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ABSTRACT

Drawing on research and the author’s experience, this paper presents descriptions and
prescriptions regarding the controversial issue of use of L1 (first language) and of .2
(target language) in the foreign language classtoom. In the context of her own practice,
the author discusses and evaluates techniques and principles that include the use of the
use of L1 as well as those that exclude it. This project will examine various interactions
-among the teacher, the lcarner, and the content as they relate to L1/1.2 use in the
classroom. Awareness of the variables involved is the foundation for the teacher’s
continual adjustment of her own L/L2 use and of her expectations of leamners’ use of L1
and L.2. -

'ERIC descriptors: Classtoom Discourse; Language Alternation.
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AT

Introduction

During my first three years of teaéhing French, I was full of experimentation and
doubts. I felt sure of one thing, however; that the monolingual principle, that is, exclusive
use of the target language (L2) in the classroom was essential to effective language

teaching and learning. I followed this principle at first, then gave in tb pressure from my

_students and went to the other extreme of using and allowing a good deal of English in

class, all the while still believing in the monolingual principle. I began to wonder what
other teachers were doing, especially as regards the LI/.2 dilemma, and how I might
leam from them. Not only did my focus on this dilemma precede my Summter Master in
the Arts of Teaching (SMAT) course work but it also served as an impetus for this paper:
an examination of the research on use of L1 in the L2 classroom. The SMAT course work
answered some of my questions on this issue, but raised many more. The research I did
for this Independent Professional Project (IPP) has given me guideposts for an ongoing
exploration of effective use of L2 and L1 in my French classes. It is my hope that my
findings can do the same for other teachers and that it will generate further research of
this rather neglected issue in language teaching and learning. I will begin with a brief
history of my stmggle‘with the use of L1 in my language teaching, a description of the

research that I carried out, and then go on to the framework and organization of this




paper.

Research for this project has contributed to what I gleaned from SMAT course
work on the role of L1 and L2 in the history of foreign language teaching methodology.
This in turn has helped me become aware of some of the influences on my own use of L1
aﬁd L2 as a novice teacher. I discovered a pendulum-like swing from frequent foreign
language use (L2) to ﬁ'equgnt first language use (L.1) characterizes this history. Use of L1
wag strong during Grammar*'l;ranslation dominance, then looked down upon when the
Direct and the Audio-Lingual Methods became predominant. L1 use became more
accepted once again with the Silent Way, Suggestopedia and Community Language
Leaming,. only to be rejected by the Communicative Approach. Therefore, the easy
answer to my question of how to use L1 or L.2 effectively was to adopt one of these

- approaches which prescribe how to use L1 and 1.2.
- During SMAT course work, I was initially delighted to discover that each
| apbroach we studied included a prescription for L1 use, but the introductory training in
the techniques of these approaches did not provide enough information, Moreover, like
many other students in the SMAT program, I became aware of my unwillingness to
follow any single language teaching method exclusively. As I pursued the topic for this
paper, I came to realize that my eclectic teaching approach could evolve more
methodically than it had before. By consciously crafting an I,1/1.2 lens, I could have a
personally significant focus to guide my examination and assessment of the effectiveness
of my own and others' teaching practices.
To be sure, the changes in my teaching during my first three years in the

classroom prior to beginning the SMAT program were already influenced by an LI/L2




lens: that of the monolmgual principle. Although I was not initially aware of this lens asa
choice among others by my third year I had begun to question the teaching value of two
distinct yet related factors: my high proficiency in French and the validity of the
‘monolingual principle. Was I alone in not being able to make the monolingual principle
work? Did other teachers use it even when it was not working? Did teachers move
i:owards or away from more effective use of L2 as they became more experienced?
Several years of teaching expéﬁence and my passion for the target language had not been
enough for me; maybe they were not enough for others either. I started asking myself
about the relationship between a fcacher’s enthusiastic prbﬁciency in the target language
and the leﬁgth of her teaching experience in contributing to student outcomes of affect
and learning. This led me to wonder whether a particular kind of L1 use could be another
| helpful factor. |

Of afl the sources I have consulted for this project, “Six Cases in Classroom
Communicgtion: A Study of Teacher Discourse in the Foreign Language Classroom” by
Elizabeth Guthrie (1987), has perhaps contributed the most to my awareness and
acceptance of my early LI/L.2 approaches. On the one hand, her study showed me some
of objective statistics relating to LI/L2, such as the range of pementage of L2 use of
different teachers. On the other hand, Guthrie’s work revealed that my teaching had been
at both extremes of the range. I recognized some of my own teacher behaviors, and thus
found myself subjectively interpreting the motives behind the teacher behaviors that
Guthrie documents.

My first year, I would have identified with the teacher described by Guthrie

(1987) as representing one end of the spectrum: “Although Joe spoke French close to




100% of the time, and altﬁough his students spoke over 90% French, the percentage of
student talk in his class was second lowest of the six teachers” ( 184). In my early
teaching, the pressure from tehchers and administrators to apply the monolingual
principle strongly affected my teaching. As a novice teacher, I used to tell myself that 1
had the command of French necessary in order to teach it well and that I just needed
more experience. However, I received hardly any explicit feedback or suggestions from
teachers, administrators or stu;ients.

Soon, it was apparent that few of my students were engaged and learning when I
used my initial 100% French teacher-talk. My students seemed soothed by L1 use and
soon I could no longer bring myself to use or elicit oﬂy L2. Thus, I shifted from almost
constant L2 use to frequent. L1 use. By my third year I had become like the teacher

Guthrie (1987) describes at the other end of the spectrum, yet no more effective:

Amy’s prevalent use of English for explaining, clarifying and even for giving
directions and her frequent use of English-to-French translation exercises appear
to account for the fact that the average percentage of French use in her class was
lower than any other.” (p. 179)

Could Amy and I have felt compelled to use so miuch English as a means of lowering
students’ affective filter and ensuring comprehension? Undezstanding this phase in my
L1M2 teaching practices has facilitated acceptance of my deficiencies. This acceptance in

turn has allowed me to take action to improve.
To summarize, in my first years of teaching my beliefs and behaviors regarding
LVL2 use in my French classes were influenced by external sources: pressures that I

perceived and misinterpreted. By my third year of teaching, I was aware that my learner

outcomes were not as good as they could be. I jumped to the conclusion that I needed to




make my teaching less teacher-centered and more student-centered, and I tried to do this
by yielding to my students’ apparent need for more L1 in the classraom. I could not
shake the belief, however, that I should be using only L2 and that my students should be
forced to use only L2, because that is what I remembered from my experienceasa
language learner. Fuller awareness of L1/L2 issues in my own teaching. was to develop
through my SMAT course work and through my research for this project,

One of the readings aséigned and disgussed in my SMAT course work was an’

excerpt from David Hawkins’ essay, “I, Thou, and It” (Hawkins, 2002). In this essay,

‘Hawkins presents the teaching and learning experience as a triangular set of interactions

between the teacher “I, the learners “Thou” and the subject matter to be learned: “It.” He

. states that misguided teachers focus on their own relationship with the subject matter and

on their relationship with the learners. Moreover, he argues that the teacher should be

more concerned with the learner’s telationship with the subject matter. Hawkins claims

‘that only the teacher can sustain the “Thou-It” interaction by providing external feedback

that the learner canﬁot provide for himself, In other words, the teacher’s conscious,
continuous effort to provide a variety of means of access to the subject matter allows the
learner to start seeing herself as investigator or craftsman,

As a beginning teacher, I was preoccupied with my own _identiﬁcation with
French language and culture, the “I-It” in Hawkins® framework Then, I became more
aware of the importance of my relationship with my students, the “I-Thou” dimension.
However, it was not until I became interested in my students’ interaction with the French
language and with one another, the “Thou-It” aspect, that my teachirig began to improve

and become rewarding,
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Gradually my perceptions of the teacher, of the students, and of the subject matter
have aligned themselves with Hawkins’ triangular conceptualization of language
| teaching, Therefore, I have chosen this triangulization as a framework to organize both
the body and the conclusion of this paper. In the “I” section, LV/L2 variables which are
- -rélated to the teacher and her teachmg vﬁll be addressed. In the “Thou” section, I discuss
- aspects which are related to the learners, Finally, the “It” section presents factors related
to the language ¢r other leamilng content. This project is also characterized by its
threefold orientation within the three sections: my research, my teaching experience, and
er reflections. I have also drawn conciusions that influence the evolution of my
ai)proach to LI/L2 use in my teaching practice. |
In the “T” section, I will look af teacher-talk and teachers’ use of conversational
adjueunents, movements, objects and images. In addition, I will discuss the issues of
1anguage_ altefnatimi and translation in the language classroom. In the “Thou” section, 1
will examine the variables of learner age, attitudes and behaviors as they relate to small
- group work and classroom management; areas that have become essential in my own
practice. In the “ft” section, I will look.at the concept of language distance and L2
proficiency levels as they pertain to the teacher, to the students and to the use of L1 and

L2 in the classroom. Finally, I will summarize iy conclusions partly by relating them to

arguments of Hawkins’ essay.




The Teacher: “I”

The teacher plays a pivotal role in the use of LI/L2 in the classroom. Teacher-talk

constitutes a major source of speech in the classroom, regardless of how teacher-centered

or student-centered a language class is. It is thus a major source of L2 “comprehensible

iiiput,” Stephen Krashen’s term for the portion of L2 discourse that a learner
comprehends. Since teacher-talk is more easily controlled by the teacher, it is a good
starting point for investigating optimal LVL2 use in the foreign language classroom. In

this section, I will address research questions and research on four aspects: teacher

discourse skills, extra-linguistic strategies, LI/L2 alternation, and franslation.

) What are some skills and strategies of teachers which i lmprove the
comprehensnblhty of L2 talk between the teacher and students?

“Classroom communication includes not only exchanges between teacher and
students but also among students. What a teacher says, how she says it, and bow she
responds to .2 student utterances is part of teacher talk, a key skill for effective
classroom communication (Ellis, 1984, p.96). In my research, I found several studies
which draw coﬁclusions regarding teachers who use L2 extensively and how tﬁey use it.
According to Pica and Long (1986), a teacher’s residence in a target language country

increases her use of L2, more than her years of teaching experience. Although their study
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- eXamines increased L2 use, it does not take into account the effectiveness of L2 use in
rdétemlining student learning outcomes. Guthrie’s description of Joe’s L2-only teaching

" and the memory of my own early L2-only phase, point out that a teacher who is very

fluent in the target language can be ineffective if other skills are lacking. Both Guthrie

-and Ellis studied such L2 only teacher discourse profiles and attribute these teachers’

rélative ineffectiveness largely o their poor skills in conversational adjustments,

" These adjustmerits are hiodiﬁcations and adaptations that a teacher makes to her
L2 speech to encourage negotiation of meaning with the learners and also to foster their
comprehension of her L2 speech (Ellis, 1984, p. 96). Slowing down and aticulating more
clearly are among the most intuitive modiﬁcatiéns. Multiple exempﬁﬁcaﬁon 18 another
way to promote comprehensible input. Clarity applies to meaning as well as to
ﬁmnunciation and is the goal of expénsion. Expansion is a conversational adjustment in
which the teacher repeats and elaborates on an unclear student utterance. The foHoWing is
an example of expansion;

Student 3; Uh...c est...ce ne Frangais typique.
Teacher: 1l n’était pas Francais typique?
Student 3: Ne personrie est typique. .
Teacher: Personne n’est typique? C'est d-dire qu’il n’est pas possible de
généraliser_‘ {Guthrie, 1987, p. 188)
In this exchange the teacher first expands a fragment into a complete sentence,
Next, she corrects the syntax of the student’s phrase. Finally, she paraphrases the
student’s utterance, introducing new vocabulary,
Some conversational adjustment techniques relate to vocabulary choice.

Repetition without elaboration is one example. In addition to repeating utterances within

the same exchange, a teacher can also help ensure comprehension by using




high-frequency vocabulary (words that are repeated from one exchange to another), Alsc
related to vocabulary choice is the use of paraphrasing ar_nd synonyms. Lin (1990, p.
18-19) points out that a teacher may also use sound markers (stress, pitch, and length) to
adjust her L2 speech to the leamer.

If living in a target language country does not ensure that a teacher develops.
conversational adjustment Skills in the classroom, can extensive teaching experience do
507 Before beMg my rese;:arch T'was not yet aware that conversational adjustment
skills might be key, but I already wondered about the relationship between length of
teaching experience and effective L2 teaching. Pica and Long (1986), as well as Deen’
(1991), have found that experienced and inexperienced teachers alike tend to use an
inordinate number of display questions (questions to which the teacher knows the
answers). This type of question is antithetical to negotiation of meaning which is critical
to the effectiveness of an 1.2 only classroom (Pica and Long, 1986, p. 84; Pica, 1988, p.
74). Similarly, a study led by Frohlich, Spada and Allen (1985) reveals that almost
exclusive use of L2 by teachers w1th inadequate use of expansion was problematic for
learners (p. 42-43). Ellis (1984) points out that “...where the teacher is not especially
good at “teacher-talk’ and has a tendency to refer to displaced activity rather than the
here-and-now of the classroom itself, the pupils may not achieve any ‘intake’ that they
can use to extend their receptive competence” (p. 111). An effective here-and-now
example would be to compare students’ heights to introduce the comparative as opposed
to using a displaced reference comparing the Statue of Liberty to the Eiffel Tower.

As I reflect on these researchets” writings, I realize that some conversational

adjustment strategies come easily to me. My naturally slow, well-articulated speech lends
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itself to comprehensibility, My gésmring, facial expressions, intonation and dramatic flair

alSq enhance my 1.2 teacher talk. Nonetheless, my research and experience suggest that

~ skill in most conversational adjuétment strategies requires conscious effort and ongoing

practice, and that I am not alone in these challenges. This research supports my suspicion

- that L2 proficiency and extensive experience might not be only essentiai elements for

| effective L2 teaching. As a language learner, I became capable of eliciting repetition an_d

| élaxiﬁcation and of using circﬁmlocution to make my own meaning clear. Unfortlmatély,

- these conversational adjustments did not adequately transfer to related teaching skills.
One specific classroom instance illustrates tlus lack of transfer, though it surely was not
isolated. My lesson plan involved using a reéipe for Madeleine cakes. At the time, it

‘seemed ideal that no English was spoken in the class and that student curiosity justified
_niy spontaﬁeous commentary an the work of Marcel Proust. His Madeleine passage
ironically deals with the theme of memory, the antithesis of Ellis’ crucial concept éf ‘here
and now’. It is clear to me now that my digression sprang from the misinterpretation of a

student’s question and that several of my students disengaged because of my problematic
| expansion of a student comment.
I think back on this class in particular when I identify with Joe’s teaching as
Guthrie (1987) describes it:

Because Joe’s discourse appears frequently confusing and because he tends to
impose his own interpretations of students’ utterances on them and even to
dispute their viewpoints without verifying his understanding of what they want to
say, it seems likely that despite his very high use of French, his students are

relatively uninvolved in the sending and receiving of messages it French (p. 186).

Classroom researchers have found that teachers who follow the monolingual principle

require considerable self-awareness and self-discipline, both to avoid slipping into L.1 and

10




to make L2 comprehensible., Giacque and Ely (1990) suggest the self-awareness
demanded by L2 teacher talk “It is of comﬁe necessary fér the teacher to monitor her
s@h a great deal in order to use many cognate words and provide a great deal of
 context” (p. 179). Reflecting on the Madeleine class has helped me acknowledge my
subsequent progress in the area of conversational adjustments and negoﬁation of
meamng Afier learning about the Community Language Learning Approach, I became
more willing and able to ensure precise comprchension of my students’ L2 utterances.
The CLL technique of understanding response, in which g teacher restates the learner’s
statement, facilitated my progress in this area. Judging from ongoing student feedback
and reﬂectioh, I have indeed begun to improve my conversational adjustments, such as
my use of expansion of L2 student utterances.

Another area of my ongoing progress using conversational adjustments is my
increasingly systematic use of cognates. According to my teaching journal, I had been
consciously maximizing use of cognates. On 10/22/1999, for example, I noted that for a
version of the ganie Simon Says with my French I class, I avoided the expression se
fromper and used the cognate erreur instead. Moreover, I ¢hose to tell my students about
- the late arrival of workbooks in French because I knew I could use arriver and en retard,

‘cognates already in circulation. After reading about Giacque’s and Ely’s code«sWitching
| procedure, 1 followed their idea of favoring cognates at first and gradually enriching
vocabulary to include more non-cognates. At the beginning of the year, I taught  list of
regular -er cognate verbs that would be useful for everyday classroom needs: approcher,
décider, poser, etc. Later, for the same functions, I introduced the more idiomatic verir

for approcher, choisir for décider and mettre for poser.
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Studying other teachers’ L.1/L.2 profiles has improved iny awareness of and
feelings about my progress in the area of teacher-talk. This in turn opens thg door to
improvement of usé of L1 and L2 in my teaching practice. Studies confirm my sense that

. residing in France helped me to be able and willing to use a high proportion of French in
the classroom my first few years of teaching. I alsé realize that my natufal slowness of

| speech, clear articulation and use of sound markers such as stress, pitch and length have

enabled me to make some of the necessary conversational adjustments, beneficial to my

students’ learning. However, as illystrated by my shift to the other extreme of low

proportion of French teacher talk after a few years of teaching, my willingness to use my

native-like command of French'maximally in the classroom in the long run, depends on

further developing my L1 avoidance strategies including conversational adjustments.

2) How doe extra-linguistic strategies help the teacher avoid or minimize use of L.1?
Teachers use various non-verbal techniques and materials, known as
extra-linguistic strategies, to reinforce their presentation of L2 to students. Movements,
visual aids, and props are among the tools she uses along with her own and her students”
speech and writing. These forms of extra-linguistic support can serve to help make
meanings not only linguistically comprehensible, but also perceptible through various
senses. Along with conversational adjustments, Stephen Krashen advocates various types
of gxtré-lingtlistic support:
_-Another main task of the teacher is to provide non-linguistic means of encouraging
comprehension. In my view, providing extra-linguistic support in the form of realia and
pictures for beginning classes is not a fiill, but a very important part of the tools the
teacher has to encourage language acquisition, The use of objects and pictures in early

second language acquisition corresponds to the caretaker’s use of the ‘here and now’ in
encouraging first language acquisition, in that they all help the acquirer understand

12




messages containing structures that are “a little beyond® them (p. 66).

Researchers agree that extxa-lingujstic support is especially effective with lower
proficiency learners. They also agree that such support is limited in that it tends to
communicate only some of the information (Ellis, 1984, p. 37, Papaefthymiou, 1987, p.
27; Duff and Polio, 1990; Stern, 1992, p. 289-290; Harbord, 1992, p. 35 3-354). The
visual extra-linguistic support that Krashen and .others recominend can be grouped into
three categories: movement, ﬁictures and objects.

| The movements that help to make input comprehensible range from simple 7
- gestures to implementation of Asher’s kinesthetic language teaching approach known as
Total Physical Response. Demonstrations, enactments, pantomime and charades are all
physical, rather than verbal L2-only téchniques. The teacher’s use of the digits of one
hand to give cues about syllable stress in Gattegno's Silent Way approéch, is also an
exainple of kinesthetic extra-linguistic support that avoids the use of L1,

Both as a learner and as a teacher, I have experienced the effectiveness of
extra-linguistic support. Aside from Boey's study (1969), which describes the use of
- pictures to present and test Yocabulary with children, researchers do not elaborate on the
use of pictures as extra-ling_uistic support. They do, however, specify examples such as |
 rudimentary blackboard sketches, cartaons, posters and also films. These visual aids often
serve as advance organizers, aiding comprehension by establishing context and
background knowledge (Wong-Fillmore, 1985, p.37; Papaefthymiou, 1987, p. 27; Stem,
1992, p. 289-290).

Few who mention the use of objects for extra-linguistic support elaborate on their

use. Perhaps this is because it is so common for foreign language teachers to use toys,

13



dolls, telephones, coins and other objects, that they need not be specified. Duff and Polio
(1994, p. 320) refer to these objects simply as props whereas Kmshen (1982, p. 69) refers
to them as realia. The word prop suggests an uareal dimension of the language classroom
whereas realia implies a realistic dimension of the Janguage classroom. In some cases,
objects used are real, in others not. Often they are from the target culture, but not always.
Gattegno’s suggestions about the use of rods in forelgn language i msiructmn capture this
ambivalent role of objects. Sometlmes the rods are sxmply colored rods; other times they
represent parts of speech or narrative, Regardless, objects serve to make meamngs
'eoncrete and tangible for learners while avoiding the use of L1.

Even though researchers claim that extralinguistic support works best for lower
.proﬁeiency leamners, in my view the same repertoire of techniques and materials can be
| used with all levels of learners. I do agree, however, that higher level content lends itself
Iess to this repertoire. When I introduce food vocabulary to beginning students, I use real
or artificial food items as props. For example, having an ajaple and a potato in class helps
reinforce the difference between the similar terms ﬁomme and ﬁam_me de terre. ] use
numerous versions of picture bingo, mostly with lower level learners although I have also
played more complex versions with higher level students. French television commercials
pfovide extra-linguistic support that works for all levels, as long as the task is adjusted.

Borrowing a Silent Way technique, I have begun to use a pointer as a teaching
tool. Thave used the pointer with transparencies of vocabulary illustrations for Jower
proﬁciehcy learners to help clarify which L2 utterance goes with which part of the
il_lusiration. Moreover, my begmmng level students, also among the youngest, have

shown themselves more likely to volunteer to do something in front of the whole group if

14




they use the pointer. For all levels of learners I have tauéht, pointers arclvery helpful for
specifying parts of words or sentences without using English to clarify. The Silent Way
uses fingers to signal the number of syllables in L2 words and to indicate which syllable
| pronunciation needs stress or correction. Use of ﬂﬁs physical clarification enables me to
more often avoid L1 explanations. In addition I have developed my own gesmfes to
sigi_:ify éom.mon classroom oommhnicaﬁon needs such as “almost right” and “keep
going.” | |
I have found a creative way to use pictures and movement as extra-linguistic

support in a review game which I call “Djco-dessin”. This is a modified version of
Pictionary in which students elicit vocabulary from classmates by drawing or
pantomiming the words. Other L2-only activities, suitable for all ages and Ievels are
fashion shows and cooking classes. Such activities combine perceptible meanings with
familiar L1 cultural contexts.

 Fagree with researchers that extra-linguistic techniques sometimes do not convey
with full clarity, as illustrated in Boey’s study, (1969). On 1/19/2000 I recorded a positive
experience using pictures in tay teaching journal. I asked beginning students for wntten
student feedback following a game of pictorial food bingo. The feedback revealed that
the pictures were especially effective when accompanied by cognates. By contrast, an
example of a mis‘leading visual is one I have used which could illustrate either the verb
for to get out of bed or to go to bed. At times, the ambiguity of pictures has provoked
students to revert to L1 when asking for clarification, Since a main purpose of using
p}ictures is to avoid use of L1, I now také the time to consider the possible ambiguity of

images when choosing visuals,
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This brmgs me to the issue of time, which I perceive to be a mam drawback of
using extra-linguistic tools. In my teaching journal on 10/25/1999 I wrote about the
commonly reported problem of time constraints as it relates to use of extra-linguistic
‘support: 1 spent several minutes showing French I students how to use pointer énd elicit
language chunks from class. Would it have been faster to tell them in English or would |
some of them have struggled with directions all the same?” Even more challengmg for
me is making time outside of class to find or prepare extra—lmgmstlc materials. Aside
from Boey’s comment that good visuals are hard to find, this problem is not addressed in
1ty sources, |

Sometimes written or spoken English has compensated for materials that I was
 aware existed, but did not have the means to obtain, For example, I used an English globe
until I finally was able to buy a French one in Paris. When I could no longer find
Fracture du Myocarde, a French film around which I had designed a unit plan, I
reluctantly used a fextbook companion video which contained more English.

| On the other hand, the lack of time, money and L2 materials mnspired me to create
wﬁat I call teddy bear techniqies. The development of these techniques stemmed from
my need to use something visual and hands-on to teach certain structures and vocabulary,
such as prepositions of localization, clothing and possessives to my beginning students.
At first I considered trying a magnetic board series that colleagues in the Spanish and
German departments were using. Because these materials were so costly, I felt undue |
pressure to adopt them fully and permanently into niy teaching. However, they did not
really appeal to me which led me to find ways of using relatively inexﬁensive objects. I

chose to use teddy bears. An example of the usefulness of teddy bears in making
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meanings perceptible and avoiding 1.1 is the way I use them for teaching object
pronouns. Eric the bear has a detachable bot_tle of maple syrup in his paw and using him
as a teaching tool allows me to readily increase the complexity of object pronoun
configurations or to better limit them for beginners. If Eric, ﬁot 1, is the one giving the
syrup to a student, the subject can remain the same in the exchange, with only the indirect
objectAchangin_g. “Il te donne le sirop?” “Oui, il r;ze donne le sirop”. Whereas if I give
the syrup to the student, more lchanges are required in the exchange. “Je te donne le
sirop?” “Oui, vous me donnez le sirop”.

After ] had abandoned an L2-only classroom, I developed a teddy bear technique
to fiame French-only activities. When I pick up Guillaume, a fat teddy bear, and carry
him around the classroom, students know it will be an L2 only activity. Guillaume
devours points from students whom he hears speaking English. I came up wifh this after
having tried a colleague’s strategy of using an L1/1.2 flip sign for such activities. I found
that the students and Ttoo easily forgot the sign and lapsed into English. I also realized
that [ have an aversion to playing language control cop. Hoidmg Guillaume and making
him the spy helps me and my studerits to adhere to the L2 only rule, and this practice
lightens up the mood of the activities.

This use of something concrete to frame a French—on_ﬂy phase during a class that
i;lcludes English brings me to the issue of language alternation, Aside from
conversational adjustments and extra-linguistic suppoit, language alternation is another
Ateacher—oriented variable which involves procedures and patterns regarding .1 and L2

use by the teacher and the students.
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3) What are some problems leading to and arising from L1/1.2 alternation?
Language alternation is a key term in the topic of L1 and 1.2, Tt réfers to switching

back and forth between languages, generally from sentence to sentence or extended

discourse to extended discourse, rather than within a sentence. To what extent is language
alternation in the foreign language classroom determined by the teacher? Which are most

at play, the teacher’s and students’ beliefs or skills? If a teacher and her students use L1

extensively, is it necessarily out of lack of skills necessary to maintain £.2? These have

| been questions that I brought, first to my SMAT experience and now to this project.
Many of my sources describe sequencing patterns that inélude whether L1 is used and
- how it is applied to the teaching learning process. The arguments in favor of a systematic
approach to .1/L2 alternation are compelling. Therefore, building on my language
alternation procedure with Guillaurhe the bear will help me use L1 and L2 in my teaching
with optimal learning outcomes.

Even teachers who seek to avoid L1 and minimize, if not eliminate, language
alternation face the challenge of ﬁﬁming the class as an L2 island surrounded by an L1
sea. According to research such teachers tend to emphasize cueing or prompting students
ét'the outset and articulating the L2 only policy. A teacher cannot abandon L1 use on a

. whim if smdehts are accustomed to waiting for L1 clarification when experiencing
- difficulties understanding an L2 lesson phase. “If students are unfamiliar with a new
aﬁproach, the teacher who cannot or will not give an explanation in L1 may cause
considerable demotivation” (Harbord, 1992, p. 352). According to most studies, L2-only‘
policies which are established and adhered to from the outset, guide and motivate learners

better than plans of phasing out L1 (Duff and Polio, 1990, p. 163; Kelly and Sharp, 1997,
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p. 41-43; Harbord, 1992, p. 350). Structured introductions and frameworks are ciucial for

minimizing unintended lapses into L1. Gahala (1986) affirms the importance of the

- teacher greeting the students in 1.2 at the start of class, thereby modeling that the class

will involve exclusive L2 interaction. Duff and Polio (1990) similarly suggest paving the

way for L2 discussion of grammar by teaching 1.2 grammatical terms before presenting

.grammar concepts. The rationale is that this will minimize student incomprehension

which might tempt the teacher to resort to L1 (Duff and Polio 1990, . 163).

~ Since reading Duff and Polio’s study, I have applied these suggestions of
syétemaﬁcaﬂy structuring presentation and practice of general terms not only to grammar
lessons but also to French-only conversation lessons. The idea of explicitly teaching
strategic competence had been introduced to me at SIT, but I was not sure how to

proceed, Structuﬁng lesson plans to include separate lessons on general conversational

skills and vocabulary has helped me to teach conversational competence more

effectively. I have developed a system of conversational routines, which include a
repertoire of conversational rejoinders such as “Comment?” (What?) and “Moi aussi”
(Me too). Moreover, I have begun to devote more attention to coaching students to ask

for repetition and clarification from each other, so as to favia'r vocabulary that is already

-in circulation in the class. In this way, when they speak, their classmates will understand

them. I modified the comprehensibility section of an oral assessment rubric to include

evaluation of students’ use of gestures, props, repetition and target vocabulary. Modeling
rejoinders, requests for clarification and circumlocution, showing students the oral rubric
before the speaking tasks and then evaluating those aspects along with pronunciation and

accuracy have improved my students’ comprehensibility to me and to each other in -
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French-only student conversations. Most studies agree that teachers who are clear about
their goals regarding language alternation think in terms of lesson phases, moments and
rules. Many who defend language alternation clajm that the teacher must articulate rules

for alternation, at least to herself, from the outset. Moreover, most agree that these rules

are variations on an L2-L1 sequence. Atkinson (1987) as well as Duff and Polio (1990)

support the sequence of L2 followed by L1. They recommend that the teacher announce

the structure of an entire lesson in advance; specifically, that the lesson will be in L2

 followed by discussion in L1 (3, Pp. 163). Atkinson (1987, p. 243) recommends giving

instructions for activities in L2 and then asking for their repetition in L1 to ensure that

everyone fully understands what to do. Others similarly recommend that teachers give
instructions or explanations (especially for grammar) in 1.2, and switch to L1 as a Iast

resort (Papacfihymiou, 1987, p. 7; Duff and Polio, 1990, p. 154; Danhua, 1995, p. 26).

William and Sharp (1997, p. 28) for their part, recommend that teachers start by
explaining to students about a LI/L2 flip sign that prompts them to sustain speech in 1.2,

I have practiced all of these language alternation procedures, but am most

~confident with only a few. Students’ mijsunderstanding of instructions during an activity

causes frustration and wastes class time. Although less essential for advanced students, I
therefore find it neceésary to give instructions for activities and assignments in French
and then elicit paraphrase in English. This is especially important when introducing new
procedures. I have begun to strategically include English explanations and discussions of
grammatical structures and culture. Moreover, I ask my students to use L] in structured,
wntten feedback on lessons and for written summaries of dialogues performed by other

students. As for the idea of a visual prompt for sustaining speech in 1.2, I favor using a
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teddy bear rather than a sign, as I have already discussed in the section on exh‘a-ﬁnglﬁ'sﬁc
support. |

A few studies describe an L1 to I.2 sequence for language alternation and one
study prescribes such a sequence. Both Harbord (1992, p. 350) and Papacfthymion (1987,
P 8) document L1 use as an introductory phase of the lesson. Some reséarchers have also
observed that instructions and presentations (especially of grammar) at the beginning of
the lesson or a task are often pé_rtly or entirely in 11 (Papaefthymiou, 1987, p. 7; Duff and
Polio, 1994, p. 154). The study by Giacque and Ely (1990) presctibes L1 to 1.2
sequencing in the scope of the course rather than of the les;son. The approach that
Giacque and Ely suggest involves the phasing out of .1 use by students and the teacher.
This phasing out is a common practjce in language élasses, though it is criticized by some
as ineffective. Some researchers agree that a teacher’s tendency to beéin in L1 because of
students’ low L2 proficiency in turn limits student progress. It tends to reduce the
students’ attention to the L2 as well as their actual exposure to the target 1anguage (Duff
and Polio, 1990. p. 163; Giacque and Ely, 1990, p. 176). Giacque and Ely distinguish
their method of lénguage alternation as follows: |

By the third or fourth week of the semester, the teacher is conducting most of the |

class exclusively in the target language. She will still use many cognates, but the

grammar structures of her speech will be basically those of the target language.

Thus CS {code-switching} is not a ‘method’ to be used throughout the entire

year, but is a procedure leading to the stage where the class is conducted in the

target language (p. 176).

Unlike the aforementioned studies which have influenced my use of language

alternation, Giacque and Ely’s study has served me in the area of conversationa

adjustments described earlier. More specifically, their study has confirmed my conscious
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effort to use as many cognétes as possible in my teacher-talk. 1 resist applying Giacqﬁe’s
and Ely’s cﬁde—switching procedure because, despite their claim to the contrary, my sense
is that such a method must be adopted entirely and executed perfectly in order to be
effective. The proponents of L1 to L2 sequencing share a basic viewpoint with those who
support L2 to L1 sequencing, They both believe that their respective se:iuencing orders
take into account students’ cognitive and affective needs. Therefore, as I continue to
grabple with the jssue of langﬁage alternation in my own teaching practice and
implement new procedures and policies, I am motivated to give spec;,ial attention to
introducing__ and framing them explicitly.

Aside from order or sequence, there are other aspects of language alternation
wﬁch involve teacher characteristics and circumstances. Some teachers who include L1
do so in spite of their beliefs. Pressure on a teacher to use L1 use may come indirectly .
ﬁom a ianguage department which has unrealistically demanding syllabi. Duff and Polio
(1990, p. 160) give a specific cxamﬁle of what others only intimate, pamely that an
excessive syllabus is as likely as impatience to lure a teacher into timesaving L1
 strategies such as translations. They interviewed a teacher who claimed that he would not
be able to get through the whole curriculum if he spoke only the target language. Time
constraints lead some teachers to write L1 instructions, such as for assignments gi_ven at
- the end of class. William and Sharp’s (1997, p. 26) Spanish oral test questions are written
in English to assist éomprehension in a classroom testing situation where time is limited.
Duff and Polio (1994, p. 324) as well as Harbord (1992, p. 352) specify that some
teachers who believe in the monolingual principle nevertheless tend to teach 1.2 grammar

w1th L1 because they lack training in use of L2 grammar teaching strategies, such as
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time-lines for teaching ténses. Other teachers resort to using L1 because they feel

inadequate using L2 strategies (Danhua, 1995, p. 27-28). As Harbord (1992) observes:

| - “Many may have tried to switch to an all English {L2} classroom only to find themselves

inadequately equipped with L2 strategies with which to get their meaning across” p. 350.
Papaefthymiou (1987, p. 20) speculates that a teacher’s deficiencies that lead to L1 use
inay be related to her being a non-native speaker of L.2. As discussed earlier,‘the teacher’s
proficiency in both the target ianguage, and in L2 teaching strategies influence the extent

- to which the teacher’s use of L2 works as comprehensible input,

There are also teachers who avoid use of L1 as reluctantly as some include L1.
Numerous language departments require teaching withoyt the L1, even if the teacher
févors LI tech_ni-qucs whose effectiveness has been documented. For example, in Giacque
zi_nd Ely’s code-switching procedure (1 990), after two weeks of instruction at least half of
what the teacher says is in L2, but she must continue to wﬁte L1 on board for optimal
leaming (p. 179). Duff and Polio (1994, p. 313-326) similarly recommend a particular
use of L1. Specifically, they recommend that the teacher explain all grammar in the
ﬁrget language but provide supplementary grammatical explanations for the students to
read in English outside of class. Proponents of L1 use argue that avoidance of L1 by
teachers and students is unrealistic and that extra-linguistic support and conversational
adjustments are too demanding (Lin, 1990, p. 18-19; Harbord, 1992, p. 354-355, Gahala,
1986 p. 3; Atkinson, 1987, p. 243).

When I abandoned L2-only teaching at Atlanta International School it was partly
due to pressure to cover syllabi but more due to the lack of motivation and

- comprehension of my students. At Waterford High School, the pressure to cover syilabi
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is much less, but students lack of motivation and comprehension discourages me from
LZ-;mly teaching. However, whereas at Atlanta International School the lack of student
motivation and comprehension w-as apparently due to my inadequate skills in
L2-teaching strategies, at Waterford High the school community as a whole has been
r;esiSﬁng French and L.2-only teaching for numerous years. I suspect that even if [
employed L2 strategies remarkably well, I could not totally control language alternation
in my classes. There would a];vays be factors beyond my control, such as departmental
pressures and school values. On the other hand, 1 would not necessarily want to avoid 1.1
altogether because it can be a helpful resource. Lin (1990, p. 18-19) cites Ho who taught
two English groups, one using only English (L2), the other using some Cantonese @.
Once I further develop my L2 teaching skills, T would like to perfdrm a comparative
experiment like Ho’s to test the effectiveness of L 1 use. My experience to date leads me
'to believe that extra-linguistic support and conversational adjustments are indeed
demaﬁding, but that they are worth the effort. Nonetheless, I do feel that total avoidance
of L1is neithe_r realistic nor desirable.

- According to my sources, some teachers have developed their L2 teaching skills
- extensively, yet nevertheless choose to use language alternation. When teachers
deliberately clioose an L1 lesson phase, it is sometimes due to the teacher’s peréeptions
of the students’ emotional state or proficiency level. These teachers tend to begin in Ll_
and follow with L2. The rationale, according to Harbord (1992, p. 350) and
Papaefthymiou (1987, p. 8) is that the L1 lead-in, especially a humourous one, may
decrease students’ anxiety, thus lowering affective filter, to borrow Krashen’s term. Deen

(1991, p. 173) similarly sees an emotionally based disadvantage to L2-only policies. She
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points out that L2 repetition by the teé.cher, a recotmhended conversational adjustment,
c¢an be boring and therefore ineffective for students in a teacher-centered format, She
favors small group work where the repetition win ¢come more from various students, thus
increasing the lesson’s interest. She admits, however, that small group work will
inevitably include some L1 use by students.

Some researchers also advocate language alternation because certain L1
techniques are considered mofe effective than L2 techniques, which may be laborious,
time-consuming dr amﬁiguous. Boey (1969, p. 13-15), for example, knew an 1.2 way of
presenting vocabulary to students, but found that presenting with some L1 was more
effective. Similarly, Atkinson (1987, p. 2460 favors L1 comprehension checks and
'Wong-Fil]more (1985, p. 31-35) favors lecturing with LV/L2 alternation as more effective |
than inductive L2 techniques to ensure meaning. Although Duff and Polio (1994, p. 321)
argue for avoidance of L1, their study includes a teacher who defends L1 use. Polio and
Duif contrast a lengthy L2 negotiation of meaning by a Hebrew teacher with a quick L1
explanation by a German teacher, who claimed that he knew how to use repetition and'_
other 1.2 strategies but chose not to avoid the LI,

~ To summarize, while ﬁmctitioners and researchers disagree to what extent,
whether, and how L1 is used in the foreign language classroom, they agree that the
teacher must be systematic and explicit about LI/L2 use for optimal learning outcomes.
William and Sharp (1997, p. 22-23) state that the use of L1 and L.2 should be clearly
divided in time. Initially I disappfoved of mixing languages, preferring an immersion
approach. As I have learned about various language teaching approaches, I have come to

se¢ language alternation in a more favorable light. In Community Language Learning and
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the Silent Way L1 has a legitimate role. However, many questions and doubts in this area
remain for me, especially concerning the use of translation as part of language

alternation.

4) 19 translation a valid language teaching technique?
Translation is a common though controversial type of language alternation, and is
primarily used to ensure stude;lt comprehénsion of L.2. As explained in the previous
- Section, telling a joke in .1 and then explaining a grammar pointin L2 is an example of
language alternation, but not of translation. Translation between L1 and 1.2 involves
expressing the Same content in one, and then the other language. This is just one of
several types of L1/L.2 alternation, Like other types of language altemation; translation -
occurs in both directions. The following statement in Stern's chapter (1992) on
intre-lingual and cross-lingual dimensions of language teaching epitomizes the prevailing
assumption about sequencing for translation as well as for classroom language |
alternation: “...the least defensible techniques are those that move from the L1 toL2, as
the reformers in the nineteenth century had already recognized...” (p.299). Many
translation techniques are criticized for their emphasis on 1.2 comprehension rather than
L2 production, and for creating the illusion that one-to-one equivalencies characterize the
relationship between L1 and L2 (Harbord, 1992, p. 353; Atkinson, 1987, p. 245; Giacque
and Ely, 1990, p. 177). Yet the use of translation, both 12 to L1 and L1 to L2, persists in
language teaching and learning,
In spite of general criticism against use of translation of any kind, a few authors

defend certain L1 to L2 translation exercises. They claim that these exercises, unlike
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most translation techniques; emphasize L2 production and steer students cléar .of the
fallacy of one-to-one equivalencies (Harbord, 1992, p. 353, Atkinson, 1987, p. 177).
Harbord (1992, p. 352) distinguishes such non-traditional translaﬁon as ‘functional’
Because rather than merely fostering linguistic accuracy in reading and writing, it serves
to develop conversational competence. One example is Atkinson’s recoinmendation
(1987, p. 245) that a teacher make note of, but not answer right away student questions
such as, “How do you say X m L2?”, which may come up during a learning activity-.
Then the teacher turns the list of questions into another learning activity in which small
~ groups use the L2 they cio know to approximate the L1 expressions. Lastly, the students
discuss and compare their approximate translations. Another example is presented by
Giacque and Ely (1990, p. 177), proponents of a special code-switching procedure. They
recommend that students write in L1 what they want to say such as “When w111 you give
the test?” The teacher then writes a simplification of the L1 sentence so that the student
can write an L2 approximation of it using the L2 she already knows. Finally, the student
can ask the question in L2 and get the answer from the teacher.
| The exercises described in these different studies have several features in

common. One common feature is that the starting point is the learner’s communicative
need. Another common feature is that writing is required, though subordinated to
speaking. Given that these L1 to 1.2 exerciseé follow a disciplined procedure with clearly
defined stages, they share the importance of sequencing L1 and L2 characterized by the
language alternation procedures described carlier.

Despite the risk of averemphasizing comprehension and the illusion of direct

one-to-one equivalencies, L2 to L1 translations are more commonly used in language
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classes than are L1 to L2; Teachers use 12 to L1 translation largely because it is thought
to save instructional time, above allrby reducing the need for conversational adjustments
and extra-linguistic support (Harbord, 1992, p. 354-355; Duff and Polio, 1994, p. 321;
Boey, 1969, p. 14). Translation into L1, or explaining in L1 during lessons targeting a
 variety of linguistic skills, is commonly provided by both teachers and students (Harbord,
1992, p. 353; Papaefthymiou, 1987, p- 19; Lin, 1969, p. 94-112). To guard against the risk
of students retaining an L1 definition but forgetting the corresponding .2 utterance,
teachers often use L2 several times with extra-lingual support. Then, if necessary, they

~ provide L1 translation, before switching back to L2 so that 1.2 acquisition is reinforced
(Papaefthymiou, 1987, p. 28; Lin, 1969, p. 94-112; Duff and Polio, 1994, p. 319) Boey’s
teaching experiment (1969, p. 14) involving L2 sentences presented with pictures
followed by L1 translations exemplifies this type of L2 o L1 sequencing in which the L2
* phase includes extra-linguistic support. (1, p. 14) Atkinson (1987, p.243) favors L1
comprehension checks and Wong-Fillmore (1985, p- 17) favors lecturing with L.2/L1
alternation as more effective means of ensuring comprehension than inductive 1.2
techniques alone. These two strategies echo Boey’s findings -about the ambiguity of
picturé prompts without L.

The research on translation as a learning/teaching strategy has helped me to
identify and address my apprehensions about using translation in my teaching, I have
begun to incorporate others’ ideas and techniques for translation into my teaching
practice, such as incorporating spontaneous student L1 questions inito planned translation
activities. The learning outcomes I have observed so far encourage me to continue

working on these techniques. I believe that learning outcomes will improve as I make the
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pﬁrposes and risks of these techniques more explicit to my students, as | incorporate them
more regularly into lessons, and as I perfect my skill in implementing tht;m.
I realize that the risk of my students’ retaining an L1 translation without truly
Ieafnhlg the corresponding L2 vocabulary is very real. Often my students have
| remembered an idea or expression translated igto L1 during a lesson witﬁout
remembering the L2 for it. For example, after a lesson I presented about la Chiromancie
(palm reading), many studentsl remexﬁbered the main lines of the hand and other key
points of the lesson without remembering the French expressions for them that I had
presented. I could enhance the retention of the L2 versions of these expressions by more
consistently following the language alternation strategy-mentioned earlier of repeating the
L2 version after translation
One of my apprehensions about translation as a teaching learning strategy
involves the fallacy of one-to-one equivalencies mentioned earlier. My students have
“tended to translate unfamiliar written 1.2 into L1 word for word and they often seem
- paralyzed by the nonsense that sometimes results. Since beginning this project, I have
~developed the habit of reminding my students often of the danger of literal translation.
This is especially important with regards to written language, as this is where they are
most strongly tempted to translate literally. Even more troublesome is my students™
tendency to use translation software programs for their written L2 compositions. I have
forbidden the use of such aids. When students nevertheless use them, the low grades I
give them prevent them from using them again, in most cases. They are further deterred
when neither I nor they can subsequently reconstruct their intended meaning from the

resulting literal computer translation, In these situations the fallacy of word-for-word
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equivalencies becemes clear.
Students’ overuse of translation is another daﬁger of ellowing any degree of
translation. In this way my classroom observations concur with this research. In past
| school terms, I have stated at the outset that my course goals emphasize that lan'guage is

for communication and self-expression. When I found that my students at Waterford

High too often resorted to translation (perhaps because of ovemee in their prior 12
learning), 1 pointed out to theﬁl that they were not in a translation class. I subsequently
felt disappointed with myself and with them for their not acting on the course goal I had
Through my research for this project I have come to realize that I can do two
things to make my goal of communicative competence more explicit. First of all I can
 display on a poster my belief that language is to be used for communication and
self-expression. Secondly, I can teach my students the meaning of the term
communicative competence, much as I have previously introduced metalinguistic
terminology such as cognates and circumlocution.
I have adopted Giacque and Ely’s translation technique (1990) of simplifying a
students L1 question so that the student can formulate the question with L2 she already

knows. This complements the circumlocution coaching I have already incorperated. If1

ietroduee the simplification procedure more clearly at the beginning of the year and |
follow it more consistently, I suspect that the positive learning outcomes I have been
observing with this procedure will improve even more.

Another way that | have incorporated the type of L1 to L2 translation exercises

that some researchers recommend is in the introductory phase of my lessons that I call the
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hors d’oeuvre. The hors d’oeuvre always involves a written question ot challenge that
reviews the previoqs lesson and/or previews the upcoming lesson. At times, [ have
created hors d’oeuvres that involved translating an I;I utterance into L2 when this
fequires an idiomatic expression rather than literal translation. For example, I have asked
students to translate “The boys had a good time” which requires a reflexive verb that does
‘not exist in English: L_es gargons se sont amusés.

Yet another problem wuh translation that I have experienced is the overemphasis
| on L2 comprehension at the expense of L2 retention, Often iny sm&ents have
remetnbered an idea o expression translated into L1 during  lesson without
remembering the L2 for it. I could enhance the retention of the L2 versions of these
expressions by more consistently following the language alternation strategy mentioned

earliet of repeating the L2 version after translation,

In this section, I explored teacher-talk, extra-linguistic strategies, L1/1.2
alternation, and translation as influences on L1/L2 use in the classroom that vary from
teacher to teacher. We have seen that expetience, beliefs and abilities all contribute to the

profiles of these variables for language teachers including myself.
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The Students: “Thou®-

Moving from the “I” to the “Thou” of the students, I will look at some student
characteristics. Students beha\}e differently in small group activities than in |
- teacher-centered lessons and L1/L2 use is affected. Moreover, students’ misbehavior and
- the teacher’s handling of it influence LI/L.2 use and vice versa. Age is yet another learner
variable that I will address in the following section.

1) How do student behaviors and attitudes during small group activities influence
- ‘the use of L1 and L2 in the classroom?

Becauée students tend to favor language alternation, the subject of L1/L.2
alternation serves as a segue from teﬁcher-oricntcd variables affecting I.1and L2 use to
learner-oriented variables. My experience compels me to agree with Boey (1969, p. 15)
who calls translation and language alternation in genéral a “learner-preferred strategy”
regardless of proficiency level. I also agree with Harbord (1992, p. 350) who calls use of
L1 a “natural” leaming behavior amongst beginners. My observations also confirm the
research that indicates that interacting with peers, like language alternation, is a
learner-preferred strategy. In student-centered activities, like small group work, use of L1
gnd L2 and student behavior are not as easily controlled by the teacher, as they are in

teacher-centered activities. Therefore, in the discussion of learner-oriented factors that
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follows, I will begin with the topic of small group work and then move into the subject of
classroom management as it relates to use of L1 and L2. |
Several of my sources refer to small group work of some kind. In her studf which
focuses on cooperative learning, Deen (1991) describes a grouli reading game.
Papacthymiou (1987) refers more broadly to pair or group work as part of the
communicating stage of the lesson, The oral activifics that William and Sharp 1997) and
Gahala (1986) recommend im}lrolve small groups, as well. Deen (1991) cites that other
researches have found that small group work “promiotes a positive affective climate,
:iécessary for learning to take place™(p. 157). In her own study, Deen confirins this
ﬁhding: “...the students also seemed to be more actively involved and eaget to
participate” (Ibid., p. 164). Papaefthymiou (1987) similarly implies that small group work
is fon and engaging when she refers to “spontancous humour and fun relevant to the
activity” (p. 16). Gahala (1986), for her part, encourages the use of paired exercises that
“contain emotional material such as humor or pathos” (p. 7). According to these sources,
- small group work increases the number of student speaking turns and tends to be fun and
-motivatin‘g. Not only do students enjoy themselves and participate more eagerly and with
less anxiety, but they also tend to speak more and negotiate meaning more often in the L2
than in whole group, teacher-centered activities.

Despite high student motivation and the explicit objectives of L2 communicative
practice in small group work, L2 is rarely sustained throughout, Student difficulties with
12 comprehen#ion and/or production often precipitates L1 use during small group work.
When a learner struggles to understand or produce L2, the teacher and/or the students are

likely to mix L1 and L2, whether the class is working in small groups or in another
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- instructional format. Papaefthymiou (1987, p. 28), Deen (1991, p. 167), Atkinson {1987. p.
243) and Harbord ( 1992, p. 352) all point out that learners spontaneously translate or
. summarize in L1 fot peers in difficulty.

A student’s lack of proficiency or her misunderstanding of directions are not the
only reasons that she might lapse into L1 during small group work. It is also very
common and natural for a student to be willing and able to speak 1.2 in small group
activities, yet interject some LL Some reseatchers have observed that students’ off-task
behavior during small group work usually involves switching into L1 (Wiiliam and
Sharp, 1997, p. 12; Papaefthymiou, 1987, p. 8) William and Sharp (1997) make a striking

| point about this student use of L1: “...even those students who attempt to use the target
:language activities still ha{ve side conversations in English” (p, 12). For example, in a
lesson observed by Papaefthymiou (1987, p. 9), a student expressed dismiay that her team
lost points for not being able to come up with an 1.2 answer. Ironically, the seemingly |
motivated student in question made the comment in L1 Ellis (1984, p. 126) and
Wong—FilImore (1985, p. 25) agree that when students share a language other than the
‘target language, éxohanges amongst themselves tend to include this language. Likewise,
‘in Deen’s cooperative learning activity (1991, p. 163) students not only spoke more 1.2
than in the teacher-centered format, but also more L. Similarly, the study led by Dulay,
| Burt, and Krashen (1982, p. 98) claims that students who are most proficient in boﬂl
languages are the most likely to code-switch. In short, some “lazy” L1 student talk is
inevitable during small group work. Frohlich, Spada, and Allen (1985) observe that,
“...students generally used the target language only while the teacher exercised control

over classroom activities” (p. 43). This implies that teacher control during small group
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activities is limited.
- Yet the teacher can exercise control of small group work and students’ use of L1
by how she holds students accountable. Several researchers emphasize that maximal 1.2
use with minimal L1 use in small group activities must count more than accuracy or mere
attentiveness. In William and Sharp’s grading system (1997, p. 41-43), a token is given
for any instance of L1 use and points are lost accordingly. Likewise, Papaefthymiou
| (1987, p. 16) recommends that monitoring by group leaders and/or the teacher is not
merely to ensure that e\}eryone is attentive to the task, but that only 1.2 is spoken. fn
Mn’s “Jigsaw Puzzle” activity (1991, p 161), one expert group must be accountable to
the other during the sharing phase. In William and Sharp’s study (1997, p. 23),
accountability takes the form of a p_oint—based gradmg system for group oral activities.
Gahal_a (1986, p.141) similarly stresses that when students’ L2 participation is strong in
.small group activities, it must reccive an appropriate reward in the teacher’s grading
. systcm..A simple scoring procedure facilitates assessing oral performance. According to
- Atkinson (1987, p. 243) and Harbord (1992, p. 354), éteacher can also channel student
preference for peer interaétion and L1 inclusion into specific exercises that require a
particular form of L1 use, They agree that students need to be encouraged, in pairs or
‘groups, to compare their answers to graminar, comprehension, and other tasks in their
own language. This fosters _both student cooperatiqn and independence of thought. In
addition to peer communication, asséssment of L1 and 1.2 use enhances student
| motivation and contributes to the effectiveness small group learning activities.
In the SMAT program I discovered that both small group activities and L1 use

can be effective language leaming techniques. However, I evolved from my original
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teacher-centered, monolingual teaching approach in otheli' ways before 1 was abie to
rigorougly incorporate small group activities in_to my lessons. Two of my Interim Year
T;aaching Practicam (IYfP) goals were: not doing for students what they could do for
themselves, and using French and English mindfully. The most striking expression of -
these goals was my implementation of written student foedback in English. When I
occasionally did use small group work, students cbnsistcnﬂy commented on how much
their peers helped them relax And learn. As I have progressively incorporated pair and
group work into my lessons, I have observed their effectiveness both in foétering learner
-security and learning. One striking example of this came when a student at Waterford
High, usually attentive but quiet during class, enthusiastically used gestures,
circumlocution and 1.2 while playing the French card game Mille Bornes in a small
group.

To be sure, in that lesson and most of my lessons with s'maﬁ group activities, a
significant amount of L1, as well as L2, was spoken. In fact, had I not found several
sources for this project that suggested that some student use of L1 during group work is
inevitable and perhaps even beneficial, I might have been discouraged by the inordinate
amount of English and overlooked the obvious benefits of pair and group activities. I
héire found, like Dulay, Burt and Krashen (1982, p. 96-112) that even students proficient
in L2 feel that they need to use L1 at times. As an entry in my teaching journal of
1/10/2000 reminds me, “ironically those complaining (in English) about not knowing
how to say what they wanted in French Ronnie and Emma, are among the ones most able

to communicate in French!”

I hope to reduce use of L1 during small group activities by being more consistent
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~ when giving ditections and when using assessment rubrics, Despite my conviction that

specific and rigorous assessment is essential for positive learning outcomes, I realize that
I still must improve in this area. For example during the Mille Bornes game, my
assessment included only a class participation score and classroom privilege passes to the
students who used the most L2 and the least L1’s however fow students are motivated by
such rewards. While I have considered using some éf the grading practices described
above for group oral activiﬁes, none of them have seemed clear enough to me to try.

Interestingly, the first grading system I tried holds the most promise for me now that I

-have more experience with small group work. It conforms to the recommendation of my

sources that I assess L2 conversational and communicative oompetence, as well as

" accuracy and attentiveness.

The system, developed by Donato (1994, p. 318-320) is called TALK. The T -
stands for whether the student is talking, trying to communicate, and staying on task. The
A stands for acceptable Ievel of accuracy. The L is for listening to partners and to
directions. The K means kindness and cooperation vs. killing the activity by lack of
cooperation. TALK also seems worth trying again because it addresses the problem of
observing many ctiteria in many students at the same time. Only one criterion is assessed
per activity, and not all students need be assessed every time.

My increased experience and success with small group work and written student
feedback have helped me to more fully embrace the following beliefs, shared with me by
my IYTP advisor: 1. You learn more if you help each other; 2. You are responsible for
your own learning; 3. Feeling secure helps you learn but foar gets in the way. Tronically,

it is in small group activities rather than in more teacher-centered lessons that students
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most blatantly fall short of the goals iniplicit m these beliefs. The motivétio_n behind
unproductive student behaviors is not always clear to me. I do niot always understand why
students choose not to follow my directions, such as avoidance of L1 This has led m¢ to
think about the relationship between the challenges of effective classrdqm management

and of effective language alternation.

2) What is the relationship between use of L1 and L2 and classroom management?

Like language alternation in the classroom, student behavior is ostensibly

- controlled by the teacher, but in reality it largely depends upon the students. Classroom

management can be thought of as the procedures and techniques that a teacher uses to

- keep the class on task: not only how the teacher fosters order and student comphance, but

. also how she addresses disruptions and dlsengagement. What happens to L1 and L2 use

in the classroom when students do not spontaneously behave cooperatively, as is often
the case with children and adolescents? Teachers and researchers do not agree on whether
L1 inclusion is best or only way to achieve a positive aﬁ‘ectijre climate, associated with
effective classroom management.

Studies show that some teachers do not feel that 1.2 should be abandoned for
classroom management. A number of the researchers who address L1/1.2 questions
directly or indirectly recommend modeling a repertoire of high frequency classroom
expressions (Duff and Polio, 1990 p. 160; William and Sharp, 1997, p. 31). Duff and
Polio (1994, p. 322-324) specify that this repertoire can include many L2 classroom
management instructions, and that contextual clues help to make them easy to model.

Papaefthymiou (1987, p. 27) similarly claims that teachers can model “politeness
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markers” not only to restore comprehension, but dignity as well. .Althoﬁgh Lin (1990, p.
32) generally values code-switching, she gives an example where tone of voice is used
rather than L1 to regulate student behavior.(4, p. 32) Several researchers point out that it
is possible to teach 1.2 classroom management related conversational adjusuneﬁts, such
- as examples, repetitions and expansions (Papaefthymiou, 1987, p. 27; Lin,l990, p. 19).
Lin writes about a comparative teaching experiment in whicfl the same teacher used L1
with one group, but L2 only with another. In both groups she effectively tanght content
and managed classroom behavior. Interestingly enough, thg sanié teacher had previously
claimed that complete avoidance of the mother tongue was impossible. (Lin, 1990, p 19).
Several sources document L1 use for disciplinary interventions. Often when
teachers use L1 for classroom management, it is perceived as weakness by themselves
and l;y others. Such teachers may describe themselves as feeling guilty or taking the short
cut. Papaefthymiou (1990) states that “teachers’ need to control the class combined with
~ leamners’ poor competence result in heavy L1 input in the foreign language classroom at
the expense of the 1.2 input....obviously, it is easier to reinforce discipline if teachers
address learners in the L1 than in the [.2” (p-21). Another teacher weakness fhat Harbord
(1992, p. 355) and Papaefthymiou (1987, p. 20) have both identified is non-native
speakers’ lack confidence in the 1.2 meta-linguistic skills required for classroom
ménagement and other functions. |
Nonetheless, there are native speakers and other L2 proficient teachers who
choose L1 for classroom management and other meta-linguistic functions (Duff and
Polio, 1994, p. 318; Lin, 1§90, p. 18-19). Teachers tend to choﬁse L1 for disciplinary

interventions when learners’ L2 proficiency is low. One teacher that Duff and Polio
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interviewed was an experienced teacher, was proficient in the 1.2, and knew about
maximal L2 use for optimal language acquisition, but nevertheless used L1 for classroon
management. He believed that if he did not, his students would not try to understand him
~ (Duff and Polio, 1990, p. 161). Moreover, a German teacher who was interviewed by
. Duff and Polio (1994) argued: “If you want to create some sort of relaxed atmosphere. 1
think this is hard to do in German only* (p. 318). Lin (1990) offers the following
reflective teaching questions which imply that L1 use may enhance student-teacher
rapport and student behavior: “When I switch to Cantonese, do I feel closer to my
students? Do they appear to be closer to me? When | speak English, do I feel more
distanced from them?” (p. 120).
I'have come to believe that conscious, limited inclusion of L1 helps maintain
students’ positive attitude and security. When I have used the aforementioned reflective
‘questions after teaching a class, I have usually concluded that speaking' English does
enhance my rapport with students. By contrast, another series of Lin’s questions has
helped me to identify an unclear aspect of the relationship between student behaviors and
use of L1 and L2. Answers to the following questions continue to elude me:
When sometimes they do not cooperate, what are the reasons? Are they tired, or
do they lack the necessary expressions to say what they want to say? If that is the
case, how can I help them? Or if they are simply being naughty and rebellious,
how can I effectively discipline them without deing too much harm to our
. relationship? Do I invariably use English to scold them so that English has
beconte associated with negative feelings? Am I flexible in my language choice?
(Lin, 1990, p. 121).
It is rarely clear to me whether my students misbehave because they want to rebel or

because they find the task too difficult,

I feel confused and uneasy about how to foster student discipline and L2 speaking
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practice. During the Mille Bornes game I awarded the same classroom privilege passes
fof high L2 use as I did for excellent or improved classroom behaviors. This reflects my
confusion surrounding the relationship between student behavior and student language
alternation. Privilege passes have not worked well as an incentiv-e for improving student

behavior nor have they markedly boosted L2 practice of weak students. In an attempt o
understand my students’ attitudes and behaviors better, I have adopted a colleague’s five
‘questions for student L1 written feedback: (1) Describe student behaviors in this class. (2)
Describe yﬁur own behavior in this class. (3) Describe yéur attitude in this class. (4)
Describe your attitude about French. (5) s there is anything else you would like me to
know? Their responses help me to detetmine possible causes of smdenté’ excessive L1
‘'use or other off-task behaviors. Thtoﬁg_h contiﬁued use of Lin’s teacher quesﬁonnéire and
Of the student feedback questions, I hope tl;af.my students will be able to trust me more
and that their attitudes and behaviors will improve.

I recognize that I still need improvement to develop a complementary relationship
bétwée’n language gltemation and classroom management, Another area of
experimentation involves classroom behavior rules. Whereas I initially posted classroom

: rules in French and gave most behavioral feedback in French, I subsequently started
posting and stating rules either in English, or in both French and English. I found myself
using English for virtually all verbal behavioral feedback to students to avoid their

_ genuiné or feigned incomprehension of my behavioral expectations. A classroom
management instruction such “Refourne & ta place!” is easy to teach and use in. L2, but
my experience indicates that L1 is necessary for more complicated classroom

management communication, such as when a student negotiates for less homework or
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challenges the teacher’s credibility.. T hope to become better able to distinguish students”
frustration with the content from their rebelliousness.

| Here are some beliefs about language learning which guide my teaching: (1)
Students are responsible for their own learning (2) Students learn more if they help one
other (3) Fear gets in the way of learning. (4) The more students trust their teacher, the
- more they will leam The first three beliefs relate mostly to the Iearners, whereas the
fourth involves the students and the teacher. Part of the students’ trust concems their
feelings and behaviors. As Ilearn to better observe and interpret student behavmrs, my
students will grow to trust my perceptions and reactlons and I am likely to see a decrease

in misbehavior and negative attitudes.

3) How do learner age and pro_ﬁcienicy le'vels factors inﬂuem_:e use of L1 and 1.2 in
the classreom?
Just as I have come to accept that a certain degree of L1 use in the classroom by

| students is inevitable, I attribute some uncooperative behavior to my students’ adolescent
stage of development. [ began my discussion of classroom management with the
statement that classroom mapagement is required with child and adolescent language
learnets. I shall now look more closely at leatner age as a variable aﬁ"eéﬁng L1 use. Then
1 will ook at the relationship between language alternation and student age and
proficiency level. Although information is quite scarce on the question of age as it relates
fo use of the L1 in language instruction, research reflects a significant degree of
consensus regarding how learner age affects L] use in teaching. Ellis (1984, p. 116) and

Wong-Fillmore (1985, p. 20) recommend L2-only use to increase comprehensible input
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and acquisition for children and teens. Duff and Polio (1990, p- 154) assume that

- exclusive use of L2 is equally important for older learners. These studies imply that L1

should be avoided with all ages. However, given the lack of empirical data their
érguments are far from compelling. In her study, Boey (1969, p. 14) also found a
éimilarity between younger and older learners. Through experimentation to discover the
best combination of L1, L2 and/or visual stimuli, she noticed that adolescents and

children both performed better with L1 association. Thus, the overall conclusion seems to

 be that learner age is not a significant variable from a cognitive standpoint.

However, research suggests that learner age does influence L1 because of

~ affective differences. Exposure to L2 tends to raise the affective filter of adolescent and
- adult Jearners more than for children. Bacon and Finnemann (1990), studying university
-students, explain this difference by the great gap between the sophisticated
 self-expression of an adult in hisfher L1 as compared to in L2; “...the fear of
self-revelation may interfere in particular with a learner’s ability to profit from situétions

- of authentic input” (p.461). Stem (1992) explains that this variable could Justify the use

of L1: “...if L2 learners do not wish to abandon their ‘L1 ego’, they must somehow

reconcile their new L2 competence with an established L1. In such cases, cross-lingual

 techniques especially those that confront and compare L2 and L1, can be helpful in
coming to terms with this inevitable issue of second language leaming” (p. 298-299),

- According to Dulay, Burt and Krashen (1982, p. 102-103), another difference between

children and adults is that adults make slightly more interlingual errors than children. In
other words, because adults have a stronger L1 foundation, their L1 can interfere more

with L2 learning. While this variable contributes to the consensus that adult second

43




language acquisition is slower, none of the studies dictate how L1 and 1.2 use should be
used to accommodate this learner ége difference.

The research findings that suggest how learner age affects L1/L.2 use in the
classroom shed light on my past teaching practice, as well as guide my future teaching. I
have also observed greater learner anxiety amongst older students, My first summer as a
SMAT marked my first significant contact with adult beglnning lmg@ge learners. I was
struck by the high anxiety level of collcagues in the role of leamers during peer teaching
lénguage lessons. How could they be so dnxious in such a small, supportive group of

peers? The following summer I was similarly surprised to se¢ some of the participants in

my Sandanona demonstration workshop become nervous and flustered. I felt that my

workshop, entitled “Hard Whole Gi'oup Learning with Soft Teddy Bears™ took into
account possible learner.anxiety.

I did not recall such anxiety levels when I previously taught children, even when
the classes were not made up of pre-established peer groups. When I first taught French
at Atlanta International School, I noticed that my teen-age students tended to be more
self<conscious about speaking in French abouf their own clothes, families, etc. than the
pre-teens were. The teddy bear techniques I developed addressed the older learners’
self-consciousness by putting the spotlight on the bear instead of on the nervous teenager.

I have since confirmed the effectiveness of the teddy bear techniques’ in maintaining

learner security with beginning and intermediate classes of learners aged 11-15.

I am curious to use my teddy bear techriques with older learners, ages 14-18. If
their classtoom anxiety does indeed prove to be greater than that of younger learners, the

bears may become all the more valuable in minimizing use of L1 while maintaining




learner sécurity, especially if the older students do not dismiss the bears as cilildish. The
older teenagers® written feedback will inform me of their perceptions.

As indicated earlier, the gap between L1 level of expression and L2 Jevel
expression is more likely to be greater for adolescents than for children. This may cause
greater insecurity and inhibitions and increased temptation for adolescents to resort to L1
in the L2 classroom. I hypothesize that an adolescent’s insecurity could be exacerbated
by low L2 proficiency level since her L1 proficiency would be even more markedly |
superiof to her L2, This brings me to the topic of learner proficiency level as it relates to

‘use of L1 and L2, regardless of learner age.

Teacher-researchers agree that the temptation for a teacher to use L1 is greater
with lower level learners, although they do not all agree on whether or not to resist this
temptation. According to Atkinson (1987, p. 243) and Papaefthymiou (1987, p. 29), it
may be unreasonable to impose L2 mgtalanguage for discussion of structures with lower

level students. Atkinson (1987, p. 244) recommends the use of metalanguage in L1, and
he believes that learners have a right to express their views on what takes place in the
classroom. For this reason, he recommends that discussions of methodoldgy at early
levels take place in either a mixture of both languages or exclusively in the students’
other tongue, provided that the class has a commion Ll. Giacque and Ely (1990) have
gone much. further than Atkinson in their acceptance of mixed l;anguage use, and have
done classroom research to test their_ code-switching procedures with beginning French
students. They claim that “since total use of the FL is out of the question for beginning
students, the oniy way to achieve actual and full communication in class js by

code-switching” (p. 176). It is challenging, if niot impossible, for the teacher to avoid L1
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with beginning students. Even Ellis (1984, p. 107) who advocates max:mal, if not
exclusive use of L2 at all levels, concedes that it is much easier for teachers to adjust their
L2 speech with intermediate and advanced level students than with novice students to
| efisure communication, |
| I have also experienced greater difficulty avoiding English with my lower level
classes compared to my higher level classes. I believe that high student proficiency level
in'Frenich contributed to the fact that it was not only possible, but relatively painless, to
- conduct my International Baccalaureate French class entirely in French, even for written
student feedback. The students were able to negotiate meanings in French as they had
done in many other contexts throughout the course. Thus, while it seems promising with
beginning and intermediate learners to use L1 critical thinking strategies, whether from
_CLL or other sources, I see no reason to-do so with advanced learners.

In this section, I have examined how being in small groups affects students’
\évil]jhgness to avoid L1, how LI/L2 use can be a part of students’ misbehavior and of a
teaéhcr’s discipline approach, and how emotional and cognitive developmental
differences between children and adolescent students’ affect their use of Il In beginning
French classes, I have used thou and you as-approximate translations for fu and vous that
illustrate the problems of relying on translation. Nowadays, as an archaic pronoun, thbu
hasa connota_tion of formality that coexists with its actual use as.a second person,
singular, familiar pronoun. This ambiguity of thou applies to my use of it in the title of |
this section on learner variables affecting LI/L2 use. The teacher must see her students as
thou rather than en masse, as “you.” She needs to respect each student’s individuality.

Yet she is the one who sets standards both for LI/L?2 use and for classroom behavior and
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leads the students io meet these standards.
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Language: “I¢»

Some variables affecung LI/L2 use in the classroom are related to the nature of
the language in question and to learning objectives commonly used in the teaching and
learning of that language. For example, French is detived from Latin and thus related to
it. However, unlike Latin, French is spoken in many countries and social sttata. Because
it is more important to be able to read than to speak'Laﬁn, one would not expect similar
LUL2 use in Latin and French classes, Such language characterisﬁcs are aspects of the
“It” component of the triangular conceptualization of language teaéhing and learning.
The “It” variables include how foreign the L2 is to an individuai. The expression for this
ﬁeasure in the field is “language distance.” Language distance involves the degree to

which the L2 differs from the L1 lexically, grammatically, and phonetically.

D) How does language distance for the learner influence the use of L1 and L2 in the

classroom?

Several dimensions characterize the concept of language distance. On the one

hand, language distance involves the distinction between foreign and second language
learning. On the other hand, it refers to how related the L2 is to the L1 of the learner or to
the teacher. Many agree that when there is greater language distance, it is more difficult

to regardless of whether there is a shared first language or lingua franca in the classroom.
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If there is a common first language or lingua franca, the challenge is mostly
psychological since the temptation to rely on one’s L1 for explanations and chitchat is
increased. If there is no shared first language, the challenge is of a different nature. In this
case, learning depends partly on the teacher’s skill in using extra-lingual support and
conversational. adjustments effectively and on the students’ receptiveness to these
strategies. The authors examining the implications of greater language distance have
mostly focused on learning coﬁtexts where the L1 was an Asian language, and the target
* language was English (Lin, 1990; Boey, 1969; Danhua, 1995). By contrast, those writing
about lesser language Histance referred to contexts where English was the L1, with
French, Spanish or German as the 1.2, Giacqﬁe and Ely affirm those teachmg Frencli,
German and Spanish to English speakers should take advantage of the minimal language
distance by using their code-switching teaching procedure described earlier. Ottiers argue
-that, that when the distance is minimal, the teacher has no excuse for not conducting the
class exclusively in the L2.

In a study of language classes with a shared L1, Duff and Polio (1990, p. 161)
-achaowledge how daunting major language disfance can feel to both the learners and the
teacher, and tliéy cite a major LI/L2 distance class as an example of a class where the
teacher uses the most L1. Unlike Lin, Boey and Papaethymiou, Poﬁo and Duff do not
accept this as a justification for using L1. According to Polio (1994), not only does L1
use deprive learners of L2 input but also gives a discouraging message: “These teachers
{using L1 in major language distance contexts} were, in effect, telling the students “This
Ig’nguage is too hard for you. It is too different from your L1 and you will never learn it”

(p. 155).
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When I compare conclusions regarding language distance and the use of LI/L2
from my own teaching practice with classroom researchers, I find that I agree with them
in some respects yet cannot always identify personally. Like others, I find that the
significant distance between Asian languages and a European language indirectly affect
the use of LI/L2 in the classroom because learners cannot rely as significantly on
cognates and grammatical similarities between L1 and L2. [ have noticed that students
with an Asian L1 regardless of the type of French class (in International Baccalaureate,
French as a foreign language or French for native/near-native speaker) tend to struggle.

In a way, I feel envious of the ESL/EFL teachers who know the Asian L1 shared
by their classes. I have taught groups with a wide range of L1s, which ideally requires
substantial individualization. In reality, my Asian students have been doubly
disadvantaged in my classes compared to the Asian students of English discussed in my
sources since they share L1 with neither teacher nor classmates. Unable to speak any
Asian language, my non-Asijan students and I have tried to help Asian students in my
classes by using English to explain French or translate French. I realize that we could
have been more sensitive to the fact that English as a tool is more limited for Asian
students since it is as different from these students’ L1 as French.

The research findings validate my past intuitive responses to the particular
problem of major language distance, all the while strengthening my desire to increase the
amount of French used in my classes. To accommaodate the special needs of my Asian
students at A.LS, I met with them outside of class for extra help. I usually offered them
quiz retakes or composition rewrites which were not offered to all students in the class.

Moreover, in the one case where there was more than one student with the same Asian
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L1, I allowed these two Japanese girls to speak some Japanese now and then to help each
other clarify the French. I used to feel somewhat guilty about these practices but I am
able to justify them now as a means of leveling the playing field for students whose L1 is
very different from French.

I could level the playing field for such learners even more by minimizing use of
English in class, and thereby removing an extra processing step; which is greater for
Asians than for students whose L1 is more similar to French and English. Although I feel
that I have been avoiding blatant overuse of French as well as blatant overuse of English,
I'am committed to increasing the amount of French my students and I use effectively and
meaningfully in the classroom. Addressing the problem posed by learners whose L1
creates greater language distance from L2 is and added incentive to pursue this goal.

Since 1 have never taught French in a context where French is used outside the
classroom, technically speaking, I have only taught French as a foreign language as
opposed to French as a second language. However, because of the ambiguous FL/SL
status of some classes I have taught, [ am interested in what research indicates about the
FLISL distinction in relation to use of L1 and L2 in the classroom.

Several authors agree that maximal L2 input (reduced by L1 pse) is especially
important in FL learning contexis because little opportunity exists for exposure to the L2
outside the classroom (Duff and Polio, 1990, p. 154; Polio, 1994, p. 154; Papaefthymiou,
1987, p. 6). There is disagreement, however, as to the relative usefulness of L2 input in
and outside the classroom for SL learners, Wong-Fillmore (1985 p. 17) argues that the
classroom can provide better input than the general environment whereas Dulay, Burt,

and Krashen (1982, p. 109) are convinced of the opposite.
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The so-called native French classes that I have taught at the Aflanta International
School weré more like second language classes than L1 for the ratio of students with
French as their L1 was always about 1:10. The students had learned French from having
one or two French-speaking parents and/or from the primary school bilingual program.

* Technically, in my class they were not in a true second language situation: most of them
were exposed to French only in the classroom. I bave read that bilingual students whose
main source of comprehensible input is one another get an impoverished input due to the
tendency of fossilized interlanguage of such speakers. This definitely rings true of my

“native” students who spoke their own franglais amongst themselves.

2) How does language distance for thie teacher influence use of Liand L2 in the
classroom?

Whether the teacher is a native or non-native speaker of the target language is an _
issue that severa| researchers relate to the issug of LI/L2 use in the language classroom.
The past trend of exclusive L2 use was largely due fo the plethora of native speake_r
‘language teachers. Some native speaker teachers do not feel proficient in the students’ LI,
This can prove to be a liability or an asset. On the positive side, it becomes a matter of
necéssity rather than self-discipline in such situations for teachers and students to speak
to one another only in the L2. Thus comprehensible input is maximized which fosters
learning (Duff and Polio, 1990; Dulay, Burt and Krashen, 1982). On the negative side, ifa
native speaker teachers’ knowledge of the students’ L1 is very limited, she does not have
tlfl_e option ofl enhancing learning by giving special attention to points of possible LI/L2

interference and/or transfer. Moreover, some students are intimidated by the fact that
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their teacher is a native speaker, regardléss of whether she is monolingual or bilingual or
of whether she understands their LI/L2 interference and/or transfer experiences (Wing,
71987, p. 170). |
Empirical data on the role of the teacher’s .1 and L2 in the use of L1 in the
languagé classroom is scarce. Duff and Polio (1994, p. 161), laoking at native-speaker
‘teachers, found-no correlation between the teacher’s perceived or real proficiency in
students’ L1 and her use of LlI/LZ. Wing (1987, p. 168) on the other hand, looking at
non-native speaker teachers, found a positive correlation between post-graduate travel
and residence in a target country and use of the target language in the classroom.
When I applied for a teaching position at Atlanta International School, T was
| ﬁ'ware'thax the school had never hired a non-native language teacher before. During the
jdb interview, administrators perceived my non-native speaker status to be more of a
shortcoming than my minimal teaching experience. B& contrast, my having lived with a
~ French family for a year impressed them more than my Master’s Degree in French. Thus,
I got a strong sense that the administration and faculty of A.LS had biases agairist
| non-native speaker language teachers and against L1 use in the classroom. I concluded
~ that, in their judgment, there was a correlation between these two.

Because I felt that my bosses expected me to mask my “flaw” of being a
non-native speaker, I was motivated to emphasize my French hame and living
experiences and my near-native proficiency by avoiding English. In this beginning stage
of my teaching career, concern for my poéition and status contributed more to my
conducting class almost exclusively in French than did concern for the students’ learning

of French. Over time, I became aware that student anxiety- and inadequate
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incomprehension seemed to be blocking learning. T did not see an alternative to
increasing my use of English feeling that it would exacerbate my iﬁfcriority complex vis-
a-vis my native-speaker colleagues whom I ima}gined avoided English in the classroom.

This project has led me to become aware of the influence of my attitudes about
language distance at A.L S. Th1s awareness has shaped my relationship (real and
apparent) with the French language and culture. After A.I-.S. I chose a teaching position
in a school where, unlike at MS, there are many non-nz{tive language teachers. 1
Cfmcluded that while my French name will be sufficient to mislead some students and
teachets in my new school to believe that I am French, it was of no value for me to
encourage the illusion. I have become less afraid that my use of L1 will be perceived as a
shortcoming stemming from being a non-native speaker. Because I (_:ould identify- with

- the observa_ﬁon recorded by classroom researchers that some students are lntumdated at

~ the thought that the teacher is a native Spéak'er, I have been developing the habit of
clearly communicating to my students and the entire school community that Tam no¥ a
native speaker of French. In this way, I can reduce student anxiety and model a positive
non-native speaker’s relationship with L2.

In this section, I have presented the “It”, as what the students and the teacher
perceive themselves to be learning or teaching in the classroom. In other words, where
language is concerned, whether the 1.2 is considered very different from the students’ or
teacher’s L1 and whether the L2 is spoken in the learners® community as a second

language influence how and how much L1 is used in the classroom.
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Conclusion

My exploration of effective use of L2 and L1, characterized by éuestions and
' experiméntation, will continué in my teaching. In this project, I have discussed what
~ research and reflection on my own teaching practice reveal about numerous variables
affecting L.1 and L2 use in the classroom. I have classified these variables into three
groups: teachci—relatcd, learner-related and language/content related. The researchers I
 consulted provided me with the terminologf necessary to understand their questions and
ahswers, and I am now better able to contribute my own perspectives. In my presentation
of each group of variables, several key terms helped me formulate questions to orient the
project. In the teacher section, I ask the following questions: 1) What are some skills and
strategies used to improve the comprehensibility of 1.2 talk between teacher and studenis?
2) How do extra-linguistic strategies help the teacher avoid or mmnplze use of L1? 3)
What are some problems leading to and arising from LI/L2 alternation? 4) Is translation
a valid teaching technique?

In the learner section, another set of questions orients the discussion 1) How do
student behaviors and attitudes during small group activities influence the use of L1 and
L2in the classroom? 2) What is the relationship between use of L1 and L.2 and classroom

management? 3) How do leamer age and proficiency levels influence the use of L 1 and

-~ L2 in the classroom?
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In the ﬁnal section on language/content varial.ales, a third set of questions |
emerges: 1_) How does language distance for the learner influence the use of L1 and L2 in
tﬁe classroom? 2) How does language distance for the teacher influence use of 1,1 and
L2 in the classréom?

- Before beginning-this project, students’ lack of participation and .comprehension
in my classes, as well as their use of L2, led me to suspect that I lacked skitls and
strategies to ensure that my st@dents and I would understand each others’ French, In the
first chapter of the “I” section, I addressed the issue of skills and strategies that improve
the comprehensibility of L2 talk between the teacher and students. I presented
explanations and relevance of the terms: teacher-talk, comprehensible input,
corversational adjustments, negotiation of meaning, expansion, and displ;ty questions. I
-have come to agree with an argument that numerous researchers make regarding
- teacher-talk. In order for .2 teacher-talk to work as comprehensible input for students,

_ teachers must use conversational adjusttnents, such as expansion often and well. They
must also minimize use of display questions to foster the negotiation of meaning between
teacher and students that in turn enhances learning. However, even the most experienced
and L2 proficient teachers may lack such skills. Reading about others’ teacher-talk and
reflecting on my own has helped me acknowledge my slow, well-articulated speech and
‘use of cognates as a strength, and my use of expansion and display questions as areas for
ﬁnpmvement.

I addressed the concept of extra-linguistic support in the second chapter of the “[”
section. | presénted and explained the relevant terms extra-linguistic advance organizers,

- and realia, as well as perceptible and ambiguous meanings I agreed with the researchers
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who state that extra-linguistic suppott is useful in making meanings perceptible without

- L1, although not all visuals are useful in avoiding L1 because they sometimes make
meanings ambiguous I did not agree entirely with the majority of sources on the
limitations of extra-linguistic support, however. ’My experience with nog_-verbal
materials, such as with my teddy bear techniques suggest that extra-;linguistic support is
useful for all levels and a,ges of learners, not just with children and beginners Moreover,
exta-hngtustlc support can reinforce L2 without use of 1.1 but also with use of L1 as in
the case of Boey’s effective use of translations with pictures to teach L2 vocabulary.

| In response to the third question of the “I” section, it became.clear that T am
certainly not alone in grappling with this issue, as it is very contmversml in the field of
language teaching. Regardless of what stand they take, researchers use the following
pertinent expressions to discuss shifting back and forth between Lland L2 in the
¢lassroom: language alternation, sequencing patterns, code-switching, and affective filter.
Language alternation does not always correspond to the teacher’s ideal because of the
constraints of her own limited skills or because of external constraints from her teach—ing
context. There are several common threads in the various ideas about language

“alternation. One is the recommendétioh that the teacher have a rationale, often related to
students” affective filter and motivation, and also that she develop clear procedures for
structuring and sequencing L1 and L2 lesson phases. Whereas I used to think that any

| language alternation was undesirable, my goal has changed from eliminating L1 to

mmumzmg its use so as to maximize L2 comprehensible input. Moreover, I believe

when language alternation does take place in my lessons I should structure and sequence

it carefully.
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- In examining whether uaiﬁlaﬁon isa vélid teaching technique in the fourth
question of the “T” section, it was important for me to understand the following
expressions; the fallacy of one-to-one equivalencies and functional translation.
Translation is one kind of language alternation that can be used as a teaching/learning
ng, As a teaching strategy, translation, especijally from L1 to L2, i.é- criticized by
many, partly because it is thought to emphasize L2 comprehension at the expense of L2
production I agree with the méearc_hers who wam that translation carries many risks, but
my expetience indicates that structured translation both from L2 to L1 and from L1 to 1.2
can ephance learning in ways that L2 only strategies may not. The more my students and
I become aware of the risks of translation, the more we can minimize them.

In the fifth question which begins the “Thou” section, I asked how student
behaviors and attitudes in student-student interactions influence the use of LI and L2 m
the classroom I found that some recurring terms in the tesearch were peer interaction,

small group work, student speaking turns, cooperative learning, accuracy, attention, and

- assessment. Research confirms my impression that many learners prefer speaking [.2

with peers to teacher-student 1.2 éxchanges. In small groups students take more speaking

turns than in a teacher-centered format because they are more related and interested, and

 also because they have more opportunities. They tend to speak more .2 than in

teachor-centered formats. It is impossible to eliminate L1 from small group work

entirely: however, the teacher can maximize 1.2 use and minimize L1 use by assessing

small group work rigorously and consistently.

in the “Thou” section, discussion of the relationship between use of L1 and L2

and classroom management involves concepts such as disengagement and dismptibns,
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rules, rapport, positive affective climate and trust. Some sources argue that classroom
management is poésiblc without ldnguage ﬁternation I feel that it is possible and essential
for me to improve my classroom management skills, but not without L1 use. The
progress T have made thus for in this area has involved incorporating L1 in student
feedback on behavior and attitudes, and I believe that further progress vﬁll require L1 as
well.

As for learner age and proficiency level variables, my sources discussed children,
adoieéoents and adults their anxiety levels their Ll ego and their interlingual errors.
Research does not make a strong argument that cdgnitivédiﬂ'erences between yoﬁnger
énd older learners justify any particular use of L1 or L2, However, I found support from a
few researchers for my observation that adolescent learners tend to resort to L1 use in
order to maintain their L1 level of expression, which is markedly h_igher than their 1.2
level of expression. I believe that as the teacher, I can channel this need for higher lever
expression into L1 student written feedback and other L1 critical thinking exercises.

The concept laliguage distance is brought up in the “It” section of this project. For

effective use of L  and L2, the teacher must understand the roles of language distance,

ﬁ'ansfer and interference for the learner as well as the difference between second
Langﬁage leéming and foreign language learning. For most of my students whose L1 is
Engtlish, French presents minimal language distance and reliance on cognates and
grammatical similatities between L1 and L2 leads to both transfer and interference.
However, research has made me aware that the greater language distance between French
and Asian languages sets some of my Asian students apart from their classmates, I must

take this into account as I give directions for L1 and L2 use in my teaching.
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Finally, when I examined what studies revéal about the in:ﬂuence. of the teacher’s
language distance from her L1 to the target language on the use of L1 and 1.2, the
information I found involved native vs. non-native speaking teachers, on the one hand,
and monolingual vs. bilingual teachers, on the other hand. Research does not point to any

- clear trends in native speaking and non-native speaking teachgrs’ use of L1 and of L2 in
- the Language classtoom. Nevertheless, the résearch helped me to become aware that at
 Atlanta Intemnational School, I thought that appearing fo be a native speaker of French
would indircotly help me foster effective student practice of L2. At Waterford High
..School, on the conﬁ‘ary, I have felt that being recognized as a non-hative speaker of
~ French, who has attained near-native fluency, is more helpful for my students® learning of
French.

Hawkins’ triangular conceptualization of teaching and learning and the
interactions between the teacher, the learner and the subject matter is relevant to my
study of L1/L.2 use because it provides a way of classifying the variables involved. It is
-also important to me because of the interplay of my pefceptions of the teacher, the learner

-and the subject-matter and my beliefs and practices related to use of L1 and 1.2 in the
classroom. I am influenced by the current aspiration, shared by many other teachers, of
developing a teacher role as “guide on the side” rather than “sage on a stage”. | My
perception of the teacher role has indeed changed I have a passion for French language
literature and culture and my learning of French was influenced by immersion
experiences. Therefore, for me, being the sage on the stage meant that I saw myself,
above all as a source and model of accurate and authentic French, with no English to |

distract my learners. At Atlanta International School, I saw my main teacher functions as
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presenting and evaluating. Becoming a guide on the side however, impliés the functions
of watching and coaching learners and of giving feedback as well as evaluations,

| Changing the perception of “I” meant perceiving “Thou” differently, as well.
Initially I saw my students somewhat like an audience, somewhat like vessels that had to
be filled with .2 knowledgé. Gradually, I began to incorporate more student feedback,
- -small group work instead of lectures and drills and student-generated texts with fewer
iterary excerpts and scripted dialogues. I began to se¢ my students as more active and
autonomous, bringing resources, interests, and insecurities which were different from my
own to their interaction with the French language and culture. I began to see how their L1
could be a resource that I had not previously acknowledged, and L1 use as an expression
of atype of L2 msecunty that I do not often experience myself.

My sense of the “It” has changed along with “I"” and “Thou”. This has
implications for my attitudes'- and actions regarding use of L1 and 1.2, In retrospect, I see
that I initially wanted to teach students to beconze like the “Other,” that is, more like a
French person, as I thought I had. T folt they could attain this with accurate use of
grammar snd idioms, native-like pronunciation, and knowledge of French cystoms and
| 'Ilterature I now believe that language is for communication with the “Other” and for
rself-expression, rather than for becoming the “Other.” Thus, communicative competence
became a much more important componeﬁt of “It.” Helping students to communicate in
French sometimes necessitates first eliciting what they want to express in English. I have
thus chosen to abandon the monolingual principle with all but my most proficient
gmdents of French.

- Even as I was researching and writing this project, the L1/L2 lens that I am
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craﬁ:ing shape& my beliefs and practices and increased my awareness and confidence.

Rather than offering a prescription for use of L1 and L2, I have come to the conclusion

that there is no formula to fit all teachers in ajl teaching contexts all of the time.

62




Bibliography

Atkinson, D “The Mother Tongue in the Classroom: A Neglected. Resource?” ELT
Journal 41/4 (1987): 241-247.

‘Bacon, Susan and Michael Finnemann. “A: Study of Attitudes, Motives, and Strategies of
University Foreign Language Students and Their Disposition to Authentic Oral
and Written Input.” Modern Language Journal 74 (1990): 459-73.
* Boey, Lim Kiat. “The Use of the First Language in Second Language Teaching and
Leaming.” Paper presented at the Regional Seminar of the SEAMEC Regional
English Language Center, Singapore, 1969,

Danhua, Wei. “Medium of Instruction the L2 Classroom.” TEANGA: The Frish Yearbook
of Applied Linguistics 15 (1995): 21-29.

o Deen, Jeanine Y. “Comparing Interaction in a CL and TC Foreign Language
Classroom.” LT.L Review of Applied Linguistics 93-94 (1991): 153-81.

Donato, Richard. “Talk Scores: Monitoring and Evaluating Group Speaking Activities”
In Teacher s Handbook: Contextualized Instruction. Boston: Heinle and Heinle,
1994,

Duff, A. Translation. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1989.

~ Duff, Patricia A. and Charlene G. Polio. “How Much Foreign Language is There in the
Foreign Langunage Classroom?” Modern Language Journal 74 (1990): 154-66.

Duff, Patricia A. and Charlene G. Polio. “Teachers’ Language Use in University Foreign
Language Classrooms: A Qualitative Analysis of English and Target Language
Alternation.” Modern Language Journal 78 (1994), 313-26. .

Dulay, H., M. Burt, and S. Krashen. Language Two. New York: Oxford, 1982.

Ellis, Rod. Classroom Second Language Development. Oxford: Pergamon, 1984.

Frohlich, M., N. Spada, and P. Allen. “Differences in the Communicative Orientation of
E L2 Classrooms.” TESOL Quarterly 19/1 (1985): 27-57.

- Gahala, Estella M. “Increasing Student Participation in the Foreign Language Class”

63




Applied Linguistics 9 (1986): 131-142.

Giaucque, Gerald and Christopher M. Ely. “Code-Switching in Beginning Foreign
Language Teaching,” in Language Distribution Issues in Bilingual Schooling, ed.
Rodolfo Jacobson and Christian Faltis (Clevedon: Multilingual Matters, 1990),
174-84.

Guthtie, Elizabeth. “Six Cases in Classroom Communication: A Study of Teacher
Discourse in the Foreign Language Classroom,” in Research in Second Language
Learning: Focus on the Classroom, ed. James Lantolf and Angela Labacca (N.J.:
Ablex, 1987), 173-93.

Harbord;' John. “The Use of the Mother Tongue in the Classroom.” ELT Journal 46/4
(1992): 350-55. ,

‘Hawkins, David. “I, Thou, and It”, in The Informed Vision: Essays on Learning and
Humnan Nature. (New York: Algora, 2002), 51-64.

Krashen, Stephen D. Principles and Practice in Second Language Acquisition. New
York: Pergamon, 1982.

Lin, AM.Y. “Teaching in Two Tongues: Language Alternation of Bilingual Teachers in
Language Lessons in Hong Kong Secondary Schools.” Unpublished M. Phil
Thesis, University of Hong Kong, 1990,

Papefthymiou, Lytra Sophia. “Classroom Interaction: The L1 in the Foreign Language
Classroom.” Gala Bulletin 4 (1987), 3-35. ,

Pica, Teresa P. “Communicative Language Teaching: An Aid to Second Language
Acquisition?” Some Insights from Classroom Research.” English Quarterly 2112
(1988), 70-80. |

Pica, T. and Michael Long. “The Linguistic and Conversational Performance of
Experienced and Inexperienced Teachers,” in Talking to Learn: Conversation in
Second Language Acquisition, ed. R, Day (Rowley, MA: Newbury House, 1986),
85-88.

Polio, Charlene. “Comments on Elsa Roberts Auerbach’s ‘Reexamining English Only in
the ESL Classtoom TESOL Quarterly 28/1 (1994), 153-161.

Stem, H.H. Issues and Options in Language Teaching. Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1992, '

Van Els, Bangaerte. Applied Linguistics and the Learning and Teaching of Foreign
; Languages. London: Edward Amold, 1984.

Widdowson, H.G. “The Deep Structure of Discourse and the Use of Translation” in The



Communicative Approach to Language Teaching, ed. C.J. Brumfit and K.
Johnson (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1 979), 61-70.

William, Kelly and Laura Sharp. “Improving Student Oral Proficiency in Foreign
Languages Through Increased Use and Assessment of Oral Activities.” Foreign
Language Annals 25 (1997), 1997

Wing, Barbara. “The Linguistic and Communicative Function of Foreign Language
Teacher Talk.” in Foreign Language Learning: A Research Perspective, ed. Bill

Van Patter, Trisha Dvorta and James Lee New York: Newbury House, 1987),
158-73. '

Wong-Fillmore, Lily. “When Does Teacher Talk Work as Input?” in Input in Second
Language Acquisition, ed. Susan M. Gass and Carol M. Madden (Rowley, MA:
Newbury House, 1985), 17-50.

65



	SIT Graduate Institute/SIT Study Abroad
	SIT Digital Collections
	2003

	Using L1 and L2 Effectively in the Foreign Language Classroom
	Claire Millous
	Recommended Citation


	tmp.1234453887.pdf.zUoxE

