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Introduction

Historically, the role of learners' own language (or L1) in foreign language teaching has
been a subject of a heated methodological debate. Since the end of the 19th century atti-
tudes towards own language use in foreign language pedagogy have fluctuated (Howatt
1984, Butzkamm 2003). First, the grammar-translation method introduced at the end
of the 18th century deemed students' own language as crucial — virtually every aspect
of language teaching relied heavily on the use of learners' L1 (Howatt 1984, Richards and
Rodgers 1986, Howatt and Smith 2014, Cook 2010). However, towards the end of the
18th century and in the 19th century attempts were made at introducing teaching methods
that engaged the taught language more, first by the pre-reformers and then by the linguists
and teachers involved in the Reform Movement (Howatt 1984). The process of making
the new language dominant in the classroom progressed steadily, and at the end of 19th
and 20th century natural methods of language teaching, audiolingualism, or error analysis
were developed. These movements, methods and approaches all slowly but surely led
to the exclusion of students' own languages from the classroom and the promotion
of monolingual teaching (Richards and Rodgers 1986, Howatt and Smith 2014).

21st century, however, brought a breakthrough work of Cook (2001) — a re-ex-
amination of the role of own language in the FL classroom. In the last twenty years nu-
merous arguments have been made for the re-evaluation and re-introduction of students'
own language in different domains of language teaching. The supporting evidence came
from different fields of linguistics. First, the psycholinguistic research showed that lan-
guages coexist in the mind and code-switching and code-change are natural for bi- and
multilinguals (Obler 1982, Beauvillain and Graninger 1987, Locastro 1987, Cook 1993).

Second, Stern (1992) argued that monolingual and bilingual teaching are actually two
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sides of the spectrum on which teachers move freely, depending on the objectives
of a given lesson. Third, the use of translation in new language teaching has been re-
evaluated (Stern 1992, Widdowson 2003, Hall and Cook 2012). Fourth, the sociolinguis-
tic perspective also started to be taken into consideration, accounting for learners' cultural
backgrounds, the undeniable burden of British imperialism, and the status of native versus
non-native teachers of English (Philipson 1992, Atkinson 1993, Cook 2001, Widdowson
2003, Cook 2010). Fifth, evidence from the fields of Second Language Acquisition and
recently neurolinguistics and neuroimaging research revealed the impossibility of sepa-
rating different languages in the human mind (Jarvis and Pavlenko 2008, Bialystok 2009,
Gullberg 2011), the advantages of code-switching in bi- and multilinguals (Cook 2010,
Nikula 2007), and that learners’ own language and the learnt language actually trigger or
suppress different emotions (Jonczyk et al. 2016, 2019). Sixth, it has been shown that
students' own languages are used in classrooms around the world (Hall and Cook 2012,
Hall and Cook 2013) and it is a state of affairs which cannot be denied regardless of what
the literature advises. In fact, teachers' code-switching in some environments was re-
ported to help create a safer space for students, appreciate the value of national languages,
promote multilingualism, and open more educational possibilities (Hall and Cook 2012).
Finally, with the recent Multilingual turn, changes in the language classrooms around the
world and the multilingual condition being the default one in the ever-evolving societies,
using more than one language in classrooms is becoming a standard. Considering all the
above, the current research project is an investigation of the practices and attitudes re-
garding the use of learners' own language in the classroom by Polish teachers of English.

This dissertation is divided into three parts: a theoretical one (Chapters 1 and 2),
an empirical part with the main study (Chapters 3 and 4), and a follow-up study with
general discussion (Chapter 5). In the theoretical part of the dissertation | will provide
a historical overview of teaching methods in the 19th and 20th centuries, focusing on how
students' own language was approached in different methods. This part will also offer
a review of the most recent, 21st-century literature, to illustrate how the issue of own
language use in classrooms started to be re-evaluated. In the empirical part of the thesis
I will describe and justify the study design and report on the results from both the quali-
tative and quantitative parts of the study. In the last part of the thesis | will talk about

the follow-up study and offer general discussion of the results of the main study. | will
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also provide final conclusions, the limitations of the study and suggestions for further
research.

Chapter 1 is a historical one, providing a brief walk through different foreign lan-
guage teaching methods of the 19th and 20th centuries (Kelly 1969, Howatt 1983, Rich-
ards and Rodgers 1986, Howatt and Smith 2014). Starting with the grammar-translation
method, through the Reform Movement, natural methods, audiolingualism, Krashen's
theories, error analysis, until the communicative approach to language teaching, a number
of methods and movements in foreign language teaching will be evaluated through a lens
of their attitude towards own language use.

Chapter 2 will offer a more up-to-date review of 21st century literature that pro-
vides arguments for the re-evaluation of own language use in teaching foreign languages.
The analysed literature encompasses a wide range of linguistic fields: psycholinguistics,
Second Language Acquisition, sociolinguistics, translation studies,and classroom re-
search.

Chapter 3 is the first empirical chapter. It will describe the methodology of the
study, justify the choice of the mixed-methods design, and characterize the procedure and
group of participants. This chapter will also discuss the qualitative part of the study —
the survey. The survey, a modified version of Cook and Hall's (2012) and Scheffler et al.
(2017), investigates the attitudes and practices of Polish teachers of English in terms
of the use of Polish in their teaching. In line with Lynch (2015), two variables have been
tested: teachers' work experience (in years), and the level of taught groups. The chapter
will report on the results of the questionnaire and outline areas that would benefit from
an in-depth, qualitative look.

Chapter 4 will focus on the qualitative part of the study: interviews with teachers
and lesson observations. The twofold qualitative part of the study ensures data triangula-
tion and enhances the reliability of the study, as it provides a closer look at the areas of the
questionnaire that raised doubts or were particularly interesting to analyse.

Additionally, to obtain a holistic picture of the investigated problem, Chapter 5
will report on the follow-up study, where six teacher-trainers employed in leading uni-
versities in Poland were interviewed. The academics were asked about their own attitudes
and practices involving own language use in TEFL as well as about their classes and
content of their curricula. This chapter will also provide a brief conclusion of the whole
work, tying together the results and offering suggestions for further research.

14



The results of the study may offer a valuable contribution to classroom research
as well as spark discussion about systematizing the issue of own language use in student-

teachers' education.
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Chapter 1: Towards monolingualism in the classroom: 19th
and 20th century thought on language teaching

"It is clear that ideas do not exist on their worth alone. (...) As in fine arts, needs, approaches,
and resources change, and one generation's heresy becomes the orthodoxy of the next."
Kelly, L.G., 25 Centuries of Language Teaching

1.1. Introduction

The role of own language in second language teaching has been a subject of a heated
methodological debate since the end of the 19th century (Butzkamm 2003: 29). Once
an essential tool in foreign language teaching and learning, own language later became
rejected and barred from the classroom, only to be reconsidered again as potentially useful
in the instruction process.

The primary aim of this chapter is to review, assess and discuss methods and
approaches to foreign language teaching in the 19th and early 20th centuries and
scrutinize them in terms of the role of learners’ own languages. This will allow a better
understanding of the issue of own language use in foreign language classrooms and show
where the arguments for and against it stem from. Sections 1.2 through 1.6 will focus on
the developments in foreign language pedagogy in the 19th century. They will present the
rationale behind used methods, give examples of coursebooks and discuss the role
of learners’ own language. They will also offer a historical perspective on how present
attitudes to own language use were shaped. The second part of the chapter will review the
key developments in FL classrooms in the 20th century and provide direct insight into the

reasons for the complete rejection of own language in language pedagogy.

1.1.1. Terminology

As far as terminology is concerned, a brief explanation is needed in order
to justify the author’s choices. The nomenclature used throughout this dissertation
is drawn directly from Cook 2010, Hall and Cook 2012 and Hall and Cook 2013.
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Arguments used by them are very convincing for the author of the current study
and seem to offer a modern and inclusive terminology for the field of English teaching.
They also encompass the intricacies involved in the rapidly changing language landscapes
of the world. The key terms will be listed here, together with the argumentation for their
use.

Own language is the first new term visible in the title of the thesis as well
as in all the following chapters. It serves as a more versatile, inclusive and reality-reflect-
ing alternative for L1, first language or mother tongue. Indeed, in the language teaching
environment of the 21st century the language common to all students in a classroom may
not necessarily be students' first learnt language, nor their mothers' language. To quote
Hall and Cook:

(...) although German is the language used in German secondary schools, and therefore
the language likely to be recruited as an aid to the teaching of English, it is not the first
language of all the pupils in those schools, who may for example be recent arrivals from
Turkey or Poland. (Hall and Cook 2012: 274)

Perhaps a decade ago one could dispute the above in the context of vastly monolingual
Polish education, but the political upheavals: first, economic immigration from the East,
and then the war in Ukraine, possibly forever changed the number of languages that can
be heard in school halls and classrooms around the country. Therefore, Polish is no longer
the first, nor the mother tongue of all Polish pupils, although in this dissertation it is the
language discussed as a tool in teaching English. Hopefully, though, Polish can be called
all pupils' own language, alongside their many different first languages such as Ukrain-
ian, Belarusian, Russian, Vietnamese, Georgian or regional Silesian.

Following this logic, Hall and Cook also argue for the abandoning of the familiar
terms: foreign language — as a little outdated in the globalised world, where
a considerable part of the workforce use English daily, second language — as factually
untrue for many learners, and target language — as having unnecessary military
connotations. The proposed neutral and inclusive term is new language to described the
language being learnt and thus this name will be used in the current work.

It has to be noted, however, that the terms such as first language, L1, foreign
or second language, L2 and target language will be used in direct quotations from
interviewed teachers as well as when reviewing literature that uses these terms, in order

to avoid misquotations and blurring of the original sense of quoted texts.
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Finally, when referring to the language teaching methods involving the own
language the author will use the term bilingual teaching and, in turn, when referring
to language teaching methods relying solely on English (or any other new language)

the author shall use the term monolingual teaching.

1.2. The Grammar-Translation method

The Grammar-Translation method (formerly known as the Prussian method) was first
introduced in Prussian Gymnasien at the end of the 18™ century. Its premises: tedious
grammar rules, long lists of exceptions, pages of sentences to translate and hardly any
oral practice were the reflection of the political and educational context of that time.
The method stemmed from teaching Latin — the language which dominated the world
of politics, religion, trade and education until the 16" century (Richards and Rodgers,
1986). Latin was no longer a productive or living language, and therefore teaching it by
means of translating literary texts and mastering grammar peculiarities seemed logical at
the time. The more "expressive" aspects of language were neglected in the world
of education and learning a language was treated a "mental exercise” (Howatt, 1984: 134).
This, in turn, became a model for studying modern vernaculars, such as Italian, Spanish,
French or English, which were included in the curricula in European schools in the 18th
and 19th century. Generally speaking, this method emphasised the importance of reading,
maintaining intellectual discipline and becoming "a man of letters". No importance was
attached to real, communicative use of foreign languages and, with few exceptions,

the only oral practice involved repeating previously translated sentences.

1.2.1. Flagship coursebooks — an overview

In the nineteenth century, with the grammar-translation method in its full bloom,
a number of coursebooks for foreign language learning were published. Richards
and Rodgers (1986: 3) list those by Johann Seidenstucker, Karl Plotz, H.S. Ollendorf,
Franz Ahn and Johann Meidinger as examples of well-known and useful textbooks used
in teaching foreign languages in Europe. Apart from them, however, there was also
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a plethora of very comprehensive coursebooks written by ambitious scholars, especially
for secondary schools, e.g. by Tiarks and Weisse (Howatt 1984: 136). This section will
focus on presenting examples of those harmful, as well as more practical ideas from four
of the aforementioned authors.

The first discussed author is Rev. J. G. Tiarks, whose fifteen editions of Practical
Grammar of German and eleven editions of Introductory Grammar (fragment shown in
Figure 3) were the staple of every elementary German course in the 1860s in England.
The Practical Grammar of German is a purely theoretical work, written in English, which
takes the reader through all parts of speech in German and provides them with lengthy
explanations of grammar rules and plenty of exceptions to them, without any example
sentences. It also presents the basis of German phonetics and gives a “short reading les-
son”. Tiarks’s second work, Introductory Grammar, is designed as an “abstract” to the
Practical Grammar and aimed at “young students instructed in large classes” who might
need some exercises for writing in German (Tiarks, 1837: Preface). Tiarks welcomes his
students with a recommendation of his course as a safe and quick way to acquire all the
necessary inflections, “endings”, declensions and conjugations. The exercise section is
based on a selection of sentences suitable for young and receptive minds (i.e. concerning
religion and morality), which illustrate grammar rules and parts of speech in German. A
student is first presented with a number of sentences in English and then with a selection
of new vocabulary items translated into German and the key to this translation task. All
the vocabulary lists are bilingual English-German. If a wave of frustration comes over a
poor student studying countless “endings” and tedious explanations of the rules, they can
always turn to an uplifting poem and memorise it. Interestingly enough, the coursebook
structure used by Tiarks can still be seen nowadays, for example in Latin or Old English
courses, enriched by additional exercises and grammar rules (e.g. Czyzma and Ro-
guszczak Jezyk tacinski [The Latin Language], 2011 — as shown in Figure 2). A page from
J.G. Tiarks and O. Schmidt (1847) with a text in the target language and glosses translat-

ing new vocabulary into the source language is shown below in Figure 1.
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PART  I17.—+HYSTOR FOAL WHHNYUNES. X:*.3

I 13.—Das8 Augsburgifde GSlaubensbelfenntnif

“er RNaifer Batte dbas Proteftiven ber Evangelifden auf dem
“Meid®stage in Spever fehr fibel! genommen, und weil er bamals
‘gerade zu bem Papfte in einem freundidaftiiden Werpdaitniffe
“ftand, fo dadite er die Proteftanten mit Gewalt zu unterbriiden.
‘Sest {dien alfo ein gefdhriidher Ieitpuntt flir dbie Evangelifden
einzutreten. Die Tflirten wenbeten?® ihn jedod) ab. Diefe waven
in Ungarn tingefallen, und der Raifer forwobl als Tein Wruber
Berdinand bedburften Hilfe, und erftevrer Anberte feine Plane.
Cr vief 1530 bie Stinbe bdes Meidhs nad Augsburg zufams
‘men, um f{id) mit ibnen iiber Religion und bdie PHiilfe gegen
bie IThr¥en zu berathen. Die Stdndbe Tamen und er for=
‘berte, man folle zuerft dbie Piife gegen die Tlitten bewilligen,
dann follte aud) von den Wefdwerben® ber Proteftanten die NRede
fevn. 2Aber man traute ibm nidht. <« Blenn er einmal bdie
Hfilfe gegen bdie ZidrPen bat,” fo dadhte man, “fo madt et
wicder mit uns, was er will.” Der Raifer mufite nadgeben,
unb dfe Religionsdangelegenbeiten wurben zuerft vorgenommen.

Mun wollte er genau wiffen, wasd eigentlid) die Lutherifde
Partei glaubte und nidt glaudbte. Auf diefe Frage waren die
futheraner {dhon gefaft ¢ gewefen, und Luther batte friiber ge=
wiffe Artitel aufgefest,’ welde die hauptfddlidften Unterfchicde
entbielten. 2Aber bie Abfaffung® ecines fdrmlidhen Glaubendbes
fenntnififed vertraute man ibm nidht an. SNan flrditete, er
mddte fidh feiner GSewobnbeit nad) zu ftar?, zu wenig {Honend?
ausdriden. SMelandtbon, Lutbhers fanfter Freund, welder fo
manden Audbrud) feiner Peftigleit zurlidpiclt, mmufpite diedmal

1 1ebel nebhmen, to take amiss. 3 abwenden, to ward off.
3 We Befdwerden, the grievances. + auf etwas gefabt feyn,
®® be prepared for a thing. # quffegen, to compose. ¢ bdie
Abfaffung, the drawing up. 7 zu wenig fdonen, with tvo
little forbearance. i

Figure 1. A page from A progressive German reader for the use of schools. edited by J.G. Tiarks and
0. Schmidt, 1847 with a text in the target language and glosses translating new vocabulary into the source
language.

20



Lectio quinta

DE ROMANORUM FINITIMIS

(Repetitio)

DE ROMANORUM FINITIMIS

Finitimi Romanorum saepe bellum parant; amicos et socios convo-
cant, agros Romandrum vastant et multos viros necant.

Nuntius ad Romanos venit et dicit popilum Romanum in magno
periciilo esse. Romani copias cogunt; paucos in muris relinquunt et
cum reliquis copiis finitimos oppugnant. Romani fortiter pugnant et
victorfam reportant. Finitimi Romanis magnam praedam dant. Sci-
mus etiam Romanos oppida finitimorum oppugnare et multos po-
piilos superare. Postremo popiilus Romanus imperium Italiae habet;
ad multa oppida copias mittit; oppida magnis praesidiis tenet et
agros Romanis agricélis dat. Oppida occupata Romani colonias vo-
cant. Cum reliquis finitimis amicitiam confirmant et incolas socios
vocant. Poétae antiqui Romanos gaudere suis victoriis tradunt.

Uwagi do tekstu

copias cogunt - wojsko gromadza
incolas socios vocant - mieszkancoéw nazywajq sprzymierzeficami
oppida occupata colonias vocant - zajete miasta nazywaja koloniami
(lectio VII)
gaudere suis victoriis - ciesza si¢ ze swoich zwycigstw.

Jest to ablativus causae, ktéry oznacza przyczyne, dla ktorej cos
sie dzieje.

Poétae... tradunt - poeci przekazuja; w tacinie orzeczenie umiesz-
cza sig zazwyczaj na korcu zdania.

occupata od occupatus, a, um - zajety

32

(‘WICZENIA

I'rzetlumacz na jezyk lacinski:

Bogaty Rzymianin posiada wielu niewolnikow. Niewolnicy pracuja
na polach i w ogrodzie pana. Czytamy, ze zycie niewolnikow jest nie-
waezesliwe. Wielu pandw jest surowych i czgsto karze swoich niewol-
nikow. Niewolnicy nie kochaja, lecz boja si¢ surowych panéw. Nie-
ktorzy panowie kochaja swoich niewolnikéw i mowia, ze niewolnicy
§i| przyjaciolmi,

Figure 2. Czyzma and Roguszczak Jezyk lacinski, 2011. Similar text concerning the history of Rome with
bilingual glosses.
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16 EXERCISES

to attain, erveiden; the obhject, ber Bwed; to understand, ver-
fteben 5 to mislead, verflbren; the outward appearance, ber
dupere ©diein the mistake, ber Febler; to escape, entgeben ;
the attention, bie Wufmer¥famEeit 5 the crime, bag BVerbreden
to dishonor, intebren; to destroy, jerftirens to misunderstand,
mifiverfteben 5 to displease, miffallen; much, febr; te leave,
hinterlaffen ; the fortune, bas Wermdgen; to resist, wiberfteben
(gov. dat.} 3 the temptation, bie Verfudung; to trouble, be=
milhen ; to answer, beantworten 5 to explain, erfliren; the sen-
tence, ber €af ; to spoil, verwibnen ; entirely, gnzlid.

ON THE ARRANGEMENT OF WORDS.
Rule 1—4. The grass is green. The boys write.

Man is a mortal creature. He can write. We go out.
I have been imprudent. The children would have been
wiser. 1 ought to have spoken. I have been able to
work. My mother would have been blamed. They
are gone out. We have been obliged to wait.

The grass, bag§ Gradé; mortal, ftexblid) ; the creature, bas
Gefchipf s imprudent, unverfiditig; wise, weife; to blame,
tabeln; to be obliged, miffen ; to wait, warten.

Rule 5—8. The child has made a mistake. Many
children make mistakes. We encourage our friends.
Our friends have encouraged us. We are grateful to
our friends. They begin their work. They have ac-
complished their work. The father can give his son no
hope. The master has given the servant his wages.
The son will relate the story to his father. The judge
has given up the criminal to the gaoler. My neigh-
bour will introduce your son to his friend. He has
given it to me. He has recommended me to you. I
shall send you the books. I shall give them to you.

The mistake, ber Febler 5 to encourage, aufmuntern ; grateful,
bantbar ; to begin, anfangen; the work, bie Arbeit ; to accom-
plish, ju Etanbe bringen; the master, ber Herrj the servamt,

Figure 3. A page of Rev. Tiarks’s Introductory Grammar, exercise section.
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The second example of textbook writing is T.H. Weisse’s A Complete Practical Grammar
of the German Language from 1885. It is enough to say that the book consisted
of 500 pages packed with “facts, lists, cross-reference to other parts of the book,
and rules piled upon rules so that everything is as important as everything else and nothing
is important at all” (Howatt, 1984: 138). School pupils were supposed to learn
completely useless exceptions and rules as well as words such as ostriches, anvils
or gluttons.

In opposition to secondary school textbooks crammed with rules and designed
to shape young minds and teach them academic discipline, there were also coursebooks
serving more commercial purposes. There was no internationally accepted lingua franca
in the 19" century, thus every person who wanted to enjoy the merits of railways,
e.g. tradesmen or people who emigrated to a foreign land, had to, at least to some
extent, master the use of a relevant foreign language. A new kind of learner was born, one
who did not demand academic education, but a fast and practical method of learning to
communicate. This formed a new market, which yielded books such as Franz Ahn’s
A New, Practical and Easy Method and H. G. Ollendorff’s A New Method
of Learning to Read, Write and Speak, a Language in Six Months. Those publications
enabled learners without experience to learn a language quickly (Linn 2006: 78),

Ahn published his courses in German, English, Italian, Spanish, Russian
and Dutch, and he also applied them to two classical languages (Howatt 1984: 140). There
were a number of pivotal differences between his courses and the courses
of Tiarks or Weisse: grammatical knowledge imparted to learners was limited
to the minimum, only basic terminology was introduced; sentences for translation were
based on everyday language; vocabulary was divided into twelve thematic sets and cou-
pled with easy and practical dialogues. Ahn’s course, though dull, was just sixty pages
long, systematic, orderly and as practice-focused as it was possible for an old Victorian
gentleman.

In contrast to Ahn, whose attitude to language teaching seems to stem mostly from
his practical nature, Ollendorf’s hopefully-sounding Method of learning to use
a language in six months possesses some characteristics of a theory. The author himself

explains:
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(...) my system of acquiring a living language is founded on the principle that each ques-
tion contains nearly the answer which one ought or which one wishes to make to it. The
slight difference between the question and the answer is always explained before the
question: so that the learner does not find it in the least difficult, either to answer it, or to
make similar questions to himself. Again, the question being the same as the answer, as
soon as the master pronounces it, it strikes the pupil’s ear, and is therefore easily repro-
duced by his speaking organs. (Ollendorff 1841: vii)

Ollendorf called this complicated screed on the nature of questions and declarative
sentences the “interaction theory’. It is not really known how it actually worked
in practice, but it definitely was the base for the structure of his textbooks; the exercise
sections consisted of continuous sets of questions and answers, which students had
to translate from their native language into the target language. A typical exercise section
is shown in Figure 3.

Another difference between Ollendorff and his predecessors was that he was very
organized and consistent in introducing new grammar points; he was the first textbook
author to use a syllabus. His syllabus is led by “logic”; he introduces the present tense
first, then the past tenses, passive voice, etc. However, he does not always cover one
grammar point in one lesson. Page 184 of Ollendorff’s New method of learning to read,
write, and speak the French language (1865) is provided in Figure 4 below.

Both Ahn’s and Ollendorff’s publications received mixed reviews. One of the
most telling ones was by Kroeh from the Foreign Quarterly Review from 1845, which
praised the authors for their practical approach and marked them as the pioneers of a new
wave in teaching foreign languages; nonetheless, as Kroeh asserts in a typically 19th
century scholarly fashion, such a practical approach will never fully satisfy a strong and
inquisitive mind (Kroeh 1845).
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to what the profe says, io d of i
what he says—Is the doctor a man of merit? Listen to
then you can say whether (if, si) he is a man of mens
scholars listen to their English teacher? Those who are
y listen to him; the bad coes play instesd of listening —Arms

Freach! Yes, they are French glovesa. (3, ix
give me Eoglish or German paper! 1 give you o1
(repeat papier) nor Gorman papers; bot 1 give ,'?lq-,

145
Fi

b

fine French papor~—Do you read Spanish well T (§ 1 : 3 Je cow pte y aller.

read Spanish well, bat German.—What book is -&’. 33 Saveir,” X (5168, smnw prépes.)
He is reading a pretiy French book.—Do the sailars drink e T R R
eoffee, in the moming? Some take coffee, others drink 2 Magw B u‘:‘“a
do you driak, in the evening? I take tes, then—You take coffes . :

in the moming; do younot! No, | take tea in the moming, also— !"""""-"'

Do you drink no eoffee? No, 1 do n>t drink it any -Who Licil? Il ne sait pus lire.
takes chocolate ? mw.ﬂ Italians drink a great L of

it.—Do the French take 1t also! They take some, but not so muoch Ua cigwe.  Un cigare espagnol.
5 the othecs.—Do the Turks take Lea, chocolate, or coffee?  They ;'::""- % U3k 2

ke neither toa nor chooolate, Eat they are very fond of coffee. :

Why sot Then. * Pourquod done 1 done. [ T —— " ire
How goos it t (First rate.) Comment va t Cela va bien, tréds-toen.
:-np-aa.r It i possibie. | Esil possible? Clesms : Noubliez pas &' écrire Ia date en Frangsia.
1 is trwe, however. Is ity ] Crest wral, copendunt., Fat.-co " Boa | H
=it not troe ? 3 il‘not u': N'est-ze pas vral ? c.-’upw?" x orts A . Et vous W‘:‘.‘“,::."uw’ :
I e T L - . . Vous voyexz que jo fume un cigare
i 1 . Nowo, je vous suis bien obligé ; mais je no
2,
TWENTY-SEVENTH LESSON, 27th —Vingt- s ptifme Legon, STme. e ‘“'?_f'l'::»“ snon Tl S, v e gy
Vocasvramzs lre Sectios. _ Ouni, en vérité ! DMais vous prisexz? Nouo,
To show, Montrer, 1. Faire® woir. - Quai! Tous no chiquez, ni ne fomez, ni ne
L show, do show, am shewing. Jo fsis voir.  Jo momtre. >y pomsible ! Clest pomible. Ceo que jo vous dis est
tie does not show. Il me fais pas voir. 1l ne mountre pas { ; ot est extmordinaire ' Parce que tout le
Doss thou show t Fois-ta wois ¢ Montres.ta t . fun pose ou chigue. Non pos tout-a-fait. Que peonsez-
Show him the apartment. z&x‘:‘wlil e 150.) Je pense qu'il est Quoi! Ne faisil pas
To show smeothing 1o some one ‘”‘n" oo pour vous? Pour mci? Non, én v&riié,
To show one samething. Faire voir § & guslqa'an. father want? He wants some tobacco.—Will
Do you show e yous gin ? volr vorre fusd ¢ ? I will go for some —What isbacco does he want 1
Jo vous le fais voir, (le montre.) some saufl.—Do you want tobacco, (for Ide
lwzlﬂ:‘m-h:‘,t:;::l :Q-l-dluu-w—nkll'h—ll- ! ; [ do nst smoke—Do you show me 1
w oo ° -o-“-hx& - . *‘“. bw*h
Toliacen. 'r:t“m. fur smoking.) | Da tahac. P2 tabac A Camer. vibbone, (des '

Figure 4. Ollendorff’s New method of learning to read, write, and speak the French language. 1865. Page 184, lesson twenty-seven, words ‘to show’, ‘to smoke’, ‘to take
snuff’.
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1.2.2. The role of own language

As reported above, the students' own language was crucial for the grammar-translation
method of foreign language teaching. It was the only means of instruction used to intro-
duce new grammar and vocabulary items, the translation exercises required translating
sentences from the native language into the target language or vice versa. Bilingual dic-
tionaries and glossaries were provided. There was also much room for comparison
and contrast of the native and foreign language grammars. Students were taught deduc-
tively, which means that they received a formal presentation of grammar rules in their
native language and then proceeded with the translation exercises. The very philosophy
of the grammar-translation method reduced the use of the target language to the mini-
mum, since studying it was seen mostly as an exercise for the mind and its purpose was

not to create a foreign language speaker or user.

1.2.3. Critique

It can be said that in the 20th century the grammar-translation method was ostracised
by academics and specialists in foreign language teaching and second language acquisi-
tion (Cook 2009). Although recently some researchers have started to cast a friendlier
glimpse at some elements of this method (Kupferberg 1999, Butzkamm 2003, Sheen
2005, Butzkamm and Caldwell 2009, Ammar et al. 2010, Cook 2010, Kim 2011), there
are many justified reasons for criticising this traditional method of language teaching.
First, there was no research which could give the grammar-translation method a rationale
or a scientific basis. Second, the mother tongue was much overused, which did not leave
any space for spontaneous speaking practice. Third, the examples and sentences used for
translation exercises were monotonous and repetitive. Fourth, no attention was paid to
syntactic relations between word classes. As described by Howatt (1984): “important reg-
ularities in complete sentence units were overlooked”. This encouraged the “arithmetical”
building of sentences, word by word. This “arithmetical fallacy”, as called by Henry
Sweet, resulted in awkward examples of sentences and phrases unacceptable to a native
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speaker, e.g. Pen of my aunt or The philosopher pulled the lower jaw of the hen (Sweet
1899/1964: 73).

1.3. Jacotot, Marcel, Prendergast and Gouin: towards the Reform Movement

The reformation of the foreign language teaching methods was a steady process. Before
the last two decades of the nineteenth century, which were marked by the Reform Move-
ment, there were individual thinkers, who, in spite of not inspiring any notable change in
the foreign language teaching world, are to be appreciated for their attempts to set up new
standards.

Jean Joseph Jacotot (1770-1840) was a professor of Latin who taught French to el-
ementary Belgian students. This unique experience inspired him to design the first mon-
olingual method of teaching a foreign language. In his teaching he mainly used Fénelon’s
Aventures del Télemaque as one of the first sources for inductive teaching: his students
were encouraged to learn the text by heart and then look for comparisons and similarities
in different parts of the book, find the answers to a variety of comprehension questions
(thus scanning the text and guessing the meaning from the context) as well as “generalize
their observations, form and test hypotheses and discover how the language worked”
(Howatt, 1984: 151). What shocked Jacotot about his own teaching was a realization that
explaining was actually redundant, a realization which gave rise to his emancipatory or
panacestic method, based on the following principles (Jacotot 1823, as quoted in Howatt
1984):

1. all men have equal intelligence;

2. every man has received from God the faculty of being able to instruct himself;

3. we can teach what we do not know;

4.allisinall.

Jacotot was the first to see the role of the teacher as a responsive one, reacting to students’
process of discovery, leading them towards the right understanding; not controlling, ex-
plaining or lecturing. He also believed in equal abilities of all human beings, given the
“sufficient strength of will and determination” (Howatt 1984: 151). Jacotot’s methods
were adopted in a few institutions in Belgium and they attracted some interest in England,
France and Russia. It must be said, however, that he failed to gain widespread popularity
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and did not have a lasting impact on the future of language teaching, probably because
his classroom techniques were not based on any underlying theory. The laborious process
of digging through one’s book seemed mundane and the method as a whole - a little too
radical to find a solid base of followers. What needs to be appreciated about Jacotot’s
theory is certainly his idea of enseignement universel (universal education), the concep-
tion of a generative principle, and the attachment to a text as a whole rather than sentences
or words in isolation (Howatt 1984).

Claude Marcel (1793-1876) was the second individualist whose thought concern-
ing language teaching and learning is worth mentioning as an important part of the pre-
reformative tendencies. He created a comprehensive work entitled Language as a Means
of Mental Culture and International Communication, which discussed the structure, or-
ganization and purpose of education and the role of both modern and classical languages
in it (Howatt 1984: 152). The book consisted of six volumes in which the author writes
about the very notion of education, the nature of spoken and written language, the benefits
of studying foreign languages and the inadequacies of the ordinary scholastic course. He
also develops his own idea of a teacher’s profession and describes the principles of his
rational method. In a progressive manner, the book presents a natural order of acquiring
a language, giving the utmost importance to learning how to read and hear (impression)
and assigning a secondary value to the expression, namely speaking and writing, and
strongly objects to the importance attached to grammar teaching and learning (Marcel
1853). Marcel’s work was astonishingly modern for his time. He was the first one to di-
vide what we know today as receptive and productive language skills (his expression and
impression), he also distinguished between the four skills (branches): hearing, speaking,
reading and writing. Most importantly, however, he acknowledges the analytic and syn-
thetic methods of teaching, known today as the deductive and inductive instruction (Wil-
kins 1976). Marcel’s Rational Method emphasises reading (impression) over other skills
and comprises both analysis and synthesis in language instruction, depending on the
learner and the general aims of education. This special attachment to reading and his view
that pronunciation should only be learned later in the course of education did not guaran-
tee Marcel a good reputation among the representatives of the Reform Movement, who,
influenced by the newly developed science of phonetics, praised speaking and listening
skills above all others. Importantly for this chapter, Marcel considered learning the native
language as a “method of nature”, which should form the base for teaching the expression.
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He used pictures, simple sentences, frequent repetition and gestures to teach speaking.
However, when teaching reading, a pivotal skill in his consideration, Marcel relied heav-
ily on students’ mother tongue. He advocated word-by-word, literal translation into the

mother tongue as the best way to figure out the meaning:

(...) by means of these explanations, practice soon associates in the mind of the learner
the foreign words with the native, so that the recurrence of the former will readily recall
the latter; and thus will the power of comprehending the written language be rapidly ac-
quired. (Marcel 1853, II: 93)

Marcel’s work was one of the greatest achievements of language teaching thought.
As concluded by Howatt: “(...) there is no single work in the history of language teaching
to compare with it for the strength of intellect (...), the breadth of scholarship with which
it is informed, and the wealth of pedagogical detail on every aspect of language teaching
and learning” (Howatt 1984: 155).

The next author, whose work fills the void between the late grammar-translation
representatives Ahn and Ollendorf and the Reform Movement, was an Englishman,
Thomas Prendergast (1806-1886). His method, published as The Mastery of Languages,
or the art of speaking foreign languages idiomatically (1864) and later as a set of ‘mastery
courses’ in French, Spanish, Latin and even Hebrew, was based on the observation of
children and first language acquisition. The most modern and fresh discovery he made in
this area was that words are not really language, and that despite understanding so few
words children understand so much language by observing gestures, appearance, wider
context etc. Also, he observed that children tended to learn and fluently use ‘chunks’ of
words, whole phrases, which consist of separate words that children do not understand
and maybe never will. Those idioms, as he said, “are the rails on which the trains of
thought travel swiftly and smoothly” (Prendergast 1864:11). Unfortunately, at this point
his theory ‘derailed’ and he formed a method basically the same as the twentieth-century
behaviourists and structuralists. He went on to design sets of sentences which illustrated
as many rules of a language as possible, the more in one sentence the better, to be remem-
bered by students and recalled if the need for communication arises. As Howatt points
out, “(they) represented the starting point or ‘database’ for the development of fluency
rather than true fluency itself” (Howatt 1984: 158). This attitude resulted in unrealistic

examples of sentences such as:
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(1.) The friend himself might have given at once the advice we gave to the rich young
man. (Prendergast 1864: 165)

(2.) When the man who brought this parcel for me yesterday evening calls again, give it
back to him, and tell him that it is not what | ordered at the shop. (Prendergast 1874: 8).

Following Jacotot’s motto all is in all, Prendergast’s students ought to memorize as many
examples as possible and generate real language on their bases. Prendergast’s work fol-
lowed this path of diligence and discipline, as he delved into statistical properties of lan-
guages, constructed lists of the most commonly used words and complicated models of
combining words to construct meaningful and correct sentences. Once again, a brilliant
mind, who would feel at home among the linguists of the twenties and thirties of the
twentieth century, got caught into a trap of too strong attachment to the technicalities of
his method, which clouded the real value of his thought. Prendergast’s work was not
acknowledged by the Reform Movement, mainly because it did not use the merits of pho-
netics and focused on isolated sentences.

Frangois Gouin (1831-1896) is the last pre-Reform Movement individualist whose
work will be discussed in this chapter. Gouin’s claim for fame was his ‘series’ method,
which already benefited from the budding Reformist thought, but did not contribute di-
rectly to it. To discuss Gouin’s method and the phenomenon of his popularity it seems
best to provide the reader with an example from his coursebook The Art of Teaching and

Studying Languages from 1880:

(1.) The seed is planted in the ground.
(2.) The seed sprouts.
(3.) The plant takes root.
(4.) The plant grows.
(5.) The stalk develops.
(6.) The plant puts forth leaves.
(7.) The plant buds.
(8.) The plant blossoms.
(9.) The flower is fertilised.
(10.) The fruit hardens.
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(11.) The fruit increases in size.
(12.) The fruit ripens.
(13.) The seed falls and propagates the plant.

(Gouin 1894: 63)

What we can see above is Gouin’s famous ‘series technique’, on which he based his
method. Gouin believed that the structure of language was a reflection of the sequence of
events that constructed a given experience. This sequential structure, in turn, ought
to constitute a base for associated language. In this way, the learner should understand
and remember the new language in a quick, logical and efficient way. Howatt (1984: 164)
believes that in order to understand Gouin’s train of thought one needs to know his expe-
rience and the reasons Gouin himself gave as its justification (whether one chooses to be-
lieve him or not is a different matter). Gouin tells the story of his fruitless attempts to learn
German using first Ollendorff’s method and then trying out Jacotot and Robertson. He
indeed studied very hard and even memorized a dictionary, but apparently nothing
worked. Finally, he started observing children learning their native language. He noticed
his own nephew reconstructing an event in the form of the abovementioned series, trying
to organize his experience cognitively, and decided that that was the right way of learning
a foreign language. Sadly, contrary to Prendergast, he did not reflect on his observations
and stuck to his ‘series technique’ for the rest of his career as a language teacher. He was
indeed successful, set up his own school and his technique became commonplace in the
twentieth century’s Direct Method.

The reasons for the failure of the pre-reform individualists are manifold. Accord-
ing to Howatt (1984: 147) the problem could have lain in their individualism, the lack
of general theory underlying their techniques and lack of flexibility and openness to mod-
ifications of their restrictive methods. The changes they proposed might have been too
radical for their times, but they surely paved the way for the future reformers and heralded

the introduction of complete monolingualism in the classroom.
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1.4. The Reform Movement

1.4.1. Introduction, leaders and principles of the movement

After isolated attempts of the pre-reformers to change the methods used to teach foreign
languages, in the last twenty years of the nineteenth century many factors came together
to make a unique shift in the history of language teaching, later called the Reform Move-
ment. The main reason why the Reform Movement managed to have a lasting impact on
foreign language teaching was that both linguists and classroom teachers became inspired
by a new scientific discipline — phonetics. Suddenly, linguists started to pay attention to
what is actually done in the classroom and classroom teachers saw the new discipline as
something revolutionary for their practice. Professional associations and societies such as
the International Phonetic Association were established, which formed the first platform
for vivid and productive discussion about the subject. Finally, there appeared such per-
sonalities as Viétor, Passy, Jespersen and Sweet among the phoneticians, or Klinghardt
on the side of classroom teachers, who were able to take on the roles of intellectual leaders
of the movement.

The Movement started with the publication of Der Sprachunterricht muss
umkehren (The language must start afresh!) — a 1882 pamphlet by Viétor, continued with
Sweet’s address in 1884 and was encapsulated in Jespersen’s How to Teach a Foreign
Language in 1904. Wilhelm Viétor, influenced by his teaching experience in Germany,
was a pioneer of what we now call applied linguistics. In his work, he proposes connected
text as lesson material (Howatt and Smith 2014). Such texts, in Viétor’s classroom, pro-
vided the basis for pronunciation and extensive question-answer oral practice as well as
inductive grammar teaching. Interestingly enough, in one of his pamphlets Viétor argues
that focusing on the spoken language would help children with the overload of work and,
consequently, improve their mental health (Howatt 1984: 171). He believed that written
homework should be abandoned altogether and the only language practice outside the
classroom ought to involve learning songs and rhymes by heart. This supported the first
principle of the Reform Movement: focus on speaking. In his Der Sprachunterricht
Viétor expressed his irritation with the lack of focus on the spoken language in classrooms
and promoted the new science of phonetics as the source of the accurate description of
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speech which all professional teachers should be familiar with. This sparked off the only
conflict between the representatives of the movement: the issue of transcription. Howatt
(1984: 172) explains that for linguists like Viétor and Sweet teaching pronunciation was
crucial and needed to be done before starting the work on a text; these texts ought to be
printed in the scientifically approved notations, not in the traditional orthography, which
could be very problematic for the children, especially in such languages as French or
English, where spelling is dramatically different than pronunciation. As a consequence,
for some teachers reforming their teaching meant aligning with the science of phonetics
completely and some of them claimed that learning a new notation system constituted yet
another unnecessary burden for students. The issue of whether or not to switch into tran-
scription completely seemed to have been resolved by Klinghardt in 1887. His experiment
is described in detail by Howatt, 1984: this Realgymansium teacher in Silesia conducted
an experiment using Sweet’s Elementarbuch des gesprochenen English (1885). It lasted
for about a year and the participants were fourteen-year-old boys whose English was el-
ementary. He introduced them to the phonetic notation and treated speaking as a primary
skill. Students saw texts and sentences in phonetic notation and after early stages of re-
peating the sentences after the teacher and learning the correct pronunciation they learnt
grammar inductively from them. Importantly, Sweet’s transcription got rid of traditional
word boundaries and replaced them with speech units. After the extensive oral and in-
duced grammar practice students began to ask and answer questions, retell the story etc.
Klinghardt’s most important discovery was that indeed speaking and communicating in a
foreign language in the classroom produced very good results even measured by tradi-
tional grammar-translation standards. However, after switching to standard orthography
towards the second semester, he also concluded that this transition was not a great diffi-
culty for them. Sweet never commented on the results of Klinghardt’s research (Howatt,
1984: 174).

Fortunately for the Movement, the next two principles, connected text and oral
methods in the classroom, were not as controversial as the phonetic notation. Thanks
to the idea of using connected texts as classroom materials, foreign language teaching got
rid of nonsensical sentences and welcomed more interesting and worthwhile topics. It
also introduced some discoveries by the newborn science: psychology; associated sen-
tences made it easier for students to remember words and grammar rules, which were now
contextualized and taught inductively. The Reform Movement advocated semi-
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monolingualism in the classroom, following its third principle: oral methodology. The
foreign language was supposed to be a normal means of communication, but the reform-
ers did not go to the extreme. The mother tongue could still be used in a strictly confined
contexts, for example for glossing new words and explaining new grammar, but never to
translate isolated sentences. As emphasized by Howatt, 1984: 173, the Reform Movement
was not adamant to exclude own language from the lessons, as it was represented by non-

native teachers.

1.4.2. Henry Sweet: the father of the applied linguistic approach

Henry Sweet went down in the history of linguistics as a man who “taught phonetics
to Europe and made England the birthplace of the modern science” (Wrenn 1946: 182)
thanks to the publication of his Handbook of Phonetics, including a Popular Exposition
of the Principles of Spelling Reform (1877). Not less than for his achievements in pho-
netics should Sweet be known for his contribution to the reform of English teaching.
In The Practical Study of Languages (1899) Sweet proposes a “rationally progressive
method” of studying a foreign language (Sweet 1899/1964: 47); as a staple of his method
he considers first and foremost phonetics. One of many “fallacies”, as he likes to name
various wrongdoings of previous methods, is in his opinion the belief that one can learn
how to speak just by imitating. He argues that students should gain knowledge of how
different sounds are produced and they should be given more freedom and independence
in exploring the new language as not everything needs to be explained explicitly. He con-
sidered phonetics the basis for the language learning process, thus he also required flu-
ency in phonetic notation from his students. Sweet also laid intellectual foundations for
the marriage of language teaching and psychology; in his method he adopted association-
ism, which resulted in constructing meaningful, connected and coherent texts used as
teaching materials. Such texts served as materials for learning new vocabulary and gram-
mar points. However, he warned the readers against putting too much trust in the induc-
tive method understood as letting students guess the rules and meanings. It may, as he
argues, result in creating too many wrong associations and teachers’ work may go to
waste (Howatt, 1984: 186). His inductive method involved the teacher in finding out the
right examples from sentences and texts and presenting the rules to students, thus creating
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the right associations in their minds. In his Elementarbuch Sweet included natural texts,
introduced in the order of their grammatical sophistication: starting from descriptions,
which use mostly present tenses and gradually moving to narratives, presenting past and
perfect aspects and then to dialogues, which he considered the most challenging with their
use of modal verbs and conversational vividness.

Importantly for this chapter, Sweet did not understand the supremacy of speaking
as one would today. Classroom conversations, strict monolingualism of the classroom
environment and learning a foreign language just like one’s mother tongue, principles
characteristic of the natural method, were unacceptable for him. Sweet’s view on natural
language teaching, which, in his opinion, does not show enough respect and trust in the

adult learners’ intellectual abilities, resembles to some extent that of Butzkamm (2003):

The fundamental objection to the natural method was that it puts the adult into the position
of an infant, which he is no longer capable of utilising, and, at the same time, does not
allow him to make use of his own special advantages (...) the power of analysis and
generalization — in short, the power of using a grammar and dictionary.
(Sweet 1899/1964: 75)

All in all, Sweet constructed a well-established, rational method of teaching a foreign
language. Today one would consider his great attachment to phonetic notation and fear
of formal orthography exaggerated and the whole programme rather too linguistic.
Howatt (1984: 188) points out that Sweet also did not really specify the kind of student
he had in mind while designing his method. Sometimes it seems to be a school pupil and
sometimes an adult and conscientious student of English. In contrast, Jespersen’s learner
showed some signs of intellectual independence, interest in the world and readiness to in-
teract with others. Nonetheless Sweet’s work laid foundations for applied linguistics

in language teaching which is respected until today.
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1.5. The natural methods of language teaching

1.5.1. Before the 19th century and towards Berlitz

A natural approach to foreign language learning has been present in teaching methodol-
ogy since ancient Rome (Kelly, 1969) and is a recurring motive in the history of studying
second language acquisition. First modern attempts to use a mother-tongue-like method
of learning a foreign language were noted by Montaigne in his Essay on the Education of
Children (1580) (Howatt 1984: 192). Montaigne’s father employed a native speaker of
Latin to teach the boy by means of walking with him and speaking only Latin. Natural
methods, though different from that of Montaigne’s teacher, were commonplace before
the 19th century among affluent citizens whose children were home-schooled. Even John
Locke in Some Thoughts Concerning Education (1693) described the “Original way of
Learning a Language by Conversation as the most expedite, proper and natural” (Axtell
968: 277). In his opinion, there are some learners for whom detailed knowledge of gram-
mar is necessary, but in the early stages of language learning and for purposes more prac-
tical than academic the natural approach seems to be essential.

The next proponent of the natural way of teaching was J.S. Blackie, a Scottish
professor of Latin and Greek. In his article for the Foreign Quarterly Review in 1845 he
described a ‘direct method’ lesson from the 16™ century (Howatt, 1984: 194). It shows
a Latin teacher, who, in a Jesus-like manner gathers a mixed group of children, parents,
servants, clergyman and the elderly around himself and speaks Latin to them. After
months of practice his students are able to understand every word that comes out of his
mouth as well as produce the language (Blackie 1845, as quoted in Howatt, 1984: 194).
In his article Blackie begins with a thought encapsulating the grounds for all natural meth-
ods. He writes: "All persons being normal and healthy specimens of the genus homo, can
speak; and by the same natural capability that they do speak one language, they could
speak two, three, four and half-a-dozen, if only external circumstances were favourable
for such a result.” (Blackie 1845, as quoted in Howatt, 1984: 195)

Blackie himself designed a method based on the “mystery of Nature”, astonish-
ingly modern for his times. Not only does he suggest an original listening practice step in
his system, but also introduced inductive grammar teaching much before the Reform
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Movement or even pre-reform ideas came into effect (Howatt 1984: 196). Considering
a general lack of interest in education in Britain of that time, Blackie’s work was doomed
to fall into oblivion. The people who gave the natural methods their real momentum came

later and found fertile soil for their innovations in America.

1.5.2. Maximilian D. Berlitz and the American influence

Howatt (1984: 192) sees the natural methods of teaching foreign languages as a kind
of ‘mirror image’ or an ‘alter ego’ of the rational methods. Indeed, these methods arose
not from the purely scientific linguistic or psychological grounds but out of teaching prac-
tice and the effects thereof. It seemed quite inevitable that the suitable environment for
developing such practice-and-effect-based methods be America — the land of the new and
the experimental. There were two unique couples of native-speakers of German and
French who emigrated to the US from Europe and whose schools popularized the natural
methods: Gottlieb Henes and Lambert Saveur, who started their School of Modern Lan-
guages in Boston in 1869, and Maximilian D. Berlitz and Nicholas Joly, whose first
school was founded in Providence and who, by the end of the century, had sixteen lan-
guage schools all over the country and thirty more in Europe.

Saveur’s Natural Method was described in the teaching manual An Introduction
to the Teaching of Living Languages without Grammar or Dictionary, which consisted
mostly of the ideal lesson plans based on conversations, which looked like monologues
abundant in questions and answers. Below is the example of one of such ready-to-use

pieces for the teacher (Saveur was a native speaker of French teaching the Americans):

There is a mirror on the wall between the two windows. Do you see it, monsieur? — No.
— | believe you. — Indeed; it is behind you. Rise and turn around. That is right. The mirror
is before you now. Do you see it? — Yes, | see it. — Where is it? — It is between the windows
hanging on the wall — | see myself in it; do you see yourself in it? — | see myself in it also.
—Je m’g vois; vous y voyez-Vous — Je m’y vois aussi. — | imitate you monsieur; but you
do not explain what y signifies. — Certainly not; | do not wish to explain. One does not
understand explanations when one commences the study of a language. — What am |
to do, monsieur? — Listen, | beg you; imitate me, as you said, and understand by
guessing a little. — What does it signify in this case? — Tell monsieur, mademoiselle. — It
signifies, | think. | see myself in the mirror. But why do you speak of the mirror, when
you announce the face? — It is to speak French and to teach it to you (..) (Sauveur
1875: 13, emphasis mine)
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Upon reading this excerpt from Introduction one can clearly understand the principle
of the Natural Method. Question-answer practice was key and the mother tongue was
strictly forbidden. Instructions were unnecessary, as the language was supposed to be
acquired in the mother-tongue-like conditions. Sauveur’s courses were very intensive,
with the first month spent on laborious oral practice in class. Dialogues such as the one
above served more as a revision of the lesson, a training; students learned about 120-130
in the course of a two-hour lesson, starting with parts of the body; the teacher used a lot
of gestures and objects to demonstrate new vocabulary. As Howatt (1984: 199) points
out, the clue of the Method was not so much oral practice as the attitude of the teacher.
Sauveur strongly believed in asking ‘genuine questions’, ones that the teacher really does
not have the answers to. This provoked true conversation and a put real communicative
burden on the student. Moreover, Sauveur’s course of the conversation was always co-
herent: one sentence flowed from another, in the order predictable to the student. Thus,
the meaning could easily be derived from the context of the previous sentences, one could
say as if providing what Krashen later called +1 Input. Sauveur’s Method became well-
known and he even organized trainings for new teachers. However, it was Berlitz who
perfected the method and built the network of his schools. More and more native speakers
of various languages came to the US at that time, providing America with the ideal ma-
terial for ‘natural’ teachers. Also, in 1884 F. Franke, a German scholar, gave justification
for fully-monolingual teaching by establishing the association between forms and mean-
ings in the target language (Richards and Rodgers 1986). As described by Howatt (1984:
204), a German immigrant himself, Berlitz established his school in 1878 and hired a
French assistant, Joly. Perhaps Joly, who started using the natural method of teaching
first, was inspired by Sauveur or even attended his training. The fact is that Berlitz started
using the method and made it the trademark of his franchise. He employed only native
speakers, who followed the same pattern of teaching. A Berlitz English course was di-
vided into two segments (Pakscher 1895, as quoted in Howatt, 1984: 206); the first seg-
ment included learning to name objects in the classroom and the verb to be and the most
common adjectives as well as vocabulary that was easily shown or presented, Lesson 5
introduced lexical verbs and the alphabet did not come until Lesson 8; then simple texts
and dialogues followed. Part 2 consisted of question-and-answer activities. Grammar was
referenced just as an appendix for some popular courses. The secret of Berlitz’s course
was its simplicity and utility: it was designed for people without formal education who
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needed English for the communicative and practical use. His coursebooks were targeted
at beginners and elementary students; the advanced level seemed not to be the aim of the
course. The side-effect of this type of school was also the development of a new teacher:
a native speaker, whose methods were brought to him as a set of rules ready to apply and
who did not see him or herself in this job forever. A true franchise indeed, one that paved
the way for the 20th century classroom monolingualism and has had faithful and satisfied

clients for over a century now.

1.6. Developments in the US: structural linguistics and the Audiolingual Method

The dawn of World War 11 found foreign language teachers in the US using mostly the Di-
rect Method or the reading-based approach, which was recommended for all American
schools and colleges by The Coleman Report in 1929. Unlike in Great Britain, where
applied linguists such as Harold Palmer and Michael West did extensive research into
vocabulary acquisition, thus forming the Oral Approach and the Situational Language
Teaching approach, teaching in the US still lacked consistency and clear syllabi; grammar
was thought chaotically, depending on the coursebook used in the classroom and the order
of vocabulary items introduced at different stages of learning was not systematized (Rich-
ards and Rodgers, 1986: 44). Fortunately for the development of language teaching, upon
entering World War Il America found itself in great need of translators and staff able to
communicate in various languages. Together with a network of universities, the Ameri-
can government established the Army Specialized Training Program, whose aim was to
train soldiers and staff quickly and effectively in order to achieve a communicative level
of any given foreign language. Linguistics from over 50 American colleges, e.g. a Yale-
man Leonard Bloomfield, were engaged in creating new programmes. Once again, simi-
larly to the Direct Method, the effects of such intensive training of what was now nick-
named as ‘the Army Method’, were mostly due to the constant contact with a foreign
language; methodological bases for teaching were not formulated (Richards and Rodgers
1986: 45). At the same time, the stream of people was flowing to the US in search of work
and the new future, hence the demand for an effective and relatively fast method of learn-

ing English. Towards the fifties those demands were met by Audiolingualism.
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Audiolingualism was built on firm scientific foundations. One of them was struc-
tural linguistics which shaped the audiolingual attitude to grammar. Structuralists be-
lieved that the elements in a language are governed by rules and that there are structural
levels on which any language can be described (phonetic-phonemic-morphological-syn-
tactic). Those levels were thought to resemble a pyramid, in a way that phonemic systems
build morphemic systems, which built phrases, clauses and sentences (Richards and
Rodgers 1986: 49). Thus, in order to learn a language one ought to master those ‘building
blocks’ and the rules which govern how the blocks are connected. Another theoretical
assumption was that speech is the primary means of communication and it comes before
any other modality. Thirdly, a strong psychological base for Audiolingualism was estab-
lished in the form of behavioural psychology. According to behaviourists, human behav-
iour is elicited by a stimulus, which provokes a response, which in turn can be learned by
reinforcement of the stimulus (Skinner 1957, Brown 1980). After the right amount of
reinforcement people create a habit, which is the result of the learning process. This the-
ory was a ready-made recipe for an effective foreign language lesson, understood as me-
chanical habit formation and based on oral drills.

There was a “general form” of an audiolingual lesson, following the instructions
from Structural Notes and Corpus: A Basis for the Preparation of Materials to Teach
English as a Foreign Language (American Council of Learned Societies 1952) and the
aural-oral approach. Such a lesson started with listening to a model dialogue and then
repeating it as pronunciation practice. Oral practice involved memorizing the situational
dialogues with the teacher correcting pronunciation, stress, rhythm and intonation and
eventually the students memorising the dialogue. This was followed by some inductive
grammar teaching as well as vocabulary exercises and introducing some cultural aspects
of the language. The excerpts from the dialogues were further drilled. Reading and writ-
ing were considered secondary to listening and speaking and should be taught after a stu-
dent develops oral fluency. Audiolingualism was a teacher-oriented method, and the
teacher was a conductor of the sets of endless drills. Teachers were not required to be
native speakers of the target language, but due to the fact that little attention was paid to
providing explanations, the classroom environment was essentially monolingual. How-
ever, emphasis was placed on ridding the students from their L1-rooted errors by using
contrastive analysis. For instance, in the so-called American Army Method, there was a
trained, structural linguist present in the classroom together with a native speaker, to

40



provide instructions and comments if needed (Cook 2010: 24); thus, although in an un-
conventional sense, translation was used in these classrooms as a form of aid and clarifi-
cation (Angiolillo 1947). Soon, the Contrastive Analysis Hypothesis was formulated and
became widely popular among linguists from 1940s and 1970s. It was developed to "de-
termine the potential errors for the ultimate purpose of isolating what needs to be learned
and what does not need to be learned in a second-language-learning situation™ (Gass and
Selinker 1994: 96 as quoted in Thao 2020: 103). According to this hypothesis, L1 was
the source of mistakes in L2 and it heavily influenced the acquisition of both productive
and receptive skills in the new language. L1 could be both the source of positive transfer
and negative transfer (interference). As summarized in Thao 2020, the apriori version of
CAH assumed diligent comparing and contrasting of all elements of L1 and new language
in anticipation of negative or positive transfer, while the aposteriori approach focused on
analysing the recurrent errors in learners’ L2 performance. The aposteriori approach to
CAH can be considered part of the later-developed Error Analysis. However, Error Anal-
ysis does not pinpoint L1 as the sole source of learners' errors (Byram 2004, Gass and
Selinker 1994, Larsen-Freeman and Long 1991, as quoted in Thao 2020).
Audiolingualism was a dominant method of foreign language teaching in the
States until the sixties, when the MIT’s Noam Chomsky rejected both structuralism and
behaviourism and introduced the idea of transformational grammar. In the same way,
Audiolingualism, based of habit formation, memorization and drilling, which focused on
the mechanical aspects of language learning, suffered the same fate that all the past theo-

ries had.

1.7. Developments in Great Britain: Situational and Communicative language

teaching

The 1920s and 1930s in the British history of language teaching were marked by two
eminent linguistic personalities: Harold Palmer and A. S. Hornby, whose work was aimed
at finding a sounder ground for the oral approach known from the Direct Method. The
result of this endeavour was “a systematic study of the principles and procedures that
could be applied to the selection and organization of the content of a language” (Richards
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and Rodgers 1986). The main principles of Palmer, Hornby and later also West was vo-
cabulary and grammar control, seen as the most important aspects of language learning.
Faucett et al. published The Interim Report on Vocabulary Selection in 1936, which was
a guide based on the frequency of the occurrence of certain words in the English language;
later on this work was polished and revised by Michael West and published as A General
Service List of English Words in 1953. This tremendous work provided a scientifically
sound base for choosing appropriate vocabulary content for EFL courses. The second
ground-breaking source for English teachers published in 1953 was The Advanced
Learner’s Dictionary of Current English by Hornby, Gatenby and Wakefield; this work
presented the results of the linguists’ investigation into sentence patterns and structures
and their classification. The aforementioned publications provided the source for the Oral
Approach, which was transformed into Situational Approach in the 1960s. The main prin-
ciples of the approach were the supremacy of the spoken language, the use of carefully
selected and graded vocabulary and grammar points, late introduction of reading and writ-
ing, and the monolingual environment of the classroom. Later on, the focus on the spoken
language was emphasised even more and the need to base language teaching on reality-
grounded situations was seen as the only practical method: “our principal classroom ac-
tivity in the teaching of English structure will be the oral practice of structures. This oral
practice of controlled sentence patterns should be given in situations designed to give the
greatest amount of practice in English speech to the pupil” (Pittman 1963: 179). What
Pittman meant by situation is using examples, not explanations; hence the use of objects,
pictures, action, mime as means of presentation, and later chorus repetition, drills, dicta-
tions and controlled writing and reading tasks as practice. Elicitation and inductive teach-
ing were of utmost importance in Situational Approach, as using translation or students’
mother tongue was forbidden.

Deep into the 1960s, with the publication of Noam Chomsky’s Syntactic Struc-
tures in 1957 and his critique of structuralism, the Situational Approach seemed to be
losing its potential. Language became recognized for its uniqueness, creativity and vari-
ous functions, and teaching it on the basis of particular situations was not enough. What
is more, linguists and teachers started noticing that the communicative aspect of language
should be the essential one and pupils should above all be prepared to communicate in a

foreign language; knowing structures was not enough to achieve this.
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An interesting mixture of Grammar Translation and Audiolingualism was intro-
duced in the 1970s by Paulston and Bruder (1976). Following the idea that concept learn-
ing should proceed practice (Carrol 1974, Chastain 1971), but aware of a pressing need
for learning communication, they proposed a Cognitive Code, in which a learner goes
from a mechanical through meaningful to communicative stage (MMC) (DeKeyser 2002:
51). This meant starting with entirely focus on formS—based activities at the beginning of
the practice stage with a clear target of developing and improving conscious, declarative
knowledge. Emphasis was put on giving a student enough time to think and apply the
rules consciously. Errors were expected and corrected and drills were based on real-life
situations such as telling stories using past tenses (De Keyser 2002: 55). The native lan-
guage of the students was allowed in explanations.

There were many more advocates of the new, communication-based movement,
such as Christopher Candlin, Henry Widdowson or D.A. Wilkins. Wilkins is the author
of Notional Syllabusses, a book in which he describes two kinds of meaning needed for
successful communication: notional categories, such as concepts of time, location or fre-
quency, and communicative function categories, such as requests, offers, denials, com-
plaints (Wilkins 1972). Apart from the important work of linguists of that time, there was
also a new need for adults to learn foreign languages as the Council of Europe became an
important political aspect of any European’s life. This context gave rise to what is now
known as Communicative Language Teaching (CLT). What is special about this approach
is that there is no single publication on which it is based, no single flagship coursebook;
what was common for all the Communicative Language teachers was equal emphasis on
the functional as well as structural aspects of language (Littlewood 1981) and using pro-
cedures based on problem-solving or pair work. Canale and Swain (1980) differentiate
between the ‘stronger’ and the ‘weaker’ version of the Communicative Approach; while
the weaker version proposes providing learners with as many chances to communicate in
the target language as possible, the ‘stronger’ version users believe that one learns the
language by using it and communication is the only means of teaching. (also in Howatt
1984: 279).

There are a few cast-iron policies in acommunicative classroom. Above all, mean-
ing is crucial and is derived from the context; intelligible pronunciation is important, as
there is no effective communication without it; drilling is not a commonplace practice,
though it may be used; communication is encouraged from the very beginning and the
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learner is expected to struggle with being understood and understanding; contrary to the
Situational Approach or the Audiolingual Method, using the L1 in certain contexts is not
forbidden, but accepted as a tool (Finocchiaro and Brumfit 1983). The Communicative
Approach was also one of the first teaching approaches which changed the role of the
teacher and learner and the relationship between them dramatically; now the teacher is a
motivator, a guide and help, sometimes a manager and sometimes even a counsellor; the
learner is for once a human being, able to interact with other students and allowed to be
creative and unpredictable in his or her use of the target language. This freedom of learn-
ing and teaching was also the source of critique of CLT. Swan (1985) poses some vital
questions about teacher training in CLT, the systematization of teaching materials or test-
ing and grading. These questions and doubts are still vital today, as the communicative

approach still dominates in many education systems in the 21st century.

1.8. SLA and the Natural Approach

Much of EFL teaching after World War Two was conducted in the former British colonies
under the supervision of the British Council, which took a great effort to professionalize
the field of foreign language teaching. This endeavour, however, needed more theoretical
background and top-down approach (Davies, 1993), hence the establishment of the
School of Applied Linguistics in the University of Edinburgh in 1957. Pit Corder, a pro-
fessor from this very school, published the essay entitled The Significance of Learners’
Errors in 1967, which, together with Larry Selinker’s Interlanguage (1972), marked the
beginning of SLA — a subdiscipline of applied linguistics (Davies, 1993). As an academic
endeavour, SLA is closely connected to cognitive sciences, psychology and education.
One of the most prolific SLA researchers is Stephen Krashen. Through the 1970s until
the beginning of 1990s Krashen published a number of books and articles proposing and
discussing his five hypotheses pertaining to second language acquisition, which had an
enormous influence on thinking about language learning and teaching: the input hypoth-
esis, the acquisition-learning hypothesis, the monitor hypothesis, the natural order hy-
pothesis and the affective filter hypothesis (Krashen and Terrell 1982, Krashen 1981,
1994). These hypotheses built what he called the Natural Approach.
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In his input hypothesis Krashen argues that the quality of teachers’ input matters
and there is little chance of successful language acquisition when the input is too easy
or too difficult for a learner. What he proposes is the notion of ‘comprehensible input’ (or
the i+1 input), i.e. linguistic material understandable for the learners, but which contains
structures a little beyond their competence, which they may acquire while relying on the
already known language (Krashen and Terrell 1982: 32). With time, learners acquire more
and more language and improve their accuracy along the way (Krashen 1982: 21). The
Input Hypothesis is often compared to Lew Vygotsky’s Zone of Proximal Development
(Vygotsky 1986); however, Krashen’s input hypothesis concentrates on the teacher and
the input provided by him or her, without the interactive aspect (Lynch 2015 after Lantolf
2000).

Krashen’s acquisition-learning hypothesis (2003) proposes two independent ways
in which learners gain linguistic competence; there is acquisition, which is subconscious,
intuitive and natural and requires input in the foreign language, and learning, which is a
conscious experience, where students learn explicit grammar rules.

The Monitor Model, Krashen’s third hypothesis, on which the Natural Method
was built, refers to the difference between acquisition and learning. The Monitor is a di-
rect product of the learning process and serves as a storage of conscious grammatical and
lexical knowledge. In the course of producing output in a foreign language, the Monitor
serves as a controller or editor, a prism through which an utterance passes before it reaches
the receiver.

In the Natural Order Hypothes Krashen addresses the order in which grammatical
structures are acquired universally by all learners of English. Based on previous research
he establishes the list of domains which are most and least problematic for a learner and
predicts what errors will occur in the process of acquisition (Krashen 1982: 13).

Another factor that influences language acquisition to a large extent according
to Krashen is the emotional and mental state of the learner, which can both boost or hinder
the process. This Affective Filter, as he calls it, can be low or high, depending on the level
of confidence, anxiety and overall well-being of the learner.

As noticed by Lynch (2015), Krashen, as well as later Chambers (1991) or Frey
(1988) were strong proponents of L2-only class environment, while others of his time
(MacDonald 1993, Haliwell & Jones 1991, Kramsch 1981) allow judicious use of L1 and
consider it a useful teaching tool. The monolingual approach advocated for by Krashen
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also came under criticism of e.g. Macaro (2000: 177), who claims that “it would be un-
wise to recommend the total exclusion of the L1 from the foreign language classroom”.
Also Selinker's interlanguage changed the perception of L1's role in language acquisition.
The ideas presented in the Contrastive Analysis Hypothesis and Error Analysis regarding
negative transfer from L1 came under criticism when a theory of interlanguage, a separate
system formed by learners, which has certain characteristics of both L1 and L2, was de-
veloped. Interlanguage, a linguistic system "in between”, a "relay station™ between own
language and new language, if you may, was developed by a number of researchers sep-
arately, inter alia William Nemser and Pit Corder (Tarone 2006).

Krashen’s theories and hypotheses left a mark on the development of SLA and
ELT and found their followers in the proponents of his Natural Approach (Richards and
Rodgers 1986).

1.9. Focus on FormS vs. Focus on Form: Michael Long and his Interaction

Hypothesis

In a modern communicative EFL classroom one of the burning questions is how
to teach grammar effectively without a disruption to the communicative environment
(Sheen 2002, Doughty and Williams 1998, Lightbown 2000, Norris and Ortega 2000).
Michael Long (1988, 1991) addressed two approaches dominant in the understanding
of teaching grammar in the communicative classroom. He distinguished between ‘focus
on form (advocated inter alia by Doughty and Varela (1998)), where students’ attention
is drawn to grammatical mistakes only when an opportunity arises within the communi-
cative context and where the teacher gives quick feedback on a given mistake, and the
older, well-known approach ‘focus on formS’ where grammar lessons follow the estab-
lished order of introducing isolated grammar points. ‘Focus on form’ and ‘focus
on formS’ differ substantially not only in their execution within the communicative class-
room, but also in their theoretical and cognitive grounding. ‘Focus on form’ is a child of
linguistic universalism; it understands the acquisition of a second language as a process
in principle similar to first language acquisition. Thus, only a natural interaction creates
an opportunity for comprehensible input to be produced and exposure to the real language
is crucial. ‘Focus on FormS’, conversely, sees learning a second language as a regular
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skill-learning process, which should be treated as a natural cognitive activity. Sheen

(2002) provides three steps of focusing of formsS:

1. providing understanding of the grammar by a variety of means (including explanation
in the L1, pointing out differences between the L1 and L2);

2. exercises entailing using the grammar in both non-communicative and communicative
activities for both comprehension and production;

3. providing frequent opportunities for communicative use of the grammar to promote
automatic, accurate, use. (Sheen 2002: 304, emphasis mine)

It is interesting to notice that focus on formS, in opposition to focus on form, acknowl-
edges the use of L1 as both a means of instruction and a source of comparisons.

As Sheen (2002) also points out, although the differences between the two ap-
proaches seem sharp, there is still some confusion in the literature. For example, in their
article Norris and Ortega (2000) conducted a meta-analysis of a number of studies con-
cerned with using focus on form and focus on formS and reached the conclusion that both
approaches seem equally effective in second language pedagogy. However, as the authors
themselves emphasize, their focus on form was defined slightly differently than the orig-
inal Long’s approach.

In his 1996 paper The role of the linguistic environment in second language ac-
quisition Long focused on the role of interaction in L2 development. Although the im-
portance of learners’ interaction in a foreign language had been a known idea since 1980s,
it was Long’s article which promoted it worldwide. In a nutshell, similarly to Krashen’s
input hypothesis, Long claims that comprehensible input is necessary for effective foreign
language learning. However, what he finds essentially important is negotiating for mean-
ing. As Long himself explains: "I would like to suggest that negotiation for meaning, and
especially negotiation work that triggers interactional adjustments by the NS [native
speaker — comment mine] or more competent interlocutor, facilitates acquisition because
it connects input, internal learner capacities, particularly selective attention, and output in
productive ways (Long 1996: 452)."

What is Longs’ intention here is that when there is a breakdown in communica-
tion, or when the interlocutors do not understand each other, they start to use different
communicative strategies. These strategies, and the cognitive effort used to understand

each other, will boost acquisition substantially.
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1.10. Conclusion

The main objective of this chapter was to review the history of foreign language pedagogy
in the 19th and 20th centuries, taking under investigation the development of the approach
towards learners' own languages across twenty decades of language teaching.

The chapter started by justifying the reasons for using a certain nomenclature
throughout the dissertation. The terms own language, new language, monolingual and
bilingual teaching were introduced, and the choice behind using the traditional L1 — L2
terminology in certain places of the thesis was explained.

Subchapters 1.2 through 1.9 were devoted to describing the tenets of different
language teaching methods and their underlying theories. The sections covered methods
and movements ranging from the Grammar-Translation method and the Reform Move-
ment, through natural methods of language teaching and developments after World War |
on both sides of the Atlantic, to the emergence of the field of Second Language Acquisi-
tion. In each section the author attempted to provide a succinct review of a given method
or movement in new language teaching as well as pinpoint how a given method treated
learners' own languages and contributed to further developments in the issue of own lan-
guage use in the classroom.

This historical chapter serves as an attempt at understanding how the monolingual
teaching principle came into being. It is also a foundation for the further exploration of
modern language teaching approaches, allowing the author to delve deeper into the cur-

rent literature on the subject in Chapter 2.
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Chapter 2: Re-evaluating own language use in EFL teaching: a
review of current literature

“If there is another ‘language teaching revolution’ round the corner, it will have to assemble a
convincing set of arguments to support some alternative (bilingual?) principle of equal power”
(Howatt 1984: 298)

“(...) it is the time to open a door that has been firmly shut in language teaching for over 100 years,
namely the systematic use of the first language (L1) in the classroom”
(Cook 2001: 403)

2.1. Introduction

The aim of the chapter is to review late 20th and early 21st century literature on the subject
of own language (OL) use in TEFL and provide a wide perspective on the issue. It will
include the discussion of the results of both empirical research studies and theoretical
works seminal for the subject matter in the order described below.

Section 2.2 will discuss findings from the field of applied linguistics: new ideas
emerging in SLA and how the issue of translation in language teaching is currently ap-
proached. Section 2.3 will be concerned with the sociolinguistic aspects of OL use
in TEFL. Section 2.4, in turn, will discuss the psycholinguistic and cognitive perspectives
on the issue of OL use, including how it relates to language transfer and code choice.
Section 2.5 will offer a look at the results of empirical studies from the area of language
teaching methodology. Finally, section 2.6 will analyse attitudes of teachers and students

towards the use of OL.

2.2. Applied linguistics: the shift within the field

2.2.1. New arguments in Second Language Acquisition

As demonstrated in Chapter 1, the history of foreign language instruction has seen

various contradictory trends. However, since the Reform Movement, for many complex
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reasons, the great escape from learners’ own languages began in TEFL. However, recent
years have witnessed a considerable amount of literature that indicates a timid L1 come-
back and suggests rethinking the assumptions on which modern EFL teaching was estab-
lished. Some of the arguments for shaking the solid monolingual foundations of the TEFL
world are presented below.

The most influential arguments for the reconsideration of own language use
in TEFL and the re-examination of the very bases of monolingual new language teaching
were made by Cook in 2001. In the beginning of his article, Cook notices that teaching
has many goals, both internal and external, which pertain not only to the actual use of the

new language outside the school context, but also to a variety of educational aims. Thus:

Language teaching methodology has to be responsive to the multiple goals within one
educational context and the varying aims across contexts. The question of using the L1
may not have a single answer suitable to all teaching goals. (Cook 2001: 403)

Cook points out that although different trends in TEFL methodology came into and out
of fashion in the 20th century, the core assumptions of most of them lied in the arguments
of the 19th century Reformers (Hawkins 1987, as quoted in Cook 2001: 403). After dec-
ades of imparting the heritage of the Reform Movement to generations of students and
teachers, postulates of the supremacy of spoken language over written communication
and the restriction of L1 use in TEFL became the unquestionable foundation of teacher
education.

Indeed, the ‘anti-L 1 attitude was clearly the mainstream element in twentieth-cen-
tury language teaching methodology’ (Cook 2001: 405). Even if not completely forbid-
den, like in the Audiolingual method, where the L1 was supposed to be ‘deactivated’
while learning the new language (Brooks 1964, as quoted in Cook 2001: 404), in more
recent teaching methods L1 is either seen as a possible source of problems (literature
on task-based learning, e.g. Crookes and Gass 1993 or Nunan 1989; teacher training lit-
erature: Scrivener 1994: 192), or completely avoided (Halliwell and Jones 1991). In more
L1-favourable accounts, e.g. Duff and Polio (1990) or Macaro (1997), the main source of
concern is the issue of L1-L2 balance in the classroom. There is almost no literature ex-
ploring deliberate and constructive uses of Learners’ own languages in the classroom
(Cook 2001).
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Two sorts of arguments for monolingual teaching that are rejected by Cook come
from the fields of L1 acquisition and psycholinguistics. Since the Great Reform, an argu-
ment has been made for equalizing the processes of L1 and L2 acquisition, which has
been reflected in such methods as Total Physical Response and the Audio-lingual method.
Here, Cook brings up the arguments made by Singleton (1989): L2 learners are very dif-
ferent from L1 learners, not only biologically, but also socially. Not only do they have
more mature brains and larger memory capacity, but they have already been socialized,
gained life experience, and, most importantly, they already know one language and are
able to express their thoughts and needs (Singleton 1989, Halliday 1975). Also, the goals
of L1 and L2 learning seem to be seen as identical, when they are actually not. As Cook
points out: ‘this attitude sees L2 users as failing to achieve membership in a group to
which they can never belong; they are shadows of native speakers, not L2 users in their
own right’ (Cook 2001: 407).

From a psycholinguistic perspective, the monolingual teaching of new languages
has been supported by referring to the notion of coordinate bilingualism, where two lan-
guages constitute two different systems in the mind. Some considered this form of bilin-
gualism as an ideal (Brooks 1964 in Stern 1992):

What the learner must not do may be summarised as follows: (a) he must not speak Eng-
lish, (b) he must not learn lists of English-foreign-language equivalents, and (c) he must
not translate from the foreign language into English. All these activities will nullify his
efforts to establish within himself a co-ordinate system of two languages, and will instead
only collapse the structure into a compound system with English dominant. (Brooks 1964:
52 in Stern 1992: 281)

Following the assumption of coordinate bilingualism, the sources of monolingual teach-
ing can be traced back to Contrastive Analysis, where any transfer from L1 was seen
as detrimental to the new language development (Lado 1957, Widdowson 2003), and
hence, any L2 learning should only happen through L2 (Cook 2001). However, according
to the notion of compound bilingualism, different languages form a single, unified system
in the mind, and languages are interwoven in the brain (Ervin and Osgood 1954,
Weinreich 1953). According to Ervin and Osgood (1954): "This development (a com-
pound command) is typical of learning foreign languages in the school situation. It is

obviously fostered by learning vocabulary lists which associate a sign from language B
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with its sign and its meaning in language A. (Ervin and Osgood 1954: 140 in Stern 1992:
281)."

Indeed, empirical evidence shows that the latter theory is actually true; languages
do coexist in the mind in vocabulary, syntax, phonology and pragmatics (Beauvillain and
Grainger 1987, Cook 1994, Obler 1982, Locastro 1987). Further evidence for the exist-
ence of a single, interconnected system of languages in the mind comes from literature
exploring the notion of mental lexicon, as well as code-switching and code change (see
section 2.4.1.).

Another line of argumentation comes from Stern (1992), who takes a stance on the
issue of crosslingual and interlingual language teaching. He argues that monolingual
teaching and teaching that employs students’ own language as a tool are not the opposites,
but rather two extremes on the teaching spectrum. What he means is that most teachers
will use students’ own language to various degrees at different teaching stages, depending
on the teaching objectives, group level, etc. Apart from translation (See section 2.2.2), he
mentions a variety of techniques which can be used in crosslingual teaching. He also
acknowledges the intrinsically human behaviour of falling back on one’s own language
when in need, i.e. looking for a reference or translation. Indeed, Stern emphasizes that
‘the own/new language connection in a learner’s mind is an indisputable fact of life’
(Stern 1992, as quoted in: Hall and Cook 2012: 280). Stern also notices potential in mar-
rying crosslingual and intralingual teaching strategies and using them in combination or
balanced appropriately depending on the context, goals and purpose of a specific course
or lesson. Stern (1992), as well as Macaro (1997, 2006) and Butzkamm and Caldwell
(2009) emphasize that in order to strike a perfect balance between mono- and bilingual
teaching further research is needed for ‘different language learning contexts, age groups
and abilities’ (Hall and Cook 2012: 281).

Side by side with Cook and Stern, the third author whose arguments for the rein-
troduction of own language in the EFL classroom are seminal for the discussion is defi-
nitely Widdowson (Hall and Cook 2012: 281). In his Defining Issues in English Language
Teaching he asserts that own language definitely has its place in the process of learning
a new language and he regretfully remarks that ‘the dominant pedagogy remains deter-
minedly monolingual’ (Widdowson 2003: 152). In the same chapter, he calls for the re-
evaluation of contrastive analysis and translation in language teaching. In Widdowson’s
opinion, it is crucial to start the discussion with a comprehensive and complex definition
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of bilingualism (Widdowson 2003: 149). At the core of it, he claims, lies language con-
tact, as only when two languages are in contact in the user’s mind can we speak of bilin-
gualism (Widdowson 2003, Spolsky 1998). Thus, FL teachers ought to start by building
a connection between students’ own languages and the new language. However, for years,
any contact between those languages was considered as negative transfer or interference,
which resulted in language teachers avoiding it at all costs and building their teaching
strategies around the idea of coordinate bilingualism more than compound bilingualism.
Consequently, instead of imagining the learning process as:

L1> L1/2>L1+L2

teachers modelled it in the following fashion:

L1-> L2 > L1+ L2 (Widdowson 2003: 150)
For almost a century, as Widdowson points out, teaching pedagogy was mostly occupied
with inventing new ways of teaching the new language monolingually or ‘discrediting’
contrastive analysis as a diagnostic tool, struggling to add the new language to the already
existing one as a separate system, while more and more evidence from cognitive research
studies continued to suggest that languages actually form a blend and coexist in the mind
(Ellis 1994 in Widdowson 2003). Another argument that Widdowson makes for the pur-
poseful and strategic use of own language in EFL teaching pertains to interlanguage, a
term coined by Selinker (1972), which acknowledges the systematic nature of a language
that the learner forms in the process of new language acquisition. For a long time, own
language has not been exploited in EFL instruction due to the theoretical assumptions of
how language acquisition proceeds. Monolingual teaching is to some degree based on the
assumption that comprehensible new language input suffices to activate the implicit
learning process (Krashen 1985). The formation of interlanguage, which in itself naturally
draws on and is modified by the learner’s own language resources (Ellis 1994,
Widdowson 2003) is supposed to be enough for the successful acquisition of the new
language. Widdowson, however, asks a valid question here about how actually compre-
hensible input becomes comprehensible. Supposedly, there must be some kind of refer-
ence to the context or their own language made in a learner’s mind, the meaning has to
be ‘downloaded’ from somewhere. If a Learner’s OL indeed serves as a cognitive filter
of sorts and helps in building the NL comprehension from the very beginning of the ac-

quisition process, then explicit own language instruction could bring even more benefits
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(Widdowson 2003). Refraining from it, even in the face of the most logically made argu-

ments, seems counterproductive to effective language learning:

(...) So as soon as we accept that the subject we are teaching is a foreign language, then
at least one familiar language (typically the L2) is necessarily implicated. In other words,
the very subject we teach is, by definition, bilingual. How then can you teach a bilingual
subject by means of a monolingual pedagogy? Only, one might suggest, with some diffi-
culty. And one might hazard the suggestion that it may well be that many of the problems
that monolingual language pedagogy has sought to grapple with over the years are self-
inflicted, and therefore, of course, also inflicted on learners (...) (Widdowson 2003: 154-
155)

2.2.2. The translation issue

The complex and divisive issue of the usefulness and the methodological bases for using
translation in EFL has been a subject of the academic discussion for years. Many consid-
ered it an unnecessary source of errors and yet another difficulty that we as teachers sen-
tence our students to (Jespersen 1904, Berlitz 1898, 1919). It was also supposed to instil
an erroneous idea that one-to-one equivalents exist between languages (Berlitz 1919, Jes-
persen 1904), that it does not teach anything useful in the real life (Jespersen 1904, Lado
1964, Long and Robinson 1998) and indeed is a waste of valuable classroom time (Jes-
persen 1904, Berlitz 1919). For Gatenby (1948/1967), translation is a departure from nat-

ural language acquisition:

It may confidently be asserted that all failure in language learning is a result of departure
from the conditions of the process of acquiring speech. Every normal child learns to speak
the language of his environment and to understand what is said in it.

There is, of course, no translation. Even the child who is becoming bilingual learns each
language directly from different sets of speakers, usually in different situations. If called
upon for an interpretation he seems to have the same difficulty as a unilingual child who
is asked for a paraphrase (...). (Gatenby 1948/1967: 66-67)

Finally, it is not something that successful learners employ (Dulay, Burt and Krashen
(1982). To quote the authors: "The second language is a new and independent language
system. Since successful second language learners keep their language distinct, teachers
should, too. (Dulay, Burt and Krashen 1982: 269)."
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However, not all scholars subscribe to the views described above. One of the authors who
looks favourably at translation and own language use is Widdowson (1978, 2003). In his

earlier work, Teaching language as communication, he remarks:

What we are aiming to do is make the learner conceive of the foreign language in the
same way as he [sic] conceives of his own language and to use it in the same way as
a communicative activity. This being so, it would seem reasonable to draw upon the
learner’s knowledge of how his own language is used to communicate. That is to say,
it would seem reasonable to make use of translation. (Widdowson 1978: 159)

He continues to justify his stance in his later work (Widdowson 2003), where he makes
a very clear distinction between acquiring one’s first language and dealing with an ‘es-
sentially bilingual nature of the foreign language classroom’ (Hall and Cook 2012).
He emphasizes the importance of the fact that new language learners are already func-
tional users of one language system and refers to the notion of compound bilingualism,
where different language systems and intertwined in the mind (Weinreich 1953,
Cook 2001). Widdowson argues further that monolingual teaching, by neglecting the nat-
ural need of new language learners to, when in need, fall back on the language system
they already know, actually hinders the learning process (Widdowson 2003, as in Hall
and Cook 2012). He is also cited extensively by Stern (1992) as a justification for the

argument for using crosslingual teaching techniques:

The use of translation as a teaching technique has long been viewed with suspicion by
language teachers and many, of course, proscribe it altogether as a matter of principle.
I want to argue that translation (...) can be a very useful pedagogic device and indeed
in some circumstances (...) translation of a kind may provide the most effective means
of learning. (Widdowson 1979: 101 in Stern 1992: 281)

An interesting stance on translation use in the classroom is also provided by Duff (1989),
who considers it a highly useful group and pair work activity and suggests including it in
classroom discussions, as it sparks off discussion, improves accuracy and language
awareness (Duff 1989 in Stern 1992). Translation in language teaching (TILT) has also
been argued to be a useful educational tool in the context of widespread online commu-
nication, building language awareness, supporting accuracy, and creating a ‘citizen of the
world’, well-versed in intercultural communication (Witte, Harden, and Ramos
de Oliveira Harden 2009, Cook 1991, 1997, 2007, 2008, 2010). Additionally, it could be
perceived as a weapon in fighting ‘linguistic imperialism, especially in the teaching
of English’, create functioning real-life bi- and multi-linguals in the globalized world
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where monolingualism is becoming the relict of the past. It also speeds-up the explanation
process and fosters positive student-teacher relations (Cook 2010: 52). Interestingly
enough, Cook (2010) firmly separates the issue of TILT from own-language use in EFL,
emphasizing that support for bilingual or crosslingual teaching does not equal support for
translation. The prejudice against translation present in the teaching methodology since
the Reform Movement is so deeply-rooted that even such strong defenders of own-lan-
guage use as V. Cook (2001) or Stern (1992) exhibit a great deal of reserve when it comes
to supporting TILT (Cook 2010). Therefore, while the revival of bilingual language teach-
ing is an indisputable fact, currently there is only ‘a climate for revival’ for translation

(Cook 2010: 53).

2.3. The sociolinguistic perspective

Considering the colonial history of the United Kingdom, the political status of the USA
and their role in international politics, as well as the current status of English as the
world’s lingua franca, teaching English as a foreign language is considerably different
than teaching any other modern language. From the sociological and sociolinguistic per-
spectives, TEFL is a complex and nuanced endeavour. Oftentimes the issues such
as Learners’ identity, their national history in relation to the English-speaking world,
or certain stigmas attached to, for example, some varieties of pronunciation, need
to be taken into account.

Indeed, some academics tend to blame British imperialism for the widespread
monolingualism in EFL teaching (Philipson 1992, Atkinson 1993, Widdowson 2003,
Cook 2001, Cook 2010). For historical reasons, for many years English was taught world-
wide by teachers who just speak English, in multilingual groups and the status of native
teachers of English was unwavering (Atkinson 1993, Phillipson 1992). Due to the politi-
cal dominance of the UK and the highest esteem given to native speaker teachers, non-
native teachers often felt guilty about using their native language in their practice, afraid
that too little English will equal their incompetence or unprofessionalism. Widdowson
(2003) seems to concur with this particular line of reasoning. In his opinion, non-native
English teachers for years have been made to think that “to acknowledge the bilingual

nature of the subject is to diminish it, that any concession to the L1 in the classroom
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is unprofessional and amounts to a betrayal of pedagogic principle” (Widdowson 2003:
155). He also regretfully notices that despite being equipped in an invaluable resource
which is their own bilingualism and a language shared with their students, non-native
English teachers are faced with a daunting task of refraining from this asset and teaching
the authentic and communicative use of English, a competence they very often do not
possess. Widdowson argues that the subject called English as a Foreign Language is not
meant to teach English as used in the native-speaker context (which, by the way, has
plenty of varieties as well), but as a bilingual subject at its core. This raises a question
of what kind of English teachers are really supposed to teach, particularly valid in the
times of the ongoing debate about English as lingua franca. Naturally, Widdowson no-
tices the role of native-speaking institutions in this particular state of affairs. It has been
the mission of such institutions to promote monolingual pedagogy and support native
teachers who, more often than not, do not have any competence in their students’ own
languages. To support his theory about the interest of the state being involved in mono-
lingual English teaching, Widdowson quotes fragments of the British Council Annual
Report from 1998: "I have been round many countries where | have visited the British
Council and for every pound I spent on the British Council it often produces much more
business for Britain, particularly in English language teaching. (The British Council
1998: 10 in Widdowson 2003: 157)." He also quotes a preface to Graddol 1997 written
by Charles, Prince of Wales himself: "English has become the world’s global language. |
commend this work to all who see a strong and vigorous future for our [English] language
(Graddol 1997 in Widdowson 2003: 157)."

As Widdowson observes, however, the English spoken globally is not the same
English as that spoken by Charles at all, and, even more importantly, it would never have
become a global phenomenon if it was confined to the British version of it. Ultimately,
English is learnt around the globe in different contexts, different social circumstances and
realities, and thus should be taught as such. If this were the case, the supposed inferiority
of non-native English teachers would exist no more and it would be possible to teach
English with respect to students’ cultural heritage and their linguistic experiences.

In fact, when discussing the issue of communicative competence, the unquestion-
able ban on own language use in EFL may, in some researchers’ view, hinder the very
process of communicative development. As observed by Allwright and Bailey, “banish-
ing the learners first language (...) deprives [them] of their normal means
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of communication and so of the ability to behave fully as normal people (Allwright and
Bailey 1991: 173, as quoted in Hall and Cook 2012: 286) and may have “potentially al-
ienating effects” on students (Littlewood and Yu 2011 in Hall and Cook 2012: 286).
Moreover, if new language learning was perceived not only as new skill learning, but also
as a cultural experience and communication building endeavour, Tomasello’s words
should be taken into consideration remarking that “the theory of cultural learning sees
collaborative dialogue as the essential means by which human beings learn” (Tomasello
1999 in Cook 2001: 408). In fact, depriving students of the chance to communicate in
their own language could mean depriving them of their chance to fully benefit from the

learning process.

2.4. The psycholinguistic and cognitive perspective

2.4.1. Transfer and code-choice

In its very essence, the notions of transfer and code-choice undermine the theoretical un-
derpinnings of natural new language or coordinate bilingualism. Transfer, defined
as a multidirectional influence of one language on other languages in one mind, suggests
the impossibility of separating different languages from each other or deactivating any
of the known languages simply not to ‘disturb’ the acquisition of a new language. A pleth-
ora of research studies show that languages in the mind are interconnected and influence
each other in a number of ways, not only in the area of language, but also in the cognitive
area of concept construction and perception (Epstein 1915, Mecken 1937, Fries 1945,
Weinreich 1953, Lado 1957, Odlin 1989, 2003, Gass and Selinker 1992, Bowermann
1996, Imai and Gentner 1997, Grosjean 1998, Bowerman and Choi 2001, 2003, Herdina
and Jessner 2002, van Hell and Dijkstra 2002, de Bot, Lowie and Verspoor 2005, Cook
et al. 2006, Jarvis and Pavlenko 2008, Pavlenko 2008, Bialystok 2009, 2011, Gullberg
2011).

The roots of transfer research, as discussed in Jarvis and Pavlenko’s (2008) over-
view of cross-linguistic influence research, go deep in history and can be found not only

in language acquisition, but also psychology. Before the 20th century, any influence from
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the native language on the new language was viewed as a negative occurrence, linked to
low aptitude and general lack of intelligence and skill (Jarvis and Pavlenko 2008). Inter-
estingly enough, it was the native language that was considered to be in danger, prone
to bad influences from the new language. Early evidence for the existence and formation
of pidgins and code-switching among immigrants in the US was given by Mecken (1937)
and in the books of Marcus Ravage (Jarvis and Pavlenko 2008). The stigma attached to
crosslinguistic influence started to be removed with the introduction of transfer research
as a scholarly subject by, among others, Fries, Weinreich and Lado. With time, it was
established that without a shadow of a doubt, crosslinguistic influence is impossible
to avoid and it concerns every bilingual speaker as well as every new language learner.
What is more, not only does it work in multiple directions (own - new language, new
- own language, L2->L3, L3->L2, etc.), but also pertains to different domains (e.g. lin-
guistic and conceptual) (Jarvis and Pavlenko 2008).

The area of research crucial for the cross-lingual teaching arguments is the mental
lexicon (Sperber and Wilson 1998, Aitchison 2003, Bialystok 2011). The construct of the
mental lexicon assumes that there are certain representations of words in the mind, con-
cepts, that are acquired throughout one’s life and which certain lexical items with their
meaning, pronunciation and syntactic characteristics are mapped onto. The mental lexi-
con consists of concepts and meanings that are stored, processed, interconnected in vari-
ous ways and activated when needed. There are numerous theories regarding the mental
lexicon, and research into it is a broad area of knowledge. Lexical decision tasks and
priming have been used extensively to look into how mental lexicon is structured and
what links connect individual items within it. The development of the mental lexicon
in bilingual and multilingual children has been researched intensively in the last decades,
with some researchers arguing that separate mental lexicons are created for different lan-
guages (Jiang 2000). However, bilingual or multilingual speakers need to constantly
switch between those systems and select the right items, which provides them with a sig-
nificant cognitive advantage over monolingual speakers (Bialystok 2011). Other theories
which posit that languages constitute one, coexisting, constantly merging, and inter-con-
nected system in the mind is the Dynamic Systems Theory (de Bot, Lowie and Verspoor
2005) and the Dynamic Model of Multilingualism (Heredina and Jessner 2002). Accord-
ing to those theories, “the components [of the system] are all directly or indirectly inter-

connected, it is constantly changing and self-organising” (de Bot, Lowie and Verspoor
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2005: 200). Furthermore, “the system is reacting to external input and its entire organisa-
tion, including the L1, changes with new input” (Heredina and Jessner 2000). Thus, a
tentative assumption could be made that providing students with opportunities for code-
switching and active use of all their languages could lead to creating high-functioning bi-
and multilinguals as well as support their cognitive development.

The possible advantages that code-switching may bring students have already
been noticed and discussed in the Second Language Acquisition literature. Cook (1996)
notices that “the uniqueness of L2 use is seen in code-switching where both languages
are simultaneously on-line. One language is switched to another according to speech func-
tion, rules of discourse, and syntactic properties of the sentence”. In his seminal 2001
paper he also quotes Grosjean, who describes code-switching as a cognitively demanding
task, and a useful skill: “Code-switching is a highly skilled activity — the ‘bilingual mode’
of language in which L1 and L2 are used simultaneously, rather than the ‘monolingual
mode’ in which they are used separately’ (Grosjean 1989 in Cook 2001: 408).
Widdowson (2003: 152) also draws attention to the advantages of L1-L2 transfer can for

learners’ development. He quotes Ellis (1994):

... there is now clear evidence that the L1 acts as a major factor in L2 acquisition. One
clear advance in transfer research has been the reconceptualization of the influence of the
L1, whereas in behaviourist accounts it was seen as an impediment (a cause of errors), in
cognitive accounts it is viewed as resource which the learner actively draws on in inter-
language development. (Ellis 1994: 343, in Widdowson 2003:152)

Code-switching in the classroom has also been found to elevate the atmosphere
by building a sense of solidarity, unity and shared experience, which positively influences
students’ motivation (Cook 2010). Moreover, it has been observed to boost students’
emotional safety (Nikula 2007). Different studies show that code-switching appears all
around the world in various teaching contexts and across levels (Mitchell 1988, Polio and
Duff 1994, Arthur 1996, Rolin-lanziti and Brownlie 2002, Kim and Elder 2005, Edstrom
2006). As summed up by Macaro, exclusive or near-exclusive use of the new language
occur rarely in a monolingual classroom (Macaro 1997: 81).

Research shows, however, that teachers present different attitudes to code-switch-
ing depending on their cultural background and educational traditions (Hobbs et al. in-
Cook 2010). Generally speaking, non-native English teachers, for example in Japan or

Great Britain, evaluate using learners’ own languages in the classroom much more
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positively than native teachers. Similarly, many scholars who argue for classroom own
language use publish in Canada, where bilingual education is deeply rooted in tradition
(Stern 1992, Auerbach 1993, Cook 2001). The issue of code-switching is quite an emo-
tionally complex one as well, as our own languages oftentimes “feel” like the only right
means of conveying particular messages or meanings. As observed by Edstrom (2006),
even though using English while teaching Spanish seemed unprofessional and not peda-
gogically sound to her, when she wanted to strike a cord and speak with students on amore
personal note, she switched to English, as, “quite frankly, (it) was the most ‘real’ for all
of us” (Edstrom 2006).

Despite the complexity and emotional load connected with code-switching and
cross-linguistic transfer, research in the field of psycholinguistics definitely demonstrates
that involving more code-switching, accepting transfer as a natural phenomenon and
drawing on all learners’ active languages may bring multiple benefits to their linguistic,

cognitive, and social development.

2.5. Evidence from empirical studies

2.5.1. Contrastive Analysis: a revival?

A relationship between learners’ own or previously learnt languages and the new lan-
guage has been described in the literature at length. Some claim that the differences be-
tween those languages can lead to difficulties and errors, as well as the avoidance of some
grammatical structures altogether (Odlin 1989, White 1991, Schachter 1974 in Ammar,
Lightbown and Spada 2010). Similarities between languages can also be misleading to
Learners and cause them to overgeneralize (Han and Selinker 1999, White 1998, Zobl
1980 in Ammar, Lightbown and Spada 2010). The influence of Learners’ OL on the en-
vironment of a classroom is particularly robust when all students share the same own
language. Recently, however, some arguments have been made for the reintroduction
of Contrastive Analysis in classrooms with a shared own language, not as a traditional
basis of new language teaching, though, but in its revamped version ingrained in Com-
municative Practice (Ammar, Lightbown and Spada 2010). There are a number of studies
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which confirm the effectiveness of using Contrastive Analysis techniques in new lan-
guage teaching both with advanced, adult learners, and with young learners. Lightbown
and Spada, for example, investigated French-speaking learners of English. More specifi-
cally, they looked into how they acquire, recognize, and use English questions. In some
studies French students were merely exposed to correct English questions (Lightbown
and Spada 1999), in others they were provided with explicit instruction and some practice
(White, Spada, Lightbown and Ranta, 1991). Another time the researchers used some
elements of contrastive analysis in the instruction (Spada, Lightbown and White 2005).
A general conclusion from these studies was that the participants relied heavily on their
knowledge and patterns of their own language (French); however, they were hardly ever
able to show awareness of this, nor could they justify their linguistic decisions. Similarly,
when asked to explain why they had deemed particular questions in English correct or
incorrect, the participants were only able to justify 1 out of 10 decisions (Lightbown and
Spada 2000). More importantly, in a further study, students who were not able to clarify
relevant differences (pertaining, yet again, to the formation of Wh- and yes/no questions)
between their L1 French and English were the ones who performed worse on the gram-
maticality judgement task than those who presented more metalinguistic awareness (Am-
mar, Lightbown and Spada 2010). As advised in the same article, students should be made
aware of the possibility of confusion between their OL and NL. Depending on the lan-
guage pairing and the structural similarities or differences between them, EFL instruction
should be modified accordingly. Having implemented this, an abundance of opportunities
to hear and use those particularly confusing structures ought to be provided in order for
the students to start producing their own meanings.

The effectiveness of Contrastive Analysis within communicative EFL setting
is also demonstrated in empirical studies of Kupferberg and Olshtain (1996) and Kupfer-
berg (1999). Kupferberg and Olshtain (1996) conducted an experiment involving 137 in-
termediate learners and showed that contrastive metalinguistic input (CMI) facilitated the
acquisition of difficult new language structures. In her 1999 study, Kupferberg partially
replicated the study with advanced English users, 57 teachers and student teachers ofEng-
lish in Israel. Participants could recognize the problematic grammatical structure (in this
case, the Past Perfect tense), but were reluctant to produce it spontaneously. The results
of the study suggest that Contrastive Metalinguistic Input may help learners produce a dif-
ficult new language structure more frequently.
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Elements of Contrastive Analysis have also been reported to bring positive effects
on pronunciation teaching (Dziubalska-Kotaczyk 2015, Brzoza 2017). It is suggested that
referring to students’ own language proves useful when teaching particularly difficult
sound clusters.

As demonstrated above, Contrastive Analysis in its modern form might find its
place in the contemporary TEFL classroom and serve as a useful tool in creating a con-

scious functioning bilingual.

2.5.2. To translate or not to translate — the effect of translation activities on grammar

acquisition and retention

Section 2.2.2. of the chapter revisited the issue of using translation in TEFL. It has also
been argued that there is place for translation in foreign language pedagogy. The useful-
ness of translation as an awareness-raising classroom activity beneficial especially for
advanced learners has also been examined empirically by Kallkvist (2008). For her lon-
gitudinal and experimental study Kallkvist recruited Swedish university students - ad-
vanced learners of English. The students participated in an authentic 13-week-long Eng-
lish grammar course and the researcher investigated the effects of two different focus
on formS exercises on the students’ morphosyntactic accuracy. Students were randomly
assigned to three different groups, one of which engaged in L1-L2 translation activities,
the second one in fill-in-the-bank and transformation activities, and the third one took
part in a meaning-only course. The results of the pre-test and post-test indicated a some-
what greater gain for the “translation” versus “no translation” groups when it comes to the
target grammar structures (results approaching significance), however, the “no transla-
tion” group performed better on a writing task that involved direct use of the new lan-
guage. Both focus on formS groups were significantly better than the “meaning-only”
group. As concluded by Kallkvist (2008: 199) her study provides justification for a lim-
ited use of translation activities with advanced learners who share the same own language.

It does not, however, support translation-only or translation-focused new language teach-

ing.
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2.5.3. Vocabulary acquisition and retention

According to two influential models of vocabulary acquisition, Learners’ own languages
play a crucial role in the process. In Kroll and Stuart’s Revised Hierarchical Model
(1994), a new language word is first “mapped onto” the own language equivalent, which
in turn is tightly connected with the concept (presented below in Figure 5). With time, as
the new language learning progresses, a link is created between the concept and the new
word. Therefore, within this framework of thinking about vocabulary learning as an on-
going process of the transformation of the concept-word connection, learner’s own lan-
guage is seen as a vessel through which a new word gets into the mind (Zhao and Macaro
2016: 78). The second relevant model is that developed by Jiang (2000, 2004), and is
consistent with the RHM. It assumes three stages of NL vocabulary acquisition: the L2-
L1 word association stage, the mediation stage, and the integration stage. Yet again, OL
(own language) isseen as a necessary medium for new vocabulary learning. There have
been suggestions (Brysbaert and Duyck 2009) of abandoning the RHM in behalf of con-
nectionist models such as Dijkstra’s and Van Heuven’s BIA+ model (2009). However,
an argument has also been made for the RHM’s relevance in its essential assumptions,

albeit needing some revisions (Brysbaert and Duyck 2009).

lexical
links
L1 * L2

F

/ 4 conceptual
conceptual links

links

Figure 5. The revised hierarchical model of vocabulary acquisition (Kroll and Stewart 1994 as adapted
by Zhao and Macaro 2016)

The following section will offer a closer look at studies which examined the in-

fluence of own-language-inclusive EFL instruction on English new vocabulary acquisi-

tion and retention in different age groups and on different levels of proficiency.

64



In their 2010 study Lee and Macaro investigated the influence of teachers’ use
of Korean (first language) in the context of vocabulary teaching. The participants were
large groups of elementary school children at a lower level of proficiency, and adult uni-
versity students at a significantly higher level of proficiency. Both groups were divided
into two learning conditions — the English-only condition, where the teacher introduced
and clarified the meaning of new vocabulary items using only the new language, and the
code-switching condition, where the teacher switched to Korean for clarification. When
it comes to the amount of learnt vocabulary, there was a significant effect of the code-
switching condition for both young and adult learners. With young learners, both the ac-
quisition and retention were significantly better in the code-switching condition, while
with adult learners, there was no effect for retention, just for the immediate recall. What
Is more, the effect sizes were much larger for the young participants than for adult learn-
ers. Lee and Macaro’s results reveal that both adult and young learners on different levels
of proficiency benefit from their teachers’ making a connection between a newly learnt
word in English and its meaning in their own language. This is in line with Tian and
Macaro (2012) and Jiang (2004): even on an advanced level of proficiency there is still
some connection with the own language lexical store. Nevertheless, young learners seem
to benefit from own language use in vocabulary teaching more than advanced learners,
especially when it comes to delayed retention of the new words.

The age factor was further inspected by Lee and Macaro in their 2013 study once
again employing a Korean sample of primary school pupils (six-graders) and college
freshmen. All groups were given a pre-test, vocabulary learning sessions (L2-only meth-
ods for half of the participants and code-switching methods for the other half), and then
a post-test and delayed post-test (retention test). Both groups benefited from the code-
switching methods of vocabulary learning concerning the size of the new lexicon gained
and the length of vocabulary retention. The results of the study suggest that Kroll and
Stewart’s (1994) Revised Hierarchical Model of vocabulary acquisition is only partially
correct, as even in proficient and older learners still exists a connection with the L1 lexical
store. The results also reveal that children are much more eager to accept English Only
pedagogy, while adults tend to resist it and feel more comfortable knowing that their
teacher is competent in students’ OL.

The results of the abovementioned studies have been corroborated by Zhao and
Macaro (2016) for concrete and abstract words in a group of Chinese adult learners
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of English. This quasi-experimental research study investigates the effect of own lan-
guage-inclusive EFL instruction on the acquisition of concrete and abstract words, which
are thought to be processed differently by the human mind (Barsalou 1990, Binder et al.
2005, Fliessbach et al. 2006). Three groups on a similar, upper-intermediate level of pro-
ficiency underwent a number of learning sessions during which new vocabulary items
were either explained by the teacher using 1) just English, or 2) own language (Chinese)
explanations or translations. A comparison group was not provided with any target words
explanations. The pre-test, post-test and delayed post-test ensued. The results showed that
the L1- use group significantly outperformed the L2- only group in learning concrete and
abstract words in both post-test and delayed post-test with strong effect sizes. The authors
of the study suggest that providing students with direct own language translations makes
the process of vocabulary acquisition and linking new words with an already existing
concept more straightforward and may greatly enhance the vocabulary learning process.

One of the newest studies exploring the Code-Switching methods in teaching vo-
cabulary was conducted by Song and Lee (2019) on young children aged five and six.
The authors investigated vocabulary acquisition and retention in pre-school children us-
ing storytelling activities in two conditions: English Only, where the teacher instructed
the children without referring to their OL, and Code-Switching, where children’s OL was
used succinctly in the instruction. The researchers were also interested in the children’s
attitudes towards both learning conditions. The results supported previous findings for
older groups of Learners: young children performed better on post-tests and retention
tests when the instruction of the activity involved some reference to their OL. They also
expressed feelings of more comfort to Teacher’s moderate use of their OL as compared
to the English Only type of instruction. The study offered the first evidence for the pref-

erence of Code-Switching vocabulary teaching methods for such young learners.
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2.6. The EFL classroom: attitudes and perspectives

2.6.1. Students and teachers have a voice

Apart from theoretical arguments of scholars from the field of Second Language Acqui-
sition it is worth looking into real EFL classrooms around the world, since oftentimes the
actual teaching process has little to do with what is currently promoted in the literature.
To quote Hall and Cook (2012: 272), “in some places, the latest fashion simply does not
reach teachers, syllabus or text-book writers; in others, there is a significant time lag be-
fore a new approach arrives; and elsewhere, new theories may be actively resisted”.
To support this claim, their 2012 and 2013 papers offer a comprehensive investigation
into students’ and teachers’ attitudes towards own- language use in EFL teaching and
learning.

First, the issue of code-switching in EFL classrooms. Teachers all around the
world are known to deliberately code-switch in their teaching practice for different rea-
sons, which often has much to do with their cultural background (Hall and Cook 2012,
for more see sections 2.3. and 2.4.). In some, especially post-colonial settings, code-
switching in the classroom is used deliberately by teachers to create a safer space for
students, appreciate the value of national languages, promote multilingualism, and open
more educational possibilities (Arthur 1996, Lin 1996, Katunich 2006, Chick and McKay
2001 in Hall and Cook 2012).

This being said, it would be interesting to know how much of own language teach-
ers and students decide to choose in their classroom interactions, and in what situations.
As regards the amount of own language used, Hall and Cook report two methodological
approaches to this issue: counting the number of words uttered in the new and own lan-
guage (employed by e.g. Rolin-lanziti and Brownlie 2002 and Liu et. al. 2004), and the
time spent using the new and own language (as in Duff and Polio 1990 or Edstrom 2006).
The results of the studies were context- and culture-dependent. However, regardless
of the contextual and cultural differences, there are two general conclusions that can be
drawn from these studies: (1) the amount of new vs. own language use in the classroom
varies substantially from teacher to teacher (in Duff and Polio 1990, Turnbull 2001,
Edstrom 2006, Kim and Elder 2008, Copland and Noekleous 2011 the disparity between
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teachers’ new language use varies between 90% and 10% of classroom time), even if they
work in the same institution (Rolin-lanziti and Brownlie 2002), which seems to depend
on the number of students taught (Edstrom 2006), the level of students (Kharma and Haj-
jaj 1989, Liu et al. 2004), and the material taught (Rolin-lanziti and Brownlie 2002), (2)
the teachers are not aware of how much and when they use own language, they do it
haphazardly and at random; when interviewed, they underestimate the amount of own
language use (Polio and Duff 1994, Copland and Neokleous 2001), which may stem from
the prevalence of monolingual teaching and the stigma put on own language use (See
Prodromou 2002). Contrary to the quantity of own language use in their EFL instruction,
teachers seem to be more aware of the situations in which they use it, namely (1) when
the new language is substantially different, (2) to teach grammar, (3) for managerial and
administrative purposes, (4) to empathise with learners, (5) to provide translations when
students are lost (Duff and Polio 1990, Atkinson 1987, Franklin 1990, Macaro 1997,
2001, Rolin-lanziti and Brownlie 2002, Carless 2004, Liu et al. 2004, Copland and Ne-
okleous 2011, Levine 2011, Cook 2001, Butzkamm and Caldwell 2009). In general,
the literature draws a line between goals connected to the new language teaching, called
‘medium- oriented goals’ (Ellis 1994: 577-578, Dodson 1967/1972, Butzkamm 2001,
2003, Deller and Rinvolucri 2002) or ‘core goals’ (Littlewood and Yu 2011), those which
pertain to maintaining discipline and organising classroom life, called ‘framework goals’
(Ellis 1994, Kim and Elder 2008), and creating friendly and safe atmosphere, reassuring
or building a relationship with students: ‘social goals’ (Kim and Elder 2008, Littlewood
and Yu 2011, Allwright and Bailey 1991, Chen 2003, Brooks-Lewis 2009).

Many studies support the idea of using students’ own language as a support system
which reduces anxiety, reinforces good atmosphere in the classroom and helps in building
a positive student-teacher relationship (Auerbach 1993, Stibbard 1998, Stables and Wike-
ley 1999, Canagarajah 1999, Levine 2003). Apparently, it also advances team-building
and integrates classmates, which has been investigated in Malta (Camilleri 1996), South
Africa (Adendorff 1996) or in Sweden (Cromdal 2005 after Hall and Cook 2012).

Drawing on this substantial body of evidence describing the ubiquity of own lan-
guage in actual EFL instruction, some researchers decided to investigate the matter at the
source and asked teachers and students about their attitudes to the problem. In some stud-
ies, teachers describe their own language use as “the skeleton in the cupboard” (Prodro-
mou 2002: 5), something they feel ashamed or guilty about (Mitchel 1988, Macaro 1997,
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2006, Butzkamm and Caldwell 2009, Littlewood and Yu 2011, in Hall and Cook 2012).
In fact, looking at what Macaro (2006) reports, it could be inferred that teachers use own
language when they feel helpless and have no other methods at hand, as “the majority
of bilingual teachers regard code-switching as unfortunate and regrettable, but necessary”
(Macaro 2006: 68, in Hall and Cook 2012). There are hardly any cross-lingual teaching
practice materials available for EFL teacher trainees or in-service teachers, and monolin-
gual teaching has been widely promoted all over the world, hence the understandable
feeling of guilt and self-doubt in teachers who find themselves using it in their practice;
the lack of available tips and clues on how to use it systematically and purposefully is also
to blame for these feelings, as well as for teachers’ employing own language randomly
and ineffectively. However predominant monolingual teaching training may be, Macaro
(2006) reports that the majority of teachers is still against complete exclusion of Learners’
own languages from their classrooms. Moreover, even if sceptical and reserved about
using own language as a teaching resource, many teachers seem to change their views
with time and become less convinced of the righteousness of monolingual teaching (At-
kinson 1993, Auerbach 1994, Burden 2000, Mattioli 2004, Butzkamm 2003, in Hall and
Cook 2012). They also report that the amount of own language in their classrooms seems
to depend on the level of students they teach (Mitchell 1988, Macaro 1997, Crawford
2004 in Hall and Cook 2012), even though for example Meij and Zhao (2010) in their
study conducted in China report otherwise. This, however, may be ascribed to cultural
differences, as described in sections above. Hall and Cook (2012) also report on teacher
trainees’ views on the issue, quoting Orland-Barak and Yinon (2005) in the Arabic-Jew-
ish context of Israel and Macaro (2001) who investigated the attitudes and beliefs
of teacher trainees to own language use in TEFL as well as the rationale behind it. In sum-
mary, yet again, it has been discovered that teacher trainees also do include own language
in their teaching regardless of their cultural background, among all for maintaining disci-
pline, organising classroom life, or giving instructions. Their rationale, however, depends
on a number of factors such as binding school policies or personal beliefs. Therefore, yet
again, OL use remains random and unsystematic.

In their large-scale study, Hall and Cook (2013) looked into what teachers around
the world think of own language use in EFL teaching. Specifically, they were interested
in what types of own-language activities teachers and students engage in, what their per-
ceptions of own language use in relation to the culture and institution they practice in are,
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and to what extent their teaching practices are related to their workplace, learners’ English
language level, and work experience. They used mixed-methods design, with surveys
collected as quantitative data, and semi-structured interviews as qualitative data. Almost
3 000 teachers recruited from 111 countries around the world took part in the quantitative
part of the study; 17 teachers were interviewed. The results of the study suggest that the
majority of teachers around the world use own language to some extent in their teaching.
However, there is immense variation within the group, as almost 30% of the teachers
reported that they use only English. Also, most learners use their own language at least
a few times at different stages of a lesson, for instance to compare the new and own lan-
guage grammars or to look up words in bilingual dictionaries, as well as for more social
purposes, such as maintaining friendships and group interaction. Further parts of Hall and
Cook’s (2013) questionnaire reveal that while some teachers try to exclude own language
from their instruction, other strike a balance between the new and own language and look
for what Macaro called the ‘optimal position’ (Macaro 1997). Contrary to a body of re-
search reporting that teachers feel ashamed or guilty about own languages use in their
practice (e.g. Macaro 1997, Prodromou 2002, Butzkam and Caldwell 2009), only 30%
of Hall and Cook’s teachers admitted to such feelings. Arguments that the teachers sur-
veyed and interviewed by Hall and Cook gave against own language use were that it may
deprive students of the new language input, that it may stop students from thinking in
English, or that it may cause negative transfer. However, yet again these concerns varied
among teachers and altogether present an uneven picture of teachers’ attitudes. When
it comes to the arguments for own language use, teachers admitted that it may help stu-
dents relate their new knowledge to what they already know, and that judicious own lan-
guage use may reduce some classroom anxiety. One of the variables that Hall and Cook
(2013) were curious about was students’ language level and indeed, the preponderance
of the surveyed teachers agreed that using own language is more appropriate with lower
levels; the age of learners and class size did not seem relevant here. There was also some
evidence suggesting that the type of institution matters in terms of own language use, with
private institutions emphasising the requirement of the monolingual teaching policy (pos-
sibly seeing it as more prestigious or expected), and public institutions giving teachers
more of a carte blanche in this respect. Essentially for this thesis, teachers in Hall and
Cook (2013) admit that their teacher training programmes did not explore cross-lingual
teaching methods or give them any encouragement to practice such methods. Despite this
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apparent gap in teacher education, they notice, however, the new current flowing in the
direction of own language discussion and acknowledging its worldwide use in TEFL,
oftentimes ignored by professional literature. As regards the teaching experience variable,
the interviews conducted by Hall and Cook (2013) reveal more positive attitudes towards
own language in the group of experienced teachers, already well-established in their
teaching practice. In brief, one of the main conclusions of the study is that own language
use in TEFL is not just a case of a few instances of poor teaching practice, but a wide-
spread phenomenon, albeit neither fully acknowledged nor properly studied.

More attention has yet to be paid to learners’ perceptions of their own language
use in TEFL. So far, some research has been done into learners’ beliefs regarding the
usefulness of translation (Liao 2006, Whyatt 2009, Kim 2011, Scheffler 2013).
Kim (2011) showed that a translating exercise with lower-level Korean students might
raise their consciousness and improve writing skills, while Liao (2006) demonstrated that
Taiwanese college students consider translation a useful tool in their new language de-
velopment, especially in reading, writing and vocabulary learning. This has been bol-
stered by Whyatt (2009), who discovered that Polish university students view translation
as enriching and entertaining language practice. Secondary school students in Poland also
seem to appreciate translation exercises, as reported by Scheffler (2013). Teenage learn-
ers from his study were asked to perform a couple of grammar-translation tasks involving
tense and aspect (grammar areas which tend to be problematic for Polish learners).
The pupils were also asked to complete questionnaires about the tasks and provide spon-
taneous comments on them. This mix of translation and metalinguistic practice was eval-
uated by students as interesting, out of the ordinary, challenging, and helpful. However,
some students remarked that they were not something they would like to do on everyday
basis.

As a more in-depth investigation of students’ beliefs and attitudes, Scheffler et al.
(2017) provide a more comprehensive account of learners’ attitudes to own language use
in their learning process in the context of two typologically different languages: Polish
and Norwegian. The researchers looked into how learners’ own languages are used
in their EFL classrooms, how the pupils use their own languages in home study, and how
they perceive the role of their own languages in the new language learning process.
The learners in both countries completed online questionnaires and participated in inter-
views. As regards students’ beliefs about their own language use in learning English,
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especially Norwegian students are appreciative about explanations made in their own lan-
guage, and are more apprehensive about Norwegian not being used at all during the les-
sons. Polish students, on the other hand, find their own language most useful in establish-
ing the meaning of new vocabulary and in learning grammar. Both groups welcome their
own languages as a good learning support system; however, they do not feel the need
to include it in their speaking fluency practice.

As demonstrated above, both teachers and students acknowledge the existence
of own language in their EFL teaching practice/learning process, and consider it benefi-
cial in certain contexts and activities. The account of their experiences and perspectives,
even though it ought to be regarded as an invaluable source of knowledge about the real-
ities of the EFL teaching world and an inspiration for teacher trainers and academics,

seems to have been neglected in the SLA/teaching methodology literature for far too long.

2.6.2. Involving own language in teaching practice: when and how

As reported in the previous sections, there has been a considerable shift in the perception
of own language use in the SLA literature. There is also evidence from the field of psy-
cholinguistics and cognitive linguistics, as well as sociology, which supports bilingual
language teaching. The situation in EFL classrooms around the world seems to call for
a radical change in the teaching dogmas. A sound theoretical base for the re-consideration
and re-introduction of the cross-linguistic approach to language teaching has been built,
however, one might wonder how exactly it could be implemented in teaching practice.
The aim of the following section is to provide overview of the work of few authors that
describe the more practical side of the problem.

A seminal work which gave inspiration for further comprehensive exploration
of the area was Dodson’s Language Teaching and the Bilingual Method (1967). Dodson’s
“bilingual method” (1962, 1967) advocates systematic use of own language in teaching
vocabulary and structures, the justification behind this being that a true bilingual needs to
switch between languages quite often. Indeed, “the sign of true bilingualism is not merely
the possession of two languages, but also the ability to jump easily from one to the other”

(Dodson 1967: 90 in Stern 1992: 282). Various studies based on Dodson’s method
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confirmed positive results of bilingual teaching (Sastri 1970, Walatara 1973, Meijer 1974,
Ishii et al 1979, Butzkamm 1980, Kaczmarski 1988, Caldwell 1990, Kasjan 1995, 1996).
Buzkamm and Caldwell have had a longstanding interest in the issue of own lan-

guage use in TEFL (Caldwell 1990, Butzkamm 1989/2002, 2003, Butzkamm and Cald-
well 2009) and in contrast with Cook, Stern or Widdowson, concern themselves with
more practical aspects of using the mother tongue (Butzkamm’s term) in teaching English
as a foreign language. In his 2003 manifesto, Butzkamm confidently announces the ‘death
of a dogma’ and deals with controversies that arose around own language use and trans-
lation in the EFL classroom. He re-introduces the notion of a Language Acquisition Sup-
port System (first used by Bruner 1983), which, in his mind, is constituted by learners’
own languages. In fact, for Butzkamm the mother tongue is ‘the greatest asset people
bring to the task of foreign language learning’ (Butzkamm 2003: 29). By acknowledging
both the realities and reported practices of EFL teachers around the world and a variety
of already existent bilingual teaching methods (suggestopedia or Curran’s counselling
approach), Butzkamm builds a carefully-crafted argument for using the mother tongue as
a ‘base of reference’ and denounces all the inconsistencies behind the strictly monolingual
approach. Drawing on Dodson’s seminal publication (1967) and the replications of his
experiments, he puts the blame for the teaching world not paying enough attention to bi-
lingual methods on the native speakers who, due to a trend visibly present in the 70s and
80s, spread all over the world and started their careers as English teachers, more often
than not with no prior knowledge of their learners’ own languages (West 1962 in Butz-
kamm 2003: 30). Butzkamm seems to claim that the two thousand — years — old practice
of bilingual teaching has been rejected too quickly, too drastically, and without proper
reflection. For him, the desperate escape from students’ own languages that took place
in the whole 20th century might be likened to building artificial islands in constant danger
of “being flooded by the sea of the mother tongue” (Butzkamm 2003: 30). Indeed, our
own languages equipped us with a cognitive framework inasmuch as we learnt to think,
understand the world, and express ourselves through them. As a logical consequence
of this premise, not using own languages in FL teaching would be a waste of this vast
ocean of knowledge, the “linguistic endowment” that we all possess (Butzkamm 2003).
Butzkamm breaks his theory down to 10 maxims, which are summarized below. First, the
FL learner must build upon existing skills and knowledge acquired in and through the
Mother Tongue; the exclusion of own language, which is prior knowledge present in the
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student’s mind, is impossible, and therefore teachers should not ignore this “natural ten-
dency”, but use it systematically and effectively. Especially when dealing with beginners,
establishing new concepts and learning new lexical items is automatically connected with
already existing concepts in their own languages, at least “until the FL has established
an ever-more complex network for itself”. Second, monolingual techniques of establish-
ing meaning can mislead new language learners and consequently cause more harm than
good and be less effective than own language translations. “For many phrases, only a clar-
ification in the mother tongue can bring pupils to trust in a foreign language expression”
(Butzkamm 2003: 31). Additionally, the constraint of monolingual techniques that is put
on teachers and methodologists results in tedious, topic-neutral textbooks and materials
designed for beginners. Without such constraint, at least teenage and adult beginners
could enjoy more varied and exciting learning context. In Maxim 3 Butzkamm boldly
claims that own language aids can actually facilitate conducting lessons in the target lan-
guage, since when used skilfully, own language references and explanations do not take
away much time from the new language. As an example technique he presents the “sand-

wich technique” (used earlier by Dodson 1967, 1972 for dialogue teaching):

Teacher: “You’ve skipped a line. Du hast eine Zeile iibersprungen. You’ve skipped
aline.”

Teacher: “I mean the last word but one. Das vorletzte Wort. The last word but one.”
(Butzkamm 2003: 32)

Butzkamm suggests writing the expression on the board and reserving a special section
of the board especially for this purpose. Students often ask questions in their own lan-
guages, looking for clarification or explanation; Butzkamm’s suggestion is not to ignore

or reprimand, but rather spot it as a chance for some teaching, as illustrated below:

Pupil: “Ich wollt” das auch sagen.”
Teacher: “Oh, I see. In English it is: ‘“That’s what I was going to say’. Try it, please.”
(Butzkamm 2003: 32)

Later, Butzkamm argues that own language use gives rise to more real-life communica-
tion inasmuch as it allows for quick translation which does not disturb the course of a les-
son. He even expresses an opinion that the need for more communication in the classroom
and the avoidance of own language are mutually contradictory. Butzkamm draws his
knowledge mainly from numerous interviews with students and teachers, as well
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as transcripts of language lessons. Here he recalls a student who claimed that when prac-
ticing conversation in English during a lesson, because of a constant demand for gram-
matical correctness, she felt pressurized into inventing the simplest story possible just to
use the language she knew. Consequently, she did not feel the interest of the teacher with
the actual content of her story, she felt that this communication was in fact artificial (Butz-
kamm 2003: 32). Maxim 5, related to Maxim 2, is concerned with own language actually
allowing teachers to use authentic, real-life texts at earlier stages of teaching. This,
in turn, boosts language acquisition by providing more comprehensible input. Butzkamm
proposes a variety of interesting reading activities which involve both students’ own lan-
guage and the new language; for example, students might read bilingual editions of avail-
able books, or they could be given a translation of chosen paragraphs beforehand and then
read them in English with better understanding. They could also read their favourite books
for the second time, this time in the new language. He refers to a series of books by
O’Sullivan & Rosler, who wrote their books in a bilingual fashion, mixing two languages
throughout the book, especially in the dialogues. This could serve as a potentially infinite
source of classroom material. In the 6th Maxim, Butzkamm refers to the closeness of lan-
guages in terms of language families. If own language and new language are grammati-
cally or lexically close, making use of own language could actually accelerate students’
progress in acquiring certain grammatical structures or lexical items. To illustrate, even
though past structures are taught quite late in the curriculum, German students, who have
a parallel past structure in their own language, could learn English present and past perfect
tenses much easier and earlier than the schedule or curriculum suggests. In the same way,
we could introduce some of the advanced vocabulary items (e.g. symmetry, symposium,
seminar, hyperbole, bishop), which stem from Latin to Polish learners because Polish
counterparts are often similar or even the same. Another technique that Butzkamm pro-
poses is “mirroring” new language and own language structures, i.e. whereas in English
“John is four years old”, in Polish “*John has four years” (“Jan ma cztery lata”). Butz-
kamm illustrates this technique with the following example of how it could be used to ex-

plain German word order:

Der in weniger Minuten einlaufende Zug
*The in a few minutes arriving train
(The train due to arrive in a few minutes)
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Schlieflich kam er

*Eventually came he

Ich muss mein Auto waschen

*| must my car wash

By such structural mirroring a student can understand not only the meaning of the mes-
sage, but also grasp the syntactic complexity of the message more clearly. In Maxim 7,
Butzkamm stresses the usefulness of links between the new and the old knowledge. In this
way, he claims, the strongest cross-linguistic networks are formed. In Butzkamm’s opin-
ion, cognates can play a positive role here, helping students “decode” the new words,
although they may need further clarification in order to convey their exact and accurate
meaning. Basically, he sees the genealogical similarities and differences between lan-
guages as paths worth exploring in language pedagogy and as possible facilitators of the
new language acquisition. Going further, in Maxim 8 Butzkamm deals with the notion
of interference, which he does not consider real danger in bilingual language teaching
practice. He sees inference as a mere lack of knowledge, a means of conveying the mes-
sage when a student cannot recall an appropriate new language structure or word, which
is an only natural step on a developing bilingual’s way to success. Indeed, it has never
been shown that bilingual teaching techniques cause more interference errors than mon-
olingual teaching practice; actually, such a hypothesis has been rejected by Meijer (1974).
In his 9th Maxim Butzkamm touches on the problem which served as an inspiration to
the whole thesis, namely the fact that over-extensive promoting of monolingual teaching
and the unavailability of proper instruction for teachers on how to use bilingual teaching
effectively, in many cases and in numerous learning contexts actually proved counterpro-
ductive and resulted in teachers overusing their own languages in their teaching practice.
To quote the author: "Less skilled and less proficient teachers can have problems main-
taining an officially monolingual teaching paradigm. Rather than being used, therefore,
the mother tongue is misused. Teachers simply succumb to the ease of conducting the
class in the MT [mother tongue — author]. (Butzkamm 2003: 36)."

The abovementioned problem is often reported by Polish students as well as teach-
ers (in the current study). Finally, Butzkamm’s Maxim 10 is a call for treating students’
own language as a scaffolding, a means to an end. The new language is supposed
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to become a firm construction in the mind and “stand on its own two feet”. Once this end
Is achieved, there will no longer be a need to find support in the use of own language, it
will simply “get practiced away”. This view finds support in literature from the fields of
psycholinguistics, cognitivism and neurology (West 1962, Brown 1972, Butzkamm
1989/2002, Saunders 1988, Tracy 1996 in Butzkamm 2003), as well as in teaching the
Deaf (Hager Cohen 1995, Butzkamm and Butzkamm 1999).

Butzkamm continued his work in cooperation with Caldwell. In their ground-
breaking book, The Bilingual Reform: A Paradigm Shift in Foreign Language Teaching
(2009), they propose a holistic view on the issue of bilingual teaching, which is deep-
seated in classroom realities and based on authentic struggle of practicing teachers.
The book serves as a guide for practicing teachers as well as a call for change in the
native-centred language teaching philosophy; in fact, they even put native speakers under
pressure and suggest they should learn at least one new language in order to fully under-
stand the task they face every day at work: creating new bilingual speakers. When
it comes to specific advice offered to practicing teachers, the book follows the ten maxims
of bilingual language teaching described in Butzkamm 2003, emphasizing the difference
between ‘decoding’ and ‘code breaking’ (Cook 2001) in establishing meaning, which,
consequently, builds up learners’ knowledge of not only the meaning, but also the new
language system. As an example, instead of merely presenting the meaning of the English
Thank you to a Polish EFL learner as Dzigkuje, one would present it analytically as Dzigki
ci, hence teaching the learners not only the meaning, but also how the new language syn-
tax works (here it is the presence of an explicit subject in English). In this way, the learner
is able to apply the pattern in their future utterances.

Resources exploring bilingual teaching techniques are available to teachers
around the world (Dodson 1967, Butzkamm’s body of work, Deller and Rinvolucri 2002).
However, the overriding issue remains that for over one hundred years students’ own
language has been restricted and pushed into a dark corner of teaching methodology. Bi-
lingual teaching techniques are yet to be introduced into available teaching materials that
educators use around the world working with students with significantly different lan-

guage backgrounds.
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2.7. Conclusion

The aim of this chapter was to explore how the issue of own language use in TEFL has
been approached by the more recent, late 20th and early 21st century literature.

The first section of the chapter dealt with the changes of attitudes within the field
of applied linguistics. First, it summarized major psycholinguistic arguments
for the reconsideration of own language use in TEFL made by Singleton (1989), Duff
and Polio (1990), Stern (1992), Macaro (1997), Cook (2001), Widdowson (2003) and
others. Second, the section reports on the current views on using translation in TEFL.
Cited authors included Duff (1989), Widdowson (2003), Cook (2010) and Hall and Cook
(2012).

The next section presented the sociolinguistic perspective on own language use
in EFL instruction. It briefly discussed the role of British imperialism and political dom-
inance on how the TEFL landscape developed around the world. It also touched upon the
issue of the competence of native versus non-native EFL teachers and cited Cook’s (2001)
and Hall and Cook’s (2012) views on what it means to be a learner of English in the
modern world. Section 2.4, in turn, presented the psycholinguistic and cognitive perspec-
tive on the issue, discussing the phenomena of transfer and code-choice, which occur
naturally and tend to be increasingly welcomed in multilinguals, citing authors such
as Odlin (1989, 2003), Gass and Selinker (1992), Ellis (1994), Bowermann (1996), Imai
and Gentner (1997), Macaro (1997), Grosjean (1998), Bowerman and Choi (2001, 2003),
Herdina and Jessner (2002), van Hell and Dijkstra (2002), Widdowson (2003), de Bot,
Lowie and Verspoor (2005), Cook et al. (2006), Edstrom (2006), Jarvis and Pavlenko
(2008), Pavlenko (2008), Bialystok (2009, 2011) and Gullberg (2011).

Section 2.5 offered a review of selected empirical studies regarding Contrastive
Analysis and the use of translation in acquisition and retention of NL grammatical struc-
tures and vocabulary: Kallkvist (2008), Lee and Macaro (2010), Tian and Macaro (2012),
Jiang (2004), Lee and Macaro (2013), Zhao and Macaro (2016) and Song and Lee (2019).
In sum, the results of the reported studies point to the benefits of code-switching and own
language-inclusive methods of FL instruction for both acquisition and retention of the
new language.

The last section takes a look at how students and teachers report their attitudes
towards own language use in their EFL classrooms. Results of studies by inter alia Hall
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and Cook (2012, 2013), Rolin-lanziti and Brownlie (2002), Liu et al. (2004), Duff
and Polio (1990), Edstrom (2006) implicate that teachers around the world use their and
their students’ own languages, albeit quite haphazardly and unsystematically. The amount
of OL use seems to depend on various factors such as the number of students, their level
and taught material. Cited studies suggest that there are various benefits of using OL both
for students’ comfort and competence in the NL (Liao 2006, Whyatt 2012, Kim 2011,
Scheffler 2013, Scheffler et al. 2017). This section also investigated the practicalities of
own language use in EFL: teaching methods and techniques proposed by Dodson (1962,
1967), Caldwell (1990), Butzkamm (1989/2002, 2003) and Butzkamm and Caldwell
(2009).

This chapter, in concert with Chapter 1, reviewed the history of changing attitudes
towards own language use in TEFL, presented results of research studies and gave voice
to applied linguists as well as practicing teachers and students. Together, their aim was
to establish a sound basis for the research study that will be reported in the following

chapters.
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Chapter 3: Quantitative data analysis: a questionnaire investi-
gating teachers’ practices and attitudes towards OL use
in TEFL

3.1. Introduction

The aim of this chapter is to present and discuss the quantitative part of my research study.
Section 3.2 will establish a niche in the existing research in the field of own language use
in EFL. Section 3.3 will familiarize the reader with the specificity of the Polish education
system, which is the context for the study. Section 3.4 will present research methodology
employed in the study; first, it will discuss the grounds for choosing the explanatory se-
quential mixed-methods design, second, hypotheses underlying the study and quantitative
research questions, and third, details concerning the research tool, the sample, procedure
and data analysis. Section 3.5 will present (1) the results of ANOVA tests conducted
on the bases of my research hypotheses and (2) the results of ANOVA tests conducted
on the basis of new insights gained from the interviews and lesson observations. Section
3.6 will discuss the obtained ANOVA results, confront them with research hypotheses
and draw preliminary conclusions, as well as describe how the quantitative questionnaire

results affected the design of the qualitative part of the study.

3.2. The niche

As described in Chapter 2, section 2.6, there is a body of published research into teachers’
and students’ attitudes towards own language use in the classroom. The established
knowledge includes the finding that own language is widely used in second language
education around the world and that teachers’ practices are much more complex and un-
systematic than previously expected (Duff and Polio 1990, Turnbull 2001, Edstrom 2006,
Kim and Elder 2008, Copland and Noekleous 2011, Hall and Cook 2013, Scheffler et al.
2017). There is also some evidence that young foreign language teachers’ views on own
language use change in favour of own language after they start their practice and experi-

ence classroom reality (Lynch 2015). It has also been shown that the quantity of own
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language use in classrooms and its context is reliant on the language level of the group
(Kharma and Hajjaj 1989, Liu et al. 2004). What seems to be missing from the research
available up to date is a detailed investigation into a possible combination of the two
factors which purportedly influence teachers’ own language use, namely teacher experi-
ence and group level, as well as a more in-depth case study of teachers’ motivations and
decisions in respect to own language use. Additionally, some insight into teacher educa-
tion concerning own language use could offer a more comprehensive understanding
of EFL teachers’ choices. The current study aims at filling this niche by employing
a mixed-methods design that utilizes a large-scale questionnaire, interviews, and lesson
observations. The participants of the study were recruited among (1) Polish EFL teachers
who practice within the system of state-funded, public education, (2) student teachers,
and (3) teacher trainers from leading Polish universities offering EFL teaching pro-
grammes. Its general aim is to shed light on the issue of own language use in the context
of the Polish public education system. Expectedly, the discussion and conclusion stem-
ming from the results of the study will also uncover some patterns valid in different edu-

cational settings.

3.3. The Polish context

The aim of this section is to provide the reader with general knowledge about the structure
of the Polish primary and secondary education system and its two major reforms, matters
regarding the Polish EFL curriculum, as well as the socio-economic status of teachers
in Poland and their working conditions. The details of the aforementioned issues are gen-
erally available on the European Commission’s website in a section devoted to Eurydice
— an official EU network which gathers data and publishes reports concerning national
education systems, which explains how different education systems function in the EU
countries, and which compares them with one another. Information about recent structural
changes within the Polish primary and secondary education system can also be found
onthe Polish Ministry of National Education website and in the reports published by
OECD (2015), Eurydice (2017, 2018) and the European Commission (2017). The follow-

ing section is based on these very sources.
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Since the first major reform of the Polish education system in 1999, Polish schools
have been divided into three stages: 6 years of primary school (+1 year of compulsory
pre-school, the so-called year ‘0°), 3 years of lower secondary school, and 3 years of sec-
ondary school (or alternatively 4 years of vocational secondary school). Each educational
stage was completed by passing a compulsory national test, the result of which deter-
mined the scope of schools available to each student for further education (even though
the majority of the best schools in Poland function within the public system, the better
the test results, the more top-ranking schools are available to students). Regardless of the
results of the OECD Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) test, where
Polish students scored above average in all subject areas twice in a row (OECD PISA
2015 Key Findings, OECD PISA 2018, Publications, Results for Poland), this 6+3+3 (4)
system had been criticised for many years by part of the public opinion and some oppo-
sitional political parties for disrupting children’s educational and adaptive experience
with stressful testing and change of environment at their most vulnerable age. It has also
been argued that separating teenagers aged 12 to 16 caused numerous pedagogical prob-
lems. Thus, after winning the 2015 parliamentary elections the oppositional Law and Jus-
tice party immediately took to implementing one of their flagship postulates: reforming
the school system. Since 2017 lower secondary schools have been gradually replaced with
8-year primary schools, and therefore the whole system returned to the 8+4 (5) — year
model from before 1999. My study was conducted throughout school years 2017/2018
and 2018/2019, amidst the whirlwind of the reform, which significantly affected the
length of the data collection process. Moreover, students who entered the public system
after the reform of 2015 follow a different curriculum than those who had entered the sys-
tem earlier.

According to the national curriculum for foreign language education (information
accessible through the Ministry of National Education’s website, curriculum updated
in 2017), in the first stage of their education process (grades 1-3), all students attend com-
pulsory modern foreign language classes (any modern language, 90 minutes per week).
In the second stage (grades 4-8), the number of hours assigned to modern language classes
can be increased by the school principal and in grade 7 a second modern language is in-
troduced. The most popular foreign languages taught in Polish schools are English and
German (Eurydice Highlights, 2017), however, some schools introduce German and oth-
ers English at the first stage of the education process and students have the right to adhere
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to their first-learned modern language as the dominant one throughout the whole educa-

tion process. Therefore, the first rift in the level of English can be noticed in grade 7

(age 13), where some students have already been learning English for 7-8 years, and oth-

ers are just starting. Moreover, the number of hours of foreign language classes vary de-

pending on the school and class profile from 90 minutes per week in grades 1-3 up to

even 5-6 hours per week in grades 7-8 and in secondary schools in classes with bilingual

profiles or due to school principal’s decision to allocate extra time to foreign language

classes at the cost of other subjects. As a consequence, the level of competence in English

varies greatly around the country and even within one school. Details of the curriculum

and its link to the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages: Learning,

Teaching, Assessment (CEFR) (Council of Europe 2011) are provided in Table 1 below.

Table 1. The Core Curriculum for General Education in Foreign Languages in specific types of schools,
updated in 2017 (translation mine).

Version of Stage of ed-  Foreign Description Number of CEFR ref-
the curricu- ucation language hoursinone erence
lum taught as cycle (year)
1.1 first First from the beginning in 180 A14
(grades 1-3) grade 1
1.1 second First continuation of grades 450 A2+ (Blin
(grades 4-8) 1-3 passive
skills)
11.1.Bilingual  second First for bilingual schools/ 450 (11.1.) + A2+/B1
(grades 4-8) groups 120 =570
11.2. second Second from the beginning in 120 Al
(grades 7-8) grade 7
11.2.Bilingual  second Second from the beginning in 120 (11.2)) Al+
(grades 7-8) grade 7 in bilingual +120 = 240
schools/groups
111.1.Basic third First continuation of foreign 360 B1+ (B2in
(secondary language taught as first passive
school) in primary education — skills)
basic level
111.1.Ad- third First continuation of foreign 360 B2+ (Clin
vanced (secondary language taught as first ~ (111.1.Basic) passive
school) in primary education — 180 =540 skills)
advanced level
111.1.Bilin- third First continuation of FL1 360 C1(C2in
gual (secondary from primary school — (I1.1.Basic) + passive
school) level appropriate for bi- 180 (I11.1.Ad-  skills)
lingual schools or vanced)
groups OR continuation 330 = 870

of FL2 from primary
school level appropriate
for bilingual schools or
groups OR from the
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beginning in grade 1 of
secondary school in bi-
lingual school or group

111.2.0 third Second FL2 from the beginning 240 A2+
(secondary in secondary school
school)

111.2.Basic third Second continuation of FL2 240 B1+
(secondary from primary school
school)

The workload and social status of teachers in Poland is also an issue worth briefly
touching upon. According to Education Policy Outlook for Poland (OECD 2015), “school
leaders in Poland work in schools where responsibilities for curriculum and assessment
are the highest among all OECD countries, but their level of autonomy for resource allo-
cation is below OECD average” (OECD 2015:11), which definitely contributes to school
principals’ level of stress and their management styles. Although teachers in Poland are
on average younger compared to other OECD countries, the percentage of women work-
ing in this profession in Poland is particularly high (74% versus OECD’s 67% average).
This may stem from the fact that in a traditionally patriarchal Polish society a profession
which requires completing a bachelor’s degree (for primary education) or master’s degree
(for secondary education), but pays from 420 to 582 euro nett per month (depending
on the stage of the official professional development path), is not attractive for family
breadwinners. This unquestionably difficult economic situation forces teachers to work
extra hours outside of the public system tutoring and teaching in private schools.
As a conseguence, despite enjoying a comparably smaller teaching load than other OECD
teachers and their special status defined in the Teacher’s Charter, Polish educators report
being constantly overworked and stressed. Nevertheless, the OECD’s report shows that
Polish teachers extensively invest their time and energy in professional development
(94% compared to the OECD average of 88%) and 80% of them would choose to become
teachers if they faced a career decision again. This complex situation in the profession
coupled with a rushed reform of 2015 resulted in the first nationwide strike since 1993.
The strike, which took place in April 2019, lasted a month. This event and the atmosphere
surrounding it definitely prolonged and sometimes even impeded data collection for the
present study.

The aim of this section was not so much to provide a critique of Polish foreign

language education or contemplate the struggles of being a teacher in Poland, it was
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to explain the complexity of the environment in which my study was conducted and the
diverse experiences of teachers who participated in it. These make for a complicated for-
eign language teaching landscape across different schools, which is reflected in the results

of the study, especially in its qualitative part.

3.4. Methodology

3.4.1. The Mixed Methods design

Traditionally, research studies in the field of Second Language Acquisition have been
conducted using either qualitative or quantitative research methods. Both of these ap-
proaches have their unique characteristics, useful depending on the type of academic en-
quiry. As succinctly categorized by Mackey and Gass (2005), quantitative research offers
an objective, controlled, outcome-oriented, generalizable way of data collection and anal-
ysis, which assumes a stable reality, while qualitative research is characterised by subjec-
tive, naturalistic, process-oriented, case study approach which assumes a dynamic reality
and keeps close to the data (Mackey and Gass 2005: 2, based on Reichardt and Cook
1979, Dornyei 2009). The epistemological, ontological and methodological underpin-
nings of quantitative and qualitative methods are different and, therefore, in the past, most
researchers claimed that these two approaches to research cannot be mixed due to their
reliance on diverse philosophical paradigms (Schwandt 2000, Maxwell and Delaney
2004). However, attempts have recently been made to reconcile these seemingly contra-
dictory types of scientific investigation and the theoretical and philosophical foundations
have been laid under the mixed methods type of research design.

The noteworthy textbooks and articles discussing the grounds and technicalities
of using mixed methods design are, among others, Tashakkorie and Tedlie 1998, Creswell
2002, Johnson and Onwuegbuzi 2004, Creswell et al. 2003, Riazi and Candlin 2014.
As argued by Melzi and Caspe 2010: “there is growing recognition of the need to draw
on, and in some cases, integrate both quantitative and qualitative approaches in order
to gain a more complete understanding” (in Riazi and Candlin 2014: 138). It seems that
educational research, in its whole complexity, dynamics, and richness of observed
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interactions and situation-dependent decisions made by students and teachers, needs to
draw from the strengths of both these research types. As noticed by Fishman (2010)
in reference to the hypotheses verifying (top-down) versus hypotheses generating (bot-
tom-up) means of gaining knowledge: “the total research enterprise of SLE (Second Lan-
guage Education) must be inclusive enough and supportive enough to provide room and
recognition for both Erkldrende and Verstehende approaches to its subject matter” (Fish-
man 2010: 14). Mixed-methods research (or MMR) are thus said to “bridge the poles
ofpositivism and constructivism (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie 2004, Hanson et al. 2005 in:
Riazi and Candlin 2014: 138). It may certainly be said that MMR has been legitimized as
a fully-accepted means of scientific investigation, as there are two respectable journals
which publish MMR across a range of disciplines: the Journal of Mixed Methods Re-
search (http://mmr.sagepub.com) and the International Journal of Multiple Research Ap-
proaches (http://mra.e-contentmanagement.com) (Riazi and Candlin 2014).

In the light of the above, and following in the footsteps of Hall and Cook (2013),
| decided to complement the objective, numerical data obtained from a large-scale ques-
tionnaire and analysed statistically with interviews and lesson observations typical
for classroom-oriented research, thus gaining, hopefully, an all-encompassing picture
of the problem in question and then taking a closer look at specific cases. Such mixed
methods designs have been in use in educational and social science since 1980s and have
been praised for providing “a powerful mix” of data and a “complex picture of a social
phenomenon” (Miles and Huberman 1994: 42 and Greene and Caracelli 1997:7 in Cress-
well 2012: 535). There are different types of mixed methods designs and the choice
of a particular method should depend strictly on the research questions asked and the con-
text in which they are asked (Tashakkori & Teddlie 2003). The one employed in this study
is the explanatory sequential mixed methods design, where “the researcher first conducts
quantitative research, analyses the results and then builds on the results to explain them
in more detail with qualitative research. It is considered explanatory because the initial
quantitative data results are explained further with the qualitative data. It is considered
sequential because the initial quantitative phase is followed by the qualitative phase.”
(Creswell 2013: 44). Additionally, the three-step design of this study (questionnaire —
interviews — lesson observations) allows for methodological triangulation, which “re-
duces observer and interviewer bias and enhances the validity and reliability (accuracy)
of the information” (Johnson 1992: 146 in Mackey and Gass 2005: 181). It also allows
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for expanding the field of enquiry by adding a new group of participants in the qualitative

part (academics) in order to gain a deeper understanding of the investigated matter.

3.4.2. Study design

3.4.2.1. Variables

The choice of both dependent and independent variables identified for the quantitative

study was based on thorough analysis of previous studies (e.g. Lynch 2015).

Independent variables included:

Independent Variable 1: teachers’ work experience
The significance of this variable has been shown by, for example, Lynch 2015. This var-
iable was operationalized by dividing all participants into 5 groups: student teachers, 1-5
years of experience, 6-10 years of experience, 11-20 years of experience, 20+ years of
experience. The division was loosely based on the four successive teaching posts availa-
ble to teachers in Poland through a special structure of promotion awarded after consid-

ering teachers’ work experience and professional achievements.

Independent Variable 2: pupils’ level of English
The significance of this variable has been shown by, for example, Kharma and Hajjaj
1989 and Liu et al. 2004. This variable was operationalized by employing the Common
European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR). Pupils’ level was declared by
the teacher and ranged between Al and C1 (with next to no teachers reporting C1 level

of their groups).

Dependent variables included:
Dependent Variable 1: EFL teachers’ use of Polish in the classroom
This variable was operationalized by employing a 5-point frequency scale on which
teachers marked the frequency of their use of Polish in 9 different categories of activities.
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Dependent Variable 2: EFL teachers’ inclusion of Polish or bilingual educational
resources in the guidelines for home study given to their pupils
This variable was also operationalized by employing a 5-poing frequency scale on which
teachers marked the frequency of their use of Polish or bilingual educational resources
inthe guidelines for home study given to their pupils. 5 different categories
of activities were included in the questionnaire.
Dependent Variable 3: EFL teachers’ attitudes to the role of Polish in their teach-
ing practices
Dependent Variable 3 was operationalized by employing a 5-point Likert scale on which
teachers chose to what extent they agree or disagree with each of the 36 statements in-
cluded in this part of the questionnaire. Each part of the questionnaire used in the study

will be discussed in detail in section 3.4.3.

3.4.2.2. Research questions

The following research questions were formulated:

1. Is there a significant difference in reported own language use in the classroom
between EFL teachers with different work experience?

2. s there a significant difference in guidelines for home study given to their pupils
in terms of own language-based resources between EFL teachers with different
work experience?

3. Is there a significant difference in EFL teachers’ reported attitudes towards
the role of own language in EFL instruction between teachers with different work
experience?

4. s there a significant difference of reported own language use in the classroom
between EFL teachers who teach pupils on different proficiency levels?

5. s there a significant difference of reported guidelines for home study given to pu-
pils which concern the use of own languages between EFL teachers who teach

pupils on different proficiency levels?
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6. Is there a significant difference in reported attitudes towards the role of own lan-
guage in EFL instruction between EFL teachers who teach pupils on different

proficiency levels?

3.4.2.3. Hypotheses

First, relying on previous research (Lynch 2015) and prevalent trends in TEFL education,
it is hypothesized that less experienced teachers are stricter about excluding Polish from
their teaching, adhering tightly to the professional instruction they most likely received
at university. With time and more practice in the public school realities, more experienced
teachers are expected to be more flexible about using Polish in their teaching.

Second, on the basis of research (Kharma and Hajjaj 1989, Liu et al. 2004), it is
hypothesized that the lower their pupils’ level of English, the more inclined teachers feel

to support their teaching with the use of Polish.

3.4.2.3. The instrument

There are a number of advantages of survey research. Especially when it comes to ques-
tionnaires administrated online, this way of collecting data is cost-effective, relatively
quick, easy to analyse, allows for a large sample size (thus greater statistical power), and
genuine answers. However, questionnaire-based research may also pose a challenge
in terms of sampling and non-sampling errors. Dornyei and Taguchi (2010) discuss nine
dangers involved in questionnaire research: simplicity or superficiality of answers, unre-
liable or unmotivated respondents, respondent literacy problems, little or no opportunity
to correct respondents’ mistakes, social desirability bias, self-deception. acquiescence
bias, halo effect, and fatigue effects. Due to these possible shortcomings, it is essential
to thoroughly contemplate the design of the questionnaire, bearing in mind specific re-
search goals, and test the tool by conducting at least one pilot study to verify its usability.
Some of the challenges of questionnaire studies may also be avoided or fixed by employ-
ing mixed-methods design and thus gaining a more in-depth view of the research problem,
as has been done in this study.
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The questionnaire used in the study was based on Hall and Cook (2013) and Scheffler
etal. (2017) and modified to suit the purposes of this study. It consists of five parts which
will be described below. The language of the questionnaire was Polish. The final version
of the questionnaire both in Polish and English can be found in Appendices 1 and 2.

1. Biographical data
In this part of the questionnaire participating teachers were asked about the following:
gender, age, native language, work experience (divided into 4 ranges, as given in section
1.4.2.1), teaching post according to the official promotion structure, the level of groups
that participants teach most of the time (divided into 5 levels, as given in section 1.4.2.1),
type of school and the type of teacher training they had received.

2. Teachers’ own language use in the classroom
In this part of the questionnaire the participating teachers were asked how often they use
Polish in their classrooms in nine areas: vocabulary teaching, grammar teaching, compar-
ing English and Polish grammar, activities involving translation, clarifying mistakes,
grading and evaluating, giving instructions, maintaining discipline and establishing good
relations with pupils. The participants were required to mark the frequency of their use of
Polish in each area on a 5-point scale (never-rarely-sometimes-often-always).

3. Guidelines for home study given to pupils in terms of Polish-based resources
In this part of the questionnaire participants were asked how often they encourage their
students to use Polish-based or bilingual resources in their home study in 6 domains: using
bilingual Polish-English dictionaries, reading Polish explanations of English grammar
points, comparing English and Polish grammatical structures, doing translation activities,
using online translators, watching programmes and films with Polish subtitles. Once
again, the participants were required to mark the frequency of such encouragement
in each domain on a 5-point scale (never-rarely-sometimes-often-always).

4. General attitudes towards own language use in six language teaching domains
In this part of the questionnaire participants were presented with a list of 36 statements
regarding the issue of own language in EFL teaching. The statements referred to three
general domains: linguistic (grammar and vocabulary), affective (rapport and anxiety),
and organizational (assessment and classroom management). The participants were asked
to mark their degree of agreement with the statements on a 5-point Liker scale (disagree

completely- disagree-neither agree nor disagree-agree-completely agree). There were six
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statements in each sub-domain, three positively-keyed and three negatively-keyed (posi-

tive or negative towards own language use), as illustrated below:

A positively-keyed statement (organizational domain):
The teacher should comment on students’ grades in Polish.
A negatively-keyed statement (organizational domain):

The Teacher should present all tasks in English.

Internal consistency of participants’ answers in this task has been confirmed by calculat-
ing Cronbach’s alpha (a >.74 for all domains).

5. Additional comments.
In the last section of the questionnaire the participants were asked to leave a comment
(not obligatorily) to report any problems with the format of the questionnaire or additional

remarks or thoughts about the issue in question.

3.4.3. The pilot study

In order to test the questionnaire, a pilot study was conducted before the main study.
70 teachers were recruited for the pilot using convenience sampling. The questionnaire
was created using an online platform — SSI (later rebranded and currently existing as
DYNATA under https://www.dynata.com/) and distributed to EFL teachers via a Polish
Facebook group for English teachers and among teacher friends. The main aims of the
pilot were to test the clarity of questions, teachers’ response rate, check internal con-
sistency of statements in Part 3 of the questionnaire, and run preliminary ANOVA tests.
As a result of the pilot, the wording of some questions was changed. Second, the decision
was made to divide teachers differently in terms of their work experience, and third, the
basis for defining the level of taught group was changed (CEFR instead of grades accord-
ing to the Polish education system). The response rate was high enough to expect no fu-
ture problems with data collection, and the questionnaire met with a friendly response
and interest among the surveyed teachers. Statements in Part 3 of the questionnaire were
internally consistent and Cronbach’s alpha values for the six sub-domains are provided
in Table 2 below.
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Table 2. Cronbach’s alpha values for statements included in Part 3 of the questionnaire.

Domain Sub-domain Cronbach’s Alpha
LINGUISTIC Grammar .835

Vocabulary .806
AFFECTIVE Relationship with students 793

Discomfort .841
ORGANIZATIONAL Assessment .83

Class organization .821

3.4.4. The sample population

Bearing in mind that “selecting the sampling design, which comprises making decisions
about the sampling scheme(s) and sample size(s), is a pivotal step for addressing chal-
lenging issues in MMR” (Collins et al. 2007: 269 in: Riazi and Candlin 2014:148),
the sample for this study was selected carefully and meticulously. With regard to the re-
lationship between quantitative and qualitative samples this study employed primarily
nested sampling, where the qualitative sample was a sub-sample of the quantitative sam-
ple. Multilevel sampling was also employed at the later and additional part of the study
(a follow-up investigation), where a new group (academic teachers) was interviewed us-
ing the same questions and procedure as the primary group consisting of previously sur-
veyed teachers.

The sample for the questionnaire-based part of the study was selected based
on data collected from the report from the Educational Information System in September
2017. According to this report, there are 40 493 English teachers in the Polish public
school system, 89% of whom are female and 11% male. 61% of the population teach
in primary schools and 39% in secondary schools. Lower secondary schools were in-
cluded as secondary level; after the 2017 public school system reform lower secondary
schools were being phased out and as a result, starting from the year 2017 some teachers
began teaching older pupils (lower secondary groups incorporated into primary schools),
and some younger pupils than before (lower secondary groups incorporated into high

schools). There were 515 teachers in the sample for this study, a group that almost
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perfectly reflected the abovementioned gender and type of school ratios (male teachers
constituted 11% of the sample, however the percentage was higher for high schools and
lower for primary schools). Additionally, 90 student teachers were recruited from 18 pub-
lic universities listed by the Ministry of Science and Higher Education. 5 of the universi-
ties were randomly chosen using a web tool (available at https://www.random.org/). Al-

together there were 605 participants in the quantitative part of the study.

3.4.5. Procedure

The questionnaire (see Appendix A) was created using online platform SSI (later re-
branded and currently existing as DYNATA under https://www.dynata.com/). Due to the
fact that the first platform underwent commercial changes, in later stages a different plat-
form was used for collecting the remaining data — https://www.1ka.si/d/en. First, a list
of schools with their email addresses were obtained for each voivodeship in Poland via
the local educational authorities (Kuratorium Os$wiaty). Second, emails with the link to
the questionnaire together with the researcher’s university credentials and supervisor’s
recommendation were sent out to all schools from the previously obtained lists. As the
next step, school principals distributed the emails among English teachers employed
in their schools. The process of collecting data from teachers all over the country that fit

the rigorous sampling requirements lasted about seven months.

3.4.6. Data analysis

Data gathered via online platforms were exported to Microsoft Excel spreadsheets, and
analysed further using the newest available SPSS software (SPSS 25 and SPSS 26) for
statistical analysis. In the case of Part 3 of the questionnaire where two scales were used
(positively- and negatively-keyed items), the responses needed to be appropriately coded
on a scale from 1 to 5. Next, descriptive statistics were conducted including normality
tests, homogeneity of variance tests, and Cronbach’s alpha for internal consistency of Part
3 of the questionnaire. Later, for each relevant part of the questionnaire, a one way
ANOVA was conducted for each independent variable: teachers’ work experience and
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pupils’ level of proficiency. The ANOVA tests were followed by Tukey’s post-hoc tests.
In cases where the assumption of homogeneity of variance was violated, Welch’s

ANOVA was conducted and followed by Games-Howell’s post-hoc tests.

3.5. Results

The results of the questionnaire will be reported separately for the three main tasks.
The results of task 3 will be reported for three domains: linguistic, affective, and organi-
zational. For each task, a one-way ANOVA was conducted to investigate the effect of in-
dependent variables (work experience and pupils’ language level) on participants’ re-

Sponses.

3.5.1. Questionnaire task 1

As mentioned above, in Task 1 of the questionnaire participants were asked about their
use of Polish for different purposes in their classroom practice, specifically how often (on
a 5-point scale) they used Polish in certain teaching activities. When it comes to teachers’
experience, one-way ANOVA revealed statistical differences (p = .000) between groups
in the use of Polish in their teaching practice. Student teachers seem to use less Polish in
different teaching situations (M = 3.20, SD = .689) than teachers with 6-10 years of ex-
perience (M = 3.53, SD = .664) (p = .002) and teachers with 11-20 years of experience
(M =3.53, SD =.568) (p = .000).

As far as pupils’ language level is concerned, it seems that the lower the level
of the group, the more Polish teachers use in their classrooms. Differences between
groups were statistically significant (p = .000) and Tukey’s post hoc showed significant

differences between the pairings are shown in Table 3 below.
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Table 3. The results of Tukey’s post hoc test for task 1 of the questionnaire, the language level variable:

significant differences between the levels.

Al A2 B1 B2
(M=3.62, (M=3.39, (M=3.42, (M=3.02,
SD=.615) SD=.576) SD=.608) SD=.608)
Al
(V<X — (p =.002) (p=.011) (p = .000)
SD=.615)
A2
(M=3.39, (p = .009)
SD=.576)
B1
(M=3.42, (p =.003)
SD=.608)

The lack of a significant difference between groups A2 and B1 may stem from the

similarity of those levels and their frequent conflation. Overall, the frequency of the use

of Polish in participants’ teaching practice ranged between M = 3.00 and M = 3.62 show-

ing their moderate, however not at all reluctant, use of Polish. The results of Part 1 are

presented in Figures 6 and 7 below.
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Figure 6. Box plot for Task 1, variable: teachers’ experience.
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Figure 7. Box plot for Task 1, variable: pupils’ language level.

3.5.2. Survey task 2

In Task 2 of the questionnaire, the participants were asked about homework guide-
lines that they give their pupils in terms of the use of Polish and bilingual learning re-
sources. Similarly to Task 1, they were asked about how often (on a 5-point scale) they
encourage their students to use bilingual dictionaries at home, practice translation, watch
films with Polish subtitles, use online translators and read Polish explanations of English
grammar. For pupils’ language level normal distribution as well as the assumption of ho-
mogeneity of variance were violated, therefore Welch’s ANOVA was conducted with
Games-Howell’s post-hoc test. As far as teachers” work experience is concerned, the dif-
ferences between the groups were statistically significant (p = .002). Student teachers (M
= 2.8, SD = .72) were significantly different (p = .017) than teachers with 6-11 years of
experience (M = 3.14, SD = .07) and teachers with 11-20 years of experience (M = 3.16,
SD = .014), (p = .001). The difference between student teachers and the oldest group —
20+ years of experience (M = 3.1, SD =.07) — was on the verge of statistical significance,
p=.046 in Tukey’s test and p =.058 in Games-Howell’s test. When it comes to the second
variable — pupils’ level of proficiency — there were no significant differences between the
groups. The means for different group levels rose from M = 2.7 for level B2 to M = 3.14
for level Al. The results of Part 2 are presented in Figures 8 and 9 below.
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3.5.3. Survey task 3

In contrast with Part 1 and Part 2 of the questionnaire, where participants were asked
about their actual teaching practices involving the use of Polish, Part 3 aimed
at investigating participants’ attitudes towards own language use in three specific
domains: linguistic, affective, and organizational. The ANOVA results together with

selected graphs will be presented below.

3.5.3.1. The linguistic domain

The linguistic domain of Task 3 included statements regarding the use of Polish in teach-
ing new grammar and vocabulary. A positively-keyed statement for this domain was,
for example: | believe that it is easier for pupils to learn English grammar when it’s ex-
plained in Polish or Translating English words into Polish helps pupils understand them
better. A negatively-keyed statement for this domain was, for example: English explana-
tions of grammar are entirely sufficient for pupils or English explanations of new vocab-
ulary are more useful to pupils than Polish translations.

The results of the one-way ANOVA test for the linguistic domain versus teachers’
work experience did not reveal any significant differences between groups, F (4,573 =
.367), p = .83, #2=.003. As can be seen in Figure 10 below, regardless of their work
experience, teachers’ attitudes towards using Polish in teaching new grammar and vocab-
ulary are overall positive, with the mean scores ranging from M = 3.52 SD = .478 for the
most experienced teachers to M = 3.57, SD = .465 for teachers with 1-5 years of experi-

ence.
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Figure 10. Box plot for Task 3 - linguistic domain vs. teachers’ work experience.

Correspondingly, the results of one-way ANOVA for the linguistic domain versus
pupils’ language level did not reveal any significant differences between groups, F (3,572
=2.23), p = .83, #2=".011. As can be seen in Figure 11 below, regardless of pupils’ lan-
guage level, teachers’ attitudes towards using Polish in teaching new grammar and vo-
cabulary are overall positive, with the mean score ranging from M = 3.36 SD = .651 for
level B2 to M = 3.63 SD = .472 for level A2. There were only two teachers who reported

teaching primarily on level C1, and thus these results were excluded from this report.
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Figure 11. Box plot for Task 3 - linguistic domain versus pupils’ language level.
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3.5.3.2. The affective domain

The affective domain of the questionnaire’s Task 3 included those of the 36 statements
that pertained to teachers’ comfort in their day-to-day practice, as well as all matters
linked to affect: building a relationship with pupils, atmosphere in the classroom and the
like. The domain included statements such as: I would be worried if I couldn’t answer
pupils’ questions in Polish (as a positively-keyed item), or Communicating with pupils
exclusively in English has a positive effect on a friendly student-teacher relationship
(as a negatively-keyed item).

The results of the one-way ANOVA test for the affective domain versus teachers’
work experience did not reveal any significant differences between groups, F (4,591 =
1.56), p = .19, 2= .01. As can be seen in Figure 12 below, although still not negative,
teachers’ attitudes towards the role of Polish in building the feeling of comfort in their
practice and positive relationships with their students are more reserved, with the lowest
scores in the most experienced groups (20+ years of experience) M = 3.08, SD = .547,
and the highest scores for the groups with 11-20 years of experience, M = 3.17, SD =
538.
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Figure 12. Box plot for Task 3 - affective domain versus teachers’ experience.

In contrast to the linguistic domain (grammar and vocabulary), in the affective domain
participating teachers clearly demarked the difference between the level of the taught
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group and the role that Polish plays in building comfort and friendly relationships between
students and teachers. The results of the one-way ANOVA for the affective domain versus
language level of pupils revealed significant differences between groups (with a weak
effect size), F (4,597 = 3.51), p = .008, 2= .023, as illustrated in Figure 13. Polish seems
to play the biggest role in establishing comfort and positive relationships with lower lev-
els of pupils — M = 3.23, SD = .535 for level A1, and a much smaller role in more ad-
vanced groups —M = 2.85, SD = .637 for level B2. Indeed, Tukey’s post-hoc test revealed
that there is a significant difference, p = .01, between these two groups (Al and B2). It is
worth noting that the means across groups are lower for the affective domain than for the

linguistic domain.
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Figure 13. Box plot for Task 3 - affective domain versus pupils’ language level.

3.5.3.3. The organizational domain

The third group of statements in Task 3 of the questionnaire was connected with the or-
ganizational aspects of teaching, such as grading, giving feedback, and classroom man-
agement. The following statements were included: Polish is the language in which pupils
should receive instructions (a positively-keyed item), Teacher’s requirements should be

explained in English (a negatively-keyed item).
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In this domain the assumption of the homogeneity of variance was violated,
therefore, as advised by literature (Moder 2007, Moder 2010, Vogt 2005) Welch’s
ANOVA was conducted and afterwards Games-Howell’s post-hoc test. The results of the
Welch’s ANOVA for the organizational domain versus teachers’ work experience
revealed significant differences between groups, F (4,599 = 5.34), p = .023, #% = .036.
As shown by Games-Howell’s post-hoc test, there was a statistically significant
difference (p = .000) between student teachers (M = 2.99, SD = .535) and teachers with
11-20 years of experience (M = 3.28, SD = .489) and between teachers with 6-10 years
of experience (M = 3.10, SD =.472) and 11-20 years of experience (M = 3.28, SD = .489)
(p = .029). The box plot for Task 3 — organizational domain versus teachers' experience

is shown in Figure 14 below.
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Figure 14. Box plot for Task 3 - organizational domain versus teachers’ experience.

The level of the taught group has an influence on how useful teachers find Polish
in the organizational layer of their teaching. Welch’s ANOVA for the organizational do-
main versus pupils’ language level revealed significant differences between groups (with
a weak effect size), F (4,599 = 5.54), p = .023, = .036. Games-Howell’s post-hoc test
showed significant differences between the following pairings: A1 (M =3.23, SD = .535)
x B1 (M=3.08, SD = .555) with p = .23, A1 (M = 3.23, SD = .535) x B2 (M = 2.85, SD =
.637) with p =.000, and A2 (M = 3.12, SD = .552) x B2 (M = 2.85, SD = .637) with p =

.006. The higher the level of students, the less Polish is needed to organize classroom life
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and provide understandable feedback. The box plot for Task 3 — organizational domain

versus pupils' language level is shown in Figure 15 below.
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Figure 15. Box plot for Task 3 - organizational domain versus pupils’ language level.

3.5.4. Part 3 of the questionnaire: further analysis

After conducting thematic analysis of the qualitative part of the study — interviews with
24 teachers and lesson observations of 10 different lessons (more information about par-
ticipants, data collection and analyses will be provided in Chapter 4), a few points came
to light regarding the quantitative analyses of Part 3 of the questionnaire. One of the re-
curring themes in the interviews was the need to differentiate between the use of Polish
in teaching grammar and teaching vocabulary. To provide a relevant example, Teacher 1

says this about using Polish in teaching grammar (translation and emphasis mine):

When it comes to teaching grammar, I don’t have a problem with using Polish in these
situations, especially with less advanced groups.

When asked about introducing new vocabulary, however, they claim that:
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Vocabulary-wise, as | said, generally we have a list of words in the course book, so we’ve
got an English word and Polish translation and pronunciation, | try to use very little
Polish then, but sometimes | make sure that they understand.

The same response pattern was noticed in the majority of interviews. Teacher 2 says this

about teaching grammar:

Yes, | do [use Polish] depending on the level of the group you use more or less of it,
I know there are different theories about this, some say not to use Polish in the classroom
at all, others say that it’s OK, I personally use it, I don’t know if it’s good or bad but I
believe that you learn grammar intuitively either way and what is really important is prac-
ticing these forms, but | would also like them to know what is what and why it is like that,
so | use, maybe even overuse, | have to admit, because Polish really dominates these
lessons, at least the theoretical parts of it. (Teacher 2)

but admits that when teaching vocabulary, they try to avoid Polish:

I’d say, hmm, generally the first thing I do is give them a definition in English, and we
try to operate mainly, when it comes to vocabulary, to operate around English, but
again, it depends on pupils’ level. (Teacher 2)

Two more examples are provided below:

Well, generally when it comes to using Polish, it’s only practical with, I try in teaching
grammar, because | mostly focus on understanding more than just speaking English to the
learners. So in general regardless of the level I always try to use Polish when I teach
grammar. (Teacher 10)

Well, mostly in part it’s enough to explain the word in English. Some, mostly older
students, prefer to get a Polish translation. (Teacher 10)

I mean, honestly I think that if you want to use Polish, do it when explaining grammar
because I think it’s good for a student to understand the concept of what is presented
to him or her, so when | introduce a specific structure, for example a new tense, | do
it mostly in Polish. (Teacher 19)

If I knew that a word is too difficult, | tried to describe in English what it can be and
give them a chance to guess, so | tried to avoid Polish in lower secondary school,
well, with 5th grade it was not possible, because they were too weak for that. (Teacher 19)

Apart from the dichotomy within the linguistic domain of Part 3 of the questionnaire,
where grammar and vocabulary were grouped together in the original analysis, also when
it comes to the organizational domain many teachers emphasized the need to separate the
issues of grading and providing feedback from classroom management. Generally, teach-
ers stressed the importance of providing feedback in Polish for various reasons: clarity,

the requirements of the formal public education context or the need to communicate with
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parents who do not always know English. Classroom management, on the other hand,
seems to be the area where teachers try to avoid using Polish and emphasize the need
to familiarize students with the English wording of instructions and requests. A few quo-

tations are provided below as examples.

Organization-wise |1 would, 1 would divide that, organisation in English unless the
group don’t understand, which happens really rarely because they, well, they have been
learning so long at this stage when they come to high school that they do understand
things like: ‘Open the book’, ‘Close the window’, ‘Turn on the light’, I don’t know, ‘Put
that sandwich back in your bag’, these are not difficult instructions (...). For grading,
for example when somebody is taking a mock oral exam, like the Matura (...) | give them
feedback in Polish. (Teacher 1)

(...) Because generally, perhaps because it’s like that in the exam, later when the of-
ficial part’s over and the results are announced in Polish_(...) although for more ad-
vanced groups, | think, it wouldn’t make a difference if I tell them something in Polish or
in English. (Teacher 1)

About feedback and assessment:

I’ll say that: I’'ve got one group that is very advanced and I can give them the whole
feedback in English and they will understand everything, but the majority at this edu-
cational stage, in lower secondary school and in primary school, formative assess-
ment is best conducted in Polish. I need to be sure that the message is clear and the
rules of formative assessment require a very clear message. (Teacher 2)

About classroom management and organization:

(...) you can physically show them, I even have this shtick, in the weakest groups there
will always be one savvy pupil and he or she is a translator. 1 go on in English all the
time, instructions, everything. (Teacher 2)

Due to this apparent dissonance within the linguistic and organizational domains,
it seemed necessary to conduct new ANOVA tests for Task 3 of the questionnaire, sepa-
rating the results regarding grammar, vocabulary, assessment, and classroom organization

in order to see whether these analyses will offer new answers and insights.

3.5.4.1. Grammar

The results of the one-way ANOVA tests conducted separately for grammar cor-

respond with the results obtained for the linguistic domain as a whole (see section
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1.5.3.1). As shown in Figures 16 and 17 below, there were no significant differences be-
tween groups, neither for the work experience variable nor for the language level variable.
Once again, regardless of their work experience and pupils’ language level, teachers’ at-
titudes towards the use of Polish in grammar teaching were positive, with means ranging
between 3.5 and 4 points. Even though fairly positive, the attitudes expressed in the ques-
tionnaire were still more moderate than those expressed in the interviews, where teachers
unanimously argued for own language use in grammar instruction (more details in Chap-
ter 4).
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Figure 16. Box plot for Task 3 — grammar versus teachers’ work experience.
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Figure 17. Box plot for Task 3 — grammar versus pupils’ language level.
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3.5.4.2. Vocabulary

Similarly, the results of the Welch’s ANOVA conducted separately for vocabulary
also agree with the results obtained for the linguistic domain as a whole (see section
1.5.3.1). A shown in Figures 18 and 19, there were no significant differences between
groups, neither for the work experience variable nor for the language level variable.
Teachers’ general attitudes towards the use of Polish in vocabulary teaching were
positive, with means ranging between 3.5 and 3.7 points. Comparing the graphs regarding
grammar and vocabulary separately however, reveals, as expected, that teachers have a
slightly more accepting attitude towards using Polish in grammar instruction than in

vocabulary teaching. This was investigated further in lesson observations.
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Figure 18. Box plot for Task 3 — vocabulary versus teachers’ work experience.
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Figure 19. Box plot for Task 3 — vocabulary versus pupils’ language level.

3.5.4.3. Classroom organization

First analyses for the organizational domain of Task 3, where classroom organization and
grading were grouped together, revealed significant differences between student teachers
and teachers with less experience, and teachers with 20+ years of experience (see Figure
20 below). They also clearly indicated that the need for Polish in organizational matters
is inversely proportional to the level of students (see section 1.5.3.3). However, the only
significant difference in terms of teachers’ work experience uncovered by further analyses
conducted for classroom organization alone was between student teachers (M = 2.7,
SD = 0.7) and teachers with 11-20 years of experience (M =2.9, SD = 0.38), p =.015 (see
Figure 21 below). When it comes to students’ language level, the results from previous
tests for this domain have been confirmed and statistical differences were revealed for all
pairings (p = .000) — the more advanced the students, the lower the mean. The results are

illustrated in the graphs below.
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Figure 20. Box plot for Task 3 — classroom organization versus teachers’ work experience.
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Figure 21. Box plot for Task 3 — classroom organization versus pupils’ language level.

3.5.4.4. Grading

The results obtained for grading alone were slightly different than the results for
classroom organization. Again, there was a significant difference between student teach-
ers (M = 3.2, SD = 0.68) and teachers with 11-20 years of experience (M =3.63, SD =
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0.32), (p = .000), but teachers with 6-10 years of experience (M =3.4, SD = 0.53) were
also significantly different than teachers with 11-20 years of experience. It seems that
when it comes to grading and giving feedback to students in Polish, teachers’ views fluc-
tuate over time, as illustrated in Figure 22 below. Surprisingly still and contrary to organ-
ization alone, there were no significant differences between groups when it comes to stu-
dents’ level (see Figure 23 below). Teachers’ attitudes to giving feedback and grading
students in Polish oscillate around 3.5 points across all levels, which, in comparison with

classroom organization and management, seems like a more unanimous and positive vote.
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Figure 22. Box plot for Task 3 — grading versus teachers’ work experience.
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Figure 23. Box plot for Task 3 — grading versus pupils’ language level.

3.6. The questionnaire: summary of results and matters for further qualitative

inquiry

The aim of the following section is to synthesize the results obtained from the question-
naire and outline some of the observed patterns in order to verify the hypotheses and
answer quantitative research questions. Directions for further qualitative investigation
will also be provided.

Task 1 of the questionnaire looked into teachers’ classroom practices in terms
of the use of Polish. The results of this task answer Research Questions 1 and 4 and
partially confirm both hypotheses. Overall, it has been revealed that teachers are not
reluctant to use Polish in their classrooms and evaluate it as a useful tool in their teaching.
However, it has been found that student teachers are significantly different than teachers
with 6+ years of experience with respect to using Polish in their teaching. Clearly, they
seem unsure of the place of Polish in the classroom and are stricter about the monolingual
principle in comparison with their experienced colleagues. In terms of the second variable
—students’ language level — the results show that the lower the level of students, the more
present Polish is in the classrooms, which is an issue worth verifying during lesson

observations.
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Task 2 of the questionnaire inspected the kind of advice for home study that teach-
ers give their pupils. The results of this task answer Research Questions 2 and 5 and par-
tially confirm the first hypothesis. The purpose of this task was to establish to what extend
teachers believe that bilingual language learning resources are useful in their pupils’
home study. The results concerning teachers’ work experience revealed the same pattern
as in Task 1 — student teachers differ from their more experienced (6+ years) colleagues
and seem to value Polish as a teaching and learning resource less than practicing teachers
both inside and outside of the classroom. Interestingly, there were no significant differ-
ences between groups in terms of language level with slightly more positive responses
for less advanced groups.

In Task 3 teachers expressed their attitudes towards using Polish in different
domain of teaching English as a foreign language. The results of this task answer
Research Questions 3 and 6 and partially confirm both hypotheses. In the first, linguistic
domain (grammar and vocabulary instruction), no significant differences were revealed
for either of the variables. Regardless of their work experience or the level of taught
group, teachers expressed positive attitudes about using Polish in their teaching with
means ranging from 3 to 4 points on a 5-point Likers scale. Further, more detailed
analyses, where grammar was separated from vocabulary, revealed that teachers consider
Polish more useful in grammar instruction than in presenting new vocabulary. This
is another issue worth investigating during lesson observations. In the second domain
pertaining to affect (relationship with students and teachers’ comfort) it has been found
that in general teachers feel comfortable using just English in their classrooms and their
attitude towards the role of Polish in establishing good relationship with their students
is moderate. In the affective domain Polish seems to play a more important role in less
advanced groups and has no place in more advanced classrooms. At this stage it may be
concluded that Polish plays a more important role in language instruction than
in establishing relationships with students and providing comfort to teachers. In the third,
organizational domain (classroom organization and grading) of Task 3 statistical tests
once again uncovered differences between student teachers and younger teachers, and
teachers with 20+ years of experience. It seems that the oldest group of teachers uses the
most Polish for organizational matters and grading, which might pertain to the kind
of TEFL education they received. When it comes to the level of students, according to the
analyses the higher the level of a group the lower their need for Polish in the
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organizational matters. Further analyses where the domain was divided into strictly
organizational matters and grading plus feedback revealed an interesting dichotomy
within this domain. The results for classroom organization and management alone
resembled the results for the whole domain (more Polish used by older teachers and with
less advanced groups). However, when extracted from the whole domain, the use
of Polish in grading and providing feedback was unanimously regarded as useful across
levels (no differences between groups). The attitudes fluctuated across work experience,
though.

Drawing preliminary conclusions from the quantitative part of the study, it can be
said that Polish teachers’ practices and attitudes towards using Polish in their teaching are
positive, but there is some hesitancy present. Hypothesis 1 has been partially supported —
teachers with different work experience were not as different from each other as expected.
However, interesting patterns came to light regarding the rift between young student
teachers and those who have just started their professional journey, and the already prac-
ticing teachers. Hypothesis 2 was fully supported, as across the questionnaire tasks it has
been shown that the lower the level of students the more Polish is used in the classrooms
and the more it is accepted as a methodological tool.

Naturally, all the abovementioned conclusions are worth investigating in the
qualitative part of the study by conducting a thorough thematic analysis of interviews and
lesson observations. It is especially interesting to investigate the matter of the grammar
versus vocabulary dichotomy and the issue of grading and feedback. What is more,
an interesting pattern has been brought to light concerning the differences between
student teachers and the older generation of teacher. These differences inspired a follow-
up study of sorts, namely a set of interviews with academic teachers from EFL teaching
programmes at leading Polish universities. The results of these conversations about how
young teachers are currently educated about the matters concerning own language use
in TEFL will be provided in Chapter 4.
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Chapter 4: Qualitative data analysis: interviews and lesson ob-
servations

4.1 Introduction

The aim of this chapter is to present and discuss the qualitative part of the study. Section
4.2. will briefly describe thematic analysis as a method of qualitative data analysis —
the opportunities and challenges that it presents to the researcher. Qualitative research
questions will be listed in section 4.3. Section 4.4 will discuss interviews with teachers:
the structure of the interviews, participants, and data collection process, as well
as the results of the analysis. Finally, section 4.5 will present the participants, the data
collection process and results of the analysis of lesson observations carried

out as the second step of the qualitative part of the study.

4.2 Thematic analysis as a method of qualitative analysis

In their 2006 comprehensive paper on thematic analysis, Braun and Clarke argue that
although “poorly demarcated and rarely acknowledged”, thematic analysis is actually
“a foundational method for qualitative analysis” (Braun and Clarke 2006: 78). They also
argue that thematic analysis should be regarded as an autonomous research method and
not, as claimed by e.g. Boyatzis (1998) or Ryan and Bernard (2000), a mere tool or pro-
cess applied within different methods of analysis. Contrary to conversation analysis (CA),
interpretative phenomenological analysis (IPA), grounded theory, discourse analysis
or narrative analysis — thematic analysis is not bound to one particular epistemological
position or one specific theoretical framework or model. Instead, it is congruent with both
essentialist and  constructionist ~ standpoints and its  flexibility allows
for a broad-spectrum and in-depth insight into data (Braun and Clarke 2006). The flexi-
bility of thematic analysis is sometimes considered as its weakness in as much as “there
is no clear agreement about what thematic analysis is and how you go about doing
it” (Braun and Clarke 2006: 79). Indeed, as demonstrated by Braun and Clarke, many

papers are not entirely transparent about the premises or details of thematic analysis done
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on their data sets, nor do they explicitly describe the steps involved in the said analysis
(also in Attride-Stirling, 2001). This not only makes it hard to formulate
an opinion about research methodology employed in a particular study but also to place
such research in a larger framework of other research done on that topic by comparing
or replicating it. Another common problem with how the results of thematic analyses are
reported, according to Braun and Clarke (2006: 80), an apparent lack of agency
on the part of the researcher. Themes tend to ‘emerge’ from the data or ‘be discovered’
in it, instead of being actively found, identified or selected by the researcher consciously
and purposefully in the analysis. Support for such attitude to qualitative data treatment
can be found e.g. in Fine 2002, who claims that it is enough to ‘give voice’ to participants.
Braun and Clarke (2006: 80), however, albeit not postulating one perfect method for car-
rying out qualitative research, still emphasize the need for researchers to be conscious
of their decision-making process and to describe it explicitly in the method section. Ad-
ditionally, although, as previously mentioned, thematic analysis is epistemologically flex-
ible, Braun and Clarke also stress that it is important for researchers to state which theo-
retical framework they subscribe to, and therefore build their presumptions on, in their
qualitative analysis, be it the essentialist, constructionist or contextualist approach.
For the purpose of this study, the essentialist/realist approach to data was taken, where
“a simple, largely unidirectional relationship is assumed between meaning and experi-
ence and language (language reflects and enables us to articulate meaning
and experience)” (Braun and Clarke 2006: 85) and the analysis focuses on semantic rather
than latent themes.

It is generally assumed that thematic analysis should be guided by qualitative re-
search questions (which do not overlap with the actual interview questions)
and involves browsing across a data set following a number of steps (Braun and
Clarke 2006). The said steps require subsequently: dividing the text into smaller chunks,
initial/open  coding, organising and assigning codes to larger categories
(focused/analytic coding) and then identifying overarching themes (axial/thematic
coding) (Braun and Clarke 2006, Brown 2014, Cohen et al. 2011, Creswell 2013, Cre-
swell and Plano Clark 2011, Kiczkowiak 2018, Saldana 2009). Coding is an inductive,
data-driven process (Cohen et al. 2011, Mackey and Gas 2005). It is important to add that
the analysis is not linear — “Instead, it is a more recursive process, where movement
is back and forth as needed, throughout the phases” (Braun and Clarke 2006: 86).
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A process that, as noticed by Braun and Clarke 2006, Bird 2005, Dornyei 2007, Riessman
1993 and many others, begins with verbal data transcription, which gives
the researcher an opportunity to delve into the data and already notice budding themes
and patterns, and even begin interpretation. As far as the present study is concerned,
the researcher was the only interviewer and lesson observer, and therefore the process
of noticing themes and patterns in participants’ answers started at an even earlier stage of
conducting interviews and lesson observations and continued later on at the stage
of transcription and transcription verification (all the data were transcribed and later ver-
ified against the original recordings by both the researcher and another transcriber).
The used codes were not pre-given, but generated inductively, which increases the valid-
ity of the study. Initial codes, themes and revised themes were generated for each quali-
tative research question with the sample divided into five groups according to work ex-
perience. The codes and transcriptions were then relayed to priorly trained Coder 2, who
searched for the same codes and themes in the transcribed interviews and added new
codes if needed. Later, Coder 1 and Coder 2 convened and compared their coded tran-
scriptions to clear any possible confusion. To assure the inter-rater reliability
of the coding, Pearson’s Correlation Coefficient (Pearson’s r) was calculated for each
batch of coded fragments responding to a given research question. In all cases there
was either a strong or moderate positive correlation between the number of utterances
assigned to each code by Coder 1 and the number of utterances assigned to each code
by Coder 2 (RQ1: r (58) = .93, p <.00; RQ2: r (28) .83 =.00, p <.00; RQ3: r (51) = .63,
p <.00).

4.3 Qualitative research questions

In line with the underpinnings of the quantitative part of the study and on the basis
of the results obtained from the questionnaire, three qualitative research questions and

one mixed research question were formulated for interviews and lesson observations:

Qualitative:
1. How do teachers with different work experience use their native language

in the classroom?
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2. How do teachers use their native language with students on different proficiency
levels?
3. How do teachers with different work experience describe their attitudes towards

the role of native language in English instruction?

Mixed:
1. How do interviews and lesson observations help to explain any quantitative
differences in those teachers’ (reported) native language use in the classroom and

their attitudes towards the role of the native language in English instruction?

4.4 Interviews

4.4.1 Structure, sample, and data collection process

The interviews were semi-structured and conducted in Polish. The conversations
revolved around nine general questions and included follow-up questions and questions
for clarification. The teachers were welcome to digress if they wished to as well

as freely discuss examples and classroom situations. The questions are listed below:

1. Do you use Polish when you teach English grammar? Provide examples
if possible.

2. Do you use Polish when you teach English vocabulary? Provide examples
if possible.

3. Do you use Polish to organize life in the classroom or grade students?

4. Does the level of the group play a role in how often and in what situations
you use Polish in your teaching?

5. Do you feel comfortable conducting lessons only in English?

6. Has your attitude to using Polish in the classroom changed in the course of your
teaching career?

7. Did you talk about own language use in EFL teaching during your teacher

training? If yes, was it put in a positive or negative light?
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8. What is the biggest benefit of using Polish in the classroom?

9. What is the biggest danger of using Polish in the classroom?

Altogether 24 EFL teachers participated in the interviews. All interviewed teachers
were recruited from the group who had previously completed the questionnaire in Part 1
of the study. The teachers were contacted via the email addresses they had provided
at the end of the questionnaire. 24 teachers responded and agreed to participate
in the interviews. From this group, 10 teachers additionally consented to having their
lessons observed as the next stage of the study. The make-up of the interviewed group
reflected the gender and work experience structure of the EFL teaching profession
in Poland accurately, with 17 female and 7 male participants (71% female participants).
As far as their teaching experience is concerned, referring back to the division proposed
in the questionnaire, the sample consisted of 5 student teachers (21%), 4 teachers
with 1-5 years of experience (17%), 4 teachers with 6-10 years of experience (17%),
7 teachers with 11-20 years of experience (29%) and 4 teachers with more than 20 years
of experience (16%). 10 teachers (42%) reported teaching mostly A1l-A2 level
(primary school and junior high school), 9 teachers (38%) reported teaching A2-B2
levels (high school, vocational school), and 5 teachers (20%) reported teaching all levels
of students.

Gathering qualitative data poses a number of ethical issues concerning the ano-
nymity of participants (Cohen 2011). It is of utmost importance to inform participants
of the purpose of the study, their role in it, as well as how and where the results of the
study will be published or presented. Every stage of the study was conducted adhering
to the BERA (2011) ethical guidelines. There are a number of ways in which breaking
the anonymity of participants could result in negative consequences for their careers
or professional reputation (Mackey and Gass 2005) and therefore throughout the course
of the study teachers were assured of their anonymity. While this is much easier done
with the quantitative part of the study, where questionnaire answers became coded num-
bers and teachers provided their email addresses exclusively out of their own volition,
gathering quantitative data requires not only a certain amount of trust on the side
of the participants, but also specific steps undertaken by the researcher in order to fully
inform the participants of how the data would be transcribed, coded, and presented. Be-

fore taking part in interviews each participant read and signed an informed consent form
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(see Appendix B) where they acknowledged having been informed about the procedure
and aims of the study, as well as about their anonymity and freedom to resign from their
participation at any given time. The consent form was obtained from the Language and
Communication Laboratory at the Faculty of English, Adam Mickiewicz University, and
is habitually used by the Laboratory employees and Faculty researchers. The participants
were also informed that the transcriptions of their interviews would be made available
to them upon request and that they would be sent an electronic copy of the thesis or any
related publications if they wished to get acquainted with the results and conclusions
of the study of which they were a vital part.

The interviews were conducted and recorded by the researcher herself: in person,
when possible, or via Skype. Next, the content was transcribed (see an example in Ap-
pendix C) and reviewed by the researcher and another transcriber who was not otherwise
involved with the study to ensure accuracy and objectivity. Interviews were then analysed
using the 20.0.5. version of MAQDA Plus 2020 software.

4.4.2 Question- based thematic analysis

As described in section 4.2, thematic analysis is not linear and requires a number
of steps: transcription, dividing the text into smaller fragments, identifying initial codes
and grouping them into larger themes. The aim of the following section is to answer three
qualitative research questions and one mixed research question listed in section 4.3
by pinpointing the overarching themes across the interviews. In reporting themes identi-
fied for each qualitative research question, the mixed research question
will be answered by making simultaneous references to quantitative results and drawing
parallels between the results of the two parts of the study.

The first qualitative research question (RQ1) investigates the possible relation
between teachers’ work experience and how they use Polish in their classrooms. First,
teachers’ answers to questions 1, 2 and 3 of the interviews were analysed, as those
questions asked directly about everyday use of Polish in participants’ classrooms.
However, bits and pieces of material regarding RQ1 appeared in different parts
of the interviews as well, therefore, after analysing questions 1, 2 and 3, the researcher

also looked for the themes in different sections of the interviews. This method is in line
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with available literature on thematic analysis: the research questions should be broader
than the interview questions and not overlap with them, and the analysis is a recursive
process, requiring going back and forth in the material (Braun and Clarke 2006,
Brown 2014, Cohen et al. 2011, Creswell 2013, Creswell and Plano Clark 2011,
Kiczkowiak 2018, Saldana 2009).

First and foremost, it needs to be said that all the interviewed teachers, regardless
of their teaching experience and age, unanimously admit that they do use Polish in their
classrooms. Across groups with different work experience Polish is used to make students
understand new language: the most frequently recurring theme in all interviews was the
linguistic one. Polish is used to make students focus on the meaning and use of the pre-
sented new language by explaining grammar rules and terminology, providing examples,
and, less often, to translate new vocabulary, especially abstract words.
The usefulness of Polish is considerably more pronounced in teaching grammar than vo-

cabulary and skills.

(...) because I think the student should understand the very concept of what is presented
to them, so if | introduce a new structure, or a new tense, | do it mostly in Polish. (Teacher
19, student teacher)

(...) the terms such as ‘verb’, ‘noun’, or even in some games when it is about a specific
word, these terms are [provided] in Polish. (Teacher 21, 2 years of experience)

So, | try to use as much English as possible but when it comes to grammatical intricacies,
and especially when it’s difficult grammar, I admit I switch to Polish because it’s faster,
easier, it takes, I don’t know, maybe it doesn’t take less time but it’s like, for the student
it is, it seems to me, easier. (Teacher 5, 10 years of experience)

(...) but sometimes I make sure that they understand, so for example when I’'m conducting
a lesson and we have vocabulary exercises, reading, listening, then I just ask them, right?
What does it mean? I mean, I’m not saying that I’m asking them in Polish, for example
‘What does it mean?’ and something, and then when somebody from the group knows,
then it’s cool, and if not, then I explain it to them and they figure it out. (Teacher 1, 12
years of experience)

Avoiding Polish completely happens very rarely. If we try to do it, like I do, like | have
had a couple of times in my life when I had more quick-witted groups, on higher level,
and | thought transfer of knowledge would be faster in English, it actually turns out that
Polish is useful when we need to explain grammar, so Polish is useful in explaining.
(Teacher 4, 23 years of experience)

I think mostly when it’s about abstract words, because sometimes I don’t know, reading
a definition of a word that | see for the first time, OK, I understand what this word is
about but it’s like, I can’t find a perfect, one hundred percent accurate Polish equivalent,
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so then | look for a Polish translation myself. So it seems that students also have this
problem. Not every definition is easy, not every word is like, especially the abstract ones
are harder, and it’s like providing this Polish equivalent you momentarily understand the
meaning, and that’s what it is all about. (Teacher 5, 10 years of experience)

A few teachers also reported comparing English and Polish grammar when presenting

new material, using different techniques:

Comparing with Polish, in order to make students aware that languages are different, have
completely different, because a student is like a walking Google Translate, | mean they
think that everything can be translated word for word. They don’t care that grammar also
influences meaning, significantly, especially in English. So they need to be made aware
and I don’t think that comparing tenses and languages is wrong. The only thing you need
to remember is to keep the proportions, because | can give them a lecture in linguistics
but what it’s really about is to make them understand more, what tenses are all about, why
we, in what contexts we use them, and then we practice, practice, practice in English.
(Teacher 2, 8 years of experience)

And there was this, it was about this sneaky thing that in English we have ‘I wish you had
done something’ and in Polish we say ‘It’s a shame I didn’t do it’ [Szkoda, ze nie
zrobitem], this is the difference in how you approach this sentence. (Teacher 17, student
teacher)

And sometimes it’s very useful to compare a structure in Polish and in English, then it
[using Polish] is definitely useful. (Teacher 15, 25 years of experience)

And to make it really hit home, make a student really understand that it’s different in their
language and it’s different in our language, it’s essential to explain that in Polish, so ‘Jak
stary jestes ty?’ [ ‘How old are you?”’ translated word for word]. And I always ask: ‘Now,
Dominika, try to translate’. ‘I know, I know’. But now try to read it literally. ‘But what
does it mean literally?’ “Word for word.” I even draw lines under the right words for them,
right? (Teacher 9, 25 years of experience)

Classroom organization and management rank second when it comes to frequently
recurring themes. Teachers across groups use Polish to establish classroom rules

and maintain discipline:

Once, | wanted to present them with the rules of working with me, so then | spoke Polish
to avoid inaccuracies such as, for example that they have three warnings and after the
third warning the whole class will suffer the consequences, that, for example, they will
have an extra homework if someone is especially naughty, | did that in Polish because |
wanted it to be clear what they can and can’t do, what I expect of them. (Teacher 19,
student teacher)

(...) or that the instruction is really complicated in a specific case, for example with older
students | remember that Polish was useful when I explained the rules of a game to them,
which was full of various rules, sub-rules, little intricacies, to draw their attention to them
you use Polish to make a game just flow. Obviously, the game itself is in English, but it
was much smoother and faster and there weren’t any situations when somebody didn’t
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understand something because they didn’t understand the instruction when they were es-
pecially complicated. (Teacher 19, student teacher)

I also mix [languages], both in primary school and in lower secondary school, because,
the group is not always focused enough to do everything in English. It’s very often like,
| start conducting the lesson in English, and then for example, there is some kind of event
in school, especially in primary school, with younger children, there is chaos in the class-
room, because something happened, for example and they get very emotional and excited
so when somebody, for example, drops their cup of milk or something, it immediately
turns into drama, so then | switch to Polish to keep the discipline. (Teacher 7, 1 year of
experience)

Talking about grading:

In Polish, because | want everything to be clear for them, what they need to work on. |
don’t want to think that I explained something, told them about everything, and then this
student, who does not understand everything, it will allow them to think about it once
again and say that maybe they did not know why they got this particular grade. (Teacher
12, 8 years of experience)

In my opinion, | think most of English lessons are conducted in Polish and it pertains to
both lesson organization and presenting new subjects. (Teacher 15, 25 years of experi-
ence)

It is important to observe that, even though Polish is used to present new language,
clarify rules and organize classroom life by all groups of the interviewed teachers,
its use seems to be motivated by a range of factors different for younger teachers and
for the more experienced ones. Student teachers when reflecting on their need to use

Polish often admit that it helps them manage big groups of students and maintain disci-

pline; they use Polish to take the lead, establish themselves.

(..) there were almost thirty of them. (...) The groups were joined then because the teacher
was on maternal leave, I think. (...) So I had to use more Polish to manage and discipline
them because, again, their level was too low to understand a comment in English.
(Teacher 19, student teacher)

(...) when the children were going crazy and they needed to be calmed down, not like just
saying ‘sit down’ and the kid sits down, but when something is really happening, then I
totally have to switch to Polish, because (...) their level of English is too low to just
explain to them why they shouldn’t hit their friends, for example. (Teacher 17, student
teacher)

Students and young teachers (student teachers, 1-5 and 6-10 years of experience)
often mention affective reasons for using Polish: they seem to worry about students’ lan-
guage barrier and how it makes them feel, saying that Polish relieves the discomfort and

helps with stress, especially in pre-teenage groups.
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(...) because they will be like, aware that if they really don’t understand something, be-
cause they are allowed to not understand things, then they can just ask about it in Polish
and the teacher will not give them a failing grade, or, I don’t know, will not discipline
them for using Polish in the English class, but they will just explain. And I think that this
is valuable, that this teacher will be more ‘human’ to students, that if they don’t under-
stand, they can just ask and they will know. (Teacher 17, student teacher)

It seems to be that because I use Polish this lesson is not too formal. It doesn’t matter if
it’s in English or in Polish, everybody feels casually, freely. (Teacher 10, student teacher)

Because they were blocked, they said ‘No, I will say nothing’. So in one group, a little bit
experimentally because I’d been teaching them for three years and | just see their whole
progress, and in this group | experimentally allowed them to answer whatever, just to
make them answer. And | allowed them to answer in Polish, just to give me a sign that
they understand what I’m saying, that they want to answer the questions. And this bore
fruit: even when they were doing reading exercises, looking for information in the text,
they were able to find this piece of information and that already told me that they under-
stand something. (Teacher 6, 3 years of experience)

And there was this student, he just always said ‘No’, because he was so averse to speaking
in the classroom. He had this reputation, from his previous school, of being a little bit of
aclass clown, and | think he already accepted this role and in his mind he was a lost cause.
And I just couldn’t, I thought to myself: ‘God, such a nice boy, let’s give him some time’.
And | gave him time and already in the third grade he started to develop quickly, very
quickly, and he saw that he actually knows something, because nobody forced him to do
anything. He didn’t have to say ‘No’ just because anymore. (Teacher 6, 3 years of
experience)

I will say that on Al level, so in the fourth grade, by all means, explaining an English
word in English on such a basic level with a big group and children on various levels,
they wouldn’t understand and they would have a problem and they would feel bad.
(Teacher 21, 2 years of experience)

Yes, that’s how | feel, that when the group is really good, and | have such groups in lower
secondary school, and I start speaking English to them, even when they don’t understand
everything entirely, they are still happy and they are, you know, in this situation, like,
immersed. But they are groups where when | enter and start speaking English, | see fear
in their eyes and zero focus and they start drawing in their notebooks, so then | have to
say something in Polish just to discipline them somehow. (Teacher 7, 1 year of experi-
ence)

Polish is also helpful in building a bond with students and helps create a friendly work

environment:

I’m not a native speaker, they [students] are not natives, some issues on a, I don’t know,
social level, co-operating level, are more neat in Polish, easier. In high school apart from
studying we are expected to build a bond between a teacher and the group, especially
between the form teacher, so it seems that English would impede this somehow.

Let’s call it ‘the human aspect’ I think is better realised in the mother tongue. (Teacher
22, 21 years of experience)
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This attention to students’ psychological comfort sometimes manifests itself
in succumbing to students’ nagging and complaining about not understanding English,

which causes young teachers to use Polish instead.

Often when | tried to explain some [new vocabulary] in English, they asked me to explain
in Polish because ‘Miss, what is a ‘noun’ and what is a ‘verb’, and after a while | switched
to Polish. (Teacher 17, student teacher)

So with this fifth grade it was like that, they always wanted to know the Polish translation
and usually | had to explain it to them, so when there was a new word I translated it into
Polish, gave them the Polish equivalent. (Teacher 19, student teacher)

Students, say, who somewhere in the beginning of the road were weaker, they demand
Polish: ‘But how do you say it in Polish? But why are you giving us these rhymes, stories?
| just want to know! (Teacher 2, 8 years of experience)

All groups apart from students report that they use Polish in grading in order
to adhere to formal regulations and maintain a good relationship with parents. In some
quotes it is also visible that teachers are often afraid of being misunderstood or unclear
by using only English and that they could later deal with unpleasant reactions from par-

ents.

We can’t do it in English because we have to take into consideration that also the parent,
who is actually the recipient here. They also need to have insight, we can’t leave them
with Google translate, right? (Teacher 6, 3 years of experience)

[Feedback] in English often has less of an impact, it’s perceived differently, more
friendly. But when it comes to explaining the rules in the classroom, it needs to be done
in Polish. (Teacher 6, 3 years of experience)

There is a little bit more of this, this Polish [in organisation]. VVery often | need to handle
formal things regarding school or lesson organisation and then | know that Polish needs
to be there and there’s more of it. (Teacher 7, 1 year of experience)

They often reprimanded me [students] when | was still getting used to the organisation of
the school and | typed in, they told me to type in subjects of lessons in Polish. So | as-
sumed that if they are in Polish in the register they should be in Polish in the notebooks
as well. However, then the group said that they would prefer to write lesson subjects in
their notebooks in English. (Teacher 7, 1 year of experience)

Well, [I give feedback] in Polish, because | want it to be clear for them what they still
have to work on and not to allow myself to think that | have explained, talked about
everything and later this student, who had not understood everything, this will give them
an opportunity to think about it again and later say that he or she doesn’t know why they
got this grade. (..) It’s a formal thing. (Teacher 12, 4 years of experience)

I need to be sure that the message is clear and the rules of formative assessment require a

very clear message: positive, negative, recommendations, etc. And | want to know, to be
sure that it was understood. (Teacher 2, 8 years of experience)
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1l tell you what, it is required from me that every grade, for example of a written essay,
or a short test, or a regular test, be supported by additional information. As a rule, this
information is written in English, on the test. But I am often under the impression (...)
that if the feedback is given in English, it is not treated entirely seriously. You know what
I mean, the seriousness of this feedback does not reach them completely, their mistakes,
etc. And when it is given to them in Polish, be it in a written or spoken form, it seems to
get to them more. (...) Sometimes there are situations, for example
if it’s about grades, that to create the seriousness of a given situation, apart from feedback
in English written on the test (...) they have a different weight if you give them in Polish,
as a teacher, a professor here in high school. (Teacher 13, 15 years of experience)

For sure, requirements, everything is [done] clearly in Polish. (...) To be precise, clear
and fair to everyone. (...) For example we do it like this: in the first, organizational lesson
we have a printed sheet of paper which kids paste in their notebooks for parents to get
acquainted with all the rules. If they have any questions they come to consult us, etc. And
parents also sign this, you know? So they are aware of the rules and requirements.
(Teacher 11, 11 years of experience)

I mean, | think that from a formal standpoint it [the requirements] needs to be [in Polish]
because sooner or later someone can say that they weren’t graded according to the crite-
ria, or that the grade wasn’t justified as well as it should be. After all we live in Poland
and all those formal issues need to be handled in Polish, so for example | need to put
lesson subjects to the register in Polish, or, | even think that the linguistic issues, things
about the language should be presented in Polish so that no one can accuse me later of
purposefully confusing them by explaining things in English. (Teacher 22, 21 years of
experience)

Interestingly enough, the most experienced teachers (11+ years of experience) some-
times admit that it is more natural and instinctive for them to speak Polish and they seem
to have a closer psychological bond with their own language. Also, as shown
in the quotes above, some of them are of the opinion that feedback and grades given

in Polish are taken more seriously.

[taking about mock oral exam procedure] In general they pick a set, | say everything
in English just like in the real exam, | clock them, finish, count the points and I say the
rest in Polish. It’s easy, almost automatic, Polish kicks in automatically. (...) Sometimes
I need to remind myself that it’s a bit too much of Polish now and the shape of the lesson
is getting lost somewhere. (Teacher 1, 12 years of experience)

There are also motivations for the use of Polish common to all interviewed teachers.
Undoubtedly the most predominant theme here is control and fear of leaving students

to understand something on their own.

[about the benefits of using Polish] “For the teacher it is this confidence that students
really know what we are doing, etc., in organizational matters, or when we discuss
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grammar, sometimes they may have problems with theoretical issues. (Teacher 16, stu-
dent teacher)

But if a situation happened which would require teacher’s intervention and explaining
something, if | needed to be confined to English then | would be stressed. I wouldn’t
know if this child understood what | meant or if they know what they did wrong or what
they did right. I would be afraid and I wouldn’t want to have lessons with small children
only in English, I would feel uncomfortable. If something was going wrong in the class-
room and I wouldn’t be able to react because they would just not understand me and then
it would be a problem. )Teacher 17, student teacher)

[about using Polish in vocabulary lessons] Less, less. I need to say that I'm trying to make
them work with texts, to make them spot the unknown words on their own. | put the words
on the board in Polish and in English, but the lessons themselves are conducted in English
and in general | speak to them in English, but when | see that they are lost, then | write
the new words Polish-English, with the translation. It’s the easiest way to prepare them
and teach, right? If I just put the words on the board in English together with the definition
they would eventually get lost. (Teacher 7, 1 year of experience)

But when it comes to complicated matters | speak English and explain in Polish. (Teacher
12, 4 years of experience)

Of course when there are some more difficult words that not everyone will catch imme-
diately, after giving the definition | make sure that they understand what the word means,
right? So the role [of Polish] is to make sure that everyone understands. (Teacher 11, 11
years of experience)

Apart from the ever-present control, using Polish is certainly a convenient time-saver:

Well, but we don’t have time for that because the curriculum is what it is and because of
that everything is just fast, the curriculum is just worked through, without any after-
thought. (Teacher 10, student teacher)

[about using Polish] It simply saves time, it is sometimes enough to thrown the instruction
in Polish and immediately everybody knows, but when we have to do it in English, later
you need to explain everything again, show separately, say that a half of the group under-
stood and half didn’t, the clock is ticking, right? (Teacher 10, student teacher)

But when they were ‘my kids’, those in 8th grade, level B2, honestly I didn’t waste time
describing a new word to them, | just gave them a Polish translation and they quickly
caught it and used it right away. (Teacher 17, student teacher)

It seems to me that we save time, maybe, especially when it comes to translating words,
yes, 1 don’t give the definitions, just one word and it’s done, the whole meaning of the
word, right? Students know, like, internally what the word is about, after all they have it
in their native language, so for sure it’s a time-saver. (Teacher 5, 10 years of experience)

Most teachers also mentioned time-saving as the biggest benefit of using Polish in their
lessons (question 8 of the interview).
Themes described above correspond to Part 1 and 2 of the questionnaire. The statisti-

cal analysis of the results revealed differences between student teachers and practicing
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teachers in the frequency and amount of Polish used in their classrooms (see: Chapter 3,
sections 3.5.1 and 3.5.2). Referring to more focused interview data analysis, it might
be hypothesised that this statistical difference between students and the rest of the teach-
ers may stem from the fact that, living in the world of English as lingua franca and having
been in contact with English from their early childhood, the younger generation of teach-
ers are more confident in their language skills and are not afraid to make it a staple
of classroom communication. Additionally, they are not yet familiar with the realities
of school work such as procedures in grading and establishing contact with parents, nor
do they have to deal with the 45-minute realities of public school teaching units. As could
be seen in the analysis above, even though there were no statistical differences in ques-
tionnaire Tasks 1 and 2 between practicing teachers in how much Polish they use in their
classrooms, the interviews revealed that they seem to do it for different reasons. This
observation is an essential one for teacher educators and trainers.

As far as own language use on different proficiency levels (RQ2) is concerned,
interview data unequivocally corroborate the results of statistical analysis of question-
naire Tasks 1 and 2: the amount and context of the use of Polish in teaching is definitely
level-dependent. However, yet again interview data reveal the intricate details and com-
plexities of this issue.

In the linguistic domain, according to the interviewed teachers, using Polish is more

justified on lower level in teaching grammar:

In teaching grammar | have no problem using Polish in these situations, especially with
less advanced groups. (Teacher 1, 12 years of experience)

I think that such method works, the higher the level, the less Polish. It’s not that I have
anything against using Polish to explain grammar, I think that such a ‘mixed method’,
combining these two methods is the best way to go. (Teacher 1, 12 years of experience)

And in high school, really, there is much more space for English, they understand al-
ready... I keep thinking about examples... They already operate with such terms as ‘in-
finitive’, they know what it is, they know what a ‘gerund’ is, ‘passive voice’, etc. And the
textbooks are structured this way, so for example in high school often the theory which
is placed at the end of the book, it is often already in English, so the passive part [of
learning], they understand it. (Teacher 14, 12 years of experience)

However, there were teachers who argued the opposite: it is more convenient to use
Polish for explaining grammar or translating unknown vocabulary on more advanced lev-
els because it is simply faster and it does not disturb the flow of the lesson. In other words,

advanced students, in their opinion, will not suffer because of the use of Polish. For them,
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the ‘cost’ of time and disturbing the flow of the lesson on advanced levels

IS too high comparing to the ‘cost’ of using Polish.

(...) in 8th grade, this B2 level, honestly, I did not waste time on describing a hew word,
| just said it in English and they caught it immediately and started using it right away.
(Teacher 17, student teacher)

The majority of interviewed teachers agree that giving clear instructions, organizing
and managing the classroom, and maintaining control over students’ understanding

of lesson content in less advanced groups is done easier and more effectively in Polish:

(...) it’s good to find your ground with a group first, what the level is, there is no use,
according to my experience, show off when no one understands us. (Teacher 4, 23 years
of experience)

[about monolingual teaching] In lower secondary school, I think, there wouldn’t be any
problems, but with primary school there would be problems, especially with instructions.
(Teacher 19, student teacher)

For sure with a weaker group | would feel less comfortable [speaking just English], be-
cause | would be afraid that they would not understand everything. (Teacher 18, student
teacher)

The higher the level of the group, the more English | can use in the classroom. I have no
problem with this, especially with beginners or pre-intermediate levels, | noticed a lot
of Polish in these lessons. Maybe | should try more, to speak the target language, but it is
very tiring on lower levels. (Teacher 5, 10 years of experience)

Teachers seem to also have different opinions about grading and giving feedback
in Polish on different levels. Some argue that higher level students need more detailed
feedback in Polish, while others, on the contrary, believe that it is lower-level students
who benefit more from receiving comments about their performance in their own

language:

It is again the matter of the level and what we are evaluating. Because for a smaller child,
I think even up to 5th of 6th grade it is enough, you know just like it is in the text books,
different levels, like smiley faces or pictures of suns. (...) But in higher grades obviously
you evaluate different skills separately, so I think Polish is used to discuss what is OK.
(Teacher 15, 25 years of experience)

I have a group which is very advanced and | can give the whole feedback in English and
they understand everything, but the majority on this level, lower secondary school or pri-
mary school, formative assessment is best done in Polish. (Teacher 2, 8 years of experi-
ence)
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Interestingly, many teachers also make a differentiation between the level of students
and the age of students. They seem to notice that when it comes to teaching children
on lower levels, the more English the better, as the material is not complicated and the
new language can be acquired naturally. However, when it comes to older
students on lower levels (for example lower secondary or high school students who are
still somewhere around level A2), Polish seems to play a role of a communication facili-
tator, as the material covered is much more complex, discussed topics and vocabulary
more serious, and using Polish can show some respect towards those teenagers, who, after
all, are already fluent in one language — Polish, and are eager to discuss more complicated
topics and express themselves in a more sophisticated manner. It also seems that when
it comes to lower levels, the older the student, the more difficult it is to overcome the

language barrier and psychological block.

Maybe yes, well, with very small children, I don’t know, kindergarten kids, using English
iS not as problematic for them. (...) Because they accept everything in the lesson, the
teacher comes and speaks English and they are not especially surprised and, somehow
instinctively, if they do something wrong, no problem, it’s more like teaching through
playing, so the teacher can repeat everything as many times as they want. The instructions
are easy too, as a rule, there are pictures, so Polish is not necessary. (...) However, when
the children get older, a barrier is created. I think they don’t feel as free as earlier. | have
just come across a higher grade and I tried conducting the whole lesson in English, but I
saw they were very confused and I started translating everything into Polish. (Teacher 21,
2 years of experience)

Well, it all depends on the age group. Because when it comes to adults, adults feel safer
when they have everything explained to them in Polish, especially when they are on a low
level. (Teacher 12, 4 years of experience)

Another level-dependent factor influencing the amount of own language
in the classroom listed by teachers is a mixed level of students. It seems that for some
teachers the problem that makes them use Polish is not the level itself, but the fact that

oftentimes groups are mismatched level-wise:

I would rather say that it’s not dependant on the level, but a variety of levels in the same
group. So, in the public school | can have students on all levels from A to B in one group,
although I tend to notice it in private schools as well. There are some people in advanced
groups that have no chance of passing the exam. (...) So the problem here is the variety
within the group. The wider the gap between the students the more difficult it is to use
the target language. (Teacher 8, 3 years of experience)

As can be inferred from the quotes above, the interviewed teachers agree that the use

of Polish is indeed level-dependent — as shown in the quantitative analysis. However,
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an in-depth, qualitative look at the matter revealed that teachers’ accounts are often
contradictory and their use of Polish on different levels is dependent on many factors,
especially, as it seems, on the particular teacher’s experience, skills and opinions.

The content of the quotes provided above in the discussion of qualitative RQ1 and
RQ2 already painted a partial picture of how teachers with different work
experience describe their attitudes towards the role of own language use in teaching Eng-
lish (RQ3). It is quite clear that Polish is present in all interviewed teachers’ classrooms
and that, regardless of their work experience, attitudes towards own language use in dif-
ferent domains are moderate to positive, with the most positive for grammar
instruction and organization and moderately positive for vocabulary instruction and the
affective domain. This corroborated the results of the quantitative part of the study.
A deeper insight into the interview data has also shown that the motivations behind teach-
ers’ use of Polish tend to vary depending on their work experience and that
the group level needs to be accounted for even though teachers do not speak in unison
about this factor. There are, however, more fragments of the interviews with interesting
new themes, which can help create a bigger picture and illustrate teachers’ mixed
feelings and complex attitudes to using Polish in their lessons even better, and these frag-
ments will be provided and commented on below. This time the analysis was not only
semantic, but at times more constructionist, and the themes detected were not only literal,
but also latent, as the tone of the speakers and language they used to talk about their
experiences connected with the use of Polish needed to be taken into account.

A new theme definitely worth exploring is the theme of guilt accompanying
the use of own language in EFL lessons. Teachers with different work experience
express their guilt about using Polish in their lessons differently, which may be influenced
by teacher training they had received, their language competence, and personal teaching
history. The interview data show that the most experienced teachers (more than 11 years
in the public education system) are somewhat conflicted about using own language
in their classrooms. In the interviews older teachers were defensive about using Polish
and felt that they needed to explain themselves to the interviewer. First, because of the
time constraints imposed by the school reality, many teachers feel that using Polish in
some contexts makes their lessons more efficient. However, some consider this way of

saving time as a sign of teachers’ laziness:
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It seems to me that when we enter a more difficult material we are under pressure: this
needs to be covered, this needs to be explained, that needs to be checked. And English, it
seems, is lost somehow.

I think that we as teachers cut corners. (Teacher 15, 25 years of experience)

It is important to show how conflicted the older generation of teachers seems
to be regarding the justification for their use of Polish. On the one hand, they report being
very strict towards their students, controlling them and forcing to speak only English.
Many report punishing students for their use of Polish in their lessons or giving prizes

such as ‘points’ or grades for just using English during the lessons:

(...) so I announce, for example, it may be called differently, an ‘only English zone’, so
for example, for 15 minutes we just speak English and those who speak English between
themselves, for example while doing the exercises, are praised in some way. Those, who
don’t, are punished with a ‘minus’ grade or something like that. Children rather accept
this. It looks a bit like cultural persecution, doesn’t it? (Teacher 4, 23 years of experience)

So, for example: ‘Today for two hours we don’t use Polish and I’ll treat it as your class
engagement and you’ll get a 5 for active engagement’. (Teacher 1, 12 years of experience)

Teachers in this group also mention that one of the biggest dangers of using Polish
in TEFL are: wasting precious classroom time and encouraging students’ laziness

and distracting them:

Well, | think that my students are less focused on understanding then [when the teacher
speaks Polish], because they know that you’ll say that in Polish again or explain it again
after a moment. So they don’t feel the need for maximal focus on these explanations
because they feel they will be able to ask again in Polish. They put less effort into that.
(Teacher 1, 12 years of experience)

Well, | think that the biggest problem [of using Polish] will be making students used to
it. Using English will not be a challenge for them, they will get lazy, lose motivation to
communicate somehow. (Teacher 13, 15 years of experience)

Well, I think that students get thrown off the ‘English mode’. If we’re conducting a lesson
which flows nicely, I think that sometimes it throws you off [using Polish]. We’re con-
ducting a lesson and that this Polish, they switch to Polish and then are unwilling to switch
back to English. (Teacher 14, 12 years of experience)

On the other hand, there were also instances of rebellious voices in this group,
the theme here being the pride of being Polish and speaking Polish and an unapologetic

use of Polish:
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We’re Polish, we communicate in Polish and think in Polish, so why wouldn’t we use it?
(Teacher 9, 25 years of experience)

(...) I remember these awful times when students were outraged with a literal translation
‘Jak stary jeste$ ty? [‘How old are you?’ translated word for word], because we don’t
speak like that. This outrage was directed at the teacher, obviously. (...) But I was persis-
tent and | succeeded and I do use Polish in explaining new grammar. (Teacher 9, 25 years
of experience)

A theme present in this group of teachers was also change. Many reported a more
relaxed attitude towards complete monolingualism in the classrooms gained through
the years, emphasized constant development regarding this matter and the change

of EFL teaching in Poland (course books, resources).

| used to be stricter, | think it stemmed from my private school experience, where the
emphasis was put on this, even on elementary level, where no one understands anything
in English, to explain grammar in English. I don’t know where I got it from, this feeling
that if | explain something in Polish it is not entirely OK or methodologically sound be-
cause English should be everywhere. But then | decided that | need to focus on the effects
and the effect is that instead of focusing on the grammar students focus on understanding
what I’'m saying really and what I want from them, and this defies the purpose. I don’t
think it’s wrong, [ used to think that in the past, that you should not do it [use Polish], that
it is not good, but now | see that it works. (Teacher 1, 12 years of experience)

The classes used to be larger, it was more wild, there were more problems with discipline.
Now young people are calmer, or maybe I’m more experienced and I can allow myself
for some musings: ‘Am I doing it right or wrong?’ Back in a day it was done spontane-
ously, and now, come to think of it, | think it is really good that | do use Polish. (Teacher
9, 25 years of experience)

Some noticed that they use more English in their lessons now, because it is easier

and the students have more exposure to English in general:

I mean, | can say from my own perspective that indeed | used to have less experience
with this, where to use Polish, where | can squeeze it in. | think that there is much more
openness on the side of students. In the past there wasn’t much exposure to English (...)
and now they ‘catch’ the language naturally, the entry level has risen significantly.
(Teacher 15, 25 years of experience)

It had to change because (...) course books have changed, methodology has changed,
I learned new things, | went to courses abroad, my attitude has changed, | listened to other
teachers from different countries and | saw that this east of Europe, the attitude is very
traditional, lecture-like. (Teacher 4, 23 years of experience)

In the group of very experienced teachers Polish is also considered a more ‘intellectual’
language for the students, a language necessary to fully comprehend new material,

especially when learning grammar:
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Yes, after translating, converting it into our Polish grammar it is understood [new gram-
mar]. Then the student learns with his or her mind, not with a mere reflex, they try to
analyse it using their intellect then. (Teacher 9, 25 years of experience)

In general, very experienced teachers were less confident in expressing their feelings and
attitudes towards using Polish in their lessons. They appeared afraid of losing their face
or seeming incompetent. Those who admitted using Polish in certain contexts seemed
to be the rebellious ones, and were not sure if what they were saying was methodically
sound or justified.

The difference in the tone and manner of speaking about the own language issue
was almost palpable in interviews with less experienced, younger teachers. Many themes
found in the data obtained from more experienced teachers (as described above) were also
present in conversations with younger and less experienced teachers. However, there was
an important difference in the tone of speaking about the own language issue: it could
be noticed that younger teachers treat monolingual teaching as a given, for them English
is ubiquitous and they were perfectly aware that the English-speaking media and culture
are widely accessible and commonly present in their students’ lives. They expressed their
confidence in their own language skills and the conversation about the use of own lan-
guage was a very relaxed one comparing to the tension around this topic present in the
conversations with older teachers. Younger teachers seem to treat Polish in their lessons
as something purely practical, they concentrate on how Polish makes their lessons more
efficient, their message clearer and their life easier:

I’m a fan of using Polish during the lessons. Contrary to the majority of what we were
taught in teaching methodology classes. (...) First and foremost it saves time and prob-
lems in communication, and it seems to me that in case of teaching grammar I don’t need
the taught foreign language at all, because who needs that? (Teacher 8, 3 years of experi-
ence)

Obviously the biggest problem is that they know we speak Polish, so they don’t have
to put in that effort, which they would have to put in the lessons with a native speaker.
The effort is not there because they know | will understand everything they say in Polish.
| could pretend not to, I could introduce a rule that I’m not reacting to Polish, but in the
end they know they will convey the message and when the bell rings and they want to talk
something over, a homework or a test, they will use Polish, right? (Teacher 7, 1 year of
experience)

And when you speak Polish to everyone, especially when it comes to formative assess-

ment, then | have no doubt that my message will be clear and understood. (Teacher 2,
8 years of experience)
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I know there are different theories about that, some say that we shouldn’t use Polish at all
in our classes, some say that yes. Well, I use it. I don’t know if it’s right or wrong but I
think that generally you learn grammar intuitively and practicing the forms is easy, but |
would also like them to know what they’re using and why. So I use Polish, sometimes
probably overuse it because it does dominate in these lessons, in these theoretical parts.
We explain how to use tenses, the contexts, we compare tenses, mix them, (...) translate
into Polish, etc. (Teacher 2, 8 years of experience)

The theme of prize or punishment is absent in this portion of data, younger teachers seem
to be very utilitarian about using Polish and do not introduce restrictions in their class-
rooms. On the contrary, what is present in the data is younger teachers’ willingness to be

liked by their students and to do whatever makes them happy:

Because on higher levels, sure, you can discuss everything and throw in one word here
and there. But on this level here, where you have students who, for example, only had
German in the lower secondary school, | think it would be harmful for them and com-
pletely discouraging. One boy, he doesn’t like to speak and I know about it, because even
if 1 ask them to prepare monologues at home, they have 2 weeks for it, plenty of time, and
I know he is prepared, but he is not used to speaking and it’s difficult to make him say
the easiest things. (Teacher 12, 4 years of experience)

I think you should speak English in the English classes but it’s so difficult in these groups
where you can see in their faces that they don’t want this lesson to be in English. And the
teacher lets it go, because they want children to be happy. And I think they would get
used to that after a while, but it’s not easy. (Teacher 21, 2 years of experience)

Having said that, the themes of guilt, teachers surrendering, and change in attitudes

are also noticeable in the interviews with some of the younger teachers:

Maybe | should try more, speak more in the target language and make them try harder to
understand, but it’s tiring for me on lower levels, it’s work. Sometimes I don’t control
myself and just switch to Polish. (Teacher 5, 10 years of experience)

I try for Polish not to be there, I try to give them these 45 minutes in English, but, you
know... (Teacher 7, 1 year of experience)

It seems that the only thing constant is development and trying to be a better teacher.
There was a moment when | realised that there was too much Polish, and I tried to use
more English, step by step. (...) The work needs to be shifted to students and if there’s
group work, presentation, dialogues, etc., everything is in English. So the proportions
changed in my case. | mean my philosophy, attitude, formative assessment and grammar
rules are in Polish, but the proportions are that English must dominate. (Teacher 2, 8 years
of experience)

Moreover, younger teachers are aware that overusing Polish may lead to killing the flow

of the lesson or the motivation of students as well as spontaneity of the lesson:
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I think that it makes students lazy when they switch to Polish, they expect to speak it all
the time, so the instructions are in Polish and they don’t have to try, don’t have to listen
because when I speak Polish they don’t have to focus, the understand in passing and they
know what to do. In English they have to compose themselves, focus to hear and under-
stand, get through the accent and receive the message, so Polish can make them lazy.
(Teacher 19, student teacher)

I mean I think that this influences the speaking, that grammar, vocabulary, they are not
harmful [presented in Polish], but in dialogues, when we want them to speak spontane-
ously, then... They are not prepared for that, they want to take notes and I often say ‘Write
down the key words’ because we remember better when we write. But (...) it Kills spon-
taneity, they want to translate everything. (Teacher 12, 4 years of experience)

Overall, younger teachers presented a more constructive, self-aware attitude towards
using Polish in their classrooms. There was less shame and hesitation about this topic,
which was expressed both verbally and non-verbally - in the tone of the interviews
and their behaviour when speaking about this topic. Younger teachers (1-5 years
of experience) were also the only group who remembered their teacher training quite
clearly and referred to it to in their interviews. Some noticed the clash between the
attitudes in the academia and the reality of teaching a foreign language and mentioned
how their attitudes to own language use changed after graduating (theme: attitude

fluctuation).

4.5 Lesson observations

4.5.1 Sample and data collection process

In order to provide data triangulation in the study, lesson observations with a small
focus group were conducted. From the previously interviewed group of 24 participants,
10 teachers agreed to have their lessons observed. Types of observed lessons and teachers'

work experience in years is provided in Table 4 below.
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Table 4. Data regarding lesson observation participants.

Participant alias Work experience (in years) Lesson type
Listening-speaking:
Teacher 7 1 students’ presentations
Teacher 2 8 Listening-speaking
Teacher 12 8 Speaking
Teacher 5 10 Listening-speaking
Grammar:
Teacher 20 10 Pre_sent Simple a_m_d
Continuous - Revision
Functions — expressing
Teacher 1 12 opinion5
Teacher 23 19 Reading-speaking
Grammar:
Teacher 24 20 conditional clauses
Grammar:
Teacher 22 21 Pres_ent Simple_ar)d
Continuous Revision
Grammar:
Teacher 4 23 Conditionals

Due to organisational and time constraints, there were limitations concerning teacher rep-
resentation in this part of the study: no student teachers’ lessons were observed
and only one observed lesson was conducted by a teacher from the 1-5 years-of-experi-
ence group. Moreover, all of the observed lessons were conducted
in lower secondary and secondary schools with participants aged 12-19. The majority
of observed groups were on level B1 (six lessons), but one lesson on level Al, two lessons
on level A2, and one lesson on level B2 were also observed. The focus of four
of the observed lessons was grammar, the rest of the lessons were skills-focused.
As described in section 1.4.1, all participating teachers signed an informed consent (see
Appendix B) and were familiarized with the purpose of the study and how the data will
be used in further analyses and publications. The teachers were instructed to conduct
a regular lesson and were informed that the results of the observations will be reported
with respect for their anonymity. It was emphasized that their natural behaviour is crucial
for the observations. The lessons were observed by the researcher herself and analysed
using a self-designed observation sheet. The observation sheet included the context
in which Polish was used by the teachers — categories based on the questionnaire used

in Part 1 of the study — such as presenting grammar, presenting vocabulary, correcting
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mistakes, giving instructions, establishing a good relationship with students, etc.
The frequency of the use of Polish in each context was noted and additional comments
and details provided in a separate column (see Appendix D). The aim of the analysis was
to attempt to answer the same qualitative and mixed questions as in the interview analysis
(see section 1.3). Thematic analysis of the notes was conducted, the results

of which will be described in the following sections.

4.5.2 Results and analysis

4.5.2.1 The teachers’ experience factor

As far as teachers’ experience is concerned, the quantitative results showed differences
in own-language use between student teachers and practicing teachers; therefore
it is important to note again that no lessons by student-teachers were observed in this part
of the study. With this in mind, the results of the observations of lessons conducted by
practicing teachers were in line with the results of the questionnaire and interviews,
as there were no observable experience-dependent differences in how much and in what
context teachers used Polish in their lessons. The qualitative inquiry suggests that
the frequency and context of own-language use observed in these lessons seems
to be first and foremost dependent on the lesson type, and secondly on teachers’ personal
attitudes towards using Polish in EFL and their confidence in their own knowledge
of English.

As far as lesson type is concerned, it could be clearly noticed that Polish was used
most extensively in grammar lessons. Four of the observed lessons were grammar lessons.
During all of these lesson Polish was used to present grammar, to give instructions and
to maintain discipline. All teachers used Polish to talk with Students (henceforth Ss) about
the rules concerning a given grammatical structure: Teacher 20 used Polish to test
Ss grammar knowledge by asking them about the rules governing the use of Present Sim-
ple and Continuous tenses while Teacher 22 conducted the whole tense revision in Polish:
the Ss discussed the rules in Polish and sometimes the teacher mixed Polish and English
by providing some rules in English and asking Ss questions such as:
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“Do czego si¢ tego uzywa?” [“What is it used for?”]. Teacher 4 presented all rules
concerning conditional sentences on the whiteboard in Polish. All four used Polish to clar-
ify instructions or translate them into Polish after having provided them in English be-
forehand. Polish was also used by all of the teachers to organize Ss’ work
and maintain discipline. Teacher 20, Teacher 22 and Teacher 24 also used Polish
in their grammar lessons to practice translation, correct Ss” mistakes and give them feed-
back, as well as to maintain good relationship with them, for example by chatting with
them every now and then to relieve the tension of covering intellectually demanding ma-
terial. What seemed striking to the researcher was that the amount of Polish used by teach-
ers in the observed grammar lessons did not correlate with how successful
the lesson was overall. While Teacher 4 (23 year of teaching experience), clearly
suppressed their use of Polish and tried very hard to conduct the whole lesson in English,
the lesson was not very successful: Ss did not get much practice and did not seem to grasp
the presented grammatical concepts. The suppression of Polish in this case could have
stemmed from the fact that this particular teacher was not really confident
in their knowledge of teaching methodology, which could have been noticed in the inter-
view:

Well, in fact, it is always a difficult topic, when and how, to what extent to use the native

language in teaching a foreign language. It would be perfect if we could do it just using

English, in my case, but the reality is what it is [...] and it’s difficult to omit Polish alto-

gether. If we try to do it, like I tried a few time in my life, [...] it turns out that Polish is
actually really practical and useful in explaining. (Teacher 4, 23 years of experience)

Quite to the contrary, the rest of the grammar lessons were successful even though teach-
ers’ use of Polish was very different: while Teacher 20 and Teacher 22 used Polish ex-
tensively in all contexts from rule presentation to vocabulary clarification and establish-
ing good relationship with Ss, and Teacher 24 presented a very constrained attitude to the
use of Polish and limited it to rule presentation and translation practice,
all of those lesson were very successful, clear to the Ss and enjoyable. The reason
for this seems to be teachers’ confidence in their teaching skills, knowing exactly what
the purpose of using Polish in certain contexts was, providing Ss with sufficient practice
time, and great rapport. Those teachers knew exactly why they were using Polish
and were very confident in their teaching skills and techniques, which was also visible in

their interviews. Confidence in their foreign language competence and teaching skills
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seemed to make them more focused and allowed them to use Polish unapologetically
in the contexts in which they saw fit.

The rest of the observed lessons — six of them, concentrated on communication
practice, listening, speaking and function. The use of Polish during these lessons
was very different from what could be observed during the grammar lessons; after ana-
lysing the results of the questionnaire and themes present in the interviews, this was
to be expected. First, the overall presence of Polish was less pronounced during
the communication and skills-focused lessons. When it comes to the linguistic domain —
contexts defined in the observation sheet as presenting vocabulary, presenting grammar,
comparing English and Polish grammar and translation practice — Polish was only used
from time to time to present new vocabulary. This was done in a number of ways:
for example, Teacher 1 constrained their use of Polish and only used it once to spare time
and not interrupt the flow of the students. On the other hand, Teacher 2 used solely Eng-
lish to explain unknown vocabulary, but when Ss could not grasp the idea the teachers
asked the best Ss in the group to translate for the rest of the class. This technique
of ‘using’ better students to translate something instead of using Polish by teachers them-
selves was a recurring theme in the interviews as well. In general, providing direct trans-
lation of the unknown vocabulary during the skills-focused lessons was done
to save time or clarify the meaning. In these lessons Polish was used more extensively
in the other two domains: the organisational and the affective one. Whereas feedback and
performance comments were provided in English by all teachers, Teacher 7
and Teacher 12 used Polish to explain and clarify instructions. Both teachers seemed
to have been doing it for formal reasons, which may stem from their personal attitude
towards explaining rules and regulations in Ss’ own language. Teacher 7, whose lesson
was conducted with an A2 level group in lower secondary school, used Polish to present
a lesson plan and the subject of the lesson as well as to instruct Ss how to do the listening
and speaking tasks It was clear to see that Ss felt safer and more confident after hearing
the lesson agenda and task instructions in Polish. Teacher 12, on the other hand, conduct-
ing a Matura (final high school exam) type speaking lesson with a B1 level group ex-
plained all the speaking exam procedures in Polish. Polish was also used
in the skills-focused lessons to maintain discipline, organise classroom life and make
plans for future lessons, as well as to establish good relationship with Ss. This was done

by reprimanding some Ss on their behaviour in Polish, discussing the week plan of lessons
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in Polish, or joking and making witty and personal comments about Ss to entertain the
group. These behaviours corroborated data from the interviews, where some
of the themes selected were using Polish when presenting formal requirements, giving

task instructions or to make Ss feel safer and more confident.

4.5.2.2 The group level factor

The results of the quantitative part of the study revealed significant differences in own-
language use in the EFL classroom and in attitudes towards own-language use between
teachers who work with groups on different language levels. Overall, it could be seen that
using Polish is more accepted on lower-levels. However, qualitative data obtained from
the interviews revealed that the situation is much more complex than the numerical data
would suggest. Although it seems that Polish is used more often with Ss
on lower levels, some teachers believe that it is on higher levels that its use is most
effective and called for, while lower-level groups should receive as much input
in the target language as possible. It also seems that perhaps the age of the learners
iIs @ more significant factor than group level. The focus group lesson observations,
although conducted on a small sample, in lower secondary schools and secondary schools
with learners aged 12-19, offer some additional insights into the matter.

Three lessons with students classified as level A1-A2 were observed. All of them
were attended by Ss aged 13-16 in 7th grade of primary school (former 1st grade of lower
secondary school), 3rd grade of lower secondary school and 2nd grade of high school
(a weak group, level A2). With these groups, the use of Polish seemed to serve two pur-
poses: in the linguistic and organizational domains to provide clarification,
understanding, explanations available to all Ss in the group, and in the affective domain
to relieve tension and make Ss feel more comfortable. In the linguistic domain, Polish
seemed indispensable when dealing with lower-level groups consisting of teenagers. One
reason for that is definitely the fact that even though the competence of such Ss is very
low, the formal requirements concerning material that should be covered
in the lessons are strict and demanding. In order to get Ss through the grammar intricacies
and lots of new vocabulary Polish seems to be an effective and time-saving tool which

helps to provide equal chances to all Ss in terms of following the lesson
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and understanding instructions. Teenagers do not wish to be spoken to like children
and they also deal with more complicated subject matter, both grammar-
and vocabulary-wise. As far as relieving tension and making Ss feel more comfortable,
teachers used Polish to welcome Ss in the classroom, reassure them when they
encountered difficulties in doing exercises, or to make jokes and lighten up the mood.
As far as level B1-B2 is concerned, seven lessons were observed. One lesson was
conducted with 2nd grade students in lower secondary school (a strong group)
and the other six lessons took place in secondary schools with Ss aged 16-19. Even though
it could be said that the amount of Polish in those lessons was comparable
to the lessons observed on lower levels, the difference in teachers’ attitudes and how they
used it was palpable. When it comes to the linguistic domain, while the use of Polish
in skills-focused lessons was less pronounced compared to the grammar-focused lessons,
the tone and purpose of using Polish to present new vocabulary and grammar was very
similar: it was a time-saver which did not disturb the flow of the lessons, not an unavoid-
able tool needed for Ss to understand the linguistic content of the lessons, which was
observed on lower levels. The same pertains to the organizational domain: Polish was
used to comment on the instructions to tasks or to organise lesson agenda not because
it was necessary Ss’ level allowed for understanding English in these situations and the
teachers were well aware of that), but rather to be more effective
and quick. On the other hand, Polish used in the affective domain did not serve the reas-
suring or tension relieving purpose, but rather a relationship building one.
With higher level students it could be noticed that Polish was used to maintain rapport
and good relationship with students, joke, provide witty comments or a bit of irony,
as well as some off-topic comments or extra information. All in all, the use of Polish with
stronger groups was more relaxed and purely utilitarian in the linguistic domain, and ca-

maraderie- or bond-building in the affective domain.

4.5.2.3 Overall attitudes

Lesson observations on a small focus group provided an additional reinforcement
for the results obtained from the questionnaires and interviews, as well as some additional

insights. As shown in questionnaire, teachers generally believe that as much English
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as possible should be used in the classroom. However, they do see a place for Polish
in their teaching practice. This was corroborated in lesson observations, as there
was no lesson from which Polish was completely absent. Own-language was used
by teachers for a variety of purposes: presenting grammar, translation practice and com-
paring Polish and English in grammar-focused lessons, and for presenting vocabulary
in skills-focused lessons. Regardless of the type of lessons, Polish was used to organise
the classroom, introduce lesson agenda, and to maintain friendly relationship with stu-
dents. As shown above, the amount, context, and, maybe most importantly, the tone
in which Polish was used in the observed classroom, were different and depended
on the type of lessons, the level of Ss, and on the personal experience and confidence
of teachers. It needs to be added that the effectiveness of the observed lessons
and the fulfilment of lesson goals was not dependant on the amount of Polish present
in the classroom, but rather on the techniques used by teachers and their awareness

and control over their classrooms.

4.6 Conclusion

The aim of this chapter was to give a comprehensive review of the qualitative part
of the study. First, section 4.2 discussed thematic analysis as a self-standing method
of qualitative analysis and as part of a mixed-methods design. The section touched upon
the epistemological grounds of thematic analysis, its strengths and weaknesses as shown
in literature, and the steps involved in it. It also emphasized the importance of providing
a well-written and thorough description of each part of the analysis to ensure clarity
and replicability. The main points of reference for this section were Braun and
Clarke (2006) as well as Attride-Stirling (2001), Fine (2002), Mackey and Gas (2005),
Saldana (2009), Cohen et al. (2011), Creswell and Plano Clark (2011), Creswell (2013),
Brown (2014) and Kiczkowiak (2018). The section also explained the premises of the-
matic analysis employed in the current study and provided the values of Pearson’s Cor-
relation Coefficient to ensure the inter-rater reliability of the analysis.

Section 4.3 listed qualitative and mixed research questions, while Section 4.4
delved into the details of the interviewing process and the analysis. Overall, 24 teachers

were recruited from the large group of participants who had previously completed
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the questionnaires, reflecting the gender and work experience structure of the EFL teach-
ers in Poland. Additionally, ten of those teachers agreed to have their lessons
observed as the second part of the qualitative study. There were 9 questions asked
in the interviews, all of which were based on the previously administered questionnaire.
The analysis of the interviews revealed interesting patterns in the teachers’ atti-

tudes and practices and offered a more detailed look into the issue of own language use.
The following reasons for using own language in the classroom were given
by the teachers: the linguistic reason (presenting new language), classroom organization
and management, enforcing classroom rules and maintaining discipline, managing
students’ discomfort and stress, building student-teacher bonds and relationships,
grading and providing feedback, maintaining control over students’ learning process, and
saving time. In order to answer qualitative RQ1, the listed reasons for own language use
were analysed in relation to teachers’ work experience. While all teachers across
the board openly admit using Polish in their classrooms, there were some subtle
differences in their motivations. The most pronounced differences were observed
between student teachers and practicing teachers. Student teachers seem to feel safer and
more in control thanks to using Polish in their classrooms, while more experienced teach-
ers see it rather as a time-saver. Student teachers and younger teachers also seem to pay
more attention to students’ comfort in the classroom and the language barrier,
as they mention affective reasons for own language use more often that older teachers.
This may correlate with the fact that young teachers report being influenced
by students’ nagging and complaining about having to use English. It is worth noting that
the oldest group of teachers also report that using Polish in the classroom is more natural
for them and that they feel closer to their students thanks to code-switching
during lessons. Some also claim that feedback given in Polish has more gravity.
All practicing teachers report that Polish gives them a sense of control over the learning
process and allows them to be sure that students understand what to do and how to do it.
The analysis of the interviews clearly revealed that students’ proficiency level

is another factor influencing the amount and context of using own language in the class-
rooms (RQ2). However, the level-dependent use of own language turns out to be a sur-
prisingly elusive problem, reliant on a number of factors. For instance, the interviewed
teachers see using Polish as more justified with lower-level students when teaching new
grammar, however, some argue that Polish is useful in teaching new grammar
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to advanced students to make the process faster and more fluent. Teachers seem to agree
that in lower-level groups using Polish is more effective when organising and managing
the classroom and giving instructions. Opinions are once again divided with regard
to grading and giving feedback; some teachers claim that Polish is more useful
with advanced learners in this context, while others believe in giving feedback in Polish
to lower-level students. The interviews uncovered an interesting variable, which might
have clouded teachers' answers regarding the proficiency level of the groups: many teach-
ers mentioned a difference between the level of students and their age. Naturally, dealing
with lower level but older students requires exchanging more complicated
messages, instructions and covering more complex topics — Polish seems to be more use-
ful here than when working with lower levels young learners, where both the content of
the lessons and the topics of small talk are simple. This needs to be taken into
account when debating own language use with different proficiency levels and when in-
vestigating discrepancies in teachers' opinions. Apart from the teacher experience
and group level factors, other themes in teachers' own language use in EFL were found
in the interviews, among them the theme of teachers' guilt, the theme of rebellion against
teacher training and unapologetic use of Polish during lessons or simply a theme
of change that teachers undergo throughout the course of their careers.

Section 4.5 provided the analysis of the third part of the study - lesson
observations. Ten teachers agreed to have their lessons observed, ranging from
one to 23 years of experience. The focus of each lesson was different — there were four
grammar lessons, three listening-speaking lessons, one reading-speaking lesson, one
speaking and one functions lesson. Observed groups were mostly level B1 and students'
age ranged from 10 to 12 years old. Overall, the analysis of the grammar lessons
has revealed that the frequency of the use of Polish by teachers was mostly dependant
on the type of lesson, not on teachers' length of practice. What is more, the quantity
of Polish used during the lessons did not correlate with how successful the lesson turned
out; it was rather the knowledge, confidence and charisma of certain teachers that allowed
them to engage their students and make them receptive to knowledge, be it with
an extensive use of Polish or none at all. The skills-focused lessons corroborated themes
present in the interviews: Polish was used to present formal requirements, provide
instructions or build a relationship with the students. When it comes to the complex factor
of language level of the group, the observations revealed that with lower-level groups
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Polish was used both for linguistic purposes — to provide clarification and instructions,
and for affective reasons — to relieve the tension and make weaker students more
comfortable and less stressed. Polish seemed to be an equalizer which helped everybody
to follow the lesson. In strong groups, however, Polish was a purely utilitarian tool, used
to save time and strengthen the bond between teachers and students.

Overall, the chapter offered a qualitative perspective on the own language use
in EFL by analysing the results of interviews and lesson observations. Together
with the quantitative analysis of the questionnaire from Chapter 3 they offer a full

picture of this issue among English public school teachers in Poland.
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Chapter 5: The follow-up study and general discussion

5.1. Introduction

The aim of this chapter is to present the follow-up to the main study as a complementary
last piece of the project, and provide general discussion of the results.

A few words regarding the structure of the following chapter are in order. The
idea to include follow-up interviews with academic teachers was conceived after analyz-
ing the results of the main study. In the process of summing up the results and pondering
their relevance to teacher education in Poland, it seemed relevant to add an academic
point of view on the matter. The author considers these additional interviews as part
of a wider discussion concerning the main study on EFL teachers. Thus, it is combined
with the general discussion in the last chapter of the dissertation.

Section 5.2 will present justification for the follow-up study and the research ques-
tions. Section 5.3 will describe the sample and process of data collection and interview
questions will be listed in section 5.4. Section 5.5 will provide qualitative thematic anal-
ysis of the follow-up interviews, which will be followed by sections 5.6 and 5.7 compris-

ing general discussion and conclusion which encompass all parts of the study.

5.2 Follow-up: justification and research questions

In the qualitative part of the main study practicing teachers were asked a number of in-
terview questions, one of them being: "Did you talk about own language use in EFL
teaching during your teacher training? If yes, was it put in a positive or negative light?"
(See: Chapter 4, Section 4.4.1). The answers concerning the approach to own language
use in teacher education were not only interesting, but seemingly varied across groups
of teachers with different length of work experience. The analysis of the interviewed
teachers' answers starting from those most experienced and ending with student teachers
offer a fascinating walk through the trends in EFL teacher education.

In the group of teachers with 20+ years of experience prevailed memories of a nega-

tive attitude towards using own language in their university education. These teachers
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also mentioned relying heavily on monolingual British teaching materials and lack
of practical approach towards teacher training — reportedly the clash between the aca-
demic preparation and teaching reality was tremendous. This pattern seems to change
in the group of teachers with 11-20 years of teaching experience. Teachers in this group
mentioned that mostly negative academic attitudes towards own language use in EFL
started to decline and the subject was either discussed in a more positive light or avoided
altogether Heavy reliance on monolingual British teaching resources was also mentioned
in this group. The 6-10-years-of-experience group, on the other hand, noticed a turn
to communicative language teaching in their teacher training, which again promoted
monolingual language teaching. Some teachers in this group noticed a determination in
excluding Polish from EFL lessons promoted in their university education. Some, on the
contrary, remember a more "realistic" and "positive" attitudes towards own language in
their university education. These mixed-messages, subject avoidance, or a clash between
the academic education and school reality noticeably disappear when analysing the inter-
views with the youngest teachers and student teachers. Many teachers in the 1-5-years-
of-experience group notice a more realistic, down-to-earth attitudes in the academia,
which means the acceptance of the use of Polish in certain educational contexts.
The young teachers reported a sort of comeback to own languages in their university
training. However, some teachers in this group also report that using Polish was consid-
ered in their academic training as unprofessional. Teachers in this group also notice the
use of monolingual teaching materials as well as a clash between the academic and school
realities. The group of student teachers followed suit and added that using Polish is usu-
ally evaluated poorly in their lesson observations and considered as demotivating for pu-
pils. Some students added that the use of own language should be level dependent.

The above analysis served as an inspiration for the follow-up study whose aim was
to investigate the current trends in teacher training in Polish universities with regard
to own language use and in this way complete the main research study and provide a ho-
listic view on the matter.

The research questions pertained to academic teachers' own beliefs and attitudes
as well as their reflections based on the observations of student teachers' lessons. The fol-

lowing research questions were formulated:
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1. How do academic teachers present to their students the issue of own language
use in TEFL in terms of teaching grammar, vocabulary and skills?

2. How do academic teachers present to their students the issue of own language
use in TEFL in terms of grading, classroom management and relationship build-
ing?

3. Do academic teachers present to their students the issue of own language use
in TEFL differently depending on the level of pupils?

4. Has the attitude of academic teachers towards the use of own language in TEFL
changed over the years?

5. How do academic teachers perceive their students' use of Polish in the lessons
they observe / visit?

5.3 Sample and data collection

Six academic teachers were interviewed in the follow-up study. All the teachers are spe-
cialists in the field of TEFL, work at English Departments at their universities and over-
look the development of student teachers. They also publish regularly in professional
journals and have a say in the matters concerning curricula in their teaching specialisa-
tions' programmes. The academics were chosen from reputable Polish universities with
thriving English Departments: Adam Mickiewicz University in Poznan, University
of Warsaw, University of Wroctaw and University of Zielona Gora.

The academics were contacted via email and the conversations were held via
Skype or on the phone. Before the interview all academic teachers signed the same in-
formed consent form as the teachers in the qualitative part of the study. Yet again the con-
sent form was obtained from the Language and Communication Laboratory at the Faculty
of English, Adam Mickiewicz University. Once again, the participants were informed that
the interviews would be recorded and transcribed and they could read the transcriptions
and learn about the results of the study if requested.

The content of the interviews was transcribed and reviewed by the researcher and
another transcriber who was not otherwise involved with the study to ensure accuracy and
objectivity. Interviews were then analysed using the 20.0.5. version of MAQDA Plus
2020 software.
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5.4 Interview questions

Following the qualitative part of the main study, the interviews were semi-structured

and conducted in Polish. The conversations included six questions concerning the TEFL

classes conducted by the interviewees and three questions about the academic teachers'

reflections after observing their students' lessons. Similar to the qualitative part of the

study, the interviewed academic teachers were encouraged to provide examples, elaborate

on their answers and share their thoughts freely. The questions are listed below:

In my TEFL classes with university students and future teachers:

1.

How do you present the issue of own language use in teaching English grammar?
Provide examples.

How do you present the issue of own language use in teaching English vocabu-
lary? Provide examples.

How do you present the issue of own language use in teaching skills? Provide
examples.

How do you present the issue of own language use in grading and classroom
management? Provide examples.

How do you present the issue of own language use in the EFL classroom
regarding the level of the taught group?

Over the years, has there been any change in how you present the issue of own

language use in TEFL to your students? If yes, what has changed?

On the bases of student teachers lesson observations:

1.

What is the biggest advantage of student teachers using Polish during the observed

lessons?

. What is the biggest disadvantage of student teachers using Polish in the observed

lessons?
Are there any other issues regarding own language use in EFL classroom that you

discuss with your students?
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5.5 Qualitative thematic analysis

The aim of the following section is to answer five qualitative research questions listed
in section 5.2 by pinpointing the overarching themes across the interviews. For each
theme, appropriate excerpts from the interviews will be provided. The themes were itali-
cised in the text.

The first research question (RQ1) investigates how academic teachers present
the issue of own language use in TEFL in relation to teaching new language: grammar,
vocabulary and skills. Following the procedure from the qualitative part of the main study
(See: Chapter 4, Section 4.4.2), first, academic teachers' answers to questions 1, 2 and 3
of the interviews were analysed since they asked directly about how the issue of using
own language in teaching grammar, vocabulary and skills is addressed in their didactics
classes. However, both coders also looked for themes regarding the linguistic domain in
other sections of interviews.

As far as presenting new grammar to pupils is concerned, academic teachers seem
to have a moderate to positive attitude towards own language use. Four out of six inter-
viewed academics present Polish as useful in clarifying grammatical issues. A few chosen

interview excerpts below:

It is of course a discussion, an open issue, these are not black and white kind of problems
or unanimously correct answers, so it is always part of an open discussion, but my posi-
tion here, and | express it quite clearly to my students, is that the native language can be
very helpful and is a base of humerous useful grammar teaching techniques. (Academic
Teacher 2)

Additionally, some academics point out that using teaching techniques involving Polish

is a matter included in the current national curriculum.

And here is the answer to the question about teaching grammar, also linguistic mediation,
which is, after all, in our [public school] curriculum and which, inter alia, assumes trans-
lation from one language to another, doesn't it? Processing this, this given message. So
for me Polish should of course be present. Not too much, as we often observe it, but when
it's justified you can surely refer to this language. (Academic Teacher 3)

Four academic teachers also present Polish as useful in comparing and contrasting new

and own language:

When it comes to grammar, | draw attention to, for example, language mistakes, that
many language mistakes stem from transfer and therefore it is useful to refer to the native

150



language and make pupils sensitive to those differences occurring between languages.
(Academic Teacher 6)

Then of course, when it comes to grammar, we always mention cross-language compari-
sons, for example specific language structures like Present Perfect, right? That in Polish
you can sometimes express it in the Present tense, sometimes in the Past tense, right?
Maybe like ‘I have never done something’ or ‘I have been doing something for some time’
and maybe make pupils aware of the function of this tense, right? (Academic Teacher 2)

Two academic teachers said they emphasize the importance of input and production
in English and draw their students’ attention to communicative language teaching first
and foremost. Just two interviewees claimed that they explicitly discuss own language
in grammar teaching as part of their didactics classes.

In contrast to teaching grammar, academic teachers were more clearly opinionated
when it comes to presenting and clarifying new vocabulary. Four out of six academics
present using own language as allowed when comparing and contrasting new and own
language and when clarifying the meaning of new words. They also stated that in their

didactics classes they discuss own language as useful in teaching vocabulary.

| do say that you can compare, when it comes to grammar, but especially when it comes
to vocabulary. It's worth introducing similar vocabulary, cognates. (...) Draw students'
attention to the fact that it is an easy way of expanding pupils' vocabulary, that of course
false friends exist but maybe we should not demonize them. (Academic Teacher 1)

Yes, yes, it is one of the ways to, for example, present vocabulary, translation, isn't it?
And | discuss the use of Polish also in, not only at the presentation stage, but when it is
just better to translate a given word and sometimes students suggest specific situations
and we discuss them, right? Abstract words, words that are difficult to translate, for ex-
ample false friends, it is worth paying attention to them. (Academic Teacher 2)

One interviewee expressed clear reservation towards using own language in vocabulary

teaching:

Rather not, here, when it comes to vocabulary, attention is paid to using as little Polish as
possible. (...) If Polish must be used because pupils demand it, the technique we should
use is explaining the word in English, give examples, in the least ask a pupil to suggest a
Polish equivalent. But the teacher tries not to use own language in this area. (Academic
Teacher 4)

Teaching reading, writing and speaking skills was the third domain investigated in RQ1.
The dominating theme in the academic teachers' answers was monolingual teaching
of language skills. All academic teachers emphasized the need for almost total exclusion

of own language in teaching reading, writing and speaking. In fragments regarding
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teaching writing and speaking a theme of brainstorming appeared, where own language

should be allowed.

[In teaching language skills] the stress is definitely put on English, but sometimes [Polish]
appears as well, in these sessions, discussions, it also depends on a group — how eager
they are to discuss topics. (...) They do a lot in pairs, groups, working out some ideas,
and for example brainstorming them in Polish, why not? (Academic Teacher 2)

When it comes to teaching speaking, communication skills, this should be conducted
in the target language. We teach that a group should be monitored closely during com-
munication classes conducted in groups, right? So that there is no switching to the native
language. (Academic Teacher 4)

And when it comes to teaching reading, I always show how beneficial it is to highlight
unknown words in the text and this is good in the context. And then | would encourage
students to explain these words from the reading in English, provide a synonym, this
is much more valuable than translating. (Academic Teacher 5)

One academic teacher noticed the benefits of comparing and contrasting own language
and new language pronunciations in teaching speaking skills and spelling in teaching

writing.

So of course also writing and speaking, the differences between how it looks in Polish,
where there is not such a huge difference between the way we spell and pronounce words
as in English, where the verbal realization of graphemes is different. | draw pupils’ atten-
tion to that. (Academic Teacher 9)

Overall, it can be said that academic teachers see the benefits of using own language
in teaching the new language. However, those benefits seem to be most pronounced
in teaching grammar and less in teaching vocabulary and skills. It is safe to assume that
this is also how they present the own language issue to their students and future language
teachers.

The second research question (RQ2) investigates how academic teachers present
the problem of own language use in TEFL in relation to the organizational domain: class-
room management and grading, and the affective domain: relationship-building and class-
room atmosphere. Once again, following the procedure from the qualitative part of the
main study (See: Chapter 4, Section 4.4.2), first, academic teachers' answers to question
4 of the interviews were analysed since it asked directly about how the issue of using own
language in classroom management and organization. However, both coders also looked

for appropriate themes in other sections of the interviews.
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In terms of classroom organization and management, academic teachers were un-
divided — the prevalent theme was monolingualism. According to the interviewees, such
actions as organizing work during a lesson or reprimanding students should be done
in English. According to two academics Polish is allowed in giving instructions but just

when absolutely necessary.

English is rather favoured here. Sometimes we even do, depending on the class dynamic,
but sometimes for those green, unexperienced teachers it's useful to gather some examples
of phrases, typical phrases used in classroom management. (Academic Teacher 2)

I rather express the view that it should be English and it is possible even in beginning
groups. It is actually possible right from the start. It seems to me that this language of in-
structions and conducting the lesson can be done in very simple English. However, | al-
ways let my students know that there's nothing to fear if you help yourself with some
Polish. (Academic Teacher 2)

During class visitation we talk about it with students, that class management forced pupils
to use English in real communication. Because describing a picture, let's be honest, is not
fully communicative, while asking if you may open the door or anything else like that is
based in reality, it is very real use of language and it is worth considering doing it just in
English. (Academic Teacher 3)

Class management, | just give an example of giving instructions and present right and
wrong use. | show the future teachers the right and wrong use of Polish in giving instruc-
tions, full stop. When it comes to classroom management | try to show them that all the
things, even with the youngest students, the earliest stages of education, all class manage-
ment should be done predominantly in the target language. (Academic Teacher 5)

Grading is another aspect included in RQ2. In this domain academic teachers are more
open to the use of own language, the themes that appear here are clarity of feedback and

age of pupils:

Yes, of course in giving feedback there are various techniques, also techniques encour-
aging self-correction, right? But here in grading and giving feedback | would suggest
Polish, at least in primary school. (Academic Teacher 3)

I believe that my students know that when it comes to talking to pupils about their mis-
takes, discussing them, it is for sure done in Polish because pupils' competence is not high
enough to understand certain nuances, details in the target language. (Academic Teacher
4)

Academic Teacher 6 refers to current literature as well as standards promoted by the

European Union:

Nowadays, at least in methodological papers, there is much talk about how important the
mother tongue is, so | follow that direction. When it comes to grading I tell my pupils
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about formative assessment, open, descriptive evaluation and feedback and | certainly
stress out that there is place for Polish there.

(...)

There also was this idea of the European language portfolio and we talk about it with
students and how it was received by teachers. There was a survey and teachers did not
appreciate the fact that the portfolio was prepared exclusively in Polish and there is no
option of providing examples in English. In my opinion this is a drawback of this portfo-
lio, students should be able to switch languages when reflecting on their performance and
acquired skills. But nevertheless | always tell students that Polish should have its place
and even dominate so that everything is understood and clear for pupils. The pupils need
to understand their mistakes and strengths. (Academic Teacher 6)

However, Academic Teacher 2 claimed to present to their students a more conservative,
monolingual model of grading and feedback, although not supporting it with any specific

arguments:

When giving feedback etc. | emphasize the presence of English. It is also one of the points
of one of our first discussions in class, how to do that well. I mostly try not to share my
personal views on the matter and imply that English should be dominant here even with
less advanced groups. (Academic Teacher 2)

Finally, the last element of RQ2 was how the interviewed academic teachers present the
use of own language in terms of building relationships with pupils and good classroom
atmosphere. The interviewed academics unequivocally expressed positive attitude
towards own language use in order to strike a chord with pupils and create a friendly

learning environment.

One of my friends who teaches at a German university noticed that she could not have as
good contact with her students when speaking English with them as when speaking their
native German. They surprised her in the way they could open fully in English and their
own language helped in improving the atmosphere sometimes. So | think that in order to
build a better relationship, have personal contact, Polish could also be used. Pupils should
have the comfort of being able to communicate with the teacher in their own language if
they wish to. (Academic Teacher 3)

The first thing that comes to mind is that a quick reaction in the native language can easily
fix a problem with discipline. After the overflow of English, suddenly using Polish by a
teacher who does not regularly use it is a surprise, it has a shock-effect. Oftentimes Polish
helps children deal with some emotional issues. When we see that there is a lot of stress,
that a child is getting lost and confused, maybe is overwhelmed by the amount of English,
insertion of Polish allows to relieve this emotional tension. (Academic Teacher 4)

It is important, in my opinion, to stress in the beginning of the school year, or maybe the
lesson, as part of a code of conduct, it should be said that own language is permitted
so that the pupils are not afraid of asking questions if they don't understand something.
So it is really important and also part of a strategic training — using your own language in
some contexts is one of the strategies, isn’t it? So a pupil should know that they can help
themselves in this way. (Academic Teacher 6)
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The third research question (RQ3) investigated how academic teachers present the
problem of own language use in TEFL in relation to the pupils' language level. First,
academic teachers' answers to question 5 of the interviews were analysed since it asked
directly about the influence of the group level on the use of own language. However, both
coders also looked for appropriate themes in other sections of the interviews.

One of the first themes found in the academic teachers' responses was age vs. level.
The interviewed academics noticed that very often the age of pupils and group level are
different variables influencing the use of own language in the classroom. A chosen ex-

cerpt below:

Age seems to be a different factor than level and I give my students lots of examples from
diploma lessons, which | visit. In many cases there isn't even a word of Polish spoken in
the classroom [in primary school visitations] and they are very successful lessons. But
language level seems to be a more important factor. Of course, the low level does not
mean that Polish should be used a lot necessarily. (Academic Teacher 2)

The second and third themes found in the interviewed at first glance seem to contradict

each other. Some academic teachers are of the opinion that the lower the level, the less

own language should be used by a teacher:

In my classes we stress out how important authentic, natural communication is, especially
in early education. On the other hand, we say that an older or adult student learning a new
language needs the support of their mother tongue. (Academic Teacher 4)

I would allow own language if it is inversely proportional to the language level. So the
more advanced a group is, the less | would care, the less rigorous the use of Polish would
be, because then you can incorporate some linguistic intricacies, bilingual games, etc. |
would really encourage that. On the other hand, with the youngest groups or groups that
do not know English at all, I would encourage teachers to use the most their time in the
lesson in the target language. (Academic Teacher 5)

Some, on the other hand, believe that the lower the level, the more own language is

needed:

Sure, when it comes to purely administrative issues, explaining, instructing, if the level is
lower, you need to explain more, because understanding and clarity is important.
(Academic Teacher 6)

This disparity in opinions is quite striking, although after taking a closer look at the en-
tirety of the interviews one could offer a simplified summary of the age-level-own lan-

guage conundrum. It seems that the interviewed academics agree that when working with
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groups on higher levels a teacher can be more free in their choice of using pupils' own
language. It can be done to draw interesting parallels between languages or delve into
grammatical intricacies that might be interesting for advanced students. Additionally, ad-
vanced students will surely appreciate a joke or anecdote in their own language here and
there — which allows to build a creative and fun learning environment. All the above
is also true for adult and teenage learners of English — even if they are only intermediate
or beginner learners. On the other hand, the same adult or teenage intermediate or begin-
ner learners, similarly to children on lower language levels, need to be exposed to the new
language as much as possible. In these groups, Polish will also be used, but to clarify
instructions and give meaningful feedback.

The fourth research question (RQ4) investigated if and how academic teachers'
opinions about own language use in TEFL changed over the years. First, academic teach-
ers' answers to question 6 of the interviews were analysed since it asked directly about
the influence of group level on the use of own language. However, both coders also
looked for appropriate themes in other sections of the interviews.

Overall, all academic teachers admitted in the interviews that in the course of their
university education and professional careers attitudes towards own language use in the
academia have changed. Some interviewees described the change from explicitly nega-
tive to positive:

Ten or fifteen years ago, to be honest, | was more of a proponent of monolingual teaching,
English only. (...) And here I admit I did not discuss own language use in my classes at
all. Now, however, | am more convinced that there is a positive influence there, of own
language. (Academic Teacher 2)

I was taught that way, that you cannot say anything in the mother tongue and | see that
native speakers who work at out institution and live in Poland, they exclude Polish
altogether, from what | have seen and heard. In my opinion it is a little absurd, (...) when
I was a student it caused a lot of stress, that you couldn't say anything unless it was in
English. | think there was the opinion that this helped learn the language and develop
language skills. (Academic Teacher 6)

One of the interviewed academics noticed that apart from the change from negative

to positive, the attitudes to own language use in the academia have fluctuated:

I think it comes in waves, there are trends in teaching grammar, it works like a pendulum,
it goes one way and then back. Of course | remember when | was a student | was told to
use only English, to avoid the mother tongue completely. (...) Now the spell has been
sort of removed from this issue and it is said to be beneficial, the use of own language.
(Academic Teacher 4)

156



Another interviewed academic teacher described their attitude and practice in terms
of own language use in TEFL as always being liberal. They also mention that the national
curriculum has encouraged conscious bilingualism in students, therefore allowing more

bilingual activities in the classroom:

I was never forbidden to use Polish in classes. | know that some students do not entirely
believe that conducting a class totally in English is possible, for example in a primary
school and | encourage them to try, with an option to use Polish. So | encourage students
to use mostly English, but Polish should be like a safety net. For sure there were changes
in the national curriculum, mediation or language processing appeared and is included in
the national examination, so there is a change. But when it comes to my own education,
nobody forbade me to use Polish. We discussed the use of Polish in relation to various
methods, how it evolved, but let's say now we are more conscious of the role of our mother
tongue in TEFL, in the past it was more intuitive. (Academic Teacher 3)

The fifth research question (RQ5) investigated if and how academic teachers' opin-
ions about own language use in TEFL changed over the years. First, academic teachers'
answers to questions 7, 8 and 9 of the interviews were analysed since it asked directly
about their observations of own language use by student teachers during lesson visita-
tions. However, both coders also looked for appropriate themes in other sections of the
interviews. Academic teachers were asked about the positive and negative aspects of own
language use by their student teachers, as observed during lesson visitation. One of the

positive aspects was better understanding:

(...) I often notice when students conduct their lessons, that they are in English and then
there is a short summary in Polish, for example. They are often a little bit clumsy and lost
in that, they are very inexperienced teachers obviously. But | would say that helping
understanding is the main benefit. (Academic Teacher 2)

Another positive theme was better relationship with pupils:

It seems to me that contact with students is one of the benefits, as well as helping students
understand what is going on, providing explanation, ensuring that everything's clear.
(Academic Teacher 3)

Among the negative themes observed in the interviews were: too little exposition to Eng-
lish, overreliance on Polish and lack of linguistic creativity:

(...) if it is overused that there is lack of sufficient exposition to English, of course. (...)
To introduce vocabulary some students use a picture and sometimes even though the
picture is clear to understand, pupils still demand a Polish translation. And that this
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an issue — they are used to Polish translations and feel lost without it, even though they
get an explanation in English and an illustration and everything should be clear. This
causes the overreliance on Polish, feeling unsafe without it. This, of course, does not help
communication. (Academic Teacher 2)

The biggest problem? Just like in the times of teaching Latin, we translate everything both
ways, pupils do not learn whole phrases or sentences, the point is not to communicate,
but to have this one-to-one correspondence. This leads to translating whole texts, they
translate them verbatim, re-write them. I have seen this in my classroom visits. This closes
students up for language, experimenting, playing with it. It turns into maths with letters.
It is not good and not fun. (Academic Teacher 4)

Apart from the above analysis referring to previously established research questions

1-5, one of the interviews also offers a look at the overall organization of teacher training

in esteemed institutions around Poland. The remarks made by Academic Teacher 1 per-

tained to the lack of uniformity in teacher education and training and were not only inter-

esting to the researcher, but also valuable for the current study.

for students of English in Poland:

There is also no uniformity in terms of classes student teachers are required to take:

You know, at our institution we do not have didactics classes, we have a teaching methods
and teaching young learners courses as elective courses and then special designer courses
conducted by various lecturers. We do not even have a dedicated specialization, just a
TEFL "path”. We have around 40 students on it, maybe 20 now.

What is more, we have this very bizarre system, | mean it is very student-friendly, it is a
system of individualized courses. Our students select these courses according to their in-
terests, but apart from that I literally demanded that there be an intro to teaching methods
common for all students on the "teaching path". The rest, some lectures on teaching meth-
ods or didactics, are elective.

First, the academic pointed out that there is no uniform teacher training system

The TEFL curriculum in Poland is not universal for all teacher-training institutions, ei-

ther:

So we just, not to make a total revolution, we try to bend the rules that are introduced, the
administrative requirements etc. And on top of that there is the issue of what a particular
lecturer or tutor actually knows: some of them are more traditional, older, we cannot
really know how up-to-date they are with the literature. Not everyone has heard of
linguistic imperialism, for instance. It is all very complex.

Finally, there are no uniform requirements in terms of teaching practice for students

on the "teaching path™ of English studies:
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In a nutshell: looking at how differently the requirements for gaining a teaching
permission are conducted in different institutions (Universities, Teaching Colleges,
etc.)... We do it in the easiest way possible because there are three, four people in our
department and we are not able to visit forty student teachers' lessons, it is physically
impossible. Especially that we will not be paid for going anywhere out of the city.

Academic Teacher 1 was not the only interviewee who emphasized the problem
of the lack of uniformity in teacher education before answering any interview questions.
Rather than doing it explicitly and offering an explanation, however, the rest of the aca-
demics tended to stress that the researcher ought to treat their answers individually, not as
an example of what approaches are present in the whole system. The above fragments
and those more implicit "defenses™ paint a rather unorganized picture of the Polish TEFL
education, where particular lecturers and tutors decide about their curricula and the con-
tent of their classes, and where students are not legally required to conduct any certain

number of lessons under proper supervision.

5.6 General discussion

As discussed in theoretical Chapters 1 and 2, the role of students' own language in teach-
ing new languages has sparked controversy since the end of the 19th century (Butzkamm
2003: 29). Starting with the Grammar-Translation method, through the Reform Move-
ment, natural methods of language teaching and various teaching methods developed after
the World War | and 11, the opinions about own language use in teaching have had their
ebbs and flows.

In the 21st century, after decades of the world dominance of monolingual teaching,
new ideas and movements have emerged in the field of Second Language Acquisition
(Duff and Polio 1990, Stern 1992, Macaro 1997, Cook 2001, Butzkamm and Caldwell
2009, Hall and Cook 2012). Arguments shaking the ground under the monolingual prin-
ciple have also come from the sociolinguistic perspective; western culture has been
changing, giving voice to the previously unheard: ethnic minorities, victims of British
and American imperialism, speakers of regional languages and heritage languages,
as well as those who speak different varieties of English. Moreover, the status of "native"

ESL teachers has been called into question and non-NESTs have been advocating
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for themselves, and been advocated for, in the ESL world. (Atkinson 1993, Widdowson
2003). With the development of new branches of linguistics: psycholinguistics and cog-
nitive linguistics, and an in-depth inquiry into the issues of transfer and code-switching,
even more evidence appeared for the complex nature of acquiring a new language and
their interconnectivity in the human mind (Epstein 1915, Mecken 1937, Fries 1945,
Weinreich 1953, Lado 1957, Odlin 1989, 2003, Gass and Selinker 1992, Bowermann
1996, Imai and Gentner 1997, Grosjean 1998, Bowerman and Choi 2001, 2003, Herdina
and Jessner 2002, van Hell and Dijkstra 2002, de Bot, Lowie and Verspoor 2005, Cook et
al. 2006, Jarvis and Pavlenko 2008, Pavlenko 2008, Bialystok 2009, 2011, Gullberg
2011). Empirical studies such as Kupferberg and Olshtain (1996) provided justification
for the return of Contrastive Analysis, and reports such as Dziubalska-Kotaczyk (2015)
suggested positive influence of elements of CA on learning pronunciation. Using OL ap-
pears to have positive influence on vocabulary learning and retention, as well (Lee and
Macaro 2010, Tian and Macaro 2012). Finally, looking into EFL classrooms around the
world, it appears that teaching practice has not been in concert with the monolingual prin-
ciple for a long time, if ever. EFL teachers use OL for a variety of purposes: to facilitate
and precipitate teaching new vocabulary and grammar, create a safer, more friendly space
for students, organize classroom life effectively, or provide meaningful and clear feed-
back (Dodson 1967/1972, Allwright and Bailey 1991, Ellis 1994, 2003, Butzkamm 2001,
Deller and Rinvolucri 2002, Chen 2003, Macaro 2006, Kim and Elder 2008, Brooks-
Lewis 2009, Littlewood and Yu 2011, Hall and Cook 2012).

Another theoretical account worth mentioning when deliberating the changes in the
SLA landscape is the so-called Multilingual turn (Conteh and Meier 2014, May 2014,
Meier 2016, Vetter and Jessner 2019). Considering the dynamically changing portrait
of a typical language learner in the global West and the omnipresence of multilingual

students in EFL classrooms, Meier concludes:

(...) my findings showed that authors, associated with the multilingual turn, conceive
languages as a resource for learning and as associated with status and power; the learners
as diverse multilingual and social practitioners; and learning as a multilingual social
practice based on theoretical pluralism, consistently guided by critical perspectives.
(Meier 2016: 131)

This sort of "zooming in" on the diversity of social, and therefore also teaching-learning,
contexts in the West "has increasingly challenged bounded, unitary and reified concep-
tions of languages and related notions of ‘native speaker’ and ‘mother tongue’” (May
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2014: 1), the obsolescence of which has also been argued in Section 1.1.1 of the current
work. However, as May (2014) also observes, the "mainstream" SLA representation and
the majority of the TESOL industry appears to be purposefully deaf to the diversity argu-
ment, rarely engaging with the status quo-contesting “critical applied linguists".

In view of all the above, investigating the status and use of own languages in the
practice of EFL teachers remains a fascinating and worthwhile endeavour, ever so in the
rapidly changing Western societies. As described in Section 3.2 of the current work, lit-
erature reports the presence of OL in EFL classrooms worldwide (Duff and Polio 1990,
Edstrom 2006, Kim and Elder 2008, Hall and Cook 2013). However, the use of OL
by teachers appears to be unsystematic and quite complex. There have also been scientific
inquiries into whether factors such as group level, age of students, or work experience
influence the quantity and purpose of OL in EFL classrooms (Liu et al. 2004, Lynch
2015).

This project was an attempt at investigating a possible combination of the two factors:
teacher experience and group level, on the actual use of OL by EFL teachers. The work
is pioneering for a number of reasons. First, it offers an in-depth look into teachers' atti-
tudes and practices by employing a mixed-methods design. Not only was a large, repre-
sentative group of Polish EFL teachers and student teachers asked to complete
a detailed, carefully designed questionnaire, but a selected group of participants was also
interviewed and had their lessons observed. This allowed to gain a holistic look at the
matter in question, by analyzing and cross-referencing quantitative and qualitative data
to fully understand the results and draw meaningful conclusions. Secondly, this research
study has been conducted in the Polish context, which tends to be underrepresented
in similar studies. The results of this research will hopefully serve as a valuable source
of knowledge for both applied linguists and practicing teachers in Poland as well as other
Slavic countries and countries of similar linguistic landscapes. Finally, to fully understand
the roots and causes of Polish EFL teachers' choices in terms of the use of OL, a follow-
up study has been conducted to investigate the academic, teacher-training context and
complete the picture by adding current information about EFL teacher education in the

leading Polish universities.
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5.6.1 Implication for EFL teaching

The results of this study have a number of implications for EFL teaching.

From a global perspective, the study offers a look at an underrepresented part of the
English-teaching world. It is worthwhile to provide an analysis of EFL teachers' behav-
iour in Central Europe, where the public school context is widely different than in West-
ern Europe. Polish language education comes with its own challenges and intricacies, and
investigating its complexities is important, for example from the perspective of the Euro-
pean Union regulators and law-makers.

From a Polish perspective, this work may serve as a useful self-reflection and a look-
ing glass providing a peek into the practices of other teachers. The results of the study
suggest that in case of Polish teachers, in the past, when English was not so ubiquitous
and ever-present in business, education, culture and entertainment, it was for a reason that
monolingual teaching was so heavily promoted among teachers of previous generations,
keeping them disciplined. However, new, younger teachers seem to present a different
level and control over their skills, both linguistic and pedagogical, and thus giving them
methodological ‘permission’ to use Polish in certain contexts would not pose a danger
of Polish being overused in the classroom, but rather provide a resource for both them
and their pupils alike. This study is a chance to raise awareness, promote openness and
start a discussion about how and why EFL teachers use Polish in their classrooms, and
whether these practices should be systematized in some way.

Finally, the follow-up study will hopefully raise awareness regarding the lack
of uniformity in teacher education in Poland and inspire academics and teacher trainers

to consider how this influences language education in Poland as a whole.

5.6.2 Limitation of the study

There are a number of limitations to the current study that need to be mentioned and
considered.

First, although the group of participants recruited for the quantitative part of the study
was substantial and representative, the group of teachers involved in the interviews and

lesson observations was gathered using convenience sampling. This is a weakness of the
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qualitative part of the study and it is suggested that in the replicating or following up
on the current study a bigger and more diverse group of teachers be interviewed and have
their lessons observed.

Second, the study was conducted over the course of two years, from 2017 to 2019.
Since then, the world has changed both globally and locally, and with it changed EFL
classrooms. Before the pandemic and the war in Ukraine Polish classrooms were vastly
monolingual — economic immigration from the East was present, but did not change the
educational environment in a substantial way. After the Russian invasion, Poland wel-
comed millions of refugees, predominantly Ukrainian, but also from other Eastern coun-
tries. Polish EFL classrooms are therefore no longer the same as in 2019 — the monolin-
gual setting is changing rapidly and dynamically, introducing many new own languages
in EFL education. Perhaps in 2023, with the monolingual turn fully in place also in Cen-
tral Europe, Polish teachers would express different opinions regarding the usefulness
of Polish in their practices.

Considering the above limitations, follow-up studies recruiting more teachers for in-
terviews and lesson observations, as well as investigating how the Russo-UKkrainian war
is shaping the experiences and practices of Polish teachers are needed and should be con-

ducted in the future.
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Concluding remarks

This dissertation was an attempt to reflect on the attitudes towards the use of learners'
own languages in foreign language pedagogy and specifically investigate the attitudes
and practices of Polish teachers of English.

The theoretical part of the thesis provided an overview of the history of foreign
language teaching methods that lead to the domination of the monolingual teaching ap-
proach. It also reported on the newest findings from the fields of SLA, psycholinguistics,
sociolinguistics and classroom research which lay the groundwork for the return
of own languages in TEFL.

The empirical part of the study was a mixed-methods research project which first
used quantitative data from a specially-designed questionnaire, and then qualitative data
from interviews and lesson observations, to draw conclusions about the attitudes and prac-
tices of Polish teachers of English. Teachers' use of Polish in the classroom was investi-
gated for three main domains: the linguistic domain (grammar and vocabulary), the af-
fective domain (students' comfort and relationship building) and the organisational
domain (classroom management and feedback). The ANOVA tests were conducted for
two variables: teachers' work experience in years and the level of taught groups. It was
hypothesized that (1) less experienced teachers are stricter about excluding Polish from
their teaching, adhering tightly to the professional instruction they most likely received
at university, and that (2) the lower their pupils’ level of English, the more inclined teach-
ers feel to support their teaching with the use of Polish. The results of the study partially
confirmed Hypothesis 1: teachers with different work experience were not as different
from each other as expected. However, interesting patterns came to light regarding the
rift between young student teachers and those who have just started their professional
journey, and the already practicing teachers. Hypothesis 2 was fully supported, as across
the questionnaire tasks and interviews it has been shown that the lower the level of stu-
dents, the more Polish is used in the classrooms, and the more it is accepted as a method-
ological tool. Interviews and lesson observations corroborated the results of the qualita-
tive part of the study and provided more insight into the matter.

Numerous studies in the field of neurolinguistics show that languages
in the multilingual brain coexist and blend. However, our emotional reactions or decision-
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making processes seem to be different depending on the language we speak
or hear. For instance, Cipolletti et al (2015) demonstrate that the Foreign-Language Effect
can lead to forming different moral judgements depending on the chosen language.
Storme et al. (2017) report that language-switching in multilinguals may lead to more
original thinking and generating more creative ideas. Jonczyk et al. (2019) show that pro-
cessing negative emotions seems to be easier when done in the non-native language.
There are multiple accounts of the bilingual and multilingual condition being beneficial
for language users both on a cognitive and emotional level. As mentioned previously, due
to social changes around the world, not many classrooms consist of homogenous groups
who speak the same language as their own, Poland notwithstanding. Multilingualism
seems to be the future of humanity.

With this in mind, this research project proposed a look at a changing Polish EFL
classroom and teachers' practices with hope to (1) spark a constructive discussion about
how much Polish ought to be used in classrooms to promote multilingualism, provide
meaningful feedback and build emotionally comfortable learning environment without
sacrificing the invaluable classroom time that should be spent providing input in English,
and (2) talk about how to systematise what knowledge about this issue is imparted tostu-

dent-teachers.
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Abstract

The role of learners' own language (or L1) in foreign language teaching has been a subject
of a methodological debate since the end of the 19th century (Butzkamm 2003). Through-
out the history of TEFL attitudes towards own language use in EFL have fluctuated
(Howatt 1984). The grammar-translation method introduced at the end of the 18th century
deemed students' own language as crucial, as virtually every aspect of language teaching
in the grammar-translation method relied heavily on the use of learners’' L1 (Howatt 1984,
Richards and Rodgers 1986, Howatt and Smith 2014, Cook 2010). Towards the end of the
18th century and in the 19th century attempts were made at introducing teaching methods
that engaged the taught language more, first by the pre-reformers and then by the linguists
and teachers involved in the Reform Movement (Howatt 1984). Finally, the end of 19th
and 20th century, with such representatives as Sweet, Berlitz, Palmer, Krashen or Long,
were marked by the development of natural methods of language teaching, audiolingual-
ism, or error analysis. These movements, methods and approaches all slowly but surely
led to the exclusion of students' own languages from the classroom and the promotion
of monolingual teaching (Richards and Rodgers 1986, Howatt and Smith 2014).

21st century, however, brought a breakthrough work of Cook (2001) — a re-ex-
amination of the role of own language in the FL classroom. In the last twenty years nu-
merous arguments have been made for the re-evaluation and re-introduction of students'
own language is different domains of language teaching. First, the supporting evidence
came from the psycholinguistic research showing that languages coexist in the mind and
code-switching and code-change are natural for bi- and multilinguals (Obler 1982, Beau-
villain and Graninger 1987, Locastro 1987, Cook 1993). Second, Stern (1992) argued that
monolingual and bilingual teaching are actually two sides of the spectrum on which
teachers move freely, depending on the objectives of a given lesson. Third, the use
of translation in new language teaching has been re-evaluated (Stern 1992, Widdowson
2003, Hall and Cook 2012). Fourth, the sociolinguistic perspective also started to be taken
into consideration, accounting for learners' cultural backgrounds, the undeniable burden
of British imperialism, and the status of native versus non-native teachers of English
(Philipson 1992, Atkinson 1993, Cook 2001, Widdowson 2003, Cook 2010). Fifth,
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evidence from the fields of Second Language Acquisition and recently neurolinguistics
and neuroimaging research revealed the impossibility of separating different languages
in a human mind (Jarvis and Pavlenko 2008, Bialystok 2009, Gullberg 2011), the ad-
vantages of code-switching in bi- and multilinguals (Cook 2010, Nikula 2007), and that
learners’ own language and the learnt language actually trigger or suppress different emo-
tions (Jonczyk et al. 2016, 2019). Sixth, it has been shown that students' own languages
are used in classrooms around the world (Hall and Cook 2012, Hall and Cook 2013) and
it is a state of affairs which cannot be denied regardless of what the literature advises.
In fact, teachers' code-switching in some environments was reported to help create a safer
space for students, appreciate the value of national languages, promote multilingualism,
and open more educational possibilities (Hall and Cook 2012). Finally, with the recent
Multilingual turn, changes in the language classrooms around the world and the multilin-
gual condition being the default one in the ever-evolving societies, using more than one
language in classrooms is becoming a standard.

Considering all the above, the current research project is an investigation
of the practices and attitudes regarding the use of learners' own language in the classroom
by Polish teachers of English. The study followed a mixed-method design. In line with
Lynch (2015), two variables were tested: teachers' work experience (in years), and the
level of taught groups. To ensure data triangulation, a survey based on Cook and Hall
(2012) and Scheffler et al. (2017) was conducted on a large, representative group of teach-
ers, followed by interviews and lesson observations of a chosen group of teachers. Addi-
tionally, to obtain a holistic picture of the investigated problem, six teacher-trainers em-
ployed in leading universities in Poland were interviewed. The results of the study
partially confirmed Hypothesis 1: teachers with different work experience were not as dif-
ferent from each other as expected. However, interesting patterns came to light regarding
the rift between young student teachers and those who have just started their professional
journey, and the already practicing teachers. Hypothesis 2 was fully supported, as across
the questionnaire tasks and interviews it has been shown that the lower the level of stu-
dents, the more Polish is used in the classrooms, and the more it is accepted as a method-
ological tool. Interviews and lesson observations corroborated the results of the qualita-
tive part of the study and provided more insight into the matter. The results of the study
may offer a valuable contribution to classroom research as well as spark discussion about

systematizing the issue of own language use in student-teachers' education.
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Streszczenie

Rola jezyka ojczystego (L1) w nauczaniu j¢zykow obcych stanowi przedmiot debaty me-
todologicznej od konca XIX wieku (Butzkamm 2003). Stosunek do wykorzystywania je-
zyka ojczystego w nauczaniu jezyka angielskiego wielokrotnie zmieniat si¢ na przestrzeni
lat (Howatt 1984). W metodzie gramatyczno-ttumaczeniowej, wprowadzonej pod koniec
XVII wieku, jezyk ojczysty byl uznawany za kluczowy — zasadniczo kazdy aspekt nau-
czania jezyka w tej metodzie silnie si¢ na nim opiera (Howatt 1984, Richards and Rodgers
1986, Howatt i Smith 2014, Cook 2010). Koncéwka XVIII wieku 1 XIX wiek to okres
ruchu reformatorskiego (Reform Movement), w ramach ktorego jezykoznawcy 1 nauczy-
ciele eksperymentowali z metodami nauczania bardziej angazujacymi drugi jezyk (Ho-
watt 1984). Z kolei pozny XIX i XX wiek charakteryzowaty si¢ rozwojem naturalnych
metod nauczania jezykow obcych, audiolingwalizmu, oraz analizy bledu, reprezentowa-
nych przez m.in. Sweeta, Berlitza, Palmera, Krashena i Longa. Wszystkie te ruchy, me-
tody i1 podejscia stopniowo, konsekwentnie prowadzity do wytaczenia pierwszego jezyka
z nauczania jezykow obcych i promocji nauczania jednojezycznego (Richards i Rodgers
1986, Howatt i Smith 2014).

W XXI wieku, dzigki analizie roli pierwszego jezyka w nauczaniu jezykOw ob-
cych, Cook (2001) doprowadzit do metodologicznego przetomu. W ciggu ostatnich 20 lat
wielokrotnie analizowano kwestie stosowania pierwszego jezyka w nauczaniu jezykow
obcych i ponownego wprowadzenia go do réznych obszarow zwigzanych z nauczaniem
jezykow obceych. Pierwsze dowody potwierdzajace uzytecznos$¢ jezyka ojczystego w tym
zakresie zostaly dostarczone przez psycholingwistyke; wykazano, ze jezyki koegzystuja
w umysle, oraz ze code-switching i code-change sa naturalne dla os6b dwu- i wieloje-
zycznych (Obler 1982, Beauvillain i Graninger 1987, Locastro 1987, Cook 1993).
Po drugie, w 1992 roku Stern dowiodt, ze jednojezyczne | dwujezyczne nauczanie
to w rzeczywistosci dwa bieguny spektrum, po ktérym nauczyciele jgzykow obcych swo-
bodnie si¢ przemieszczaja w zaleznosci od celu danej lekcji. Po trzecie, ponownie przea-
nalizowano kwesti¢ wykorzystania ttumaczenia w nauczaniu drugiego jezyka (Stern
1992, Widdowson 2003, Hall i Cook 2012). Po czwarte, zaczeto bra¢ pod uwage perspek-
tywe socjolingwistyczng, uwzgledniajac takie czynniki jak zaplecze kulturowe uczniow,

niezaprzeczalne brzemi¢ brytyjskiego imperializmu, oraz status natywnych nauczycieli
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jezyka angielskiego w porownaniu do nie-natywnych (Philipson 1992, Atkinson 1993,
Cook 2001, Widdowson 2003, Cook 2010). Po piate, badania z dziedziny akwizycji dru-
giego jezyka, neurolingwistyki i neuroobrazowania ujawnity brak mozliwosci oddziele-
nia od siebie roznych jezykow w ludzkim umys$le (Jarvis i Pavlenko 2008, Bialystok
2009, Gullberg 2011), korzysci z code-switching dla oséb dwu- i wieloj¢zycznych (Cook
2010, Nikula 2007), oraz ze jezyk ojczysty i drugi jezyk wywoluja i thumia r6zne emocje
(Jonczyk i in. 2016, 2019). Po szdste, wykazano ze jezyki ojczyste sa powszechnie sto-
sowane w nauczaniu jezykow obcych na caltym $wiecie (Hall i Cook 2012, Hall i Cook
2013), bez wzgledu na metodologiczne zalecenia. Co wigcej, istnieja doniesienia o ko-
rzys$ciach ptynacych z code-switching u nauczycieli — w pewnych $rodowiskach stwa-
rzato to bezpieczniejszg atmosferg dla uczniéw, pomagato dowartosciowac jezyki ojczy-
ste, promowato wielojezyczno$¢, a takze stwarzalo wigcej mozliwosci edukacyjnych
(Hall i Cook 2012). Wreszcie ostatni zwrot wielojezyczny (Multilingual turn), zmiany za-
chodzace w praktycznym nauczaniu jezykéw obcych na catym $wiecie, oraz coraz po-
wszechniejsza wielojezycznos¢ w stale ewoluujacych spoteczenstwach — to wszystko zto-
zyto si¢ nowy standard, jakim jest stosowanie wigcej niz jednego jezyka w nauczaniu
jezykow obcych.

W $wietle powyzszego niniejsza praca bada praktyki i stosunek nauczycieli jezyka
angielskiego do wykorzystywania jezyka polskiego w nauczaniu. Badanie opiera si¢
na metodologii mieszanej. Wzorujac si¢ na pracy Lyncha (2015) uwzgledniono dwie
zmienne: do§wiadczenie nauczycieli (mierzone w latach), oraz poziom zaawansowania
nauczanych grup. W celu zapewnienia triangulacji danych, przeprowadzono ankiete
W oparciu o prace Cooka 1 Halla (2012) 1 Schefflera i in. (2017) na duzej, reprezentatyw-
nej grupie nauczycieli, a nastepnie szereg wywiadow i obserwacji lekcji wybranej grupy
nauczycieli. Dodatkowo, w celu uzyskania holistycznego obrazu analizowanego zagad-
nienia, przeprowadzono wywiady z sze§cioma pracownikami wiodacych polskich uczelni
specjalizujagcymi si¢ w ksztalceniu nauczycieli. Wyniki badania cze$ciowo potwierdzity
Hipoteze 1: nauczyciele o roznym poziomie do§wiadczenia nie roznili si¢ od siebie w za-
ktadanym stopniu. Zidentyfikowano jednak interesujace wzorce ilustrujace roztam mie-
dzy studentami specjalizacji nauczycielskiej realizujacymi praktyki i nauczycielami-sta-
zystami, a bardziej] doswiadczonymi pedagogami. Hipoteza 2 zostala catkowicie
potwierdzona w toku badan: na podstawie zadan z kwestionariusza 1 wywiadow wyka-

zano, Ze im nizszy poziom ucznidow, tym wigcej j¢zyka polskiego uzywano na zajgciach,
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1 tym wigksza akceptacja dla jezyka polskiego jako narzedzia metodologicznego. Wy-
wiady 1 obserwacje lekcji potwierdzity rezultaty jakosciowej czeSci badania
1 rzucity na nie wigcej Swiatta. Wyniki niniejszej rozprawy moga stanowi¢ cenny wktad
w badania nad praktyka nauczania jezykow obcych, jak rowniez przyczynek do dyskusji
na temat usystematyzowania kwestii wykorzystania jezyka ojczystego w ksztatceniu

przysztych nauczycieli.
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Appendix A

The survey in Polish - version for student teachers.

Rola jezyka polskiego w nauczaniu jezyka angielskiego

Survey short title: DOKTORAT WERSJA
STUDENCI

Survey long title: Rola jezyka polskiego w
nauczaniu jezyka angielskiego

Question number: 18

Survey is active

Active from: 20.03.2018
Author: weronika.krzebietke

Date: 19.03.2018

Active until: 20.06.2018

Edited: weronika.krzebietke

Date: 20.03.2018
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Rola jezyka polskiego w nauczaniu jezyka angielskiego

Niniejszy kwestionariusz jest badaniem na potrzeby pracy doktorskiej dotyczgcej roli jezyka ojczystego w
nauczaniu jezyka obcego. Badanie jest przeprowadzane na Wydziale Anglistyki Uniwersytetu im. Adama
Mickiewicza w Poznaniu.

Ankieta jest anonimowa, bytabym jednak wdzieczna za pozostawienie adresu mailowego w ostatniej czesci an-
kiety w celu ewentualnego kontaktu w dalszych czesciach badania. Cato$¢ zajmie Pani/Panu okoto 15-20 minut.
Prosze odpowiada¢ na pytania biorgc pod uwage wytgcznie uczniéw na poziomie, na ktdrym najczesciej
Pani/Pan naucza w trakcie praktyk pedagogicznych, {j. jesli wiekszo$¢ czasu podczas praktyk pracuje Pani/Pan z
uczniami na poziomie B1, niech odpowiedzi w ankiecie dotyczg pracy wtasnie z tymi uczniami. Prosze odpowia-
dac¢ na pytania zgodnie z Panstwa wtasnymi doswiadczeniami i odczuciami.

Bardzo dziekuje za znalezienie czasu w Panstwa zabieganym, studenckim zyciu:)

mgr Weronika Krzebietke

Q1 - Czesé 1: o Tobie

Q2 - Pteé¢:

Q4 - Jezyk ojczysty:

Q5 - Typ studiéw w zakresie nauczania jezyka angielskiego:

stran2/10
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Q6 - Dlugos¢ odbytych praktyk zawodowych:

o O O O

Q7 - Typ szkoty, w ktorych odbywane sa/byly praktyki zawodowe (wiekszo$¢ czasu):

Q8 - Poza praktykami zawodowymi wymaganymi przez Uczelnie, pracuje réwniez jako nauczyciel w:

Q9 - W trakcie praktyk oraz/lub mojej pracy zawodowej przez wiekszosé czasu ucze uczniéw na pozio-

mie jezykowym:

O

o O O O

Q10 - Czes¢ 2: jezyk polski na lekcjach jezyka angielskiego

stran 3/10
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Q11 - Uzywam jezyka polskiego na moich lekcjach w celu:

wyjasniania
stownictwa:
wyjasniania
gramatyki:
poréwnywania
gramatyki angielskiej
z polska:
¢wiczen
ttumaczeniowych:
wyjasniania btedéw:

oceniania ucznioéw:

wydawania polecen
do zadan:
utrzymywania
dyscypliny:
nawigzywania

dobrych relacji z
uczniami:

Q12 - Czes¢ 3: jezyk polski w nauce angielskiego w domu

Q13 - Zachecam moich uczniéw, zeby:

korzystali ze
stownikéw
dwujezycznych
(ang-pol lub
pol-ang):
czytali objasnienia
gramatyki w jezyku
polskim:
poréwnywali
gramatyke angielskg
z gramatykg polska:
robili éwiczenia
ttumaczeniowe:
korzystali z
internetowych
programoéw
ttumaczeniowych:

Nigdy

O

O

O O OO0 O

O

Nigdy

O

Rzadko

O

O

O O 00 O O

O

Rzadko

O

Czasem

O

O

o O 0o o O

O

Czasem

O

Czesto

o O OO0 O O

O

Czesto

Zawsze

O

O

O O OO0 O O

O

Zawsze

O
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ogladali
programy/filmy w

jezyku angielskim z O O O O O

polskimi napisami:

Q14 - Czesé 4: Twoim zdaniem

Q15 - Ponizej znajdzie Pan/Pani pewna liczbe stwierdzen. Prosze o zakreslenie jednego z mozliwych wybo-
réw, w zaleznosci od stopnia, w jakim zgadza sie Pan/Pani lub nie zgadza z danym stwierdzeniem.

Przyktad:
Pitkarze Arki Gdynia s duzo lepsi od pitkarzy Legii Warszawa.

Zdecydowanie nie zgadzam sie

Nie zgadzam sie

Ani si¢ zgadzam, ani si¢ nie zgadzam
Zgadzam sie

Zdecydowanie zgadzam sie

Odpowiadajgc na to pytanie, powinni Panstwo zakresli¢ jedna z opcji. Odpowiedz, ktérg Panstwo wybie-
rzecie ma wskazac, jakie sg Panstwa odczucia w oparciu o wszystko, co Panstwo wiedzg lub sadza. Nie

ma tutaj ztych odpowiedzi.

Q1l6-:

Zdecydowanie Nie zgadzam sie Ani sie zgadzam, Zgadzam sie Zdecydowanie
nie zgadzam sie ani sie nie zgadzam sie
zgadzam
Martwitoby mnie,
gdybym nie
mogt/mogta w

trakcie lekgji O O O O O
odpowiadac¢ na
pytania uczniéw po
polsku.:
Komentarze

nauczyciela do
wystawionych stopni @) O O O O
powinny by¢ po
polsku.:

stran 5710

196



www.lka.si

Rola jezyka polskiego w nauczaniu jezyka angielskiego

Zwracanie sie do
siebie tylko po
angielsku jest
kluczowe dla
dobrych relacji

miedzy
nauczycielem a
uczniami w klasie.:

Ttumaczenie

angielskich stéwek
na jezyk polski
pomaga uczniom w
ich zrozumieniu.:
Czutbym/Czutabym
sie zupetnie
swobodnie, gdybym
na lekcji byt
zdany/byta zdana
tylko na angielski.:
Uwazam, ze
uczniom tatwiej uczy
sie gramatyki, gdy
jest ona wyjasniana
po polsku.:

Kiedy nauczyciel od

czasu do czasu
porozmawia z
uczniami na lekcji po
polsku, wytwarza to
sympatyczny klimat
miedzy nim a
uczniami.:

Do wyjasnienia
uczniom, co majg
robi¢, w stu
procentach
wystarcza angielski.:

Definicje stowek w
jezyku angielskim sg
dla uczniow lepsze
od polskich
ttumaczen.:

Uczniom jest tatwiej

zrozumieé
gramatyke
angielska, gdy
pokazuje im, jak
rézni sie ona od
gramatyki polskiej.:

O O @)
O O O
Q O O
O O O
O O O
O O O
O O O
O O O
Stran 6710
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Najlepiej, jesli
nauczyciel wyjasnia
po angielsku,
dlaczego postawit
taka, a nie inng
ocene.:
Gdybym nie
mogt/mogta
odpowiadac¢ na
zadne pytania moich
uczniéw po polsku,
czutbym/czutabym
sie nieswojo.:
Jesli uczen wie, co
angielskie stowa
znaczg po polsku,
tatwiej jest mu sie
ich nauczy¢.:
Komunikowanie sie
na lekcji wytgcznie w
jezyku angielskim
swietnie oddziatuje
na przyjazne
stosunki pomiedzy
nauczycielem a
uczniami.:

Uczniom catkowicie

wystarczajg
wyjasnienia
gramatyczne po
angielsku.:
Nauczyciel powinien
udzielaé uczniom
informacji zwrotnej
po polsku na temat
tego, jak radzg sobie
Z angielskim.:

Jesli uczniowie nie

Znajg znaczenia
jakiegos stéwka,
wolg wyjasnienie po
angielsku niz po
polsku.:
Jezyk polski jest
odpowiednim
jezykiem do
wydawania polecen
do éwiczen.:
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Przyjacielskie relacje
nauczyciel-uczen
najlepiej tworzy sie
poprzez ciggte
uzycie jezyka
angielskiego.:
Wyniki testéw
powinny byc¢
omawiane po
angielsku.:

Wole przedstawiacé
zadania domowe w
jezyku polskim.:
Uczniom fatwiej
pojac¢ znaczenie
angielskich stéwek,
gdy znajg ich polski
odpowiednik.:
Czuje sie
komfortowo, kiedy
na lekcji ttumacze
wszystko tylko po
angielsku.:

Zasady oceniania

nalezy przedstawiaé
uczniom po polsku.:
Objasnienia w
jezyku polskim
pomagajg uczniom
zrozumie€
gramatyke
angielska.:
Nawigzuje duzo
lepszy kontakt z
uczniami, gdy moge
czasem zwrocic sie
do nich na lekcji po
polsku.:
Wszystkie zadania,
ktére uczen ma
wykonaé, nauczyciel
powinien
przedstawiac po
angielsku.:

O O O
O O O
O O O
O O O
@ O @
O O O
O O O
O O O
O O O
stran 8 /10
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Bytbym/bytabym
catkowicie
spokojny/spokojna i
pewny/pewna siebie,
gdyby cate zajecia
przebiegaty
wylgcznie po
angielsku.:
Uczniowie najlepiej
rozumiejg gramatyke
angielska, gdy
wyjasnienia sg po
angielsku.:
Kiedy nauczyciel
wyjasnia, co zrobié
w domu, powinien
uzywac jezyka
angielskiego.:
Poprzez uzycie od
czasu do czasu
jezyka polskiego
nauczyciel staje sie
bardziej przystepny.:
Wymagania
nauczyciela
wzgledem uczniéw
powinny byc¢
wyjasniane po
angielsku.:
Zeby uczen dobrze
rozumiat, co ma
zrobi¢ na lekciji,
najlepiej uzy¢
polskiego.:
Denerwowatabym/de

nerwowatbym sie,
gdybym na lekcji nie
mogta/mogt udzielaé
zadnych wyjasnien
po polsku.:
Wyjasnienia
angielskiego
stownictwa w jezyku
angielskim sg
bardziej pomocne
dla ucznidw niz
polskie
odpowiedniki.:

O O O
O O O
O O O
O O O
O O O
O O O
O O O
O O O
stran 9710
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Omawianie réznic
miedzy gramatyka
angielskg a polska o o o ) o

jest stratg czasu.:

Q17 - Adres e-mail:

Q18 - Dodatkowe uwagi dotyczace tematu ankiety? Zapraszam do pozostawienia komentarza.

stran 10/ 10
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Appendix B

Participation agreement / declaration in Polish.

OSWIADCZENIE OSOBY BADANEJ
zgoda na udzial w badaniach

Nazwisko i1 imi¢ osoby badane;j

Niniejszym oswiadczam, ze zostatlam/zostalem* szczegotowo poinformowana/poinfor-
mowany* o sposobie przeprowadzenia badan i moim w nich udziale. Rozumiem, na czym
polega badanie 1 do czego potrzebna jest moja zgoda oraz ze moje dane bgda poufne 1
nieudostepniane nikomu poza kierownikiem projektu i opiekunem naukowym. Wyrazam
zgodeg na przetwarzanie moich danych do celow prowadzenia projektu. Oswiadczam, ze
otrzymatam/otrzymatem™* wyczerpujace, satysfakcjonujagce mnie odpowiedzi na zadane
pytania, dotyczace tego badania. Zostalam/Zostatem*poinformowana/poinformowany*,
ze moge odmowic uczestnictwa w badaniach w kazdym momencie realizacji projektu
badawczego. W oparciu o przedstawione mi informacje wyrazam zgodg¢ na uczestnictwo

w badaniach w terminie............oeeveveee....

Prowadzaca badanie
mgr Weronika Krzebietke
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podpis badacza podpis osoby badanej

Poznan, ........cccccvvvvenens
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Appendix C

A sample of a transcribed interview.

Wywiad numer: 6

Miejsce Nagrania:

Data/Godzina:

Nagranie przeprowadzit:

Transkrypcja wykonana w dniu: 12/09/2019
Transkrypcje wykonat: http://www.transkryptor.pl
Czas nagrania/minuty: 00:14:44

opis zdarzen, wyraz bliskoznaczny (w nawiasie)

[00:00:00] — stempel czasowy

[00:00:00]

co$ o swoim backgroundzie, czyli kogo uczysz w tej chwili, kogo uczytas, od ilu lat juz

uczysz?

- Ucze od trzech lat i w zasadzie teraz mozna liczy¢ te trzy lata bo zaczetam jakos tak
nietypowo, w marcu, gdzies w potowie drugiego semestru, takze trzy lata, niedtugo trzy i pét
bedzie. Uczytam na wszystkich poziomach i angielskiego réwniez, bo uczytam
i w podstawéwce, znaczy oprécz tych catkiem matych, matych, poczatkowego to uczytam
klasa w podstawowce klasa siédma, klasa 6sma, cate gimnazjum, wszystkie roczniki
i w liceum tez.

Yhm, i od ilu lat uczysz?

- Od trzech.

Od trzech, od trzech lat?

- Yhm.

Czyli prosto po studiach tak?

- No prawie.

Prawie, okay. To w takim razie porozmawiamy dzisiaj o uzyciu jezyka polskiego na lek-

cjach, ja bym jednak wtedy prosita o moze kierowanie sie tym jak go uzywatas, jak uczytas

tego generalnego angielskiego, takiego ogélnego-
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- Yhm, dobrze.
Dobra?
- Dobra.

Pierwsze pytanie jak uzywasz czy, jezyka polskiego w nauce gramatyki? Czy on sie przy-

daje i jezeli tak to do czego, moze jakies przyktady na przyktad?

- Generalnie zalezy od grupy. Byly grupy, szczegdlnie jak miatam gimnazjum gdzie, to byta
klasa trzecia, oni mieli rozszerzony angielski, ja ich dostatam jakby z marszu bo wesztam po
innym nauczycielu. Byli dosy¢ dobrze przeszkoleni, to nie byta klasa poczatkujgca z rac;ji
tego, ze mieli rozszerzony angielski, i oni generalnie byli w stanie zrozumie¢ tltumaczenia

gramatyczne, oprocz jakich$ bardzo zawitych po angielsku bez zadnego problemu.
Yhm.

- Jak byly bardziej zawite czasem trzeba byto zapauzowac i wyttumaczy¢ to jeszcze raz po
polsku, szczegdlnie jak byt taki typowy blank face na twarzy, ze trzeba byto jeszcze, widac
bylo, ze nie dotarto, jeszcze raz nie?

Yhm.

- Takze w takich przypadkach tak, a no generalnie to wida¢ po tym, czy uczniowie rozumiejg
czy nie. Jezeli faktycznie te ttumaczenia po angielsku w jaki$ prosty oczywiscie sposob na
dany, na dany tam poziom, jezeli to nic nie daje, no to wtedy sie przestawiatam na polski
zeby, zeby sie upewnié, ze oni jednak tg gramatyke gdzie$ tam umiejg nie?

Yhm, rozumiem. A czy w zakresie gramatyki jakies przykltady moze kiedy ten polski sie

przydaje?

- Na pewno jezeli chodzi o czasy, typowo o czasy, bo czasy sg na tyle skomplikowane, ze my
nie mamy polskich odpowiednikéw ich, wiec wtedy, wtedy sie to przydaje, szczegdinie jezeli
to jest, w tym ttumaczeniu czaséw sg potrzebne jakies skomplikowane skomplikowane stowa,
ktérych oni mogg nie mie¢ w stowniku, wtedy trzeba sie przetgczyé, bo jezeli bedziemy na
nich rzuca¢ stowami, ktérych oni nie rozumieja, to im to przeleci ponad gtowami i nic z tego

nie bedg mieli.

Yhm.

- Natomiast konkretnych przyktadéw, no mysle, ze na pewno te wszystkie Presenty, wszystkie
Present Perfect, wszystkie, wszystkie, i Past Perfect, natomiast do Past Simple, tam nie byto
potrzeba az tyle ttumaczenia po polsku nie?

Yhm.

- Szczegolnie jezeli grupa juz gdzie$ tam to podstawowe stownictwo miata, mowigc

po poznanhsku, ,ogarniete” tak? To nie byto wiekszego problemu, zeby im powiedzie¢ ,yeah,
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that’'s in the past’, ale, ale jezeli, jezeli wtasnie chodzi o Perfecty, jezeli byty te czasy
terazniejsze, ktére, juz ich byto wiecej niz jeden po polsku, to tam sie zaczynata robic, jakies,

jakies$ byty problemy.

Yhm, a co z nauczaniem stownictwa? Czy jezyk polski sie przydaje?

| tak i nie. Znowu zalezy od grupy, zalezy od ich zrozumienia, zalezy od tematu czesto. Jezeli
miatam temat ktory by, jezeli grupa dana miata jaki$ temat bardzo opracowany, bo na
przykfad sie tym interesowali, bo w klasie byty osoby, ktére w tym siedziaty, no to wtedy nie
bytlo takiego problemu. Natomiast jezeli na przyktad mielismy sport w grupie w ktérej
sportowcéw nie bylo zadnych, no to trzeba sie byto wrdcié, zeby im to wyttumaczy¢, bo
czasami mowienie, ze to jest sport, ktory sie rozgrywa w tyle i tyle oséb, z pitkg na boisku, to
im to w ogodle nic nie méwito. No wiec, no wtedy trzeba jednak podaé¢ odpowiedniki polskie
nie?

[00:04:09]

Yhm, yhm. Czyli poziom grupy ma tutaj znaczenie?

Poziom grupy ma znacznie. Ma znaczenie poziom, majg znaczenie zainteresowania. Wiec
moze takie podejscie do uczucia tez w miare indywidualne, bo pamietam, ze jedng grupe
miatam, ktéra nie miata zadnego problemu ze wszystkimi takimi bardzo, ze stownictwem
powigzanym bardzo z, moze niekoniecznie walkg, ale tam byt wtasnie jakis taki temat, ze byto
o krolach, o zamkach, krélestwie, i oni byli wielkimi fanami ,Wiadcy Pierscieni”, wiec oni
wszystkie stownictwo znali, natomiast oni bardzo cierpieli jak przeszlismy do sportu, wiec
wywiad z gwiazda, ktéry mieli przeprowadzi¢, wrecz btagali mnie, czy moga zrobi¢ wywiad z
orkiem. | nie mieli z tym wywiadem zadnego problemu i zrobili go pod wszystkie kryteria
egzaminacyjne nie? Nawet poruszyli kryteria, ktére byty w podreczniku typu tam ,Zapytaj sie
o typowy dzieh gwiazdy”, no to ich gwiazdg byt ork, wiec pytali sie o typowy dzieh, nie byto
zadnego problemu. Natomiast jezeli im miatabym prébowaé zrobi¢ konkretnie sport, bez

zadnego ttumaczenia po polsku, to bytoby Zle.

[00:05:14]

Yhm.

Bo dla nich to byto w ogdle nie do pojecia. | méwienie, ze dany sport sie rozgrywa, tak jak
moéwig nie? Tyle i tyle oséb, tam na boisku, to sg tatwe stowa i oni to znaja, ale oni nie majg

wiedzy merytorycznej zeby to powigzac z jakims sportem nie?

Yhm.

Takze im to nic nie méwito, dla nich to byt dalej nieznany sport. Natomiast ja mam jeszcze
inng metode jak chodzi o ttumaczenie stéwek, ja im zawsze moéwie, ze, szczegdlnie dla
wzrokowcow, zeby wpisali sobie w Google, bron Boze nie ttumaczenia, ale zeby wpisali
w Google grafika i znalezli obrazy. | oni bardzo czesto to zatapuja, wiec tam mozna catkowicie
wykluczy¢ ten polski tez, nawet do (nieczytelne), tylko méwie, to znowu nie na tematy, na

ktore oni nie majg zadnego tam bladego pojecia o czym méwie.
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[00:05:54]

| tez nie abstrakcyjne?

- | nie abstrakcyjne.

Yhm, no wiasnie. A co z organizacjg i ocenianiem?

- Wydaje mi sie, ze jednak po polsku.

Yhm, a jakies powody dla ktérych to jest lepiej robié¢ po polsku, ty robisz to po polsku?

- Okay, powdd méj osobisty jest mimo wszystko taki, ze chce, zeby tutaj nie byto zadnych
watpliwosci. Poza tym oni bardzo czesto, bo my dajemy dzieciom do zatwierdzenia,
do podpisania, do informacji taki mini regulamin na lekcji.

Yhm.

- | w tym regulaminie oprocz tego, ze jest oczywiscie zachowanie, czy majg nosic¢ ksigzki czy
nie i tak dalej, i jakie tam wynikajg kary z nie noszenia, nie przynoszenia zadan domowych,
jakie sg oceny, to oprocz tego wiasnie jest waga ocen i nie mozemy tego zrobi¢ po angielsku,
bo musimy bra¢ pod uwage to, ze réwniez rodzic, do kiérego w ogodle to jest, oni réwniez
muszg mie¢ do tego zawsze wglad, nie mozemy ich zostawi¢ z ttumaczem Google do

ttumaczenia tego nie?

Yhm.

- Takze mimo wszystko mysle, ze oceny jakby, moze nie koniecznie sam feedback, bo ten
feedback jak oni dostajg od nas on moze by¢ po angielsku i bardzo czesto po angielsku
on gdzies tam jest, troszeczke mniejsze ma takie uderzenie, on troche inaczej jest odbierany,
bardziej po przyjacielsku. Natomiast jak chodzi o wyjasnianie zasad, o wyjasnianie regut
panujgcych na lekcji, o to wszystko, tutaj, tu musi by¢ polski.

Yhm, a organizacyjnie, takie zycie w klasie?

- Tutaj zalezato, tutaj w moim przypadku bardzo duzo zalezato od grupy.

Okay.

- Jezeli grupa, i szczegolnie tez o podejscie grupy do mnie. Bo jezeli grupa byta dosy¢, dosyé
spoko, nie byto problemu zeby sie zgrac¢, nie byto problemu zeby pracowag, i sie stuchali,
i byt czas i tez na posilenie sie i oni wiedzieli kiedy przestaé, to nie byto Zzadnego problemu,
zeby im takie polecenia wydawaé po angielsku i oni tez je zawsze rozumieli. Natomiast jezeli
grupa byta, no méwigc po polsku krngbrna tak? | grupa, ktéra musiata stang¢ okoniem dla
zasady a, to wtedy mysle, ze wtedy tez mysle, ze ciezko bytoby wymadc na nich jezeli bytoby
to robione po angielsku, bo za chwile by byto, $ciana niezrozumienia, w tym tez jezykowego
nie?

Rozumiem. A jak sie czujesz jak prowadzisz cate zajecia po angielsku? Czy ci sie zdarza,

jezeli, jak to, jak jest-

- Zdarza sie, szczegolnie na te tematy informatyczne, dosy¢ czesto, nawet w klasie piatej,
siodmej, w klasie 6smej, no i oczywiscie nie ma zadnego problemu z tym nie?

Okay.
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- Trzeba, trzeba czasem polawirowa¢ troszeczke stownictwem, troche ttumaczyé w inny
sposob, obchodzi¢ dookota rzeczy, ktérych oni nie umiejg, zeby wpadli na to, o co nam
chodzi. Dopuszczam nawet, jak ja prowadze cato$¢ po angielsku, jak widze, ze grupa jest,
ktéra gdzies tam miata zalegtosci wczesniej, szczegdlnie jak sg pojedyncze sztuki w tej
grupie, ktére miaty wczesniej zalegtosci, i oni majg jaka$ tam blokade, bariere jezykowa,
to wiem, ze kiedys, na samym poczatku jak zaczynatam uczyé, to ja gdzies tam miatam
w gtowie takie ,Nie nie nie, trzeba ich zmusié, zeby méwili po angielsku” ale to nic nie dawato.
Bo oni sie blokowali, oni méwili ,Nie, nie bede méwi¢ nic’. Wiec w jednej grupie troche
eksperymentalnie, bo ucze ich od trzech lat po prostu wiec widze ten caty rozwdj, i w jedne;j
grupie troche eksperymentalnie pozwolitam im odpowiada¢ byle mowili. | pozwolitam
odpowiada¢ nawet po polsku, byle by mi dali jaki§ komunikat, Ze oni rozumiejg to, o czym
mowie, ze oni chcg odpowiedzieé na pytanie, i to zaczeto owocowac tym, ze oni nawet jezeli,
to byty éwiczenia z czytania teksu, z wyciggania, wyszukiwania informacji w tekscie, oni byli
mi w stanie znalez¢ tg informacje i to juz mi mowito, ze oni co$ z tego teksu rozumiejg. | oni
po czasie zaczeli coraz wiecej wrzucaé¢ angielskiego, sitg rzeczy. | w tym momencie nie ma
problemu, zeby mi odpowiadali, po tych trzech latach, nie ma problemu, zeby odpowiadali mi
po angielsku i konwersacja moze i$¢ swobodnie poangielsku, natomiast na poczatku miatam
wrazenie, ze jakbym im powiedziata ,Nie, koniec polskiego, angielski’ oni by siedzieli i nic by
nie powiedzieli nie?

To witasnie jest takie moje kolejne pytanie, bo jestes$ tez na $wiezo po studiach, jak to sie

zmienito od tego czasu, kiedy wesztas swiezo po studiach do szkoly, jakie miatas wtedy

na ten temat poglady, czy czutas, ze mogtabys uzyé polskiego czy w ogdle... i czy to sie
zmienito wraz z twoja praktyka?

[00:10:04]
- To znaczy na pewno zobaczytam ré6znorodnos¢ uczniow.

Aha.

- Bo na studiach jest duzo, panuje takie przekonanie mimo wszystko, ze jak najwiecej tluc
angielski, ludzie sie przescigajg w metodach jaki to angielski jest wspaniaty Ze, jest, jest jedna
metoda taka takiego immersing, Ze jak przyjdzie dziecko wrzuci¢ do angielskiego to w koncu
sie nauczy w nim ptywaé i bedzie moéwic. | nigdy nie bytam zwolennikiem tego, bo sama ja
bytam dosy¢ duzym opornikiem jesli chodzi o uczenie sie niemieckiego, wiec jak mnie wrzucili
do klasy, ktéra mowita po niemiecku, to ja siedziatam jak ten stup soli. Ja, ja dostatam dwa
na koniec roku i ja bytam szczesliwa, ze mnie nie oblali.

Yhm, bardziej ze wzgledu takich nerwéw czy, czy niepokoju?

- Ze wzgledu nerwéw, ze wzgledu obrazy na caty swiat, bo wiadomo, ze jezeli kto$ nas zmusza
do czegos, czego my nie umiemy, nie chcemy, boimy sie, to jest bunt.

Yhm.

- | nie chciatam nigdy, zeby uczniowie mi sie buntowali, bo ja wiem, Ze, Zze na jezyku, o ile na

matmie mogg sie buntowacé i to nie wptywa na ich, na ich zdolno$¢ liczenia, bo albo umiejg
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liczy¢ albo nie, to na jezyku mimo wszystko gdzie jest komunikacja potrzebna oni sie nie
mogg buntowac. Jak dopuscimy do buntu to przegraliSmy. | ja sie zawsze staratam robi¢,
nawet $wiezo po studiach, zeby oni mi sie nie buntowali. | gdzie$ tam wolatam mimo wszystko
iS¢ w takie bardziej luzne, luzne podejscie za cene tego, zeby te dzieciaki sie mnie nie baty.
Bo jak ja bym im powiedziata ,Nie, koniec, teraz moéwicie po angielsku”, no to, i ja to
wiedziatam, bo ja, ja pamietam o sobie, wlasnym przyktadem, kiedy miatam witasnie ten bunt
do niemieckiego nie?

Yhm.

- ,Teraz mowicie po niemiecku”. ,Nie, nie umiem”, koniec. ,Nie bede méwi¢, moze mi pani
wstawi¢ jeden”. Ja kiedy$s miatam takie sytuacje tez na lekcji, gdzie ,Nie bede mowic
po angielsku, moze mi pani wstawi¢ jeden, ja na to nie odpowiem”. Takze mysle, ze,
ze gdzie$ tam to moje nastawienie byto, natomiast umacniam sie w tym, ze ono dziata,
ze mimo wszystko jezeli ucze, miatam ucznia, ktory sie nie odezwat przez dwa lata, jak
w trzeciej klasie zaczat gadaé, no to sie okazato, ze jest najlepszy z klasy. A on przez dwa,
on ,Nie”, bo on miat taki uraz do méwienia na lekcjach, do odzywania sig, bo on miat taka,
troszeczke miat takg opinie przyniesiong z poprzedniej szkoty takiego klasowego btazna, i mi
sie wydaje, ze on juz wszedt w to miejsce i on juz byt na takiej, u siebie w gtowie na straconej
pozyciji.

Yhm.

- lja po prostu, ja nie mogtam znie$¢ tego, moéwie ,Boze, taki fajny chiopak” moéwie, ,Ale dobra,
damy mu czas”. | tak mu dawatam czas i faktycznie, w trzeciej klasie juz, juz sie bardzo,
bardzo szybko zaczat rozwijac i ten postep byt, bo on zobaczyl, ze on faktycznie co$ umie,

ale ze go nikt nie zmuszat do tego. On nie musiat juz siedzie¢ i méwic ,Nie” dla zasady.
Yhm.
- Takze mysle, ze gdzie$ to tam dziata. Czy takie nastawienie miatam zaraz po studiach?

Mysle, ze tak, natomiast musiatam wyjs¢ z tego, z tego, z tych wszystkich metod, ktére gdzies
tam nam, uczyli na studiach-

Jak to wygladato, co méwili? Méwili, ze polski okay?

- Polski, polski zle, angielski dobrze.

Yhm.

- Jakikolwiek jezyk dobrze, polski Zle.

Yhm, yhm.

- Ale no nie wiem-

Moéwiono o tym? Czy bylo w tobie jakies takie przekonanie na poczatku, moze juz nie pa-
mietasz, ale moze sobie przypominasz, ze jak uzyjesz tego polskiego to si¢ czutas jakas
winna czy, ze nie powinnas, ze moze to swiadczy o twojej niekompetencji?

- Nie, nie. Takiego przekonania nie miatam, trafitam na na tyle dobrych metodykéw, ze oni

mowili, ze jednak trzeba sie czasami nagimnastykowac-
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Aha-

- Pani, pani szukata bardzo, bardzo dtugo-
[00:13:12]

Yhm, okay-

- Takze oni, oni wtasnie, szczegdlnie, ze duzo tutaj tez odegrato to, ze ucze hiszpanskiego
i Z racji uczenia tego jezyka na poziomie, na ktdrym generalnie ucze, to jest wszystko
poczatki. Wiec mimo wszystko mieliSmy podejscie do ludzi, ktérzy dopiero zaczynajg, wiec
moze widziatam tez, ze jest tez, jak wyglada uczen, ktory zaczyna.

Yhm.

- Nie uczen ktéry juz, wymagamy od niego, zeby cos$ wiedziat, bo juz pare lat miat angielski,
ale uczen, ktéry zaczyna od zera. | bardzo czesto byli uczniowie, ktorzy sie zachowywali,
jakby zaczynali od zera, pomimo tego, ze juz mieli angielski. Takze moze tez to sie przetozyto.

Nie miatam poczucia winy, nie. Czy sie staratam uzywa¢ angielskiego? Tak. Ale sg grupy, na

ktérych no, choébym nie wiem jak sie starata, nie daje rady, no trzeba czasem wrécic.
Jakbys$ miata okresli¢ co jest najwieksza korzys$cia z uzywania polskiego w okreslonych
oczywiscie kontekstach na lekcji?
- Brak nieporozumien co do tego, co chcemy powiedziec.
Yhm, a najwieksza, najwieksze zagrozenie, ktore sie wigze z uzywaniem tego jezyka ojczy-
stego, najwigkszy problem?
- Mysle, ze chyba po prostu brak uzycia angielskiego, za mato czasu wtedy zostaje na sam
angielski.
Yhm.

- Przy czterdziestu pieciu minutach jak spedzimy p&t godziny ttumaczac czas po polsku zostaje
nam dwadziescia, plus dziennik, plus inne czynnosci wokét lekcyjne, zostaje nam

dwadziescia, pietnascie na uzycie angielskiego.

Yhm.

- A w ciggu tego jeszcze trzeba zrobi¢ ¢wiczenia, oni nie mogg po prostu usigs¢ i mowié,
powinien by¢ jakis wstep do tego nie?

Dobra, dziekuje bardzo!

- Bardzo prosze, bardzo prosze.

To wszystko, zatrzymuje-
[00:14:44]

(koniec nagrania)
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Lesson observation form.

TEACHER NO
GROUP LEVEL:

Appendix D

TEACHER’S EXPERIENCE IN YEARS:

OWN LANGUAGE USE IN THE CLASSROOM — LESSON OBSERVATION SHEET

CONTEXT

FREQUENCY

DETAILS, COMMENTS

PRESENTING VOCABULARY

PRESENTING GRAMMAR

COMPARING ENGLISH AND POLISH
GRAMMAR

TRANSLATION PRACTICE

CORRECTING MISTAKES

GRADING/ASSESSMENT/FEEDBACK

GIVING INSTRUCTIONS

MAINTAINING DISCIPLINE

ESTABLISHING GOOD RELATION-

SHIP WITH Ss
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