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Abstract 

The primm)' intent of this descriptive study was to assess the necessities of L, lise in 
the EFL classroom based on which English teachers wOlild make use of L, ill leaching 
English. To this end. 100 randomly selecled grade 9 slI/dems and Iheir English 
leachers available in two schools, Baso and Debre Sirhan higher secondw), schools, 
were used as the subjects o.l the study. Two instrllmems, questionnaire and il1lervieltl, 
were used 10 gather pertinel1! data/i·om the participants. 

The quantitative daw obwined Ihrough Ihe close-ended items of both teachers' and 
sludents' questionnaires were tallied and Ihe /i-equencies were changed infO 
percenlage in order to make the resulls suitable for discussio/lS, interprelmions, and 
conclusions or generalizations. On the other ham/, Ihe qualitative data galhered 
through the interview and fell' open-elided questions o/the questionnaires were 
sUll1marized Clnd presenled in the/arm of rep oris. The analyses olboth the quantitalive 
and the qualitative data were immedialely/o//owed by disclissions and il1le'pretations 
which were also {fflempled to be linked It'ith some of the reviewed Iiteral1lres. 

The jindings ollhe stU(O' indicated that both the slUdenl and the leac'her participants 
foulld the use o.lL, in the English classroom useful. /1 was also /()und oul that there 
are instances when Ihey find L1 use the mosl usejiJ!. For example, '10 give the 
mmnings of new \vords '; 'to explain difficult concepts '; 'to check for comprehension '; 
'/0 give inSlrllctions' and 'to explain difficult grammar points' are the ones to be given 
the higher priority /01' the use 0/ L, in the English classroom. Moreover, the 
fill7damental reasons of the students' and teachers' pre/erencesj(Jr Ihe use I<I"L, were 
/iJUnd to be 'ils great aidj(Jr comprehension, ils effectiveness as a \Fay oflearning and 
.Ii))· thai it sal'es time. Evidences also appeared which indica led that about 1-30% of 
English class time or 'sometimes' lise is suggesled 10 be appropriate/or Ihe lise oiL,. 

Finally, based 011 the findings, sound conclllsions were drawn, and some usejii/ 
recommendations were forwarded to some concerned bodies expected to lise the 
results a/the Sil/dy. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1. Background of the Study 

In a world where probably more people speak two languages than one, the acquisition or use of 

second/foreign languages is vital to the everyday lives of millions. Hence, helping people acquire 

second/foreign languages more effectively is an important task for the 21 st century (Cook 200 1). 

Therefore, there can be no doubt that all agree upon the importance of English language teaching. 

If that is so, the next most important step must be thinking about ways of teaching. These may 

include a number of methods among which translationlL I use/in the classroom is the one. 

The use of LI or translation in the EFL classroom is not something that can be avo ided on 

demand, but it is inseparable component of L2 (foreign language) teaching and learning. About 

this issue, Stern (1992) in Kenenisa (2003 : I 5) states, "The LI L2 connection is an undisputable 

fact of life, whether we like it or not the new knowledge is learnt on the basis of the previously 

acquired knowledge". In fact, LI use deserves due consideration not only because of its obvious 

effect on EFL classroom but also for its importance as a resource for the promotion of the target 

language learning. Duff(1989) substantiates this, and he writes: 

Translation, as the process 0/ conveying messages across linguistic and cultural barriers, 
is an eminently communicative activity; one who uses it could well be considered in a 
wider range a/teaching than may current be the case (p. 3) 

Similarly and even more persuasively Danchev (1982 in Harbord 1992) argues that translation (or 

transfer in general) is a natural phenomenon and an inevitable part of L2 acquisition even where 

no formal classroom learning occurs. He adds therefore that methodology should attempt to work 

with thi s natural tendency rather than against it. Giving the use of LI the place it deserves as a 
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method of foreign language teaching has al so something to do with nwximizing the e fficienc y of 

studcn ts' karning of the target language as Elli s (1985) state s. "The L, is a resource of 

knowkdge whi ch learners wIll use both consciously and sub-consciously to hdp them sift as best 

as they can in the L2" (p. 40). 

Despite all the wOl1hwhile aspects of L, usc in the EFL classroom, stated above by some scho lars 

and many o thers (e.g. Atkinson 1987: Cook 200 1: Schweers 1999: Tang 2002), the use of the 

student s ' mother tongue is currentl y ei ther undervalued or avoided , or it is not being considered 

as a va lid activity in the foreign language classroom (Duff 1989; Atkinson 1987). 

I!owever, though L, use in the EFL classes is thought to have certain limitations (Atkinson 1987: 

247). avoiding it iil all costs cannot be the solution. but exploring the proper ways of making use 

of it should be given due attention . This is because the great value it can have in teaching Engli sh 

as a lorcign language is easil y exploited when it is used systemat ically as Duff (1989) explains 

that its great originality lies in having totally changed the emphasis from learning translation as a 

separate clement to using translation as a resource for the promotion of the target language 

learning (p. 3) 

1.2. Statement of the Problem 

In my personal experience, when I was a student at high school and o ther lower grades, I strongly 

used to demand translation into my mother tongue in the middle of learning Engli sh, for further 

elaborati ons of some language aspects. In fact, many of my Eng lish teachers had always been 

using it though it was not in the optimum amount to which I was seek ing them to do so. 

However, the teachers didn ' t usc my first language on the days when supervisors came to the 

classroom to observe and evaluate them, and I also didn ' t understand well the lessons o f those 
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days. Besides, when I was teaching English for some two years in high school, I used to help my 

students by using their LI whenever their problem of understanding forced me to do so. This, to 

some extent, is indicative of the need for the exploration of the proper uses of Ll in the English 

classroom. 

Regarding some local research works, there have been attempts to assess the status or practices of 

LI use and the beliefs of English teachers and students towards the use of LI in the English 

classroom. For example, Kenenisa (2003) studied the extent to which teachers use LI and the 

attitudes of teachers and students towards using LI in the EFL classroom at Adama Teachers 

college. He found out that small amount (less than expected) of Oromo language (LI) was used, 

but even that amount was found to play supportive and facilitative roles in the Engl ish classroom. 

His findings also indicated that teachers and students held positive attitude towards LI use in the 

English classroom. 

In addition, Tafesse (1988) conducted a research on the use of vernacular in junior secondary 

schools of Addis Ababa Zone Four of the time. And, he found out that there was an overuse ofLI 

by teachers of English in the classroom which, as he recommended, resulted into inefficiency of 

English teaching because the teachers often mistranslated and confused concepts while 

translation. 

Similarly, Nuru (2008), assessed teachers' views about how they use English and the extent to 

which they see themselves using students ' vernacular in the English classrooms in Addis Ababa 

High Schools. He found out that teachers did not uphold the view that suggests the exclusive use 

of the target language in performing all classroom activities. 
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From the three local research works preselllcd above. three most important findi ngs can be 

drawn: I) Teachers and students do have positive attitude towards LI usc in Engli sh classroom 2) 

Teachers tend to use LI in the EFL classroom. and 3) The ex tent/amount of LI use 

inappropriate ly varies among differcnt teachers i.e. some overuse while others under use. 

'rhe lirst two findings were said to be desirable as far as LI use is concerned while the third one 

was found to have adverse' efrect on the teaching-learning of Engli sh. It could also create 

inconsistent use of LI in the English classroom. Therefore, the fundamental aim of thi s study is to 

address thi s problematic area with the assumption that it could have been created because of the 

absence of prior assessment of the necess ity of LI use in the given situations. In fact, the 

assumption is based on the following two recommendations: "Although needs are theoretically of 

primary importance .... needs analysis rarely carried out in the general English classroom." 

(S<:edhollse 1995:59). And. specifically coming to LI use, Nuru (2008:16)recommends that " ... 

th~ use of LI must be treated with great care, and decisions to switch to the mother tongue should 

be based on prior assessment of its necessity in a given situation" (p. 16). 

C(Jnc~rning the research setting, Debre Birhan town-the researcher work place, where this study 

is conducted, is located in Amhara region North Shewa zone. There are two higher secondary 

sch()(l ls ill the town. 'rhollgh it might be difficult to End linguistica ll y homogeneous classes in 

Ethiopia, it is thought that the majority of the high schoo l students of the area seem to have 

higher possibi lity to be able to speak Amharic as their first language. 'rhis is because Amharic is 

dominantly spoken in the area in pal1icular and in the country in genera l. Therefore, it is probable 

that the other students who speak other languages as their first language may also be able to 

communicate in Amharic und; maybe all students could be the beneficiary of the proper use of 

Amharic ill the Engl ish classroom. The area therefore is thought to have rdat ive suitability for 
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the application of the results of this study, but there is nothing special to it with regard to the 

problem as the problcm is common to all EFL studems and teachers. 

Hence, to avo id the unfairl y varying use of LI among teachers. it is of great importance to ex plore 

tlw ideal uses of LI claimed by teachers and students on the basis of which all teachers decide to 

switch to the students mother tongue in the Engli sh classroom. Thus, this stud y is intended to 

answer the following basic questions: I . When do teachers and students think it is appropriate to 

use LI in thc Engli sh classroom? 2. For what reasons do teachers and students prefer the use of LI 

in the English classroom? 3. What proportion (amount) of L I use do teachers and students 

bel ieve to be appropriate in an English class time? 

1.3. Objectives of the Study 

1.3.1. Gel/eral Objective-the study was generally intended to assess the ideal needs of 

students and teachers for the use of LI in the EFL classroom based on which English 

teachers would make use of LI in the classroom. 

1.3.2. Specific Objectives- thi s study was particularly a imed: 

I ) identify students' and teachers' views on the import<U1ce of LI Use III the Engli sh 

Classroom. 

2) identify the appropriate uses of LI suggested by students and teachers 

3) di stingu ish the basic reasonslrationales for which students and teachers prefer the usc of LI 

in the English classroom. 

4) spec ify the proportion of LI use teachers and students th ink to be appropriate in an Engli sh 

class time. 
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1.4. Significance of the Study 

The role of L, in the Engli sh classroom, in fact , is not something that crnl be avoided at any cost 

s in~e our mother tongue controls our mentality and our use of the foreign language. Duff 

(19&9:5) substantiates this and states, "Our mother tongue shapes our way of thinking lUld to 

some extent our use of the foreign language (Pronunciation, choice of words, tone, word order, 

,t ')" ~ ~ . 

Tht! basic assumption underlying this study is that assessing the necess ities of making use of 

students ' mother tongue (L ,) is an essential component of Engli sh (L2) learning. In re lation to 

thi s, for example, Stern (1983) , when elaborating how to make use of L, in L2 (foreign language) 

classroom, says that a more constructive role for the use o f L, in the Engli sh classroom requires a 

princip le of language use govern ing 'why' 'when' and ' to what extent' it can be used in the 

classroom. 

There fore , this study creates an opportunity of specifying the proper/ ideal place of L, in 

fil~ilitating and supporting English teaching and learning. !·Ience, it hdps all concerned bodies to 

tr~at the use of L, in the EFL classroom based on verified sct of princi ples so that the cu rrent 

incons is tency on the use of L, will be avoided or minimized. 

Thus, curriculum designers , course book writers, E ngli sh language teachers , teacher training 

institutions and interested researchers on/around the area could be the main bodies to use the 

resu lts of this study . 

1.5. Scope of the Study ' 

As it has been presented in the ' statement of the problem ' , there have been a few research works 

conducted on the areas of L, use in English classroom . For example, Kenenisa (2003) has 
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addr.:ssed some areas namely. the attitudes of teachers and students towards L, usc in the EFL 

classroom; the Engli sh teachers ' ac tual practices of the L, use and to somc extent the relationship 

between the students' preferences and the teachers ' act ua l classroom pract ices of the use or L" in 

college leve l. Indeed. Kenenisa had add ressed wider researchable arcas about L, use in the 

English classroom, and provided fundamental basis for my present study. 

fn addi tion. Nuru (2008) has asscssed high school Engli sh teachers' views about how they usc 

Eng li sh and the extent to which they see themselves using the studenls ' vernacular. This study. as 

w<:ll. has contributed fundamental things/in puts to the preselll study. Moreover, Tadesse ( 1988) 

has conducted a research on the Engl ish language teachers' classroom practices of the students' 

vernac ular use in junior secondary schoo ls. 

Although the above research works provide some ind ications about Engl ish teachers ' pract ices 

and the attitudes of both students and teachers towards L, in the English classroom. as far as my 

know ledge is concerned, there appear to be no attempts to assess the ideal needs of students' L, 

uses in the Engli sh classroom in the higher secondary school level. Thus, the primary concern of 

this study is to explore when, why and to what extent students and teachers need the use of L, in 

the Engli sh classroom of grade 9. This study is based on the assumption that the prior assessment 

of th.: necessity of L, usc in the English classroom creates verified bas is for decision to switch to 

the slUdents' mothe r tongue. I-fence, the actual practices of L, usc in the English classroom and 

issues in rel ation to plasma teacher. in genera l, fall out of the scope of the present study. 
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1.6. Limitations ofthe Study 

This study had been initial ly intended to involve high schoo ls of two regions, Amhara and 

Oro llli a, with the assumpti on that the stud y can have a na tional im portance. However, one region. 

Oromia was excluded for budget and time constraints. In addit ion. to adj ust the scope of the stud y 

," ith the time given. one objective of the study which was aimed to asses the students ' and 

tcac hers' needs of L, in the Engl ish tex tbook' was reduced in the later time. As a result, the 

questi ons deve loped for thi s objective were cut and left out. 

1. 7. Acronyms Definition of a Term 

1. 7.1 Acrollyms 

EFL= English as a Foreign Language 

T L= Target Language (E ngli sh) 

L, = Students ' first language-the language that they have full command of. It is used 

interchangeably with mother tongue and vernacular with no meaning dif ference. It al so 

re fe rs to Am haric in the context of the resea rch setting. 

L2= Engl ish Language 

1. 7.2 De/il/itiol/ of {l Term 

Translation'" L, Use= Reprod ucing the closest meaning o f words, expreSS ions, sentences, etc 

mainly from Engli sh 'to L I and sometimes the vice versa duri ng teaching learning in the 

Engli sh classroom. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

2.1. Introduction 

This chapter treats the review of the key li terature wh ich provides background in formation 

regarding the use of the mother tongue or LI in the EFL classroom. It n:veals the controversial 

ideas concerning the use of LI thereby presenting var ious arguments favo ring and disfilvoring LI 

use. It also discusses the current avoidance of LI in the EFL c lassroo m along with the chie f 

contributing factors for the rejection. In add ition, the chapter briefs the opportunities of the LI use 

just by providing a number of empirical studies and views wh ich give justifications for the 

appropriate times andlor situations, the right reasons and judicious alllount for allowing LI usc in 

EFL classroom. What is more, in contrast to the current prevailing views, evidences of d ifferent 

sources confirming the communicative nature of LI use and the importance of the assessment of 

its necessity in the general English classroom have been disclosed in the chapter. 

2.2. Historical Background of L t Use in the EFL Classroom 

Scholars in the field of language teaching have been looki ng fo r the beSI method of language 

teaching learni ng over the last centuries. Though "no best method has been found yet ' (Prabhu 

1990) there have been a number of innovations introduced which could bring the method of 

language teaching to its maximum efficiency possible. Among the innovations and new 

directions is the use of the native language ih the lcaching of another language (Richards and 

Rodgers 1986). 

LI usc as a method of foreign language tcaching is thought to have begun in rel ation with the 

Grammar Translation Method (GTM). And the Grammar Trans lati on Method is one of the oldest 
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methods of foreign language teaching in the hi story of language pedagogy (Larsen-Freeman 

1987; Richards and Rodgers 1986; Stern 1983). This is because it was basicall y an adaptation of 

technique used to teach classical languages and as it s name impl ies. its cornerstones are the 

teaching of flIles of grammar and translation of seI1lences and passages into the target language 

which prompt the use of the rules taught (Brumfit and Roberts 1983). The primary purpose or the 

method was to help the students read and admire foreign language literature hy the help of their 

native tongue (Erton 1998). The translation from the target language to the mother tongue and the 

vice versa was the component of the method (Brumfit and Roberts 1983). 

In fact. during the second half of the 191h c the method has fallen frol11 favor as some language 

educators began to criticize for that it failed to address learners real Ii fc communication need . 

This gave rise to a number of alternative methods one of which was the Direct Method. This 

method actually was not on ly an alternative but also a hazard and was primarily aimed to totally 

ban the Grammar Translation Method (Stern 1983). 

Whatsoever, the use of LI as a method of foreign language teaching has been the victim of the 

long years' war targeted to avo id the Grammar Translation Method. Edge (1986) states. "the 

thirty years' war [Now over fifty years] (still going on in many countries) against Grammar 

Translation method as the basic method of language teaching seems to have made us see foreign 

language teaching (FLT) and translation as unconnected" (p. 121 ). Therefore. several weaknesses 

which are attributed to the particular Grammar Translation method have influenced the issue of 

LI use in the foreign language classes. 
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2.3. The Issue of LI in the EFL Classroom 

2.3.1. The Controversy 

The issue ofwhelher or nOI to use the mother longue (I- I) in the EFL (L2) classroom has been the 

subject of much di scussion. a considerab le controversy and hot debate among linguists and 

language teachers for a long time (Duff 1989; Nuru 2008 ; Littlewood and Yu 2009; Atkinson 

1987: Schweers 1999; Tang 2002; Ferrer 2(04). Therefore. there exists a division among scholars 

in that some advocate the use of LI while others firml y deny the rel evance of the mother tongue 

in the foreign or second language classroom. Opinions differ and there is little consensus. 

Pos itions range from ins istence on total excl usion of the L I , towards varying degrees of 

recognit ion that it may provide valuable SUppOl1 it)r learni ng. either directl y or indirectly 

(Littlewood and Yu 2009). 

2.3.1.1. RatiO/wles for Advocatillg Ollly TL Use 

As has been stated above, there is a wide dispute/debate among educators! scholars over the usc 

of LI in the foreign or second language teaching. So. each group of the scholars forwards their 

own arguments which support their pos ition. Hence , there are some rationa les advocating the 

independent teaching of the target language with giving no place I'o r the importance of the first or 

the mother tongue languages. 

For example, Krashen (I 981), a proponent or monolingua l approach. argues that "Adults learn 

the L2 similar to the way children pick up their mother tongue" . Thi s argument tells us that 

chi ldren do not need any translation or other language help when they acqu ire their mother 

tongue and therefore this is also true for adults learning other languages. But the questi on here is 

whether this sounds true as LI acquirers are not the same as L2 learners. Mackey (1965 in Enon 
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(I <)98) gives an argument which disproves this one and says, "The learning or one language in 

ch ildhood is an inevitable process; the learning of second [foreign] language is a special 

accomplishment" (p. 1 ) 

Bes ides , Cook c:~00 I) states a detail and enriched justification which makes the idea or the 

monolingual approach stated by Krashen unaccep tab le. He argues: 

BlIllhere is no inlrinsic reason why learning a second langulIgcijilreign languagej shollid 
he Ihe same as learning a/irsl .... people learning v sec'ond languvge already knOll' how III 
lIIe([/l and know that olher people have minds I!l their OI1"n. L: learning is inevilahiy 
different in /his rl!,'pee/Fom 1. , learning nil! silllilarities he/ween learning thejirst and 
sec'ond languages have to be estahlished rather than /IIkenfill' gl'(lnteJ. In some respccts, 
the /Wojim/1s ollcarning lIIay well be I'(I/her similar, in others 'Illite diJferent-aficr all, the 
outcome is ofien velY different. Evidencl! abo lit luJ\l' the child leal'lls a jirs/ language Iws 
to be interpreted with call/ion in 1.2 learning and seldo/ll in ilseil provides (/ basis f or 
language tem.:hing. (p. 1-1) 

He further goes on providing hi s justifiable reasons appealing to he convectional regarding the 

simi larity and difference of learning first and second languages. He claims that L, learners in fact 

are difkrent from children learn ing a first language si nce there is already [at least) one langue 

present in their minds. There is no way that L, learner can become a mono lingual native speaker 

by detinitiol1, however strong the similarities Illay be between LI acqui sition and L, learning. So 

our bel ief abo ut how children learn their lirst language cannot be automaticall y transferred to a 

second/ [lore ignJ language: some may work , some may not ( Ibid). 

In addit ion to the Krashen monoli ngual approach, opposing the usc or LI in second or fo reign 

language classroom is because of the fear that the freedom to use LI results in to the overuse of 

LI and harms the L2 exposure. For example, Turnbu ll (200 1) in Littlewood and Yu (2009 : I I) 

claims that. " ... if we ' li cense ' the use of the LI in the foreign language classroolll by taking 

away posi ti ve pressu res to use the 'rL, this migh t ' lead to an overuse or the LI by many teache rs' 

". However, Butzkamm (2003 cited in Littlewood and Yu 2009) a strong advocate of the value of 
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the L1. provides counter idea for this argument stressi ng that the aim is not to take away time 

from TL use but to help to establish it as the general means of communicat ion in the classroom. 

furthermore, the total exclusion of first language or the independent learning of the target 

language is prai sed by the argument that allowing LI would bring abo ut studcnts' 

overdependence on the LI and failure to think in the target language (Nuru 2008).It is also 

believed that Lli foreign language is successfu ll y acquired when it is kept totall y separate from 

the LI so that the fear of interference wi ll be avoided (Cook 200 I). 

However thi s argument lacks a convincing power because of two fundamental reasons: one is 

that L1 .L, connection by itself is not seen as an obstacle to language learning but as a beneficial 

clement as Schweers (1999) in a repolt of the outcomes of hi s research on the use of the mother 

tongue in English classes, concludes that '[1 second language can be learned through rai si ng 

awareness to the similarities and differences between the LI and Ll' . The other reason is thnt it is 

ideally impossi ble to treat LI and L, (foreign language) as separate entities as Stern (1992: 282 cited 

in Kenenisa 2003) states that "the L1-Ll connection is an undisputable fact of life. whether we 

like it or not the new knowledge is learnt on the basis of the previously acqu ired language". He also 

adds thnt "L, learners often use their LifoI' reference. [and] it is imposs ible to avo id the interference 

errors at any cost; ra ther we need to acknowledge them as a psycholinguistic given" ([bid). 

All the above arguments ,Uld many others in different books, against the use of the LI JI1 the 

foreign or second language classroom seem to have been raised to avoid the dangers that might 

be emerged as a result of us ing the mother tongue or LI. But they do not seem to uphold the view 

that LI by itself is problematic or irrelevant. So, the rationales for the use of L1, in addition to the 

counter attack provided so fa r, in the foreign or second language classroom, in the next section, 

may eradicate the mistrust over the use of the mother tongue. 
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2.3.1.2. Ratio/~ales for Advocatillg LI Use ill tIle Foreigll Lallguage C1assroollls 

Considerab le numbers of scholars have been lighting against the monolingual approach to 

maintain the pedagogical importance of the first/mother tongue language in the foreign/second 

language classroom. They provide a lot o f arguments with sound justifi cations admitt ing thc 

danger of the overuse. In fact. some arguments have been presented in the last sect ion as counters 

to each opposing argument, and that the following are some more ones whieh provide a 

framework for using LI in the L2 (FL) classroom. 

One of the lirst and main advocates of mother tongue use in the cOlllmunicat ive classroom has 

been Atkinson (1987:249). He states, "It is true tha t total prohibition of the student's native 

language is now unfashionable but the potential of its use in the classroom clearly needs further 

explora ti on". 

David Atkinson also di scusses the methodological gap owrwhdming in the history of language 

teaching. and he claims that the gap is part ly att ributed to the issue of whether to use or not to usc 

the mother tongue in the fore ign language classroom . There fore he argues: 

... Ihis gop ill Ihe methodological Iileralure is pre.l·umolJly porlly l'e.ljJonsihle fill' Ihe 
uneasiness which lIIany leachers. experienced or inexperienced, ,jeef ahoul using or 
pennilling Ihe use o/Ihe sludenls' naJive language in Ihe classroolll (p,:!./J). 

As hero as David Atkinson, as an ad vocate of LI usc, is Alan Duff (1989) who has cOlltributed 

fundamental ideas to help educators understand the positive aspects of mother tongue 

usc/translation/ in the foreign/second language classroom. He argues, '"Our mother tongue/ first 

language shapes our way of thinking, and to sOll1e extent our use of the fo reign language 

(pronunciat ion, choice of words, tone, word order. etc)" . So, the assumption underl yi ng hi s idea 

is that the mother tonguc/first languHge is very essential elcment of iorcign language learn ing and 

it is impossible to bring about el1ective teaching learning in the absence of it. 
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L\ is also praised as a valuable resource having much worthwhile asrects to help students learn 

the target language. Elli s ( 1985) expla ins. "the 1..\ is a resource of knowledge which learners will 

use consciously and subconsciously to help them sift the L2 data in the inpu\ and perform as best 

as they can in L2 (p 40). 

Perhaps the ll1 0s t importan t rationale to make clear the vi tal plac~ or L, is what is pointed out by 

Stern (1992 Cited in Kenenisa 2(03). He argues that "the L,- L, connection is undisputable filct 

of life, whether we li ke it or not the new knowledge is learnt on the basis of the previously 

acqui red language" (p. 15). Therefore. L, is not what we use when we want, and what we avo id 

when we do not; it is rather a necessi ty as fa r as the I..,/foreign language teaching-learning is 

concerned. 

Similar point substant iating the advocacy of L\ is also given by Appel and Muysken (1987). They 

discuss that it is a common sense notion that second language learners use elements or strudurcs 

of"their natiw language in speaking a second/fore ign language. They also claim that the influence 

of one language on the other is extremely important in situations of pro longed and systematic 

language contact. (p. 82) 

In fac t, it is indeed ex hausting and ti resome to list out all the othl:r or evcn many of the ideas 

raised to favor the value of judicious use of L\ in the fore ign or second language classroom. 

Many writers/scholars (e.g. Cook 20f)) ; Edge 1986: Edstro m 2009; Elli s (1985, 1992); Harbord 

1992; Heltai 1989; Littlewood 1984; Littlewood and Yu 2009; Pica 1994; Schweers 1999: Tang 

2002) strongly argue for L\ use and they cla im that avoiding it at all costs at least handicaps the 

effective learning ancl teaching of the target language. 
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To wind up, it is of great importance to brief how the majority of teachers and students have been 

the victims of the problems of the 'target language on ly' princ iple, and have chosen IInally to fall 

back to L, use, Hevrbord (1992) wri tes: 

Over Ihe years, Ihe e[leci (i{lhis Oil Ihose nOIl-nali,'<' speakers who //lake "I! Ihe vasl 
majoril), allallguage leachers has been 10 make til em j~e1 eililer defensil'e vr glli!l)' 01 

Iheir inabililY 10 'malell liP ' 10 native speakers in lams of condllcling a class entirely in 
English. Many may haw Iried 10 switch to all 'all-English classroom ' on!y to .lind 
themselves inadequaleiy equipped wilh L2 [ur/iJreign language} siralegies wilh whieh 10 

get their meaning across:/aced wilh sllldent in cOlllprehension and resentmel1l allilis nell' 
game. they reverllO lise (!lthe mOlher IIJ/lgue. (p. 350) 

Therefore, 1 argue based on I iteratures provided above and similar others that' i f therc is no best 

methoci that different methods are best fo r di ffe rent teaching contexts ' but ' there is SOI11C truth (o r 

value or val idity to every method' (Prabhu 1990: 166), L, use sllllu id also be cons idered as a 

method having its own worthwhi le aspects in tcachi ng fo reign language. Again ' if every method 

is a partia l truth, to adopt any single method is to settle f() r much less than one can get by 

adopting all or several of them' (ibid); he nce, the judicious use of L, with lion's share given to 

target language is more benefi c ial than insist ing on only target language usc. 

2.3.2. Tlte AI'oidllnce (tlte Rejection) of LI 

Regard ing the issue of LI use in the EFL classroom, what is frequently mentioned in many 

literatures is the reject ion or denying of the pedagogical importance of it (L,). (e.g. Atkinson 

1987; Cook 200 I; Duff 1989; Edge 1986; Ell is 1985; Elli s 1992; Harbord 1992). 

For example, Cook (200 I) states: 

The ell/phosis on Ihe second language in Ihe clus.\.,.ool1l was !,UrI of Ihe re\'Oll ugainsl Ihe 
older methodl' by Ihe late ninelieth met/wdologisls, most /wl1ollsly through Ihe direel /llel /lOd 
... wilh Iheir rejeclion oj'lranslation as {/ leaching lechnique (p .fj 

In addition, Out'!' ( 1989;3 ) cla ims that "Translation has long langui shed as a poor relation in the 

f~un il y of language teaching techniq ues. It has been de ni grated as 'uncolllillunicative', ' boring', 
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'pointless ' , ' difficult' , 'irrelevant', and the like". He also goes on questioning whether it cou ld serve 

some useful purpose after all, if it was renovated. reinterpreted. humanized, made communicative. 

And he optimistically answers 'yes' with the hope that it can easil y get revival (Ibid). 

Similarly. Harbord (1986) states that the idea of avoiding the mother tongue in language teach ing 

dates from around the turn of the century, with the appearance of the direct method. He adds that the 

subsequent growth of a British-based teacher training movement out of the need to provide training 

tt)r teachers working with multilingual classes se rved to reinforce the strategy of mother tongue 

avoidance. 

In general , as it can be seen from the above literatures on the one hand translation (L, use) in the 

EFL classroom is praised for its various facilitative and supportive values. On the other hand, it is 

being rejected/avoided/ as a valid technique of teaching-learning. So, what are the contributing 

factors for the avoidance? Arc the reasons rcally persuasive enough to be taken for granted? ·flle 

preceding section gives incites of points to answer these and other related questions. 

2.3.2.1. Reasollsfor AI/oidillg (Disfuvorillg) L, Use 

The use of L1/translation/ in the EFL classroom has always been a whipping boy (to use Hcltai 

1989 expression) for inefficiency about language teaching and learning and therclo re yet today 

largely ignored as a va lid activity for language practice and improvement (Duft 1989; Heltai 1989). 

Heltai (1989) continues to claim that L, usc has been unfairly made responsible fo r interference 

errors. lack of communicative competence, boredom in the classroom, and for learning ahout the 

language instead of learning to speak il. (p. 288) 

The many reasons/factors/claimed, aftcr a ll , are not sound reasons directl y justifying the 

irrelevance of L, use, but they appear to contribute a lot to the avoidance of it. A tkinson (1987) 

argues that translation, at all levels, has a variety of roles to play which are a t present undervalued 
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for reasons which are for the most part suspect. Cook (20()l) also asse rts that there is no 

principled reason fin avoiding L, and that it should be' used systematically, Anyway, the 

following reasons are the main ones to be responsible Illr the avoidance or the ignorance of L, 

use/t ransl ati 0 n, 

2.3.2. 1.1. The Power of A rgllmellll llgllillsl LI Ul'e 

The arguments favo ri ng only the target language (TL) use are indeed the most important factors 

which have been strengthening the warfare against L,. Cook (200 I) points out three important 

arguments against L, wh ich are the chief contri bu ting fac tors tor avoid ing it. The lirst one is that 

children lea rni ng their li rst language do not have a second language avai lab le-which is irrelevant in 

itse lf. So ·the natural use of the target language for virtua ll y all commun icm ion is a sure sign of a 

good modern language course'. Th is argument is called the L, acquisition argument. The second one 

is that the students should keep the two languages separate in their minds rather than linking them: 

this argument is known as the language compartmentalization view. The third is that many EFL 

classes justifiab ly avoid the tirst language Ill r practical reasons, either because of the mixed 

languages of the students or because of the teacher's ignorance of students' lirst language- thi s is 

the argument of language mix (p. 4) . 

Note that the proponents of thcse and thc coun ter arguments of L 1 advocates are presented under 

section 2.3 1.1, 

2.3.2.1.2. Associatio/l with Grammll r Trllllsliltioll Method 

Cook (2001) claims that during the last quarter of the nineteenth century a revolution took place 

against the stul tify ing method of translation of tex ts and grammatical explanation which was thcn 

popular. insisting on the importance of only using foreign language in the classroom. He adds 

that th is belief is largely st ill with us today. ei ther explic itly inst illed into teachers or simply taken 

fo r granted (p. I). 
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Therefore. tile bad press of Grammar Translat ion Method. perhaps, can be the chief cOnlribut ing 

facto r for the avoidance of L, in the EfL classroom. Edge (J 986). fi)]' example, exp lains tilat the 

hatred towards the Grammar Translation Method has resu lted in the disassociation of L, usc and 

language teaching and writers as: "the th i,ty yea rs of war. [now over tii'ty years]. (sti ll going on in 

many countries) against the Grammarrrrans lati on as the basic method ofi anguage teaching scem 

to have made us see fo reign language teaching (ELT) and translation as unconnected" (p. 12 1). 

Associating translationlL, usc/with the traditional Grammar Translation Mdhod rcsu lts in to 

gradual fossilizat ion of translation . Therefore, what should have been a vital and challenging 

di sc ipline can be generated in most sc hools into a pointless, routine exercise, a chorc, and a 

pun ishment as a resuit of the inapprorri ate association (Duff 1989). 

Heltai (1989) also makes clear the fact that failures which should have been attri buted to 

Grammar Translation Method have made translation blame-worthy. or translation has become ' a 

whipping boy' (in hi s own expression) (p. 288). 

Note that the explanations of Grammar Translation method arc given in section 2.2. 

2.3.2.1.3. Assumplious of Teac"ers aboull"e Pmclice of L, liSe! Tmllslalioll 

The other rcason t()I' the avoidance of translation is that over the centuries it had ~radllally 

become fossilized. It became less and less associated with the excitement of innovations, more 

and more with the tedium of book learning (DlIn~ 1989). Duff goes on di scussing this issue and 

points out several reasons in relation to teachers' view which made trans lation disfavored. lie 

\>'Tiles: 

If lJ'CIn.l'lalion has /ililen Fom favor in 0111' limes. il is largelv bemllse leachers.reel. ll 'ilh 
.I'ome j llslijicalioI7S, lhal: 

a. II is lexl-bound. and conjined 10 only Iwo skills-reading and l\'r iling: il is 1'101 
commun icative aClil'ily because if in volves no oral inlerucliuJ'/. 
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h. II IS nol suilable JiJl' classroom work hecause Ihe slmiellls 11111.1'1 do Ihe ",riling on Iheir 
own: il is "Iso lilllC! consuming lind ,,\-'cISl efiil. 

<:. 11 is ussoci(lled wilil 'di/ferelll lallguage ', wilh Iileml'Y or ,\'L'iel1fi!ic lexls, alld is nol slIiled 
10 Ihe gelleralneeds o/'!he lunguage learner, 

d Jinally, il is bOl'ing-bolil to du and 10 corl'ecl (p. 5j 

Howev~r) he argues that though those may have been the case, it need nOl be so. as tran slation doesn't 

have to be mere, pointless struggle between student and texl. but many other approaches are possible , 

Translation should be introduced purposefu lly and imaginatively, into the language learning 

programmc( I bid), 

Despite the many reasons, if they are reasons after all , for avoiding translation, there are still 

opportunities to help the judicious use of L, in t:1cilitating and supporting foreign language 

learning, The preceding section deals with the opportunities or ways of maki ng the proper use of 

LI in the EFL classroom, 

2.3.3. Tile Opportllnities (Ideas o/Reconciliation) 

Many researchers. alier conducting research on the lise of LL have concluded and recommended 

from their findings that inevitably English must be the primary whicle of communication and 

should be given a far more larger proportion in the classroom, blltlimited and judicious L., should 

be used as a valuable aid to the teaching and learning of the target language (Atkinson 1987; 

Harbord 1986; Kcnenisa 2003; Nuru 2008; Schweers 1999; Tang 2002). For example, 

(Littlewood and Yu 2009: 12) explain the issue as follows: 

The LI ('i111 be Ihe 'single biggest danger' in tile jilreignitlllguuge classroom i(i; tilrealens 
the primaL)' o/Ihe 7'L or 'Ihe most imporlalll ally' ulilreigll lunguage call have if il is used 
syslemulically, seleclively and in judicio liS doses, 

Duff (1989) provides a reconci liation idea for the rights and wrongs of using L, in the EFL 

classroom. He comments, " its great originality lies in having successfully shifted the emphasis from 

learning translation as a set of discrete ski lls to using translation as a resource for the promotion of 

language learning" (p.3). 
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As far as L, use is considered as a resource las Duff explains) in the ErL classroom , it has to be 

used in the appropriate time. for the right reasons and in a judicious amount to funct ion as an 

effective resource in the EFL classroom. Stern (1983) suggests that a more faci litat ive and 

supporti ve role of L, in the EFL classroom demands a principle of' language rul e govern ing 

'why ', 'when ' and 'to what extent ' it can be used in the classroom, The ' why' , ' when ' and ' to 

what extent' of L, usc in the EFL classroom arc treated in the next constocuti ve three sections 

respectively. 

2.3.3.1. RellIolIsfor Usillg L} 

The fundamental reasons for preferring to use the students' first language in the ErL classroom is 

the obvious effect it has on the fore ign language and the fac ilitating and supporting role it plays 

to help students learn the target language (Auerbach 1993 cited in Scheweers 1996; Cook 200 I). 

Duff (1989) has also specified factors which oblige teachers o f Engli sh to use the students' 

mother tongue . He po ints them out as follows: 

l. Influence of'lhe 1I/0Ther longue: Our Jl/oTher IOllgue orjirsl !illlguage shapes our way 0/ 
Ihillking and 10 some exlenl our use of'lhe /i)reigll languoge (pronulll.:ialioll, c/to ice o{ 
wordl', lone, \\'ord order, elc) , 7i'anslalioll Itelps 10 undersTalld heller Ihe influence %ne 
Illnguage on Ihe OIher, and 10 correCI errors ofhabillhal creep in ullnoliced (such us Ihe 
l11i.I'use of' parlicular words or strllclures). Al/(i, he(,(llIse t{'({n.l'llltion ill\'{}lve.l' contrasl, il 
enables us 10 explore Ihe potenlial ofholh languages-Their ,Itrellgli1s lind weaknesses. 

2. Naturalness oj'the AClivity: Trllnslarion /{lI1oli1er tOllgue use]! is a nalul'l1l and necesswy 
activity. Moreover so indeed thlln many oj' the /i:lshiollabie IIClivilies invenled /i l!' 
language learn('}'.\'- olllside Ihe classroom-ill o.!lic<~s, banks, jilclories, shops lind aiJporls­
lranslalion is going on all the lime. Wlty 1101 inside Ihe cias,l'}'oOIl1? 

3. The skills IIspecl: Lllnguage competellce is 11 III 'o-way nOl a (lne way .lyslem. We lIeed 10 
be able to cO/ll/llullicale bOlh ways: inlO alld/i·omlhe/oreigllillnguage. 

4. The reality 0/ language: The proper material of'lranslalion is authentic, not 'made liP' 
language. And all lallguage is relevant 10 trans/atioll-all sty les alld regislers of' both 
speech and writing. T/'cmslation need 1I0t he confined to lile{'(/tllre, Because Ihe materilll 
is aulhenlic (ll1d wide-ranging ill scope, the learner is beil1)!, brought inlo touch 1I'ilh the 
whole language, and 1l0l j 1lS} Those parrs isolated by lext-book. This is 1111 aim 10 be/ullnd 
in 1111110S1 all cOllrse descripTions: '10 increase the .I111denls · power and range o{ 
express 1011 ' Transll1lionlViII ('eFlainl), do Ihis. 
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5. Useji"nes.~: As language learning ([clivily. Irunsl(l{ ion has mllnv merils chief among Ihese 
are: 

a. II is an activitji, hy ils very mil lire. in viles .lpeclIlatiofl and discussion 
b. Transh"ion develops 3 qualilies essenlilll to all language lellrning: accuracy. 

clarily and jlexihilily. It Ira ins Ihe learner 10 search (flexibility) for Ihe trlosl 
appropriale It'ords (occllr({(y) 10 convey \I'hol is meanli (clarily) (pp.6-7). 

The discussion of Alan Duff clearly indicat~s why many scholars havc insisted on using the L I in 

the EFL classroom and therefore provides tangible justification IClr those who are against the use 

of L,. Duff actua ll y is not alone in providing fundamenta l basis of using L I. but Atkinson (1987) 

also offers three basic reasons for allowing limited LI use in the classroom : 

I. It is 'a learner preferred strategy". Given the opportunity, learners will choose to translate 

without encouragement from the teacher. 

2. It is a humanistic approach. To let students use their mother tongue is a humanistic ap proach 

in that it permits them to say what they want. 

3. Effic ient uses of time- LI strategies are dlicient It1 terms or time spent explain ing. This is 

certainly the reason most commonly given by teachers who advocate LI lise in the class (p. 422). 

David t\tkillson generally li,vors LI use, hut he warns the ovcrdependcnce whieh IS li kely to 

result in some or all of the following: 

I. The teacher and/or the students begin to feel that they have not 'really ' understood any 

item of language until it has been translated . 

2. The teacher and/or the students f~lil to observe the distinctions between equivalence of 

form , semantic equiva lence, and pragmatic features . and thus oversimplify to the point of 

using crude and inaccurate translation. 

3. Students speak to the teacher in the mother tongue as a malleI' of course, even when they 

[are) quite capable of expressing what they mean. 
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4. Students fail to realize that during many activities in the classroom it is essent ial that they 

use onl y Engli sh [po 246J. 

To conclude this sec ti on, it ,s quite essential to echo what Harbord (1992) poi nted out regardi ng 

the ultimate purpose o f using LI. li e says that the most important po int to be made in the 

discussion of the ri ghts and wrongs of us ing the fi rst language in the classroom is that translation, 

and indeed use of mother tongue generally, is not a device to be used to save time ' fo r more 

useful ' ac ti vities, nor to make life easier for the teacher or stude nts. Instead, as Duff ( 1989) says, 

it should be used to provoke discussion and speculat ion, to develo p clarity and flexib ilit y of 

thinking, and to help us increase our own and our students' aware ness of the inevitable 

interaciion between the mother tongue and the target language that occurs during any type of 

language acqui si tion. 

Though it is quite benefic ial to clearly identify why of the L , (t he unlkrly ing reasons of using L,) 

as it has been di scussed so far, another most important thing seeking due consideration is to 

distinguish when it is appropriate to fall back to the L, in English classroom. This is briefly 

discussed from vario us views of literatures in the preceding section. 

2.3.3.2. S uggested Uses for tI, e LJ in the E FL CllIs.\·roo/1/ 

Arri ving at a consensus regarding the j ud icious use of L, in EFL classroom and persuading others 

who arc against the issue are not the final goal s of the LJ advocatcs. Rather, they are also great ly 

concerned about when to use L, as a valuable a id to the teaching and learning of the ta rget 

language. 

In agreement with thi s, Erton ( 1998) says that ths. purpose of us ing L, should be to ac hieve the 

goa ls and objectives of the course by the help of the mother to ngue through translat ion at the 
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correct time, where appropriate and makes sense. ErneslO Macaro ( 1997 in Cook 200 1: 154-55) 

has found out lilctors that most commonl y kad to LI usc: 

I. Giving instructions about activities- the teacher has to balance the gains and losses of 

using the first or the second language. Some teachers resort to the first language after they 

have tried in vai n to get the activity going in the second language. 

2. Translating and checking comprehension-teachers feel these 'speeded things up'. 

3. Individual comments to students- made whi le the teacher is going round the class, say 

during pair work, 

4. Giving feedback to students- perhaps it is more surprising that students are told whet her 

they are right or wrong in their own language and presumably the teacher feels that this 

makes it more 'real' . . 

5. Using to maintain discipline- saying, 'shut up ' or 'you wil l get a detention' in the Ilrst 

language shows that it is a serious threat rather than simply practicing imperative and 

conditional constructions, 

In addition, a research conducted by Carole Franklin (1990) cited in Cook (2001) also reveals 

that more than 80% of teachers lise the first language for explaining grammar and for discli ss ing 

objecti ves; more than 50% for tests, correcting written work and teaching background: less than 

16% for organizing the classroom activities und for chatting informally. 

Cook (2001) himself recommends that there is no principle reason for avoiding LI other than 

allowing the students to hear as much L2 as possib le, it can be more dfec tive to resort to the lirst 

language systematically . Therefore, he suggests that LI may be used as a way into the meaning of 

the second language; as a shol1 cut in explaining tasks; as a way of ~xplaining grammar and in 

short as a way of demonstrating the classroom as rea l L2 situation, not a fake monolingual 
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situation. Moreover, Auerbach (1993 in Schweers 1999) speci lies some possible occasIons 

deserv ing the ai e! of the mother tongue. Hence she suggests that LI is LIsee! in negotiation of the 

sy ll abus ane! the lesson; in record keep ing; lix classroon! managelllent: in scene setti ng lor 

language analys is: in presentation of rules govern ing gral11l11df in phonology. morphology and 

spelling; in discuss ion of cross-cultural issues; in instructions or prompts: fo r explanat ion of 

errors; and for assessment of comprehension. 

Furthermore. Dav id Atkinson (1 987 : 241 ) li sts appropriate L1SCS lor LI In the L2 (foreign 

language) classroom. These are: 

I. Eliciting language -"How do we say 'X' in Engli sh~" 

2. Checking cOlllprehension- " How do you say Tve been waiting fo r ten mi nutes 111 

Spani sh"?" (also used for comprehension of reading or listening text) 

3. Giving complex instructions 

4. Cooperating in groups-learners compare and correct answers to exercises or tasks in the 

LI. Students at ti mes C'Ul explain new points better than the teacher. 

5. E\plllillillg c/assrocllli methodology 

6. Us ing trallSlation to highlight a recently tougilt language item 

7. CiIeckingjiJr sense-if students write or say something in the Ll that does not make sense, 

have them to try to translate it into LI to real ize their error. 

8. Testing-translation items can be useful in testing mastery of fo rms and meanings. 

9. Dewloping circumlocution strategies-when students do not know how to say something 

in the L" have them think of different ways to say the same thing in the LI. which may be 

easier to translate. 
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Similarly. Littlewood and Yu (2009) have surveyed literature lor a research purpose and have 

sorted out some appropriate uses of LI in the EFL classroom. Therefore . they suggest the 

following as crucial areas deserving the support of the LI and that LI is used to: 

I . {(Ilk lI'ilh indil'idu,d sluclent ahout personal mat IeI' e.g. a problem 
2. explain II difficult /!,rammar point 
3. tleal wilh II serious discipline problem e.g. an argumenl 
-I. ehlll wilh Ihe c/llSS aholll generalmatlers e.g a school holiday 
5. give liIe meaning o/linknown word 
6. dea/lvilh a minor discipline problem e.g. nol jJllyin/!, allention 
,. . sel and explain home lI'ork 
8. explain an easy /!,rammar poinl 
9. give inslrucliol1s/or cllrrying 0111 {/ praclice aCliviTy (I'. 6) 

Littlewood and Yu generally divide the use of 1.1 in to three: establishing constructive soc ial 

relationsh ips; communicating complex meanings to ensure understanding and/or save time und 

maintaining control over the classroom environment (2009: 5). However, Qian (2009) cited in 

Littlewood and Yu (2009) c lassifies the reasons of using LI into t\YO: 'methodological' (e.g. 

translating. clarifying. highlighting, efficiency) and ' social ' (e .g. prais ing, encouraging, 

disapproving). 

In general , the variolls use of LI sugges ted by many researchers as has bcen di scussed so ' 1~lr 

imply that the studcnts' first language plays an essentia l role in foreign language learning and 

ieaching. They also tell us that identifying when and where to usc LI ensures thc facilitative and 

supporting value of LI thereby minimizi ng the fear of some scholars who argue that using '-- I 

decreases students' exposure .to the target language. 

26 



2.3.3.3. Tlte Amoullt of LJ ill tlte EFL Classroom 

Elli s (1992) makes clear the importance of the appropriate amount of LI in fore ign language 

teachi ng. He recommends that the extent to which the use of the LI is rdevant and the particular 

uses for which it is appropri ate are issues of real importance to man y foreign language teachers. 

The amount of LI used in EFL classroom is ti'equently spec ified in subjective terms li ke li mi ted 

(Atkinson 1987) limited and j udicious (Schweers 1999; Tang 20(2) and these terms tend to be 

interpreted main ly through an individual teac her's intuition (Littlewood and Yu 2004) that 

decisions about us ing the LI or the L2 is made by indi vidua l language teachers. otie11l imcs behind 

a closed classroom door (Edstrom 2009). 

Therefore. evidences from variety of contexts show that the amount of 1..1 to be used tcnds to 

vary. For example. Tumblill (1002) in Littlewood and Yu (2009)conctueted a research in 

Canad ian schoo ls and found out that the usc of LI ranging from 28% tll 76% and in South Korea. 

Liu et al (2004) calculated the percentage of 1.1 (Korean) and fou nd out that it ranged from IO'Vo 

to 90% (in Littlewood and Yu 2009:4). 

Stern (1992) recommends that it would be preferred if ce rtain amount llf t ime can be allocated for 

the use of mother tongue to enable students ask cel1ain questions. to veri fy meanings. to cl ear 

uncertainti es and to explain things that may not be possible by using L~ alo ne (ci ted in Kenen isa 

2003: 35). 

Though not clear where 'early level' exactly is, Atki nson (1987) on his part suggests about 5% of 

native language a t ea rly levels in a session of Eng li sh language teaching. 
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In genl:ral. the exact amo unt of L, in EFL classroom hasn ' t yet been appropriatel y discovered 

(Stcrn 1992; Turnbull 2001 cited III Kencnisa 20(3) und it is r,commcndcd that the issue 

deserves further studies (Turnbull 200 I in Kcncnisa 20(3). 

2.4. LI Use as a Communicative Approach 

On thl: on<.: hand , communicative language teaching approach has currently got a widl:r 

acceptance (Cook. 200 I) . On the other hand, the proponents of the monolingual approach 

consider the LI lise/translation! as uncommlmicalive and disregard as a method of teaching (Duff, 

1989). However, Edge ( 1986) argues that "there is no obv iolls reason why an ability to translate 

should not be seen as a type of communicative competence, or why translation class shou ld not 

benefit from a communicative and interactive approach." (p. 121). According to him LI usc can 

be made communicative in such a way that making translating the topic of peer discuss ion: 

bringing about immediate contrastive di scussion of the native language (L I ) and the target 

language in terms of accuracy and appropracy and reinforcing understanding of relevant, known 

topics (p. 122). 

As far as communicative strategies are concerned, there is a cOllllllon notion that strategics 

involve existing knowledge as input ,md that one type of existing knowledge is L, knowledge 

(language transfer) (Ellis. 1985: 37), Therefore, the use of LI has to be regarded as 

communicative strategy. Similarly, in a counter to the current view of communicative approach 

and the use of L ,. Duff (1989) has the following to say: 

Ihll1slOlion, as the process o(conveying messages across linguistic ilnd Cllltllwi barriers. 
is un eminenily cOllllJlunicative aClil,ily. une who usC! could he considered in a wider 
wnge o/tcaching thanlllay cllrrel1lly be tile case (p.3) 

28 



Cook (200 I) a lso regards 'to fall back to the tirst language as one of the overall types of 

communicati on strateg ies' (p. 107). And, Schweers (1999) al so claims that recogni z ing and 

welcoming thc st udents' tirstlanguage into the classroom as an express ion o f their own culture could 

he one way of di spe lling negat ive attitudes towards Engli sh (as positive atm osphere promotes 

communication (Atkinson 1987» and increasing receptiv ity to learn ing the language. 

If L, use is communicative, as pointed out above, I personally believe that it should al so get the same 

acceptance as other communicalive approaches in current foreign language teaching and learning. 

2.5. The Assessment of LI Necessity in EFL Classroom 

Needs ana lysis tcnds to be assoc iated with ES P (Engli sh for Specific Purpose) and is usually ignored 

in the gene ral Engl ish c lassroom. In fact. what differs ESP from ge neral Engli sh is not the existence 

of a need but ra ther an aware ness of the need , that th e traditions in general Engl ish that learne rs' 

needs can' t be spec ifi ed and as a result no attempt is usually made to di scover learners' idea l nceds 

(Seedhouse I ()95). Il owever, it is recommended thatnceds anal ys is is a lso fundamental to pla nning of 

genera l Eng li sh co urses (Cunningswo rth 1984: Richards 1992 cited in Seed house 1995). 

The importance o f need ,malys is/assessmentl in ge neral English classroom on the other hand 

entail s that the necessity of L t should also be assessed so as to makc reco ursc to the mother 

tongue based on verified needs. Nuru (2008) recommends that ..... the use of L, must be treated 

wi th great care, and decisions to switch to the mother tongue should be based on prior assessment 

of its necessity in a given s ituation" (p. 16) . 
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2.6 Summary 

The issue of using L, in EFL has remained to be the subject of much di scussion and considerable 

controversy among researchers and language teachers for numy decades. and even it hasn' t been 

settled yet. On the one hand, there are those groups who reject the usc of L, altogether or fail tu 

recognize any significant potential in it. On the other hand. there arc those who insist on favoring 

a rational and judicious use of L, as facilitative and supportive roles in EFL classes. 

Nowadays, the power of arguments against the L, use; the bad press 0 11 grammar translation 

method and the unfair assumptions of many fore ign/second language teachers ha ve chief1 y 

contributed to the avoidance of L, use in the EFL or ESL classrooms. However. L, use has been 

blameworthy and even banned as a valid activity in the foreign language learning j ust for 

unconvincing reasons. as there are hardly research works which validate the advantages of 

avoiding it in all costs. 

In fact , the recourse to the learners ' L, can be made in Engli sh classes when appropriate, fo r 

justiliable reasons ancl in proper amount, to make it give valuable aid to the teaching and lea rning 

of the target language. Therefore. the prior assessment of the necessities of L, in vanous 

foreign/second language learning situations is essential to make the proper use of it. Thi s is 

because L, use, indeed, is a communicative activity and a fundamental element of effective 

language teaching when used systematically, despite the current prevailing views claiming it to 

be uncommunicative. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 

3.1. Research Design 

In thi s study, a descripti ve research design of the surwy type was employed with the assumption 

that this type of research design is suitable to adequately address the objectives of the study 

specified in advance. 

3.2. Subjects and Sampling 

The subjec ts of the study were sample grade nine students of two school s, Baso and Dcbre 

Birhan higher secondary schools and their Engli sh teachers available. Though thi s research could 

be app li cable to almost all grade levels. these student participants were opted for the fact that 

they share one important feature throughout the country-they a ll learn all subj ects, except their 

mother tongue orland Amharic . in Engli sh. Therefore, it is thought that they need relatively more 

help in Engli sh. not on ly for learning English but also for the other subjects taught in English. 

3.2.1. Students 

The number of participant students of thi s study had been decided to be small be fore the stud y 

began. This was done because of three fundamental factors: (I) the nature of' the population 

(nearly linguistically homogenous): - " the mOl:e homogenous the target populatioll the smaller the 

sample can be ... " (Starantakos 2005: 171) . The linguistic homogeneity of the students is 

somethi ng valuable, but it is 110t fully guaranteed in the context of the present research setting as 

there could be students who speak other languages than Amhari~ as their lirst language. For 

example, 2% of the student participants in this study do not speak Amharic as their first language. 

o the availability of time (the shortage of time giveJLlo the study): and (3.) the fact that large 
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samples do not always guarantee higher degree o/" precision (ibid). Therefore, 100 sludellls from 

two scbools of 50 sections with each consisting of 50 students on average and about 2500 total 

students, were randomly sekcted in the following procedlire . First 10 sections (20% of the total 

sections) were randomly selected and then 10 students (20% of the tota l students of one section) 

from each section were again randomly selected to participate in the study. This technique was 

favored for that it gives equal chance to all participants as the problem is supposed to be COl1l1ll0n 

to all the subject s. 

3.2.2. Teachers 

Fifteen English teachers of grade 9 were included to be the subjects of the study by availability 

sampling to fill out the questionnaire, and among those. four teachers were randomly selected to 

provide necessary data through interview. The sample size of the interviewee teachers was 

determined on the basis of the purpose of the interview i.c. it was ultimately intended to 

substantiate the data gathered through the questionnai res and therefore small sample was thought 

to be enough. All participant teachers were BA holders, and had more than five years of 

experience. 'rhree of them were females while the remaining were males . 

3.3. The Research Settings 

Two schools. Baso and Debre Birhan higher secondary schools located in Amhara region Dcbre 

Birhan town were selected to be the study arcas. The selection of the areas was on the basis o f the 

assumption that the majority students are likely to speak one language i.e. Amharic as their first 

language, and that the study was thought to have more relevance in those types of situations. 

Both schools take students dominantly from around Debre Birhan town as there arc other high 

schoo ls located some 15 killS and thereabout away from the town. This, in fac t, is likely to 

maximize the opportunity fo r stuclents to be able to speak Amharic as their first language . 
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Ilowever. it should be noted that this is not always trustworthy as major cities arc likelv to be . . . " 

homes of peoples of various linguisti c backgrounds. 

3.4. Data Collection Instruments and Procedures 

Two research tools. Quest ionnaire and interview, were used to gather relevant data for the study. 

Questionnaire was favored for its relevance to the nature of the study and to address large number 

of participants. Interview, on the other hand. was prefeITFd to gather unlimited beli efs or opinions 

of the teac hers. Questionnaires were admini stered to students and teachers, but interview was 

used for teachers onl y. This procedure was adopted fi-om Ferrer (20()4). It was adopted with the 

assumption that it would provide the study with more relevant data to address the objectives se t 

in advance. 

3.4.1. Questiol/I/aires 

Two types of questionnaires with similar content but sli ght difference in form, each of which had 

seven items wcre set and distributed to students and teachers. Both types contain the mixture of 

close-ended and open-ended questions. In fact. there was no independent item of the open-ended 

type, but all open-ended questions required thc respondents onl y to provide any pieces 0 1" 

add itional information if there were any. 

The questionnai re of the students was translated into the equivalent Amharic version to avoid any 

problems which might have · been emerged li'olll misunderstanding. or inability to comprehend 

English. 

The items of both questiollllili res were adopted Ii-om Schweers (1999); Doff (1987 cited in Nuru 

20(8); Litt lewood and Yu (2009) and Tang (2002) with the assum pti on that they attain the 

objectives of the present study. Both students' and teachers' questionnaires were aimed to d icit 
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data on three essential issues : the view of students and teachers about the ideal uscs of L,; the 

extent of the use and the rt,asons for using L, in the EFL classroom. 

·fhe questionnaires were administrated in researchcr"s presence. Hence, for the sake of great 

cooperation and support of the schools administrative bodies and some staff members, ample 

time was given to give corrections and/or orientations to the student s and teachers whenever 

necessary. As a resu lt, some of the misunderstandings they encountered were cleared up while 

they were filling out the questionnaires. Indeed, this had more or kss compensated the pilot study 

which should have been made prior to the actual administration of the questionnaires to avoid 

some problems or irregularities. It should be noted that pilot study had not been made because of 

shortage of time . All the questionnaires distributed to both the studen ts ancl the teachers were 

lilled out and returned. 

3.4.2. Illterview 

Four semi-structured interview questions were set to gather relevant qua litati ve data from four 

randomly se lected grade 9 English teachers, who also had filled out the questionnaires. All of 

them were males. 

Semi·structured interview was preferred to give some freedom for the interviewees to exrrcss 

what they feel about each question of the interview and to control their ideas when they go (Jut of 

the study focuses and start to provide irrelevant information. 

The interview was conducted in such a way that each of the questions of the interview was 

clearly read to each of the interviewees fol lowed by a serious note taking while they were 

responding to the questions. This method was preferred to the audio/video recording fo r two 

fundamental reasons. One is that the aim of the study had nothing to do with the interviewees' 
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speech/language, but it only required the info rmation they provide. The other one is that, as 

Sarantakos (2005) explains. taking note is equally important with audio/video recording in this 

study type of data gathering except that the latter creates elll barrasslIlent or mistrust which 

hinders the amount of informat ion to be prov ided. 

3.5. Techniques of Data Analysis 

As it has been stated. questionnaires and interview were the two instrulllents used to solicit 

perti nent data for the study. Thus. the data gathered through buth too ls were analyzed in the 

fo llowing ways: 

On the one hand, the quantitative data obtained from both the students' and teachers' 

quest ionnaires were tallied and the ti-equcncies were converted to percentage. Percentage was 

preferred for the fac t that it is suitable to quantitat ive data ana lysis. and it also describes wc ll thc 

re lat ionship between the total participants and the subgroups-who r<:sponded to each item of the 

questionnai res (Sarantakos 2005). 

On the. other hand. the quali tative data obtained through few of the open-ended items of the 

quest ionnaires and the teachers ' interview were sorted out and summarized. 

The analyses of the data ga thered thro ugh both instruments were immediate ly fo llowed by 

di scuss ions and interpretations use ful to draw sO llnd conclusions aboLl t the importance of L l in 

the EFL classroom. An attempt was also made to relate some of the discussions and 

interpretat ions with the works rev iewed in the li terature section of this thesi s. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

DATA ANALYSIS, RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS 

In this chapter. the res ults of the data gathered through the two instruments : questionnaire and 

lIlterview are analyzed, di scussed and interpreted. Some results, di sclIssions and interpretati ons 

are also attempted to be linked with some of the rel ated literature presented in chapter two of this 

paper 

4.1. Questionnaires Results 

4.1.1. AIIII~vsi.l' of Stut/ellis' Qlle.l'liollllllire 

Table 1- The Students' First Language/mother Tongue 

Item No Item's Stem Options Frequency I Percentage I 

What is your first language, or the A. Amharic 98 98 

I language that you have full command B. Af"n Oromo 2 2 

of' C. Tigrigna 0 0 ! 
D. Other 0 0 i 

i 
'1'01,,1 100 100 

The information from the Table above shows that almost all (98% ) of the students speak Amhari c 

as their iirst language. Only very few students (2%) have responded that they speak o ther 

language than Amharic i.e. Afan Oromo, as their lirst I<Ulguage. This might have been becallse of 

the fact that the research area (Debre Birhan) is located closer to Oromia region than any other 

regions. Howeve r, the few students who claimed to speak other language than Amharic as their 

lirst language may be able to communicate in Amharic s ince the language has a rela ti vely 

dominant status in the country at large and in the reg ion in particular. 
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This all leads us to evaluate one of the reasons ra ised by some EFL tcachers f()l' avoid ing LI in 

the EEL classes . Cook (200 I) states that the mixed language of the s tudents is takcn as one factor 

contributing to the avoidance of mother tongue use or translation (pA). The assumption behind 

this argument is that if the students speak different languages as their tirst languages it will be 

di.tl1cult to use trans lation in the Engli sh classroom. However. provided that the li nguistica ll y 

different students are able to communicate in Amharic. this fear hardly operates in the present 

research setti ng as Table I shows that a lmost all students speak one language as their tirs t 

language. Actually. it cou ld be dangerous and unethical to allow the use of the language 

(Amharic) where even one st udent is ignorant of it. Otherwise, avoiding using the reasonablc 

amount of the s tudents ' LI in the classroom. at least, leads to teaching Eng li sh with less than 

maximum efficiency. 

Table 2: The Responses of the Students on whether they need their tirs! Language and the 

extent to which they need their teacher to usc it in the English Classrooms 

Item Item's Stem Options Fret) lIeney Percentage 

No 

I Shou ld you r first language be used A) Ycs 90 90 

12 
! 

in the Eng l ish classroom? B) No 10 10 , 
i Total 100 100 I 

3 Do you likc, or would you like your f\) Not at all 10 10 I English teacher to lise your tirst B) A little 21 21 

3 lallguage in class? C) Somctimcs 59 59 "--

D) A lot 10 10 

. Total 100 lOt) 

The information in the Table above clearly reveals that a high percentage of the student 

participants (90%), (eel that their first language (Amharic) should be lIseci in English classes. 

This figure can be comparable to the tinding of Schweers (1999) i.c . (88.7"70) . Small number of 
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the participants (10%) favors not to use their II in the classroom . The preference of the use of I I 

by the vast majority of the students shows that the lise of LI in English classes has some roles to 

play for the success of their English learning. Therefore, as the students' need In the genera l 

Engli sh classroom should be assessed and considered (Seedhousc 1995): it is worth doing to 

recourse to their LI when necessary just to address the needs of the majority students. 

Regarding the extent to which the students li ke their teacher to usc their first language, the 

responses to the item 3 in the same Table show that a considerable number (59%) of the students 

claim that they like ·sometimes' . And, a notable number of students (21 %) responded th at they 

like ' a li ttl e'. Only 10'10 of the students answered that they would I ike' a lot' i I' their teacher used 

their native language during Engl ish teaching. wh ile other same number ofLhe respondents (10%) 

claimed that they do not like it at all. In fact. there is a division among the students on the extent 

of the necessity of the teacher's use ofl l in the English classroom. I-Iowewr, the responses of the 

majority students (90%) rewaled that they agreed wi th the teacher's use of their mother tongue to 

the various degree and that only few number ofstudcnts (10%) uphe ld the view that 'no II use is 

favored' . 

These all showed that neither the total exclusion nor the dominance of the mother tongue was 

l;l\'ored by the students. But some amount of II use was prekrrcd by the majority of thcm . 

'rherelo re, the resu lt substantiated the principle of Atkinson (1987) that ' limited use of L 1' has a 

lo t of roles to play wh ile 'the overuse of 1. 1' brings about several undesirable results. 
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Table J: Students ' Preference of the Appropriate uses of L, in the English Classroom 

I 
I 

I - - 1':] Item No Itcrtl 's Stt'lll Optiuns Frcq 

I 
i 

I 
I) To explain diffic.:ult concepts 76 76 

1 2) To illiroduce a h: sson 53 53 

I J) To sUI11fl1ilrizc a k:ssoll 52 52.52 ! 
4) To test (e.g. by trans lation from one language to the other) 36 36 

I '" '" '" " 5) To check ror comprehension 75 75 I 
"""' 

~ 
C' . .D 6) To elicit language (e.g., I-low do \ve say 'X' in English?) 61 62.24 

' j , 
'" 'iii ; 

'" '" '" 0 
, 

u 0. 
, 

..c .~ 7) 
'" 

To use native culture as a context for English 46 46 
~ 

classroom activities cO '" t: ::t 
w..: V) 

8) To chat with the c lass "bout general I1Hlth:rs 54 S5JOj t: 
t: oj , 

" " (e.g. school holiday) ! t: 
CD 0 
'" 9) To exp lain difficult griJlTIllKl f poin ts 69 69 ::J t: 
OJ) " c -5 10) To give the meaning of a new word 82 I 82 '" '" ~ ~ 
V) 0 I I) To joke arollnd wit h students 47 47 ~ 

::?: t;: 
~ ui 12) To correct errors 65 65 ::J 
0 " u 

4 
;,;.... '0 13) To praise for correct answers 70 71.43 

, 
" V) ..c --::J u 

14) To explain the re lationship between English and your first 59 59 0 .... 
::l 

U 0 language (c.g. phonology. morphology. gral1llllar. etc) 

" 
;>-. 
!lJ .;: 

" 15) To help you feci morc comfonable and confiucnt 60 ! 6U.6 1 0. 
0 .S! , 
~ "0 16) To criticize (-or wrong answers 41 -141 0. t: 0-
Ol 8 17) To give instructions 60 60.61 '" .- -'" ~ 

~ 18) To explain Ilew concepts 70 70 Ol 
-" E t: 

~ 19) To sel and explain homework and class work 53 53.54 
~ '> 
::J ~ 20) To kecp disc ipline 59 59 0 -'" ,", u 
0 ~ 21) To g ive wholc class feedback )' I 53 _ J 

"0 oj i 
c <U 22) In asking and answering quest ions 58 58.59 
" ..:< 
.c oj 

~ 
~ 

23) Others, plcase specify " "- --

, .. 
Ad apted 11'0111 (lJof! 19R7 III NlIrll 2008 ; L,ltlew()oJ and Yu 2009: Schwee rs 1999; l ang 2002) 

No/c Ihal Ihe.' pl'n;ellfog<' is calcllltliedfrom thl.! total Hum!>",. O/S!IIJellls resl'oJ1Jl.'d to each optioll as . Ye.\" £Iud 'No' 

in the (/II('s!iollnaire (\'(1(/ Appendix Aj. The ('Xish.'l1cl.' ojjeH' f/U/H'CSI,ondenls tu .wme o/r/Te options could bring sOllie 

,li'1!(jlll!nt'ie.\" lIl1(/ p eJ'cl!l1tllges' dijJi!n.!II'-'c.\', 
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It can easily be observed from the above Table that the reactions llf the students towards the 

scholarly suggested uses of L, in the EFL classroom differ in a seemingly des irable manm:r. T hey 

ranked them (the uses) from the most important to the least one. Accordingly. the lO p three 

appropriate uses of L, (favored by the students) in the English classroom are : 

I. To give the meaning of a new word (82%) 

2. To explain diftlcult concepts or ideas (76%) 

3. To check for comprehension (75%) 

The use of the mother tongue of the students to define new vocabulary ite ms could allract the 

responses of a large number of students probably bccause of the facto r that grade 9 student s ha ve 

the shortage of vocabularies 'of the target language. It' s is also like ly that the students have the 

knowledge of words stored in their minds in their first language and thm they demand the use of 

their mother tonguc to get the equivalent meanings of words of the Engli sh language. 

I'vjany student s (76%), according to Table 3 above. a lso showed their pre ference to use their L, to 

cxplain difficult concepts or ideas as an appropriate lise in the Engli sh class room. Thi s showed 

that difficult concepts can be made simpk and understandable just by falling back to the students' 

LI . 

Similarly high percentage of the students (75%) cla imed that the right use of their L, in the 

English classes is to check for comprehension. It is obvious that tcaching or learning language is 

said to be effectivc when students could compn::hend or understand the lessons. Therefore. the 

students response implied that it is of great importance to use thei r first language to check 

whether students have understood what is being taugh t so that the teacher could go back to revi se 

if there are any problems. 
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The above three uses of LJ claimed by the students as the most important ones are al so 

recommended in some previous research wo rks. For example, ' to check for comprehension 

(Atkinson 1987; Schweers 1999: Tang 2002); defin ing new vocabu lary items and explaini ng 

difficult concepts or ideas (Littlewood and Yu 2(09). 

'rherelore, the teachers' use of the students' vernacular to carry out these important pedagogica l 

activities/tasks is likely to facilitate and support the tcaching and learnin g of Engli sh. 

In the same Table above, there are also other pedagogical acti vities suggested by notahle number 

of students, which require the use of their L\. For exampl e, using their LJ to exp lain new concepts 

and to explai n diflicult grammar po ints are respecti ve ly chosen by 70% and 69% of the studcnt 

participants. And, some considerable number of students (65%) also indicated the use of L\ in 

correcting errors as a useful instance. 

These a ll seem to suggest that new concepts wi ll become j~lm iliar when they are translated into 

the student s vernacular so tliat it will be easy to deal with the details of the concepts alkr the 

students' conceptual understanding is secured. In addition it can be inICrrcd fi'om their responses 

that LJ usc can be an aid to explain difficult grammar points maybe to help the students relate the 

grammar of their iirst language and Engli sh to arrive at clear distinction and similarity of the two. 

This may he lp them to understand the structure of Engli sh grammar ve ry we ll . Moreover, falling 

back to the students' vernacular during error correction might have been preferred by the students 

to help them make get correction as quickly as poss ible. 

A comparable leve l of agreement (62.24%) was also observed on the use of L\ for eliciting 

language and th is indicates that the students require their teacher to make some pauses in the 

middle of teaching to aslLquesJi ons oLeLiciling language (e.g.--'=low do we say.--x' iILEnglish')) 
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which can be a feedback fllr the teacher, and an aid for students' understanding. Considerab le 

figure was also appeared on the use of L, in providing instructions (60.61 % ). This also implies 

that students can be in some 50 11 of trouble when they an: instructed onl y in English language. to 

perform certain activities. This, hence suggests that tdling the students using their L, what 

exactly they should do will eradicate the problems of misunderstanding and confusion and helps 

them act as they are required to act. 

Turning back and having a more glance over the genera l figure pres<:nted in Table 3, it can be 

observed that a relatively low. but signilicant number of the stucknts appear to suggest some 

other pedagogical activities which require the help of their L, . For example to ex plain the 

relatianship between Engli sh and their lirst language (e.g. phonolagy, morphology, grammar. etc) 

(59%): 'to ask and answer questians' (58.59%): 'to introduce a lesson ' (53% ); to sUlllmari ze a 

lesson (52.52%) and ' ta test (e .g. by translation from one language to the other), (36%). These 

r~s llits again, indicate that it is important to usc limited L, while performing the activ ities ta 

address the demand of the significant number of students. 

The partic ipant students did not only appear to insist on ![\voring the importance of using L, for 

pedagogic/methodolagical/reasans, but as the information of Table 3 rcveal s, they al so suggested 

some managerial (classroom management) functians which require the use of L, in the Engli sh 

c lassroom. Accordingly, about 70% o f them preferred the importance of 1" in 'praising Illr 

correct answers': 59% ofthcm ·ta keep discip line'; 53% 'to set and explain homework and class 

work ', and ·to give whole class feedback' ; 41 'Vo of them 'to crit icize for wrong answers ': and 

54% 'ta chat wi th the class about general matters .' 
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So, the agreement of the considerable number of the students for the use of their Ll in the above 

activiti es tends to remind English language teachers to resort to the students' motiler tongue when 

they deal with the aforementioned manage rial functions. 

Go ing back only once more to the same 'rable Crable 3) abow. we can read the informati on of 

the two suggested uses of Ll (psychological uses); ' to help the students feel more com fortable 

and confident' and ·to joke around with students'. They were preli:rred by 60.6 1 % and 47% of 

the student participants respectively. These data indicate that reasonable amount of the students 

Ll has something to do with learner's psychological functions. Therefore, mot ivat ional activities 

successfull y attain their object ives when they are aided by limited amou nt of the students' 

vernacular in the English classroom. 

Genera ll y, the reactions o f the students to all the given suggested uses of their Ll tell us tha t 

using their vernacular in the English classroom has a number of functions. Therefore, these 

var ious roles should be given due consideration in the Engli sh c1assroo l11. Otherwise, the tow l 

excl usion of the students' mother tongue is likely to result in teachi ng the target language with 

the absence of all or some of the functions prcierred by the students. or thi s leads to wha t 

Atkinson (1987:250) stated, " teaching with less than maximum efficiency". 

No student participant provided valid responses to option ~3. 
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Table 4: The Students' Preference of the Extent of L, usc in the English Classroom 

Item No Hem's Stem Options Frcqu('nc)' Percentage 

A) 1-10% " 33 J J 

What percent of Engli sh class rime 8)11-20% 19 19 
5 do you rhink youdirsr language C) 21-30% 20 20 

should be used? Choosc onc . D)31-40% 5 5 

I E)4 I-S0% 8 8 

I 
F) 5 1-60% 8 8 

G) 61·70% -1 4 
, 

H)71-80% 2 2 

I) 81 -90% I I 

J) 91-100% 0 0 

Total JOO 100 

The Table above shows that most of the responses of the participant students are accumulated 

around the !irst three options i.e. a notable percentage of students would like L, to be used in 

Engli sh class either between I to 30%. These areas alone could attract 72 students or about 72'Vo 

of the total respondents. From thi s the largest percentage of the participants (33%) preferred the 

ideal extent of their L, use in the Engli sh classroom to be between 1% and 10%. Other significant 

and equivalent percentages of the students (19% and 20% respectivdy) responded to the next two 

options, 11-20% and 21-30%. The information of the Table also shows that on ly small number of 

student participants' responses were scattered over the remaining options which suggest larger 

proportion of L, use in the English classroom. In other words, only 28% of the total respondents 

were interested to chose the various options ranging from 3 1 %-1 00% with each option attracting 

insign ilicant perccntage of responses (0-8%). This figure to some extent is comparable with the 

fi nding of Schweers (1999) conducted in the Spanish context. 
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This a ll tends to indicate that a sma ll percent of the English class time shou ld bl: allocated fo r the 

students' vernacu lar use so that the far larger proportion of the time should be dedicated to the 

usc of the ta rget lunguage. Though there have been no lit erat ure works recommending the exac t 

amount of LI to be used in EFL classroom (Stern 1992; Turnbull 2001 both cited in Kenenisa 

2(03). there exist ample amount of previo us wo rks which advise unquanti liable blll small time or 

some time allocatioll for LI in the .EFL classroom (e.g. Atki nsoll 1987; Schweers 1999; Stern 

1992 (in Kcncnisa 20(3); Tang 2(02). 

Table 5: The Reasons of the Students for preferring to usc Lh and their view on the Ex tent 

of the Importance of it (L I ) in the English Classroom 

Il em No Item ' s S h ' lI) Options FrCtIU(' IIC Y Pcn:t'ntagc 

6 If you prefer Ihe lise of A) II is more comfortable 18 18 

your first language in B) I am less tense 15 15 ----, 
.. __ .. _ - ' 

English class, why? C) It fac ilitates my learning (I fcel 45 45 i 
I learn more) i 

More thall om: answer is , 
D) It is more cfl\:ctivc way of learning 46 46 

possible. 
E) It aids compre hension greatly 45 45 

Total 

Do you be lieve that using A)No 5 5 j 
your first language in 0) A little 16 16 ! 

7 your Engl ish class helps C) Fa irly ",ueh 34 34 

you lea rn the languag.e D) A lot 45 45 
(English)? Choose one. 

Total 100 100 , 
~" 

As the data presented in the above Table show, it appears that the reasons of seek ing Ihe a id o f LI 

in Engli sh class tend to vary among the participant studmts. However. the majority of them 

chose Ihe following Ihree rationales fo r preferring the ir LI li se in the English classroom : 

I . It is more effective way of learn ing (46%) 

2. It facil itates my learning ( I feel I learn more) (45'Yo) 

3. ft aids comprehension greatl y (45%) 
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Only rdatively lower percentagc of th" students (18%) responded that they favo r the use of their 

mother tongue because it is more comfortab le, and the lowest percentage of them (15%) preferred 

for the factor that it min imi zes their tension , 

The resu lts of itcm 6, of the Table. in general seemed to imply tha t in the fi rst place studcn ts' 

preference of LI is based on certain reasons, and that no student needs the aid of the milt her 

tongue for no reasons. In addition, the information interestingly indicated that the students' 

preference is more of fo r fundamental reasons than for pleasure/psycholog ical reasons. This was 

shown by the majority students' choice of the three rati onales a ll in relation to the teachi ng 

function . 

There lnre, it shou ld be noted that teachers' fall back to student s LI and the ir permission to make 

them use their L I must be seen not in terms of the students' individual benetit, but it shou ld be 

considered in terms its vitality for the cfTcctivencss of the target language (English) teaching­

learning. 

On the othe r hand , the responses of the student participants to item 7 o r the same Table revealed 

that the largest percentage of the students (45%) agrced that using their lirst language helps thcm 

'a lot ' to learn Engl ish language. Significant percentage of the students (34%) claimed that their 

LI use helps them 'fairly much ' to learn the target language. Other relativel y less number of 

student s (16%) responded that their ve rnacular helps them 'a little' in learnin g the targc t 

language. The least number of students (5%) replied that their mother tongue does not help them 

to learn EngliSh at all. 

From thi s all , it can be understood that though there are variation o f degrees of agreement among 

them , the vast majority of the students see that thei r mother tongue helps them to learn English . 
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This, on the other hand, suggests Ihat teachers of Engli sh should recourse to the students IIrst 

language when and where necessary as far as the students' needs arc concerned. 

4.1.2. Analysis of Teachers' Questio////aire 

Table 6: The Responses of Teacher's on whether to usc the Students' first Language and 

the Extent to which I'hey like it to usc ill the Chlssroom 

. 

Item 

No Item's Stem Opciol1s Frcq. Perc. 

t Shou ld students' first language (the lallguage that they A) Yes 10 66.67 

have fu ll command ot) be used ill the English classroom? 13) No 5 3333 

Tohtl t5 100 
. 

2 Do you like, or would you to use the students' first 1\) Not at ali 2 13,33 

language in class? 13) 1\ little 5 33.33 
._""--

C) Sometimes S 53 .33 

D) A lot 0 0 
.. I . . 

Total 15 100 
. 

According to the information vividly presented in the Table above, notably high percentage of the 

tcachers (66.67%) agreed that the students' mother tongue (L l ) should be used in the Engli sh 

classroom. Only a small percentage of them (33.33%) arc not in lilvor of the legality of using Ll 

in Eng li sh classes. The general tigure shows thaI the English teachers Ihemselws do not agrec 

with the total exclusion of the students' mother tongue. 

Logically fo llowing item I, the responses of the teacher participants to item 2 of the Table 

simi larl y shows that the vast majority of the them desire to lise the students ' vernacu lar with 

certain variations of the degree of the ir like. Most (53.33%) of them responded that they like to 

lise 'sometimes ' wh ile less but sign ificant percentage of Ihem (33.33%) repl ied that they like to 

usc the students' Ll ' a li tt le'. Only few of them ( 13.33%) deny usi ng it at all. Interestingly no 

teacher favored to use the students' mother tongue '0 lot' in English classroom. Therefore. most 
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teachers li kl: to allow the use of L, in such a way that with neither total exclusion nor owr 

dominance but in a limited amount. 

Table 7: Teachers ' views about the Frc<luency of the use of the Students' L, in the English 

Classroom 

Itrm No Item 's Stem Options Frequen cy , Percentage 

3 How onen do you 'hi nk Ihe studenls ' A) Never I 6.67 

first language should be uSl!d (to aid B) Very rarely 5 33.33 

learning) in the English classroom? C) Sometimes 7 46.67 

0) Fairly frequently 2 13.33 

Total 15 100 
--

Similar to the information in the Table 6, the responses o f the tcachers to the extent of the 

students L, usc in the English classroom (provided in Table 7 above) a re concentrating mostl y on 

two options: ' sometimes' (46.67%) and ' very rardy' (33.33%). But, onl y few num bers of 

teachers chose either of the options ' never' (6.67%) and 'fairly frequently' (13.33%). This all 

tells us that most teachers are in agreement with the notion that sometime should be allocated to 

the use ofL, wi th the lion ' s share of time given to the target language. 

Whatsoever, the results indicate that L, of the students' (Amhari c) should be used to some degree 

in grade 9 of the two schools Debre Birhan and Baso Higher Secondary schools. 

-----------
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Tllble 8: Teachers' Views of the appropriate uses of Students L, in the EFL Classroom 

!trill Item's Options Frcq. Perc. 
r\1J Stem 

l.To explain difficult concepts 14 93.34 

2. To introduce a lesson 0 0 

~ , 3. To summarize a lesson 0 0 

I 
~ 
~ 

4. To test (e.g. by translation from one language to thc other) 0 0 -'" I <.) .;: 
oj 5. To check for comprehension 10 66.67 
" -'" 
" 6. To elicit language (e.g. , How do we say 'X' in English'?) 3 20 I E 
" ~ 
'" " 7. To use native cu lture as a context for Engli sh classroom activ iti es 7 46.67 0:: 
". ~ 
'" 8. To chat with the class about genera l matters (e .g. school holiday) 5 33.33 oj 

u 
..<: 
.!!l 9. To exp lain difficult grammar points 8 53.33 eLJ 
~ 10. To give the meani ng ora new word 3 20 

4 <=.!! 
.- .C> 

Co) .- I I. To joke around with students 3 20 0iJ~ 

oj '" 

" 0 eo "- 12. To correct errors 7 46.67 _ '" 
@ .-- ~ 
~ " 13. To praise for correct answers I 6.67 ~ " . ~ ~ 

t;: '" <= 14. To e.xplai n the re lations hi p between Engli sh and theStudents' fi rst II 73.33 ~ '" " " 9 c language (e.g. phonology, morphulogy, gram mar, etc) "'0 
I " ~ c - '" I 5. To help thcm feel more comfortable and confidcnt 2 13.33 - -2-;:: 

" " ~ 

16. To criticize for wrong answer 0 0 . ~ ~ 
"- "," 17. To give instructions 9 60 Q 

~ " c..u 
0. . - 18. To explain new concepts 3 20 " 0 ..<:: 

.!!l <.) 

~ 19. To set and explain homework and class work I 6.67 .- g 
-'" >. 

20. To keep discipline 5 33.33 " -;:: " g .~ ,,-g 21 . To give whole class feedback 0 0 
o .-
'0£ 22. In asking and answering questions 0 0 

<= 
0~ 23. Others, please specify ..<: '" 

I!:?; E 

Adapted from (Doff 1987 in Nuru 2008; Littlewood and Yu 2009; Schweers 1999; Tang 2002) 

The responses orthe teacher part icipants about the appropriate uses of L, in Engli sh classroom (in the 

Table above) yielded very-interesting resu lls. There arc seven most important lI SCS of the sludents' LI 
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in the English classes according to the teacher respondents of thi s stud y. They all were favored by 

more than 45% of the teacher participants. Accordingly the stlldcnts' LI is used to: 

I . explain diJlicu lt concepts (93.33%) 

2. explain the relationship between English and the students ' tirst 11Ulguage (e .g. phonology. 

morphology. grammar. etc) (73 .33%) 

3. check for comprehension (66.67%) 

4. give instructions (60%) 

5. explain di nieult grammar points (53.33%) 

6. use native culture as a context for English classroom activities (46.67%) 

7. correct errors (46.67%) 

The responses of the teacher participants showing the ir interest in the above suggested uses o f the 

students ' iirst language indicate that they appear to admit the valuc of the studen ts' mothcr 

tongue in teaching of English language. What is more interesting is that exccpt the one written on 

number 6. all the above activities ranked by the teacher respondents were al so favored by most 

students participated in this study (see Table 3 on page 39). Therefore it is quite worth saying that 

the use of LI plays a vital role if it is used to carryout activities which both thc students and 

teachers chose as the appropriate ones demanding the aid of the mother tongue. 

One or more of the activities suggested as the most appropriate lIses for LI by students and 

teachers in thi s study are also supported by some previous studies or literatures (e.g. Atk inson 

1987; Duff 1989; Cook 200 I ; Macaro (1997 in Cook 2001); Auerbach (1993 in Schweers 1999); 

Schweers 1999; Littlewood and Yu 2009). 

Table 8 also shows that some activities attracted the interest of small number of t(:achers 

indicating that they also requir(: some limited amount of the students' LI to be carried out. For 
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~xample , 'to chat with the class about general matters ' (33,33%); 'to keep di sc ipline ' (33.33%); 

' to elicit language ' (20 01.» ; ' to give the nlcalllng o f a new word' (20%); ' to joke around with 

students' (20%); ' to explain new concepts' (20%). Only a very small percentage ofthcm (6.67%) 

chose ' to praise for correct answers', and ' to set and explain homework and class work' as the 

appropriate uses for LI indicating that these activities hardly require the aid ofL I. 

Among the 22 options of suggested students' LI use in the EfL classroom, the remai ning ones or 

six of them were totally ignored by the teacher respondents. This, perhaps, is because of the 

teachers' belief that falling back to the students' LI is when the situation is strongly demanding 

and therefore in carryingout some limited important tasks. 

foOl' option 23 onl y one tcacher participant suggested other but seemingly similar use or L I. S/he 

stated that it is quite useful to resort to the students' LI when there are words which cannot be 

introduced with any other techniques and when using LI has to be the only poss ible option. This 

comment appears to imply the fact that L I is a resource to help the healthy teaching and learning 

orthe target language and that certain situations force teachers to full back to the students ' L1 . 

Table 9: Teachers' views on the Extent of the appropriate students' L I usc in the English 

class time 

_.-
Item No Itcm's Stern Options Frequency Percentage 

5 Pll!ase indicate the appropriate extent of the A) 0% " 13.33 

students" first language you think in Engl ish B) 1,1 0% I I 73 .3 3 

class time. C) tl,20% 1 13.33 

Total t5 100 

Tuble 9 above clearly reveals that high percentage (73.33%) of the teacher participants agree that 

1-10% of the Engli sh class time should be allocated to the students mother tongue use. Only 2% 

of the teacher respondents believed that 11-20% of LI use is appropriate , Other 2% o r them 
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responded that no time should be allocated for the use of the students' vernac ul ar in the Eng lish 

time. However. the agreement of the vast majority for some percent use ofL, implies that limited 

time should be allocated for the students ' Ll in the English at kasl to deal with the most 

important activities ranked and t~lVored by the majority teachers in the previous Table (Table 8 on 

page 50). 

In facL scholars are also reserved in quantifying the exact proportion of L,L2 in EFL class time 

(Stern 1992; Turnbul l 2001 cited in Keneni sa 2003) but they suggest that certain amount o f time 

should be a llocated lor the use of mother tongue to carry out certain activities (Stern 1992 in 

Kencnisa 2(03). 

N.B: Though a number of options were provided to the teacher respondents on this item, no 

teacher participant responded beyond 20 %( see Appendix B). 

Table 10: Reasons of Teacher Participants for the Necessity of Students' L" and their views 

on the Importance of Using L, in the EFL Classroom 

Item No Item ' s Stem Options Freq. Perc. 
-_ .... _-

If )'ou think the use of the slUdents' A) It aids comprehensio n greatly 14 93.33 

6 first la nguage is necessary in 8) It is an effective way of learn ing 7 46.67 

Engli sh classroom, wh y? , C) It is less time consuming 9 60 

I D) Olhers. ptease specify_._. _____ ._ 

I I 
I 

! 
--._--------------

I 
i 
I 

- I 
I , 

Do you believe llsing the students' A)No i O ° I 
17 

I 
first language hel ps them learn the S) A liltle 7 46.67 I 

I 

I 

language (English)? C) Fairly much 
1

3 i 20 

I 
I 

I 
D) A lot I S ! 33.33 

I 

L Total I 15 I 100 
I I 

As the data presented in the Tab le above vividly show. almost all teacher pa rti cipants (93.33%) 
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notable percentage of them (60%) favored L, use because it is less t ime consuming while the lowest 

but still s ignifi can t percentage (46.67%) of them attributed the rcason for favoring the necessity orthl' 

students' mother tongue in the Eng li sh classroom to its efTectiveness as a way of teaching. 

More importantly, the reactions of the teacher respondents about the fundamental reasons lor 

which they prefer the students' L, use in the English classroom indicate that all the three 

suggested reasons deserve due consideration. This is because each suggested reason provided to 

them was able to attract the interesUattention of significant number of the respondents. Therefore. 

attributing the importance orthe use of students' vernacular to these basic factors implies that the 

use of L, is very valuable in teaching the target language. 

Regarding the last option of this question II1 which they were required to provide additional 

rationales for favoring the use of L, in the EFL classroom, only few teachers provided some 

reasons all of which arc in one or other way categorized under the supplied options. This also 

indicates that the teachers fundamentally prefer the use of the students ' I., for the provided 

reaSOIlS in the Table 6. 

'rhe responses of the participant teachers to item 7 of the same Table show that no teacher respondent 

did have the view that the use of the students 1.., doesn't help them to Jearn English. Rather, their 

responses distributed over the various extent of its importance to help the students Jearn English. 

Accordingly, most teachers (46.67%) agreed that the students' L, has a little role to play in helping 

them learn the English language. Other s ignificant number (33.3%) oi'them cla imed that they believe 

the students' mother tongue helps them a lot to learn English. 'rhe other percentage (20'Yo) responded 

that it helps them (the students) I~lirly much in learning the target language. 
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Thes~ results generall y indicate that reganllcss of the difference of thei r beliefs on the extent of 

the LI he lp for the students to learn Engli sh. all of them appeared to admit its value. Therefore, 

thi s shows that the use of L I helps the students as an aid to learning Engli sh. and it should be 

used to some degree in Ocbre l3irhan and l3aso Higher Secondary Schools. 

4.2. Interview Results 

4.2.1. A I/{I~vsi.\· o/the Teachers' Illterview 

This s~ction consists of the summary of the four teachers' reactions to the four interview 

questions provided to them. 

Question 1: Do you think that it is important to use the students' !irst language in the Engl ish 

classroom? rfYes, when'} If No, why? 

In response to this question the teacher part ic ipants' views appeared to be identical that all of 

them answered ' Yes' admitting the importance of the use of the students' mother tongue in the 

English classroom . Therefore, they suggested a number of situat ions or classroom activities 

which relatively demand the use of the students' L1• For example, t<.:acher one commented that 

difficult concepts, new and dif1icuit grammar points are areas req ui ri ng the aid of the students' 

mother tongue . He also added that somet imes some Engli sh words remain un-understood unless 

they are translated into the students' vernacular. Hence using LI in thi s kind of situations 

facilitate comprehension and also saves time. Teacher one further suggested that it is adv isab le to 

use the learners' LI to elicit their backgrou nd knowledge regarding some concepts and, when it is 

recognized that the students have limited vocabulary knowledge on some lesson areas and when 

there are complex (technical) concepts which are common in the students' society in their first 

language: for example, uvulectomy=',YrA o'J{I·I~l.rr 
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Similarly, tcacher 2 is in a posit ion to favor falling back to the a learners' LI during ora l 

classroom discuss ion: in teachi ng vocabularies; to save time in certain dema nding situations; and 

fClr making sure that everything is clear. Teacher 3 on hi s part suggested when to recours(! to the 

use of the students' LI in a short express ion i.e. 'whenever the understanding is impaired '. 

The last teacher (teacher 4) listed some deta iled ideas but related with the ideas of the other three 

teachers . He commented that the use of the students LI is necessary to exp lain d ifficult words i.e . 

when it is indicative that understanding the words necessarily requ ires the he lp of the mother 

tongue. In add ition, accord ing to teacher 2 it is important to usc the learners' L. I to sc t 

homework's and class works. to save t ime , to introduce the contexts o f grammar points/lessons, 

to translate technical words when teaching grammar forms/structures. 

Generally, the reac tions of the part ic ipant teac hers to the lirst interv iew question indicate that al l 

ofthcm are in agreement with the importance of the students' L.I use in the EFL classroom. ;\ s a 

result , the teachers suggesteu that there arc various particu lar areas which requ ire the usc or to 

mother tongue to facilitate and support the teaching and learn ing of the target language. The 

appropriate uses of LI the teachers suggested when they were interviewed arc similar to the ones 

wh ich got the highest priority in the s tudents ' and teachers' questionnaires (See Table 3 and 8 on 

page on pp.J9&49), indicati ng that L.I use shou ld be given considerable atte ntion when dealing 

with those areas/ac ti v ities/situati ons. 

Q ues tion: 2 What Percent of English Class time do you think the Students' first Language 

Should be Used') 

The react ions of the intc rv i ewe~ teachers to th is quest ion are to some cxtenl similar to the suggested 

percentages whieh arc prefared by the major ity of the student and teacher respondents in the 
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questionnaires. Teacher I said that 1-10% of the Engli sh class time is enough for the use of the 

students' L,. He preferred thi s percentage because he believes that the areas demanding the mother 

tongue usc arc limited: therefore. limited time should be allocated to the usc of the L,. I-Ie adds that 

using more than thi s percent of the time may reduce the students' exposure to English. Teacher 2 

similarly said that 3-10% of the total English class time should be al located for the st udents' mother 

longue use. He estimated thi s limited amount 10 be enough because the ultimate goal of teaching is to 

help students communicate in English and there fo re the use of L, should be minimized. 

However, teacher 3 and teacher 4 respectively suggested that the time of 1" use can range up to 

30% and 25%. Teacher 3 attempted to rationalize why he preferred this much time, and that he 

said that though the priority should he given to the target language. if it is recognized that the 

studen ts are in trouble, it is impo'1ant to fall back to L, as necessary and as much as poss ible. 

Teacher 4 on hi s parl is in a position to prefer the specified percentage of L" use in the Engl ish 

classroom because he believes that the frequent recourse 10 the students ' vernacular is vital ,n 

maintaining good interaction and communicat ion between teacher and students . 

Interestingly, the c1ata about the percentage of LI use in the English class time found -!i·om the 

participant teachers through interview arc highly comparable with the ones obtained by the 

stlilieills' and teachers ' qllcstionnaire( see ·fabl e 4 and 9 on pp. 44&51). Therefore it is advisable 

to allocate a time nmging from I % to 30% of the class time to the students L I to fac ilitate and aid 

the tenching learning of the target language in Dchre Birhnn and Haso higher secondary school s. 

Question: 3 What do you think has to be dOlle to make the proper use or the student s' mother 

tongue or first language in English class') 

In reaction to this question. the teacher interviewees appeared to hold the views that the use of the 

st udents' mother tongue in the English classroom should be as a useful source to aid the tcaching 
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and learning of the target language; but it should not be the teaching of translation as a di sc rete 

d ement. So their view in genera l is in agreement with what is reconHllcnded by Duff(1989:3 ) 

For example, teacher I said that teachers shou ld be systematic when they make usc or the 

studen ts' mother tongue so as not harm the exposure ofth<!m (students ) to the target language. He 

also commented that teachers should read from the ElCe of the students and other ind icative 

situat ions to fa ll back to the L I usc: for example when the classroom is tota ll y passive it is likely 

that the stude nts are in need o f some sort of trans lation. In agreemcm to teacher 1, teacher 2 also 

recommended that the wise use of LI as a facil itati ve and supporting I'uncti on is by the teachers' 

decision to recourse to it (L I) onl y when the si tuati on forces them to do so. Sim ilarl y, teacher 3 

warned that the usc of the students' first language should be with great cautio n, and that th.: 

priority should be given to English and falling back to L I should be based only on justifiable 

reasons . Teach.:r 4 on his pa rt suggested that to make the students' vernac ul ar an aid to the 

teaching and learni ng of English. the teachers should fi rst study the students' background- .c.g 

whether they are from rural or urban areas. the students existing level of prolic iency, the content 

arcas where LI is coming, etc. 

In general, n:garding how to make the proper usc of LI in the EFL classroom, almost all the 

teac her participants of this study are in a position to support the principle that the primacy of the 

target language should be given the higher emphasis, and the usc of 1.1 should be employed when 

and where necessary, There fore. they tend to share similar views w ith various advocates of LI usc 

(e.g, Atkinson 1987; Cook 200 I; Schweers 1999; Tang 2002). 

Question : 4. Obviously. the current ex tent o f stucknls ' first language in the Engli sh class di fkrs 

amo ng teac hers of Engli sh; what do yo u th ink shoul d be done to avoid thi s inconsistency? 
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This question. in fac t, was ultimatel y intended to gather in formation from the teacher participants 

regardi ng the necessity of the studies of my present study kind . Fortunately, almost a ll of them 

immediately started recommending that the area should be researched and the use of L, should be 

accordingly. Fo r example teacher :2 said Ihat the area has to be researched and the necessity o f' the 

use of the students ' mother tongue should be assessed before deciding to fall back to L, in the 

English classroom. This, according to him. is important to treat the use o f L, based on verified 

standards or principles. In addition, teacher 3 commented that the use of L, should be 

implemented based on the results o f experiments which identify the appropriate time andlor 

situation , the right reasons and optimum amount of its use in the English class room. Moreover. 

teacher 4 recommended that the sy llabus. the teacher guide or the text book should speci fy where, 

when and in what proportion the mother tongue is used. So that the present inconsistency can be 

avoided or reduced to the minimum level possible. What is more. teacher I and teacher 4 

similarly commented that there have to be frequent class supervi sion , formal and info rmal 

di scllss ion. experience sharing, etc. at least at a school leve l so that a ll tcachers are likely to make 

lise of L, in the EFL classrooms in similar ways. 

The reactions of the participant tcachers to qucstion 4 gencrall y indicated that there should be 

prior assessments for the necessity of the L, in the given situation to eradicate the problem of 

inconsistency on the use of the students' mother tongue, among diflCrent Engl ish teachers . The 

teachers tend to agree with what is recommended by NUl'll (2008: 16). 

58 



-

CHAPTER FIVE 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDA nONS 

5.1. Conclusions 

In thi s study, attempts were made to find answers to the following basie questions: 

I. What is the attitude of students and tcachers towards the importance of the use of !irst 

language (Amharic) in the English classroom') 

2. For what reasons do students and teachers think LI should be used In the Engl ish 

classroom ') 

3. When do students and teachers think that it IS appropriate to use LI 111 the English 

classroom') 

4 . What proportion(amount) of LI use in the EFL classroom do students and teachers believe 

to be appropriate') 

To thi s effect, 100 grade 9 students and their 15 English teachers were randomly selected from 

Baso and Debre Birhan higher secondary schools as the subjects of the study. Two research tool s. 

questionnaire and interview, were used to gather relevant data for the study. The data obtained 

through both instruments were analyzed in such a way that the quantitati ve data gathered through 

the close-ended questions of the questionnaire were tallied, the frequencies were changed into 

percentages and the numerical figures were presented in tabular forl11. Eaeh Table was 

immediately followed by di scussions and interpretations. 

On the other hand, the qualitative data obtained through the few open-ended questi ons of the 

questionnaire and interview questions were sorted out , summarized and presented in the fo rm of 
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reports. These were al so accompanied by di scussions and interpretations right ancr each 

summary of the re sults. 

Therefore, based on the fi ndings of the slUdy. the following conclusions arc made : 

The data obtained through the research tool s showed that both teac hers and students of grade 9 in 

Baso and Debre 13irhan higher secondary schools believe that it is useful to use L, (Amharic) in 

the Engli sh classroom. It was revealed that they accepted the relevance of using Amharic in 

teaching English . 

From the res ult s of the study, it was also revea led that there arc particular times/situat ions whe n 

students ancl teachers suggest the appropriate use of L, in the Engl ish classroom. For example , 

the students bel ieve that using L, is main ly appropriate in perlcmning some acti vities. Thus, the 

following arc the most important uses of L, in their order of preferences suggested by more than 

60% ol't he participant students: 

I. to give the meanings of new words 

2. to explain difficult concepts 

]. to checklclr comprehension 

4. to praise for correct answers 

5. to explain new concepts 

6. to exp lain diffic ult grammar points 

7. to correc t erro rs 

8. to elicit language 

9. to provide instruct ion 

III lilct, there arc al sLl other uses of 1.. , which were favored by significant Ilumbcr of the students 

(sec Table 3 on page 39). 
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Similarly, the teacher participants of thi s study have shown their agre~mcnt upon some uses of 

the st uden ts' L, in the Engli sh classroom. Here arc some appropriate uses which more than 45% 

of the teachers appeared to suggest, in their order of preferences: 

I. to explain difficult concepts 

2. to explain the relationship between English and the students' first language (e.g. 

phonology, morphology, grammar, etc) 

3. to check for comprehension 

4. to give instructions 

5. to exp lain difficult grammar points 

6. to correct errors 

7. to use native culture as a context for Engli sh classroom activities 

From the teachers ' and students' appropriate suggest ion of the uses of L, in the Engl ish 

classroom. about five uses are common to both-ind icating that both of them appeared to suggest 

L, usc Illr similar purposes. 

Therefore, both students and teachers believe that there exist cemun pedagogica l activities 

requiring the use of L, for nlcili tating and supporting the teaching and learning or Engli sh. 

In addition, Irom the findings of the study, reIiablt: evidence appeared which indicated the 

fu ndamental rationales for which students and teachers favor the use of L, in the EFL classroom. 

Accord ingly, bolh of them justified the necessity to allow the use of L, in the Engli sh classroom 

basically for the reasons that L, use: I) aids comprehension greatly 2) is an effecti ve way of 

karning and 3) saves time. They attributed mainly these three essenti a l reasons to the importance 

or the L, in the English classroom. 

It was al so fllund out that ' sometimes' or ti me ranging from I % to 30% of the English class timc 

should be allocated for the use of the L, depcndingon si tuat ions. 
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5.2. Recommendations 

Based on the general study and the conclusions drawn above, the foll owing recommendations are 

lIladt.: . 

1. Baso and Debre Birhan higher secondary school s grade 9 Engli sh teachers should 

recourse to the students' L1(Amharic) hased on the suggested uses . the ri ght reasons and 

the ideal extent of Ll use assessed and specilied in this study (on pages 60-61) after 

making sure that no student is unable tll communicate in Amharic. 

') With some rese rvations. it cun also be recommended that the English teachers of other 

grade levels and other areas of mono lingual classes may make the use of the students' 

mother tongue in EFL classroom on the basis of the necessities of Ll assessed in this 

study. 

3. It is advised that Teachers Training Institutions (Colleges or Uni versiti es) should equip 

Engli sh language teacher trainees with knowledge about appropr iate uscs of students L I: 

justiliable reasons lor using Ll and the optimum extent (amount) of L1. to faci litate and 

support the teaching-learning of English . 

4. Curriculum and syllabus designers and textbook writers had better indicate Engl ish 

language teachers some common bas is about the proper uses o f Ll in the EFL c1assrool11 

to aid the target language learning so that the current inconsistency on the usc of Ll 

among Eng li sh teachers will be avoided or minimized in the country at large . 

5. Interested researchers on or around the issue ofL I use may use the result s of thi s stud y lor 

further exp loration. 
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APPENDIX A 

Addis Ababa University 

School of Graduate Studies 

Institute of Language Studies 

Department of English 

Questionnaire for Students 

Dear students! The purpose of this questionnaire is to gather information concerning the 

importance of first language/mother tongue in the English classroom. The information will be 

used only for a research purpose and hence will be kept contidential. Hence. you are kindly 

requested to give your genuine responses thoughtfully to all the items of the questionnaire. Your 

participation is vital and contributes a lot to the effectiveness of the research and therefore highl y 

appreciated. Please circle the leHer(s) of your choice. put a tick ('.J) mark or fill the blank spaces 

as required to indicate your responses. You are not required to write your name. 

Thank you in Advance! 

I. What is your tirst language or the language that you have full command of? 

A) Amharic B) Atim Oro moo C) Tigrigna 

D) Other, please specify ,, _________ _ 

7 Should your first language be used in the Engli sh classroom? 

A) Yes B)No 

3. Do you like. or would you like your English teacher to use your first language in class? Choose 

one. 

A) Not at all B) A little C) Sometimes D) A lot 



• 

4. When do you think it is appropriate to use your firsl language in English class') Please make a 

tick C'h mark [0 indicate your choices. More than one answer is possible. 

Sugg~sted Uses of LI Yes No 
I) To explain ditlicult concepts 

2) To introduce the lesson 

.J ) '1'0 summarize the lesson 

4) To test (.e.g. by translation from one language to the other) 

5) To check for comprehens ion 

6) To dicit language (e.g .. How do we say 'X' in English?) 

7) To use native cu lture as a context for English classroom activities 

8) To chat with the c lass about genera lmat!ers (e.g. school ho liday) 

9) To ~xplaill difficult gram mar points 

10) To give the meaning of a new word 

I I) To joke around with students 

12) To correct ~rrors 

13) To prai se for correct ans\vers 

14) Tn exp lain the relationship between English and your fi rs! 
lang.uage (e.g. phonology. mOfQ.tlOlogy, grammar, etc) 

15) To help you feel more comfortable and confident 

16) To critic ize for wrong ans\vcrs 

17) T o give instructions 

18) To explain new concepts 

19) To set and exp la in homework and class work 

20) To keep discipli ne 

21) To g ive whole class feedback 

22) In as king and answering qu est ions 

23) Other reasons. please spec ify 

-- --

- . , 
). What percent of Eng li sh class tllne do you [hlllk your first language should be used? Choose 

Olle. 

A)0%·10% 

B)II% -20% 

C) 2 1% - 30% 

D) 3 1%·40% 

E) 41%·50% 

F) 51°1<. - 60% 

G) 6 1% -70% 

1-1) 71% - 80% 

I) 81%·90% 

J) 91% - I DO'Vo 



6. If you pr<:: fer the use of your /irst language in Engli sh class, why" 

A) It is more comfortable 

13) I am less tense 

C) It facilitates my learning ( I feel I learn more) 

D) It is more effective way of learn ing 

E) It is less time consuming 

F) If others, please specify, _ ________________ _ 

7. Do you bdieve that uSing your /irst language m your English class helps you learn the 

language (English)? Choose one. 

A)No 

8) A little 

C) Fairly much 

D) A lot 

Thank you once more' 



APPENDIX B 

Addis Ababa University 

School of Graduate Studies 

F~leulty of Llflguage Studies (FLS) 

Department of English 

Questionnaire for Grade 9 English Teachers 

Dear Teacher! The purpose o f thi s questionnaire is to gather infonnation for a research entitled , 

"An Assessment 01' the Necess ities of Ll in the EFL Classroom", Hence, you are kindly 

requested to give your genuine responses thoughtfully to all the items o f the questionnaire. Your 

responses will be used only for a research purpose and that they wi ll be kept confidential. Yo ur 

participation is very much vital for the ei'lecti veness of the research and therefore highly 

appreciated. Please indicate your responses by circling the lctter(s) of your choice, by pUlli ng a 

tick ("J) mark or by t1l1ing the blank spaces as required. 

Thank you in advance! 

Generalll1/iJrmaiion 

Sex: A) Female B) Male 

Qualification: A) Diploma B) Degree C) 1'v1asters 

Service Years: A)I -5 B)6- 10 C) II - 16 D)16andabove 

1. Should students' first language (th~ language that they have filII command of) be used in the 

Engl ish classroom') 

A) Yes B)No 

~. Do you like, or would yo u like to usc the students' li rst language in class') 

A) Not at all B) A little C) Sometimes D) A lot 

3. 1I0w otten do you think the students' first language should he used [to aid learning] in the 

English classroom? 

A) Never C) Sometimes 

B) Very rarely D) Fairly frequentl y 



4. When do yo u think it is appropriate to uSe the students' first language in the Engli sh class') 

Please make a tick ('h mark tll indicate yo ur choices. 

S uggested Uscs of L I Ye No 
s 

I) To expl ai n dinic ult concepts 

2) To introduce the lesson 

3) To sum marize the lesson 

4) To test ( .e.g. by translation from one language to the o ther) 

5 ) To c heck for comprehens io n 

6) To elic it language (e.g., How do we say 'X ' in Eng li sh?) 

7) To lise native culture as a context for Engl ish classroom activities 

8) To chat wit h the c lass about genera l matte rs (e.g. schoo l ho liday) 

9) To exp la in d iffic ult grammar poi nts 

10) To g ive the mean ing of a new word 

I I) To joke aro und wi th stude nts 

12) To correct erro rs 

13) To praise fo r correct answers 

14 ) To "xplain the re lationshi p between Eng lish and the ir tirst 
lallgllage (e.g. phonology, morphology, grammar, etc) 

15) To he lp Ihem feel more comforta ble and confide nt 

16) T o cr il ic ize for wrong answers 

17) To give instruct ions 

I X) To exp lai n n"w concepts 

19) To set and explai n homework and c lass work 

20) To keep discipline 

21) To g ive who le c lass feedback 

22 ) In ask ing a nd an swering q uest ions 

23) ) Other reason s, please specify 

. , 
5. If you thll1k the use of the students' fi rst language t S necessary 111 the Engltsh classroom, why? 

A) It aids comprehension greatl y 

B) It is more effceti ve way of learning 

C) It is less time consumi ng 

0 ) Others, please specify _____ ______________ _ 



6. Please indicate the appropriate proportioll of the sludents ' firsl language you lhink in Engli sh 

class lime : 

A) 0% 

13) 1%- 10% 

C) 11 % - 20% 

D) 2 1% - 3V% 

E) 3 1 % - 40% 

f) 41% - 50% 

0) 5 1% - 60% 

I-I) 6 1 % - 70'Yo 

I) 71% - 80% 

J) 81 % - 90')!o 

K) 91 % - 100% 

7. Do you beli eve lIS lIlg the sludenls' firs l language In Engli sh class helps lhem learn lhe 

language') 

A)No 13) A little C) Fairly much D) A lot 

Thank you once againl 



APPENDIX C 

Addis Ababa University 

Scboul of Graduate Studies 

Faculty' of Language Studies (FLS) 

Department of English 

Interview Questions for Grade 9 English Teachers 

I . Do you think that it is impol1ant to use the swdents' first language in the English classroom') 

If yes when? lf no why') 

o What percent o f Engli sh class time do you think the students' !irst language should be used? 

Why? 

3. What do you think has to be done to make the proper use of the students' mother tongue or 

first language in English class? 

4. Obviously, the current extent of first language use in the English class differs among teachers 

of English; what do you think should be done to avoid this inconsistency? 
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18) ~,·v,?,,11 {) ' }IJJ II<'IM···} fI'"111('·('··}· 

19) I'n.·}· /-" I,'<i l'II'i:t.\ /-"I,.'} t'Ioollm'}"j fl°'l ·n('·I,··)· 
~O) .,.o'/t9':-'·· ·} t'Ioo41nlmC 

21) tll11 .... ·"f. V" ,:J1l-9",,'{j floollfll'} ' 

22) 'I'Y'/: flooflll"}'j oot.\11 t'\oolllll'}' 

23) fI,t'\· .. ·}'· IlfI· '1',:1'<. 



5. h~,II\ :I·".e 1'7,T'IIUFl' '.n',/; 1/',:1'1·/.IL 9"'} -"Ut'I··} t'I(In:~:(I0tJ' ',/;'}',/; aO(J\'I''''J,S' o'/J.';l.U} "·'In. 

j!,(ft'flt.I 'I t.l /1it.l') ~,V~. '} 9" l. 'r 1lJ.1. : : 

U) 0%, - 10% 

1'1) 11 %-20% 

,II) 21% - 30% 

l.) 5 1% - 60% 

c'l) 61% -70% 

i'i) 71 % - 80% 

(In) 31 % - 40% 'I') 81 % - 90% 

U')41%-50% 11)91 %- 100% 

6. n7,'}'lt'I:II'i' ~n',/; ')·9"uc,l· h'i:t'1 '1.1I.I'ao:f!:(fOtS' ',/;'};:U /7i (ftJIf)'I'9"'} 1'?"')'(J'OCIIl(U·jr.r.l,(J)· 

WIJ(j'r}' II?"'H~:'} '[(lJ'? 

U) I'flt'llll 9" ,)q'lIt'1°'I,lIm~ (Io) I'flt'lm OJ'rlb;} ' '''1 (fO'}'I J.': flt'lU", 

1'1) "Lb'H+ M"'J,"'·}flt.I~ tJl) 'l'9"UC'I:'} 'Y·t'I .. 7,'H~:l.,v, M°'l.U::~ 

,Il) \'l1l1m 7,'}J.';O')C M"'J,l.,v,~ 

l. ) 1'1." 1/11 _________________ ___ _ 

7. M,'}'JII:II'i' ;;'H: '} '9"UC'}' '1.11. l'(Io)':l1otj'(U, ;;'};;u(m (In(l\'l'?" 7,T')t'I:II'i"} t'I(IOa'le: 

j!.II\·}'?'''1 t.l /1it.l? ~,'},v,:} 9"l.'r/('I~. 

U) h.e,~.M" 

II ) WN'I: 

,It) 11,"11, 

UO) 7,:f!:,uJ 11'/111, 
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