can often make use of Kurdish for all the
purposes. On the contrary, T3 showed the least positive, yet not completely negative,
attitude (M = 2.16). He thought that teachers can rarely revert to Kurdish in English
classes. Besides, T1’s (M = 3.26) and T4’s (M = 3.00) attitudes were moderate. They
thought that English language teachers can sometimes make use of Kurdish in
English classes for all the purposes listed in Q6. The overall mean for all the
teachers’ responses was 3.18 which roughly represents sometimes. This shows that
the teachers generally believe that teachers can sometimes revert to Kurdish in

English classes.

Lastly, an open-ended subitem followed all the subitems of Q6 which asked the
teachers “In what other situations do you think teachers can use Kurdish in English
classes”. None of the teachers provided any information for this question; they left it

blank.
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On the other hand, Q7 with its eight subitems (Q7A-Q7H) as well as one open-ended
subitem dealt with teachers’ attitudes toward students’ use of Kurdish in English
classes. The results of the teachers’ answers to each subitem and then the total of Q6,

as well as the mean scores for the subitems and the total are summarized in Table

4.3.

Table 4.3: Results of Q7 in the teacher questionnaire

Question 7. Students can use
Kurdish in English classes to: T T2 T3 T4 M  SD

A. Talk during pair-work or group-
work activities

B. Ask “how do we say ‘...” in
English?”

C. Translate an English word into
Kurdish to show they understand 4 4 3 5 4.00 .82
it

D. Translate a text from English to
Kurdish to show they understand 3 4 3 5 3.75 .96
it

E. Do brainstorming prior to an
activity (e.g. writing or reading)

F. Talk about tests, quizzes, and
other assignments

G. Discuss the teaching methods
used in class

H. Check for comprehension (e.g.

3 5 2 5 3.75 1.50

1 4 3 5 325 1.71

3 5 3 5 4.00 1.16

4 5 2 5 4.00 1.41

5 5 3 5 450 1.00

reading, listening, or grammar 2 5 2 5 3.50 1.73
comprehension)

Q7 313 4.63 2.63 5.00 3.84 1.15
Total

Note: 1 =Never 2=Rarely 3 =Sometimes 4 =0Often 5= Always

According to the data illustrated in Table 4.3, the teachers showed the most positive
attitude toward students’ use of Kurdish to discuss the teaching methods used in
class (Q7G). T1, T2, and T4 said that students can always use Kurdish for this
purposes while T3 indicated that students can only sometimes revert to Kurdish. The
mean for their responses to this subitem (4.5) is located somewhere between offen

and always. That is, they highly support students’ use of Kurdish while discussing
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with their teachers methods of teaching used in class. On the other hand, the
teachers’ lowest positive attitude was assigned to Q7B, that is, students’ use of
Kurdish to ask “how do we say ‘...” in English””. With regard to the use of Kurdish
by students for this purpose, the teachers’ responses were as follows: T1 never; T2
often; T3 sometimes; and T4 always. The mean for this item was 3.25 which is
slightly higher than sometimes. Hence, it can be concluded that the teachers prefer
students to use sometimes Kurdish and sometimes English when they ask how they

can say something in English.

When all the subitems of Q7 are put together to identify the extent to which the
teachers believe that student can make use of Kurdish in different classroom
activities, the average of their responses show that T4 showed the most positive
attitude toward students’ use of Kurdish. The mean for her responses recorded the
highest (5.00) as she chose a/ways for all the subitems. This shows that T4 believes
that students can a/ways use Kurdish in English classes. On the other hand, T2
comparatively had the least positive attitude (M = 2.63). She believed that students
can almost sometimes use English. It can be inferred that she did not oppose to the
use of Kurdish by students, rather she preferred limited use of it. The overall mean of
the teachers’ responses to all the subitems in Q7 was 3.84 (close to offen), which

shows that the teachers were positive toward students’ use of Kurdish.

As for the open-ended subitem “In what other situations do you think students can
use Kurdish in English classes”, the teachers did not add any other situations and

they left it blank.
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To summarize, the teachers’ overall attitudes toward using Kurdish in English
classes were found by calculating the average of the means of questions 1 to 7 for
each teacher as well as for all the teachers. Their overall attitudes toward the use of

Kurdish in English classes are summarized in Table 4.4 below.

Table 4.4: Results of Q1-Q7 in the teacher questionnaire (Teachers' overall attitudes
toward using Kurdish in English classes)

Questions T1 T2 T3 T4 M SD
oror M3 4 2;m 35 38 85

Note: 1 =Never 2=Rarely 3 =Sometimes 4 =0Often 5= Always

This table reveals that the teachers’ attitudes toward the use of Kurdish in English
classes were different. T2 had the highest positive attitude (M = 4.25) while T3 had
the least positive attitude (M = 2.22). However, none of the teachers were completely
against the use of Kurdish, rather the degree of their positive attitudes were different.
The mean for all the teachers’ attitudes was 3.28 which is something between

sometimes and often, but much closer to sometimes.

To conclude, the analysis of the data gained form the teacher questionnaire shows
that the teachers’ attitudes toward the use of Kurdish in English classes were
moderate and that they believe Kurdish can sometimes be used in English classes.
This implies that they are against extensive use of Kurdish and at the same time
against banning it, rather they argue for judicious use of it.

4.1.2 Analysis of Teacher Interviews

The four teachers who responded to the questionnaire were subsequently

interviewed. As already mentioned, questions 1-8 and question 11 in the teacher
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interview (Appendix D) aimed at identifying teachers’ attitudes to the use of Kurdish

in English classes. The analysis of their responses to these questions is shown below.

As for Q1, “Should teachers use Kurdish in English classes? Why or why not?”, T1,
T2, and T4 were more positive than T3. T1, T2, and T3 explained that teachers
should sometimes use Kurdish, especially when students encounter difficulty in
understanding. T1 explained that teachers need to use Kurdish sometimes, but not
always, and that it is impossible to use English all the time and entirely avoid
Kurdish. However, regarding high school students, he recommended less use of
Kurdish as they are expected to better understand English. Besides, T2 was for
“sometimes Kurdish, sometimes English”. T4, on the other hand, showed some
negative attitudes toward the use of L1 in L2 classes as she explained that students
will not get benefit from teaching English in another language: “How could you
learn a language if you don’t practice it?”, she said. However she subsequently stated
that sometimes when students do not understand something, teachers should use L1.
When they were asked about the reasons for their responses, T1, T2, and T4 believed
that students’ proficiency level in English is so low to understand their teachers
without Kurdish explanations. T4 also added that using Kurdish saves her time. She
exemplified that when she teaches grammar in English and notices that her students

do not understand, she has to teach it again in Kurdish.

On the contrary, T3 stated that Kurdish should not be used in English classes so that
students will get used to English and that when they come to high school, they will
be able to speak English fluently. However, even though he stated “never is better”,
he did not believe that Kurdish can completely be avoided and that when students do

not understand, very little of it can be used. Yet, he said that the amount of Kurdish
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used should continuously be decreased so that when they reach high school, no

Kurdish should be used.

Similarly, with regard to Q2, “Should students use Kurdish in English classes? Why
or why not?”, T1, T2, and T4 showed more positive attitude than T3. T1, T2, and T4
believed that students can make use of Kurdish whenever they have difficulty in
using English. When they were asked about the reasons for their responses, they all
referred to students’ difficulty in expressing in English what they want to. T1, for
example, explained that his students can only produce some basic expressions in
English which they study in their book as “Classroom English”, but not beyond
these. In addition to this reason, T4 provided more other reasons. She believed that
students can sometimes use it because: (a) their level is low and they do not have
competence in speaking English, (b) they do not have a good background in using
English, (c¢) some students feel shy to speak English, and (d) some students are afraid
of making mistakes. T3, on the other hand, was against students’ use of Kurdish. He
stated that if teachers allow them to use Kurdish, it will become a habit for them and
they will use it even to express easy and simple sentences. However, he subsequently
stated that students can use very little of Kurdish because they sometimes cannot
express everything in English. Yet, he emphasized that this little use of L1 should be

gradually decreased as students progress toward higher proficiency levels.

In their responses to Q3, “How often do you think Kurdish should be used in English
classes?”, T1 stated that it should sometimes be used. T2 supported its use only when
it is necessary, such as when students have difficulty to understand. However, T3
believed that it is better for teachers to never use Kurdish at all but that students can

sometimes use Kurdish when it is difficult for them to speak English. On the other

90



hand, T4, although already argued for sometimes use of Kurdish by teachers and
students when it is necessary, she responded to this question more negatively stating

that it should never be used.

With relation to Q4, “When do you think English teachers can use Kurdish in their
classes?”, T1 highly supported the use of Kurdish in teaching grammar. He thought
that 40-50% of grammar instruction should be in Kurdish. He also argued for using
Kurdish in explaining the meaning of new words, providing information or
suggestions about reading, giving directions for homework, and checking for
students’ understanding. He also advocated the use of Kurdish in helping them with
how they can learn more effectively: “I always tell them to use English-Kurdish
dictionaries and keep them with themselves as their friends”. T2, on the other hand,
emphasized the necessity of using Kurdish in teaching grammar, saying “Grammar is
very important and students have to understand it, no matter how and in what
language, Kurdish or English”. She also found it necessary to use Kurdish in
explaining the meaning of new and difficult words. However, she did not support the

use of Kurdish for class management and other administrative purposes.

On the contrary, T3, opposing to the use of Kurdish, thought that it can be used only
in teaching very complex grammar points when it is very difficult for students to
understand. He did not support L1 use for explaining the meaning of new words,
managing classroom, and administrative purposes. Finally, T4 supported the use of
Kurdish in explaining new words and difficult grammar topics on the one hand, and
Kurdish and English for classroom management and organizations, giving
assignments and taking the attendance, on the other. However, she did not support

the use of Kurdish for some basic classroom routines such as “clean the whiteboard”,
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29 13

“come here and write down this sentence”, “please be quiet”, and the like since

students understand these.

Likewise, upon Q5 “When do you think students can use Kurdish in English
classes?”, T1 argued that students can use Kurdish when they ask questions, work in
pairs or groups, talk about exams and assignments, and translate words to Kurdish.
He also stated that even in the coursebook (Sunrise 7), there are some activities
which ask students to make lists of words in English and Kurdish. On the other hand,
T2, T3, and T4 stated that students can use Kurdish to ask questions when they have
difficulty in understanding, for example, the meaning of new words or grammar. T2
also added that students can sometimes resort to Kurdish for classroom routines:

“Students can ask in Kurdish when they want to take permission to go out”.

Q6, “To what extent do you yourself use Kurdish in your English classes?”, aimed at
finding out if teachers are aware of how much Kurdish they use in their classes. T1
explained that he uses Kurdish 20% of class time. T2 stated that she uses Kurdish
when students cannot understand. She exemplified this by saying “I teach grammar
points in English but when they do not understand, I teach it again in Kurdish”.
However, she explained that she sometimes avoids Kurdish and uses simple English
and her students can understand. She also said that she does not use Kurdish when
talking about exams and assignments. T3 admitted that 30% of his classes is
conducted in Kurdish. He spelled out that he uses Kurdish in teaching grammar, and
explaining meaning of difficult words. He also added that his students use Kurdish
whenever they are unable to speak English. T4, on the other hand, indicated that she
always employs Kurdish to explain the meaning of difficult words and some difficult

grammar topics. She also said that she sometimes uses some Kurdish for managing
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and administering classes. Additionally, she stated that she uses Kurdish in exams to
explain to her students what they have to do. Finally, she admitted that she translates
all the reading passages in the Literary Reader, sentence by sentence, to help students

understand the stories.

As for Q7, (“To what extent using Kurdish in your English classes helps you teach
this language?”’) and Q8, (“To what extent using Kurdish in your English classes
helps your students learn this language?”), T1, T3, and T4 believed that using
Kurdish does not make teaching easier but it facilitates students’ understanding. T1,
however, stated that using Kurdish helps students to some extent in understanding
but that it consequently affects them negatively as they get used to depending on
Kurdish whenever they cannot speak and depending on their teachers’ use of Kurdish
when they cannot understand. He also explained that students lose self-confidence.
T3 and T4 did not agree that teaching in Kurdish is easier than teaching in English or
that English-only instruction is more difficult; they argued that it is easier to teach in
English. On the contrary, T2’s response to this question was comparatively different.
She believed that using Kurdish always helps her as it makes teaching easier and
saves time. However, she mentioned that using Kurdish never helps students’

learning and that it has negative influences on them.

The last question, Q11, aimed at identifying teachers’ reactions to banning the use of
Kurdish in English classes: “How would you feel if the Ministry of Education
prohibited the use of Kurdish in English classes? More specifically, do you think it
would create problems and difficulties in your teaching? And how would you deal
with these problems and difficulties? What techniques would you use to deal with

these problems?”. T1, T3, and T4 said that they would be happy and support it if the
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use of Kurdish was prohibited whereas T2 completely opposed to it. T3 explained
that if the ministry banned the use of Kurdish in English classes, students would not
have any excuse to use Kurdish or oppose to the teachers’ use of English as his
students once did so: “I tried to conduct English-only classes at the beginning of the
academic year, but my students went to the headmaster and complained that I did not
use any Kurdish and that they did not understand the lessons”. Similarly, T4 stated
that students, then, will not have any excuse to ask the teacher to speak in Kurdish.
She indicated that when she first started teaching in that school, she started teaching

in English but students highly opposed to it as they said they could not understand.

With regard to the consequences of the prohibition of Kurdish in English classes, T1
and T2 believed that at first such a decision would create some difficulties for
students to understand and for teachers to teach and that it would need more effort
from the teacher and take more time. T2, in spite of being against English-only
policy, admitted that such a policy would be beneficial, not only for students to learn
the language, but also for teachers to improve their English. T3 and T4, on the other
hand, did not think that English-only policy would bring about any problem or
difficulty for teachers, but that student would have some problems and difficulties in
understanding the teacher at the beginning, but in the course of time, they would get

used to it.

When they were asked about their preferred techniques to solve the problems that
might emerge, the teachers provided different answers:
* TI1: giving students more homework; encouraging the use of dictionaries;

suggesting watching English TV channels; and making group-work activities.
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* T2: making groups and mixing high level students with low level ones;
brining enjoyment to classes to encourage and motivate students; asking
students to use dictionaries; using CDs in the classroom; and changing the
teacher if necessary.

* T3: not allowing students to use Kurdish; and practicing the language
everyday (e.g. role-plays).

* T4: Students may need to go to training courses; they must do much self-
study; and they should read books and watch good lessons on the internet.
Teachers have to design various activities; set more quizzes; and ask students

to make posters.

T3 also explained that these problems and difficulties would be temporary and in the

course of time students would get used to English-only instruction.

To sum up, T1, T2 and T4 showed more positive attitudes toward the use of Kurdish
and they comparatively preferred more Kurdish than T3 who had negative attitudes
toward the use of Kurdish in English classes claiming that Kurdish should be very

rarely used, only to teach very difficult grammar topics.

4.2 Research Question 2: What are the students’ attitudes toward

the use of LL1 in EFL classes?

As already indicated in Chapter 3, 98 students of 7" and 11" grades from four
different schools responded to the questionnaire. Questions 1-6 in the student
questionnaire aimed at eliciting data about the students’ attitudes toward the use of

Kurdish in English classes. The results concerning the students’ responses to these
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questions are shown in Tables 4.5-4.10, which are followed by detailed descriptions

of the results.

With regard to Questions 1-4, students’ responses are summarized in Table 4.5.

Table 4.5: Results of Q1 to Q4 in the student questionnaire

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always

Questions (1) 2) A3) “4) &) M SD
% % % Y% %

Q1 6.1 21.4 49.0 15.3 8.2 2.98 .97

Q2 9.2 35.7 34.7 12.2 8.2 2.74 1.06

Q3 8.2 24.5 12.2 38.8 16.3 3.31 1.24

Q4 2.0 38.8 32.7 15.3 11.2 2.95 1.04

In response to Q1, “Should the teacher use Kurdish in English classes?”, nearly half
of the students (49%) believed that teachers should sometimes use Kurdish in English
classes while 21.4% of them thought that teachers should rarely use L1. On the other
hand, 15.3% said that they can offen use it. Besides, only 8.2% of the students chose
always and only 6.1% thought that teachers should never make use of Kurdish in
English classes. The mean for students’ overall responses to Q1 was 2.98 which
shows that the students are not against teachers’ use of L1 but that they are against
teachers’ overuse of it. In other words, they believe that English teachers should
neither entirely avoid Kurdish nor use it extensively; rather they prefer English

teachers to sometimes use it.

As for Q2, “Should the students use Kurdish in English classes?”, nearly similar
percentage of students chose rarely (35.7%) and sometimes (34.7%) while only
12.2% of the students believed that students should often use Kurdish in English

classes. On the other hand, the option “never” was chosen by only 9.2% of the
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students and “always” by 8.2%. The mean for students’ attitudes toward students’
use of Kurdish in English classes was 2.74, which is something between rarely and
sometimes, but closer to sometimes. This shows that they are not in opposition to
Kurdish use by students, rather they believe that students should sometimes use it.
However, in comparison with their answers to Q1, they prefer more use of Kurdish

by teachers than by students.

Regarding Q3, “To what extent using Kurdish in your English classes helps you
learn this language?”, 38.8% of the students believed that it offen helps them learn
English but 24.5% of them believed that it rarely does so. On the other hand, 16.3%
of the students said that it al/ways helps them learn English and 12.2% said it
sometimes does so. Besides, only 8.2% of them thought it never helps them learn
English. The mean for their answers to Q3 was 3.31 which implies that students

believe the use of Kurdish sometimes facilitates learning.

In their responses to Q4 “How often do you think Kurdish should be used in your
English classes?”, 38.8% of the students thought that it should rarely be used while
32.7% believed that it should sometimes be used and 15.3% preferred often use of it.
Yet, 11.2% of the students expressed that it should always be used while only 2% of
them thought it should never be used. The mean for their answers was 2.95, which
indicates that they believe Kurdish can sometimes be used in English classes,
regardless who uses it, teachers or students. This is parallel to and verifies their
answers to Q1 (M = 2.98) and Q2 (M = 2.74) where they believed that teachers and

students should sometimes make use of Kurdish in English classes.
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Q5 with its 19 subitems (Q5A-Q5S) dealt with students’ attitudes toward teachers’
use of Kurdish in some specific situations, such as explaining the meaning of new
words, explaining grammar, managing classes, etc. In addition, the subitems were
followed by an open-ended subitem which asked the students about other situations
of teachers’ use of Kurdish in English classes. Table 4.6 below summarizes students’

responses to the 19 subitems and then the total or overall response to Q5.

Table 4.6: Results of Q5 in the student questionnaire

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always

Qs 1) (2) 3) 4) S) M SD

% % % % %
Q5A 00 5.1 22.4 37.8 34.7 4.02 .89
Q5B 3.1 9.2 20.4 48 19.4 3.71 98
Qs5C 1 18.4 25.5 34.7 20.4 3.55 1.05
Q5D 4.1 12.2 11.2 34.7 37.8 3.90 1.16
Q5E 3.1 7.1 18.4 27.6 439 4.02 1.09
QS5F 4.1 12.2 26.5 33.7 23.5 3.60 1.10
Q5G 00 9.2 17.3 29.6 439 4.08 .99
Q5H 3.1 17.3 33.7 24.5 21.4 3.44 1.10
QsI 9.2 6.1 18.4 30.6 35.7 3.78 1.26
Q5J 12.2 28.6 36.7 13.3 9.2 2.79 1.12
Q5K 1 5.1 18.4 35.7 39.8 4.08 .94
Q5L 3.1 4.1 19.4 35.7 37.8 4.01 1.01
Q5M 1 2 14.3 31.6 51 4.30 .86
Q5N 4.1 17.3 25.5 34.7 18.4 3.46 1.11
Q50 13.3 9.2 15.3 32.7 29.6 3.56 1.36
(05 2 6.1 17.3 33.7 40.8 4.05 1.01
Q5Q 00 8.2 20.4 33.7 37.8 4.01 .96
Q5R 3.1 10.2 24.5 34.7 27.6 3.73 1.07
Q5S 3.1 10.2 20.4 32.7 33.7 3.84 1.10
Q5 3.71 10.41 21.36 32.61 31.91 3.79 .49
Total

As can be seen in Table 4.6, their highest positive attitude toward using Kurdish in
English classes concerned giving suggestions on how to communicate in English
more effectively (Q5M). Slightly more than half of the participants (51%) believed

that teachers should always use Kurdish, 31.6% of them preferred often use of it, and
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14.3% of them said that teachers can sometimes make use of it. The mean for this
subitem was the highest (4.30) among all the other subitems of question 5. This
implies that students need frequent use of Kurdish by teachers in order to learn how

to communicate in English more effectively.

Another subitem with highly positive attitude was related to teachers’ use of Kurdish
in order to explain difficult concepts and topics (Q5G). 43.9% of the students
believed that teachers should always teach difficult concepts and topics in Kurdish,
29.6% said that teachers can often use Kurdish in that situation, 17.3% indicated that
they can sometimes use Kurdish in order to do so. Only 9.2% of the students stated
that teachers can rarely use Kurdish with this regard. Yet, none of them totally
opposed to it. The mean was 4.08, which shows that the students prefer lots of
Kurdish use by their teachers so that they can understand difficult concepts and

topics.

Q5K was another subitem which was given highly positive attitude (“Teachers can
use Kurdish in English classes to help students feel more comfortable and
confident”). Students responded highly positively: 39.8% always, 35.7% often,
18.4% sometimes. Only 5.1% thought that Kurdish can rarely be used by teachers for
that purpose where only one percent was totally against it. The mean for all their
responses was 4.08, that is, in order to make them feel more comfortable and

confident, students think that teachers can offen make use of Kurdish.

On the other hand, the lowest positive attitude toward using Kurdish in English
classes belonged to teachers’ use of Kurdish to joke around with students (Q5J). 36%

of the students preferred sometimes use of it, 28.6% of them marked rarely, and
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13.3% preferred often use of it. On the contrary, 12.2% of them responded
completely negatively, that is, they believed teachers should never make use of
Kurdish to joke around with students whereas 9.2% were totally for the use of
Kurdish, that is, a/lways use of Kurdish. The mean was 2.79, which is something
between rarely and sometimes, yet much closer to sometimes. This implies that
students believed teachers can sometimes use Kurdish in English classes to joke
around with them. Even though QS5J, in comparison with all the other subitems in
Question 5, has the lowest mean, students’ responses were not negative, rather, it
implied moderate and sometimes use of Kurdish; that is, they neither entirely
opposed to the use of Kurdish for that purpose, nor supported extensive use of it.

They preferred their teachers to use Kurdish where necessary and beneficial.

The second lowest positive attitude was related to summarizing materials already
covered (Q5H). 33.7% of the students expressed that teachers can sometimes use
Kurdish in English classes to summarize materials already covered, 24.5% of them
thought the teachers can offen do so, and 21.4% chose always while only 17.3%
preferred rarely and only 3.1% preferred never use of Kurdish. The mean is 3.44,
that is something between sometimes and often. After all, this shows that students
have positive attitudes toward teachers’ use of Kurdish when summarizing materials

already covered.

The third lowest positive attitude toward teachers’ use of Kurdish covered Q5N, that
is, giving feedback to students. 34.7% believed that teachers can often employ
Kurdish and 25.5% believed that they can sometimes do it. Besides, 18.4% preferred
always use of it but 17.3% of them chose rarely. On the other hand, only 4.1% of the

students believed that Kurdish can never be used by teachers when giving feedback
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to students. The mean (3.46) is something between sometimes and often. Yet, this

shows that overall, students prefer teachers’ use of Kurdish for this situation.

Finally, when taking into consideration all the subitems in Q5 (Q5A to QS5S), the
students’ overall responses were positive regarding teachers’ use of Kurdish for all
the classroom situations and purposes listed under Q5. In total, the results for Q5
showed that 32.61% of the students were in favor of offen use of Kurdish by teachers
for all the different purposes; 31.91% preferred always, and 21.36% sometimes
whereas 10.41% marked rarely regarding the frequency of Kurdish use by teachers
in English classes, and only 3.71% thought that teachers should never use Kurdish.
The overall mean for all the subitems of Q5 was 3.79, which is something close to
often. This shows that students in general were positive regading teachers’ use of

Kurdish for the purposes listed under Q5.

Finally, as for the open-ended question “In what other situations do you think
teachers can use Kurdish in English classes?”, 54 out of 98 students added some
other situations where they think the teachers can make use of Kurdish in English
classes. Table 4.7 shows a summary of their responses. The numbers in the table

show the number of students.

As can be seen in the table, 24 students preferred teachers to use Kurdish whenever
they think that students do not understand and 15 students believed that teachers can
use Kurdish when teaching new lessons and topics. Besides, four students thought
that teachers need to explain the test rubrics in Kurdish and help them during tests so

that they know what they have to do. In addition, four students believed that teachers
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need to use Kurdish whenever it is necessary and three students believed that

teachers can use Kurdish for all situations and for everything.

Table 4.7: Students' responses to "In what other situations do you think teachers can

use Kurdish in English classes?"

Other purposes Class Class Class Class Total

1 2 3 4
Whenever the teacher thinks
students do not understand. ? ¢ 4 2 24
In teaching dialogues 1 0 0 0 1
When doing classroom activities 2 0 0 0 2
During tests, exams, and quizzes 3 0 0 1 4
In teaching new lessons and topics 4 3 2 6 15
Translating English sentences 0 0 0 2 2
To msze tl.le class calm down where ) 0 0 0 2
there is noise
To tell students to come and write on 1 0 0 0 1
the board
To ask students why they were late 1 0 0 0 1
to class
To ask students why they do not 1 0 0 0 1
study
To make students feel secure and
calm, especially when they are afraid 1 0 0 0 1
of the teacher
In teaching very important topics 1 0 0 0 1
When giving notes 0 0 0 2 2
Where there are many new words 0 1 0 0 1
In teaching difficult topics 0 1 0 0 1
When it is necessary 0 4 0 0 4
When the teacher feels that a student

0 0 1 0 1
has a problem
In all situations and for everything 0 1 1 1 3
Never 0 0 1 0 1

Finally, Q6 with its eight subitems (Q6A-Q6H), dealt with students’ attitudes toward

students’ use of Kurdish in English classes in accomplishing some specific purposes.

Besides, the subitems were followed by an open-ended subitem in which students

were requested to write down other situations where they think students can use
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Kurdish. The results regarding the students’ answers to each of the subitems and then

to Q6 in total are summarized in Table 4.8 below.

Table 4.8: Results of Q6 in the student questionnaire

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always

Q6 1) (2) 3) 4) S) M SD

% % % % %
Q6A 8.2 14.3 24.5 32.7 20.4 343 1.20
Q6B 11.2 11.2 25.5 33.7 18.4 3.37 1.23
Qo6C 2.0 7.1 13.3 34.7 429 4.09 1.02
Q6D 2.0 4.1 22.4 32.7 38.8 4.02 .98
Q6E 5.1 11.2 32.7 31.6 19.4 3.49 1.09
QO6F 4.1 13.3 19.4 25.5 37.8 3.80 1.20
Q6G 5.1 16.3 26.5 32.7 19.4 345 1.13
Q6H 3.1 7.1 23.5 36.7 29.6 3.83 1.04
Q6 5.1 10.57 23.47 32,53 28.33 3.68 .66
Total

According to the data in Table 4.8, students showed the most positive attitudes
toward using Kurdish for translating words (Q6C) and translating texts (Q6D) to
show that they understand them. Their responses to these two subitems were, to
some extent, identical. With regard to translating English words into Kurdish to show
their understanding (Q6C), 42.9% of the students marked always and 34.7% of them
marked often while for translating English texts to Kurdish (Q6D), 38.8% chose
always and 32.7% marked often. The mean for the former was 4.09 and for the latter
4.02, both of which show that students preferred to do lots of translation (words and

texts) from English to Kurdish to show their understanding.

On the other hand, the lowest positive attitudes were related to Q6B, that is, asking
“How do we say ‘..." in English?”. 33.7% of the students wanted to offen use
Kurdish to ask “How do we say ‘..." in English?”, 25.5% of them wanted to

sometimes ask this question in Kurdish, and 18.4% wanted to always use Kurdish.
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Besides, 11.2% of the students wanted to rarely use Kurdish and similar percentage
preferred to never use it. The mean for Q6B was 3.37, which locates somewhere
between sometimes and often, yet a little bit closer to sometimes. Hence, it can be
concluded that the students showed that they prefer to use some Kurdish when
asking how they can say something in English. The second lowest positive attitudes
were related to Q6A (“Students can use Kurdish in English classes to talk during
pair-work or group-work activities”). In their responses, as demonstrated in Table
4.8, nearly one third (32.7%) of the students showed that students can offen employ
Kurdish, 24.5% indicated sometimes and 20.4% always. Besides, 14.3% preferred to
rarely use Kurdish and only 8.2% believed that students should never use Kurdish
during working in pairs or groups. The mean for Q6A was 3.43, which is somewhere
between sometimes and often, yet a little bit closer to sometimes. To sum up, the
students showed that they prefer to use some Kurdish when working in pairs or

groups.

Considering all the subitems in Q6 (Q6A-Q6H) to identify the extent to which the
students believe that they can resort to L1 in different situations, the students’ overall
responses were close to their responses to Q5. Only 5.1% of the students were
completely against students’ use of Kurdish (never) and 10.57% believed that they
can rarely use it. On the other hand, 32.53% of them believed that they can offen use
Kurdish, 28.33% thought that they can always use it, and 23.47% indicated that
students can sometimes make use of Kurdish. The overall mean for all the subitems
of Q6 was 3.68. This shows that students have highly positive attitudes toward the
students’ use of Kurdish in English classes. They expressed that students can almost

often make use of L1 in English classes.
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Finally, as for the open-ended subitem “In what other situations do you think
students can use Kurdish in English classes?”, 40 students gave responses. Their
responses are summarized in Table 4.9 below. The numbers in the table show the

number of students.

Table 4.9: Students' responses to "In what other situations do you think students can
use Kurdish in English classes?"

Class Class Class Class

Other purposes 1 ) 3 4 Total
To tell the teacher that they do not 4 3 1 2 10
understand
When it is necessary and important 3 1 0 0 4
To ask questions about the meaning
of new words, expressions, or 1 2 0 0 3
sentences
When 1? is difficult for them to speak ) 5 3 0 10
in English
During tests, exams, and quizzes 1 0 0 0 1
When they want to speak Kurdish 1 0 0 0 1
When doing classroom activities 1 0 0 0 1
To ask questions about the topic
being studied if they do not 0 2 1 2 5
understand
To ask the teacher to repeat if they
0 1 0 0 1

do not understand
They can use Kurdish until they

. 0 0 1 0 1
master English language
Wl!eEI Part1c1pat1ng in classroom 0 0 1 0 1
activities
To say a Kurdish sentence and ask
the teacher for the English 0 0 0 1 1
equivalent
In all situations 0 1 1 2 4
Never 1 1 0 2

The above table reveals that 10 students believed that students can use Kurdish when
they want to tell their teacher that they do not understand the topic being studied and
similar number of students said that students can use Kurdish whenever it is difficult

for them to speak in English. Besides, five students replied that students can ask
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questions in Kurdish about the topic being studied if they do not understand. Four
students, on the other hand, believed that students can use Kurdish whenever it is
necessary and important and similarly four students believed that students can use

Kurdish in all situations.

Overall, the means for all the questions (Q1 to Q6), representing students’ attitudes
toward using Kurdish in English classes, ranged between 2.74 and 4.30. Their
attitudes were either moderate, positive, or highly positive; none of them showed

negative attitudes toward using Kurdish in English classes.

To summarize, the students’ overall attitudes toward using Kurdish in English
classes were found by calculating the averages of the percentages and means for
questions 1 to 6. Their overall attitudes toward the use of Kurdish in English classes

are summarized in Table 4.10 below.

Table 4.10: Total results of Q1-Q6 in the student questionnaire (Students' overall
attitudes toward using Kurdish in English classes)

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always

Questions a) ?) 3) @) ) M SD

TOTA 44% 13% 23.3% 31%  28.3% 3.66 48
Q1-Q6

As can be seen in Table 4.10, 31% of the students believed that Kurdish should often
be used in English classes, 28.3% believed that it should a/ways be used, and 23.3%
believed that it should sometimes be used. On the other hand, 13% of the students
responded that it should rarely be used and only 4.4% said that Kurdish should never
be used. The overall mean of students’ responses to all the questions (Q1-Q6) was

3.66, which corresponds to something between sometimes and often, but closer to
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often. In short, the data obtained from the student questionnaire showed that students

had relatively high positive attitudes toward the use of Kurdish in English classes.

When it comes to the attitudes of students in each class, it can be seen in Table 4.11
below that they were not consistent. Class 1 (M = 3.46) and Class 2 (M = 3.59) had
comparatively less positive attitudes; Class 3 (M = 3.91) and class 4 (M = 3.81) were
more positive. The results for each class are summarized in Table 4.11 below (see
Appendix G for the results of each class for all the questions and subitems in the

student questionnaire).

Table 4.11: Results of Q1-Q6 in the student questionnaire by each class

Class 1 Class 2 Class 3 Class 4

Questions

SD M SO M SD M SD
o1 260 076 297 093 312 099 327 120
Q2 2.48 1.06 263 107 288 105 3.4 099
03 2.62 1.32 3.60 113 353 113 3.64  1.05
04 2.83 0.97 283 118 318 113 3.09 087
%ftal 3.66 044 3.69 049 395 058 3.96 042
%ftal 3.42 0.60 3.65 064 418 058 370 0.63
g?_g: 346 041 350 048 391 051 381 043

Note: M (Mean): 1 =Never 2 =Rarely 3 =sometimes 4 =Often 5= Always

4.3 Research Question 3: Is there a difference between the attitudes

of the teachers and those of the students?

As a result of the analysis of both teachers’ and students’ attitudes toward the use of
Kurdish in English classes, it was found out that there are some differences between
them. For the majority of the questions, the students showed more positive attitudes
than the teachers. The differences between the means of both groups are uncovered

below in Table 4.12.
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Table 4.12: The differences between the attitudes of teachers and students toward the
use of Kurdish in English classes

Questions Mean
" Teachers Students
Should the teacher use Kurdish in English classes? 2.50 2.98
Should the students use Kurdish in English classes? 2.25 2.74
To what extent using Kurdish in your English classes
. 3.50 N/A
helps you teach this language?
To what extent using Kurdish in your English classes
. 3.75 N/A
helps your students learn this language?
To what extent using Kurdish in your English classes
. N/A 3.31
helps you learn this language?
How often do you think Kurdish should be used in
. 1.75 2.95
your English classes?
English teachers can use Kurdish in their classes to... 318 379
(Total of all the subitems A-S) : i
Students can use Kurdish in English classes to ... 3.84 368

(Total of all the subitems A-H)

OVERALL TOTAL 3.28 3.66

Note: 1 =Never 2=Rarely 3 =Sometimes 4 =0Often 5= Always

The table given above shows that the teachers had less positive attitudes than
students regarding Q1 (“Should the teacher use Kurdish in English classes?”). The
mean for teachers’ responses was 2.50 which is located somewhere between rarely
and sometimes whereas the mean for students’ responses was 2.98 which roughly
represents sometimes. Similarly, for Q2 (“Should the students use Kurdish in English
classes?”’), the teachers showed less positive attitudes (M = 2.25) than the students
(M = 2.74). These means show that the teachers prefer comparatively less use of

Kurdish in English classes than the students do.

In terms of Q3 (“To what extent using Kurdish in your English classes helps you
teach this language?”) and Q4 (“To what extent using Kurdish in your English
classes helps your students learn this language?”) in the teacher questionnaire, the

teachers’ responses were more positive than students’ responses for Q3 in the student
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questionnaire (“To what extent using Kurdish in your English classes helps you learn
this language?”’). The teachers believed that using Kurdish often helps them teach
English a lot (M = 3.50) and their students learn it (M = 3.75) while the students
believed using Kurdish in English classes sometimes helps them learn the language

(M =3231).

Another considerable mismatch was found between the attitudes of teachers and
students regarding the frequency of L1 use in L2 classes (“How often do you think
Kurdish should be used in your English classes?”’). The mean for teachers’ responses
was 1.75 and it was 2.95 for students’ responses. This shows that students prefer
more frequent use of Kurdish in English classes compared to teachers who prefer

rare use of it.

As for the last two questions in both questionnaires, the results were different. Q6 in
the teacher questionnaire (which corresponds to Q5 in the student questionnaire) had
19 subitems regarding different purposes for which teachers can use Kurdish, and the
attitudes of the teachers were less positive than those of the students as for this
question. The attitudes of students for all the subitems were more positive, except for
the subitems F (“Discuss the teaching methods used in class”) and S (“Translate a
text from English to Kurdish””) where teachers showed more positive attitudes (see
Appendix H for the results of all the questions and subitems). Overall, the results
show that students have more positive attitudes (M = 3.79), compared to teachers (M
= 3.18), regarding teachers’ use of Kurdish for the different purposes listed under the

question.
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On the contrary, as for the last question which had 8 subitems regarding different
purposes for which students can use Kurdish, the results indicate that students are
more positive to half of the subitems and the teachers were more positive to the other
half (see Appendix H). However, the total result of all the subitems of this question
shows that the teachers (M = 3.84) had very slightly more positive attitudes than the
students (M = 3.68). Yet, both groups argue that students can often resort to Kurdish

for the purposes listed under this question.

To conclude, when all the questions and subitems are taken into account to find the
differences between the attitudes of teachers and students toward the use of Kurdish
in English classes, it is revealed that students (M = 3.66) were more positive than
teachers (M = 3.28). Approximately, the students believe that L1 can offen be used

while the teachers believe that it can sometimes be used.

4.4 Research Question 4: Do the attitudes change between low level

and high level students?

In order to show the differences between attitudes of 7" grade students and those of
11"™ grade students, the means of both groups were compared. Table 4.13 below
shows that 11™ grade students were more positive than 7™ grade students with regard
to all the main questions and the majority of the subitems of Q5 and Q6, except for
the subitems Q5F, Q5M, Q50, Q5Q, and Q6H where 7 grade students showed
slightly more positive, and Q5P for which both groups had similar attitudes. (see

Appendix I for the results of all the questions and subitems).

Overall, the total results (Q1-Q6) show that the two groups had different attitudes

toward the use of Kurdish in English classes and the 11™ grade students’ overall
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attitudes toward the use of Kurdish outweigh the attitudes of 7" grade students. The
mean for 7" grade students’ attitudes was 3.53 which is something between
sometimes and often while the mean for 11" grade students’ attitudes was 3.85 which
is much closer to often. The findings indicate that even though both groups have
1th

positive attitudes toward the use of Kurdish in English classes, the attitudes of 1

grade students were comparatively more positive.

Table 4.13: Students' attitudes based on level of study

. School Std. Error
Questions Grade N Mean SD Mean
Q1 7 59 2.83 .85 11
11 39 3.21 1.11 18
Q2 7 59 2.56 1.06 .14
11 39 3.03 1.01 .16
Q3 7 59 3.12 1.31 .17
11 39 3.59 1.07 .17
Q4 7 59 2.83 1.07 .14
11 39 3.13 .98 .16
Q5 7 59 3.67 47 .06
Total 11 39 3.96 .49 .08
Q6 7 59 3.54 .63 .08
Total 11 39 391 .65 .10
TOTAL 7 59 3.53 45 .06
Q1-Q6 11 39 3.85 47 07

Note: Mean: 1 = Never 2 =Rarely 3 =sometimes 4=Often 5= Always

In order to understand whether these differences are statistically significant,
independent t-test was carried out. The results of the t-test for the main questions are

shown in Table 4.14.

According to the results of the t-test, there are statistically significant differences
between attitudes of 7" grade and 11™ grade students in Q2, Q5 Total (and six of its
subitems: Q5A, Q5B, Q5C, Q5G, Q5H, Q5S), Q6 Total (and three of its subitems:

Q6B, Q6C, Q6D) while the differences between the two groups in the remaining
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questions and subitems are not statistically significant (see Appendix J for the

detailed results of the t-test for all the questions and subitems).

Table 4.14: Results of independent t-test for students' attitudes based on level of
study

Levene's Test t-test for Equality of Means
Questions F Sig. t df Sig. MD SED
(2-t)
Q1 Equal variances 4.33  0.04 -1.89 96.00 0.062 -0.37 0.20
assumed
Equal variances -1.79 67.10 0.077 -0.37 0.21
not assumed
Q2 Equal variances 1.40 0.239  -2.18 96.00 0.032 -0.47 0.21
assumed
Equal variances -2.19 83.81 0.031 -0.47 0.21
not assumed
Q3 Equal variances 5.77 0.018  -1.87 96.00 0.065 -0.47 0.25
assumed
Equal variances -1.95 91.81 0.055 -0.47 0.24
not assumed
Q4 Equal variances 0.31 0.579  -1.40 96.00 0.166 -0.30 0.21
assumed
Equal variances -1.42 86.41 0.159 -0.30 0.21
not assumed
Q5 Equal variances 0.04 0.844  -2.92 96.00 0.004 -0.29 0.10
Total assumed
Equal variances -2.89 78.65 0.005 -0.29 0.10
not assumed
Q6 Equal variances 0.29 0.593 -2.84 96.00 0.006 -0.37 0.13
Total assumed
Equal variances -2.82 79.58 0.006 -0.37 0.13
not assumed
TOTAL Equal 0.12 0.727 -3.44 96.00 0.001 -0.32 0.09
Q1-Q6 variances
assumed
Equal -3.42 79.22 0.001 -0.32 0.09
variances not
assumed

Note: Sig. (2-t) = Sig. (2-tailed), MD = Mean Difference, SED = Std. Error
Difference

As for Q1, “Should the teacher use Kurdish in English classes?”, the given sig. (2-

tailed) value (0.077) is greater than 0.05. This indicates that the differences between
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attitudes of 7™ and 11" grade students regarding teachers’ use of Kurdish in English
classes were not statistically significant. However, the value of sig. (2-tailed) for Q2,
“Should the students use Kurdish is English classes?”, was 0.032 which is smaller
than 0.05. This shows that the differences between attitudes of the two groups were
statistically significant, with 11" grade reporting higher positive attitudes than 7™
grade. On the other hand, for Q3 “To what extent using Kurdish in your English
classes helps you learn this language?” (sig. 2-tailed = 0.055) and Q4 “How often do
you think Kurdish should be used in your English classes?” (sig. 2-tailed = 0.166),
no statistically significant differences between the attitudes of 7™ and 11™ grade

students were found.

Q5 had 19 subitems, and statistically significant differences were found between the
attitudes of 7" grade and 11" grade students in Q5A “Explain new word”, Q5B
“Explain grammar”, Q5C “Explain the similarities and differences between Kurdish
and English”, Q5G “Explain difficult concepts or topics”, Q5H “Summarize
materials already covered”, Q5S “Translate a text from English to Kurdish” with 1"
grade students being more positive. For the remaining subitems of QS5, the t-test
showed no statistically significant differences between the two groups’ attitudes.
However, the total results of all the subitems of Q5 (Q5A-Q5S) showed that the
differences between 7" grade and 11" grade students were statistically significant

1g. 2-tailed value = 0. < 0. wit grade students showing more positive
Sig. 2-tailed val 0.004 < 0.05) ith 11™ grad d howi iti

attitudes.

Finally, as for Q6 and its eight subitems, statistically significant differences were
found between the attitudes of 7" grade and 11™ grade students in Q6B “Ask “how

do we say “...” in English?””, Q6C “Translate an English word into Kurdish to show
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they understand it” and Q6D “Translate a text from English to Kurdish to show they

understand it” with 11"

grade students being more positive. However, no statistically
significant differences were found for the remaining subitems of Q6. The value of
sig. (2-tailed) of the total of all the subitems of Q6 (Q6A-Q6H) was 0.006, that is, the
differences between attitudes of 7" grade and 11" grade students were statistically

significant, with the attitudes of 11™ grade students exceeding those of 7" grade

students.

To understand if the differences between their overall attitudes are statistically
significant, a t-test was conducted to the total of Q1-Q6 and statistically significant
differences were found between the attitudes of the two groups. The sig. (2-tailed)
value was 0.001 that is smaller than 0.05. Therefore, it can be concluded that 11"
grade students had statistically significant more positive attitudes than 7" grade
students and that level of study appears to be a significant factor in determining, or at
least influencing, students’ attitudes and perceptions regarding the use of Kurdish in

English classes.

4.5 Research Question 5: Do the attitudes change between male and

female students?

To answer this question, first the means of the responses of male and female students
were compared to show how different their attitudes were, and second, independent
t-test was carried out to reveal if the differences between them were statistically

significant.

Table 4.15 below shows that female students’ attitudes outweigh male students’

attitudes in Q1 “Should the teacher use Kurdish in English classes?”, Q2 “Should the

114



students use Kurdish in English classes?”, Q3 “To what extent using Kurdish in your
English classes helps you learn this language?”, and the total of Q5 “English
teachers can use Kurdish in their classes to...”. However, not for all the subitems of
Q5 female students were more positive, rather for some of them the male students
showed more positive attitudes (see Appendix K for the results of all the questions

and subitems).

On the other hand, male students showed more positive attitudes for Q4 “How often
do you think Kurdish should be used in your English classes?”” and the total of Q6
“Students can use Kurdish in English classes to...”. However, in some subitems of
Q6, the results were different, with female students having more positive attitudes

than male students (see Appendix K for the result of all the questions and subitems).

Table 4.15: Students' attitudes based on gender

Questions Gender N Mean SD Sti;[Error
ean
Q1 Male 46 2.85 .87 0.13
Female 52 3.10 1.05 0.15
Q2 Male 46 2.63 1.06 0.16
Female 52 2.85 1.06 0.15
Q3 Male 46 2.96 1.32 0.19
Female 52 3.62 1.09 0.15
Q4 Male 46 2.96 1.03 0.15
Female 52 2.94 1.06 0.15
Q5 Male 46 3.77 51 0.08
Total Female 52 3.80 48 0.07
Q6 Male 46 3.70 .69 0.10
Total Female 52 3.67 .63 0.09
Total Male 46 3.63 50 0.07
Q1-Q6 Female 52 3.68 47 0.06

Note: Mean: 1 = Never 2 =Rarely 3 =sometimes 4= Often 5= Always

After all, as can be seen in Table 4.15, the mean for female students (3.68) in the

average of all the questions (Q1-Q6) is greater than the mean for male students
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(3.63). Even though the means for both groups are closer to often, the slight
differences between the means indicate that female students were more positive than

male students in the use of Kurdish in English classes.

Having a look at the size of differences between the means of these two groups for
all the main questions and the total of all, it can be seen that there are slight
differences between them, except for Q3. The mean for male students in this

question is 2.96 and for female students 3.62.

Finally, in order to understand whether these differences are statistically significant,
independent t-test was done. The results of the t-test are shown in Table 4.16 (see

Appendix L for the detailed results of the t-test for all the questions and subitems).

The results of the t-test show that there are significant differences between attitudes
of male and female students in Q3, Q5G, and Q6E. As for Q3, “To what extent using
Kurdish in your English classes helps you learn this language?”, the value of sig. (2-
tailed) was 0.008. This shows that the difference between the two groups for this
question was statistically significant, with female students having more positive
attitudes accordingly. In terms of the subitems QS5G “English teachers can use
Kurdish in their classes to explain difficult concepts and topics”, the value of sig. (2-
tailed) is lower than 0.05 (0.031) and this shows a statistically significant difference
between the attitudes of male and female students, similarly, with female students
being more positive. Lastly, for the results of Q6E, “Students can use Kurdish in
English classes to do brainstorming prior to an activity (e.g. writing or reading)”, the
given value of sig. (2-tailed) was 0.032. This shows that the difference between the

two groups was statistically significant, with male students having more positive
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attitudes than female students (see appendix L for the results of Q5G and QGOE).
Regarding the remaining questions and subitems, no statistically significant

differences between attitudes of male and female students were found.

Table 4.16: Results of independent t-test for students' attitudes based on gender

Le;::te S t-test for Equality of Means
Questions F  Sig. ¢ af _ Sig. MD SED
(2-t)
Q1 Equal variances 0.68 0.413 -1.26 96.00 0.209 -0.25 0.20
assumed
Equal variances -1.28  95.56 0.204 -0.25 0.19
not assumed
Q2 Equal variances 0.07 0.797 -1.01  96.00 0316 -0.22 0.21
assumed
Equal variances -1.01  94.40 0.317 -0.22 0.21
not assumed
Q3 Equal variances 3.09 0.082 -2.71  96.00 0.008 -0.66 0.24
assumed
Equal variances -2.68  87.59 0.009 -0.66 0.25
not assumed
Q4 Equal variances 0.88 0.35 0.07  96.00 0.947 0.01 0.21
assumed
Equal variances 0.07  95.03 0.946 0.01 0.21
not assumed
Q5 Equal variances 0.11 0.743 -0.38  96.00 0.704 -0.04 0.10
Total assumed
Equal variances -0.38  92.53 0.706  -0.04 0.10
not assumed
Q6 Equal variances 0.92 0.34 0.21  96.00 0.836  0.03 0.13
Total assumed
Equal variances 0.21 9147 0.837 0.03 0.13
not assumed
TOTAL Equal 0.23 0.634 -0.53 96.00 0.595 -0.05 0.10
Q1-Q6 variances
assumed
Equal -0.53 9291 0.596 -0.05 0.10
variances not
assumed

Note: Sig. (2-t) = Sig. (2-tailed), MD = Mean Difference, SED = Std. Error
Difference
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To understand if the differences between male and female students’ overall attitudes
are statistically significant, a t-test was conducted to the total of Q1-Q6 and no
statistically significant difference was found between them. The sig. (2-tailed) value
was 0.595 that is greater than 0.05. Therefore, it can be concluded that male and
female students did not have statistically significant different attitudes toward the use
of Kurdish in English classes and that gender does not appear to be a significant
factor in determining or influencing students’ attitudes and perceptions regarding this

1SSue.

4.6 Research Question 6: What are the teachers’ perceived needs for

L1 use in EFL classes?

The teachers’ perceived needs for the use of Kurdish in English classes were
obtained by analyzing QS in the teacher questionnaire as well as Q9 in the teacher
interview. As for QS8 in the teacher questionnaire, there were 11 subitems (Q8A-
Q8K) to which the teachers responded to indicate their reasons for employing
Kurdish in their classes. There was also an open-ended subitem at the end of the
subitems for which the teachers were requested to provide other possible reasons
accordingly. Their responses to Q8 in the questionnaire are summarized in Table

4.17.

The table shows that the first three highest frequent reasons for which the teachers
make use of Kurdish were the ones which help students learn and understand (Q8K,
Q8I, and Q8G). To be more specific, the teachers reported that they mostly revert to
Kurdish because it helps students remember vocabulary items more easily (Q8K).
The mean for this subitem was 4.50 which is something between often and always.

This shows that, according to the teachers, using Kurdish to a large extent helps
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students remember vocabulary items. The second most frequent reason for which the
teachers use Kurdish was because it helps students understand new vocabulary better
(Q8I). The mean was 4.25, which closely represents often. The teachers’ responses to
these two subitems show that they believe using Kurdish helps students comprehend
and subsequently remember vocabulary items more easily. The third highest frequent
reason for which the teachers use Kurdish in their classes was “It helps my students
understand difficult concepts and topics better” (Q8G). T1 and T2 believed that it
often helps students in understanding difficult concepts and topics better while T3
and T4 believed that it sometimes helps students in doing so. The mean (3.50) was
something between sometimes and often which shows that the teachers make use of
Kurdish as they believe that it facilitates students’ understanding of difficult

materials.

Table 4.17: Results of Q8 in the teacher questionnaire

Questlon. 8. I prefer to use Kurdish in T1 T2 T3 T4 M SD
my English classes because:

A. It’s more comfortable 3 3 1 3 2.50 1.00
B. I am less tense 2 3 2 1 2.00 .82
C. I feel less lost 2 2 2 1 1.75 .50
D. It makes me feel more confident ) 3 1 1 175 96
and secure
E. It encourages/motivates me 1 4 1 1 1.75 1.50
F. Itsaves time 3 4 3.00 .82
G. It helps my students understand
difficult concepts and topics better 4 4 3 3 3:50 .58
H. It helps.me teach difficult concepts 3 3 3 3 300 .00
and topics better
I. It helps my students understand

new vocabulary better g 4 4 5 425 .50

J. It helps me teach new vocabulary
better

K. It helps my students remember
vocabulary items more easily

4 3 3 3 325 .50

5 4 4 5 450 .58

Q8 3.00 336 236 2.64 2.84 .435
Total

Note: 1 =Never 2 =Rarely 3 =sometimes 4 =Often 5= Always
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While the above-mentioned three findings revealed that teachers use Kurdish
because it helps students’ understanding and learning, the second three highest
reasons for teachers’ use of Kurdish were related with making teaching easier. For
example, the teachers believed that using Kurdish sometimes helps them teach new
vocabulary (M = 3.25), and difficult concepts and topics (M = 3.00) better, and it
saves time (M = 3.00). Consequently, it can be concluded that teachers use Kurdish
because it often helps students’ understanding and learning and because it sometimes
helps their teaching. However, the lowest frequent reasons were attached to Q8C,
Q8D, and Q8E. The means for all these three subitems were 1.75, which is closer to
rarely than it is to never. Hence, it can be seen that the least possible reasons for
which teachers make use of Kurdish are because they feel less lost, or it makes them

feel more confident and secure, and it encourages them.

Considering each teacher separately, Table 4.17 above demonstrates that the teachers
show differences in their responses to different reasons. However, when they were
finally asked “For what other reasons do you use Kurdish in your English classes?”,

the teachers provided no other reasons and left the question blank.

In addition to the results obtained from the teacher questionnaire, the analysis of Q9
in the teacher interview (“Why do you prefer to use Kurdish in your English
classes?””) showed that all the teachers reportedly use Kurdish because it helps
students understand. They believed that students’ low level of proficiency in English
is usually an obstacle to their understanding of English instruction without Kurdish
explanation. However, when T2 was asked if the main reason is students’ low
proficiency levels, she unexpectedly answered “and my level, too”. She stated that

teachers should also be proficient in English to be able to use it. Therefore, she
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explained that she feels more comfortable when she teaches in Kurdish and English.
Additionally, T1, T2, and T4 said that they use Kurdish because it saves time, too.
They explained that when they teach something in English, they usually have to
teach it again in Kurdish so that students can understand it. On the contrary, T3
disagreed that he feels more comfortable when he uses Kurdish or that it saves time.
Similarly, T4 stated that she does not feel comfortable when she speaks Kurdish;

rather, she is more comfortable when speaking English.

4.7 Research Question 7: What are the students’ perceived needs for

L1 use in EFL classes?

Q7 in the student questionnaire sought to find out students’ responses regarding their
perceived needs for the use of Kurdish in English classes. Additionally, Q10 in the
teacher interview aimed at identifying teachers’ beliefs regarding the reasons for

which their students use Kurdish.

To begin with, Q7 in the student questionnaire had nine subitems (Q7A-Q7I) to
which students responded to specify their reasons for using Kurdish in English
classes. Additionally, there was one open-ended subitem for which students were
asked to provide other reasons for L1 use. The students’ responses to the subitems

are summarized in Table 4.18.

As can be seen in the table, students use Kurdish in their English classes because it
often helps them remember vocabulary items more easily (Q71) and to understand
new vocabulary better (Q7H). As for Q71, 35.7% of students marked always and the
same percent marked often as the frequency that using Kurdish helps them remember

vocabulary items more easily. On the other hand, with regard to Q7H, 39.8% of the
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students reported that they prefer to use Kurdish because it a/ways helps them
understand new vocabulary better and 36.7% of them indicated that it often helps
them. The mean for the former was 4.11 and for the latter 4.01, which are pertaining
to be often. Hence, their responses revealed that they use Kurdish in their classes

because it offen helps them understand and remember vocabulary items more easily.

Table 4.18: Results of Q7 in the student questionnaire

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always

Q7 () 2) Q) ) ©) M SD
% % % % %

Q7A 5.1 7.1 28.6 286 306 3.72 1.13
Q7B 82 153 26.5 27.6 224 3.41 1.23
Q7C 6.1 14.3 27.6 327 194 3.45 1.14
Q7D 5.1 17.3 13.3 235 40.8 3.78 1.29
Q7E 6.1 14.3 11.2 31,6 367 3.79 1.25
Q7F 143 71 27.6 245 265 3.42 1.34
Q7G 3.1 11.2 14.3 36.7 347 3.89 1.10
Q7H 5.1 5.1 13.3 36.7 398 4.01 1.10
Q71 2.0 6.1 13.3 357 357 4.11 99

Another high frequent reason and justification for which students revert to Kurdish in
English classes is because it helps them understand difficult concepts and topics
better (Q7G). 36.7% of the students reported that they use Kurdish because it often
helps them better understand difficult materials and 34.7% believed that it always
helps them in that. Besides, 14.3% expressed that it sometimes helps them in that
while 11.2% believed that it rarely helps them. On the other hand, only 3.1%
believed that it never helps them in understanding difficult concepts and materials.
The mean for students’ responses to this subitem was 3.89, which closely
corresponds to offen. This indicates that students resort to Kurdish as it offen makes

understanding difficult concepts and materials easier.
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In general, the students’ responses to reasons and justifications listed under Q7 as
subitems were not negative; the means for their responses ranged between 3.41 and
4.11. That is, they have different reasons and justifications for reverting to their
mother tongue in their English classes. Yet, the most frequent responses were related
to reasons that using Kurdish assists them in comprehending and remembering the

materials being studied in the classes, mostly vocabulary items.

In terms of reasons provided by each class, they were not consistent and they showed
differences in their responses to different reasons. Table 4.19 below shows the results

of Q7 for each class.

Table 4.19: Results of Q7 in the student questionnaire by each class

Class 1 Class 2 Class 3 Class 4

Q7
M SD M SD M SD M SD

Q7A 3.76 1.30 3.50 1.04 4.29 92 3.55 1.06
Q7B 2.83 1.23 3.43 1.19 3.82 1.24 3.82 1.01
Q7C 3.21 1.18 3.23 1.04 3.82 1.13 3.77 1.15
Q7D 3.38 1.37 3.63 1.22 4.12 1.36 4.23 1.07
Q7E 3.07 1.28 3.87 1.28 4.18 1.02 4.32 .95
Q7F 3.14 1.33 3.37 1.33 3.59 1.42 3.73 1.32
Q7G 3.31 1.23 3.87 1.14 4.41 71 4.27 7
Q7H 3.52 1.21 3.83 1.21 4.65 .61 4.41 .67
Q71 3.90 1.01 3.77 1.19 4.71 47 441 .67

Q7 3.34 0.78 3.61 78 4.18 .68 4.06 J1
Total

Note: M (Mean): 1 =Never 2 =Rarely 3 =sometimes 4 =Often 5= Always

Finally, as for the open-ended subitem “For what other reasons do you use Kurdish
in your English classes?”, 34 students responded and noted down other reasons.
Their reasons are summarized in Table 4.20 below. The numbers in the table show

the number of students.
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As illustrated in Table 4.20, 16 students reported that they use Kurdish because they
think it helps them understand better and 10 students explained that their English is
not good enough to speak so that they use Kurdish. Besides, five students stated that
they use Kurdish because it helps them learn English better and two students
explained that they use Kurdish because it is easier to speak with it. Similarly, two
students stated that they use Kurdish because they are Kurdish. This shows that these

two students believe avoiding Kurdish is not possible as it is their mother language.

Table 4.20: Students' responses to "For what other reasons do you use Kurdish in
your English classes?"

Other reasons less CI;SS CI;SS Cl:ss Total

My English is not good enough to
speak with it.

It helps me understand better

It helps me learn English better

It is easier

I am Kurdish

I do not know how to ask in English
about the meaning of new words
Kurdish is our language 1
I don’t use Kurdish because I know

English and I do not like to use 0 1 0 0 1
Kurdish

It helps me learn more English words 0 0 0 1 1

1 1 10
6

p— —_—— ) N ()]
[y

3
4
1
1
0
0
0

— = NN N

On the other hand, the analysis of Q10 in the teacher interview (“For what reasons
do you think your students use Kurdish in your class?”’) showed that all the teachers
believed their students use Kurdish as their proficiency level is not high enough to
speak English. T1 also explained that due to their low level, it is easier for them to
speak Kurdish and that they feel more comfortable when they use Kurdish. He also
added that some students use Kurdish as they think it helps them. In addition, T2

mentioned that some students are not motivated and they do not like the lesson and
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as a result they prefer not to use English. T3, on the other hand, explained that
students use Kurdish because they do not have a good background in using English

in basic school levels before they come to high school.

4.8 Research Question 8: When and where and for what purposes is

L1 used in EFL classes by the teachers and the students?

The analysis of the classroom observations was made by using two checklists (one
for teachers and the other for students). The checklists were made out of the given
occasions of L1 use in the questionnaires to note down the occasions and frequencies
of Kurdish use. All the occasions of L1 use that appeared in the observed classes
were transcribed, and then categorized. In each checklist, there was some space left
at the end to record other purposes of Kurdish use that could not fit any of the
categories in the checklists. Accordingly, some other categories were added

according to the other uses of L1 that could not fit any of the given occasions.

In this study, four classes were observed: a 7™ grade male class (Class 1), a 7" grade

lth lth

female class (Class 2), an 11" grade male class (Class 3), and an 11" grade female
class (Class 4). All the observations lasted 12 class hours (480 minutes) in total. The
structure of the lessons in all four classes was nearly the same. The lessons included
presentation of a new topic, explanation of grammar, working on reading passages,
explaining the meaning of words, and doing activities and tasks. The analysis of the
observations showed that teachers and students used Kurdish in English classes on
different occasions. In the following sections (4.8.1 and 4.8.2), results of teachers’

and students’ actual uses of Kurdish, and the occasions and the frequencies of

Kurdish use appeared in the observed classes are demonstrated.
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It is worth mentioning that the use of Kurdish more times does not always mean
using it for a longer period. For example, explaining the meaning of a word may
need the use of one Kurdish word while giving instructions may need many words
and/or phrases and explaining grammar many sentences or even more. Therefore,
high numbers of occurrence of L1 use does not always mean more Kurdish use than
the lower numbers of it. In short, a word or a number of words or sentences in
Kurdish which seemed to serve a particular purpose have been considered as one
occurrence with no consideration of the length of Kurdish use.

4.8.1 Teachers’ Use of Kurdish

After the observations and listening to all the recordings, it was revealed that most of
the class time was in Kurdish while very little English was used. Overall, the four
teachers used Kurdish extensively (501 times) for a variety of purposes and on
different occasions. The occasions where teachers used Kurdish and the number of

their occurrences are summarized in Table 4.21.

The table shows that class management was the first most frequent purpose (138
times) for which the teachers used Kurdish. Nearly most of the class managing
speeches were performed in Kurdish. Class management included warning students,
keeping the class calm, drawing students’ attention, telling them to move from one
activity to another, arranging seats, managing time, encouraging students to
participate in class activities, and some other classroom routines. The second most
frequent use of Kurdish (92 times) was to explain the meaning of new words. The
teachers usually translated the new words into Kurdish. Sometimes, they asked the
students about the meanings of the new words to check for comprehension or to
assess them, and then if they did not have knowledge of them, the teachers gave the

Kurdish meanings of them.
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Table 4.21: Overall uses of Kurdish by the four teachers

Occasions of Kurdish use by teachers Number of
Occurrence
Explaining new words 92
Explaining grammar 18
Explaining the similarities and differences between Kurdish and 1
English
Giving instructions for activities, tasks, homework, etc. 45
Checking for comprehension 39
Discussing the teaching methods used in class 0
Explaining difficult concepts or topics 3
Summarizing materials already covered 16
Assessing students’ performance 19
Joking around with students 5
Helping students feel more comfortable and confident 2
Giving suggestions on how to learn more effectively 1
Giving suggestions on how to communicate in English more 0
effectively
Giving feedback to students 27
Managing the class 138
Giving administrative information 2
Talking about tests, quizzes, and other assignments 32
Doing brainstorming prior to an activity 4
Translating a text from English to Kurdish 4
Explaining similarities and differences between L1 and L2 culture 1
Explaining the meaning of sentences 33
Answering students’ questions 17
Giving life lessons 2
TOTAL 501

The third most frequent occasion of Kurdish use by teachers, as can be seen in Table

4.21 above, included giving instructions (45 times). The instructions ranged from

giving a few words to a number of words or sometimes a few sentences. Checking

for comprehension in Kurdish was another aspect of Kurdish use which occurred 39

times. It included asking students if they understood, if they could give other

examples of the material just studied, and if they had questions. It also involved

asking students some questions about the material being studied. Additionally, the

teachers used Kurdish 33 times to translate English sentences into Kurdish and 32

times to talk about tests, quizzes, and other assignments. The latter included
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explaining question types for exams as well as giving homework and checking who

did the homework.

Additionally, using Kurdish while giving feedback to students occurred 27 times.
This involved correcting students’ mistakes in classroom activities and tasks and
sometimes praising students after they had done tasks correctly. Furthermore, the
teachers also used Kurdish 19 times for the purpose of assessing students’
performance. The teachers tried to assess students’ general ability in English through
asking questions about the meaning of words, phrases, and sentences as well as

asking about the materials already studied.

A noteworthy occasion of L1 use included explaining grammar (18 times). Nearly all
the instruction of grammar topics occurred during the observations was done in
Kurdish. The number of occurrences of teaching grammar in Kurdish is less than
some other categories, yet more time was spent on them, compared to other
functions, since they were all explained in detail in Kurdish. English was very rarely

used to teach grammar.

There were also some other uses of Kurdish on other occasions as shown in Table
4.21 above. Yet, two occasions “discussing the teaching methods used in class” and
“giving suggestions on how to communicate in English more effectively” never

occurred in any of the classes, neither in English nor in Kurdish.

When the teachers in four classes are compared, it can be seen that the teachers were
not consistent with each other in using Kurdish. Not only the number of occurrences

of Kurdish use, but also the occasions of using Kurdish vary from teacher to teacher.
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Some teachers used more Kurdish than others. Table 4.22 below shows the purposes

of using Kurdish by each teacher as well as the number of occurrences for each

purpose.

Table 4.22: Uses of Kurdish by each teacher

Occasions of Kurdish use by teachers

Number of Occurrences

Tl T2 T3 T4
Explaining new words 33 7 18 34
Explaining grammar 3 3 5 7
Explaining the similarities and differences between 1 0 0 0
Kurdish and English
glc\./mg instructions for activities, tasks, homework, 12 19 ) 12
Checking for comprehension 10 8 4 17
Discussing the teaching methods used in class 0 0 0 0
Explaining difficult concepts or topics 2 0 1 0
Summarizing materials already covered 5 1 3 7
Assessing students’ performance 6 4 1 8
Joking around with students 1 0 0 4
Helping students feel more comfortable and 1 0 0 1
confident
Giving suggestions on how to learn more effectively 1 0 0 0
Giving suggestions on how to communicate in 0 0 0 0
English more effectively
Giving feedback to students 3 5 7 12
Managing the class 16 36 14 72
Giving administrative information 0 0 1 1
Talking about tests, quizzes, and other assignments 13 3 4 12
Doing brainstorming prior to an activity 1 0 0 3
Translating a text from English to Kurdish 1 0 1 2
Explaining similarities and differences between L1

1 0 0 0

and L2 culture
Explaining the meaning of sentences 10 0 3 20
Answering students’ questions 0 1 14 2
Giving life lessons 2 0 0 0
TOTAL 122 87 78 214

Teacher 1 (T1)

Teacher 1 did most of the speaking in his classes and there was very little teacher-

student interaction. He used a lot of Kurdish (122 times) and on different occasions
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in his classes. He used Kurdish the most (33 times) to explain the meaning of 33 new
and unknown vocabulary such as syllable, funny, longer, adjective, history, compare,
than, expensive, price, good at, favourite, guess, first, etc. The second most frequent
use of Kurdish was for managing his classes (16 times), such as telling students to
keep quiet, be careful, write what was written on the board, move from one activity
to another as well as to warn them about their misbehavior. However, he also used
English to manage his classes saying “Don’t’ speak, please!”, “Be quiet.”, “Open
your books on page 76.”, “Follow what he reads”, etc. He sometimes translated some

of them to Kurdish to make sure they understand what they have to do.

Moreover, talking about tests, quizzes and other assignments is another category that
Kurdish was used for by T1. He used Kurdish 13 times to tell the students what they
had to do and prepare for the coming classes and also to check their homework and
assignments. However, he never talked about tests and quizzes. Similarly, the teacher
switched to Kurdish 12 times to give instructions for activities, tasks, and homework.
He used to tell them how to do classroom activities and tasks as well as homework
and assignments. However, sometimes both English and Kurdish were employed by

T1 to accomplish this purpose.

T1 also used Kurdish 10 times for checking comprehension which included asking
questions relevant to the topic being studied. For example, after he taught
comparative adjectives, he used Kurdish to ask students about when —er and when
more should be used to make comparative adjectives, how many syllables some
specific words are, and how the adjectives like nice, funny can be turned into

comparative. Similarly, he used Kurdish 10 times for explaining the meaning of
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sentences, such as “Which one do you want?”, “I love going to parties”, “What do

1

you like doing in the evening?”, and “Here you are.”.

Table 4.22 above also shows some other uses of Kurdish for some other purposes.
However, Kurdish was never used to discuss the teaching methods used in class, to
give suggestions on how to communicate in English more effectively, and to answer
students’ questions. However, this does not mean that English was used to perform
these functions; rather they never occurred in the class, neither in English nor in
Kurdish.

Teacher 2 (T2)

T2’s class was more interactive, compared to the other three classes and there was a
lot of teacher-student interaction. Despite some use of Kurdish, she used
comparatively more English. The teacher did not do most of the speaking in his
classes; rather, students were actively involved. Even though T2 used Kurdish 87
times, the purposes for which it was used, compared to the other three teachers,
covered only a few categories. She used Kurdish the most (36 times) in order to
manage her class. It included moving from one activity to another, arranging
students’ seats, telling them to come and write something on the board, asking
students to clean the board, telling them to listen carefully, arranging role-play
activities, managing time, encouraging students to participate, and warning them not
to forget to bring their books. However, the teacher sometimes used English to
manage her class (e.g. “hands down”, “keep quiet”, “open your books”) and
sometimes both English and Kurdish. She used English to manage her class and then

Kurdish to make sure they understand.
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The second most frequent use of Kurdish was for giving instructions for activities,
tasks, and homework (19 times). However, sometimes instructions were given in
English and sometimes this was followed by instructions in Kurdish. Furthermore,
the teacher used Kurdish eight times to check for comprehension; for instance, she
asked them in Kurdish “Did you all understand?”, “Do you have any questions?”,
“Who can give an example, then?”, “What did Kathy say?”, “So, what is the right
answer here?”, etc. An additional use of Kurdish was for explaining new words. She
used Kurdish seven times to show the meaning of words, such as good at, hate, like,

love, wearing, which, and comparative adjective.

There were also some other uses of Kurdish, as shown in Table 4.22 above, for
different purposes. However, there were some categories that did not occur in the
observed lessons, neither in English nor in Kurdish.

Teacher 3 (T3)

T3 used the least Kurdish (78 times), in comparison with the other teachers.
However, it was observed that most of class time was spent on making students busy
with reading long texts aloud and writing answers to the questions that follow the
texts on the board and he, compared to the other three teachers, did not do much
speaking in the class as he was a quiet teacher. Yet, teacher-student interactions and

communication were all in Kurdish.

T3 used Kurdish on various occasions in his classes. His most frequent use of
Kurdish (18 times) was to explain new words such as fogether, future, imagined,
waved, expectation, apprentice, cause, effect, alone, excited, etc. Sometimes, he

asked students in English about the meaning of a word and students gave the Kurdish
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meaning if the word was familiar to them. When the students had no idea about the

meaning of the word, the teacher gave them the Kurdish meaning by himself.

Kurdish was also frequently used for class management. He used Kurdish 14 times to
tell students to pay attention to the lessons and to be quiet, to choose a student to go
to the board and write answers of some questions, etc. Similarly, Kurdish was used
14 times by the teacher to answer students’ questions. Their questions were all
related to grammar topics being studied. Moreover, as for giving feedback to
students, the teacher reverted to Kurdish seven times. The feedback concerned
students’ mispronouncing and misspelling words, punctuation mistakes, and wrong

answers to questions.

Additionally, there were some other uses of Kurdish as illustrated in Table 4.22.
Similar to other classes, some occasions never occurred during the observations,
neither in English nor in Kurdish.

Teacher 4 (T4)

In comparison with the other three teachers, Teacher 4 used the most Kurdish (214
times). She rarely tried to speak English. The teacher was very active but she did not
do all the speaking in the class. The students were also participating in classroom
activities. It was observed that the teacher and her students were very close and
friendly to each other and that all the interactions and communication between them

were in Kurdish.

T4’s use of Kurdish covered most of the categories in the observation checklist. She
used Kurdish for many different purposes with differing times of occurrence. The

most widely used Kurdish (72 times) was for managing the classroom. She used
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Kurdish to inform students when she wanted to move the class from one activity to
another and to tell them to open their books, to choose students to read or to come to
the board and write answers to activities, to ask them to clean the board, to tell them
not to talk to each other and keep quiet, to warn them not to misbehave, to arrange

seating, etc.

The second most frequent use of Kurdish was for explaining new vocabulary. She
used Kurdish 34 times to explain the meaning of 34 words such as disappear, pick
up, job, community, therefore, as a result, easier, and complicated. Another frequent
use of Kurdish (20 times) concerned translating 20 English sentences into Kurdish,
such as “What is getting better for people who want a job?”, “The journey starts

’

inside you.”, “I didn’t go to school because I was sick.”, “I’d like to tidy up my

room.”, etc.

Similarly, T4 widely used Kurdish to check for comprehension. She switched to
Kurdish 17 times to check whether the students had questions about the topic being
studied, whether they understood, whether they could produce more examples as
well as to ask them some specific questions about the topic. Furthermore, the teacher
used Kurdish 12 times for each of the purposes of giving instructions for activities,
tasks, and homework, talking about tests, quizzes, and other assignments, as well as
giving feedback to students. Talking about tests, quizzes, and assignments included
explaining to students what questions in her exams would look like, giving
homework and assignments, and checking who had done homework. The feedback
included positive feedback (praising) and corrective feedback (correcting the

mistakes students made).
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On the other hand, Kurdish was resorted to by the teacher for some other purposes as
shown in Table 4.22 above. Again, similar to the other teachers, some other purposes
did not occur in the classroom, hence Kurdish use was not found for them.

4.8.2 Students’ Use of Kurdish

The students in all the classes overused Kurdish. They rarely used English, except
for some very basic words and expressions such as yes, no, ok, thank you or when
they were reading or doing an activity. However, students in Class 2 used
comparatively more English and less Kurdish. Besides, students in Class 1, 3 and 4
addressed their teachers in Kurdish, using “mamosta” meaning “teacher”, and they
very rarely used the English word “teacher” whereas students in Class 4 addressed
their teacher in English. However, addressing the teacher is not categorized in Table
4.23 below because it was difficult to count the number of its occurrences for two
reasons: (a) students addressed the teacher in Kurdish continuously many times
“teacher, teacher, teacher”, and (b) many students together addressed the teacher in

Kurdish at the same time.

Overall, the students in the four classes used Kurdish 243 times and on different
occasions. Table 4.23 below shows that the most frequent occasion where students
used Kurdish (123 times) was dealing with classroom routines and management.
Classroom routines and management covered various functions such as when
students raised their hands and asked the teacher to do an activity, to read, or write an
answer on the board, or when they said they did not understand something, or when
they wanted to make sure or show that they understood or they knew what was going
on in the class, or when they asked the teacher what they had to do, or when they
asked the teacher for permission to go out for a reason or to change their seats or to

close/open the door/window, or when students talked with the teacher about
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absentees, or when students asked the teacher if they could start writing now, or

when students asked the teacher if he wanted the board to get cleaned, etc.

Table 4.23: Overall uses of Kurdish by the four classes

Occasions of Kurdish use by students Number of
Occurrences
Talking during pair-work or group-work activities 0
Asking “how do we say ‘...” in English” 0
Translating an English word into Kurdish to show they 57
understand it
Translating a text from English to Kurdish to show they 0
understand it
Doing brainstorming prior to an activity 1
Talking about tests, quizzes, and other assignments 14
Discussing the teaching methods used in class 0
Checking for comprehension 2
Asking questions 22
Answering teacher’s questions 19
Explaining the meaning of sentences 5
Dealing with classroom routines/management 123
TOTAL 243

The second most frequent purpose of Kurdish use by the students was related to
translating English words. Students used Kurdish 57 times to translate 57 English
words into Kurdish. They usually gave the translations of the words when their
teachers asked them about the meanings of the words. Likewise, students resorted to
Kurdish 22 times to ask their teachers questions about the content and topic of the
lesson, and 19 times to answer teachers’ questions when the teacher wanted to check
for comprehension or assess their performance. Students also used Kurdish 14 times
to talk about tests, quizzes, and other assignments, such as asking about homework
and assignments, showing that they had done homework, and asking about question

types in tests.

136



Additionally, there were some other uses of Kurdish for some other purposes, such
as explaining the meaning of sentences (5 times), checking for comprehension (2
times), and doing brainstorming prior to an activity (once). Finally, there was no
Kurdish use, for some other purposes such as talking during pair-work or group-
work activities, asking “how do we say ‘...” in English?”, translating a text to
Kurdish, and discussing the teaching methods used in class. These activities did not
occur in the class, neither in English nor in Kurdish. For example, none of the
teachers brought pair-work and group-work activities into the classrooms and none

of the students asked how they could say something in English.

On the other hand, the amount and purposes of students’ use of Kurdish varied from
class to class. Table 4.24 summarizes the amount and purposes of Kurdish use by

each class.

Table 4.24: Uses of Kurdish by each class

Number of Occurrences

Occasions of Kurdish use by students Class Class Class Class
1 2 3 4
Talking during pair-work or group-work 0 0 0 0
activities
Asking “how do we say ‘...” in English” 0 0 0 0
Translating an English word into Kurdish to 10 7 25 15
show they understand it
Translating a text from English to Kurdish to 0 0 0 0
show they understand it
Doing brainstorming prior to an activity 1 0 0 0
Talking about tests, quizzes, and other 6 1 3 4
assignments
Discussing the teaching methods used in class 0 0 0 0
Checking for comprehension 0 0 2 0
Asking questions 1 1 17 3
Answering teacher’s questions 5 2 4 8
Explaining the meaning of sentences 2 1 0 2
Dealing with classroom routines/management 16 15 46 46
TOTAL 41 27 97 78
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Class 1

Students in Class 1 did the least speaking in the class and nearly all of this was in
Kurdish, except for very few times of using some very basic English words. The
students even addressed the teacher in Kurdish. Their level of proficiency in English
seemed to be so low that even when their teacher sometimes used very simple

language, he then had to translate it into Kurdish so that students could understand.

The students used Kurdish 41 times and for various purposes. They used Kurdish 16
times to deal with classroom routines and management. Besides, Kurdish was
resorted to by students ten times to translate English words into Kurdish, such as
more, easy, adjective, than, picnic, tortilla, etc. Further uses of Kurdish took place to
talk about tests, quizzes, and other assignments (six times), to answer teacher’
questions (five times), to explain the meaning of sentences (twice), and to ask
questions (once). On the other hand, some other purposes did not occur in the class;
for example, students never worked in pairs or groups. Hence, no Kurdish use was
found for these purposes as illustrated in Table 4.24.

Class 2

Similar to their teacher, students in Class 2 used the least Kurdish and the most
English in comparison to the other classes. They looked very motivated and they
were actively involved in classroom activities. They practiced role-paly activities in
English, and answered many questions of the teacher in English. Besides, they very
rarely addressed the teacher in Kurdish; rather, they mostly used the English word
“teacher” or “Miss”. When their teacher was asking questions in English, they used
to answer in English; they even sometimes answered their teacher’s Kurdish
questions in English. However, when their teacher used Kurdish to manage the class,

students reacted sometimes in Kurdish and sometimes in English.
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Overall, students in Class 2 used Kurdish 27 times. Many purposes for which they
employed Kurdish aimed at dealing with classroom routines/management (15 times)
and translating English words into Kurdish to show they understood them (seven
times). Regarding the latter purpose, the students were asked by their teacher about
the Kurdish meanings of some words such as wear, play, terrible voice, instrument,
etc. Finally, there were some other uses of Kurdish such as twice for answering
teacher’s questions, and once for talking about tests, quizzes, and other assignments,
once for asking questions, and once for explaining the meaning of sentences. The
other categories of Kurdish use did not occur in this class.

Class 3

Unlike their teacher who used the least Kurdish in the class, students in Class 3 used
the most Kurdish, compared to students from the other three classes. The students
did not use English, except for some very basic words such as yes, no, or teacher. All
the interaction between the teacher and the students was in Kurdish. The students
even addressed the teacher in Kurdish except for very few times. Moreover, student-

student communication was found to be in Kurdish.

In total, the students in Class 3 used Kurdish 97 times for different purposes. Dealing
with classroom routines and management was the most widely observed purpose of
students’ use of Kurdish (46 times). They never used any English for that purpose.
The second most frequent use of Kurdish by students (25 times) was for translating
ten English words into Kurdish to show they have understood them. They gave the
Kurdish meanings of the words when the teacher asked them about their meanings.
The words included losing, shoulder, imagined, waved, smart, wrong, boat, alone,
buy etc. Furthermore, they asked their teacher 17 questions in Kurdish. All their

questions concerned the grammar topics being studied. Finally, additional uses of

139



Kurdish covered answering teachers’ questions (four times), talking about tests,
quizzes, and other assignments (three times), and checking for comprehension
(twice).

Class 4

Similar to their teachers who used the most Kurdish compared to the other teachers,
students in Class 4 used a lot of Kurdish, but not more than students in Class 3. They
used English only to say yes, no, or ok. They also addressed the teacher in English,
even when they tended to speak Kurdish. Even though there was a lot of interaction

between the teacher and his students, nearly all of this was in Kurdish.

The students used Kurdish 78 times. The most frequent use of Kurdish (46 times)
was related to dealing with classroom routines and management. Students seemed
reluctant to use English for this purpose. Additionally, when their teacher asked them
about the meanings of some new words, they translated them into Kurdish. To do
that, they used Kurdish 15 times. The words included repair, damage, harder,
therefore, as a result, put down, effect, etc. Another purpose of using Kurdish was
related to answering teacher’s questions (eight times). Yet, it is worth mentioning
that the teacher asked the questions in Kurdish and the students answered them in
Kurdish. Some other instances of the use of Kurdish aimed at talking about tests,
quizzes, and assignments (four times), asking questions (three times), and explaining
the meaning of sentences (twice). However, the other categories of Kurdish use did

not occur in this class.
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4.9 Research Question 9: Does the students’ actual use of Kurdish in

English classes change across different levels of study?

The analysis of the classroom observations showed that there were some differences
between 7™ grade classes and 11™ grade classes regarding the amount of Kurdish
used by the students. The overall results of the actual uses of Kurdish in English

classes across the two levels are demonstrated in Table 4.25 below.

Table 4.25: Overall uses of Kurdish across different levels

Occasions of Kurdish use by students Grade 7 Grade 11

classes classes

Talking during pair-work or group-work activities 0 0
Asking “how do we say ‘...” in English” 0 0
Translating an English word into Kurdish to show

: 17 40
they understand it
Translating a text from English to Kurdish to show

. 0 0
they understand it
Doing brainstorming prior to an activity 1 0
Talking about tests, quizzes, and other assignments 7 7
Discussing the teaching methods used in class 0 0
Checking for comprehension 0 2
Asking questions 2 20
Answering teacher’s questions 7 12
Explaining the meaning of sentences 3 2
Dealing with classroom routines/management 31 92
TOTAL 68 175

As can be seen in the above table, for many of the purposes 11" grade students used
Kurdish more than 7" grade students did. The most noticeable difference between
the two levels regarding the use of Kurdish is related to dealing with classroom
routines/management. Grade 11 classes used Kurdish 92 times for dealing with
classroom routines/management while Grade 7 classes revert to Kurdish for this
purpose only 31 times. However, dealing with classroom routines/management is the

most frequent purpose, in comparison with the other purposes, for which Kurdish
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was employed in both levels of study. The second most frequent uses of Kurdish in
each level of study concerned “translating an English word into Kurdish to show
they understand it”, yet with a big difference between them. 11th grade students used
Kurdish in 40 times while students at 7" grade used Kurdish for this purpose only 17
times. Another apparent divergence between the two levels corresponded to students’
use of Kurdish when asking questions. 11™ grade students used Kurdish for this
purpose 20 times while 7" grade students did so only twice. Similarly, another
variation between the two levels of study belongs to ‘“answering teacher’s

lth

questions”. 11" grade students resorted to Kurdish for this purpose 12 times while 7"

grade students only 7 times.

On the other hand, the two levels of study used the same amount of Kurdish to talk
about tests, quizzes, and other assignments. They both used Kurdish 7 times for this
purpose. However, 7" grade students were not found to use remarkably more
Kurdish than 11" grade students for any of the purposes. Lastly, the total numbers of
Kurdish use by both groups show that 11" grade students used Kurdish 175 times
while 7" grade students used it only 68 times. In short, it can be concluded that
higher grade students used more Kurdish than lower grade students did and that level

of study can be a factor that affects the amount of L1 use in L2 classes.

4.10 Research Question 10: Does the students’ actual use of Kurdish

in English classes change across gender?

The analysis of the classroom observations exhibited some differences between male
and female students regarding the use of Kurdish in English classes. The table below
shows the occasions and frequencies of the actual uses of Kurdish by male and

female students.
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Table 4.26: Overall uses of Kurdish across gender

Occasions of Kurdish use by students Male Female
classes classes

Talking during pair-work or group-work activities 0 0
Asking “how do we say ‘...” in English” 0 0
Translating an English word into Kurdish to show

: 35 22
they understand it
Translating a text from English to Kurdish to show

. 0 0
they understand it
Doing brainstorming prior to an activity 1 0
Talking about tests, quizzes, and other assignments 9 5
Discussing the teaching methods used in class 0 0
Checking for comprehension 2 0
Asking questions 18 4
Answering teacher’s questions 9 10
Explaining the meaning of sentences 2 3
Dealing with classroom routines/management 62 61
TOTAL 138 105

As can be seen in Table 4.26, even though there was not much difference between
male and female students regarding the use of Kurdish, for many of the purposes
male students used Kurdish, to some extent, more than female students did. To
illustrate, male students’ use of Kurdish outweigh female students’ use of it in
“translating an English word into Kurdish to show they understand it”. Male students
made use of Kurdish 35 times for this purpose while female students used it only 22
times. Another noticeable difference between the two groups concerned ‘“asking
questions”. Male students asked questions in Kurdish 18 times while female students
did so only four times. As for talking about tests, quizzes, and other assignments,

male students likewise used more Kurdish (9 times) than female students (5 times).

On the contrary, female students were not found to use remarkably more Kurdish
than male students for any of the purposes. However, the two groups used nearly the

same amount of Kurdish for “answering teachers’ questions” and “dealing with
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classroom routines/management”. However, the total numbers of Kurdish use by the
two groups show some divergence between male and female students, with male
students exceeding female students. Male students used Kurdish 138 times while
female students used it 105 times. Consequently, even though the difference between
the two groups’ use of Kurdish does not seem to be as great as the difference
occurred between 7" and 11" grade students, it can be concluded that gender may
have little impact on the use of L1 in L2 classes.

4.11 Summary

In this chapter, the results of the present study were presented. More specifically, the
attitudes of students and teachers regarding the use of Kurdish in English classes
were revealed and then compared with each other. Furthermore, the potential
differences between attitudes of male and female students and between 7" grade and
11™ grade students were demonstrated. In addition, the actual uses of Kurdish by
both students and teachers were unveiled. Finally, the effect of gender and level of
study on the actual use of Kurdish were shown. Having answered all the research
questions in this chapter, the next chapter is devoted to the discussion of the findings,

conclusion of the study, and implications for teaching and further research.
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Chapter 5

DISCUSSION OF RESULTS AND CONCLUSION

This chapter discusses the results in relation to the research questions by considering
the relevant literature. It also provides a conclusion of the study. After that, it
presents pedagogical recommendations deduced from the results of the study and

finally it provides suggestions for further research.
5.1 Discussion of Results

In this section, the results of the study are discussed in the light of the research
questions.

Research Question 1: What are the teachers’ attitudes toward the use of L1 in
EFL classes?

The results of the teacher questionnaire and teacher interviews showed that the
teachers were a little bit more positive toward teachers’ use of Kurdish than students’
use of it. A reason might be that they may prefer their students to do more speaking
practice and use English to learn it. This is parallel to Willis and Willis® (2007)
suggestion to students “use it to learn it” (p. 220). The teachers also believed that
using Kurdish facilitates teaching and learning a lot. This coincides with what many
researchers (Brooks-Lewis, 2009; Dujmovi¢, 2007; Jones, 2010; Mart, 2013; Miles,
2004; Sipra, 2007; Stapa & Majid, 2012) argue for; that is, appropriate use of L1 can
facilitate L2 learning. This is also in harmony with Anh’s (2010) study, in which

teachers believed that using L1 can play a positive role in the classroom. Yet, it is in
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opposition with Hamze (2010) in which the teachers did not believe using L.1 would

facilitate learning.

Even though the attitudes of the teachers in the present study were positive toward
the use of Kurdish in English classes, they preferred very limited use of it. This
perception matches with the attitudes of teachers in some other studies (Qadri, 2006;

Salah, 2012; Taski, 2011).

As for some specific occasions of Kurdish use, the findings showed that the teachers
had extremely high positive attitudes toward teachers’ use of Kurdish mostly for the
purpose of translating English texts. This reminds the role of L1 use in GTM
(Larsen-Freeman, 2000). The teachers’ highly positive attitudes might be due to their
beliefs about students’ proficiency level. They may believe that students are not
proficient enough to understand the long reading passages or ‘literary reader’

episodes in Sunrise textbooks.

The teachers also had very positive attitudes toward using Kurdish when discussing
teaching methods used in the class. Using L1 for this purpose is also suggested by
Schweers (1999) and Voicu (2012). They were also positive toward using Kurdish
for giving suggestions on how to learn more effectively. Besides, the teachers
showed very positive attitudes toward students’ use of Kurdish when discussing
teaching methods used in the class and translating English words to show their
understanding. This latter occasion is also proposed by Willis and Willis (2007). The
teachers also preferred students to use L1 when they do brainstorming prior to an

activity and when talking about tests, quizzes, and other assignments.
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Overall the teachers’ attitudes toward the use of Kurdish in English classes were
positive, except for one of the teachers, and they preferred moderate and sometimes
use of Kurdish in English classes. They may have this attitude because, according to
them, the students’ level of proficiency is so low to understand English-only classes.
This implies that teachers were not against the use of Kurdish in English classes, but
they seemed to be against overusing it and therefore they argued for limiting it.
Possible reasons for this might be because the teachers are aware of the
disadvantages of overusing Kurdish in English classes and/or because the teachers
believe students’ proficiency level is not high enough to understand English-only
classes. The positive perceptions of teachers contradict with the results of Hamze
(2010), Qadumi’s (2007) and Taskin (2011) in which teachers were not in favor of
using L1, but match with the results of many other studies (Al-Nofaie, 2010; Anh,
2010; Jingxia, 2010; Mahmutoglu & Kicir, 2013; Salah, 2012; Sarandi, 2013;
Schweers, 1999; Tang, 2002; Timor, 2012) in which teachers had positive attitudes
toward the use of L1 in their classes.

Research Question 2: What are the students’ attitudes toward the use of L1 in
EFL classes?

According to the results of the student questionnaire, the students were positive
related to the use of Kurdish by students and teachers, but they seemed to be against
overusing it. They believed that teachers and students can sometimes make use of
Kurdish in English classes. This can be explained by their potential awareness of the
benefits of judicious and moderate use of L1. This perception is also supported by
the findings of Kalanzadeh et al. (2013), and Judrez and Oxbrow (2008). Yet, the
students of the present study had slightly more positive attitudes toward teachers’ use

of L1 than students’ use of it. They preferred to do more speaking in English and less
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in Kurdish and use what they learn from their teachers. This is consistent with the
suggestion made by Willis and Willis (2007): “use it to learn it” (p. 220). The
students also believed that using Kurdish can sometimes assist learning English. This
belief is in line with the results of Schweers’ (1999) and Brooks-Lewis’ (2009)
studies but it is totally in opposition with Hamze’s (2010) study in which students
believed that L1 use does not assist students’ learning. The reason for this belief
might be that they are likely to believe that L1 use does not always help L2 learning,

rather they may believe that it helps learning if used only when it is necessary.

In terms of the teachers’ use of Kurdish, the students had extremely highly positive
attitudes toward teachers’ use of Kurdish in giving suggestions on how to
communicate in English more effectively. This can be due to their lack of or
insufficient speaking ability and their need to improve it. They were also very
positive to teachers’ use of Kurdish when explaining difficult concepts and topics. A
possible explanation for this might be due to their low level of English proficiency
and having difficulties in understanding difficult topics and concepts without
Kurdish explanation of them. This is consistent with the results of Schweers’ (1999)

study.

Similarly, another finding of the present study showed that the students had very
positive attitudes toward teachers’ use of Kurdish to make students feel more
comfortable and confident. A possible explanation for this might be that they may
have high anxiety when using English and they need teachers’ use of Kurdish to help
them feel at ease. They also asked for teachers’ use of Kurdish whenever they have

difficulty in understanding and also when teaching a new topic for the first time.
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On the other hand, regarding students’ use of Kurdish, they were positive to
translating English words and texts into Kurdish to show their understanding.
Translation is also mentioned by students in Hashemi and Sabet’s (2013) study.
Moreover, the students in the present study also expressed very high positive
tendency to use Kurdish whenever it is difficult for them to speak in English and also
to tell the teacher that they do not understand. They seemed to be worried about their

lack of ability to speak and understand English.

Overall, the students had highly positive attitudes (M = 3.66) toward the use of
Kurdish in English classes. They may feel more comfortable when Kurdish is used in
the class due to their insufficient ability to understand English instructions and to use
it. This is parallel to the findings of some other studies (Al-Nofaie, 2010; Bfenkova,
2007; Brooks-Lewis, 2009; Chavez, 2003; Dujmovi¢, 2007; Hashemi & Sabet, 2013;
Jingxia, 2010; Mahmutoglu & Kicir, 2013; Mohammad, 2013; Schweers, 1999;
Tang, 2002; Taskin, 2011) and contradictory to the findings of others (Hamze, 2010;
Nazary, 2008; Qadri, 2006).

Research Question 3: Is there a difference between the attitudes of the teachers
and those of the students?

The results revealed that the students, compared to the teachers, showed more
positive attitudes regarding teachers’ and students’ use of Kurdish in English classes.
In other words, the students preferred more Kurdish use while the teachers preferred
rare use of it. This can be explained by students’ low level of English proficiency and
consequently its being easier for them to communicate and say whatever they want

in Kurdish (Scrinever, 2011).
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The teachers were more positive regarding teachers’ use of Kurdish to give
suggestions on how to learn more effectively. This is in line with what Cameron
(2001) and Harmer (2007) suggested, that is, using L1 to talk about learning. They
also showed more positive attitudes to teachers’ use of Kurdish when discussing
teaching methods used in class. This is also suggested by Schweers (1999) and Voicu
(2012). On the other hand, the students were more in favor of teachers’ use of
Kurdish for giving suggestions on how to communicate more effectively and helping
students feel more comfortable and confident. They were also more positive toward
teachers’ use of Kurdish for explaining difficult concepts and topics. Using L1 for
this purpose is also proposed by Juarez and Oxbrow (2008). However, the teachers
and the students had nearly similar beliefs with respect to teachers’ use of Kurdish
for the purposes of giving suggestions to students on how to learn more effectively

and joking around with students.

On the other hand, as for students’ use of Kurdish, the teachers showed more positive
attitudes for discussing teaching methods used in the class and doing brainstorming
prior to some activities. They were also comparatively more positive toward
students’ use of Kurdish when talking during pair-work and group-work activities.
This purpose of L1 use was also recommended by Cook (2008). However the
students indicated more preference for making use of Kurdish when checking for
comprehension. This was also put forward by Cook (2001) and Schweers (1999).
Again, they were more positive than the teachers regarding students’ use of Kurdish
to translate English texts into Kurdish to show their understanding. However, they
showed nearly similar positive attitudes toward students’ use of Kurdish for

translating English words into Kurdish to show their understanding.
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Overall, the students were more positive than the teachers regarding the use of
Kurdish in English classes. This is in accordance with some earlier studies (Hashemi
& Sabet, 2013; Tagkin, 2011) in which the students were more positive than the
teachers but it is in contradiction with some others (Kalanzadeh et al., 2013; Jingxia,
2010; Qadri, 2006; Schweers, 1999) in which the teachers showed more positive
attitudes.

Research Question 4: Do the attitudes change between low level and high level
students?

Although the comparison between the 7" grades and the 11™ grades showed many
differences, not all of them were statistically significant. For example, their attitudes
toward teachers’ use of Kurdish in English classes did not differ statistically
significantly. They both believed that teachers should sometimes use Kurdish in
English classes, but this differs from the results of Prodromou’s (2002) study in
which lower level students were more positive toward teachers’ use of L1. However,
11™ grade students were more positive than 7 grade students regarding students’ use
of Kurdish. The reason for this can be that they lack the experience of using L2 in
their previous levels of study. This finding disagrees with Prodromou’s (2002) study
in which lower level students believed that they should use more L1 than higher level

students.

Similarly, 11"™ grade students were more positive as for teachers’ use of Kurdish
when explaining new words, grammar, the similarities and differences between
Kurdish and English, and difficult concepts or topics. They were also more positive
to teachers’ use of Kurdish when summarizing materials already covered and
translating English texts into Kurdish. A possible explanation for students’ positive

attitudes toward the use of L1 in teaching grammar and explaining new words can be
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due to their limited knowledge of grammar and vocabulary. Therefore, they prefer
their teachers to teach them in Kurdish to make their comprehension easier.
Likewise, a possible explanation for 1" grade students being more positive to
teachers’ translating texts might be due to having long episodes of the Literary
Reader which are located at the end of their coursebook and long reading texts in the
teaching units while 7" grade coursebooks lack the Literary Reader stories and long
texts. 11" grade students may want to understand those stories and hence they, in
comparison with 7" grade students, may prefer more translation of texts. As for

students’ use of Kurdish, 11"

grade students showed greater tendencies to use
Kurdish when asking “how do we say °...” in English?”, translating an English word
into Kurdish to show they understand it, and translating a text from English to

Kurdish to show they understand it. 11™ grade students seemed to want to show or

check that they understand translations of words and texts.

The results concerning the overall attitudes showed statistically significant
differences between 7™ and 11" grade students, with 11" grade students having more
positive attitudes toward the use of Kurdish in English classes. However, it was
expected that when students progress in their L2 learning, they have stronger
preferences for more L2 and weaker preferences for L1. Harmer (2007) explains that
when students’ English improves, less L1 is needed “the more they work in English,
the better their English will get, and the better their English is, the less need we have
for L1” (p. 135). However, this might be related to their years of English learning
experience. 7" grade students started studying English at school at grade 1 when they
were 6. Hence, they had 7 years of learning experience. As for 11" grade students,
they started studying English at school at grade 5 when they were 11 years old. They

similarly had approximately 7 years of learning experience. As a result, because they
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were overloaded with more difficult materials, too much grammar, long texts, and
less frequent words, they may need more L1 to understand. This can also be
explained by what they think they need. The low level students may want to learn
English as quickly as possible and consequently they think they need to be exposed
to less Kurdish, i.e. to as much English as possible. High level students, on the other
hand, may think that they are proficient and they have already been exposed to
sufficient English and that using Kurdish in the class is not a problem. However, this
finding is parallel to the findings in Tagkin (2011) where upper-intermediate level
students were more positive than intermediate students, however, beginner level
students were more positive than the other two levels. This finding contradicts with
the findings of Nazary (2008) in which intermediate level students were more
negative than elementary level students and those of Bienkova (2007), Mouhanna
(2009), and Prodromou (2002) in which lower level students were more positive than
higher level students as regards L1 use.

Research Question 5: Do the attitudes change between male and female
students?

The comparison between the means of male and female students’ responses showed
some differences. However, only a few of these differences were statistically
significant. For example, female students were more positive than male students
regarding the extent to which using Kurdish helps them learn English. The female
students were also more positive regarding teachers’ use of Kurdish when explaining
difficult concepts and topics. This is in line with students’ beliefs in the study
conducted by Mohammad (2013) at Computer Institutes in the Kurdistan Region of
Irag. On the other hand, in the present study, male students were more positive

regarding students’ use of Kurdish when doing brainstorming prior to an activity.
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Finally, no other statistically significant differences were found between the attitudes

of the male and female students.

The overall results showed no statistically significant differences between the
attitudes of the male and female students toward the use of Kurdish in English
classes; that is, the gender did not seem to be a factor that affects attitudes of students
toward L1 use. This finding contradicts with Mohammad’s (2013) study where
students’ gender was found to affect their attitudes toward the use of L1 in L2
classes.

Research Question 6: What are the teachers’ perceived needs for L1 use in EFL
classes?

The teachers provided many reasons for using Kurdish in their classes. They all
stated that they use Kurdish mostly because it often helps students understand and
subsequently learn more easily because their level of proficiency in English is not
high enough to understand English instruction without Kurdish explanations. This
reason is also mentioned by teachers in some earlier studies (Al-Nofaie, 2010; Anh,
2010; Hashemi & Sabet, 2013; Jingxia, 2010; Schweers, 1999; Tang, 2002; Timor,
2012). The teachers in the present study also said that they use Kurdish because it
helps students understand and subsequently remember vocabulary items. They
seemed to look at vocabulary as a very important element of language that students
need to master in order to learn the language, and consequently teachers need to do
everything to make comprehension easier, including the use of Kurdish in teaching
them. They may believe that without Kurdish, students may have difficulties in
understanding and remembering meanings of words. This matches with the findings
of Hazme (2010) in which the teachers, as a result of the English-only policy and the

prohibition of L1 use, had great difficulties in conveying meaning. Jones (2010) also

154



explains that comprehension and memorization of L2 words will be easier when
students translate them into L1. The teachers in the present study also stated that they
use Kurdish because it helps students understand difficult concepts and topics. This
may be because the teachers believe that students’ level in English is not high
enough to understand difficult materials without teachers’ use of Kurdish. Therefore,
they may want to help students avoid confusion about complex concepts and topics

in L2 by explaining them in Kurdish. This is also highlighted by Celik (2008).

Furthermore, the teachers stated that they use Kurdish because it sometimes helps
them teach the language. For example, they believed that it is easier for them to teach
new vocabulary and difficult concepts and topics through the use of Kurdish. This is
parallel to Timor’s (2012) study where the teachers explained that using L1 helps
explaining difficult issues. They also believed that using Kurdish in English classes
saves time. The reason for this can be that whenever they teach something in
English, they have to teach it again in Kurdish to make sure that students understand.
This perceived need for Kurdish use is also mentioned by both Celik (2008) who
categorizes it as a physical or mechanical factor and Martinez and Olivera (2003)
who supported L1 use to save time and effort. It is also consistent with the findings
of some other studies (Anh, 2012; Salah, 2012; Tang, 2002; Timor, 2012) where the

teachers explained that they use L1 because it is less time-consuming.

Besides, only one of the participant teachers explained that her proficiency level in
English is low and prevents her from using English. This justification is also
provided by teachers in a study conducted in China by Jingxia (2010). This is also in
line with Hoff (2013) who mentioned that knowing when, how, and for what

purposes they can appropriately use L1 can be related to the teachers’ own
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proficiency level and competence because using L2 requires sufficient level of
proficiency and competence. Therefore, using L1 1is easier and more
communicatively effective (Salah, 2012; Sipra, 2007) especially when students’ and
teachers’ L2 proficiency level is not sufficient to use L2.

Research Question 7: What are the students’ perceived needs for L1 use in EFL
classes?

Similar to the teachers, the students provided many reasons for using Kurdish in their
English classes. They explained that they use Kurdish because it helps them better
understand and learn L2. This is also supported by one of their teachers who stated
that some students use Kurdish because they think it helps them. This is in line with
the reasons provided by students in the studies conducted by Brooks-Lewis (2009)
and Hashemi and Sabet (2013). Moreover, Hamze’s (2010) study indicated that
students had many difficulties in understanding because of banning L1 use in English
classes and Martinez and Olivera (2003) argued that L1 use guarantees that students

understand the meaning.

More specifically, the students thought that using Kurdish often helps them
comprehend and consequently remember vocabulary items more easily. They may
put too much emphasis on vocabulary and do everything, including L1 use, to make
vocabulary comprehension easier. They also stated that they use Kurdish in their
classes because it often helps them understand difficult concepts and topics better.
These two reasons coincide with the reasons put forward by the students in Tang

(2002).

The students further explained that they use Kurdish because their English is not

good enough to speak it. This is also supported by their teachers when they were
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asked why their students use Kurdish. As a result, students may feel embarrassed to
speak L2, as pointed out by Sipra (2007) stating that students, especially those who
are less proficient in L2, feel embarrassed when using L.2. This can also be explained
by their potential fear of making mistakes in front of other students and being
corrected by their teachers. They might be afraid of leaving negative impression on
their peers and teachers. For example, students in Khati (2011) said that they use L1
because their friends usually make fun of them when they try to speak L2 and they

are afraid of teachers’ negative feedback when they make mistakes.

Additionally, the students explained that they use Kurdish because it is more
comfortable. This is also mentioned by one of their teachers who claimed that due to
their low level, using L1 is easier for students and it makes them feel more
comfortable, confident, and secure. This is supported by Scrinever (2011) and Sipra
(2007) who also argued that using L1 is easier and it can be because of their low
proficiency level in L2, which prevents them from saying everything in L2.
Furthermore, the students in some earlier studies (Al-Nofaie, 2010; Hashemi and
Sabet, 2013; Schweers, 1999; Tang, 2002) provided similar justifications for using
L1. They explained that they use L1 because it makes them feel more at ease,

comfortable, and confident, and less stressed and lost.

Besides, the students believed that using Kurdish encourages/motivates them. Some
students, as pointed out by one of the teachers, are not motivated and they do not like
the lesson and as a result they prefer not to use English. Using L1 assists students in
lowering the level of anxiety and increasing their motivation for L2 learning
(Auerbach, 1993; Cook, 2001; El-dali, 2012; Ellis, 2012; Jones, 2010; Kelleher,

2013; Sipra, 2007).
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Finally, another teacher added another reason for students’ L1 use. He believed that
his students use L1 because he allowed them to do so at the beginning of the
academic year. The reason for this teacher’s allowing his students to use L1 might be
that he himself also used L1 in his classes and consequently he could not ask his
students to avoid it. This is also mentioned by Khati (2011) who found that the
teachers preferred to use L1 more than L2 and therefore they could not encourage L2
use.

Research Question 8: When and where and for what purposes is L1 used in
EFL classes by the teachers and the students?

The results of classroom observations revealed that Kurdish was used extensively by
teachers and students in different situations and for a variety of purposes. Regarding
teachers’ use of Kurdish, it was found out that L1 was overused, except for T2 who
used more English and less Kurdish in comparison with the other teachers. This can
be because the teachers might have negative beliefs about students’ proficiency level
and their ability to understand English. Pan and Pan (2010) mentioned that the
amount of teachers’ use of L1 is affected by students’ level of proficiency and
teaching purposes. It can also be explained by teachers’ habits of L1 use in their
classes. Overusing L1 contradicts the interactionist perspective which is supported
by Krashen’s Input Hypothesis (Krashen, 1982) as well as Krashen’s Natural
Approach (Krashen and Terrell, 1995) which call for learning L2 through maximized

L2 input.

It was obtained that L1 was overused by teachers for classroom management. In the
literature, some scholars (Cameron, 2001; Cook, 2001, 2008; Jones, 2010; Sabb,
2011; Voicu, 2012) have suggested L1 use for this purpose. Moreover, many studies

(Grim, 2010; Hamze, 2010; Hoff, 2013; Jingxia, 2010; Kafes, 2011; Macaro, 1997;
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Polio & Duff, 1994; Salah, 2012; Tagkin, 2011; Thompson, 2006; White & Storch,

2012) have shown that teachers used L1 to manage their classes.

The second highest frequent use of Kurdish by teachers was for explaining the
meaning of new words. Besides, many sentence translations occurred in the classes.
The rationale behind this can be that it might be difficult for teachers to convey
meaning without the use of L1, as reported by teachers in a study conducted by
Hamze (2010). This use of L1 is also suggested by some other researchers and
scholars (Cameron, 2001; Cook, 2001, 2008; Jones, 2010; Juarez & Oxbrow, 2008;
Mahmutoglu & Kicir, 2013; Martinez & Olivera, 2003; Sabb, 2011; Voicu, 2012;
Willis & Willis, 2007). Besides, many other studies have shown that teachers used
L1 to explain the meaning of new words (Al-Nofaie, 2010; Hamze, 2010; Hoff,
2013; Grim, 2010; Jingxia, 2010; Khati, 2011; Polio & Duff, 1994; Salah, 2012;
Sipra, 2007; Tang, 2002; Tagkin, 2011; Thompson, 2006; White & Storch, 2012) and
to translate English sentences into L1 (Kalanzadeh et al., 2013; Salah, 2012) in their

L2 classes.

It was also found out that Kurdish was used extensively by teachers for the purpose
of giving instructions for activities, tasks, homework, etc. Some researchers and
scholars in the field of ELT (Cameron, 2001; Cook, 2001, 2008; Martinez & Olivera,
2003; Prodromou, 2002; Sabb, 2011; Schweers, 1999) have also suggested the use of
L1 for this purpose. Likewise, many studies (Grim, 2010; Hoff, 2013; Khati, 2011;
Macaro, 1997; Salah, 2012; Sipra, 2007; Tang, 2002) focused on teachers’ actual use

of L1 and reached similar results.
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Another purpose for teachers’ use of Kurdish was to check for comprehension. The
use of L1 for this purpose was also supported by Cameron (2001), Juarez and
Oxbrow (2008), Prodromou, (2002), and Schweers, (1999). This is similar to what
teachers have actually used L1 for in some other studies (Kafes, 2011; Macaro, 1997;

Salah, 2012).

Giving feedback to students was another occasion where L1 was used in the present
study. Cameron, (2001), Juarez and Oxbrow (2008), Prodromou (2002), and
Schweers (1999) also believe that L1 use can be beneficial when giving feedback.
Macaro (1997) and Taskin (2011) also found out that teachers made use of L1 in

their classes when giving feedback to students.

Another noteworthy function of L1 use included explaining grammar (18 times).
Nearly all the instruction on grammar topics was done in Kurdish during the
observations. The use of L1 for teaching grammar is also suggested by many
researchers (Cook, 2001, 2008; Damra & Al Qudah, 2012; Jones, 2010; Mahmutoglu
& Kicir, 2013; Sabb, 2011; Voicu, 2012). Similarly, teachers in many studies (Al-
Nofaie, 2010; Grim, 2010; Hoff, 2013; Jingxia, 2010; Kalanzadeh et al., 2013; Khati,
2011; Sipra, 2007; Taskin, 2011; Thompson, 2006; White & Storch, 2012) have

reported to be using L1 in their classes when explaining grammar.

On the other hand, the results of classroom observations showed that students made
use of lots of Kurdish and they rarely used English, except for some very basic words
and expressions or when they were reading or doing an activity. This might be due to
their lack of speaking ability or communication strategies in L2 as the analysis of

student questionnaire showed that they preferred their teachers to use lots of Kurdish
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in order to give them suggestions on how to communicate in English more
effectively. The students’ extensive use of Kurdish might be linked to their teachers’
overuse of it. Thompson (2006) found out that the more L2 was used by teachers, the
more it was used by students. However, in the 7" grade female class, students
comparatively used more English and less Kurdish. This can be linked to their

teacher who was observed to actually use more English than the other teachers.

The most frequent use of Kurdish by students was for dealing with classroom
routines and management. This can be because of the fact that their teachers had
allowed them to use Kurdish at the beginning of the class and it may have become a
habit for them to resort to L1 for classroom routines. Similarly, students in
Eldridge’s (1996) and Thompson’s (2006) studies were found to have actually used

L1 in their L2 classes for this purpose.

The second most common purpose of Kurdish use by the students was related to
translating English words. This can be explained by their giving too much
importance to vocabulary. This might also be due to their highly positive attitudes
toward students’ use of L1 for translating English words. Willis and Willis (2007)
explained that L1 can be used appropriately by students when translating new words
into L1 to check comprehension. Likewise, students in many studies (Al-Nofaie,
2010; Eldridge, 1996; Kalanzadeh et al., 2013; Thompson, 2006) were found to have

used L1 for translating unknown words.

Students also resorted to Kurdish many times to ask their teachers questions about
the content and topic of the lesson. It might have been difficult for them to ask

questions in English because of their low level of proficiency. Scrinever (2011)
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explained that it is difficult for students to say in L2 what they want to say. This use
of L1 is also suggested by Duff and Polio (1990). Similarly, Al-Nofaie (2010) found
out that students made use of L1 when they wanted to ask questions. Answering
teachers’ questions was another situation where students resorted to Kurdish in the
present study. This is in harmony with the suggestions made by Cameron (2001)
about appropriate uses of L1.

Research Question 9: Does the actual use of Kurdish in English classes change
across different levels of study?

The results of the classroom observations analysis indicated great differences in L1

use between 7" grade and 11" grade students. It was found out that 11"

grade
students used nearly three times more Kurdish than 7" grade students for the purpose
of dealing with classroom routines and management. They also made use of Kurdish

much more than 7" grade students for translating English words to show their

understanding, and asking and answering questions.

Generally, grade 11 students used much more Kurdish than 7" grade students and the
difference between them was great. This finding is in contradiction with what
Cameron (2001) and Thompson (2006) stated: the higher the level of the class is, the
more L2 and less L1 is employed. It also disagrees with Bhooth, Azman, and Ismail
(2014) and Mouhanna (2009) who believe that when students’ L2 proficiency
increases, they must decrease their dependence on L1. Their behaviors may have
been affected by their attitudes toward L1 use as 11" grade students were more
positive than 7 grade students. However, this finding is supported by Eldridge
(1996) who claimed that the assumption that the more proficient the students are in
L2, the less L1 they will use might not be correct. He came to this conclusion

because the results of his study in a Turkish secondary school demonstrated that
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students with high and low levels of proficiency were similar in the use of L1 in their
L2 classes.

Research Question 10: Does the actual use of Kurdish in English classes change
across gender?

The results of classroom observations showed that male and female students differ in
the use of Kurdish in English classes. Male students used Kurdish to some extent
more than female students did in translating English words to show their
understanding, asking questions, and talking about tests, quizzes, and other
assignments. There were also some other small differences in the use of Kurdish

between male and female students.

Overall, male students used more Kurdish than female students, and because the
differences between them were not as much considerable as the differences obtained
between 7™ and 11" grade students, it can be inferred that gender may have very
little impact on the use of L1 in L2 classes. Male students’ slightly more use of
Kurdish can be connected to male dominance in almost all social contexts, including
schools. Hence, female students may tend to remain more silent than male students

and not to participate in classroom discussions as much as male students do.
5.2 Conclusion

The present study attempted to identify attitudes of basic and high school teachers
and students toward the use of L1 (Kurdish) in L2 (English) classes in the city of
Erbil in the Kurdistan Region of Iraq. It also tried to find out if there was any
difference between the attitudes of teachers and students. Besides, it looked into the
students’ and the teachers’ perceived needs for Kurdish in their English classes.

Further, it investigated the effect of level of study and gender on students’ attitudes.
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Additionally, the study attempted to explore the purposes for which the teachers and
the students actually used Kurdish in English classes and the effect of level of study

and gender on their L1 use.

The participants were 4 teachers and 98 students in four different classes in four
schools: Class 1 (7" grade male students), Class 2 (7" grade female students), Class
3 (11* grade male students), Class 4 (1t grade female students). Triangulation
method was used to collect the data, including both quantitative and qualitative
methods. Quantitative data was collected through two questionnaires — student
questionnaire and teacher questionnaire — while qualitative data was collected

through teacher interviews and classroom observations.

The results of the data analysis showed that, except for one teacher who showed
some negative attitudes toward the use of Kurdish in English classes, the other three
teachers were positive toward it. However, they were against overusing Kurdish and
they preferred moderate and sometimes use of Kurdish. They also believed that it, to
a large extent, facilitates learning and, to some extent, makes teaching easier. Hence,
they showed very positive attitudes toward using Kurdish for the purposes of
translating English texts, discussing teaching methods used in the class, giving
suggestions on how to learn more effectively, and giving administrative information.
As for students’ use of Kurdish in English classes, the teachers were highly positive
when students discuss teaching methods used in class, translate English words to
show their understanding, do brainstorming prior to an activity, and talk about tests,

quizzes, and other assignments.
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Similar to the teachers, the students were also positive toward the use of Kurdish in
English classes. Their positive attitudes were relatively higher; they believed that
Kurdish can offen be used in English classes. The students also believed that using
Kurdish can sometimes assist learning English. Yet, they were slightly more positive
to teachers’ use of Kurdish than students’ use of it. The students show strong
preferences for teachers’ use of Kurdish for giving suggestions on how to
communicate in English more effectively, explaining difficult concepts and topics,
making students feel more comfortable and confident, and teaching a new topic for
the first time. Similarly, they tended to use Kurdish in their classes to translate
English words and texts into Kurdish to show their understanding and whenever it is
difficult for them to speak in English or to tell the teacher that they do not

understand.

When the teachers’ and students’ attitudes were compared, it was seen that the
students were generally more positive than the teachers regarding Kurdish use in
English classes. It was also found out that the students preferred more Kurdish use
by teachers and less Kurdish use by students while the teachers were in favor of

more Kurdish use by students and less Kurdish use by teachers.

The results of the study also showed that 11™

grade students were more positive
toward the use of Kurdish in English classes than 7™ grade students; this was found
to be statistically significant. Similarly, some differences were found between the

attitudes of female and male students, with female students being more positive.

However, the differences between the two genders were not statistically significant.
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The teachers reported that they use Kurdish in their English classes because students’
level of proficiency is low to understand English-only classes and using Kurdish
helps students understand and learn better. They also use Kurdish in their classes
because it saves time, and it helps them teach the language. For example, they
believed that it is easier for them to teach new vocabulary and difficult concepts and

topics through the use of L1.

The students, on the other hand, explained that they use Kurdish in their English
classes because they are not proficient enough in English to speak it and therefore
they feel more comfortable when speaking in Kurdish. They also tended to use
Kurdish because they thought it helps them understand and learn L2 better, and

consequently using Kurdish encourages them.

Finally, the results of classroom observations showed that Kurdish was used
extensively by teachers and students in different situations and for a variety of
purposes. Teachers used the least English and the most Kurdish for the purposes of
managing classes, explaining the meaning of new words, giving instructions for
activities, tasks, and homework, checking for comprehension, giving feedback, and
explaining grammar. On the other hand, students used English only for some very
basic words and expressions, except for students in 7" grade female class who used
more English than the other classes did. The students overused Kurdish for the
purposes of classroom routines and management, translating English words, asking

and answering questions about the content and topic of the lessons.

lth

The findings also showed great differences in L1 use between 7" and 11™ grade

students, with 11™ grade students using much more Kurdish than 7™ grade students.
g g g
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It was also found that male students used more Kurdish than female students did in
their classes. However, these differences were not very considerable. Therefore, it
can be inferred that while level of study may have an impact on students’ use of L1

in L2 classes, gender does not seem to be an important factor.
5.3 Implications of the Study

5.3.1 Pedagogical Implications

Based on the findings of the study, the following pedagogical implications are
suggested for English language teaching and learning. Since the results of the study
identified extensive use of Kurdish, the amount of Kurdish used by teachers and
students is suggested to be minimized. To begin with, teachers’ use of Kurdish can
partly be minimized by organizing in-service training courses by the Ministry of
Education to inform the teachers about the disadvantages of extensive reliance on L1
and about the most recent belief that judicious and moderate use of L1 can facilitate
the processes of learning and teaching L2 (Anh, 2010; Bhooth, Azman, & Ismail,
2014; Celik, 2008; Dujmovi¢, 2007; El-dali, 2012; Hamze, 2010; Juarez & Oxbrow,
2008; Kafes, 2011; Kelleher, 2013; Mart, 2013; Miles, 2004; Nazary, 2008; Pan &
Pan, 2010; Salah, 2012; ; Schweers, 1999; Sipra, 2007; Tang, 2002; Voicu, 2012).
Consequently, teachers would be aware of how, when, where, and for what purposes
L1 can be beneficially used. Additionally, supervisors should pay frequent visits to
classrooms to observe the use of Kurdish so that they can check if teachers have
commitment to the advice they receive from training courses. They should also give
teachers feedback about their actual uses of Kurdish. The more often their classes are
observed, the less amount of L1 they may use. As a result, they will get used to

employ L2 in their classes after some time, even when less frequent observations are
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carried out by supervisors, and they will seek ways to increase the quantity of L2

they use in their classes.

On the other hand, teachers can minimize L1 use in their classes, especially with
lower level students, by using L2 in simpler words and avoiding using language
which is beyond students’ actual level. Teachers can also support their L2 input by
using visual aids such as realia, pictures, flash cards, and gestures to make their input
comprehensible. Furthermore, since teachers reported that they use Kurdish mostly
because students’ proficiency level is not high enough to understand instruction in
English, they should be aware of the fact that their belief about students’ level may
not always reflect students’ actual level and they might be proficient enough to
understand English, at least when simpler words are employed. However, to
minimize students’ demands for teachers’ use of L1, teachers can inform students
about the importance of exposure to L2 input in language learning so that they will

not oppose to teachers’ use of L2 or complain about it.

On the other hand, students’ use of L1 should be limited, too. This can be achieved
in many ways. First, teachers need to provide students with suggestions on how to
communicate in English more effectively and teach them the communication
strategies. Second, students need to be provided with more chances and opportunities
to use L2 and to actively engage in classroom communication tasks. This can be
reached by incorporating more role-play activities and presentations into teaching to
help students get used to L2 use. Teachers should also encourage and motivate
students to speak L2 as much as possible and tell them about the importance of using
L2. Third, teachers need to be aware of the factors that can affect students’ use of L1,

such as age, gender, level of motivation, level of proficiency, attitudes toward L1
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use, as well as their own actual use of L1, and take them into consideration when
teaching. For example, teachers’ use of L1 might affect students’ use of L1, and
accordingly the less L1 teachers use, the less L1 may students use. Last, but not least,
teachers should not allow students to always make use of L1 and this may necessitate
changing students’ attitudes toward L1 use because attitudes can have powerful
effect on classroom behaviors. As the results of this study showed, the students
believed that L1 use to a large extent assists L2 learning; yet, they also need to be
informed about the disadvantages of too much reliance on L1.

5.3.2 Implications for Further Research

The findings of the present study suggest several implications for further research.
First, it is revealed in the literature that a lot of investigation has been done in the
area and the results obtained have not been quite consistent; therefore, it is
recommended that larger scale descriptive studies be conducted in the same context
of this study to verify if similar results can be obtained. Second, as this study was
restricted in its scope, it is hoped that further studies expand the boundaries of this
study. For example, it is recommended that student interviews be carried out along
with the data collection methods used in this study, especially to elicit students’
perceived needs for the use of L1. If a replica study is conducted, it is also suggested
that larger number of teachers participate in order to be able to investigate if the
differences between teachers’ and students’ attitudes are statistically significant. It is
also suggested that teachers’ proficiency level in L2 be taken into consideration as it
might be a good independent variable. Furthermore, It is recommended that the same
study be implemented with other levels of study in order to identify if similar results

are achieved. This can also allow generalization of the results to other levels. It
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would also be interesting to observe the same teachers at different levels to see

whether the teachers change their use of Kurdish with higher or lower level students.

Furthermore, future studies can expand the scope of this study in many ways. First, it
is suggested that future studies compare teachers’ use of L1 and their students’ use of
it, that is, investigating the effect that teachers’ use of L1 has on students’ use of L1,
and vice versa. It would also be interesting to look into the effect of teachers’ and
students’ attitudes toward L1 use on their actual uses of L1 in their classes. Besides,
in addition to gender and level of study, some other factors, such as, learners’ age,
their level of motivation, and their learning styles, and teachers’ teaching experience

and their L2 proficiency level, can be investigated in further studies.

Finally, it is recommended that the role of L1 in L2 classes be evaluated in order to
accordingly develop a systematic way of using L1. This may necessitate conducting
some experimental studies.

5.4 Summary

This chapter first presented a thorough discussion of the findings in the light of the
relevant literature. Then, it provided a conclusion, i.e. a summary of the findings.
Next, based on the findings of the study, it suggested some pedagogical implications

and some implications. Finally, it presented some suggestions for further research.
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Appendix A: Student Questionnaire (English Version)

Dear Students,

I am a master student and I am currently doing my thesis on the use of Kurdish in
English classes. This questionnaire aims to identify your attitudes toward the use of
Kurdish in English classes and reasons behind using it. It is very important that you
express your opinions realistically. Your identity and individual responses will be

kept confidential and will be used only for research purposes.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sangar Khoshnaw

MA student

Eastern Mediterranean University, Cyprus
Faculty of Education

English Language Teaching Department

sangar2006@hotmail.com

CONSENT FORM

I have read and understood the purpose of this study and how my responses will be

used. Therefore, I agree to participate in this study.

Name — Surname:

Signature:

Date:
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PART ONE: BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Please, put a tick (i) in the appropriate box.

1.

Sl

Class: LJ7 0O 11
School Name: (Please specify)
Gender: [] Male [] Female

Age: 113 [O14 0O15 O1e 017 018 [ Other, please
specify:
How many years have you been studying English?

6 17 OO8 [O9 [J10 OO11 012 U Other, please specify:

Nationality: 0 Kurd O Arab O Other, please specify:
First Language: [1Kurdish [JArabic [1Other, please specify:

PART TWO: THE QUESTIONNAIRE

Please, put a tick (M) in the appropriate box.

1.

Should the teacher use Kurdish in English classes?

[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
Should the students use Kurdish in English classes?
[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never

To what extent using Kurdish in your English classes helps you learn this
language?

[1 Always [1 Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
How often do you think Kurdish should be used in your English classes?
[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never

English teachers can use Kurdish in their classes to:
A. Explain new words

[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
B. Explain grammar
[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never

C. Explain the similarities and differences between Kurdish and
English

[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
D. Give instructions for activities, tasks, homework, etc.
[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
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E. Check for comprehension (e.g. reading, listening, or grammar
comprehension)

[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
F. Discuss the teaching methods used in class

[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
G. Explain difficult concepts or topics

[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
H. Summarize material already covered

[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
I. Assess students’ performance

[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
J. Joke around with students

[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
K. Help students feel more comfortable and confident

[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
L. Give suggestions on how to learn more effectively

[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
M. Give suggestions on how to communicate in English more effectively
[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
N. Give feedback to students

[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
O. Manage the class

[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never

P. Give administrative information (course policies, announcements,
deadlines, attendance, etc.)

[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
Q. Talk about tests, quizzes, and other assignments

[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
R. Do brainstorming prior to an activity, e.g. writing or reading

[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
S. Translate a text from English to Kurdish

[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never

In what other situations do you think teachers can use Kurdish in
English classes?
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6. Students can use Kurdish in English classes to:
A. Talk during pair-work or group-work activities

[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
B. Ask “how do we say ...’ in English?”
[1 Always [1 Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
C. Translate an English word into Kurdish to show they understand it
[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
D. Translate a text from English to Kurdish to show they understand it
[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
E. Do brainstorming prior to an activity (e.g. writing or reading)

[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
F. Talk about tests, quizzes, and other assignments

[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
G. Discuss the teaching methods used in class

[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
H. Check for comprehension (e.g. reading, listening, or grammar
comprehension)

[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never

In what other situations do you think students can use Kurdish in
English classes?

7. I prefer to use Kurdish in my English classes because:
A. It’s more comfortable

[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
B. I am less tense

[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
C. I feel less lost

[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
D. It makes me feel more confident and secure

[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
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E. It encourages/motivates me

[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
F. It saves time

[1 Always [1 Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
G. It helps me understand difficult concepts and topics better

[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
H. It helps me understand new vocabulary better

[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
L. It helps me remember vocabulary items more easily

[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never

For what other reasons do you use Kurdish in your English classes?
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Appendix B: Student Questionnaire (Kurdish Version)
ik i g
A a8 Sl Al Y84 (ol s aedSaals piule (s i (So AS Ll 5 o paiule 5 S5 A (g
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Appendix C: Teacher Questionnaire (English and Kurdish)

Dear Teachers,

I am a master student and I am currently doing my thesis on the use of Kurdish in
English classes. This questionnaire aims to identify your attitudes toward the use of
Kurdish in English classes and reasons behind using it. It is very important that you
express your opinions realistically. Your identity and individual responses will be

kept confidential and will be used only for research purposes.

Thank you for your cooperation.
¢ 3a04 sl gala
Ja5aas il y Al a8 Sl i A (ol e pedSadli iule g (S AS Ui 5 o tiule o )Sa355 (e
Lo an oy (soaBn (sails 4l (53,58 () A IS tual s 4o uisha (3350500 4 )l G
aaVo s Loy oy 55 (55b 5 med 3 AL Sssa sl 4S A8 55 sa,sS (She lia Sy SlS )S
S a0 IS4 0 A B 55 St 52 LB 5 () ke (e 4o CulSaianls
L3S S gl By by g
Sangar Khoshnaw
MA student
Eastern Mediterranean University, Cyprus
Faculty of Education
English Language Teaching Department
sangar2006@hotmail.com
0750 452 6477

CONSENT FORM
I have read and understood the purpose of this study and how my responses will be
used. Therefore, I agree to participate in this study.
G983l (038
ol (10 4S w3y g G EAea IS4y () 3a wiSAY s 5 A4S a0y ARSI () 5 0 g0 g s AL T 58 D (Sludra (1
A5 A A 3 55

Name — Surname:

Signature:

Date:
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PART ONE: BACKGROUND INFORMATION

LoudS (6 LG cadSdy | Ly

Please, put a tick (M) in the appropriate box.

el

o g S A€ s sl () el sl 4SS
Gender: [] Male 1 Female

Age: (Please specity)
Nationality: 0O Kurd O Arab O Other, please specify:
First Language: [] Kurdish [ Arabic [ Other, please specify:

How many years have you been teaching English?

(Please specity)

Which grade(s) are you currently teaching? (Please

specify)
What is your last academic qualification?

[J Diploma [J Bachelor [ Master ] Other, please specify:

What is your field of university study? (Please

specify)

PART TWO: THE QUESTIONNAIRE

Al il ) 20 9 98 | i

Please, put a tick () in the appropriate box.

e a8 Al € ) g gud (M) ) sadling 4SS

Should the teacher use Kurdish in English classes?

g US4y (5 5l (gl g Ad (298 (e Uiau Jaba Allauy 5y LU )
[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
Should the students use Kurdish in English classes?

g Sy (s 5l gadl g Al (5238 (sl (g3l 0B Ay o3y LI LY

[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
To what extent using Kurdish in your English classes helps you teach
this language?

€es 3l e ) o gAdigg B aled e g 1y 5l (gddl g Al (5258 (e ALLiR LS4y SAgpal g LY

4.

[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never

To what extent using Kurdish in your English classes helps your students
learn this language?

) i B laen lsAnli B Ay 10 580 oAdlg Al sa88 (gl LU IS4y Sdgealy g U Lg

?‘5 ,'x/: .';
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[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
5. How often do you think Kurdish should be used in your English classes?

FIASA IR (oAl g A g yiig JUSAy Ay o3y (52398 (b o)y g dgly oy 0
[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never

6. English teachers can use Kurdish in their classes to:
i 3 QS g 4) O3 NSy (528 (ila ) 0l o s 3t | Hlbias Sala v
A. Explain new words
55 sty 5094838 09y

[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never

B. Explain grammar
Slajiy e st s G9sy .

[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
C. Explain the similarities and differences between Kurdish and
English

6 (Al g 62,98 la) Ol sE A4 gk 9 sl 5o 942 S 08y T

[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never

D. Give instructions for activities, tasks, homework, etc.
TS o ghlla (S A g (S AT (LR 3 (el (N3l L0

[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
E. Check for comprehension (e.g. reading, listening, or grammar
comprehension)

(Chaiy Ol GRS o gt sh AL (iRl 1A gad 3) Ol h [ HiddS Al gl 5 (iSy

[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never

F. Discuss the teaching methods used in class
R 0. LS4y 1l 3y AL AS (g0 g4 gl 5 STy (g0l S K g

[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never

G. Explain difficult concepts or topics
OlSadhans § Addgly g clada (50 9433 S 0994 .5

[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never

H. Summarize material already covered
OISy iy AS AUAL g4 (g0 9403 S5 )5S 9 3 SASR 9y

[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never

I. Assess students’ performance
Olaligh Saulfaudan &

[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never

J. Joke around with students
Ol 8 Jasal g sailE

[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never

K. Help students feel more comfortable and confident
CAS bl 5 (20 3 Ay Consh i3 U (i gh 1y S

[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never

L. Give suggestions on how to learn more effectively
Ol AL 5 5 A8 S S sl g 13 5058 ol e Uiy Ik J
[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
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M. Give suggestions on how to communicate in English more effectively
CAS) A (o 8y 4y AL g8 ARG IS (SAg i g (3 509 g0l e lildidy A o
[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
N. Give feedback to students
Oligd 3 (feedback) Jbiddy g 4dls y g And ik o
[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
O. Manage the class
J33 (e sl A o
[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
P. Give administrative information (course policies, announcements,
deadlines, attendance, etc.)
$o 948N AR 5 ol ) g3 g (S gAda KA IS ¢ IEL (Al g laliy gSog) s S s L) S g
(8 ASLALLG g8 Al ¢y g gaoalald (lSAual g
[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
Q. Talk about tests, quizzes, and other assignments
o sidla aal g g (LSo 9SS (g0 o3 (2 Sl
[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
R. Do brainstorming prior to an activity, e.g. writing or reading
o AN A (b Cupmu g 9o g ¢ USATLEIR y (i (s L1 (A8 iy 9 0S8 9 JU B 0m
[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
S. Translate a text from English to Kurdish
2098 (la ) B o gt 3l Al SJBon 14K 0 9.3
[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never

In what other situations do you think teachers can use Kurdish in

English classes?
€ 0ok Sy 1y 5800 0] g AD (5,88 e (0 o (i Bala Al g iy 14 5 SiAlla 7 4

7. Students can use Kurdish in English classes to:
it i Ol Sy s 5 4l AL 58 e oo (a8 v
A. Talk during pair-work or group-work activities
38 4y (g (oS 593 5 IS STy IS 4 (38 A ]
[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never

B. Ask “how do we say ...’ in English?”
(e il s 3 A 0132) (S8 o
[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
C. Translate an English word into Kurdish to show they understand it
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CASoali A AS Gy (Al 50 940 B 52,58 33 s i SAdiy 1K 9.7
[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
D. Translate a text from English to Kurdish to show they understand it
CASoali A AS Gy (Al (50 940 B (52058 33 (s Sl SBen 1 K 09 2
[1 Always [1 Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
E. Do brainstorming prior to an activity (e.g. writing or reading)
o AINE A (s Cupma s gSo g ¢ USATLER 5 (ol (s L1 (A8 AR 9 A S 38 5 0L G 2
[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
F. Talk about tests, quizzes, and other assignments
o 5idla aal g 9 (IS0 g8 KB (50 o (13 SAudd g
[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
G. Discuss the teaching methods used in class
< iR 03 LAy Tl 3y AL AS (g0 gALS gl 5 STy (g0 ko S K
[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
H. Check for comprehension (e.g. reading, listening, or grammar
comprehension)
(Olasiy O cUBISR co gAlali & Al (a8 14 gl o) (S A (il § (iS¢
[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never

In what other situations do you think students can use Kurdish in
English classes?
Sy LA 1y 3K 5] g Ad 5368 Ala ) () goa (Ll 08 Al g iy 1 5 Siiadla 7 Al

I prefer to use Kurdish in my English classes because:
PASS 9 18 o 5l (Al g A alig Sy (58,08 (Al ) 4S Al aly Cra A
A. It’s more comfortable
o iod gl 35 |
[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
B. I am less tense
pdSod 01 Jakd 4y vt jiedS @
[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
C. I feel less lost
Ao (g 9 gl A Ay Comdd jiadS 7
[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never

D. It makes me feel more confident and secure
pdSe Adlaia g u:'l'-".'}" A Cuwdd i) clSoadd alg 3
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[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
E. It encourages/motivates me

CARTXIPRT Y
[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never

F. It saves time
8 SALE jASoa 5y A8 g
[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
G. It helps my students understand difficult concepts and topics better
QAR AL 5 8 (Ml g ety A Cilaod pllSAli B ey
[1 Always [1 Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
H. It helps me teach difficult concepts and topics better
o ghaily io g3 AL g dedy AL Cilaed adida b T
[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
I. It helps my students understand new vocabulary better
AR L 5 58 sy 41 il allsanligh e by K
[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
J. It helps me teach new vocabulary better
0 940 (199, (5.5 sAdy AL Gl afidaly s
[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never
K. It helps my students remember vocabulary items more easily
8 ATE dy (LlSA g Ll €ilaoa allSA g e Jly S
[1 Always [ Often [1 Sometimes [] Rarely [] Never

For what other reasons do you use Kurdish in your English classes?
i on 84y (s 3l s4dl g A 5,08 (Al _E A SIS g 3
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Appendix D: Interview Questions for Teachers

10.

11.

12.

Should teachers use Kurdish in English classes? Why or why not?

Should students use Kurdish in English classes? Why or why not?

How often do you think Kurdish should be used in English classes?

When do you think English teachers can use Kurdish in their classes?

When do you think students can use Kurdish in English classes?

To what extent do you yourself use Kurdish in your English classes?

To what extent using Kurdish in your English classes helps you teach this
language?

To what extent using Kurdish in your English classes helps your students
learn this language?

Why do you prefer to use Kurdish in your English classes?

For what reasons do you think your students use Kurdish in your class?

How would you feel if the Ministry of Education prohibited the use of
Kurdish in English classes? More specifically, do you think it would create
problems and difficulties in your teaching? And how would you deal with
these problems and difficulties? What techniques would you use to deal with
these problems?

Would you like to add or share with me further ideas or experiences about the

use of Kurdish in English classes?
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Appendix E: Classroom Observation Checklists

School Name:
Teacher’s Name:
Gender:

Level:

Class:

Unit/Lesson:

Topic:

Date/Time:

Number of students:
Gender of students:

ChecKklist 1

Occasions of teachers’ use of Kurdish | 1 2

Explaining new words

Explaining grammar

Explaining the similarities and differences
between Kurdish and English

Giving instructions for activities, tasks,
homework, etc.

Checking for comprehension

Discussing the teaching methods used in
class

Explaining difficult concepts or topics

Summarizing material already covered

Assessing students’ performance

Joking around with students

Helping students feel more comfortable
and confident

Giving suggestions on how to learn more
effectively

Giving  suggestions on how to
communicate in English more effectively

Giving feedback to students

Managing the class

Giving administrative information
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Talking about tests, quizzes, and other
assignments

Doing brainstorming prior to an activity

Translating a text from English to Kurdish

Others occasions:

ChecKklist 2

Occasions of students’ use of Kurdish

Talking during pair-work or group-work
activities

Asking “how do we say ‘...” in English”

Translating an English word into Kurdish
to show they understand it

Translating a text from English to Kurdish
to show they understand it

Doing brainstorming prior to an activity

Talking about tests, quizzes, and other
assignments

Discussing the teaching methods used in
class

Checking for comprehension

Others occasions:
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Appendix F: Letter of Support from Ministry of Education

Gloadl - linad 95 i * G138 — (lmmimatd 195 (et 4

PATSY W pyva—— 7] Oy 309 (et

y STp— ) 1} 8309 )hmm (it 309

Jettsf Ay 7 dalall 2yl gAn. i G (layl yA093 s
. . Kurdistan Regional Government
Jut gl 38 e A x5 &g ke Council of Ministers Fgdn Singli 563 109 )y (Sl Ao 5y
Ministry of Education
Jadas ot ody
No: NIX Y © o
Date: / 12014 BaysS Y8/ 35,943

e/ ‘i /\{J\:.:.,s\s.i,
GladSon)ogydd i SAIRY Lgh CAS /

Gkl / Sl
(o tlnd A s g ¥ 99 et / Wl ullind (gD { e hpstaul g } 393 B 4S9 GHLSILL) ¢ LS50

s

- 548094l 3N (uddadd §ykil) €509 B SASdalydiute

...... ibe3dy JaSa
/7 & £ ayaisg
dlila q' *
l;:::is:tan Region - Erbil E- mail :info@kurdistan-moe.org ) B 7 o \t@‘“ ST ouits bl . J
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Appendix G: Detailed Results of Q1-Q6 in the Student

Questionnaire by Each Class

Class 1 Class 2 Class 3 Class 4

Questions

M SD M SD M SD M SD
Q1 2.69 0.76 2.97 0.93 3.12 0.99 3.27 1.20
Q2 2.48 1.06 2.63 1.07 2.88 1.05 3.14 0.99
Q3 2.62 1.32 3.60 1.13 3.53 1.13 3.64 1.05
Q4 2.83 0.97 2.83 1.18 3.18 1.13 3.09 0.87
Q5A 3.76 0.79 3.67 0.92 441 0.87 4.55 0.60
Q5B 341 0.95 3.67 1.06 4.06 1.03 391 0.81
Q5C 3.21 1.11 3.43 0.97 3.71 1.16 4.05 0.79
Q5D 3.83 1.14 3.73 1.29 4.00 1.32 4.14 0.89
Q5SE 3.69 1.29 4.03 1.16 4.59 0.71 4.00 0.82
Q5F 3.28 1.10 3.93 1.08 3.76 1.35 345 0.80
Q5G 3.66 1.11 4.07 0.87 4.18 1.13 4.59 0.59
Q5H 3.10 0.94 3.27 1.20 3.65 1.22 3.95 0.90
QsI 3.72 1.33 3.63 1.30 3.88 1.27 3.95 1.13
Q5J 2.83 1.34 2.57 0.90 2.71 1.31 3.09 0.87
Q5K 4.07 0.88 3.93 1.02 424 0.75 4.18 1.05
Q5L 4.10 1.15 3.67 1.06 424 0.83 4.18 0.80
QO5M 4.48 0.79 427 0.83 4.06 1.09 4.27 0.83
Q5N 3.55 1.27 3.17 1.02 3.71 1.05 3.55 1.01
Q50 3.34 1.42 3.83 1.32 3.76 1.48 3.32 1.21
Q5P 3.76 1.19 433 0.80 4.24 0.83 391 1.07
Q50Q 4.00 1.00 4.10 0.96 4.00 1.00 3.91 0.92
Q5R 3.79 1.18 3.53 1.07 3.82 1.02 3.86 0.99
Q5S 3.86 1.06 3.23 1.19 4.12 0.99 441 0.67
Q5 3.66 0.44 3.69 0.49 3.95 0.58 3.96 0.42
Total
Q6A 3.48 1.15 3.13 1.43 341 1.06 3.77 0.97
Q6B 2.90 1.21 3.37 1.19 4.00 0.94 3.50 1.34
Qo6C 3.48 1.09 4.17 0.83 4.65 0.70 4.36 1.00
Q6D 4.00 1.07 3.67 0.99 4.59 0.62 4.09 0.92
Q6E 3.52 1.06 3.33 1.21 4.12 0.78 3.18 1.01
Qo6F 3.38 1.32 3.93 0.98 4.59 0.87 3.55 1.26
Q6G 2.97 1.35 3.57 0.86 3.94 1.20 3.55 0.91
Q6H 3.62 1.02 4.03 1.00 4.12 1.27 3.59 0.85
Q6 3.42 0.60 3.65 0.64 4.18 0.58 3.70 0.63
Total
TOTAL
Q1-Q6 3.46 0.41 3.59 0.48 3.91 0.51 3.81 0.43

Note: M (Mean): 1 =Never 2 =Rarely 3 =sometimes 4 =Often 5= Always
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Appendix H: The Differences Between the Attitudes of Teachers and

Students Toward the Use of Kurdish in English Classes.

Questi Mean
uestions Teachers Students
Should the teacher use Kurdish in English classes? 2.50 2.98
Should the students use Kurdish in English classes? 2.25 2.74
To what extent using Kurdish in your English classes
. 3.50 N/A
helps you teach this language?
To what extent using Kurdish in your English classes
. 3.75 N/A
helps your students learn this language?
To what extent using Kurdish in your English classes
. N/A 3.31
helps you learn this language?
How often do you think Kurdish should be used in your
. 1.75 2.95
English classes?
English teachers can use Kurdish in their classes to:
A. Explain new words 2.75 4.02
B. Explain grammar 3.25 3.71
C. Explain the similarities and differences between Kurdish
) 2.75 3.55
and English
D. Give instructions for activities, tasks, homework, etc. 2.75 3.90
E. Check for comprehension (e.g. reading, listening, or
) 3.00 4.02
grammar comprehension)
F. Discuss the teaching methods used in class 4.00 3.60
G. Explain difficult concepts or topics 3.25 4.08
H. Summarize material already covered 3.00 3.44
I. Assess students’ performance 2.25 3.78
J. Joke around with students 2.50 2.79
K. Help students feel more comfortable and confident 3.50 4.08
L. Give suggestions on how to learn more effectively 4.00 4.01
M. Give suggestions on how to communicate in English
- 3.50 4.30
more effectively
N. Give feedback to students 3.00 3.46
O: Manage the class 2.75 3.56
P. Give administrative information (course policies,
: 3.75 4.05
announcements, deadlines, attendance, etc.)
Q. Talk about tests, quizzes, and other assignments 3.00 4.01
R. Dp brainstorming prior to an activity, e.g. writing or 300 373
reading
S. Translate a text from English to Kurdish 4.50 3.84
A-S (Total) 3.18 3.79

Note: 1 =Never 2=Rarely 3 =Sometimes 4=0Often 5= Always
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Appendix H: (continued)

Questions Mean
Teachers Students

Students can use Kurdish in English classes to ...

A. Talk during pair-work or group-work activities 3.75 3.43

B. Ask “how do we say ‘...” in English?” 3.25 3.37

C. Translate an English word into Kurdish to show they

. 4.00 4.09
understand it
D. Translate a text from English to Kurdish to show they

X 3.75 4.02
understand it
E. Dp brainstorming prior to an activity (e.g. writing or 4.00 3.49
reading)
F. Talk about tests, quizzes, and other assignments 4.00 3.80
G. Discuss the teaching methods used in class 4.50 3.45
H. Check for comprehension (e.g. reading, listening, or

i 3.50 3.83

grammar comprehension)
A-H (Total) 3.84 3.68
OVERALL TOTAL 3.28 3.66

Note: 1 =Never 2=Rarely 3 =Sometimes 4=0Often 5= Always
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Appendix I: Detailed Results of Students’ Attitudes Based on Level

of Study
Qusions el N vem s SR
Q1 7 59 2.83 85 11
11 39 3.21 1.11 18
Q2 7 59 2.56 1.06 14
11 39 3.03 1.01 16
Q3 7 59 3.12 1.31 17
11 39 3.59 1.07 17
o S -
i v i s E i
Qst o ser w0 s
G o s e s
S
LS w
S T
oS W
D5
ost f B ;s 1
T
LS i’ = o 5 s
AT
R v = N o s
T
T -
A

Note: Mean: 1 = Never 2 =Rarely 3 =sometimes 4 =Often 5= Always
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Appendix I: (continued)

. School Std. Error
Questions Grade N Mean SD Mean
7 59 4.05 97 13
Q5Q 1 39 3.95 94 15
7 59 3.66 112 15
QSR 1 39 3.85 99 16
7 59 3.54 1.16 15
Q58 1 39 428 0.83 13
Q5 7 59 3.67 47 06
Total 1 39 3.96 49 08
7 59 331 1.30 17
QoA 1 39 3.62 1.02 16
7 59 3.14 121 16
Q6B 1 39 3.72 1.19 19
7 59 3.83 1.02 13
Q6cC 1 39 4.49 89 14
7 59 3.83 1.04 13
Q6D 1 39 431 83 13
7 59 3.42 1.13 15
Q6E 1 39 3.59 1.02 16
7 59 3.66 118 15
Q6F 1 39 4.00 121 19
7 59 3.7 1.16 15
Q6G 1 39 3.72 1.05 17
7 59 3.83 1.02 13
Q6H 1 39 3.82 1.07 17
Q6 7 59 3.54 63 08
Total 1 39 3.91 65 10
TOTAL 7 59 3.53 45 06
Q1-Q6 1 39 3.85 47 07

Note: Mean: 1 = Never
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Appendix J: Detailed Results of Independent T-Test for Students’

Attitudes Based on Level of Study

Levene's Test t-test for Equality of Means
Questions F Sig. t df Sig. MD SED
2-9

Q1 Equal variances 4.33  .040 -1.89 96.00 .062 -0.37 0.20
assumed
Equal variances -1.79 67.10 .077 -0.37 0.21
not assumed

Q2 Equal variances 1.40  .239 -2.18 96.00 .032  -0.47 0.21
assumed
Equal variances -2.19 83.81 .031 -0.47 0.21
not assumed

Q3 Equal variances 5.77  .018 -1.87 96.00 .065 -0.47 0.25
assumed
Equal variances -1.95 91.81 .055 -047 0.24
not assumed

Q4 Equal variances 0.31  .579 -1.40 96.00 .166 -0.30 0.21
assumed
Equal variances -1.42 86.41 .159  -0.30 0.21

not assumed

Q5A Equal variances 1.56  .215 -4.68 96.00 .000 -0.78 0.17
assumed
Equal variances -4.84 90.20 .000 -0.78 0.16
not assumed

Q5B Equal variances 3.31  .072 -2.17 96.00 .033 -0.43 0.20
assumed
Equal variances -2.22 8738 .029 -0.43 0.20
not assumed

Q5C Equal variances 1.39  .241 -2.75 96.00 .007 -0.58 0.21
assumed
Equal variances -2.80 85.58 .006 -0.58 0.21
not assumed

Q5D Equal variances 1.41  .238 -1.24 96.00 217 -0.30 0.24
assumed
Equal variances -1.27 87.19 208  -0.30 0.23
not assumed

Q5E Equal variances 5.06  .027 -1.76 96.00 .082 -0.39 0.22
assumed
Equal variances -1.90 9598 .060 -0.39 0.21
not assumed

Note: Sig. (2-t) = Sig. (2-tailed), MD = Mean Difference, SED = Std. Error

Difference
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Appendix J: (continued)

Levene's Test t-test for Equality of Means
Questions F Sig. t df Sig. MD SED
2-9
QSF Equal variances 0.17  .681 0.09 96.00 .929 0.02 0.23
assumed
Equal variances 0.09 84.60 .928 0.02 0.23

not assumed

Q5G Equal variances 0.77  .382 -2.76 96.00 .007  -0.55 0.20
assumed
Equal variances -2.84 88.74 .006 -0.55 0.19
not assumed

Q5H Equal variances 0.00  .997 -2.89 96.00 .005 -0.63 0.22
assumed
Equal variances -290 8291 .005 -0.63 0.22
not assumed

Qs5I Equal variances 0.75  .387 -0.95 96.00 347 -0.25 0.26
assumed
Equal variances -097 87.11 337 -0.25 0.25
not assumed

Q5J Equal variances 1.25  .267 -0.99 96.00 324 -0.23 0.23
assumed
Equal variances -1.00 8395 320 -0.23 0.23
not assumed

Q5K Equal variances 0.62  .433 -1.06 96.00 292  -0.21 0.19
assumed
Equal variances -1.07 8297 290 -0.21 0.19
not assumed

QSL Equal variances 3.13  .080 -1.57 96.00 .121  -0.32 0.21
assumed
Equal variances -1.67 9529 .098 -0.32 0.19
not assumed

Q5M Equal variances 0.02  .891 1.09 96.00 280  0.19 0.18
assumed
Equal variances 1.05 72.61 .296 0.19 0.18
not assumed

Q5N Equal variances 1.60  .210 -1.14 96.00 257 -0.26 0.23
assumed
Equal variances -1.17 88.44 245 -0.26 0.22
not assumed

Q50 Equal variances 0.08  .782 0.29 96.00 .775 0.08 0.28
assumed
Equal variances 029 8332 774 0.08 0.28
not assumed

Note: Sig. (2-t) = Sig. (2-tailed), MD = Mean Difference, SED = Std. Error

Difference
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Appendix J: (continued)

Levene's Test t-test for Equality of Means
Questions F Sig. t df Sig. MD SED
2-1)
Qsp Equal variances 0.32  .576 0.00 96.00 .998 0.00 0.21
assumed
Equal variances 0.00 8533 .998 0.00 0.21

not assumed

Q5Q Equal variances 0.08 .774 0.52 96.00 .608 0.10 0.20
assumed
Equal variances 0.52 83.16 .606 0.10 0.20
not assumed

Q5R Equal variances 3.79  .055 -0.84 96.00 405 -0.19 0.22
assumed
Equal variances -0.86 88.42 392  -0.19 0.22
not assumed

QsS Equal variances 8.11  .005 -3.44 96.00 .001 -0.74 0.22

assumed
Equal variances -3.68 9548 .000 -0.74 0.20
not assumed
Q5 Equal variances 0.04  .844 -2.92 96.00 .004 -0.29 0.10
Total assumed
Equal variances -2.89 78.65 .005 -0.29 0.10

not assumed

Q6A Equal variances 5.83  .018 -1.26 96.00 212  -0.31 0.25
assumed
Equal variances -1.32 9330 .190 -0.31 0.24
not assumed

Q6B Equal variances 0.03  .859 -2.35 96.00 .021  -0.58 0.25
assumed
Equal variances -2.35 8241 .021  -0.58 0.25
not assumed

Q6C Equal variances 0.63  .428 -3.29 96.00 .001  -0.66 0.20
assumed
Equal variances -3.38 89.05 .001 -0.66 0.19
not assumed

Q6D Equal variances 4.79  .031 -2.41 96.00 .018 -0.48 0.20
assumed
Equal variances -2.52 9231 014 -048 0.19
not assumed

Q6E Equal variances 1.13  .291 -0.74 96.00 462  -0.17 0.22
assumed
Equal variances -0.76 87.29 452  -0.17 0.22
not assumed

Note: Sig. (2-t) = Sig. (2-tailed), MD = Mean Difference, SED = Std. Error

Difference
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Appendix J: (continued)

Levene's Test t-test for Equality of Means
Questions F Sig. t df Sig. MD SED
2-9
Q6F Equal variances 0.08  .775 -1.37 96.00 .173  -0.34 0.25
assumed
Equal variances -1.37 80.04 .176  -0.34 0.25

not assumed
Q6G Equal variances 0.84  .363 -1.94 96.00 .055 -045 0.23
assumed
Equal variances -1.98 86.84 .051 -0.45 0.23
not assumed
Q6H Equal variances 0.72  .398 0.05 96.00 .963 0.01 0.21
assumed
Equal variances 0.05 78.57 .963 0.01 0.22
not assumed
Qo6 Equal variances 0.29  .593 -2.84 96.00 .006 -0.37 0.13
Total assumed
Equal variances -2.82 79.58 .006 -0.37 0.13
not assumed
TOTAL Equal 012 .727 -3.44 96.00 .001 -0.32 0.09
Q1-Q6  variances
assumed
Equal -3.42 79.22 .001 -0.32 0.09
variances not
assumed
Note: Sig. (2-t) = Sig. (2-tailed), MD = Mean Difference, SED = Std. Error
Difference
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Appendix K: Detailed Results of Students’ Attitudes Based on

Gender
. School Std. Error

Questions Grade N Mean SD Mean

o1 Male 46 2.85 0.87 0.13

Female 52 3.10 1.05 0.15

o2 Male 46 2.63 1.06 0.16

Female 52 2.85 1.06 0.15

\ Male 46 2.96 1.32 0.19

Q Female 52 3.62 1.09 0.15

04 Male 46 2.96 1.03 0.15

Female 52 2.94 1.06 0.15

Male 46 4.00 0.87 0.13

Q5A Female 52 4.04 0.91 0.13

Male 46 3.65 1.02 0.15

QsB Female 52 3.77 0.96 0.13

Male 46 3.39 115 0.17

Qsc Female 52 3.69 0.94 0.13

Male 46 3.89 1.20 0.18

Q5D Female 52 3.90 1.14 0.16

Male 46 4.02 1.18 0.17

QSE Female 52 4.02 1.02 0.14

o Male 46 3.46 121 0.18

Q Female 52 3.73 0.99 0.14

Male 46 3.85 1.14 0.17

QG Female 52 429 0.80 0.11

Male 46 3.30 1.07 0.16

QSH Female 52 3.56 1.13 0.16

031 Male 46 3.78 1.30 0.19

Female 52 3.77 1.23 0.17

053 Male 46 2.78 1.32 0.19

Female 52 2.79 0.92 0.13

Male 46 4.13 0.83 0.12

QSK Female 52 4.04 1.03 0.14

Male 46 4.15 1.03 0.15

QsSL Female 52 3.88 0.98 0.14

Male 46 433 0.92 0.14

QsM Female 52 427 0.82 0.11

Male 46 3.61 118 0.17

Q5N Female 52 3.33 1.02 0.14

Male 46 3.50 1.44 021

QS0 Female 52 3.62 1.29 0.18

03P Male 46 3.93 1.08 0.16

Female 52 4.15 0.94 0.13

Note: Mean: 1 = Never
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Appendix K: (continued)

. School Std. Error

Questions Grade N Mean SD Mean
Male 46 4.00 0.99 0.15
Q5Q Female 52 4.02 0.94 0.13
Male 46 3.80 111 0.16
QSR Female 52 3.67 1.04 0.14
035 Male 46 3.96 1.03 0.15
Female 52 3.73 1.16 0.16
Q5 Male 46 3.77 0.51 0.08
Total Female 52 3.80 0.48 0.07
Male 46 3.46 111 0.16
QoA Female 52 3.40 1.29 0.18
Male 46 3.30 1.23 0.18
Q6B Female 52 3.42 1.24 0.17
Male 46 3.91 111 0.16
Q6cC Female 52 425 0.91 0.13
Male 46 422 0.96 0.14
Q6D Female 52 3.85 0.98 0.14
Male 46 3.74 1.00 0.15
Q6E Female 52 3.7 1.12 0.16
Male 46 3.83 131 0.19
Q6F Female 52 3.77 111 0.15
Male 46 3.33 1.37 0.20
Q6G . 52 3.56 0.87 0.12
Male 46 3.80 1.13 0.17
Q6H Female 52 3.85 0.96 0.13
Q6 Male 46 3.70 0.69 0.10
Total Female 52 3.67 0.63 0.09
TOTAL Male 46 3.63 0.50 0.07
Q1-Q6 Female 52 3.68 0.47 0.06

Note: Mean: 1 = Never
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Appendix L: Detailed Results of Independent T-Test for Students’

Attitudes Based on Level of Study

Levene's Test t-test for Equality of Means
Questions F Sig. t df Sig. MD SED
2-9

Q1 Equal variances 0.68  .413 -1.26 96.00 209 -0.25 0.20
assumed
Equal variances -1.28 9556 204 -0.25 0.19
not assumed

Q2 Equal variances 0.07  .797 -1.01 96.00 316 -0.22 0.21
assumed
Equal variances -1.01 94.40 317 -0.22 0.21
not assumed

Q3 Equal variances 3.09  .082 -2.71 96.00 .008 -0.66 0.24
assumed
Equal variances -2.68 87.59 .009 -0.66 0.25
not assumed

Q4 Equal variances 0.88  .350 0.07 96.00 .947  0.01 0.21
assumed
Equal variances 0.07 95.03 946 0.01 0.21

not assumed

Q5A Equal variances 0.20  .660 -0.21 96.00 .831 -0.04 0.18
assumed
Equal variances -0.21 9536 .831 -0.04 0.18
not assumed

QSB Equal variances 0.23  .633 -0.59 96.00 .560 -0.12 0.20
assumed
Equal variances -0.58 93.06 .561 -0.12 0.20
not assumed

Q5C Equal variances 4.04  .047 -1.43 96.00 .156 -0.30 0.21
assumed
Equal variances -1.41 8730 .162 -0.30 0.21
not assumed

Q5D Equal variances 0.81  .371 -0.05 96.00 958 -0.01 0.24
assumed
Equal variances -0.05 9329 958 -0.01 0.24
not assumed

Q5E Equal variances 1.12  .292 0.01 96.00 .991 0.00 0.22
assumed
Equal variances 0.01 89.46 .991 0.00 0.22
not assumed

Note: Sig. (2-t) = Sig. (2-tailed), MD = Mean Difference, SED = Std. Error

Difference
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Appendix L: (continued)

Levene's Test t-test for Equality of Means
Questions F Sig. t df Sig. MD SED
2-9
QSF Equal variances 3.28 .073 -1.23 96.00 220 -0.27 0.22
assumed
Equal variances -1.22 87.40 226 -0.27 0.22

not assumed

Q5G Equal variances 13.05 .000 -2.24 96.00 .027 -0.44 0.20
assumed
Equal variances -2.20 79.71  .031  -0.44 0.20
not assumed

Q5H Equal variances 0.93  .336 -1.14 96.00 259 -0.25 0.22
assumed
Equal variances -1.14 9548 257 -0.25 0.22
not assumed

Q51 Equal variances 0.46  .498 0.05 96.00 .958 0.01 0.26
assumed
Equal variances 0.05 93.08 959 0.01 0.26
not assumed

Qs5J Equal variances 7.87  .006 -0.03 96.00 .979 -0.01 0.23
assumed
Equal variances -0.03 7899 980 -0.01 0.23
not assumed

Q5K Equal variances 2.16  .145 0.48 96.00 .631 0.09 0.19
assumed
Equal variances 0.49 9530 .626 0.09 0.19
not assumed

QSL Equal variances 0.00 .979 1.31 96.00 .192 027 0.20
assumed
Equal variances 1.31 9324 194 027 0.20
not assumed

Q5M Equal variances 0.10  .759 032 96.00 .747  0.06 0.18
assumed
Equal variances 0.32 90.83 .749 0.06 0.18
not assumed

Q5N Equal variances 1.52  .220 1.26 96.00 209 0.28 0.22
assumed
Equal variances 1.25 89.66 .213 0.28 0.22
not assumed

Q50 Equal variances 1.07  .303 -0.42 96.00 .676 -0.12 0.28
assumed
Equal variances -042 9090 .678 -0.12 0.28
not assumed

Note: Sig. (2-t) = Sig. (2-tailed), MD = Mean Difference, SED = Std. Error

Difference
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Appendix L: (continued)

Levene's Test t-test for Equality of Means
Questions F Sig. t df Sig. MD SED
2-9
Q5P Equal variances 1.55 .216 -1.07 96.00 286  -0.22 0.20
assumed
Equal variances -1.06 89.63 .290 -0.22 0.21

not assumed

Q5Q Equal variances 0.30  .586 -0.10 96.00 922  -0.02 0.19
assumed
Equal variances -0.10 93.14 922 -0.02 0.20
not assumed

Q5R Equal variances 0.08 .775 0.60 96.00 .547 0.13 0.22
assumed
Equal variances 0.60 9285 .549 0.13 0.22
not assumed

QsS Equal variances 0.47  .496 1.01 96.00 .313 0.23 0.22

assumed
Equal variances 1.02 9599 310 023 0.22
not assumed
Q5 Equal variances 0.11  .743 -0.38 96.00 .704  -0.04 0.10
Total assumed
Equal variances -0.38 9253 706  -0.04 0.10

not assumed

Q6A Equal variances 1.44  .233 022 96.00 .830 0.05 0.24
assumed
Equal variances 0.22 9594 828 0.05 0.24
not assumed

Q6B Equal variances 0.07  .786 -0.48 96.00 .636 -0.12 0.25
assumed
Equal variances -0.48 9482 .636 -0.12 0.25
not assumed

Q6C Equal variances 2.86  .094 -1.65 96.00 .102  -0.34 0.20
assumed
Equal variances -1.63 86.85 .106 -0.34 0.21
not assumed

Q6D Equal variances 0.00  .969 1.89 96.00 .062 037 0.20
assumed
Equal variances 1.89 9486 .062 037 0.20
not assumed

Q6E Equal variances 0.52  .473 2.18 96.00 .032 047 0.22
assumed
Equal variances 2.19 96.00 .031 047 0.21
not assumed

Note: Sig. (2-t) = Sig. (2-tailed), MD = Mean Difference, SED = Std. Error

Difference
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Appendix L: (continued)

Levene's Test t-test for Equality of Means
Questions F Sig. t df Sig. MD SED
2-9
QO6F Equal variances 3.10  .082 023 96.00 .816 0.06 0.24
assumed
Equal variances 0.23 89.05 .818 0.06 0.25

not assumed
Q6G Equal variances 14.95 .000 -1.01 96.00 314 -0.23 0.23
assumed
Equal variances -099 7471 328  -0.23 0.24
not assumed
Q6H Equal variances 1.65  .202 -0.20 96.00 .843 -0.04 0.21
assumed
Equal variances -0.20 88.82 .845 -0.04 0.21
not assumed
Q6 Equal variances 0.92  .340 0.21 96.00 .836 0.03 0.13
Total assumed
Equal variances 0.21 9147  .837 0.03 0.13
not assumed
TOTAL Equal 0.23 .634 -0.53 96.00 .595 -0.05 0.10
Q1-Q6  variances
assumed
Equal -0.53 9291 596 -0.05 0.10
variances not
assumed
Note: Sig. (2-t) = Sig. (2-tailed), MD = Mean Difference, SED = Std. Error
Difference
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