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Abstract: Although there have been attempts for a bilingosthod that makes active use of
codeswitching in the foreign language class, exatugse of the target language remains an undidpute
practice from primary to tertiary education arouhd world. For this reason, a survey consistinthofe
closed-ended and four open-ended questions wasnmtiened to 30 student teachers (Department of
Foreign Language Education, METU) in order to itigede their perspectives on mentor teachers’ fise o
native language (L1) and codeswitching in the ERIs It was found that there is L1-dominance & th
practicum classes and the students’ low level @figh is the major excuse for the randomness ofi$d,
whereas its sparing uses concentrate on manageribklarification purposes. While two-thirds of the
student teachers supported the use of L1 and ezpwedried benefits of codeswitching, the rest tegbét
under the influence of monolingualism.
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Ozet —Ogretmen Adaylarinin Yénder getmenlerin Anadil Kullanimindliskin Gorisleri. Yabanci dil
sinifinda dil dgistirmeden etkin olarak yararlanan ikidilli bir yomteicin girisimlerde bulunulduysa da
yalnizca erek dilin kullanimi tagmasiz bir uygulama olarak vagini ilkdgretimden yiiksekgretime tim
diinyada surdurmektedir. Bu nedenle, i¢ kapal veé alfik-uclu sorudan ofan bir anket 30 gretmen
adayina (Yabanci Diller gimi Bolumii, ODTU) yénder gretmenlerinin anadil kullanimina ve yabanci
dil sinifinda dil dgistirmeye iliskin gorislerini argtirmak igin verilmitir. Uygulama siniflarinda anadilin
baskin oldgu, anadilin rastgele kullanimina ghaa gerekce olarak giencilerin digiik Ingilizce
dizeylerinin gosterilgii, anadilin amacl kullanimlarinin ise yo6netsel egiklama odakh oldgu
saptanmgtir. Ogretmen adaylarinin (cte ikisi anadil kullaniminisidleyip dil dgistirmenin caitli
yararlarini belirtirken geri kalani tekdillin etkisiyle kagisindadir.

Anahtar S6zcukledil degistirme, anadil baskinyi, tekdillilik

Introduction

The use of the mother tongue (L1) in the EFL c{&wlish as a foreign language) has stirred perbiaps
liveliest debate in the history of foreign languagaching methods. In Prodromou’s (2001; as cited i
Gabrielatos, 2001: 33) opinion, it “has been aetosl in the cupboard” that “we just haven't wanted
talk about”, whereas Gabrielatos (2001: 33) regérds “a bone of contention for over two centuties
closer look into the development of language teartmethods indicates that excepting the Grammar-
Translation method, almost all the language teachiethods “since the Reform Movement of the 1880s,
whether the audiolingual and audiovisual methods,dommunicative method, or the Silent Way, have
insisted that teaching techniques should not ralyhe L1” (Cook, 1999: 201). Most of the mainstream
ELT methods adopt “exclusive use of the target lagg [L2], which Macaro refers to as the virtual
position”, as they “see no pedagogical or commuivieavalue in the first language at all” (Turnbéll
Dailey-O’Cain, 2009: 3). The proponents of theuaftposition consider L1 acquisition and L2 leagnas
identical processes, and the presence of the covapsible L2 input is enough for the mastery ofreifpn
language (Turnbull & Dailey-O’Cain, 2009). As a ulis many educators believe that the learner'g firs
language mustn’t come into contact with the tafgeguage for the sake of effective language tegchin
and learning (Turnbull & Dailey-O’Cain, 2009).

However, in Klapper's (1998: 24) view, the idem#tion of L2 learning with monolingual L1
acquisition is deeply mistaken, and denying learr@acess to their mother tongue is not only unbglpf
but in fact “harmful”, and “negligent” “for a teaeh to ignore the obvious classroom resource of a
common L1". That's why, he (1998: 25) urged to “racaway from the misconceived dogmatism of the
direct method to a methodology which acknowledgesctrucial role of L1 for the developing FL [foraig
language] learner”. This call has been answeredheyfollowing methods that make active use of
translation and codeswitching in the foreign largualass: C. J. Dodson’s “the Bilingual Method”
(Butzkamm, 2000), Eric Hawkins’ “Reciprocal Langea@eaching” (Cook, 1989), Rodolpho Jacobson’s
“The New Concurrent Method” (Cook, 2001), and Rob®feschler's “the Functional-Translation
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Method” (Weschler, 1997). Nevertheless, these dnilad methods have not gained wide currency in ELT
methodology, and in spite of the growing body odel@ch against it, “the virtal position still engoy
significant support”, “whether in primary, secongdar higher education, whether in Canada, the Wdnite
States, Europe or Asia” because “these results hatvget filtered through to educators in commutinea
and immersion classrooms” (Turnbull & Dailey-O’Caip009: 8). In addition to the efforts aimed at
designing a bilingual method, other ELT authoritiese also provided such lists of the areas in kvhic
can be used in the foreign language class: leadelisting language, giving instructions, checking
comprehension, teaching grammar explicitly, mamie discipline, discussing crosscultural issues,
building rapport, translating unknown vocabularyakimg clarifications, explaining errors, making
crosslinguistic comparisons (Atkinson, 1993; PdlioDuff, 1994; Gill, 2005; Macaro, 2005; Meyer,
2008). still, “among many communicative foreigndaage and immersion instructors, there is a blind
acceptance of the notion that exclusive targetuagg is the best practice”, and thus “any kind of
meaningful dialogue about this hegemony, aboutréadism or desirability of the position or aboué th
potential usefulness of the first language forneas” cannot be built (Turnbull & Dailey-O'Cain, @9

4).

Atkinson (1987: 241) also points out that “in teactraining very little attention is given to theeuof
the native language” by referring back to the la€knformation related to “the potential of its tise
introductory TEFL courses such as Haycraft (1978) Hubbard et al. (1983), who “ignore it entirely”;
Harmer (1983), who “makes four passing referenoesg’,tand Gower and Walters (1983), who caution
against its overuse. “This gap in methodologict&réiture is presumably partly responsible for the
uneasiness which many teachers, experienced axpeinenced, feel about using or permitting the afse
the students’ native language in the classroomKi(&bn, 1987: 241). For this reason, the purpodaisf
study is to investigate the opinions of studentlieas on the use of mother tongue by mentor teacher
the practicum school, as well as their own attitubevards L1 use as prospective teachers of Engfigh
considered that the reflections of the studenthexcon what is actually happening in the realsctasms
and the expression of their personal stance towtrelsissue of codeswitching may have important
implications for teacher training programs, in whibe English-only policy is propagated. Havingdstd
at a university, where the medium of instructiorErgglish regardless of faculty, and being trainedhie
methodology classes of the department, where thieisixe use of the target language is imposedgethes
student teachers’ preconceptions about codeswgcaige especially important because unlike “novices
learning other professions, such as those of lasvyedoctors”, “student teachers arrive for theiiring
courses having spent thousands of hours as sclidodch observing and evaluating professionals in
action” — a phenomenon termed as “the apprentipestobservation” (Borg, 2004: 274).

Method

Participants

The participants in this study were nine male abdenale student teachers, all senior studentsOjnat3
the Department of Foreign Language Education (MidHhst Technical University). To ensure the
anonymity of the participants, each student teaet®s assigned “a case number”, “instead of using
respondents’ real names to identify their datahi present study (Ciambrone, 2004: 18).

Data Collection

In order to examine their opinions on the amouit style of the mother tongue use by the mentotierac

at the practicum school, and also to determiner thimince towards L1 use as prospective teachers of
English, the student teachers were administerediraey developed by the researcher. The survey
consisted of seven questions: three central andsidhquestions. The three central questions wesed}
ended, requiring the participants to make a chomegreas the four subquestions were open-ended,
requiring them to comment on their specific chaices

1. Please estimate how much time your mentor teag®nds using Turkish in the EFL class.

a. over 80% b. 60-80% c. about 50% d. 20-40% e.tkemn 20%.

2. Does your mentor teacher use Turkish random§paringly? a. If randomly, why do you think your
mentor teacher always resorts to using Turkisthen EFL class? b. If sparingly, in what circumstance
does your mentor teacher prefer to use Turkisher&FL class?

3. Do you support the use of Turkish in the EFlss&s? a. If yes, in what areas do you think thefise
the students’ mother tongue can prove useful? holfwhat drawbacks do you think the use of mother
tongue may have in the EFL class?
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In the first question, the percentages of time spmn native language use were derived from
Crawford’s five-point scale (2004: 9). After beingviewed by ELT specialists and measurement experts
the questions were revised on the basis of theiluations with the purpose of increasing the valioif
the survey.

Procedure

The data examined in this study were collectednduthe course, entitled “Practice Teaching” in the
spring semester of the 2010-2011 academic yeard@&partmental goal of the course is to enable stude
teachers to consolidate the skills necessary &mhieg English as a foreign language through obsierv
and teaching practice under the supervision of anegetichers at practicum schools and also to altific
analyze the previously acquired teaching knowlettgeugh reading, research and in-class activities
(Undergraduate Program Course Descriptions). Theseg instructed by the researcher, required the
student teachers to do selected readings and tasksUr's (2006) “A Course in Language Teaching
Trainee Book”, to participate in classroom discossj and to write reflective reports. That's whye t
participants responded to the survey questionbeaehd of the ten-week period. During the practicum
they visited an anatolian vocational high schooVvieg 856 students with 89 teachers, and obserived f
mentor teachers (with at least five years of exgpee) for six hours a week in Ankara.

Data Analysis

The qualitative data derived from the responsebacopen-ended questions were analyzed by using the
descriptive analysis method. According to Yildiamd Simsek’s (2011: 224) model, descriptive analysis
was performed on the qualitative data in four stépfrstly, a framework for descriptive analysigas
designed on the basis of the research questionshantbnceptual structure of the study, and thenése
were identified for the subsequent classificatibithe data; ii. secondly, the data organized agogrib

the thematic framework were read, combined in aningéul and logical way, and the irrelevant dataeve
omitted; iii. thirdly, the previously-organized datvere defined and supported by using direct giooisit
from the responses of the participants; and iv.fitgings identified were finally explained, reldtand
interpreted in the fourth stage. Yildirnm agichsek (2011) states that reliability can be increabés can

be decreased and comparison between categoriebecamdertaken if qualitative data are quantified
through the use of percentages and frequenciesthi®reason, each participant was assigned a case
number and listed from 1 to 30. Then, seven mdjemes (perceived amount of L1 use by mentor
teachers, style of mentor teachers’ L1 use, reaBmnsentor teachers’ random use of L1, purposes of
mentor teachers’ sparing use of L1, student teathmeferences on L1 use, reasons for L1 use and
reasons against L1 use in the EFL class) wereezhiato an Excel spreadsheet. After that, the septe
that reflected the participants’ opinions were edstinder the sub-themes. During this process, no
corrections were made in the responses of the stuei@chers in order to keep the original languzEgbe
gualitative data intact. To ensure validity, thetipgpants were invited to confirm the researchérigings

and the tentative results were refined in the lgfhtheir reactions (Silverman & Marvasti, 2008; rglaall

& Rossman, 2011). In addition to respondent vailicai{member checks), all parts of the data were
analyzed and repeatedly inspected, while devias¢cavere actively sought out in comprehensive data
treatment (Silverman & Marvasti, 2008). Ultimatellye frequencies and percentages were calculated fo
each category by using Excel, as insikk example (1998, as cited in Yildirim Simsek, 2011: 248-249).
Using appropriate tabulations was the last mettsadi wo improve the quality of data analysis, offgria
means to survey the whole corpus of data ordinérgy in intensive, qualitative research” (Silvermg&
Marvasti, 2008: 70).

Findings

The participants were first asked to estimate tiegntage of time spent by mentor teachers on el us
Like Crawford’s (2004: 9) scale, there were fiveiops: “over 80%, 60-80%, about 50%, 20-40%, less
than 20%”, and the results of the student teach&E5) perceived amount of L1 use by their mentor
teachers (MTs) are presented below.
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Table 1.STs' Comments on the Perceived Amount of MentahEes! L1 Use

Perceived Amount of Mentor Teachers’ L1 Use f %
Over 80% 10 33.3
60-80% 10 33.3
About 50% 1 3.3
20-40% 3 10
Less than 20% 6 20
TOTAL 30 100

According to Table 1, 10 out of 30 STs (33.3%) dadied that mentor teachers use over 80% of time
Turkish in the class, while another 10 (33.3%) teanout that their L1 use takes up 60-80% of tlas<l
time. These two groups together make up 67% oftBdisfeature a high amount of L1 use by MTs in the
EFL class. Now that the amount of L1 use by MTsassidered as more than 60% of time, limiting targe
language use to 40% or less of the time, theseseadaim the practicum school can be defined as “L1-
dominant” in Crawford’s (2004: 9) terms. There idyoone participant (3.3%) that estimated MTs’ Llskeu
as about 50%, implying a balanced interplay of lbthtarget language and the students’ mother sngu
Along with three STs (10%), attributing a 20-40%tiofie to MTs’ amount of L1 use, six STs (20%)
perceived MTs’ amount of L1 use as less that 20%nwé. They together form 30% of all the particitsan
that feature a low amount of L1 use by MTs in tli Elass.

Table 2.STs’ Comments on the Style of Mentor Teachers’del U

Style of Mentor Teachers’ L1 Use f %
He uses Turkish randomly in the class. 19 63
He uses Turkish sparingly in the class. 11 37
TOTAL 30 100

Secondly, STs were asked if their mentor teachsesLd “randomly” or “sparingly”. These two terms
concern the binary opposition in their manner divealanguage use: the former refers to a situaition
which language alternation has become “a routimed Bl is adopted as “theain language of the
classroom”, while the latter refers to “selectiveddimited use of the L1” “at times when there are
enormous advantages in using it” (Atkinson, 1993Table 2 shows STs' ideas on their style of L&.us

According to Table 2, 63% of STs believe their Mis& the mother tongue with no particular aim in
mind. For example, ST8 respondetttiink my mentor teacher uses Turkish randomlg &tesn’'t have
any specific aim in using Turkish, because she yavepeaks in TurkiShOn the other hand, 37% of STs
indicated that their MTs resort to L1 use purpokgflunlike ST8, who ascribed the randomness of MT’
L1 use to its high frequency, ST12 remarked thatrttentor teacher spares the use of Turkish for othe
purposes than lesson delivery, by sayinge “uses Turkish sparingly. If the thing he is tgyio tell is
related to the lesson (grammar subject, vocabuleoynprehension of a text), he prefers to use Hmiglis

Table 3.STs’ Comments on the Reasons for Mentor TeacRarslom Use of L1

Reasons for Mentor Teachers’ Random Use of L1 f %
Students’ level of English is too low to understamdEnglish-only lesson. 16 53
Teachers don't have the teaching knowledge to tdackigh English. 7 23
Teachers don’'t make an effort to teach throughighgl 5 17
Students lose interest as they are used to baig@ttén Turkish. 2 7
TOTAL 30 100

Respondents gave multiple answers.

In response to the follow-up questiorf fandomly, why do you think your mentor teachkvays
resorts to using Turkish in the EFL cla§s?9 STs provided 30 comments. The most frequesitiyed
reason for MTs’ random use of L1 is the studentsv level of English (53%), as in ST1's response:
“Because the proficiency level of the students lii éow. The students have difficulty in undersiagd
what the teacher is saying when she speaks in $ingliso the teacher translates what she says into
TurkisH. Secondly, seven STs (23%) indicated that thelrsNack the knowledge of teaching techniques
and strategies to teach the target language witmalking use of the native language. For instan€&0S
criticised the mentor teacher’'s choice over theliti@nal language teaching methods by sayindy “
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mentor teacher always uses Turkish in the class.dBify uses English in certain situations,...she tpain
adopts Grammar-Translation method in the classés;iweads to ineffective learnihg

Also, ST5’s remark on the mentor teacher's conarout the study of grammar calls to mind the
Grammar-Translation methodH&r main reason is that they can’t understand, tloey'’t learn the
grammar point, if she uses English....As the teatfes to teach just grammar, they miss lots ofddin
Similarly, ST29 also pointed out that English idueed to an ordinary school subject on the cumiou-
that students need to know about — instead of be®afed as the language of communication in the
foreign language class by saying: the most important aspect why the mentor teaches Uairkish
randomly is that the aim of the lessons does ndude anything for the sake of language learning; i
other words, they do not study English for the safk@ommunicatioh

Five STs (17%) associated MTs’ random use of L wliteir lack of endeavour to teach through
English, as in ST9’s and ST28's comments respdgtiv&he uses Turkish randomly. | think, she uses it
just because explaining everything in Turkish isieaor it is the easy way which is not tiring antich is
not time-consumidg(ST9), and He wants to give the meaning by using the easiagtwhich is mother
tongue. He doesn’t spend any effort to explain iEnglish first or giving comprehensible inp(8T28).
Only two STs (7%) made reference to the studenvipus learning experience. For instance, ST10
commented: The reason why the teacher resorts to using Tuikishat students are used to being taught
in Turkish. Although she tries to speak and encgerthem to speak English, they don’t pay attention.
They usually wait for the Turkish explanation

In response to the follow-up questiotf, $paringly, in what circumstances does your metgacher
prefer to use Turkish in the EFL cla8s?1 STs provided 21 comments in Table 4 below.

Table 4.STs’ Comments on the Purposes of Mentor TeacBpering Use of L1
Purposes of Mentor Teachers’ Sparing Use of L1 f %

Teachers use Turkish in order to discipline thesla 8 38
Teachers use Turkish in order to make clarification 6 28
Teachers use Turkish in order to give instructions. 3 14
Teachers use Turkish in order to teach vocabulary. 2 10
Teachers use Turkish in order to teach grammar. 1 5
Teachers use Turkish in order to give feedback. 1 5
TOTAL 21 100

Respondents gave multiple answers.

According to Table 4, 38% of them mentioned theiiggause of L1 for bringing order to the class and
reminding students of the school’s regulations. &ample, ST17 commentedSte uses it sparingly and
deliberately. As far as | observed, she uses Tnkisen she wants to warn students about beingt silen
listening to her carefuff’, and ST22 respondedShe also uses Turkish when she wants to mention the
school rules and dressing (ties, skirts étc9T23 also remarked on the mentor teacher’s iSaikish
for self-expression while managing disruptive bebian “He uses Turkish sparingly, because he chooses
it when he needs to express his feelings like angghen he loses control of the class, he startsgusi
Turkish to take everything under controDn the other hand, six STs (28%) stated thair thid's use
Turkish in order to make clarifications. ST22 ant48 suggested that their MTs feel obliged to use
Turkish only when students do not show any siguraferstanding: Lastly, when she is convinced that
nobody in the class understands anything, she mpthe topic in Turkish(ST22), and When she sees
that none of the students got the main idea ofldhson, she switches to Turkish only for few mgiute
(ST40).

According to Table 4, 14% of STs, who describedrthiE's’ L1 use as “sparing”, cited instances of L1
use for giving instructions. ST18 commenteéie” gives importance to avoid Turkish. He only uses
Turkish when he explains some issues as how tdergtiwill present their presentatidné\s for the
teaching of vocabulary, 10% of STs indicated thegirt MTs made use of Turkish equivalents while
teaching the meaning of unknown words, as in ST2dfmments: Also, she has to use Turkish while she
is explaining unknown wortigST24). Only ST2 referred to the use of Turkisin &xplaining grammar
(5%): “She prefers to use Turkish while she is tryingite @ grammatical explanatiénlt is just ST24
that acknowledged the use of Turkish for givingdiesck: ‘The teacher prefers to use Turkish especially
when he makes suggestions for their presentdti®is).

STs’ responses to the third questioBo“you support the use of Turkish in the EFL cla85eare
tabulated below.
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Table 5.STs’ Comments on L1 Use in the EFL Class

STs’ Choice over L1 Use f %

| support the use of Turkish in the EFL class. 20 7 6
| don’t support the use of Turkish in the EFL class 10 33
TOTAL 30 100

According to Table 5, 20 out of 30 STs are in favolL1 use in the EFL classes. 10 STs are, on the
other hand, against the use of the mother tongtleeiforeign language class. A further analysiBraf-L1
responses revealed that 12 out of 20 STs (60%}pemsitive to the selective and judicious use of the
mother tongue in the EFL classes. The fact that @&saware of the use of the target language as the
medium of instruction is evidenced by the followiegponses of ST8 and ST9:

* | think the use of Turkish in EFL classes is neitess Turkey, but Turkish should be used as rare
as possible....There isn’t any certain degree in@iJiarkish or English in the class. However, |
think it is certain that the teacher should try Hato use English as much as possible in the
class....I support that the second language (Engk$lould be used as much as possible, but we
cannot totally avoid from the mother tong(&38).

* | support the use of Turkish in the classroom, wihé&hnecessary. It shouldn’t be randomly. On
the other hand, | prefer the use of the target leage for the most of the lesson. | mean we
shouldn’t be so strict....The target language shdadised and encouraged but we should be able
to switch to Turkish if necessa($T9).

In reply to the follow-up question]f‘yes, in what areas do you think the use of tbdents’ mother
tongue can prove useful?20 Pro-L1 STs provided 49 comments as to whaebts L1 use can offer in
the EFL class in Table 6. 35% of Pro-L1 STs indidathat L1 use can be useful in enhancing the
understanding of students, especially those witlitdid English proficiency. For instance, ST8 argued
against the idea of an English-only lesson at d® of students’ comprehensiomlivays using English is
great for students’ language development, butéf/thave enough knowledge and skill in English. When
their level is too low and they don’t understartte teacher should use Turkish in these circumstince
ST17 noted the indispensability of L1 use, tobil“starting this internship program and observiageal
class environment, | used to object to the useatfien tongue, but seeing it is sometimes inevitablee
want to teach English effectively, especially whith students whose level is low

Table-6: STs’ Comments on the Reasons for L1 Use in the(Hads

Reasons for L1 Use in the EFL class f %

L1 use facilitates comprehension especially at fdexeels. 17 35
L1 equivalents facilitate the teaching of vocabylar 6 12.2
L1 explanations facilitate the teaching of grammar. 6 12.2

It is easier to give instructions by using L1. 5 .20
L1 use creates a more conducive atmosphere toar@itey by removing

negative feelings like anxiety, fear and alienation 8.2
L1 use can be time-saving. 3 6.1
It is more effective to discipline the class byngslL1. 2 4.1
L1 use promotes cultural learning through crosslistic comparisons. 2 4.1
Because L2 learning is different from L1 acquisitistudents need to form > a1
links between L1 and L2. '

It is more efficient to give feedback by using L1. 1 2
L1 use can add a fun element to the class and nhi&klesrning more 1 >
enjoyable.

TOTAL 49 100

Respondents gave multiple answers.

As for the use of Turkish in the teaching of vodaby six STs (12.2%) agreed that providing the L1
equivalent can ease the students’ understandinigeofneaning, especially in the case of abstraitdéx
items and when exemplifying and paraphrasing indb2not work: “..If the students don’t understand
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from example sentences, explanations, there isemal o force them....Telling they [unknown words]
mean ‘zit anlam, kavram, yasadietc. in Turkish will make our job easier and ifaate their
understanding (ST9). With lower levels, thsisting on using EnglisSh—- monolingual glossing — can
become & torture’ because “..while explaining a word, sometimes students gatasdusetlin ST11's
words. According to Table 6, another six STs (12.28licated that L1 use can prove useful in the
teaching of grammar. ST24 made special mentiomefuse of Turkish in areas of difficulty — where L1
and L2 grammar do not overlagt ivould be useful when students don’t understamdesgrammar points
which have no common characteristic in Turkish.ah @ive present perfect as an example. Because
students can understand some points in Turkisty&asi

Table 6 shows that there are five STs (10.2%) wéiiee in the efficiency of giving instructionstime
native language. For instance, ST2 commentedgiVing explanation or direction (while explaining
to do) requires usage of native language, considetihe level of studeritsand ST17 respondedt think
mother tongue is particularly necessary while givinomplicated instructioris With regard to the
affective benefits of L1 use in the EFL class, fofir20 Pro-L1 STs (8.2%) argued that psychological
barriers to L2 learning can be overcome by theaiiseurkish, thus providing a more relaxed atmospher
where L2 input can be received more readily by estisl For instance, ST27 wrotd: dbserved such
situations as insistent use of English made stwdeomfused and discouraged. For instance, studdmts
not understand the instructions and they can't li activities and they got panicReth addition, ST14
drew attention to the risk of learning impotenddo“use of L1, on the other hand, can discouragaestis
from learning the languagewhile ST23 stressed the practicality of L1 udeew the feeling of alienation
is aroused: Teachers should switch his/her language when stadggi lost

As for the time-efficiency of L1 use in the EFL staoom, three STs (6.1%) postulated two different
reasons. ST8 and ST25 stated that the languageeteaeeds to resort to the students’ native languag
when their comprehension comes to a halt. FornestaST8, who believes that)sing Turkish % O is
really great in theory, but in practice, the readd are differerit responded: They may have big problems
in understanding and the teacher may waste too ntiowdh on explaining. In these situations, the mothe
tongue should be used for them to comprehend soimts @nd for the teacher to use time effectiveédn
the other hand, ST20, more concerned about cuintyacing, noted that L1 use can be time-saving
especially in beginner level classesithough | do not want to use Turkish in the classa prospective
teacher, it will be difficult as we have a very tWga&urriculum and we do not have much time. Esfigcia
with beginners, it would be more difficult

It is evident from Table 6 that only two STs (4.1%glieve in the effectiveness of L1 use for
maintaining classroom discipline. ST26 commentddoreover, when the students get bored, code-
switching would play a major role in having studetisten to the teacher, stop talkingvhile ST30
stressed the importance of establishing a classamata of conduct by using the mother tongudso, at
the beginning of the term, the teacher should giaesroom rules and principles in the mother-tondoe
my opinion, this will lead better classroom manageth Another two STs (4.1%) focused on the use of
the mother tongue for making comparisons betweemtiive and the target culture. For instance, ST2
argued: “..teaching cultural elements requires a usage ofwvealanguage considering the level of
students and ST26 commentedl think use of both English and Turkish in the stasm can be useful.
While the lesson is going on, there might be sapied related to the culture of the studénts

It can also be seen from Table 6 that two other @TK%) consider L1 acquisition and L2 learning as
distinct processes and believe in the necessitigeoformation of crosslinguistic links. To quote S Twe
cannot teach a student a language which she evesntidknow the basics, without using her/his mother
language, | don’t think it will be efficiehtand ST8 respondedt believe that learning second language is
different from learning first language. Therefostydents may build connections between the firdttha
second language to get what is tatight

The two least-cited reasons for L1 use relate tongi feedback and adding the fun factor to L2
learning (2% each). In relation to giving feedbdgkusing Turkish, ST13 commentedvi6reover, the
teacher should give homework in mother tongueHisr level of students. In addition, feedback shdaad
given in Turkish. They should understand correictiwhat situations they should improve themsélves
to how the foreign language class could be madéjubhl use, ST9 recommended:d' make the lesson
more enjoyable, to make something clear, we cam givexample or we can make a joke in Turkish. Then
we can switch to English, because learning a lagguaithout speaking will be deficiént
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Table-7: STs’ Comments on the Reasons against L1 Use ERhe&Class
Reasons Against L1 Use in the EFL class f %
Students should be exposed to comprehensible inpstler to acquire L2 i

9 36
the same way as L1.
Recourse to L1 steals from the time of L2 use wniEsmprehensible inp 5 20
and low affective filter are at stake in beginrerdl classes.
Students won’t bother to process L2 input if LLig®d in the EFL class. 5 20
Students cannot form good language habits if Lised in the EFL class. 3 12
Audiovisuals, demonstration and nonverbal cues egurlly cater for th 3 12

expression of meaning.
TOTAL 25 100
Respondents gave multiple answers.

In reply to the follow-up question)f‘no, what drawbacks do you think the use of tle¢her tongue
may have in the EFL classés20 Anti-L1 STs provided 25 comments as to why tise of the students’
native language should be avoided in the foreigmguage class in Table 7. 36% of the Anti-L1
participants believe that in order for the studdntsicquire a second language, they need to reesive
much comprehensible input as possible. For exan®ld0 responded:A’ foreign language should be
learned as the way we learn the native languageceSthis idea is not adopted by our education syste
students gradually become those we do not approwslerss should always be exposed to target
languagé, and ST29 commentedI| Strongly believe that even though the studentaataunderstand the
utterances in English, they pretty well learn iconsciously.

This view is reminiscent of Stephen Krashen’s inpypothesis. At the same time, it is not context-
sensitive in terms of his acquisition-learning hiyyesis, since learners are here in an EFL settvhgre
English is not spoken outside the classroom. Onother hand, ST18 and ST28 are conscious of the
context and believe teachers should avail everpppity to provide L2 input in the EFL clas€riglish
should be more widely used than Turkish, becauseckhiss environment is the only area which the
students will get enough input in English. Theigaisition of structures and meaning could be aakiev
by enough English inpu{ST18), and If we spend this already limited time in mothergoe, it will not
lead to an accomplishment for our students. | supfie idea of Crushen’s [Krashen’s]. To create an
atmosphere to make them acquire the language wespeak always in EngliSiST28).

According to Table 7, 20% of Anti-L1 STs believathime not spent on L2 input is time not well-
spent and L1 use can only be excused in beginmel édasses when it helps learners to understamd th
input and overcome language anxiety. Although SiB8 &sserted that he was in favour of an Englisly-o
approach, he went on to explain that such adhetenite monolingual approach might prove inhumane i
the case of beginners: “such a philosophy might be hard to realize withiivegrs. In my practicum
school, such approaches would be very harsh orestadTo help them get proficient in English, &'s
necessity to start off with what they already kreowd can relate to In the same way, ST22 noted the
importance of making crosslinguistic comparisonstfeginners: I'do not support the use of Turkish in
EFL classes except in beginner levels. Beginnesaldiget the main idea of the target language tigkit
with their mother tongue. After this link is drawthere is no need for native langudgklaving the same
concern, ST16 stated that beginners would be diaged from participation if the teacher insistedaon
English-only class: Because some students are shy and they refuseetd &p English....If they feel
comfortable, they learn much more efficiently. Bp,using Turkish when necessary the teacher should
help students participate in the les508T18 remarked on the affective benefits of L® as well: f
would prefer using Turkish more in beginner leviblan advanced levels....using Turkish a little could
reduce the anxiety and make the students get asedew languade

Along with the reduction in L2 time, the risk of @@ssive dependency on mother tongue is another
equally-weighted reason against L1 use in the Bikses. Again, 20% of Anti-L1 STs fear learners wil
not be motivated enough to process the target kgeyif they can easily fall back on their mothergtoe.
Below are listed the selected comments of ST5, SINBST29 in respective order:

» ...If we use both Turkish and English, students nutl listen to us while we are using English.
Because they know that after we finished explaimrignglish, we will use Turkish. They will wait
for the turn of English. So, the use of Englishl widt be efficient. Students will not learn
efficiently(ST5).
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* ...l'won't resort to Turkish any time my studentsehdifficulty in understanding the lesson. My
students could find it challenging to understandlish, but unless they try, they will not manage
to develop their EnglisfST18).

* ....In addition, the flexibility to switch to natilanguage makes the students feel that there is
always one way out when they are stuck in termsdérstanding. This flexibility lowers down
the motivation to use the target language everyamain every circumstan¢8T129).

In the same vein, 12% of Anti-L1 STs believe thatuse is a barrier to the formation of good languag
habits, because students will be deprived of th@dpnities for language practice with the teadhbe
uses L1 in the class. For instance, ST5 made nmeafiteacher's modelling for the development spegki
skills: “If we use Turkish in our classes, our students kmithw lots of things about English language, but
they will not be able to speak fluently. We shaisle only English in the classvhile ST12 observed that
L1 use by the teacher might be counter-effectivengl more harm than goodt always appreciate the
efforts to stick to the target language in EFL eles. Otherwise, a habit of using mother tongue avoul
occur where the students have trouble expressiagselves in EngliShST10’s comment, on the other
hand, calls to mind the prohibition of L1 use ie thudio-Lingual Method: Normally, English teachers
should avoid the use of Turkish as much as possiblais way, students will adopt this habit oéaking
and listening in English in classes

As for the conveyance of meaning, another three-l&hparticipants (12%) argued that audiovisuals,
demonstration and nonverbal cues are much betids tikan L1 use. For example, ST1 respondé&te”
teachers could support their speech with gestures mimics for the students to understand. And the
teacher may do and show what they want from thdests and then want them to do the same ‘thamy
ST28 also commentedWe can use audio-visual aids to render the speeampoehensible but | don’t
think using mother tongue is the solution for dedive language learnirig

Discussion

The initial finding of this study reveals that tf@eign language classes in the practicum schaolbea
defined as “L1-dominant” due to the high amounLbfuse by the mentor teachers, whose target larguag
use was estimated by 67% of the participants t64b&6 or less of the time”, in Crawford’s (2004: 9)
terms. In this respect, this result is similar tonkand Elder’s (2005) study, where four of the seve
teachers used the target language under 50% difiegranging between 23-46%). However, there is no
consensus in the educational literature as to hashm1 use is present in the foreign language cl2g8

and Polio (1990) found out a wide range of varigbih the amount of target language use by native-
speaker teachers of thirteen different languagesn(fL0% to 100%) with a mean of 67.9%, whereas
Macaro (2001) calculated a relatively low amountbfuse by six student teachers with a mean of 4.8%

One conclusion that could be drawn from this diwgref data is that the native language of the
students cannot be totally banished from the foréagguage class, and will continue to exist iriedént
amounts. The problem is whether the mother tongymii to good use or “abused”, as Prodromou (2002:
5) pointed out the students’ native language “hesnbused surreptitiously and haphazardly and, as a
result, it may not have been used to good effecpdtential as a resource has been cramped aodelis
by the guilt and prohibitions that have accompaitiedse”.

The second finding indicates that more than hathefparticipants agreed on the randomness of MTs’
codeswitching. Similarly, Meij and Zhao (2010: 4G&ydied the views of teachers and students on the
frequency of teacher codeswitching in English majourses in Chinese universities and found that the
students correctly perceived it as “being more desg and longer in duration” than the teachersadid
their codeswitching behaviour was in fact “sevenes more prevalent” and also “10 times more time
consuming” than the teachers supposed.

When asked why MTs use the mother tongue randamtlye class, 53% of the participants related it to
the students’ lack of understanding due to their level of English, and 7% of them blamed it on the
students’ loss of interest due to their previoumreg experience. In Kang's (2008) case study of a
nonnative EFL teacher at a Korean elementary schio®lstudents’ inability to comprehend the teasher
L2 input and their disinterest in an English-orégdon again ranked high among the teacher’s re&sions
the exclusive use of L1 despite the TETE (Teachimglish Through English) policy in Korea. The
students’ previous experience and level are, tomng the factors that determine the exact propustadf
L1 and L2, according to Atkinson (1993), who recoamals to reduce the amount of L1 use at higher
levels and to increase the amount of L2 use gradiidhe students are used to having classes mainl
L1. In the case of the practicum classes, these stndent-related reasons serve as a pretext for the
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exclusive use of L1 and create a chicken-egg dilapbecause “If English is not timeain language used
in the classroom, the learners are not going tmlgary much English” (Atkinson, 1993: 12). Now tha
“perfect teaching and learning conditions do nastx“teachers have to resort to the L1”, whicls e
pedagogical value in it, in terms of Macaro’s (20835) Maximal Position.

The participants also observed two teacher-reledgadons for the randomness of L1 use by MTs in
these classes: the lack of teaching knowledge adéawour to teach through English. Polio and Duff
(1994) also point out that teachers’ codeswitchétgm from their lack of necessary experience and
strategies to rephrase and modify their speechilé@iym when Lai (1996) analyzed the data from the
journals and classroom discourse of four pre-serteéacher trainees in Hong Kong, she found that the
use of ineffective strategies necessitated L1 aisé,reasoned that not the language of instructidrihz
teaching method needs to be adjusted. As for ttex laroblem, Lai (1996)’s participants, too, fowming
L1 easier and more efficient even if they were awafr the importance of teaching in English. In this
regard, the exploitation of L1 use as a survivatsgy by teachers can be resembled to “a crutet’dan
help to “get by in a lesson” but also “a recogmitaf weakness” (Prodromou, 2002: 5).

As for the purposes of MTs’ sparing use of L1, glieing the class, making clarifications and giyin
instructions attained the top three positions, avlbdaching vocabulary, explaining grammar and givin
feedback were after them. It can be concludedtti@asparing uses of L1 by MTs concentrate on mainly
managerial (disciplining the class and giving iastions) and clarification purposes, as in the aafse
Barak and Yinon (2005)'s study, where they expldiezlperspectives of 14 Arab and Jewish EFL student
teachers towards L1 use via an inductive analystheir reflective essays on their taught and réedr
lessons.

Thirdly, when the participants were asked if thegs-prospective teachers — support the use of the
mother tongue in the EFL class, 67% of the paicip (20 out of 30 STs) were found to be in fawafiit,
and most importantly, 60% of these Pro-L1 partiotpa12 out of 20 STs) expressed their sensitivaty
the selective and judicious use of L1 in the ERissl Similarly, in McMillan and Rivers’ (2011: ludy,
which “documents the attitudinal survey of 29 natBnglish speaker teachers at a Japanese univeitsity
was found that 20 out of 29 English teachers werfavour of L1 use by the teacher and 22 out of 29
English teachers supported the idea that selediiveuse is compatible with CLT (Communicative
Language Teaching).

The extensive literature on the desirability of lide by teachers in different educational contelsis a
indicates that though showing varying degrees oéexgent, foreign language teachers support thefuse
the mother tongue. The highest level of support @agsessed by teachers of English at the Univeddity
Puerto Rico in Schweers’ (1999) study (100%), whilesimilar studies, L1 use was supported by20467
of 20 teachers in a Beijing university (Tang, 2Q02)80% of five instructors at Adama Teachers|€yg
in Ethiopia (Beressa, 2003), iii. 80% of 100 tastiteachers from five universities in Indonesiad#zarias,
2004), iv. 68% of 25 college level teachers in dafBhimizu, 2006), and v. 70% of 10 high school
teachers in TurkeySevik, 2007). For this reason, it can be concluded the exclusive use of L2 in the
foreign language class, which “is not a recent firadntroduced alongside communicative methoddlpgy
but “has been the bedrock of classroom teachingver a hundred years”, has recently turned obetta
broken myth”, as teachers have recognized varigaes of the mother tongue in communicative teaching
(Howatt, as cited in Burden, 2000: 139; Barak & &fin2005: 98).

In order to gain more insight into their beliefsoabthe uses of the mother tongue, these 20 Pro-L1
participants were asked to comment on the potesutésls in which L1 might prove useful. The resatts
in line with the recurring themes in the literatubeit again with differing degrees of agreemeng¢ach
category. The use of the mother tongue to faalisitidents’ comprehension was advocated by 35%eof t
participants; which also received the support d¥38f the Chinese teachers in Tang’s (2002) study.
However, 70% of the Turkish teachersSevik’s (2007) study, 68% of the Japanese teacheBhimizu’'s
(2006)’s study, and 57.14% of the Ethiopian indotg in Beressa’'s (2003) study believe that L1 use
greatly aids comprehension.

As for the teaching of vocabulary, 12% of the Pfoftarticipants were in favour of L1 use. This
finding is almost the same as Schweers’ (1999)ifmaf 12.6%, but the least amount of support is th
area was provided by 7.69% of the instructors ireBga’s (2003) study, whereas it is in Zachari2@804)
study that 62% of the participants approved theafighe mother in teaching new words. The amount of
support provided by the participants of Tang (20himizu (2006),Sevik (2007) can be listed in
respective order: %39, %24 and %20. The use oflthe teaching of grammar was equally cited by 12%
of the Pro-L1 participants. However, it is $evik's (2007) study that the use of the mother tenin
teaching complex grammar rules received the highestunt of support by the teachers (80%). The
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amount of support in Tang’'s (2002), Zacharias’ @0&nd Shimizu’s (2006) studies range between 39%
and 64% in the area of grammar instruction.

L1 use was found useful in the area of giving indfons by 10% of the Pro-L1 participants, to which
Zacharias’ (2004) result is the closest with thppsut of 11% of the teachers. Even a lower amofint o
support for giving instructions by using the motkamngue is present in Tang’'s (2002) study: only &%
the teachers. On the other hand, Shimizu's (2006)Savik's (2007) results amount to 28% and 20%
respectively. Like 7.3% of the teachers in Schwgé&@99) study, who supported the use of L1 foipimej
students feel more comfortable and confident, 8%hefPro-L1 participants in this study believe that
use can create a more conducive atmosphere tarlgdm removing the negative feelings of anxiegarf
and alienation. This use of L1 receives the suppb82% of the teachers in Shimizu’s (2006) studg a
28.57% of the instructors in Beressa’s (2003) stiliyile 6.1% of the student teachers in this study
believe in the time-efficiency of the mother tongise in the EFL class, this is raised to: 14.29%hef
instructors in Beressa’s (2003), 28% of the teachemang’s (2002), 40% ifevik’'s (2007), and to 48%
in Shimizu’s (2006) studies.

The use of the mother tongue in disciplining thesslwas approved by 4% of the Pro-L1 participants i
this study, and similarly, only 7.69% of Beress@803) instructors argued for L1 use in maintaining
classroom discipline. This is raised to 20% oftechers irgevik’s (2007) study, even though Schweers
(1999), Tang (2002), Zacharias (2004) and Shin200§) made no mention of it. The highest amount of
support for the use of L1 in disciplining the class however, provided by 55.8% of the 52 Chinese
teachers of English in Yao’s (2011) study. Whilether 4% of the Pro-L1 participants advocated the u
of L1 for promoting cultural learning, it is onlp iYao (2011)’s study that 76.9% of the teachersnteg
to better illustrate the cultural points in textg Using L1. With regard to forming crosslinguisticks,
again 4% of the Pro-L1 participants believe in tieeessity of L1 use; and 2.5% of Schweers’ (1999)
teachers, likewise, approved the mother tongueirugxplaining the relationship between English and
Spanish. In Beressa'’s (2003) study, however, 15.88fhe instructors believe in the necessity of imgk
comparisons between the target language (Englighjlee native language (Oromo).

The least-cited uses of L1 in the EFL class congirimg feedback and adding a fun element to the
class, each amounting to only 2% of the Pro-L1 esttideachers. As for L1 use in giving feedbacks thi
finding is below Zacharias’ (2004) result of 11%utBn the use of L1 jokes for fun in the class, it
approximates Beressa’s (2003) result of 7.69%; ghdoeing way belovwgevik’'s (2007) result of 20%.
Schweers (1999) and Shimizu (2006) documentedasimihounts of support for the use of the L1 jokes i
the EFL class: 15%-16%, while the highest resuftadguired in Yao's (2011) study, where 69.3% of the
teachers reported to switch into Chinese to tglka in order to enliven the class.

In the light of these findings, two immediate carsibns can be drawn here: i. whether there is a
native-speaker or a non-native teacher in the dardanguage class, codeswitching is a natural
phenomenon in the monolingual classes and the amwfuteachers’ L1 use varies across different
educational contexts; and ii. teachers almost umifp agree that a judicious and selective use ef th
mother tongue can prove useful in varied areasanfiuage teaching ranging from the facilitation of
comprehension to class management.

The discussion henceforth will, therefore, focustloe drawbacks of L1 use as perceived by the 10
Anti-L1 participants in this study. 36% of themajiproved the use of the mother tongue in the E&sscl
because they believe students can learn a foraigguhge in the same way as a native-speaker agdfuire
by being exposed to comprehensible input. SimijJaHgrd (2009: 71) interviewed 10 native-speaker
teachers from various universities of Tokyo abdirt principles and practices of L1 use and fourat t
nine of the 10 interviewees supported an Englidg-approach, as it is “their responsibility to pide
students with plenty of rich comprehensible input’.Leung (2010: 7, 18)’'s study with 20 non-native
teachers from two secondary schools in Hong Konge of the teachers’ reasons against L1 use is
“maximal L2 exposure”, because they argue “the ligwmeent of students’ L2 proficiency is proportional
to the amount of L2 input they receive”, “althoutfiie students may have difficulty understandinghat t
beginning”. Aware of this difficulty, 20% of Anti-L STs in this study sanctioned the use of L1 in
beginner level classes only when it helps learteersiderstand the input and overcome language gnxie
Otherwise, they believe that time not spent onrgut is time not well-spent. Likewise, 80% of Lelsng
(2010: 22) teachers indicated that “using L1 redusteidents’ exposure to L2”, while “a 100% English-
only proponent” teacher in Ford (2009: 71)’s stidsnphasized the need for maximizing students’ time
spent hearing the L2 as they had so little oppdstiio do so otherwise in a typical FL setting”.

Yet, Krashen’s input hypothesis that “people aaguanguage best by understanding input that is
slightly beyond their current level of competendRichards & Rodgers, 2002: 182) is challenged by
Macaro’s (2005: 66) hypothesis that “large amowftsnput do not necessarily lead to take-up of the
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language by the learner”. In fact, “there is nodewice pointing in the direction of higher achieving
learners (or faster learners) feeling more at ewtle L2 exclusivity” (Macaro, 2005: 70). Therefore,
instead of the total avoidance of L1 use in the ERiss, teachers can provide “an enhanced formpoifti
that is more salient for the learner, more easitgcpssed, and consequently results in a greater
understanding of the TL” (Turnbull & Arnett, 200205-206).

In addition to the reduction of L2 time, the riskaverreliance on L1 use also aroused concern among
20% of Anti-L1 participants, who believe learnendl feel too much at ease to take the trouble twcpss
the input in the target language. In the same Wayd's (2009: 70) teachers state that “if learriersw
that the teacher will use the L1, then they stopceatrating so much on processing information in L2
knowing that they will get an explanation or instian clarified in Japanese”, which will restridteir
opportunities for L2 practice.

These concerns are not in vain, considering theepesd amount and randomness of L1 use by the
mentor teachers in this study. Crawford (2004:(,dlso investigated “language teachers’ attitidesnd
use of the target language” in Australia, and fotlrat many of the respondents had “reservationsitabo
the desirability of L2 use or even actively oppaseas well as claiming to use the target languagete
sparingly across a teaching cycle”. Thus, she (2004: 11lyestgd that “even after several years in a
language program, many students potentially expegievery little interaction with their teacher imet
target language”. Conscious of these repercussimindimited exposure on students’ language
development, 12% of Anti-L1 participants in thisdy advocate that L1 use must be avoided in omer f
the students to form good language habits, ad# them of the opportunities for language practiith
the teacher in classroom interaction. However, scdo’s two studies with pre-service and experiénce
teachers (Macaro, 2001 and Macaro & Mutton, 20@2¢iged in Macaro, 2005: 71-72), “no significant
increase in the students’ use of L2 was detectethdf teacher used the L2 exlusively or almost
exclusively”. On the contrary, he (2005: 72) suggdsat “expert codeswitching” has “no negative acip
on the quantity of students’ L2 production”, buthexr may promote it.

Their last reason against L1 use relates to theesgn of the meaning in the EFL class: three-Afti
participants regard audiovisuals, demonstration mamalverbal cues as much better tools than L1 use.
Likewise, in Leung’s (2010: 18-19) study, teachenswed preference for contextualization, illustrati
and “self-explanatory visuals such as pictures wddo clips” over resort to L1 use. However, thare
ample evidence in the literature that a directdi@ion of the target language word might prove enor
effective in the expression of meaning than theliciiptechniques like contextualizing, paraphrasing
antonyms, synonyms, glossing and visuals in voeapuhstruction (Prince, 1996; Lotto & De Groot,
1998; Ramachandran & Rahim, 2004; Bacherman, 2007).

An overview of these findings suggest that althotwb-thirds of the student teachers in this study
recognize the importance of L1 use in the foremmlage class and advise caution in the amount of L
use, one-third of them reject codeswitching untleribfluence of these three claims of the Monolaigu
Approach: i. “the learning of an L2 should mode# tharning of an L1 (through maximum exposure & th
L2)"; ii. “successful learning involves the sepavatand distinction of L1 and L2"; iii. “studentbauld be
shown the importance of the L2 through its contiusg” (Cook, 2001, as cited in Miles, 2004: 10).

Conclusion

Like 80% of Beressa’s (2003) instructors, 100%hef student teachers in this study were not trafoed
using the mother tongue purposefully in the fordagrguage classroom. Rather, they seemed to attapt “
communicative teaching style”, which has "littlestgmatic recognition of the possibilities availatdehe
learner through the first language” (Cook, 200168)2 After observing that L1 use is dominant anddaan

in the foreign language classes of a state highadéh Ankara, they were divided on the issue ofusk in
the EFL classes, especially in the case of weatlests: while the majority of the participants ware
favour of judicious and selective use of the motbague for varied pedagogic purposes, the restesh
were against it, as they assume “it is [their] jolrecreate in [their] classrooms the natural cimus of
acquisition present in the external environmentthis Larsen-Freeman (2003: 20) calls “the reflex
fallacy”, and redefines the task of the languageelier as “to improve upon natural acquisition”, t‘no
emulate it”.

The conflict between theory and practice is notipalar to the participants in this study, thoug.
Barak and Yinon's (2005: 101) study, too, “the &ss promoting communication and encouraging active
participation in the foreign language is solidlytrenched in student teachers’ understandings af the
roles”, but Arab and Jewish student teachers ‘stihde intrinsic connections between strategies for
promoting communication, pupil participation, ame tuse of L1". Similarly, in Meij and Zhao’s (2010:
396, 406) study, all the participants “perceive argerience the classroom as a compound bilingnzeles
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in which there is and should be room for L2 as wsllL1”, although “the tacit policy of universitiesto
favor the immersion mode”. As a result, “duringriiag, prospective teachers may thus learn that éne
expected not to use the L1 in their lessons. Iir tbeen classrooms, teachers have tended to react
differently” as Meij and Zhao (2010: 406) put it.

Whether they are of Turkish, Arabic, Jewish or @i origin, the student teachers are faced with thi
discrepancy between the English-only policy andptaetice of L1 use by the teachers. This is afttet
to “the homogeneous character of EFL teacher emuncan Barak and Yinon’s (2005: 107) politically
correct language, whereas Holliday (1994: 3) assesiit with “the unilateral professionalism”, whits
“ethnocentric, failing to appreciate the social kggounds of others, using international Englishglzamge
education to feed its own expansionism”. This lisga imperialism involves, on the one hand, foreig
curriculum developers or teachers “trying to effappropriate English language teaching with stuglent
who are foreign to them”, and on the other handivedeachers and curriculum developers “trying to
make sense of methodologies developed in BritamrttiNAmerica or Australasia for ‘ideal’ teaching-
learning situations, which are very different frtmeir own” (Holliday, 1994: 11). The question oftiat is
the optimum classroom situation?” or “how far reeei classroom methodologies are the most
appropriate?” (Holliday, 1994: 11) can then be pok® the issue of L1 use in the foreign language
classroom.

Now that “SLA research provides no principled remstor avoiding the L1 in the classroom” “...other
than allowing the students to hear as much seamglihge as possible”, “[twenty-first-century teaghi
will have to look elsewhere for its rationale, itf] fis to continue to accept the ban on the fistduage
imposed by the late nineteenth century” (Cook, 2a@5, 157). Therefore, it is naive for the locddhers
to submit to the imposed ideal of an English-orlbss by the mainstream ELT methods and to banish
such a vital resource from the foreign languagesscldn contrast, the local educators must take the
initiative in deciding what is right for the pamiar country, as Cook (2001: 165) put it: “Whetheridea
or approach in language teaching is useful doesnirrisically depend on which country it comesniro
Its merits have to be accepted or rejected byxperts on the situation”; i.e. by “the teachers atudlents
who live and work there”.

The fact that the target language is thain language of the classroom is irrefutable, but \waeit
should be theonly language in the classroom should be questioneziuse “avoiding examination or
conversation about the role of the learners’ fiasiguage can only be counterproductive to the alm
goals of communicative second and foreign langyaggrams” (Turnbull & Dailey-O’Cain, 2009: 183).
There is in fact a more immediate question: “how ta use be systematized to realize its full podédats
a resource in the foreign language class?”. Thermniple evidence that “teachers and students,, alike
codeswitch even when rules or policy ban them fdwimg so”, and “far from being necessarily due to
laziness or inattention to detail, there are squedhgogical reasons for this” (Turnbull & Dailey&in,
2009: 183).

For the above reasons, teacher training progranss come to grips with the issue of codeswitching in
methodology and practice teaching classes so thatean teachers can be equipped with the necessary
knowledge and skills for the optimal use of the meottongue in the foreign language class. “Optifinst
language use” may be a fuzzy term, as “researdtifrglisagree about how and whether optimal first
language use can be defined” (Turnbull & Dailey-@i¢; 2009: 186). But if future research fills thegpgn
the methodological literature on “the features lalssroom activities and materials that promotenagti
codeswitching so that the first language does remoime a crutch for both teachers and students”
(Turnbull & Dailey-O’Cain, 2009: 185), then bothegservice and in-service teachers will be freednfro
the feelings of guilt and frustration, and theylwilake informed decisions about the timing of their
codeswitching behaviour. The provision for trainipgbgrams in codeswitching is also highlighted in
Adendorff (1996, as cited in Meij & Zhao, 2010),d&02001, as cited in Meij & Zhao, 2010) and Macaro
(2001). In this way, “our strategic objective wdbntinue to be maximum interaction in the target
language”, but “the role of the mother tongue vhi# to enrich the quality and the quantity of that
interaction in the classroom, not to restrict opawerish it (Prodromou, 2002: 5).

” ou
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Genisletilmis Ozet

Ingilizcenin yabanci dil olarak goetildizi siniflarda anadil kullanimi belki de yabanci digretim
yontemleri tarihindeki en canl tagtnayi balatmistir. Dil 6gretim yontemleri incelengdinde, Dilbilgisi-
Ceviri Yontemi dginda neredeyse bitin yontemlerin “1880’lerdeki Reftlareketi'nden bu yana ister
isitsel-dilsel ve gitsel-gorsel yontemler olsun ister ilgihsel ya da Sessiz Yontem olsungrétim
tekniklerinin anadile dayanmamasi gergkiile direttgi gorilmektedir (Cook, 1999: 201). Ancak ikinci
dil 6greniminin tekdilli anadil edinimi ile 6zdgéestiriimesi yanlstir ve @rencilerin anadillerine egimini
engellemek yararsiz olgu gibi “bir 6gretmen i¢in sinifin gkar bir kayn& olarak ortak bir anadili
gbrmezden gelmek” “zararli” ve “ihmalkar” bir dawstir (Klapper, 1998: 24). Her ne kadar yabanci dil
sinifinda c¢eviri ve dil déstirmeden etkin olarak yararlanan ikidilli yontemigelistirildiyse de geni bir
kabul gormediklerinden vyalnizca erek dilin kullamirtertsmasiz bir uygulama olarak vagini
ilkdgretimden yuksekgretime tum dinyada surdirmektedir.

Ayrica @Gretmen gitiminde de anadilin kullanimina cok az ilgi godtigi ingilizceyi Yabanci Dil
Olarak Ggretme (TEFL) kaynaklarindaki anadil kullaniminintgusiyeline ilskin bilginin eksikliginden
anlasilmaktadir (Atkinson, 1987)iste “yontembilimsel alanyazindaki bu acik deneyingi deneyimsiz
¢ogu Ggretmenin sinifta grencilerin anadilini kullanmaya ya da kullaniminani vermeye duydiu
rahatsizliktan muhtemelen kismen sorumludur” (Agkim 1987: 241). Bu nedenle, bu galanin amaci
uygulama okulundaki yondegtetmenlerin anadil kullaniminagkin 6gretmen adaylarinin gégiérini ve
gelecgin Ingilizce @retmeni olarak anadil kullaniminaskin tutumlarini argtlirmaktir. Gergek siniflarda
gercekten ne oldiuna iliskin izlenimlerinin ve dil dgistirmeye donuk kiisel gorilerinin aciklanmasinin
Sadecdngilizce politikasinin dayatilgh 6gretmen gitimi programlari icin énemli ¢ikarimlari olabilegie
distinilmektedir.

Bu argtirmanin cayma grubunu Yabanci Diller ggimi Bolumindeki (Orta Dgu Teknik
Universitesi) dokuzu erkek 21'i kiz toplam 30 sanifségrencisi olgturmustur. Uygulama okulundaki
yonder @retmenlerin anadil kullanim miktari ve bicemineskln gorislerini incelemek ve gelegn
Ingilizce @retmenleri olarak anadil kullanimi konusundaki glauni belirlemek amaciyla, géetmen
adaylarina arkdirmaci tarafindan getlirilmis bir anket verilmgtir. Anket ¢ ana ve dort alt, toplam yedi
sorudan olgmustur. Ug ana soru kapall uglu olup katilimcilarin $&cim yapmasini gerektirmekte iken
dort alt soru acik uclu olup secimleri hakkindawaryapmalarini gerektirmektedir.

Bu argtirmanin verileri 2010-2011gdetim yilinin bahar déneminde ‘&etmenlik Uygulamasi” adli
ders suresince toplangtir. Katihmcilar anket sorularina 10 haftalik sgirsonunda yanit vergtir.
Uygulama siresince Ankara’da 85gréncisi ve 89 gretmeni bulunan bir anadolu meslek lisesini ziyaret
etmiler ve beg yonder @retmeni (en az Beyilik deneyime sahip) haftada altt saat boyunca
g6zlemlemglerdir.

Acik uclu sorulara verilen yanitlardan elde edildtel veriler betimsel analiz yontemini kullanarak
¢ozimlenmgtir. Buna gore, nitel veriler 6nceden belirleneneggmrilere gore ozetlenip yorumlanytn.
Butun katihmcilarin gorgleri belirli kategorilere ayrildiktan sonra her kénicin siklik ve yizdeleri
Excel'de hesaplanmive son olarak da katilimcilarin yanitlar arasmdgsrudan alintilar secilngtir.
Yildirnm ve Simsek (2011)'e gore, gr nitel veriler siklik ve yitzdelerin kullanimiylaicellestirilirse
guvenirlik attirilabilir, 6n yargi azaltilabilir vieategoriler arasi katastirma yapilabilir.
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Arastirmanin sonucunda uygulama siniflarinda anadiiskin oldgu, yonder gretmenlerin anadili
rastgele kullangsn ve anadilin rastgele kullaniminashaa gerekcge olarakgiencilerin digik Ingilizce
duzeylerinin gosterilgii saptanmgtir. Anadilin rastgele kullanimina yol acagrétmen-kaynakl nedenler
arasinda ise gietme bilgisi veingilizce ile @&retme cabasinin eksigli gosterilmitir. Anadilin amach
kullanimlari arasinda ise sinifta disiplinglsanak, aciklama yapmak ve yonerge vermek ilk Ugerkgen
sOzcuk @retmek, dilbilgisi anlatmak ve donit vermek bunlamemistir. Bu nedenle, ydnder
ogretmenlerin amach kullanimlarinin yonetsel ve kgria odakl oldgu sonucu cikarilabilir.

Ogretmen adaylarina yabanci dil sinifinda anadilinllakumini destekleyip desteklemedikleri
soruldigunda ise Ucte ikisi desteklgghi belirtmis ve anadili destekleyen bu grubun yizde 60’1 isgcse
ve makul kullanim konusundaki duygri dile getirmgtir. Anadil kullanimlari konusundaki gégiérini
inceleyebilmek icin ise bu yirmi katilimcidan arladiyararli olabilecgi potansiyel alanlari aciklamalari
istenmgtir. Anadilin 6grencilerin anlamasini kolayardigi, sézcik ve dilbilgisi gretiminde yararli
olabilecegi gorigleri en sik belirtilirken yonerge vermegréncilerin kaygi, korku ve yabangtaa gibi
olumsuz duygularini giderme, zaman kazanma, disgdilama, kulttrel grenme, dillerarasi fgakurma
gibi alanlardaki yararindan soz ediyini. Ote yandan, anadilin en azgilglen yarari ise déniit verme ve
derse glence katma olmytur.

Katillimcilarin Ggte biri ise yabanci dil sinifindaadil kullanimina kar ¢ikmstir. Bu grubun yiizde
36’s1 @rencilerin bir yabanci dili ancak bir anadil kenounun anlalabilir girdiye maruz kalarak
edindigi gibi 6grenebilecgini savunurken yiizde 20’si ise anadil kullaniminagldngic dizeyindeki
siniflarda ancak girdiyi anlamaya ve dil kaygiseymaya yardim etinde izin verilebilecgini
belirtmigtir, clink( erek dil girdisine harcanmayan zamarkuflanilmayan zamandir. Erek dil zamanindan
¢almanin yani sira, anadilegoanlilik riski ise anadil kanti katihmcilarin yizde 20’sinin oyunu algtr,
¢cunkt @rencilerin erek dildeki girdiyi slemek icin zahmete girmeyecek kadar rahat @aca
gorisundedirler. Ote yandan, anadil kar katilimcilarin 6ngordgii diger iki sakinca ise dil alkanliklari
ve @retim teknikleriyle ilgilidir. Buna goére, anadil Ranimi &rencilerin @retmenleri ile siniftaki
etkilesimde pratik yapma firsatlarini ellerinden alir gésel-gorseller, gosteri tekgiiile dilsel olmayan
isaretler anlami aciklamada anadil kullanimindandatka iyi araclardir.

Ankara’daki bir devlet okulunun yabanci dil sinrfteda anadil kullaniminin baskin ve rastgele
oldugunu go6zlemledikten sonragietmen adaylar anadil kullanimi konusunda gsauldmislerdir:
cogunluk anadilin makul ve secici kullaniminisgé egitsel amaclardan 6turi desteklese de geri kalani
anadil kullanimini  reddetmektedir, c¢inki “gorevi@mni di ortamdaki edinimin dgal kogullarini
siniflarinda yeniden yaratmak” olgm gorindeler (Larsen-Freeman, 2003: 20). Bu sgadidaki
ogretmen adaylari yontembilim derslerinde yalniziagilizce’'nin  kullanildgi  bir sinif  idealiyle
yetistirildikleri ve yabanci dil sinifinda anadilin amakullanimi konusunda hicbirggim almadiklari igin
uygulama siniflarinda tekdillilik politikasiyla yder @&retmenlerin anadil kullanimi uygulamasinin
catstigina tanik olmslardir. Elbette erek dilin yabanci dil sinifinirefbel” dili oldusu yadsinamaz, ancak
yabanci dil sinifindaki “tek” dil olmasi gerekli r@rtisiimalhidir.

Daha ivedi bir soru ise anadil kullanimi yabandi ginifinda bir kaynak olarak tim potansiyelini
gerceklgtirmek icin nasil dizenlenebilir? “Hemgietmenlerin hem grencilerin kurallar ve politika
yasaklarken bile dil dgstirdigine ve bunun tembellik veya ayrintilara ilgisizékt deil saglam esitsel
nedenlerden ileri gelgine” dair bol kanit varken g@etmen gitimi programlarinin yéntembilim ve
Ogretmenlik uygulamasi derslerinde dil gigirme sorununu ele almasi gereklidir; bdylelikle nie
Ogretmenlerin yabanci dil sinifinda anadilden en uybicimde yararlanabilmeleri icin gerekli bilgi ve
beceriler ile donanmalari @anabilir (Turnbull & Dailey-O’Cain, 2009: 183).
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