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Abstract 

This sequential explanatory mixed methods design study aimed to investigate the beliefs of 
English Language Teaching (ELT) prospective teachers about using the target language (L2) at macro 
and micro-levels in English as a foreign language (EFL) classrooms in addition to some scaffolding 
strategies to minimize their native language (L1) use. Furthermore, whether being experienced in 
language teaching and being abroad made differences in the beliefs of prospective teachers (PTs) were 
examined. The study was conducted with 128 ELT PTs enrolled in a state university in Turkey by 
administering a questionnaire as a quantitative instrument and a semi-structured interview as a 
qualitative instrument. The results of the descriptive statistics revealed that the PTs were in favour of 
using students’ native language whenever it is required rather than following English-only policy. 
Accordingly, they agreed on the use of L2 mostly to give feedback, information and instructions besides 
greeting students and later to encourage students, check their understanding, and to provide them 
supportive talk. They became hesitant to use L2 to manage classrooms, crack jokes, and to give 
instructions of new and complex types of activities. The dependent variables in the study indicated few 
differences in their beliefs as to using L2 in EFL classrooms. The results were discussed and some 
implications for ELT teacher education were suggested. 
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Introduction 

Educating competent future teachers has been a hot topic in EFL teacher education 
field. Teachers, as the first string of an effective and meaningful education, should be examined 
from various aspects particularly in terms of their beliefs which might shape their future 
pedagogical orientation. If teachers are described as agents of change (Priestley et al., 2015), 
investigating the beliefs of not only practicing teachers but also prospective teachers (PTs) is 
undoubtedly urgent in the achievement of agency as beliefs are likely to shape teachers’ future 
practices (Biesta et al., 2015).  

Among several factors that affect students’ foreign language development, teacher talk, 
as the main input in EFL settings, can be accepted as one of the most prominent factors that 
contribute students’ progress in the target language (L2). Believing the provoking aspects of 
teacher talk to create interactions in the classroom, Yanfen and Yuqin (2010) suggested 
teachers to identify the correct language type to create an efficient language environment in 
which students feel relaxed and ready to be involved in interactive activities. Similarly,Setiawati 
(2012) recommended EFL teachers to become more cognizant of their talk to be able to use 
the most appropriate features consciously to remove students’ boredom. As underlined by 
Crawford (2004), if students are really expected to use L2 in EFL classrooms, teachers 
themselves should become language users and create opportunities for students to use L2 in 
EFL classrooms where students are exposed to live and scaffolded L2 input for different 
features of teacher talk. Thus, the teacher talk should be taken into account by teachers, 
researchers, and PTs to increase their awareness  and to provide more effective foreign 
language learning environments. For this purpose, this study focused on the means of teacher 
talk, namely L1 and/or L2, to figure out and offer attainable means of teacher talk for different 
linguistic and pedagogical situations that might occur in Turkish EFL teaching contexts via 
investigating PTs’ beliefs about the issue.   

 

Target Language Use versus Native Language Use in EFL Classrooms 

In pursuit of creating the most conducive EFL environment, there appears support for 
English-only policy by Harmer (2001), Krashen (1985), Voicu (2012), Wong (2010) who 
signified the importance of providing exposure in L2 to be able to create situations similar to 
first language acquisition. However, later studies suggested the judicious use of L1 (Enama, 
2016; Korkut & Şener, 2018; Pan & Pan, 2010; Shabir, 2017). Policy that specifies goals and 
processes might have an impact on framing teachers’ future actions (Priestley et al., 2015). 
Accordingly, the policy of Turkish Ministry of Education with regard to L2 use in EFL classroom 
provides avenue to EFL teachers to decide the extent to which they should use L2. To clarify, 
although L2 use is encouraged to communicate mostly in the target language, the use of L1 is 
permitted if need be (Mone, 2018). In a sense, this is the teachers’ responsibility to decide 
when to use L1. Accordingly, the following studies might clarify the situations in which teachers 
and PTs resort to L1 use both in local and universal contexts. 

For instance, in the Turkey context, Yıldız and Yeşilyurt (2017) investigated the 
perspectives of PTs from four different state universities regarding L1 use in L2 teaching and 
indicated some contraversial views. To clarify, some of the PTs reported the benefits of using 
L1 as explaining a new word, giving instructions, explaining grammatical structures, checking 
understanding, providing feedback, joking and discussing classroom activities with students, 
and testing whereas some of them suggeted that L1 should be avoided due to the limited 
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chances for practicing L2 in EFL settings. In the same vein, the study by Şener and Korkut 
(2017) revealed that the PTs were in favour of mostly target language use in EFL classrooms 
as they believe that overusing L1 limits the opportunities of students for practicing oral skills 
and improving their communicative competence. However, in the further study of Korkut and 
Şener (2018), PTs who displayed incongruence between their espoused beliefs and classroom 
practices stated the reasons for their use of L1 as the influence of examination regime, 
clarifying the meaning to students who do not understand, and practical purposes such as 
saving time. More recently, Karakaya and Dikilitaş (2020) found out that EFL instructors in 
three state universities’ School of Foreign Languages in Turkey considered code switching as 
a useful strategy in L2 learning and teaching and reported that they utilized code switching for 
both curriculum access to explain words, structures and grammar and for interpersonal 
relations so as to encourage students to participate in classroom practices more, and to 
enhance the motivation and confidence in L2 learning.  

When Turkish students’ code switching was investigated by Üstünel and Seedhouse 
(2005), it was indicated that the students’ language preference depends upon the pedagogical 
level of the teachers. Thus, developing strategies which promote more L2 use in EFL 
classrooms should be given priority by teachers and PTs who should also experience the target 
culture to improve L2 proficiency and boost more positive attitudes towards using L2 (Crawford, 
2004). On the other hand, Jing and Jing (2018) emphasized that teacher talk is so nonstable 
and changeable that teachers sometimes resort to L1 use for clarifying the lesson to enable 
learners better understand the topic besides energizing the classroom atmosphere. 
Furthermore, Sa’d and Qadermazi (2015) indicated that although following only–English policy 
enables students to improve their listening and speaking skills and to become accustomed to 
English as students’ exposure to English is maximized, a judicious use of the L1 is accepted 
as advantageous for clarification of instructions and explanations, efficiency and ease of 
learning English, and avoidance of ambiquity and misunderstanding.  

In the Isreal context, Orland-Barak and Yinon (2005) found out that EFL student 
teachers fostered positive attitudes towards L1 use for purposes such as for clarifying, 
enhancing pupil participation, managing aspects of the lesson, and building rapport with 
students. In Spanish context, Bateman (2008) examined student teachers’ use of L2 and 
reported that the PTs used L2 when conducting daily routines and giving basic instructions; 
however, their reactions to some factors such as student confusion, discipline problems, lack 
of time, and the desire to build rapport with students were different in terms of using L1 and 
L2. Furthermore, the ELT PTs enrolled in Master of Applied Linguistics TESOL program in the 
study by Shabir (2017), despite their tendency to use more and more L2 in their future classes, 
did not totally disagree to the use of L1 and agreed to use L1 in certain situations such as 
reducing anxiety, building a student-centred classroom, translating some expressions such as 
complex grammar explanations, managing classrooms, and checking comprehension to assist 
some students who could sometimes be stuck.  

The importance of training teachers can be justified in the study by Macaro (2001) who 
observed the PTs in the study to reveal their decision making processes about the use of L1 
after they were involved in a 36-week training programme regarding L1 use in L2. The results 
revealed little and short burst of L1 use by the participants (4.8%) across the recorded lessons 
due to the hegemony of the belief that L1 must be excluded at all costs. They used L1 only for 
procedural instructions for activities, keeping control of the students, and reprimanding them.  
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More recently, in their longitudinal study, Tammenga-Helmantel et al. (2020) examined 
the factors that affected EFL student teachers’ L2 use in their teaching practice during teacher 
education and one year after graduation. The study reported language policy in the school and 
among colleagues, the reaction of their learners, and the practice-related domain due to 
teaching in different contexts, and personal experiences of the participants as former learners 
of English as the most prominent factors during their teaching practice. Furthermore, the 
factors were adjusted during the realms of their teaching after graduation, that is, the 
institutional domain and the teacher education emerged as the most dominant factors during 
their teaching after graduation. The study suggested that teacher educators should prepare 
PTs to be able to use L2 in linguistically and pedagogically difficult situations. 

 

The Aim and Importance of the Research 

All of the aforementioned studies addressed the importance of teacher education as a 
significant avenue for having qualified teachers who have the power of creating an EFL 
environment that is conducive to students’ L2 development. PTs are in the process of forming 
their cognition as future EFL teachers; thus, teacher trainers should invite PTs on all occasions 
to check their beliefs about different aspects of teaching. In line with this purpose, the 
researcher, as an EFL teacher trainer, aimed to investigate Turkish ELT PTs’ beliefs about L2 
use in EFL classrooms to increase their awareness on this topic to enable them to enact their 
professional agency.  

In the study by Külekçi (2018), the variable “teaching experience” did not affect the 
perspectives of the prospective teachers on teachers’ behaviours and attitudes related to 
foreign language teaching including also teacher talk. Furthermore, one of the novice primary 
EFL teachers in the study by Çelik Korkmaz (2019) attributed EFL teachers’ low level of 
speaking  and lack of fluency to follow the whole lesson in L2 to never being abroad. Therefore, 
the variables “being abroad” and “having teaching experience” were involved in this study to 
reveal whether they would indicate significant differences on the beliefs of the PTs about L2 
use in EFL classrooms. Taking into account the  scarcity of studies conducted with PTs, this 
study is believed to contribute to the literature regarding L2 use in EFL classrooms as it might 
enable researchers to compare the effects of different teacher training programs on the beliefs 
of PTS besides the effects of being abroad and having teaching experience on their beliefs. 
Accordingly, the following research questions were formed to scrutinize the aforementioned 
issues. 

1. What are the beliefs of Turkish ELT prospective teachers about L2 use in EFL 
classrooms? 

2. What are the effects of being experienced in classroom teaching on Turkish ELT 
prospective teachers’ beliefs about L2 use in EFL classrooms? 

3. What are the effects of being abroad on Turkish ELT prospective teachers’ beliefs 
about L2 use in EFL classrooms? 
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Method 

Research Design 

Sequential explanatory mixed methods design was utilized in this study by firstly 
collecting quantitative data and followed by qualitative data (Creswell & Clark, 2008) to 
investigate Turkish ELT prospective teachers’ beliefs about L2 use in EFL classrooms. 

 

Participants  

128 ELT prospective teachers in Bursa Uludağ University Faculty of Education ELT 
department participated in the study. All of the participants were given a one-week theoretical 
lesson regarding teacher talk as a part of the “Teaching English to Young Learners (TEYLs) I 
and II” courses which are placed in the sixth and seventh terms of their teacher education 
programme. Furthermore, they were expected to evaluate their teacher talks during several 
microteaching sessions (totally 20) in which they planned and performed a variety of TEYLs 
tasks throughout these two terms. In addition, The junior PTs with real classroom teaching 
experiences had their experiences via teaching in several state and private primary and 
secondary schools during their school experience for four hours per week during 12 weeks in 
the fall term and in many state secondary and high schools during their practicum for six hours 
per week during 12 weeks as a part of their teacher education programme. In addition, the 
participants being abroad were either foreign national students and Erasmus students or those 
who have visited different countries for a very short time. Table 1 presents the demographic 
features of the participants.  

 

Table 1 

Demographic Information About the Participants 

Gender Year Being Abroad 
Classroom Teaching 

Experience 
Female 

(n) 
Male 
(n) 

Seniors 
(n) 

Juniors 
(n)

Yes 
(n)

No 
(n)

Yes 
(n) 

No 
(n)

88 39 55 73 54 72 73 53 

Moreover, all of the participants were sent a message via the WhatsApp groups of 
senior and junior PTs to find out the volunteer interviewees. The first 15 volunteer PTs who 
made contact with the researcher were chosen to conduct semi-structured interviews to 
elucidate the findings obtained from the questionnaire. Nine of the interviewees had real 
classroom teaching experiences while six of them did not have experiences in teaching except 
for teaching to their peers in the micro-teaching sessions of some of the teacher education 
courses. In addition, 10 of them had never been abroad whereas five of them had.     

 

Data Collection Tools 

As a quantitative research instrument, the 15 item instrument with five-point Likert-type 
questions ranging from one (strongly agree) to five (strongly disagree) was conducted by the 
researcher to investigate the PTs’ beliefs on L2 use in EFL classrooms. 
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Furthermore, as a qualitative instrument, a semi-structured interview with five questions 
which are in line with the questionnaire items was used to delve into the results obtained from 
the quantitative instrument. The interview questions were as follows: 

1. What are your views about using L2 in EFL classrooms? 
1.1. What are some situations in which you think that you should use L2 and/or L1? 
2.  What are some factors that affect your decisions on the use of L1 or L2? 
3. How can an EFL teacher minimize L1 use? 
4. Have you experienced teaching English in real EFL classrooms? If yes, do you think that 

being experienced in teaching makes a difference in teachers’ choosing L1 and/or L2?  
5. Have you ever been abroad? If yes, do you think that being abroad makes a difference 

in teachers’ choosing L1 and/or L2?  

 

Validity and Reliability  

The study is a part of a larger scale study. As one of the parts of a three-stage research 
(first part investigated the qualitative inquiry of EFL teachers’ beliefs and practices of L1 use 
in primary education and second part focused on the quantitative investigation of 308 practicing 
EFL teachers’ beliefs and practices regarding their use of L2 in their classrooms), this current 
study aimed to investigate the PTs’ beliefs about L2 use to teach L2 in EFL classrooms. In 
order to obtain a more valid and reliable instrument, the questionnaire was firstly given to 308 
practicing teachers to be able to run factor analysis due to the limited number of the PTs 
(N=128).  

With regard to the quantitative instrument used in the aforementioned parts of the study, 
the researcher firstly prepared 21 items by taking the related literature into account (For 
instance Bateman 2008; Macaro, 2001; Orland-Barak & Yinon, 2005; Salı, 2014). The 
questionnaire with 21 items was given to five experts who were asked to rate each item by 
taking three-level ratings (3-essential, 2-useful but not essential and 1-not necessary) to 
validate the instrument in terms of its content (Lawshe, 1975). six items which failed to meet 
the rated “essential” not more than by half of the experts were removed from the instrument as 
content validity index (CVI) of 21 items in the questionnaire was found to be 0.52. CVI for the 
remaining 15 item questionnaire was found to be 0.89, which is considered the evidence of 
good content validity (Davis, 1992). Furthermore, the reliability of the questionnaire given to 
the PTs revealed a Cronbach’s alpha score of a=.70, which indicated an acceptable reliability 
for the questionnaire to be utilized in the study (Can, 2013). 

As for the factor analysis obtained from the questionnaire of EFL teachers, Kaiser-
Meyer Olkin (KMO) values were calculated to be .83. Based on the factor analysis of the belief 
questionnaire, it was found that eigenvalue was 2.1, variance rate was 14.02%, and cumulative 
variance rate was 50.62% for the first component 5.49, 36.60, and 36.60 for the second 
component; 1.4, 9.9, and 60.60 for the third component. The reliability is high in terms of 
internal consistency based on the alpha coefficient for each component respectively: .76; .86; 
and .85. The results of the factor analysis via principal component analysis and rotation method 
via varimax with Kaiser Normalization revealed three factors for the 15 item questionnaire as 
seen in Table 2. 
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Tablo 2 

Results of the Factor Analysis 

 

As for the semi-structured interview, five open-ended questions created by the 
researcher were given to three experts in ELT teacher education to ensure the content validity 
of the questions. As a result of the expert opinions, two questions were revised and one sub 
question was included to obtain a more valid data collection instrument.  

 

Data Collection Process 

The questionnaire was conductyed online via Google Docs by posting it in the Uludağ 
ELT Facebook groups immediately after the Spring term of 2019-2020 Academic year. The 
data collection was completed in a month. The participation in the study was voluntary. 

After collecting the quantitative data, semi-structured interviews were administered 
through sitting in a classroom with windows open and keeping a distance from the interviewees 
due to the Coronavirus crisis. To provide security, both the researcher and the interviewees 

  Components 
Macro-level Teacher Talk 
(Maximum L2 Use) 

 
 

Factor 
1

Factor 
2 

Factor 
3

5.  An EFL teacher should give instructions in L2 at students’ level. .578  
8.  EFL teachers should use L2 to provide functional language such 
as greetings. 

.709   

9.  Giving information to clarify the target subject should be given in 
L2. 

.672   

11.  Feedback to students’ answers or activity outcomes should be 
given in L2. 

.576   

12.  Supportive talks such as “well-done, super” should be in L2. .781  

Micro-level Teacher Talk (Minimum L2 Use) 
Factor 

1
Factor 

 2 
Factor 

3
1.  EFL teachers should use only L2 (English) throughout the 
lesson.   

 .684  

6. Classroom management and discipline should be handled in L2. .659 
7.  Whether students understand what they are going to do should 
be checked in L2. 

 .667  

10.  Jokes that might change classroom atmosphere positive should 
be cracked in L2. 

 .680  

13.  EFL teachers should use L2 to encourage their students to 
increase their involvement to the lesson.

 .593  

14. Instructions of the new type of activities or exercises should be 
given in L2. 

 .843  

15. EFL teachers should use no matter how complex the 
instructions of an activity are. 

 .824  

Non-Verbal Scaffolding Techniques To Minimize L1 Use  
2.  EFL teachers should use L2 at students’ level to minimize L1 
use. 

  .742 

3.  EFL teachers should use their body language, gestures, and 
mimicries effectively to reduce L1 use. 

  .907 

4.  EFL teachers should support their L2 use with visual materials to 
reduce L1 use 

  .919 

The Percentage of Explained Variance 26.147 18.380 16.076
The Total Percentage of Explained Variance 60.603 
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were wearing masks during the interviews. In this situation, face-to-face interviews were 
conducted with only nine interviewees who accepted to come to the campus. They were mostly 
fourth graders who were about to graduate. On the other hand, the researcher used Zoom 
platform for interviewing six more PTs. The interviews were in the participants’ native language. 
Face-to-face interview processes were voice-recorded while online processes were video-
recorded to be transcribed later. Each interview lasted approximately 12-18 minutes. The 
recorded interviews were translated by the researcher into English and transcribed, which took 
approximately a week to be completed. 

 

Data Analysis 

The quantitative data through the questionnaire were analyzed via the SPSS program 
23 by utilizing descriptive statistics to answer the first research question regarding the beliefs 
of the participants about using L2 in EFL classrooms. Moreover, the Mann-Whitney U statistical 
test was used due to the lack of conditions of normality (Nachar, 2008) to reveal whether there 
were statistically significant differences between the participants concerning their beliefs in 
terms of being experienced in teaching and being abroad. 

Content analysis using a directed approach was followed to interpret the interview 
extracts as coding depended on the research questions (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005). 
Accordingly, the predetermined codes such as the reasons for maximum L2 use and minimum 
L2 use and non-verbal scaffolding techniques to minimize L1 use  which are in line with the 
questionnaire  components were used to report the expressions of the interviewees which 
might clarify the quantitative results.  

 

Ethical Issues  

 Pertaining to ethical consideration, the study was conducted after receiving the 
approval from the Bursa Uludağ University Social Sciences and Humanities Research and 
Publication Ethics Committee dated 03.07.2020 and numbered 04. This study had no funding 
and there is no conflict of interests. 

 
Findings 

This section presents the findings that emerged from the study by taking the research 
questions into account. The first question was “What are the beliefs of Turkish ELT prospective 
teachers about L2 use in EFL classrooms?” Considering that the least point that could be 
obtained from the questionnaire is 15 and the maximum one is 75, the PTs’ overall  point 
regarding their beliefs about L2 use in EFL classrooms is found to be 59.04, which is closer to 
“I agree” (X=60). To reiterate, the PTs agreed on the use of L2 in EFL classrooms for several  
reasons such as giving feedback,information, and instruction but not all the reasons given in 
the questionnaire. The detailed findings were presented under three factors emerged from the 
factor analysis such as macro-level talk, micro-level talk, and scaffolding techniques to 
minimize L1 use. Accordingly, the participants’ beliefs regarding macro-level teacher talk were 
displayed in Table 3. 
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Table 3 

Descriptive Results of the PT’s Beliefs About L2 Use in EFL Classrooms at Macro-Level Teacher Talk 

Items N C
er
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ly
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in
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A
g
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e 

(%
) 

X SD
11. Giving feedback  128 0 .8 .8 10.9 87.5 4.85 .43634
8. Greeting students 128 0 .8 4.7 21.1 73.4 4.67 .60326
9. Giving information 128 0 .8 6.3 28.1 64.8 4.57 .64824
5. Giving instruction  128 0 3.1 9.4 21.9 65.6 4.50 .79368
12. Providing 
supportive talk  

128 .8 13.3 23.4 31.3 32.3 3.78 1.0548 

 
Concerning macro-level teacher talk, the highest frequency results presented in Table 

1 were related to giving feedback and greetings. Majority of the PTs agreed that EFL teachers 
should use L2 for giving feedback to students’ answers or activity outcomes (98.4%) and for 
providing functional language such as greetings (94.5%). In addition, they also agreed that L2 
should be used to give information to clarify the target subject (92.9%),to give the instructions 
of the activities and exercises (87.5%), and to provide supportive talk such as “well-done, 
super” (62.6%). Some of the interviewees (six Interviewees) mentioned using L2 for the 
aforementioned macro-level talk as seen in the extracts below:   

Interviewee one:“ Greetings enable teachers to form an everyday chunk. Greetings in 
L2 also give this message to students that you are in English lesson now and please get ready 
for English course. We also need to use L2 to give instructions to make them chunks for 
students.” 

Interviewee eight: “I believe that if teachers are really decisive and motivated to teach 
in L2, they can use English not only to give information but also to give instructions, feedbacks, 
explanations etc. They should perceive language learning as communication rather than a 
school subject to be passed.” 

Interviewee 11:” All of my previous English teachers have used L2 to greet us before 
starting the lesson so far. This is an accepted routine both by students and teachers here in 
Turkey. Over time, this becomes automated routine to start an English lesson. I think greetings 
in L2 are very common but not meaningful, which can also be observed in our micro-teaching 
sessions. We reply like robots. We are killing our emotions and make students’ involvement 
concrete.  We do this automatically maybe due to out previous experiences.”  

Interviewee 15: “...If students are afraid of speaking English and foster negative 
attitudes towards hearing something in L2, speaking in English will not help them to change 
their negative attitudes into positive. Thus, teachers can use L1 to provide supportive talk to 
affect their feelings and to comfort them.” 

  The findings showing the PT’s beliefs as to using scaffolding techniques to minimize L1 
use were indicated in Table 4. 
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Table 4 

Descriptive Results of the PT’s Beliefs About Using Scaffolding Techniques to Minimize L1 Use 

The Items N C
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X SD
3. Use of body language, 
gestures, and mimics. 

128 2.3 3.1 3.9 16.4 74.2 4.57 .89340 

4. Use of visual materials  128 3.1 2.3 3.1 15.6 75.8 4.58 .90951
2. Using L2 at students’ 
level 

128 7.1 3.1 15 20.5 54.3 4.11 1.20590 

 
With regard to non-verbal scaffolding techniques to reduce L1 use, most of the 

participants believed that EFL teachers should use their body language, gestures, and 
mimicries effectively (90.6%), support their L2 use with visual materials (91.4%), and use their 
L2 at students’ level to reduce L1 use. Similarly, nearly all of the interviewees (14 Interviewee 
s) mentioned about some suggested strategies to minimize L1 use as seen in the extracts 
below:  

Interviewee seven: “I do not have any teaching experience except for our micro-
teaching sessions in some of our courses. Based on the feedback given by our teacher 
trainers, I can say that not only I but also some of my friends have problems about adjusting 
our talk at students’ level. I know that we should support our talk through our body language 
and visual materials. However, if my students do not understand my speech, I may switch to 
L1 use. Of course, firstly, I will try my best to speak in L2.” 

Interviewee15: “I always try to use English to provide maximum exposure in my private 
course classes. I have been teaching to students whose age range from 20 to 60. You cannot 
believe that I use my body language, gesture and mimicry as if I were the monkey to be able 
to help them understand what I am trying to say in L2. I think it works.”  

The findings as for the beliefs of the PTs about L2 use in EFL classrooms at micro level 
were shown in Table 5. 

 
Table 5 

Descriptive Results of the PT’s Beliefs About L2 Use in EFL Classrooms at Micro-level Teacher Talk 

The Items N C
er
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X SD
12. Encouraging 
students 

128 2.3 9.4 18.8 28.9 40.6 3.96 1.08970 

7. Checking students’ 
understanding. 

128 1.6 7.1 18.9 43.3 29.1 3.91 .95139 

13.Giving instructions 
for new types of 
activities/ exercises. 

128 3.1 13.3 24.2 32.8 26.6 3.66 1.10316 

6.Managing the class. 128 6.3 10.2 32.3 27.6 23.6 3.51 1.14677
10. Making jokes 128 14.1 17.2 27.3 21.9 19.5 3.15 1.31279
1. Using only L2 128 13.3 31.3 25.8 21.9 7.8 2.79 1.15941
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Table 5 

(Continued) 

        

14.Giving instructions 
for complex types of 
activities/exercises. 

128 31.3 28.9 20.3 13.3 6.3 2.34 1.22595 

 
As for following only English policy, the frequency results were not so high that only 

some of them (29.7 %) agreed that they should use only English throughout the lesson. In 
addition, nearly almost every interviewee (12 Interviewees) stated that they tend to use L1 
whenever it is required as indicated in the following extracts: 

Interviewee one: “I am trying to follow some practicing teachers who have been posting 
their classroom videos on Instagram and Facebook. They could teach without using L1 with 
the help of demonstration techniques and their students understood as they absorbed L2. I 
believe that I will be able to talk in L2. However, I think I can use L1 whenever it is required”. 

Interviewee two: “When I gave my first lesson in teaching practice, I tried to use L2 
throughout the lesson. However, the students were always complaining that they could not 
understand anything. They said their previous teachers were using L1 when they did not 
understand. When I realized that they really could not understand despite my use of some 
strategies such as demonstration, I understood the importance of their previous experiences. 
Thus, I used L1 in the following lessons whenever they could not understand to get rid of their 
resistance to the use of L2.” 

Interviewee two: “I believe that we should mostly use L2. On the other hand, teachers 
should prefer L1 use whenever teachers really want to take students’ attention. I believe the 
positive effects of using L1 if a teacher can evaluate the right time such as dealing with 
classroom management issues”.  

On the other hand, few of the interviewees (three Is) were in favour of English-only 
policy as shown in the following extracts: 

Interviewee four: “I think I am in favour of Krashen’s ideas. If we make the input 
meaningful for children and if we truly commit to providing input in L2, we can achieve this. I 
will try to use English to explain even very complex aspects of language”.  

Interviewee  eight: “We will be English teachers so that we should be decisive. Of 
course, there will be some problems we might face with. However, we should give time to us, 
for instance a month, to be able to set up our system to teach English through English. At first, 
we should prepare our students for the lesson, motivate them to listen to in English, and to 
help them get rid of their prejudices, etc. If we believe in ourselves to communicate with our 
students by using only English, we can be successful.”  

Pertaining to some micro-level teacher talk, more than half of the participants agreed 
that L2 should be used to encourage students to increase their involvement into the lesson 
(69.5%) and check students’ understanding about what to do in the lesson (65.2%). Some of 
the interviewees (six Interviewees) mentioned some affective reasons for using L1 whereas 
one of them (Interviewee three) supported the idea of using L2 for positive expressions as 
seen in the following extracts:  

Interviewee 12:” I think I will use mostly L2 in my future classrooms. However, I can 
use L1 to revive my class, motivate my students, and encourage them to be involved in the 
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activities. I think hearing some good expressions from the teacher in L1 might be more effective 
to take students’ attention”. 

Interviewee three:”I think positive expressions should be in L2. They tend to understand 
and use positive expressions more easily. For instance, they easily learn to say ‘I love you’ as 
they think that they are cool. Thus, we should use some positive expressions such as well-
done, etc. in L2.”  

Furthermore, the agreement on the use of L2 for maintaining classroom management 
and discipline and for making jokes was lower. In relation to that, only 51.2 % of them agreed 
that classroom management and discipline should be handled in L2. Similarly, most of the 
interviewees (13 Interviewees) preferred L1 to L2 to deal with misbehaviours that occurred in 
classrooms as displayed in the following extracts:  

Interviewee one:”I think we should use mostly L2. However, if a student is crying, I will 
not expect him/her to explain the matter in L2 as I know that s/he could not explain the situation 
in that manner. Besides, if they fight each other, I intervene in L1.” 

Interviewee two: “I think teachers should use L1 to manage the classroom. Based on 
my observation, I can say that if a teacher uses L2 to intervene misbehaviours occurred in the 
classroom, students might perceive this situation as the lesson. When L1 is used to manage 
students’ behaviours, it becomes easier to take their attention to their misbehaviours.”  

Interviewee 10:” ...if there is a problem in the classroom due to students’ misbehaviours, 
I prefer L1 to show my seriousness. I send the message that I am really serious.” 

However, two of the interviewees followed English-only policy even to manage their 
classrooms as seen in the following expressions: 

Interviewee 15: “I always spoke English during my lessons in the private course I 
worked. When there were classroom management problems, I used not only non verbal 
messages but also some expressions in English. I only preferred saying in L1 ‘Heeey! 
Arkadaşlar’ (Heey! Friends!) to take their attention. However, I immediately moved to use L2. 
I think I was able to manage my classes”.   

As for cracking jokes, 41.4% agreed that jokes that might change the classroom 
atmosphere positively should be made in L2.  Believing that developing an effective and 
positive interaction between a teacher and students would be difficult via L2, some of the 
interviewees (six Interviewees) stated that they would use L1 to increase the effectiveness of 
their sarcastic use of language. As seen in the following extracts, the interviewees consider 
jokes something cultural: 

Interviewee three: “I tried cracking jokes in L2 by translating Turkish jokes. However, it 
did not work. Nobody understood and laughed. I think jokes are mostly cultural and they are 
not so effective in real terms when they are made in L2”. 

Interviewee five: “I do not think that we are able crack jokes in L2. In addition, I believe 
that they do not make sense to students if they are not at advanced learners. I think that 
teachers tend to use sarcastic language in L2 rather than jokes”. 

Despite the high frequency results showing the agreements of the participants on giving 
instructions in L2 at students’ level, they indicated lower level of agreement in their beliefs 
regarding giving instructions for the new types of activities and exercises in L2 (59.4%). The 
lowest-level of agreement of the participants was about giving complex types of instructions in 
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L2 and only 19.6% of them agreed that instructions of the activities/ exercises should be given 
in L2 no matter how complex they were. three of the interviewees stated that they should use 
L2 no matter whether it is complex or not as indicated in the expressions below:  

Interviewee 15: “If we use L1, students are not exposed to enough English. In their daily 
lives, they are also exposed to some difficult expressions in their L1. They will learn how to 
deal with this situation naturally. Every teacher thinks differently. However, I believe that if 
students use the expressions in their daily lives, I will use them in L2. If they do not use in their 
daily lives, why should I teach?”   

The second research question was “What are the effects of having experience in 
classroom teaching on Turkish ELT Prospective teachers’ beliefs about L2 use in EFL 
classrooms?” The findings were displayed in table 6. 

 
Table 6 

Mann-Whitney U Test Results  Regarding the Variable Having Experience 

The Items Teaching 
Experience

N 
Mean 
Ranks

U Z p 

12. Providing supportive talk in L2 Yes 
No

73 
53

67.14 
58.49

1669.00 -2.223 .023 

 

Based on the Mann-Whitney U test result there appeared no statistical differences 
between the PTs with classroom experiences and the PTs without classroom experiences with 
regard to 14 items except for one item (item 12) which is about providing supportive talk in L2. 
To clarify, the PTs with classroom experiences (MR= 67.14) believed more than the PTs 
without classroom experiences (MR= 58.49) that supportive words should be given in L2. The 
following expressions might make this result clear:  

Interviewee seven: I think using L1 is a safe zone for teachers to send the correct 
message. I have not taught English in the real classrooms yet, but I believe that motivating 
students is really important. Teachers want students to believe in themselves to perform the 
activities so that they use some expressions. However, they might be afraid of being 
misunderstood by students who might be discouraged due to lack of understanding in L2. I 
think I can use L1 to increase their desire to be involved in the lesson.” 

Interviewee 15: “In my private course classes, I always try to use L2. When I feel that 
they their motivation decreases, I say: ‘Come on, we can do this together. I can help you etc.’ 
I think it is not so difficult to use these kinds of expressions in L2”.  

The last research question was “What are the effects of being abroad on Turkish ELT 
prospective teachers’ beliefs about L1 use to teach L2?” The findings with regard to the 
aforementioned question were displayed in table 7. 
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Table 7 

Mann-Whitney U Test Results Regarding the Variable Being Abroad  

The Items Being 
Abroad

N 
Mean 
Ranks

U Z p 

15.  Giving instructions for complex 
types of activities/exercises. 

Yes 
No

54 
72

71.21 
57.72

1527.500 -2.126 .033 

 

Based on the Mann-Whitney U test result, there appeared no statistical differences 
between the PTs with experience abroad and without experience abroad pertaining to14 items 
except for one item (item 15) which is about giving instructions of a complex type of activity. 
Accordingly, the PTs who had been abroad agreed more than (MR =71.21) the PTs who had 
never been abroad (MR= 57.72) that an EFL teacher should use L2 no matter how complex 
the instructions are. The following expressions might clarify this situation: 

Interviewee one: “The country I visited was not a country in which people do not speak 
English. Similar to our students, their native language was not English. However, I needed to 
communicate with those people in English which was the only way to communicate. Somehow, 
I was able to communicate correctly due to my immediate need. I did not have second chance 
but only English so that I forced myself to communicate. I realized that I really used 
demonstration techniques and very simple expressions. It worked. I felt self-confident.”  

Interviewee eight:”I realized that the language we use in another country is not too 
complex. However, once I realized that I was able to use language fluently, I believe that I can 
explain everything, even complex language in L2.”   

 

Conclusion, Discussion and Implications 

As commonly suggested by majority of researchers and teacher educators, providing 
exposure in the target language has a pivotal role in promoting language development of EFL 
students. Hence, teacher talk has been considered as the main input in EFL classrooms. 
However, following English-only policy was criticized by some researchers including Auerbach 
(1993) who inspired several further research including also this one. Accordingly, the study 
investigated the beliefs of ELT PTs with regard to L2 use in EFL classrooms. The overall results 
revealed that the PTs confirmed the use of L2 in EFL classrooms for some reasons to 
maximize L2 use. For instance, most of the participants preferred L2 to give instructions of the 
activities and exercises and to give information to clarify the subjects in addition to greetings, 
providing supportive talk and giving feedback to students’ answers. These results are in 
opposition to Cook (2001) but in accordance with Şener and Korkut (2017).   

In line with Auerbach (1993) and Korkut and Şener (2018), but contrary to the PTs in 
the study of Macaro (2001), the PTs in the study did not consider L1 use as the factor to be 
excluded at all costs. Instead, the participants of this study indicated that L1 can be used when 
it is required, which is in line with the findings of the studies by Afzal (2013) and Sa’d and 
Qadermazi (2015). On the other hand, there appeared some PTs who believed the importance 
of following English-only policy, which was also reported by Karakaya and Dikilitaş (2020) and 
Sert (2005).    

Furthermore, confirming the results of the studies by Macaro (2001) and Shabir (2017), 
this study also signifies the importance of training teachers. To clarify, the PTs who had been 
consistently trained to use effective teacher talk during their teacher training program by 



 

AJESI, 2021; 11(2): 684-703   Çelik Korkmaz 

698 

underlying the importance of providing L2 exposure confirmed the advantages of using lots of 
scaffolding techniques including adjusting their talk at students’ level to minimize L1 use in EFL 
classrooms. In agreement with the PTs in the study by Gürsoy, Korkmaz and Damar (2017) 
and Jing and Jing (2018), the PTs believed that using non-verbal messages including body 
language, gesture, mimicry, and visuality to support their talk in L2 would help them to minimize 
their L1 use. In addition, as Crawford (2004) reported that teachers’ choice of language is not 
affected by lack of supplementary materials given by the schools to support their L2 use. In 
line with this result, the TTs in the study were likely to be ready to prepare, adapt and use 
supplementary visual materials to support their L2 use.   

As for some reasons such as encouraging students and providing them supportive talk, 
the participants could not reach consensus on whether to use L1 or L2. Agreeing with  Yanfen 
and Yuqin (2010) and Spahiu (2013), some of the interviewees preferred L1 to encourage 
students and support their involvement to remove the silence that might occur as a result of 
their negative attitudes towards L2 use and to motivate them to be involved in activities more. 
Furthermore, some of the participants who agreed on the use of L1 to check students’ 
understanding might consider L1 use as a facilitating factor for understanding or a way of 
restoring understanding of a word or sentence in L2, which is in line with the PTs in the study 
by Korkut and Çelik (2020). 

The L1 preference of the PTs regarding cracking a joke might be attributed to the 
expressions of Gach (2020) who stressed that comprehending and cracking jokes depend on 
the linguistic and cultural competencies of teachers in L2. Thus, PTs who do not consider their 
linguistic and cultural competencies as at high level are likely to switch on L1 use for this 
function of teacher talk. In addition, as found by Jawhar (2018), teachers’ use of L1 as a source 
of humor provides better EFL teaching and learning besides enabling the less-proficient 
learners to be involved in ongoing classroom interaction. Furthermore, in accordance with the 
previous studies (Orland-Barak & Yinon, 2005: Shabir, 2017; Timuçin & Baytar, 2015; Yao, 
2011), some of the PTs favoured L1 use to discipline students as they believed that they could 
take their attention to their misbehaviours more effectively. 

In line with the study by Külekçi (2018) in which the variable “teaching experience” did 
not affect the perspectives of the PTs on teachers’ behaviors and attitudes related to foreign 
language teaching including also teacher talk, the variable”teaching experience” did not show 
significant differences except for one point in this study, namely, providing supportive words in 
L2. As reported by Tammenga-Helmantel et al.(2020), the beliefs of the PTs were shaped by 
different factors such as teacher education, different teaching contexts, institutions, 
colleagues, learners, and previous experiences. From this point of view, it is likely for the PTs 
in this study to have beliefs formed by either their personal experiences as former learners of 
English or by their teacher education rather than their teaching experiences in real classrooms.  

Furthermore, the PTs who had been abroad believed more that they should use L2 no 
matter how complex the instructions are. Being abroad made a difference in their beliefs about 
L2 use in EFL classrooms presumably due to becoming more skilful in using L2 and having 
more self-confidence and low-anxiety level regarding their use of L2. This result is in 
agreement with Tammenga-Helmantel et al. (2020) who underlined that once teachers 
become more skilful in the target language, using L2 throughout the lesson becomes easier 
for them. 



 

AJESI, 2021; 11(2): 684-703   Çelik Korkmaz 

699 

The findings of the study provide some implications for PTs, teacher trainers, and 
textbook publishers. To clarify, teacher trainers should help PTs to gain insights in teacher talk 
and help them to become aware of some strategies such as using non-verbal messages, 
creating visual materials, and adjusting their talk at students’ levels to minimize their L1 use in 
EFL classrooms. However, they should avoid suggesting the rigid, artificial English-only policy 
by ignoring the realities of the EFL classrooms. There is a fine line regarding this issue that 
PTs as future practicing teachers should not take the easy way out and they should be 
compelled to think critically about their use of L1 to decide whether it is really judicious or 
excessive. In addition, they should be taught taken-for-granted practices in terms of effective 
EFL pedagogies related to teacher talk. Accordingly, they need to be given suggestions related 
to when and how much L1 can be used by not only reminding both advantages and 
disadvantages of L1 use in EFL classrooms but also underlying the pivotal role of L2 use to 
maximize exposure in EFL classrooms where students have limited time, input, and need.  
Although several studies including the current one have been conducted to investigate the use 
of target language in EFL classroom from different perspectives, whether to use L1 or L2 is 
still a non-conclusive issue to be investigated. However, the significant role of teacher training 
on shaping PTs’ cognition is approved in almost every study. Frankly, if teachers are really 
dedicated, we should trust their intuitions as for their use of L1 as a strategy to communicate 
with their students.  

Furthermore, PTs who have lack of confidence in using effective L2 should do self-
assessment to become more aware of their weaknesses in delivering effective and 
comprehensible input in L2. For this purpose, they can record their talk during the micro-
teaching sessions in some of their teacher education courses in addition to recording their 
teaching throughout their practicum to be watched and evaluated by them later by focusing 
particularly on their talks and by discussing the issue with their teacher trainers who can 
support them to increase the effectiveness of their talks.   

Finally, as one of the most important factors in EFL learning and teaching, textbooks 
should be designed in a way that students are provided language at their level and supported 
via visual and contextual clues in order for them not to expect their teachers to explain various 
points in L1.     

The generalization of the findings is limited to the PTs who have been receiving the 
same teacher education which might be considered as the factor that affects their beliefs about 
the means of language to be used in their future classes. Since the result of this study was 
based on a sampled population of PTs enrolled at Bursa Uludağ University in Turkey, further 
research should be conducted with PTs attending different universities to be able to compare 
the effects of different teacher education programs. The data is limited to the questionnaire 
and interviews in this study so that classroom observations of PTs during their practicum could 
also be included to compare and contrast their espoused beliefs and classroom practices.  
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Appendix 1 

 TARGET LANGUAGE USE IN EFL CLASSROOMS 
Dear ELT Prospective Teachers!  

This questionnaire aims to investigate your beliefs about L2 use in EFL classrooms. Participation in 
this study is completely voluntary. The researcher requests your consent for participation in this study. 
Please put “X” under the correct options for you. I would be very happy if you could share your 
demographic information in addition to your beliefs regarding L2 use in EFL classrooms. Thanks for 
your contribution!                                                                                      

Dr Şule ÇELİK KORKMAZ  
 Part 1: Consent Items 

 Please tick the correct options for you! 
 
 I agree to participate in this study. I am aware of the purpose of the study and I am participating 

voluntarily.  Yes (  )   No  (   ) 
 I grant permission for the data generated from this questionnaire to be used in the researcher's 

publication.   Yes (  )   No  (   ) 
 Part 2: Demographic Information 

 Please tick the correct options for you! 
 
 Gender: Female (   )   Male (  ) 
 Class: Seniors (  ) Juniors (  ) 
 Classroom Teaching Experience: Yes (   )   No (  ) 
 Being Abroad Experience: Yes (   )   No (  ) 

  
 Part 3: Beliefs of ELT Prospective Teachers about L2 use in EFL classrooms 

 
 1) Certainly Disagree   2) Disagree    3) Neutral     4)Agree    5) Certainly Agree 

 
1 2 3 4 5

1 EFL teachers should use only L2 (English) throughout the lesson.        
2 EFL teachers should use L2 at students’ level to minimize L1 use.      
3 EFL teachers should use their body language, gestures, and mimicries effectively to 

reduce L1 use. 
     

4 EFL teachers should support their L2 use with visual materials to reduce L1 use.      
5 An EFL teacher should give instructions in L2 at students’ level.      
6 Classroom management and discipline should be handled in L2.      
7 Whether students understand what they are going to do should be checked in L2.      
8 EFL teachers should use L2 to provide functional language such as greetings.      
9 Giving information to clarify the target subject should be given in L2.      
10 Jokes that might change classroom atmosphere positive should be cracked in L2.      
11 Feedback to students’ answers or activity outcomes should be given in L2.       
12 Supportive talks such as “well-done, super” should be in L2.      
13 EFL teachers should use L2 to encourage their students to increase their 

involvement to the lesson. 
     

14 Instructions of the new type of activities or exercises should be given in L2.      
15 EFL teachers should use L2 no matter how complex the instructions of an activity 

are. 
     

 


