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ABSTRACT
Using the learners’ first language in the second language classroom:

Beliefs and practices of Quebec secondary-level ESL teachers

Loretta Gillis

In the second language classroom, the teacher’s speech constitutes a»cbritical

source of second language (L2) input for learners. Previous research has supported the

| judicious use of the learners’ first language (L1) iﬁ teachers’ speech to increase the
comprehensibility of the input; however, L2 teacher training programs and educational
policies often discourage their use of the learners’ L1. The present study was conducted
in Quebec. It investigated the relationship between secondary school English second
language (ESL) teachers’ reported amount of in-class use of the Jearners” L1 (French)
and the variables of teachers’ proficiency in English, confidence with English, beliefs
about language use, learners’ age, learners’ ability level, school setting, and compliance
with the ‘English only’ recommendation from Quebec’s ministry of education.

Sixty-six teachers completed a questionnaire, and 6 also participated in
interviews. The results indicate that there is a significant relationship between the
reported amount of French used in class (0-80%) and the language use beliefs of the
teachers. There was some evidence of learners’ age and learners’ ability level influencing
teachers’ use of French. Neither teachers’ English language proficiency nor confidence
with English was strongly related to the reported amount of French used. The findings
from this research have implications for language teaching and language teacher training

in Quebec and elsewhere.
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CHAPTER 1
“Studying the effects of input/interaction on L2 acquisition provides a way of
approaching teaching from an internal as opposed to external perspective - to see
teaching not just as a matter of methods or techniques but as the provision of

opportunities for learning through the interaction that occurs in the classroom.”

(Ellis, 1999, p. 247)

Research focused on the use of the learners’ first language (L1) in the second
language (1.2) classroom explores the notion that there are opportunities for leaming‘
through interactions with input in the L1 and 1.2, and that these opportunities for learning
can positively influence 1.2 comprehension and acquisition. Situated in the area of
language education, the study reported in this thesis investigated reported language use
patterns in second language classrooms; more specifically, it investigated the beliefs and
practices of secondary-school ESL teachers in Quebec.

The issue of whether or not to use the learners’ first langnage is a fundamental
concern for all language teachers; therefore, an investigation which informs this research
area has a broad potential application. This s.tudy sought to expand the current body of
kﬁbwledge about the role of teacher speech in the L2 classroom by exploring patterns in
ESL teachers’ reported in-class 1.1 use and their language use beliefs, as well as the
functions served by L1 use in secondary classrooms. Although Quebec’s miinistry of
education (Ministere de 1"Education, du Loisirs, et du Sport de Quebec, or MELS) and
the current language teacher training programs in Quebec support the exclusive use of

English in ESL classrooms, some secondary-level ESL teachers opt to use the learners’



L1 (French) in class. By documenting the variety of ESL teacher practices and beliefs
concerning L.1 use, and examining the complex internal and external forces that shape
them, the study contributes to a understanding of how ESL teachers view the relationship
between the input provided to the learners through teacher speech and the learners’
acquisition of the second language. The ESL teaching context of Quebec is a fertile
research site for an investigation of teacher language use patterns and beliefs as it offers a
variety of teacher profiles, differing student ability levels, and teaching settings in regions
with differing linguistic demographics.

With a survey and semi-structured interviews, this study used a cérrelational
research design to examine the relationship of Quebec secondary-level ESL teachers’
self-reported L1 use (French) with the variables of teachers’ proficiency in English,
teachers’ confidence with English, teachers’ beliefs about language use, student age,
student ability level, school setting, and compliance with MELS’ English-only
recommendation. The study examined differences between two participant groups,
namély teachers from the greater Montreal region and teachers from thé rest of Quebec.
The findings from this research have implications for language teaching and language

teacher training in Quebec and elsewhere.



CHAPTER 2
Literature Review

Secondary-level ESL teachers differ greatly with respect to the amount of English
they use in class. The following examples from three different (hypothetical) teachers
illustrate the range.

“You’re going to make a poster for your group’s new product.”

“Les filles en arriére, ca suffit! vIs your role-play finished?”

“En équipes de quatre, dessinez un ‘dream house’ en utilizant les mots ‘bedroom,

bathroom, living room, and kitchen”.
The teachers’ languége use choices reflect the interaction of a number of underlying
factors concerning their understanding of the role that the students’ first language (L1)
and second language (L2) should play in the classroom. These factors include knowledge
of research in the areas of second language acquisition and pedagogy, teacher internal
factors such as beliefs, language proficiency, and confidence in the second language, and
teacher external factors such as students’ age and ability level, the school setting, and
language use policies. In the above examples of classroom speech, the L1 (French) and
L2 (English) have differing roles for the teachers. For some students in Quebec’s French
secondary schools, French is not their L1. However, French is the language of the school
where ESL is taught and everyone speaks French. The use of the term L1 in the
subsequent discussion reflects this.

In the following pages, research related to the factors influencing teachers’
language choice will be discussed. The next research to be reviewed examines the

functions for which the L1 has been used in language classrooms in recent studies. After



a description of the contexts in which Quebec secondary-level ESL teachers operate, the
motivations for a study examining the L1 and L2 use of these teachers will be outlined.

The chapter ends with the research questions for the study.
Factors Influencing Teachers’ Language Use Patterns

Teaching Methodology and L1 Use

The twentieth century was a period of frequent change for language teaching
methodology in North America. The popularity of different language teaching methods
waxed and waned as theory and opinions from the fields of education, behavioral
psychology, and sociology combined with other forces of each era to shape the mindsets
of teacher educators. Along with the movement from the form-based grammar-translation
language teaching method, which featured the teaching of grammar points and rules, to
the meaning-based focus of communicative language teaching, there was also a shift in
attitudes concerning teacher use of the students’ first language. As a result of this
pendulum swing of teaching methodologies, the use of the students’ first language in
class, once common and uncontroversial within the grammar translation language
teaching method, was shunned by proponents of meaning-based communicative language
teaching. Currently, however, there is interest in the judicious use of the learners’ L1 as a
manner of promoting L2 comprehension and acquisition. As will be shown below, this is
an ongoing research issue within the larger area of theory and research related to input,

interaction and language acquisition.



Language Acquisition Theories and Input

Underlying the discussion of the role of L1 use in teacher’s speech, there is the
assumption that teacher speech is a central source of learners’ target language (TL) input.
Input has differing roles in theories of language learning, as not all theories recognize that
input in both the L1 and L2 may contribute to the comprehension andv acquisition of the
L2. :

Krashen’s (1988) comprehensible input hypothesis theorized that comprehensible
target language is both necessary and sufficient for language learning. The learner is not
required to interact verbélly with the input; rather, simple exposure to messages

? 63

containing rich, comprehensible input while the learners’ “affective filter” is low is
deemed sufficient to ensure acquisition of the L2. This theoretical position rejects the use
of the L1, relying instead on comprehensible L2 input.

Long (1985, 1996) adapted the input hypothesis to include interéction. His
modified Interaction Hypothesis (1996) focuses on the négbtiation of meaning that occurs
when communication breaks down. It proposes that oral input that is Siﬁipliﬁed through
interactional modification is more successful than non-interactionally modified input in
promoting learner comprehension, which in turn facilitates language acquisition. This
hypothesis claims that the modified output produced by learners who are interacting in
order to negotiate meaning can also aid acquisition. In this view, which gives importance

to input that has been simplified through interaction, there is a possible role for the use of

the learner’s L1 in the interactive input. Modified input must give the learner information



related to the linguistic forms that were problematic and the use of the L1 is a potential
source of this critical information.

The socio-cultural theory of social interaction (Vygotsky, 1981) views language
acquisition as a social process in which learning results from the joint mediation of
problems, potentially through the use of psychological tools such as words. This theory
identifies interpersonal interaction as a tool that is used for development, including the
development of L2 abilities. Interpersonal interaction as illustrated by a dialogue
constructed by two language learners can result in interpersonal input modification that
allows each learner to experience linguistic development. Intrapersonal input
modification is also possible with the use of inner speech by alearner for problem
solving during a cognitively demanding task such as language learning. There is a role
for L1 use within this theory’s view of language acquisition, both in the interpersonal
interaction such as that possible in a classroom, or in the intrapersonal interaction of a

learner’s mental speech.

Quantity of L1 and L2 in Input

Krashen’s hypothesis and its L2 exclusivity stance have had a strong influence on
recent language teaching, even in the absence of evidence to suggest that some L1 use
would be detrimental. With L.2-only in the second language classroom at one end of the
spectrum (Krashen, 1988), versus an extensive or expansive role for students’ L1 in the
second language classroom at the other (Cook, 2001, 2005), there is a broad range of
opinions concerning the ideal quantity of target language input. Cook (2001) is a

prominent advocate for an expanded role of L1 in second language classrooms. He



provides extensive lists of possible classroom uses for the L1 and is in favour of L1 use
by teachers when TL use is too time-consuming or difficult for students. Critics of his
enthusiastic calls for increased L1 use (Turnbull, 1999a, Levine, 2003) have suggested
that by using the students’ L1 for the many functions suggested by Cook, teachers would
have little need for the TL in their language classes. Macaro (2005) has suggested that
researchers have yet to establish a solid relationship between an increase in student
proficiency in the second language and a teaching context that is exclusively in the TL.
Turnbull (1999a) documented higher scores on some components of students’ French
proficiency and achievemént tests in core French classrooms where teacher speech had a
higher percentage of TL use. However, he declined to draw a straight line from the
teachers’ increased TL use to higher student proficiency levels due to the small sample
(four teachers). Turnbull described teacher TL use as an important element among others
which influences student proficiency.

Observational studies of teacher language use patterns have documented varied
quantities of L1 use in foreign and second language classrooms. Both Macaro (2001), in a
study of secondary-level teachers in FL classes, and Rolin-Ianziti and Brownlie (2002), in
a study of experienced teachers of university-level FL classes, observed L1 use ranging
from 0 - 30% of teachers’ in-class speech. Four experienced teachers of core French
classes in Turnbull’s (1999a) study had varied TL use which ranged from 24 - 72%. In a
study of 13 EFL teachers in South Korea, Liu, Ahn, Baek, and Han (2004) recorded an
average of 32% TL use. Kharma and Hajjaj (1989)’s large scale study of secondary-level

EFL teachers in Kuwait documented L1 use averaging 20% of teachers’ classroom



speech. For these five studies in varied settings, teachers’ in-class L1 use ranged
dramatically between 0 — 76% of teachef speech.

Based on studies of novice and experienced teachers’ decision-making
concerning L1 use, Macaro (2001, 2000) observed that student use of the 1.1 did not
appear to rise in these FL classrooms until the teacher’s .1 use exceeded 15% of the .
lesson time. Macaro suggested that by keeping L1 use below a critical threshold of 10-
15% of total lesson time, and using L1 for purposes that potentially aid second language
acquisition, the L2 teacher has a structured approach to 1.1 use which also offers optimal

exposure to the TL.

Quality of Input

Other researchers have gone beyond the singular aspect of quantity of TL use by
examining the quality of TL used by the second language teacher. Research into input
quality (Macaro, 1997; Rolin-Ianziti and Brownlie, 2002; van Lier, 1995) and the
manipulation of input ( Ellis 1999; Swain, 1985) has added dimensions to the issue of
target language input. van Lier (1995) argued that input must be salient for it to be
useful. He suggested that the teacher’s use of the students’ L1 can render input salient,
thereby causing input to become intake. Supporting van Lier’s view, Rolin-Ianziti and
Brownlie (2002) proposed that teachers’ use of the L1 with translation of words and
expressions, and comparison or contrast of forms, was a type of input modification. In
their study of four FL teachers, the researchers suggested that teachers who used 1.1 for
the purposes of translation and contrast exposed their students to higher quality input

which helped them to develop a conscious knowledge of the L.2. TL input is a significant



factor for Macaro (1997) in his position concerning the role of L1 and TL in FL
classrooms. While recognizing the value and primacy 6f a rich TL input environment in
the classroom, Macaro noted that the L2 exclusivity position effectively limits teacher
decision making. This may hinder the development of teachers’ evaluative abilities.
Rather than encouraging the development of reflective practices concerning the
principled use of L1, the position of L2 exclusivity pushes language teachérs to evaluate
all potential classroom tasks with the over-simplified measure of whether or not the task
can be presented and completed solely with the use of the TL. The commitment to L2
exclusivity also maintains a highly teacher-centered classroom, thereby limiting learner

interaction and learner autonomy. With learner independence as the end goal of a

language learning process, Macaro cbncluded that L2 exclusivity is pedagogically not
justifiable, yet he also emphasized the need for extensive TL exposure in the language
classroom.

Swain (1985, 1993, 1995) proposed that the learner must interact with TL input in
order to develop TL proficiency. She suggested that the provision of rich, TL input is not
sufficient for language acquisition to take place, and that the learner must also manipuiate
the input in order to promote intake. va creating and producing the linguistic forms in the
output, Swain contended that the learner engages in syntactic processing which promotes
language acquisition. Ellis (1992) supported the need for learner interaction with input
and suggested that there may be legitimate uses for the L.1 during this interaction, yet he
also stated that teacher’s use of L1 deprives learners of important TL input. Ellis noted
W ong- Filmore’s (1985) study of young students of limited English proficiency in a

bilingual education program in which Wong-Filmore decried the use of the L1, including



translation, in the classroom. She suggested that high amounts of L1 use removed the
need for the students to attend to the TL message. For both Ellis and Wong-Filmore, the
issue of L1 quantity is an important element that may affect the potential benefits
available when using L1 to improve input quality.

Research related to input in language learning has highlighted the need to
maximize input, thereby providing rich exposure to the TL, as well as the need for quality
input that promotes acquisition. The judicious use of L1 has been seen to promote
saliency in TL input. Swain, Ellis, Rolin- Ianziti and Brownlie, and Macaro stress that
the learner’s role cannot be a passive one, with the learner afloat in a sea of rich TL input.
These researchers propose that manipulating input and increasing learner-centered
activities can aid in transforming input into intake, in transforming learners from passive

receptacles to autonomous second language users.

Cognitive Issues with Target Language Input

Teachers’ use of L1 and TL. in L2 classrooms can also be examined from the
viewpoint of cognitive issues related to comprehension and acquisition of the L2 by
learners. Skinner (1985) proposed that 1.2 exclusivity in the second language classroom
may form a barrier to learners attempting to connect thoughts, thereby harming the
process of concept development. This limitation may become more apparent as the
learner moves to TL environments that lack contextual cues from which to obtain
meaning. SKinner suggests that teacher or learner use of the L1 to link thoughts with the
L2 can promote higher level cognitive abilities for the learner, encourage comprehension

of the L2, and lessen learner dependence on context for meaning.

10



In a reading comprehension task for L2 students, Kern (1994, in Macaro, 2005)
examined the language of thought used by language learners. With a think-aloud
procedure, Kern discerned that the students were using their L1 to reduce working
memory limitations, to retain the meaning of the text, to aid in shifting meaning to long-
term memory, to increase confidence by converting the input to familiar terms, and to
help in understanding the syntactic roles of L2 words or expressions. Macaro extends
Kem’s research with L1 use during reading tasks to oral L1 use by the second language
teacher. He suggests that teacher use of the L1 may also reduce the constraints on
working memory for students and prove to be cognitively beneficial as it frees up the
students’ mental resousces to process larger chunks of input, thereby encouraging L2
comprehension and acquisition.

In their examination of language use in elementary-level immersion classes,
Swain and Lapkin (2000) commented on how the use of the L1 by students served as an
important social and cognitive tool which supported L2 learning. While completing a
text-based L2 task, student pairs relied on their L1 to develop an understanding of the text
and task, to target specific language forms in the L2, and to organize their performance.
In their examination of language use by low-proficiency adult learners in FL elementary-
level immersion classes, Anton and Dicamilla (1998) also label L1 use by students as a
critical psychological tool. The researchers recorded the speech of student pairs who were
co-creating a written text. They noted that the students used their L1 to collaboratively
generate content for the written task, to reflect on the task, and to create a cognitive and
social space in which they could aid each other. Students were also observed engaging in

self-talk in their L1 to deal with the cognitively challenging task. Based in the socio-
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cultural theory of language and thought being bound together, these researchers believe
that by banning the use of L1, second language teachers eliminate a powerful tool and
impair collaboration among students. Looking at both teacher and student use of the 1.1
in second language classrooms, Skinner, Swain and Lapkin, Kern, and Aniton and
Dicamilla conclude that L1 use can assist with cognitive processing in 1.2 classrooms,_
which in turn encourages comprehension and acquisition of the L2.

In an observational study of teacher use of L1 in university-level FL classrooms,
Rolin-lanziti and Brownlie (2002) documented low levels of L1 use by all four teachers
profiled. The researchers noted that the L1 was used by teachers for three main
functions: translation, metalinguistic uses, and communication uses. Translation and
metalinguistic uses such as commenting on FL form and contrasting L1 and FL structures
accounted for more than half of the teachers’ L1 use. The researchers found that the use
of the L1 for translation and contrast, in particular, exposed learners to quality input and
helped to develop a conscious knowledge of the L2. Rolin-lanziti and Brownlie suggest
that strategic use of modified input through translation and contrast can aid cognitive
processes which encourage acquisition.

Rolin-lanziti and Brownlie’s study involved teachers’ use of L1 words embedded
in a TL sentence. Although L1 use for the purpose of translation or contrast was limited .
in quantity, it contributéd to speech redundancy and may have introduced a focus on form
in the second language classroom. Rolin-lanziti and Brownlie suggested that limited use
of L1 by teachers was an effective means of enhancing input quality and aiding the
cognitive processes of the students. In contrast, Wong- Fillmore (1985) emphasized the

need for economy of L1 use in L2 classrooms. She suggested that language learning -
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resulted from learners trying to figure out the L2 in a supportive learning environment
through high levels of L2 input coupled with context-related cues. With high levels of L1
use, the.leamers had no need to attend to the L2 input, which was detrimental overall to
L2 comprehension and acquisition. The use of the L1 played a very small role in Wong-
Filmore’s conception of language learning, which may also be related to the age of her

young participants.

Internal Factors

Teachers’ use of the L1 in L2 classrooms is also motivated by influences that
vary for each teacher. Internal factors such as teacher beliefs concerning L1 use in class,
proficiency in the target language, and confidence in using the TL must also be examined
in a thorough discussion of L1 and TL use for both native speaker teachers (NSTs) and

non-native speaker teachers (NNSTSs).

Teacher beliefs. Teacher use of the TL and 1.1 is influenced by the beliefs that
téachers hold about language learning and language teaching. Richards (1998) described
the personal beliefs of teachers as forces that 'drive behavior, which are informed by
personal experiences, instruction, experience as a student, and formal training. Flores
(2001) surveyed 176 experienced bilingual education teachers in the U.S. in order to
examine the relationship between the teachers’ self-reported teaching practices and their
beliefs. Survey and interview results both indicated that teaching experience and teacher
preparation courses significantly influenced teacher beliefs and that these beliefs were

important indicators of teacher behavior in classrooms. Flores also noted that teachers’
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beliefs were dynamic, with teachers reporting that their teaching experience exerted an
ongoing influence on their beliefs about teaching.

Research suggests that teachers’ beliefs may change over time and that teacher
training may be an important factor. In a longitudinal study of 146 Chinese teacher
trainees who were students in a Bachelor of Arts TESL program at a Hong Kong
university, Peacock (2001) examined change in the beliefs of pre-service teachers. He
began by identifying detrimental beliefs about language learning held by student teachers
and then attempted to change these beliefs over a three year training period. He
concluded that the beliefs of these pre-service teachers were resistant to change and noted
a correlation between two harmful beliefs about language learning and the ESL
proficiency of the non-native speaker student teachers. After completing the three year
program, several teacher trainees continued to believe that people who speak more than
one language well are very intelligent, and they also associated learning a second
language with learning a lot of grammar and vocabulary. Some success was achieved in
the transformation of the student teachers’ language learning l:Jeliefsj after Peacock
developed and implemented an instructional package that specifically focused on the two
beliefs areas deemed to be detrimental to language learning.

More support for the influence of teaching experience and teacher training on
language use patterns was offered by Richards, Gallo, and Renandya (1999). They
examined teacher beliefs about language learning, changes in teaching, and the sources of
change in a survey-based study of 112 ESL teachers from South East Asia and Australia.
The researchers concluded that teacher beliefs about successful language teaching and

language learning were the guiding influence determining the reported teaching behavior.
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They also noted that changes in teaching practices were preceded by changes in teaching
beliefs. The changes in beliefs were reported to be the result of in-service teacher training
and reflective practices that encouraged the language teachers to examine their teaching
experience and make their language teaching and learning beliefs explicit.

Although influenced by teacher training, teachers’ beliefs about in-class L1 use
may be suppressed in order to favor another influence. Macaro (2001) examined the
decision-making of student teachers concerning 1.1 use in FL secondary-level classes.

He focused on three influences: the student teachers’ personal beliefs, knowledge
acquired during the teacher training program, and government recommendations. The
student teachers profiled in the study all had high levels of TL use in the FL classrooms,
yet Macaro found that the impact of their personal beliefs varied. For one student
teacher, personal beliefs influenced her in-class practice regarding 1.1 use while another
student teacher, ignoring her personal beliefs regarding L1 use, gave higher importance to
government recommendations when making decisions in the classroom. One can
speculate that the lack of teaching experience may have played arole in determining the
connection of teacher beliefs with language use patterns.

Macaro (1997) proposed a three position framework for language teacher beliefs
concerning L1 and TL use in the second language classroom. He suggested that teachers
adopt one of the following belief positions: the optimal L2 pesition in which some use of
the L1 is viewed as a positive factor in language acquisition, the maximal 1.2 position in
which L1 use is viewed as distasteful but necessary, and finally, the L2 exclusivity
position with no use of the L1. Macaro also labels the L2 exclusivity position as the

virtual position, named for the teacher who creates a virtual L2 country in the classroom
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by banishing the students’ L1. In this discussion, the term ‘L2 exclusivity” is used for this
belief position.

In summarizing his findings from a review of studies of teacher beliefs
concerning L1 use in the classroom, Macaro (2000) noted that a large majority of
bilingual teachers view use of the students’ L1 as an unfortunate necessity. He concluded
that language teachers generally have a negative view of in-class L1 use, yet teacher
training programs may be a significant influence in the formation of these beliefs. The
majority of the thirteen studies featured in his review of studies were based in the UK. or
North America in contexts where teacher training is not generally supportive of L1 use in
the classroom. An exception is the study carried out by Kharma and Hajjaj (1989). Using
a survey, interviews, and in-class observations, these researchers studied teacher and
student attitudes toward mother tongue use in Kuwait where students and teachers shared
Arabic as the L1 and English was learned as a foreign language. Noting first that both
teacher supervisors and course books advocate the purposeful, limited use of the L1, the
researchers documented high levels of support by teachers for the in-class use of the L 1.

Teacher beliefs concerning language learning and the use of the LL1 in the .
language classroom may exert an influence on the reporting of personal estimations of
classroom language use patterns. Those teachers who have a positive view of L1 use
(optimal L2 beliefs position) may be more comfortable reporting higher L1 use than that
which is sanctioned by the language use polices of their teaching institution or teacher
training program. In contrast, teachers with a negative view of L1 use may under-
estimate their actual language use patterns as their teaching practices do not mirror their

language use beliefs. Severe discrepancies between teachers’ reported and actual use of
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the TL in FL classes have been documented. Duff and Polio (1990) observed teachers
who dramatically under-reported their use of the students’ L1. It is also possible that self-
awareness of language use patterns is available only with effort and reflective teaching
practices. In a longitudinal study of her own language use patterns in the FL classroom,
Edstrom (2006) found that she had under-estimated her own use of the students’ L1, yet

she held a positive view of limited, purposeful in-class L1 use.

Teacher TL proficiency. Peacock (2001) found a relationship between student
teachers’ detrimental language learning beliefs and low ESL proficiency. That is, those
ESL student teachers who had language learning beliefs that were potentially detrimental
to their future students (e.g. People Who speak more than one language are very
intelligent) also had low English language proficiency levels. This finding is echoed in .
the research of Liu, Ahn, Baek, and Han (2004) who documented a connection between
teacher beliefs, ESL proficiency, and L1 use by teachers. Using classroom observation
and a survey, Liu et al. conducted a study of South Korean high school ESL teachers’ use
of L1 and L2. Both teacher beliefs and low English proficiency levels were noted to be
strong contributors to the low levels of L2 use (32% of total words used) by the teachers.
In her survey of British FL teachers, Mitchell (1988) also noted that lack of fluency in the
TL was reported by teachers as a factor influencing higher levels of L1 use in classrooms.

Although proficiency in the TL would appear to be anissue of concern for only
NNSTs, a NST who lacks language teacher training may not have an explicit knowledge
of the language’s grammatical system (Borg, 1998), which may affect the in-class pattern

of language use. For NNSTs, language proficiency in the TL is a potential factor
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affecting TL and L1 use patterns. In their study of L1 and TL use by two NSTs and two
NNSTs in Australia, Rolin-Ianziti and Brownlie (2003) reported similarly low L1 use by

all four teachers, but these NNSTs had a high level of TL proficiency.

Teacher confidence with TL. In addition to, or perhaps interacting with, TL
proficiency, confidence with the TL for NNST is another factor influencing teacher’s . -
language use patterns. Studies by Turnbull (1999a, 2000) noted lower levels of TL use
by two NNSTs who rated themselves as “somewhat confident of French skills” and
higher levels of TL use by two NNSTs who were “very confident of French skills”.
Horwitz (1996) and Maclntyre, Noels and Clement (1997) confirmed biases in self-rating
of second language proficiency due to language anxiety. Therefore, the variables of self-
rated second language proficiency and confidence in second language abilities may be .
difficult to examine independent of each other. That these variables can be confounded is
illustrated in a study by Duff and Polio (1990) which featured 13 native speaker FL
teachers. The researchers suggested that they measured teacher proficiency in the
students’ L1, English, by asking questions such as “How do you feel about your
proficiency in spoken English?” and “Do you feel as comfortable speaking English as
you do your native lénguage when you teach?”” However, these interview questions
appear to be probing both teacher confidence in English as well as teacher proficiency in

English.
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External Factors

External factors in second language teaching that have an impact on teacher use
of L1 and TL in classrooms range from the broad application of government or
institutional language policies to the selective focus of learner characteristics in a specific

12 class.

Language use policies. Commenting on teacher decision-making regardihg L1
and TL use in class, Macaro (1997, 2001) suggested that the British educational
directives that mandated TL exclusivity cause the elimination of reflective practices by
some teachers. Teaéhers who adopt the TL exclusivity position forego the need for any
decision-making regarding the merit of L1 use in class. The combination of national
directives supporting L.2 exclusivity and teacher supervisors who highlighted L2
exclusivity as a measure of FL teacher competence has been cited as a reason for L1
avoidance by both novice and experienced teachers. A small group of teachers in Duff
and Polio’s study (1990) of university FL instructors noted the strong influence of
department policies that banned the students’ L1 in class. Liu et al. (2004) observed that
educational policy and curriculum guidelines toward higher TL use had a reduced impact
on teachers whose beliefs and low English proficiency prompted higher levels of in-class

L1 use.

Teaching context. Duff and Polio (1990) characterize English as a Foreign
Language (EFL) settings as those where English is spoken by a minority of people and is

not used as the language of communication locally or nationally. The quantity of out-of-
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class contact with the TL is another factor that can inﬂuence language teachers’ choice of
L1 or TL. (Duff & Polio, 1990; Levine, 2003; Macaro, 1997; Turnbull, 1999a, 2006).
Language teachers have reacted to FL teaching contexts by increasing TL. use,
maximizing the TL exposure time to compensate for lack of out-of-class opportunities.
Conversely, teachers have also reported increased L.1 use in FL teaching contexts to .
compensate for reduced student ability, which was seen to be related to minimal
opportunities for language use beyond the classroom.

Factors relating to students. Student age and student ability are two additional
external factors that are often cited as critical in teacher decision-making regarding
language use (Levine, 2003; Lui et al., 2004; Macaro, 1997; Mitchell, 1988; Turnbull,
1999). Across these studies, teachers reported more L1 use >with younger or lower-level
learners who lacked inferencing skills and exposure to TL input, and therefore
experienced more frustration in the TL-rich classroom. Teachers also reported higher
levels of L1 use with adolescent learners than with younger leamners as the adolescent
learners were less likely to maintain motivation at low ability levels with little L1 use. In
a summary of 13 studies, Mac_aro (2001) observed that student ability was the primary -
factor that most teachers reported as determining the amount of TL used in class. The
pedagogical focus of a second language program can also alter the teacher’s language
use. While championing the value of learner collaboration and learner autonomy, Macaro
(1997) noted that the L2 exclusivity stance mandated by British government directives
necessitated a highly feacher-~centered classroom, especially for lower-level or younger

learners.
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Functions of L1 Use in Classrooms

Studies of L1 use in the L2 classroom vary in perspectives when describing the
function of the L1 used by teachers in the L2 classroom. Turnbull (1999) classifies L1
use by teacher in the core French program as English used for managerial purposes,
academic function, and social-oriented discourse. Other researchers such as Duff and
Polio (1990; Polio & Duff 1994) sort L1 use by categories such as L1 use to explain
grammar, aid understanding, translate vocabulary, manage the class, and address student
anxiety. Unaddressed by previous research is the possibility that these categories may
not accurately classify the nuances in multipurpose discourse used by teachers. By using
the L1 for an utterance, the teacher may simultaneously intend to build relationships with
students, address anxiety, translate vocabulary, aid understanding, manage the class by
focusing attention, and provide tools to encourage learner collaboration. Common
categories that reoccur in studies (Duff & Polio, 1990; Levine, 2003; Macaro, 1997,
2001; Mitchell, 1988; Polio & Duff, 1994; Turnbull, 1999a, 2000) are 1.1 used for the
purpose of classroom management, disciplining students, translating vocabulary,
efficiency and expediency, addressing student anxiety and explaining grammar.

Levine (2003) conducted a survey of 163 university-level FL instructors and 600

FL students. Students were asked to estimate the level of anxiety experienced in the
language classroom and the level of L2 use by the instructor. Levine noted a negative -
correlation between high levels of TL use in classrooms and student anxiety. However,

surveyed university-level instructors reported using 1.1 in class in response to perceived
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student anxiety. Levine concludes that second language teachers may be using the L1 in

class in response to an unsupported student need.”

Summary

Influenced by language acquisition theory and research, teachers’ practices in the
second language classroom range from L2 exclusivity to the valued, judiéious use of L 1.
Research in teachers’ language use patterns has examined input factors such as quantity
and quality of input and cognitive factors in second language acquisition. Classroom
language practices are also swayed by external factors such as government language
policies or the age and ability level of the learner. In addition, teachers’ beliéfs, languége
proficiency and target Ianguage confidence figure as some of thé internal factors that
motivate language choices for teachers. The ppoled impact of these influences may
| generate a distinctive use of the L2 and/or the L1 for each teacher, and in each teabﬁin g

setting.

Motivations for the Research

Prévious studies have noted relationships between the quantity of L2 used by
teachers and the following internal factors for teachers: beliefs, L2 proficiency, and
confidence with the L2 (Liu et al., 2004; kPeacock, 2001; Turnbull, 1999a). These studies
weré all conducted with non-native speaker teachers who shared the students’ L1.
Currently unexamined is the relationship between L1 use and the above internal factors in
a context such as Quebec that includes second language teachers who share the learners’
L1, non-native speaker teachers who have a different L1 from the students, and native

speaker teachers.



External factors such as student ability level, language use policies, and the
language learning context have also been noted to influence the quantity of L1 use (Duff
& Polio, 1990; Liu et al., 2004; Macaro, 1997, 2001). Previous examinations of these
influences have been limited to settings with stable opportunities for use of English
outside of the classroom. However, research is lacking in settings with a range of
opportunities for use of English, as is found in the varied communities of the province of
Quebec. | |

Recent research with L1 use in thé L2 classroom supports the érgument that L1
use can positively inﬂuehce L2 comprehension and acquisitioq. In Quebec, this research
has not been recognized by the MELS, whose language use policy specifies that English
is to be the sole language of instruction in the ESL classroom. As.l aresult, the MELS
secondary-level ESL curriculum in Quebec has incorporated the L2 ex clusivity position.
Echoing the MELS ‘English only’ position, teacher training programs in Quebec also fail
to recognize research in support of L1 use in second language classrooms.

Within this context, it is likely that Quebec ESL teachers experience pressure to
adopt the L2 exclusivity position; however, anecdotal eﬂzidence of L1 ‘;J‘SC By Quebec’s
ESL teachers abounds. The opposing forces of résearch supporting L. 1 use”by language
teachers, and the MELS and teacher training programs rejectivng usé of the L1 may be a
source of tension for Quebec’s ESL teachers. Additional influences such as teachers’
beliefs, language proficiency, student factors and school setting may complicate the
decision-making process for in-class language use. Research is needed that examines how
Quebec ESL teachers are resolving these potential conflicting influences in their daily

practices.



An examination of these factors and their effect on the in-class language use of
Quebec’s secondary-level ESL teachers contributes to an understanding of the role of L1
in the input available in second language classrooms, and the in-class decision-making

process of second language teachers.

Local motivations for the research. Research into the attitudes and practices of
teachers in Quebec secondary schools is especially relevant because secondary schools
have just begun to implement educational reforms from the MELS. Knowledge of teacher
beliefs and practices concerning L1 and TL use at the outset may be usefu1l in assessing
the ease of implementing educational reform at the secondary level.

The MELS has also changed the age of onset of ESL instruction for French
elementary schools. In 2006, ESL instruction began in grade one rather than grade three,
thereby creating an increased demand for ESL teachers in Quebec. With the potential for
a heightened demand for professional development for in-service teachers and more pre-
service ESL teacher training, teacher educators in Quebec universities may also benefit
from research concerning L1 and TL use in ESL classrooms.

Awareness of current classroom practices and their connection to research may
also be beneficial in fashioning better learning environments. The MELS requires all
elementary and secondary schools to formulate success plans that target specific areas of
learning and achievement for improvement. Many secondary schools have responded to
the demands of success plans by identifying end-of-cycle English language competency
requirements as a goal. Research into current practices and beliefs of ESL teachers may

identify successful patterns of L1 and 1.2 use which aid comprehension and acquisition.
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Echoing a concern of educators, parents and secondary students, recent media
attention (Petit, 2006), has also underscored the problem of Quebec’s French secondary
students graduating with low English proficiency. Examining the practices and beliefs of
secondary level ESL teachers as one facet of a complete language instruction program

may help in addressing this concern.

Language demographics for Quebec. Studies involving language use patterns for
- the province of Quebec must take into account the dramatic difference in language
demographics between the greater Montreal area and the rest of Quebec. In 2001, 83.1%
of Quebec residents overall reported that their mother tongue (first language learned at
home in childhood and still understood at time of census) was French, 8.3% claimed
English as a mother tongue and 8.6% reported that they spoke another language as a -
mother tongue (St.atistic Canada, 2001). The 2001 Canada census statistics for the
greater Montreal area in particular revealed a very different language use pattern, as
53.2% of greater Montreal area residents claimed French as a mother tongue, 17.7%
reported that their mother tongue was English and 29.1% claimed another mothér tongue.
However, a contrast of the linguistic contexts for greater Montreal area and that of
the rest of the province of Quebec is an over-simplification of the actual linguistic
situation. Smaller communities with concentrations of English speakers such as Hull-
Gatineau, the Eastern townships, the Lower North Shore, and Gaspé are ignored with the
creation of a crude Montreal — rest of Quebec dichotomy. Likewise, residency within the
greater Montreal area does not guarantee high levels of exposure to English outside of the

home or school. Indeed, a wide spectrum of language use patterns currently exist in
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Quebec, ranging from suburban Montreal communities in which English is heard
frequently on the streets, in shops, and on buses to smaller Quebec towns in which there

are few speakers of English and public life is conducted entirely in French.

Defining the context in Quebec. Murphy and Byrd (p. 21,2001, in Mattioli, 2004)
define ESL as “the teaching of English...in countries where English is the major
language of commerce and education”, wheré students “are likely to hear English being
spoken on a regular basis in settings beyond the classroom™. Mattioli concludes that EFL
settings are all the teaching contexts that are not covered by the above definition, in
which students have ::ither very limited or no opportunities to speak English outside of
their classroom.

Nayar (1997) argues that this ESL/EFL dichotomy lacks the nuances of current
world-wide English language learning contexts. Instead, Nayar suggests that the terms
English as a second language (ESL), English as an associate language (EAL), and
English as a foreign language (EFL) would more éccurately cover the many varieties of
language learning settings. Whereas in ESL contexts, the learners have a goal of
acculturation and assimilation into fhe English speaking society, learners of English in
EAL contexts never have an assimilative goal, yet may chose to identify with the native
English culture. Unlike ESL settings where all public domains require the use of English,
EAL contexts offer some possibilities for communicative English use. Nayar’s EFL
settings are in countries with no internal communicative function for English and where
English has no part of the cultural identity. Within this three definition framework,

Quebec as a whole would be defined as an EAL context, with domains for

communicative English use varying from community to community. The greater
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Montreal area is composed of many sectors, each with a unique linguistic and socio-
economic profile. Since opportunities to hear and use English vary considerably among
communities within the greater Montreal area, the language learning contexts for this
area cover a full spectrum of EAL settings. In spite of pockets of English speaker
concentration, much of the rest of Quebec features EAL contexts with few public
domains for communicative English use

‘With this variety of teaching cohtexts, there afe several implications for the
English language classrooms of Quebec’s secondary schools. First, student ability levels
within the contexts of the greater Montreal area may be at a highér ievel and exhibit more
intra-group variety than those of students in the rest of Quebec, aé studen}ts in the greater
. Montreal area may have more but unequally distributed opportunities for English
language use. Additionally, a large number of students in the greater Montreal are;
experience French as a language of instruction, English as a second language, and a third
- language at home. This intensifies the linguistic'dive.rsi‘ty of this region.. I-I’I‘COI’ltl‘E;‘a;t, much
of the rest of Quebec has a predominantly monolingual francophone studént body
coupled with limited 0pp§rtunities for public use of Englis;h. Reséarch related to languége
acquisition in Quebec must acknowledge the potential inﬂuence.df these lingﬁistié

differences

Quebec secondary schools. Quebec’s ministry of education (MELS) has
addressed the issue of teacher use of L1 and TL in ESL classrooms within its programs
for instruction for elementary and secondary schools. These documents clearly specify

that the language of instruction and communication in the ESL classroom is to be English
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(Programme de formation de I’école québécoise, enseignement primaire, 2003, p. 98;
Programme de formation de 1’école québécoise, enseignement secondaire, premier cycle,
p. 180). In these documents, no support is given to the in-class use of the students’ L1,
either by teacher or students. The MELS documents do not address the possibility of
varied practices by ESL teachers who teach regular, enriched, or alternative ESL
programs. Each secondary school is able to adapt the regular ESL program to suit the
needs of its students. Alternative ESL programs in Quebec secondary students typically
feature students with learning or behavioral challenges. Enriched ESL programs are
offered to students who have either completed an intensive English program at the
elementary level or have had exposure to English outside of the school. Research is
needed that would illustrate whether this recommendation of L2 exclusivity is an
additional source of tension in ESL teachers’ decision-making process.

Secondary school ESL teachers in Quebec have varied levels of qualifications, as
some ESL teachers do not have language teacher training. In the 2005-2006 academic
year, the MELS granted 114 letters of tolerance to Quebec secondary schools in order to
permit the hiring of unqualified (i.e. without Quebec teacher certification) personnel for
full-time ESL teacher positions.(Martini, 2006, § 1) This number does not account for
many part-time ESL teachers who are aiso not qualified as language specialists. ESL
teachers in Quebec also have varied beliefs concerning L1 and TL use, and differing
levels of English language proficiency and confidence using English as the group
includes both native and non-native speakers of English. The influences of teacher beliefs
about L1 use, teacher training, English language proficiency, and confidence in English

have not been unexplored in the Quebec ESL teaching context.
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French secondary schools in Quebec typically feature adolescent learners with
low English proficiency levels as their prior exposure to English in elementary school has
generally been limited to a total of less than 160 hours of instruction. However, about
10% of the students across the province have had intensive ESL instruction, typically in
grade 5 or 6, amounting to 350-400 hours of additional instruction. Research is also -
needed in order to understand how the teaching setting and student factors influence the
teaching beliefs and practices for ESL teachers in Quebec.

To develop an understanding of the language use practices and beliefs of Quebec
ESL teachers, it is necessary to investigate the quantity of L1 used in ESL classrooms,
the function for which teachers use the L1, and the language use beliefs of the teachers. It
is also necessary to examine the extent to which teachers may be adapting their practices
due to the influence of additional factors such as language proficiency in English, student
age or ability level, school setting, and government language use policies. The following

research questions were developed in order to investigate this research concern.

Research Questions

Research Question 1: How much French (L1) do teachers report speaking in secondary-
level ESL classrooms in the Montreal area?

Research Question 2: How much French (L1) do teachers report speaking in secondary-
level ESL classrooms in the rest of Quebec? |
Research Question 3: What is the function of French (I.1) when used by teachers in

secondary-level ESL classrooms in the Montreal area?
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Research Question 4: What is the function of French (LL1) when used by teachers in

secondary-level ESL classrooms in the rest of Quebec?

Research Question 5: What are teachers’ beliefs concerning French (1) use in secondary

level ESL classrooms in the Montreal area?

Research Question 6: What are teachers’ beliefs concerning French (L.1) use in secondary

level ESL classrooms in the rest of Quebec?

Research Question 7: What is the relationship between the reported amount of French

(L1) spoken by teachers in secondary-level ESL classrooms and the following variables?

a.

b.

ESL teachers’ English language proficiency

ESL teachers’ confidence with English

ESL teachers’ beliefs concerning French (L1) use in secondary level ESL
classrooms

student age

student ability level

the school/community setting

the MELS’ recommendation to use only English as the language of instruction
for ESL

The next chapter presents the methodology used to investigate the research

questions in this study.
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CHAPTER 3
Research Methodology
Context of the Study
To answer the research questions, a sampie of 66 secondary school ESL teachers
were surveyed using a questionnaire and a set of interview questions developed for this
study. Conducted in the province of Quebec in 2006, the study focused on ESL teachers’
perceptions of their own in-class use of students’ L1 (French), and their beliefs
concerning in-class languége use. It aiso examined the relationship >between these ESL.
teachers’ reported in-class French use and their English language proficiency, confidence
with English, beliefs about language use, students’ age, students’ ability, school setting,
and the MELS’ ‘English only’ recommendation. Data were surr;marized in terms of the
main variables in the research questions, and then relationships between the variables

were studied.

Participants

The participants for this study are 66 secondary school ESL teachers, of whom 23
teach in the greater Montreal area and 43 teach elsewhere in Quebec. The teaching
experience of the participants varied from one to 36 years. All of the teachers spoke two
languages (English and French), with 30 participants reportivng abilities in a third
language, as well. Sixty-two of the 66 participants had formal language teacher training.
Based on the reported location of the secondary school where the participant teaches,
each participant was assigned to the ‘greater Montreal area’ group or to the ‘rest of

Quebec’ group in order to respond to the research questions.
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Participants for the cued interview were a subset (N=6) of the 66 secondary level
ESL teachers. The interview participants included three teachers working in communities
in the greater Montreal area (Dorval, Outremont, and Montreal North) and three teachers
working in communities elsewhere in Quebec (Trois Rivieres, Plessisville, Gaspé). All
six teacheré had agreed to participate in an interview by completing a section of the

questionnaire described below.

Instruments

The instruments used in this study consisted of a questionhéire designed to probe
ESL teachers’ beliefs and practices concerning in--vélasé lénguage uée, a questioﬁ frame
for the cued interviews and interview stimuli consisting of video clips of an ESL teacher |
speaking English and French during an ESL lesson. | o

The questionnaire included ifems cbncéfning biographiéal dat‘a, a self—ratedb
English language proficiency rating, and three multi-itern scales which probed beliefs
about the language used for instruction, confidence with English, and attitude toward the
Ministere de I’Education, du Loisirs, et du Sport de Quebec (MELS) .‘English only’
recommendation. The three multi-item scales followed a six-point Likert ag.rec-mént—
disagreement format. The questionnaire can be found in Appendix A.

The questions used during the semi—structured intefview ex.pléred the teachers’
language use beliefs, language learning preferences and hi‘story, langljage teacher |
training, and changes over time in their teaching practices concerning language uée; See

Appendix B for the questions used during the interview.
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The five short video clips were selected from a video recording of an ESL lesson
in which a teacher used the students’ L1 (French) for a variety of purposes. The ESL.
teacher’s first language was also French. The video recording was created for this study.
From the recording of the complete lesson, five short video segments were selected for
viewing by the interview participants in order to explore their language use beliefs.

The first video clip featured the teacher using the students’ 1.1, French, for the
purpose of contrasting L1 and L2 grammar systems. The teacher compared the simple
past tense and ‘used to’ in English with the French imperfect tense. In the second video
clip, the teacher used French to explain grammar and manage the class. She discussed
the verb form required after “‘used to’ and also instructed a student to allow others to
provide answers to a grammar activify. The third video clip, in which French was used
for affective purposes, featured the teacher praising a student in French. The teacher
explained vocabulary in the fourth video segment by translating the verbs ‘to pick up’
and ‘to drop off’. In response to time pressures at the lesson’s end, the teacher gave

instructions in French in the fifth video clip.

Development of the questionnaire. Research that had examined teacher use of L1
and TL (Levine, 2003; Macaro 1997; Polio & Duff, 1994), non-native speaker teacher
confidence (Horwitz, 1996), and self-rating of language proficiency (MaclIntyre et al.,
1997) was consulted in order to create an item pocl to address the research questions of
this study. The phrasing and presentation of the items was modified according to
guidelines presented by Dérnyei (2003). The questionnaire was piloted twice. After an

initial piloting with two ESL teachers and a teacher educator, the item pool was reduced,



items were created for areas that had not been addressed, and the instructions were
clarified.

A second piloting stage involved the group administration of the questionnaire to
Concordia University Bachelor of Education TESL degree program year 3 and 4 student
teachers (V= 50). An item analysis was performed in order to identify items that were
unclear (e.g. with missing responses) or items with a limited range of responses. For the
three multi-item scales which probe beliefs about the language being taught, that is,
English; confidence with English; and compliance with the MELS ‘English only’
recommendation, the internal consistency reliability was measured with the Cronbach’s
alpha coefficient.

The reliability analysis yielded the following: for the four items concerning
compliance with the MELS’ recommendation, the coefficient was 0.66; for the six beliefs
items, the coefficient was 0.79; and for the five confidence items, it was Q.78. These are

considered to be high.

Contents of the questionnaire. The first section of the questionnaire asked
participants to identify the length (in minutes) of their ESL. classes and to estimate the
percentage of class time devoted to teacher talk, student talk, and independent student
work. Participants were then asked to estimate the percentage of speaking time in class
during which they used French to communicate with students. In addition to the
percentage estimation of French speech, participants selected a description of quantity to

correspond with the percentage estimate (e.g. most of the time, some of the time, very
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little, never). Participants were also asked if they were aware of the MELS ‘English only
recommendation.

Three multi-item scales constituted the second section of the questionnaire. Six
items were related to beliefs concerning in-class language use by ESL teachers (e.g. I
believe that I should speak English at all times in class), five items related to teacher
confidence with English language use (e.g. When I use English in class, I’ m afraid that
I'll make a mistake), and four items addressed the MELS recommendation to use English
only in ESL classrooms (e.g. The MELS ‘English only’ recommendation influences my
language in class). After consulting research related to scale measurement (DeVellis,
2003), a six point Likert agreement-disagreement scale was used, and scoring was
reversed for items within each grouping; therefore, a score of 1 could represent ‘strongly
agree’ for one item and ‘strongly disagree’ for another item.

The questionnaire then addressed factors that influenced French use in the’
classroom (e.g. student age, student ability) and functions for which French was used in
the classroom (e.g. for classroom management and discipline, to talk about grammar).

One open-ended sentence completion item, #24 (I feel that ESL teachers who speak

French in class ), was also included to offer the participants an
opportunity to give input on a dimension of language use beliefs.

Finally, participants were asked to rate their own English language proficiency in
each of four areas: listening comprehension, reading ability, writing ability and speaking
ability. The participants rated the four proficiency areas using a scale of O to 6, with O

representing no competence and 6 representing fluency. The last section of the
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questionnaire was composed of eight items involving biographical data such as years of

teaching experience, first language, and other languages spoken.

Data Collection for the Questionnaire

Participants were self-selecting and were not paid for completing the
questionnaire. Many participants (31) were attendees at the 2006 SPEAQ (La So;:iété
pour la promotion de I’anglais, léngﬁe seconde au Quebec) convention for ESL teachers
in Quebec City. Twenty-seven of these participants completed a paper version of the
questionnaire on-site, while four requested an electronic document which they completed
and emailed at a later date. The response rate for paper copies of the questionnaire at the
convention was 65% (27 of 42 questionnaires), whereas the emailed questionnaires that
had been requested by teachers had a response rate of 100% (4 questionnaires).

Participants were also contacted through faculty members in the B achelor of
Education TESL degree program at Concordia University in Montreal. T'wo teachers
were given questionnaires in their schools. These contact feachers distributed a paper
version of the questionnaires fo all ESL teachers in the same school. Questionnaires were
self-administered, and returned in sealed envelopes to the contact teacher from whom the
questionnaires were collected at a later date. This process resulted in a response rate of
83.5% (5 of 6 questionnaires) in the first school and 37.5»% (3 of 8 questionnaires) in the
second. Five questionnaires were completed by ESL teachers at a Concordia University
conference for cooperating teachers, which was a response rate of 4295 (5 of 11 |
questionnaires).

Finally, participants who were contacted through a Quebec network of ESL

pedagogical counselors received the questionnaire as an electronic document by email.



Twenty-two teachers completed and returned the questionnaire either electronically by
email or fax, or as a paper copy by mail. The response rate for this distribution system

cannot be determined.

Data Collection for the Interviews

Participants for the cued interview were taken from the group of questionnaire
participants who had indicated their willingness to take part invan interview by
completing a section on the questionnaire. A subset of ten teachers was selected, based on
their responses to the six beliefs items and the percentage of French that they reported '
using in class. Only participants who had provided answers to all vthe beliefs items and
who were clearly classifiable as supporting the L2 exclusivity position, vthe maximal 1.2
position, or the optimal L2 position were selected. Interview candidates were contacted
by email and were asked to participate in a short telephone interview du;ing which‘ th_ey
would ;;Q's;wer questions and view five short video clips that had bqen posted to an onlirle
video hosting site. Six of these candidates consented to do the interv‘i_ew. The interview
participants included two representatives for each of the three belief positions regarding
L1 language use in L2 classrooms: L2 exclusivity, the maximal L2 position, and the
optimal L2 position. In addition, each belief position pair was composed of one teacher
who works in the greater Montreal area and one teacher who teaches else where in
Quebec.

Once the candidates had agreed to the interview, a time and date was set to
contact them by telephone. Several days before the interview, the contact informaﬁon for

the video clips was provided to ensure that the clips could be accessed by the interview
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participants. Participants were asked not to discuss the video clips with any colleagues
before the interview took place. With the participants’ permission, the six telephone
interviews were recorded. Participants were asked to answer questions and comment on
the language use of the ESL teacher featured in the video clips. The audio-recordings of
the interviews were transcribed.

The quantitative analysis procedures and findings from the questionnaire, as well
as the qualitative analysis procedures and findings from one item (#24) on the

questionnaire and the interview are reported in Chapter 4.



CHAPTER 4

Data Analysis

The analysis procedure and results for the questionnaire data are followed by the
analysis procedure and findings for the interview data. The questionnaire’s quantitative
measures included the teachers’ self-reported estimate of French used in class, self-rated
English language proficiency, and three multi-item scales conceming teachers’ language
use beliefs, teachers’ confidence with English, and compliance with the MELS ‘English
only’ recommendation. The sole qualitative measure from the questionnaire was a
sentence completion item concei‘ning teacher beliefs, item #24. The interviews were a
source of qualitative data.

As a preface to the report of the analysis and results, it is important to note that in
this discussion, the term L1 may refer to the learners’ first language or, as is the case for
some students in French secéndary schools, L1 may refer to the language of the school

where ESL is taught.

Questionnaire Data
The analysis procedhres and results for the quantitative data on the questionnaire
are followed by the analysis and results for its qualitative data. Results are reported in the

order of the research questions for this study.

Analysis Procedures for Quantitative Data
The internal consistency of the multi-item scales (language use beliefs, English

language proficiency, confidence with English, and compliance with MELS) was

39



examined using Cronbach’s alpha; data on the main variables were summarized using
mean scores, standard deviations and frequency distribution; the relationships between
the main variables were investigated using correlation and regression techniques; and
differences between the groups were examined using Mann-Whitney U tests, ¢ tests and

analysis of variance.

Results for the Quantitative Data

Research questions 1 and 2 related to the reported amount of French spoken,
research questions 3 and 4 addressed the functions for which French is used in class, and
research questions 5 and 6 examined teacher beliefs. Research question 7 probed the
relationship between the reported amount of French used in class and the variables of
teachers’ English proficiency, teachers’ confidence with English, teachiers’ beliefs,
student age, student ability level, school/community setting, and compliance with the
MELS’ ‘English only’ recommendation. Each variable was defined and then the

correlation between variables was examined.

Research Question 1: How much French (L1) do teachers report speaking in secondary-
level ESL classrooms in the greater Montreal area?
Research Question 2: How much French (L 1) do teachers report speaking in secondary-

level ESL classrooms in the rest of Quebec?

Both the Montreal and rest of Quebec groups had a wide range of participant

responses concerning the reported amount of French spoken by teachers in class. The
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reported amount of French for the Montreal group ranged from 0 to 80%, while the rest
of Quebec group ranged from 0 to 50%. (Table 1)

Table 1

Reported Percentage of French Spoken by Teachers in Class

Mean score Standard Minimum Maximum

deviation percentage percentage
Montreal (n=23) 8.71 17.56 0.00 80.00
Rest of Quebec (n=42) 8.53 1189 ° 0.00 50.00

Five participants who teach ESL classes for more than one program (alternative,
regular, and enriched) within the same grade level reported that they vary their practices
depending on the program taught, with little or no French used in class with enriched
program students, more French with regular program students, and even more French
with alternative program students. For the participants who teach ESL classes for several
programs, the midpoint of the reported range of French use was recorded. For example, 0

- 40% was recorded as 20%, and 2 - 75% was recorded as 39%.
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Table 2

Reported Percentage of French Used in Class

Percentage of French Montreal Rest of Quebec ' Total
(n= 23) (n=42) 1 missing (1=65) 1 missing

.00 9 14 23
.50 : 1 ' 1 2
1.00 2 2
2.00 4 4
3.00 1 1 2
5.00 3 6 9
8.00 1 1
10.00 3 5 8
15.00 1 3 4
20.00 3 3
25.00 1 1 2
30.00 1 1
39.00 _ 1 1
40.00 1 1
50.00 1 1
80.00 1 1

———— et s

In addition to their estimated percentage of in-class use of French, participants
were asked to select a descriptor (never, very little, some of the time, most of the time) to

describe their in-class French use.
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Table 3

Descriptors of Quantity of French: Item #4

Montreal Rest of Quebec
Tusually use French in class. (n=23) (n=38: 5 missing)
N % French N - % French
1. No (never) 9 0 13 0
1 1 1 0.5
1 2
2. Very little 1 0.5 1 0
' 1 1 3 2
1 3 6 5
4 5 1 8
2 10 5 10
1 15 1 15
2 20
3. Some (some of the time) 1 25 1 -2
1 30 1 25
1 50 .
4. A lot of (most of the time) . 1 30 1 2-75°

71;_arficipant chose some but did not report percentage of French
bdepending on program (alternative, regular, enriched) taught

Research Question 3: What is the function of French (LL1) when used by teachers in
secondary-level ESL classrooms in the greater Montreal area?
Research Question 4: What is the function of French (1) when used by teachers in

secondary-level ESL classrooms in the rest of Quebec?

To report the function of French used in class, participants were given ten options
for questionnaire item #23. In addition to selecting from eight functions for French (e.g.
to talk about grammar), participants were able to provide other functions or indicate that

they did not speak French in class (Table 5). The questionnaire’s eight functions for in-
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class French use and the other functions provided by participants were re grouped into
three main function categories: affective purposes, information about language, and
management of instruction (Table 4).

Table 4

Regrouped Functions of French in ESL Classrooms

Montreal Rest of Quebec
Functions of French in ESL Classrooms (n=23) (n =42) | missing

N Percent N Percent
Affective purposes 5 21.74 11 26.19
Information about language 13 56.52 23 54.76
Management of instruction 19 86.61 39 89.29

When the participants’ responses for the functions of in-class Freﬁch use were
grouped in this way, both the Montreal and the rest bf Quebec paﬂiéipant groups had
similar distribution patterns, with management of instruction emerging as the most often
cited function. The complete listing of the functiorrlsv reported (Table 5) re§eals soxﬁc
differences between the groups, especially concerning the functions to talk about tests
and assignments and the other functions provided by participants. In the rest of Quebec
group, there was a greater reliance on the use of the L1 for talking about tests and
assignments (26.19% of participants), while only 8.69% of participants in the Montreal
group reported using French for this purpose. Six participants from the Montreal group
provided examples of other functions for in-class French use, with four examples related
to information about language, one example for management of instruction, and one
example of L1 use for affective purposes. The sole example provided by a participant

from the rest of Quebec group concerned L1 use for management of instruction.
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Table 5

Functions of French in ESL Classrooms

Functions of French in ESL Classrooms xggg)"’ al
N Percent

To explain words or complicated phrases 6 26.08
To make students feel more comfortable 3 13.04
To give instructions 4 17.39
For classroom management, discipline 11 47.83
To talk about tests and assignments 2 8.69
To talk about grammar ‘ 4 17.39
To build a good rapport with my students 1 4.35
To deal with time pressures 4 17.39
Other 6 26.08

Does not apply — no French used in class 9 39.13

Rest of Quebec
(n=42) 1 missing
N Percent
13 30.96

5 11.90

5 1190
19 45.24
11 26.19
10 23.80

5 11.90

4 9.52

1 238
12 28.57

Research Question 5: What are teachers’ beliefs concerning French (LL1) use in

secondary-level ESL classrooms in the greater Montreal area?

Research Question 6: What are teachers’ beliefs concerning Frénch (L1) usein

secondary-level ESL classrooms in the rest of Quebec?

To assign participants to a particular language use belief position, it was .

necessary to define the three language use belief positions of language teachers as

described by Macaro (1997).

1. L2 exclusivity belief position: The teacher uses only the 1.2 in the 1.2 class.

The teacher believes that L1 use is unnecessary and not helpful for 1.2 acquisition.

2. Maximal L2 belief position: The teacher uses a limited amount of L.1. The teacher

prefers the L2 exclusivity position but is unable to avoid L1 use. The teacher

believes that L1 use in the language classroom delays L2 acquisition.
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3. Optimal L2 belief position: Some L1 is used by the teacher. L1 use in the

language classroom is seen as enhancing L2 acquisition.

To identity representatives of these three belief positions, the participants’
responses to the individual beliefs items in the questionnaire were examined, as well as
their reported percent of in-class French use. While most participants’ responses in these
two categories were closely related, some participants (18 or 32%) had language use |
beliefs that were not in harmony with their reported classroom practiceé. Participants
whose beliefs item responses did not match their reported language use practices were

not identified as representatives of one of the three language use belief positions.

Questionnaire Beliefs Items:

7. 1 believe that I should speak English at all times in class.

Participants who scored 5 (agree) or 6 (strongiy agree) for item #7 were éodéd as |
supporting either the L2 exclusivity belief position (L2E) or the maximal 1.2 use belief
position (ML2). Participants who scored 1 (strongly disagree) or 2 (disagree) were coded

as supporting the optimal L2 use belief position (OL2)

11. I believe that there are situations for which I should use French in class.
Participants who scored 5 (disagree) or 6 (strongly disagree) for item #11 were codéd as
supporting the ML2. Participants who scored 1 (strongly agree) or 2 (agree) were coded

as supporting the OL2.
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14. I believe that I should speak English at all times in class, but sometimes I use French.
Participants who scored 1 (strongly agree) or 2 (agree) for item #14 were coded as

supporting the ML2.

17. ESL teachers in French secondary schools should use some French in class.
Participants who scored 5 (disagree) or 6 (strongly disagree) foritem #17 were coded as
supporting either the L2E or the ML2. Participants who scored 1 (strongly disagree) or 2

(disagree) were coded as supporting the OL2.

20. I believe that I should speak French and English in class.
Participants who scored 5 (disagree) or 6 (strongly disagree) for item #20 were coded as
supporting either the L2E or the ML2. Participants who scored 1 (strongly agree) or 2

(agree) were coded as supporting the OL2.

21. ESL teachers who use French in class delay the English language learning process.
Participants who scored 5 (agree) or 6 (strongly agree) for item#21 were coded as
supporting either the L2E or the ML2. Participants who scored 1 (strongly disagree) or 2
(disagree) were coded as supporting the OL2.

By using the coded responses to each of the five beliefs items and the reported
amount of French used in class, representatives of the L2 exclusivity language use belief
position, the maximal L2 use belief position, and the optimal L2 use belief position were
identified in both the Montreal and rest of Quebec group (Table 6). Of the total of 56

participants, 67.9% were clearly identified with one belief position. Eighteen participants
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(32.15% of the total number of participants) could not be classified in this manner
because their responses had characteristics of two or more belief positions, or their
responses exhibited weak support for a belief position.

Table 6

Language Use Belief Position Representatives

Montreal Rest of Quebec

Language Use Belief Position (n=17; 6 missing)  (n=39: 4 missing)

N Percent N Percent
L2 Exclusivity belief position 4 2353 12 30.77
Maximal L2 use belief position 6 -3529 11 28.21
Optimal L2 use belief position 2 - 11.76 3 7.69
- Unclassifiable 5

2941 13 33.33

Reliance on the single measure of the participants’ reported use of French was
most accuraté in identifying those représentatives of the L2 eXcl'usivity belief position aS
these teachers reported 0% French use. For represeniatives of the other iiwo belief
‘positions, the fit was not so tight, as can bé seen in Table 7 in Appendix C. |
For the 56 participants, the 18 L2 exclusivity representatives all reported 0% French use,
the 17 maximal L2 use representatives reported from 0.5 - 15% French use, and the 5
optinial L2 use representatives had in-class French use of 25 - 80% of teachér speech. |
There werev 18 participants who were unclassifiable with respect to language use beliefs
positions.

Another approach to identifying members of a language use beliefs group was to
use the mean score for the six belief items as a grouping measure (Table 8 in Appendix
D). This approach was most successful in grouping the 5 representativen of the optimal

L2 use belief position. Participants whose mean score was between 2.00 and 2.67 were
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all those who had been identified as representatives of the optimal L2 use group. The
rhean scores of the 17 representatives of the maximal L2 use beliefs position, which were
between 3.50 and 5.83, had the widest range. The 18 representatives of the L2 exclusivity

beliefs position group had mean scores between 5.17 and 6.0.

Research Question 7: What is the relationship between the reported amount of French
(L1) spoken by teachers in secondary-level ESL classrooms and the following variables?
c. ESL teachers’ English language proficiency

d. ESL teachers’ confidence with English

IS

ESL teachers’ beliéfs concerning French (L1) use in secondary level ESL
classrooms | |
~d. student age
e. student ability level
f. the school/community setting
g the MELS’ recommendation to use only English as the language of instruction

for ESL

In order to answer this research question, it was necessary to define each 6f the
variables separately and then investigate the relationships between the variables using
correlation and regression techniques. Due to low response rates to questionnaire items
related to variables d, e, and f (student age, studeht ability level, and school/community
setting), the data for these three variables will be discussed but will not be included in the
correlation analysis.

7. a. ESL teachers’ English language proficiency
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RQ: What is the relationship between the reported amount of French (L1) spoken by
teachers in secondary-level ESL classrooms and ESL teachers’ English language

proficiency?

Questionnaire item #25 asked participants to rate their own English language
proficiency on a scale of 0 to 6, where. O represented no competence and 6 represented
fluency, using the following\ ability sub-categories: English speaking, English listening
comprehension, Englijsh reading, and English writing. Both native and non-native
speakers of English were represented in the Montreal and rest of Quebec participant
groups (Table 9). .,

Table 9

First Language of Secondary-Level ESL Teachers

First Language of Secondary- Montreal Rest of Quebec

Level ESL Teachers (n=23) (n=42; 1 missing)
N Percent N Percent

English 10 4348 7 16.67

French 6 26.09 31 73.81

Italian 3 13.04 1 2.38

Croatian 1 4.35

Portuguese 1 4.35

Lao 1 - 4.35

Bilingual 1® 435 3 7.14

? English-Lithuanian
® French-English

The distribution of responses for each language proficiency sub-category was

similar for both the Montreal and rest of Quebec group (Table 10). Participants’
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responses ranged from 4 to 6 for English speaking, English listening comprehension, and
English writing ability, while responses for English reading ability had a narrower range,
from 5 to 6. Mean scores for all four language proficiency sub-categories were lower for
the rest of Quebec group than the mean scores of the Montreal group.

Table 10

Language Ability Proficiency Sub-Categories

Proficiency sub-category M SD Min. score ~ Max. score
English Speaking
Montreal (n=23) 586 046 4.00 6.00
Rest of Quebec (n=42) 5.46 0.67 4.00 6.00
English Listening Comprehension
Montreal (n=23) 5.96 0.21 5.00 6.00
Rest of Quebec (n=42) 5.80 0.46 4.00 6.00
English Writing
Montreal (n=23) 5.83 0.50 4.00 6.00
Rest of Quebec (n=42) 5.49 0.63 4.00 6.00
English Reading
Montreal (n=23) 596 021 ° 5.00 6.00
Rest of Quebec (n=42) 5.80 0.40 5.00 6.00

A Mann-Whitney U test performed to compare the mean scores for the English
language proficiency sub-categories for the Montreal group with those of the rest of
Quebec group revealed significant differences for the productive skills of speaking (U =
324.00, p<.01) and writing (U = 333.50, p<.01), but not for the receptive skills of
listening énd reading.

To reduce the scores from the four proficiency sub—cafegories to a single
composite English language proficiency variable, a reliability analysis waé performed to
verify the internal consistency of the subscales. This produced a coefficient alpha of 0.89.

For the variable of English language proficiency, the range of scores for the Montreal
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group and the rest of Quebec group was the same, but there is a lower mean score and
higher standard deviation in the rest of Quebec group (Table 11).
Table 11

Teacher English Language Proficiency

Teacher English Mean score Standard Minimum Maximum
Language Proficiency deviation score score
Montreal (n=23) 5.90 0.33 4.50 6.00
Rest of Quebec (n=42) 5.64 0.47 4.50 6.00

A t-test performed to compare the English language proficiency mean scores for
the Montreal group with that of the rest of Quebec group revealed that there was a
significant difference, t(63) = 2.40, p =.02.

To examine the relationship between reported amount of French used and teacher
English language proficiency, the English language proficiency mean score was used in

the correlation analysis.

7. b. ESL teachers’ confidence with English

RQ: What is the relationship between the reported amount of French (L1) spoken by

teachers in secondary-level ESL classrooms and ESL teachers’ confidence with English?

ESL teachers’ confidence with English was examined on the quéstionnaire with a
multi-item scale of five items:
8. I am confident when I use English in class.

10. I feel anxious speaking English in front of other language teachers.
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12. I worry that students will ask me how to say something that I don’t know in English.
15. When I use English in class, I’m afraid I’ll make a mistake.

18. Ifeel anxious speaking to native speakers of English.

The reliability analysis for the five confidence items had a Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient of 0.66. To determine a mean score for teachers’ confidence with English, the
séores from the five confidence items were combined. The mean scores for the five
confidence items ranged from 4.60 to 6.00(table 12), with no Montreal participants
scoring below a mean score of 5.00, Confidence mean scores for participants from the
rest of Quebec group were slightly lower, with two participants scoring 4.60, and two
SCoring 4.80. To examine the relationship between the reported amount of French used
and teacher confideﬁce with English, the confidence mean score was used in the
correlation analysis.

Table 12

Teacher Confidence with English

Teacher Confidence Mean score Standard Minimum Maximum
with English deviation score score
Montreal (n=22) 5.75 0.39 5.00 6.00
Rest of Quebec (n=41) 5.66 0.48 4.60 6.00

7.c. ESL teachers’ beliefs concerning French (L1) use in secondary level ESL
classrooms
RQ: What is the relationship between the reported amount of French (L.1) spoken by
teachers in secondary-level ESL classrooms and the ESL teachers’ beliefs concerning

French (L1) use in secondary level ESL classrooms?
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The variable of participants’ beliefs concerning French (L.1) use in secondary ESL
classrooms was discussed for research questions 5 and 6. For the measure of the beliefs
mean score, optimal L2 beliefs position representatives scored between 2 — 2.67,
maximal L2 representatives were generally clustered between 3.50 — 5, and the scores for
representatives of the L2 exclusivity position ranged from 5.17 — 6. To examine the
relationship between the reported amount of French used and beliefs, the beliefs mean

score was used in the correlation analysis.

7.d. student age
e. student ability level

f.  school/community setting

RQ: What is the relationship between the reported amount of French (L1) spoken by
teachers in secondary-level ESL classrooms and student age, student ability level, and the

school/community setting?

Due to low response rates for the questionnaire item that examined the influence
of student age, student ability and the school/community setting on teachers’ in-class use

of French (item #22), these factors were not ihcluded in the correlation analysis. The
following description of the responses for item #22 offers some limited insight into the

relationship examined by the research question.
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Of the 65 participants responding to this item, 19 participants indicated that they
do not speak French in class. Of the remaining 46 participants, 14 indicated that they
used more French in class with younger students. One participant simply noted that
student age was a factor. Student ability was a factor that influenced the reported amount
of French used by 35 participants, and 33 of the 35 specified that they used more French
with students of low proficiency. School or community setting was selected as a factor
inﬂuencing.language use by eight of the 65 participants. Twelve participants listed other
factors that influenced their in-class language; classroom management was a critical
factor, with discipline and class composition mentioned in 11 of the 13 suggested factors.
For the factors of student age, student ability level, and school setting, the highest number

of responses for item #22 was related to student ability level.

7.g. The MELS’ recommendation to use only English as the language of instruction
for ESL
RQ: What is the relationship between the reported amount of French (L1) spoken by
teachers in secondary-level ESL classrooms and the MELS’ recommendation to use only

English as the language of instruction for ESL?

Compliance with the MELS’ recommendation to use only English as the language

of instruction for ESL was addressed with a multi-item scale of four items;

9. I speak only English in class because of the MELS ‘English only’ recommendation.
13. ESL teachers feel pressure to conform to the MELS ‘English only’ recommendation.

16. I avoid speaking French in class because of the MELS ‘English only’
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recommendation.
19. The MELS “English only’ recommendation influences my language in class.

A comparison of participants in the Montreal group with the participant group
from the rest of Quebec shows similar patterns for mean scores, standard deviation,.
minimum scores and maximum scores (Table 13). To examine the relationship between
reported amount of French used and compliance with the MELS recommendation, the
MELS mean score was uséd in the correlation analysis.

Table 13

Compliance with MELS’ ‘English only’ recommendations

Compliance with Mean score Standard Minimum Maximum
MELS’ ‘English only’ deviation ' score score
recommendations

Montreal (n=21) 2.40 0.99 1.00 4.75
Rest of Quebec (n=39) 2.12 0.90 - 1.00 4,75

Research Question 7:'
What is the relationship between the reported amount of French (L1) spoken by teachers
in secondary-level ESL classrooms and the following variables?
a. ESL teachers’ English language proficiency
b. ESL teachers’ confidence with English
c. ESL teachers’ beliefs concerning French (L.1) use in secondary level ESL

classrooms

g. the MELS’ recommendation to use only English as the language of instruction

for ESL
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Once the mean scores of the variables of reported amount of French spoken,
English language proficiency, confidence with English, teacher beliefs concerning
language use, and compliance with MELS’ ‘English only’ recommendation were
determined, the relationship between these variables was examined using correlation and
. regression techniques.

The correlations between the amount of French spoken by teachers and the
independent variables of English languége proficiency, confidence with English, and
compliance with MELS’ recommendation were not significant (Table 14).

There was a significant negative correlation between the reported amount of
French spoken by teachers and the independent variable of teacher beliefs concerning in-
class French use. This indicates that the more a teacher speaks French in class, the lower
the teacher’s belief score will be. The reader is reminded that scores of 2 - 2.67 were
found for optimal‘ L2 beliefs position representatives, 3.50 — 5 for maximal L.2

representatives and 5.17 — 6 for representatives of the L2 exclusivity position.
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Table 14

Correlation Coefficients for the Reported Amount of French Spoken and Beliefs, English
Proficiency, Confidence with English, and Compliance with MELS’ Recommendation

Variable 1 2 3 4 5
1. Amount of French --- -.676* 056 -21 .083
2. Beliefs - -.040 -.149 -212
3. Confidence. - -.005 443
4. MELS _ - .087
5. English ) ‘ —
Proficiency
*p < .01.

Further examination of the data by way of a regression analysis was limited to the
statistically significant relationship of reported amount of French used and beliefs
concerning in-class French use. To explore the relationship between the reported amouﬁt
of French used in class and teachers’ beliefs concerning French (L1) use in ESL
classrooms, a simple regression analysis was performed, with the reported amount of in-
class French use as the dependent variable. The independent variable was teachers’
beliefs concerning French use in secondary level ESL classrooms. The variable of beliefs
was a significant predictor, with a lower amount of French use associated with a higher

beliefs score (Table 15).
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Table 15

Regression Analysis for Beliefs as Predictor of Reported Amount of French Spoken in
ESL Classes

B SEB B t

Beliefs -8.95 1.34 -.67 -6.70*

Note. R* = 45 (p < .01).
*p < .01.

Analysis Procedures for Qualitative Data
The only source of qualitative data from the questionnaire was thé open-ended

sentence completion item, #24 (I feel that ESL teachers who speak French inclass ).
Based on a theoretically motivated coding system (Ryan & Bernard, 2003; Thomas,
2004), the responses to this item were coded using concepts from the research questions.
The following concepts were identified as pertinent to responses to item #24: a) positive
view of L1 use by teacher in ESL classrooms (optimal L2 use belief position), b) neutral
view of L1 use by teacher in ESL classrooms (optimal L2 use belief position), c) negative
view of L1 use by teacher in ESL classrooms (maximal L2 use belief position, L2
exclusivity belief position, MELS ‘English only’ recommendation)

The codes. of positive, neutral, and negative were used to systematically group .
responses to item #24. The codes of positive and neutral were collapsed into one code,
positive/neutral, as several of the responses mixed both positive and neutral views of L1
use. The code abstain was created in order to code responses by participants who stated

that they were abstaining from offering an opinion on the practices of other teachers.
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By applying these codes to the résponses to item #24, the qualitative data were
converted to quantitative data. The intra-rater reliability was 100% when coding was
repeated 8 weeks after first coding. Inter-rater reliability of 96.55% was achieved when
the responses were coded by a second coder. 100% reliability was attained after
discussion concerning two differing items. The second coder is a graduate student and an

ESL teacher.

Results for Qualitative Data.

For sentence completion item #24, both the Montreal group and the rest of
Quebec group had more participants who supported the negative view of L1 use in the
ESL classroom than a neutral or positive view of L1 use (Table 16). Only the rest of
Quebec group had participants who stated that they were abstaining from offering an

opinion on the practices of other teachers.
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Table 16

View of L1 Use: Sentence Completion Item #24

Montreal Rest of Quebec
I feel that ESL teachers who speak (n=20; 3 missing)  (n=38: 5 missing)
French in class
N Percent N Percent
Neutral or positive view of L1 use 6 30.00 10 26.30
Negative view of L1 use 14 70.00 24 63.16
Abstain from judgment 0 0.00 4 10.53

Interview Data

The interviews with six participants were a source of qualitative data.

Analysis Procedures for Interview Data

The qualitative data collected during the interviews with six participants have
been quantified with the development of a theoretical coding system (Ryan and Bernard,
2003; Thomas 2004). The coding system is based on concepts from the research
questions. A code-book was develope‘d and the theory-based codes were applied to the
interview transcripts. After the responses from the six interview transcripts were
systematically grouped, it was possible to identify intra- and inter- language use belief
group patterns of the interview participants

The following concepts from the research questions were identified as related to
the quantity of French reported to be used in ESL classes: quantity of French used in
Montreal; quantity of French used in rest of Quebec, change in French use over time.
The following codes were created to identify functions for in-class French use:

management and discipline; relating to students; explaining grammar; explaining
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instructions; explaining words, expressions; dealing with time pressures. The research
question examines the relation of in-class French use to six variables, and the following
codes were developed to identify these variables: teacher English language proficiency;
teacher confidence with English; student age; student ability level; school/community
setting; MELS ‘English only’ recommendation. Three codes were created to identify the
language use belief positions discussed in the research questions: L2 exclusivity, maximal
L2 use, and optimal L2 use. The following codes were created for sources of teacher

beliefs: language learning history; teacher training; teaching experience.

Examples of coded statements from interview transcripts. Participant names given

here are pseudonyms.

Quantity of French used in rest of Quebec: “There’s a great effort on the part of the
school board to get more English in class, especially as (CITY NAME) is almost more

EFL than ESL.” — Marc , who teaches in a small city in Eastern Quebec

Quantity of French reported to be used - change in French use over time: “I would
actually say that my use of French has decreased enormously to the point that it’s down

to 10% now.” — Steven

Functions for in-class French use- management and discipline: “Mostly in discipline and

classroom management, I use French.” — Steven
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Functions for in-class French use- explaining grammar: “The only time where I use

French is sometimes with the grammar explanations.” — Claire

Functions for in-class French use- relating to students: “...for more affective purposes, to

have a sense of true communication with the students, speaking to the heart.” - Marc

Functions for in-class French use- explaining words, expressions: *...she can say the
word in French if the students are really not sure.” — Solange (in response to teaching

practices viewed in a video clip)

Functions for in-class French use-dealing with time pressures: “Sometimes, the time that
I start to use French is when I think that I have only three minutes left and I need to

explain it quickly...” — Steven

Teacher English language proficiency: “I think she speaks a lot of French because she is

a native speaker of French.” — Claire (in response to teaching practices viewed in a video

clip)

Teacher confidence with English: “This should never be in French... she seems insecure
and unsure of herself.” — Amanda (in response to teaching practices viewed in a video

clip)
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Student age: “...with the younger ones, Secondary I, (I use) more visual support and I

speak slower...” — Claire
Student ability level: “...just from what she is teaching, the students should be able to
understand what she says when she just addresses them.” — Cecilia (in response to

teaching practices viewed in a video clip)

School/community setting: “My school has the greatest impact. All ESL teachers and the

principal who used to be an ESL teacher have the same practices.”- Steven

MELS ‘English only’ recommendation: “We go with the MELS recommendation.” —

Claire

L2 exclusivity: “I never use French. I speak English in all settings regardless of school

policy.”- Amanda

Maximal L2 use: “It helps to keep French to a small quantity, just resort to it when it is

really, really impossible.” — Claire

Optimal L2 use: *“...it’s very much a question of adapting to classes each year, you can’t

come up with a general rule like 20% of the time.” -Marc
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Sources of teacher beliefs-language learning history: “The teacher spoke only Italian. It

was excellent but it was also very hard.” ~Amanda

Sources of teacher beliefs-teacher training: “They didn’t want us to use French at all.”

-Solange

Sources of teacher beliefs-teaching experience: “Perhaps it took experience to figure out
what was the best way to do it. Coming straight out of university with my ideals, I guess I

didn’t know enough yet to do it right.” —Steven

The complete transcripts for the six interviews were coded. Each response to an
interview question was treated as a unit for the purposes of coding (see Appendix B for
the interview questions). If a participant mentioned a coding concept more than one time
within the boundaries of a response, the relevant code was entered only one time. To
verify the reliability of the coding process for the interview transcripts, a second coder
independently coded the six interviews after receiving instruction concerning the
meaning of each code and an explanation of the three language use belief groups. Inter-
rater reliability was high. The coders agreed on 88% of the coded concepts. The second

coder is a graduate student and an ESL teacher.
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Results for Interview Data

By coding the interview transcripts, it was possible to quantify and summarize
the data gathered during the interviews. It was also possible to discern patterns that
developed within belief groups and between belief groups.

The coding summary for the interview transcripts revealed the subject areas of
prominence for the participants, and it also highlighted concepts that were not
commented on by participants during the interviews. For the category of quantity of
French used, change in French use over time was the concept that was most often cited,
with five of the six participants commenting on the evolution of their teaching practices.
The functions management, discipline, and explaining words, expressions were most
often mentioned. Both of the categories teacher English language proficiency and
confidence with English were mentioned only once by the six participants. Student age,
ability level, and school/community setting were all prominent categories that evoked .
comments from most participants. All participants commented on their language use
beliefs and the sources of these beliefs.

A table (Table 17) summarizing the questionnaire responses collected from the
interview participants has been included in order to facilitate a comparison with the data
gathered during the interviews. The reader is reminded that for the variables of beliefs,
English proficiency, confidence with English, and compliance with MELS, the minimum

score possible was 1 and the maximum score possible was 6.
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Table 17

Quantitative Data for the Interview Participants

L2 exclusivity Maximal L2 Optimal L2
Variable ROQ MTL ROQ MTL ROQ MTL
Solange Amanda Claire Cecilia  Marc Steven

Percentage French used 0 0 5 3 25 80
Beliefs 5.67 6° 4 4.17 2 2.67
English Proficiency 4.50 6 6 6 6 6
Confidence with English 5.40 6 6 5.80 6 6
Compliance with MELS 1.75 - 4.50 3.75 1.25 2.50

" Note. MTL = greater Montreal area group , ROQ = rest of Quebec group
*beliefs mean score based on 5/6 items as participant altered] item
®MELS mean score not available as participant altered 3 items

Analysis of L2 exclusivity beliefs group interview participants. Solange represents
the L2 exclusivity belief position and is from the rest of Quebec group. She reported 0%
in-class French use (Table 17), had a high mean score for beliefs, scored the lowest of the
6 interview participants for English proficiency and confidence, and had a low mean
score for compliance with MELS ‘English only’ recommendation.

Solange has five years of experience teaching ESL and teaches secondary level 11,
IV, and V in a small city in Eastern Quebec. She grew up in a monolingual French
household, learned English in school, and then mastered Spanish as an adult. She noted
that extensive travel has helped her to improve her abilities in both English and Spanish.

Emphasizing the value of maximizing student exposure to the L2, Solange maintains
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100% English speech with her students in all settings in her almost exclusively
Francophone community.

Although she has always agreed with the L2 exclusivity position of her teacher
training program, in her first year of teaching, she did use the occasional word of French
after five or six attempts at communicating an idea in English. Solange has since
banished all French from her in-class speech and now depends on the strategies of using
related words or expressions, movement, and gestures. Her teaching practices are
supported by her ESL colleagues, all of whom eschew the use of French with secondary
cycle 2 students (levels IIT, IV and V). Solange conforms to the MELS recommendation
by speaking only English in class, but she noted that she had already adopted the L2
exclusivity belief position beforé accepting her teaching position. Her explanation is
helpful when interprefing her low mean score (1.75) for compliance with MELS.

While viewing the video clips, Solange accepted the limited use of French by
another ESL teacher for the purposes of explaining grammar, explaining words, and
classroom management. Although she is committed to the L2 exclusivity belief position,
she stated that she would change her own teaching practices and use some French if she
ever had to deal with a behavioral or emotional crisis involving students.

Amanda is the second L2 exclusivity belief position interview participant and is
from the greater Montreal area group. She reported 0% in-class French use (Table 17),
had a score of 6 for beliefs (although she altered one item), and had top scores for English
proficiency and confidence. She had no score for compliance with MELS ‘English only’

recommendation as she altered the wording for three of the four MELS questionnaire
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items. Amanda, too, noted that although her practices are in line with the MELS’
‘English only’ recommendation, her L2 exclusivity beliefs predated the recommendation.

Unlike Solange, Amanda did not accept the use of French in class by another ESL
teacher for any function. She was firm in her conviction that in-class use of French was
unnecessary and was detrimental to the development of students’ English competence.
Amanda has 34 years of teaching experience and has always agreed with the L2
exclusivity position of her teacher training program. Her teaching practices have never
included the use of French. She teaches secondary III and IV students in a suburb west of
Montreal. The student population of the school has representatives of more than 50
nationalities, including many native speakers of English. Amanda noted that just-as the
teachers of the welcoming class (for non-native speakers of French) do not speak any of
the students’ languages while teaching French, she uses only English in her ESL
teaching.

Raised in a bilingual English-French household, Amanda learned Italian as an
adult in a classroom where only Italian was spoken. She supported the L2 exclusivity
environment of her Italian class while noting that it was also very challenging for her as a
learner. Amanda has never taught a beginning level ESL class but is convinced that by
employing strategies such as repetition, gestures, and simplification, she would be able to
do so without speaking French. While viewing the video clips of another ESL teacher
who spoke French in class, Amanda frequently repeated that the use of French was
unnecessary, the teacher seemed unprepared, and that the teacher was “taking the easy

way out” by using French.
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Analysis of Maximal L2 Use belief group interview participants. Claire is a
maximal L2 belief position interview participant and is from the rest of Quebec group.
She reported 5% in-class French use (Table 17), had a mean score of 4.0 for beliefs,
scored 6 for English proficiency and confidence, and had a mean score of 4.5 for
compliance with MELS ‘English only’ recommendation, which was the highest MELS
score for the six interview participants.

Claire is an ESL teacher for secondary level II students in a small city in eastern
Quebec. She initially found herself using French in class‘ir; order to aid student
comprehension. With more teaching experience and by employing other strategies such
as repetition, pictures or props, and simplification, Claire reduced her use of French to a
lower level. In her tenth year of teaching ESL, she now estimates that 5% of her in-class
speech is in French.

She cited the influence of the MELS ‘English only’ recommendation more often
than the five other interview participants. This province-wide directive may have been
more prominent in her discussion of language use because, in addition to her teaching
position, she is also a pedagogical counselor for other ESL teachers in her region. Claire
noted that student ability level influences the quantity of French that she employs, with
more French used with lower level secondary school students. In class, she uses French
for the purposes of explaining grammar, explaining words or expressions and, to a lesser
degree, for relating to students. She cautioned that teachers who speak a lot of French to
develop a relationship with students risk losing credibility with the students.

While commenting on the video clips featuring an ESL teacher who used French

during a lesson, Claire used the phrase “resorting to French” five times in her discussion
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of the teacher’s language use pattern. Macaro (1997) identified this phrase as evidence of
the user’s negative view of L1 use in the language learning classroom, a view of L1 use
which is integral to Claire’s maximal L2 use belief position.

The two interview participants from the maximal L2 use belief group accepted the
L2 exclusivity position of their teacher training programs in Quebec, yet in their first
years of teaching, their in-class language use included some French. Cecilia is the second
maximal L2 belief position interview participant and is from the greater Montreal area
group. She reported 5% in-class French use (Table 17), had a mean score of 4.17 for
beliefs, scored 6 for English proficiency and 5.8 for confidence with English. She had a
mean score of 3.75 for compliance with MELS ‘English only’ recommendation.

Cecilia has four years of teaching experience. She identifies her own language
learning history as well as her teaching experience as sources of her language use beliefs.
Like Claire, Cecilia believes that the skills and insights gained with teaching experience
have permitted her to move her teaching practices closer to her language use beliefs. She
has reduced in-class French speech from a higher level during her first years of teaching
to her current level of approximately 3%. When viewing the video clips, she repeatedly
characterized the ESL teacher’s in-class use of French as “preventable” or “not necessary
at all”.

Currently teaching secondary level I and V students in a private school with a
strict behavioral code and high expectations for students, Cecilia has used some French in
class for the purposes of management and discipline, explaining grammar, and explaining
words and expressions. She noted that her in-class L1 language use patterns are very

sensitive to the school and community setting. Cecilia believes that many discipline and
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student motivation issues have been eliminated in the private school where she teaches,
thereby permitting her to use English in class most of the time. She also limits her own
in-class French use by occasionally prompting student use of French. She said that her
ESL colleagues share the same maximal L2 beliefs position. She acknowledged that there

would be a wider gap between her beliefs and her classroom practices in a less supportive

teaching setting.

Analysis of Optimal L2 use beliefs group interview participants. Marc is an
optimal L2 belief position interview participant and is from the rest of Quebec group. He
reported 25% in-class.French use (Table 17) and had the lowest mean score for beliefs
(2.0) among the six interview participants. He had top scores for English proficiency and
confidence, and had a mean score of 1.25 for compliance with MELS ‘English only’
recommendation, which was the lowest MELS score for the six interview participants.

Marc, who is both an ESL teacher for secondary level III students and a
pedagogical counselor for other ESL teachers in the same school board, noted that his
teacher training program had promoted an ‘English only in the ESL classroom’ position
while simultaneously acknowledging the difficulty of achieving this pedagogical
objective when teaching in a predominantly Francophone region. Marc himself supported
the MELS ‘English only’ recommendation at the time of his teacher training.

Once he began teaching ESL at the secondary level, Marc abandoned the L2
exclusivity belief position. He started to use French in his classroom for the purposes of
management and discipline, éxplaining words and expressions and, most importantly,

relating to the students. With 12 years of teaching experience, Marc continues to place a
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high value on the development of interpersonal relations with his students. He also
stresses the parameters of his use of French in class. “I do see that there are situations
where using the students’ mother tongue is useful, it takes a lot of judgment and
experience, and a great deal of will to switch back to English as soon as possible
whenever the use of French is not necessary anymore.” While viewing the video clips
featuring an ESL teacher who uses some French in class, he retumed_tq the notion of
wéighing each use of the students’ L1 as helpful or not. In his discussion of the teacher’s
language use choices, he always referred to additional factors that may have inﬂuenced
these choices.

Raised in a bilingual French-English household, Marc sought out a German
language class as an adult in order to share the language learning experience of his
students. He stated that his maturity and teacher training helped him deal with the
frustration and difficulties encountered while learning German from a teacher who used
very little French in the classroom.

On the questionnaire, Marc reported that he used French for 25% of his in-class
Speech, but during the interview, he noted that this figure most accurately represents his
classroom practices with his lowest ability classes. He also teaches classes of a higher
ability level in which he speaks almost 100% English. Marc targeted student ability level
as well as the school and community setting as important influences on his use of French
in class. Noting that his students have very limited out of class contact with English, he
also cited the EFL nature of his region of Quebec as an additional reason to use more of
the students’ L1 in ESL classes. As the pedagogical counselor to his school board’s ESL

teachers, one of Marc’s main responsibilities for 2006-2007 is the promotion of English
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use in ESL classes. This has prompted much personal reflection concerning his beliefs
and practices.

The two interview participants who were identified as representatives of the
optimal L2 use beliefs group share a conviction that the students’ L1 has an important
function in the ESL classroom, but they differ in how they came to embrace this belief
position. Steven is the second optimal belief position interview participant and is from the
greater Montreal area group. He reported 80% in-class French use (Table 17), had a mean
score of 2.67 for beliefs, had top scores for English proficiency and confidence, and had a
mean score of 2.50 for compliance with MELS ‘English only’ recommendation.

Steven is an ESL teacher in a predominantly French sector of Montreal. Like
Marc, he graduated from a teacher training prograr that espoused the L2 exclusivity
position which he also agreed with at the time of his training. Steven rapidly changed his
practices due to‘ lack of motivation on the part of students in the exclusively English ESL
classroom of his first teaching year. He gradually increased the percentage of French used
in class to the point that in some of his classes, he estimated that he used French for 80%
of his in-class speech.

After completing the questionnaire for this study, Steven experienced “self-
realization”. Recalling his language use beliefs at the time of his training, he decided to
reduce his in-class French use. In his fourth year of teaching, he estimates that he now
uses French for 10% of his in-class speech. Steven cited an additional influential element
in his reflection on language use. As an undergraduate, he took a Spanish language class.
His Spanish teacher used English for approximately 15% of in-class speech, which

Steven believes reduced his anxiety and promoted his acquisition of Spanish.
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“...sometimes I really do get the impression that it (speaking French in class) does help
out, and I try to remember when I took my Spanish course that there were times where it
really was useful...”.

While viewing the video clips of a teacher who uses some French during an ESL
lesson, he compared his own choices with those of the teacher in the video clips.
He stated that the complexity of an idea or concept often determined his own language
choice, with more Frencﬁ used when difficulty increased. Although Steven initially
experienced guilt over his inability to conduct his classes in English only, reflection on
his own language learning history has permitted him to value the limited but purposeful
use of French in class for explaining complex ideas, management and discipline, and
dealing with time pressures. He noted that stude_r.u age was a significant factor in
determining the quantity of French that he would use in a class. Like Marc, he also stated
that he has taught ESL to enriched program classes with high ability levels in which he
spoke almost 100% English. Shifting to an optimal L2 belief position has aligned his
teaching practices with his language use beliefs. Both Marc and Steven emphasized the
value of their language learning history and teaching experience when changing their in-

class language use beliefs from the 1.2 exclusivity position to the optimal L2 use position.

Results of Qualitative Data from Interviews
The language belief positions of the interview participants influenced their views
of the teaching practices featured in the video clips, with reactions ranging from limited
support to complete rejection of the recorded teacher’s language use patterns. By probing

the attitudes toward the recorded teacher’s language use patterns as well as the
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developmental process experienced by participants as language learners and language
teachers, it was possible to obtain a more comprehensive understanding of each
participant. For both the optimal L2 and maximal L2 belief position interview
participants, interview responses were used to identify a pattern of change concerning in-
class French language use as the participants acquired more teaching experience. The
language use patterns of the L2 exclusivity belief group appear to have been largely

unaltered by teaching experience.

Summary of Interview Findings

The results presented above show that the réported amount of French used in class
by ESL teachers varied from 0 — 80% of in-class speech. The rest of Quebec group was
not found to have higher levels of reported French use. French was reported to be used by
teachers in both groups for similar purposes. Representatives of the L2 exclusivity,
maximal L2 and optimal L2 beliefs positions were found in both groups. There was a
significant negative correlation between the reported amount of English spoken by
teachers and teacher beliefs concerning French use. While all of the participants reported
using English in their in-class speech, some reported that they did not use French in class.
On a scale ranging from 100% English speech to 100% French speech, there were no
participants whose reported practices placed them at the extreme 100% French scale end.
However, those teachers with high beliefs scores also had very high reported amounts of
English in their in-class speech. Teachers with low beliefs scores had lower amounts of
English in their in-class speech, and differences in English language proficiency and

confidence were not found to be related to the reported amount of French used in class
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although the self-assessed English speaking and writing skills for the rest of Quebec
group were found to be lower than those of the Montreal group. The ‘English only’
recommendation from MELS was found to have minimal impact on teachers’ reported
use of French.FSome support was found for the influence of student age and ability level
on the reported amount of French used in class.

The findings from the interviews generally support those of the questionnaire.
Additionally, the interview data provide more support for the impact of student age,
ability, and school/community setting on ESL teachers’ use of French, which may
counterbalance the limitations of low responses rates for item #22 on the questionnaire.
Item #22 was the only section in the questionnaire that examined the influences of
student age, student ability, and school/community setting on teachers’ use of French.

The interpretation of the results is discussed in the next chapter. Included is an
examination of the limitations of the results and their implications for second language

teaching and language teacher training.
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CHAPTER 5
Discussion
Introduction

This thesis study examined the reported language use patterns and beliefs of two
groups of secondary-level ESL teachers, those in the greater Montreal area and those in
the rest of Quebec. Questionnaire and interview data confirm that a number of internal
and external factors influence the amount of L1 that teachers use in the second language
classroom and that their patterns of language use may vary in a systematic way.

The quantity of reported L1 (French) use was not found to be influenced by
teachers’ location within the province of Quebec. Teachers in both the greater Montreal
area and the rest of Quebec reported using French for similar in-class functions. There
was some evidence of student age and student ability level influencing teachgrs’ use of
French. Neither teachers’ English language proficiency nor confidence with English was
strongly related to the reported amount of French used even though self-rated English
language proficiency was lower among the teachers of the rest of Quebec group, which

had a smaller number of native speakers of English than the greater Montreal area group.

Effect of Location

The range of French use reported for the Montreal group was between 0 - 80%,
with 20 participants (87%) below the predicted 20% French use and 3 participants (13%)
reporting French use at levels above 20%. There was a similar range of French use
reported for the rest of Quebec group, with 58 of the participants (89%) also reporting

less than 20% French use for in-class speech. This suggests that location within the
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province has little influence on teachers’ language use patterns. However, a
“reorganization of the participants into two new groups, teachers in settings with high or

low opportunities for students to use English outside of class, may reveal a relationship

between geographical location and L1 use. Furthermore, the sample size (N = 66) may

also be too small to see the impact of location on-the reported amount of French used.

Function of Reported French Use

Although there were some differences in the functions for which French is
reported to be used by teachers in the two groups, these differences were not apparent .
after the functions were regrouped into three categories. In the regrouped data,
management of instruction (often related to discipline issues) was evident as the most
common function for French in teachers’ speech. This finding is supported by previous
research in which management of instruction/discipline was found to be the most
frequent function of L1 use.

When examining teachers’ frequent use of the L.1 for discipline-related issues, it
may be helpful to refer to the ESL learning context in Quebec secondary schools. The
students’ L1 is most often used for management or discipline purposes in ESL classes
that average 75 minutes in length. Students in ESL classes generally enter Quebec
secondary schools with low English proficiency levels. In addition, teachers in ESL
classes used the L1 on average for less than 9% of in-class speech in this study.
Adolescent learners with low English proficiency have long periods of class time in
which teachers use French sparingly, often for discipline. Secondary-level ESL teachers

may be able to reduce discipline-related in-class French use by proactively orienting the
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use of French to other functions that aid L2 comprehension. This is in line with Macaro’s
(1997, 2005) suggestion that purposeful, limited use of students’ L1 to aid
comprehension, explain complex procedural instructions, and reduce time needed for
teacher-fronted activities may eliminate many of the discipline and student motivation
issues in lower level secondary school FL classes. The quantity of in-class French use
need not increase, yet by deploying the L1 for purposes other than managing student

behavior, L1 use could assist with language acquisition.

Classification of Participants by Belief Position

By examining participants’ reported French use in tandem with responses to
belief items on the questionnaire, it was possible to identify representatives of three
different language use belief positions from the Montreal and rest of Quebec groups.
Howevér, there were 18 participants (approximately 31%) whose reported pattern of
French use and beliefs did not correspond with the optimal, maximal or L2 exclusivity
belief position. One reason it was. not possible to identify a language use belief position
for these participants may be related to their attitude toward L1 use. If participants had a
negative view of French use in class, they may have been less inclined to report practices
that they perceived to reflect poor teaching; instead, they may have provided responses
that did not accurately portray their actual language use practices. A participant may also
be teaching in a setting where they feel pressure to conform to language use patterns of
colleagues; therefore their practices and beliefs concerning French use may not be
coordinated. Duff and Polio (1990) found that several of the 13 university-level language

instructor interviewed cited the pressure of department policies banning the use of the

80



students’ L1. Macaro (2001) also noted that the pressure of national guidelines and local
inspectors prescribing exclusive TL use over-rode the personal beliefs of one student
teacher profiled in his study of language use decision-making by novice teachers. Finally,
the participants who were not assigned to a beliefs group may lack teaching experience.
Five of the six interview participants in this study commented that they were not able to
coordinate their teaching practices and their language use beliefs in their first years of
teaching when they lacked classroom management skills, insight into student ability
levels, and a clear idea of their own beliefs. Duff and Polio (1990) found in their cross-
sectional study that teaching experience did not influence the amount of L1 or TL used
by university level language instructors, but the researchers were comparing language use
behaviors across a group of instructors, not the evolution of in-class L1 and TL use for
each instructor.

Finally, based on the findings of this study, Macaro’s (1997) language use beliefs
framework may be incomplete. The 1.2 exclusivity, maximal L2, and optimal L2
positions only accounted for approximately 60% (46) of the participants. Within
Macaro’s framework, there is no beliefs position to describe the pattern of language use

beliefs for 30% (18) of the participants.

Proficiency and Confidence in English

For both the Montreal and the rest of Quebec groups, teachers with higher English
language proficiency were not found to report lower levels of French use in class. The
finding may be related to the composition of the sample group as the participants may not

be typical of ESL teachers in the province of Quebec. The 66 participants for this study
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were self-selecting; moreover, the majority of them were actively seeking professional
development at ESL-related conferences. Additionally, 62 of the 66 participants had
language teacher training, unlike a large number of ESL teachers currently working in
Quebec. In the 2005-2006 school year, the Ministére de 1’Education, du Loisir et du Sport
(MELS) issued 114 Letters of Tolerance which allowed unqualified teaphers to work as
full time ESL specialists (Martini, 2006, § 1). This figure does not include a significant
number of unqualified ESL teachers who are teaching ESL as part of their teaching
workload. A more representative sample of the province’s ESL teachers, including those
with a broader range of qualifications and English language abilities, and those who are
teaching ESL as part of their teaching workload, may support a relationship between
higher proficiency in English and lower L1 use.

ESL teachers with a higher level of confidence with English were not found to
report lower levels of French use in class. This finding from the correlational analysis-
may be due to the difficulty of separating the variables of confidence and proficiency.
The measures of teacher proficiency and teacher confidence appear to have been
confounded by the researchers in several studies (Duff and Polio, 1990; Turnbull, 1999a,
Turnbull 1999b). In a study featuring 13 native speaker FL teachers, Duff and Polio
measured teacher proficiency in the students’ L1, English, by asking the language
instructors questions such as “How do you feel about your proficiency in spoken
English?” and “Do you feel as comfortable speaking English as you do your native
language when you teach?”. Both of these questions are also related to teachers’
confidence with the students’ L1, English. In a study of four non-native speaker teachers

of core French, Turnbull (1999a, 1999b) asked teachers to assess their proficiency in the
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TL, French, by completing statements which included an assessment of their degree of
confidence (e.g. very confident, somewhat confident) in their French skills. He noted that
one teacher who rated her confidence in French skills as low had also rated her French
proficiency lower than that of her colleagues, yet Turnbull independently assessed this
teacher’s French proficiency as higher than that of her colleagues. The variables of
confidence and proficiency appear to have been combined, which may be inevitable
when asking participants to self-rate these concepts.

Duff and Polio (1990) reported no relationship between 13 university level
language instructors’ proficiency in the students’ L1 and the amount of L1 used in class.
Their participants were all native speakers of the TL. Macaro (2001) also rated the global
TL proficiency of the six non-native speaker student teachers in his study and did not
consider it to be a significant influence on the in-class use of the L1 or TL. Unlike the
teachers featured in the studies of Turnbull (1999a, 1999b), Duff and Polio (1990), and
Macaro (2001), the 66 participants from Quebec were a mixed group of native speaker
and non-native speaker language teachers, exhibiting a greater variation in both English
proficiency and confidence. With a larger participant group composed of both native and
non-native speaker teachers, and with a tool tbhat accurately separates and measures both
teacher proficiency with the TL and teacher confidence with the TL, it may be possible to
find some evidence of the impact of proficiency in English and English confidence on the

amount of French (L1) use by teachers in class.
Conversely, self-assessed language proficiency and confidence in language skills
may simply be too closely related to be reliable independent variables in a survey. For the

correlation analysis examining the relationship between the reported amount of French
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used and the variables of English proficiency, confidence with English, beliefs and
compliance with MELS’ recommendation, there was some evidence of co linearity for
the variables of confidence and proficiency which suggests the need to examine the

overlap in these two variables. -

Impact of MELS’ Recommendation

The MELS’ ‘English only’ recommendation was found to have a minor impact on
the reported amount of French that teachers used in class. While one interview participant
did perceive the MELS recommendation as weighty, its effect on the participants as a
whole was slight. Much like the posted speed limit on a Quebec highway, this regulation
is not always respected, as elements in the driver’s immediate surroundings may have a
greater effect on behavior. Duff and Polio (1990) and Macaro (2001) noted that a small
number of the total participants in their studies referred to the impact of a department
language use policy on their in-class decision-making. For the majority of participants in
these two studies, other factors were given priority when deciding on language use
patterns. Liu et al. (2004) also found that language use policies did not have a strong
influence on teachers’ L2 use. Rather, it was a combination of teacher beliefs and low
English proficiency levels that were noted to be strong contributors to low levels of in-

class English use by South Korean secondary-level teachers
Influence of student age, ability, and school setting

Due to limited responses on the questionnaire, it was not possible to examine the

relationship between variables of student age, student ability, school/community setting,
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and the reported amount of French used by ESL teachers in class with the correlation
analysis, However, the interview participants did provide some insight concerning the
influence of student age, ability, and school setting. Those participants who adopted the

- L2 exclusivity belief position did not alter their practices in response to student age,
student ability, or school/community setting; therefore, the hypothesized influence was
not found with these teachers. For the four remaining inferview participants who were
representatives of the maximal and optimal belief positions, the variables of student age,
student ability, and, to a lesser degree, the school/community setting did affect their in-
class 1.1 use. Macaro (2000), in a summary of 13 studies that focused on teacher’s use of
TL, concluded that learners’ competence level was the most often cited factor influencing
L1 use by teachers, followed closely by learner age.

The limited responses for the questionnaire item concerning the variables of
student age, student ability, and school/community setting may have been related to the
difficulty experienced by secondary school teachers in separating the variables of
students’ age, students’ ability level, students’ grade, and students’ program within a
grade (e.g. alternative, regular, enriched). Perhaps the variables of student age and
student ability at the secondary level are too closely related for teachers to discriminate
betvwecn them clearly in a survey. As the surveyed teachers were not teaching students at
both the secondary and elementary level, nor were they teaching in several schools each,
it may not have been appropriate to ask them to respond to questions that asked for a
distinction between practices with younger and older students, higher and lower ability

students or students in setting with more or fewer opportunities to speak English. These
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questions assumed that all surveyed teachers had had experience with students of a

variety of ages, abilities, and had worked in different teaching settings.

Sentence-completion Item

Finally, the findings from the sentence-completion item on the questionnaire
which offered participants an opportunity to comment on the in-class use of French by
ESL teachers show that the majority of participants (approximately 66%) have a negative
view of L1 use in the ESL classroom, which is supported by other finding in this study.
Approximately 60% of participants were identified as representatives of the 1.2
exclusivity and maximal L2 belief positions, positions which support a negative view of
L1 use. These results are similar to findings of teacher views in other research. In a
summary of studies of teacher beliefs, Macaro (2000a) also found that the majority of
language teachers viewed the use of the students’ L1 in a negative light.

In the second piloting phase for this study, 50 ESL student teachers from
Concordia Universitvaachelor of Education TESL degree program were asked to
complete the questionnaire containing the same sentence ( I feel that ESL teachers who
speak French in class___ ). Approximately 71% of the year four student teachers (N= 38)
viewed L1 use negatively, echoing the findings of the present study. However, of the year

“three students (N= 13) who had taken a pedagogy course with one faculty member who
supported in-class use of the students’ L1 for purposes of comparison and contrast with
the L2, only 53% of them viewed L1 use negatively. This shift in attitude among the
student teachers points to the role played by teacher training programs in shaping teacher

beliefs. All of the interview participants cited the long-term influence of their language
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teacher training pfo grams on their views of in-class language use patterns, even those
participants whose language use beliefs now differ from the position of their teacher
training program. Clearly, training programs represent a powerful force in shaping
beliefs. The long-term impact of training programs is also seen in contexts that are more
open to the use of the students’ L1. Kharma and Hajjaj (1989) conducted a study of
teacher and student attitudes toward L1 use in Kuwait where EFL teachers and students
shared Arabic as the L1. In this setting where systematic and purposeful L1 use was
encouraged by course books and teacher trainers, the majority of teachers had a positive

view of in-class L1 use.

Limitations of the Research

As with all research, there are some limitations which must be taken into account
in interpreting the findings from this study. First, there are political, cultural, and
professional issues in reporting language use in classrooms which may have proven to be
threatening for the respondents and may have biased their answers. These issues were
addressed by emphasizing the confidentiality of the questionnaire and interview
responses, by using careful wording in the introduction of the questionnaire and
interviews to convey neutrality regarding the issue of L1 use in ESL classrooms, and by
informing participants that the research was not sponsored by the MELS or a school
board. The participants who are non-native speakers of English may have had an
additional conflict supplying English proficiency ratings and teaching practices to the
researcher who is a native speaker of English. These participants may have over-rated

proficiency levels or under-reported L1 use in order not to be judged incompetent.
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The findings from this study must be generalized with caution. As noted above, the
self-selecting participants are not necessarily representative of the full range of the
province’s ESL teachers. They are motivated educators who answered a call for
involvement in research, many of whom were actively seeking professional development
~at conferences for ESL teachers. Most of the participants (62 of 66) were trained
language specialists, which does not accurately characterize all ESL teachers in Quebec.
Also, the participant group did not include teachers for whom ESL is only a part of their
workload. Based on questionnaire responses, the six interview participants were selected
as representatives of each belief group. These interview participants cannot be assumed
to represent the full spectrum of language use beliefs found in Quebec’s ESL teachers.

The small size of the sample group is another limitation to this research. With
only 66 participants, this research cannot show how widespread a relationship is between
the investigated variables; therefore, further research is needed with a larger sample to
understand the in-class language use patterns for ESL teachers in Quebec.

Other limitations are related to the instruments that were used to collect the data
for this study, the questionnaire and the interview stimuli. For the critical variable of
amount of French used in class, the qu’estionnaire did not allow the participants to report
multiple language use patterns. The fact that the questionnaire items only permitted
reporting on a single pattern of in-class language use was a problem as some participants
were teachers of different grade and ability levels. Indeed, all participants taught more
than one class of students; therefore, inter-class variations in their language use practices
could not be reported without resorting to jotting notes in the margins of the

questionnaire. Happily, many participants did add notes to qualify their responses as
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appropriate for only one ability level or one grade, or to offer a range rather than a
specific estimate of French used. In future research, the questionnaire would benefit from
modifications to those items related to reported in-class language use practices in order to
allow participants to report on multiple patterns of L1 and 1.2 use.

For one part of the interviews, participants viewed short video clips featuring an
ESL teacher who used the students’ L1, French, and English for a variety of purposes
during a lesson. The participants were fhen invited to comment on the teacher’s pattern of
language use. Support for the teaching practices featured in the video clips ranged from a
limited acceptance for some of the teacher’s language use patterns to a complete rejection
of every use of French. All of the six interview participants were critical of aspects of the
recorded teacher’s use of French (L1), even the optimal 1.2 position participants who
view purposeful L1 use in the ESL class as beneficial. These reactions suggest that the
selected video clips did not portray teaching practices that were representative of the in-
class language use of the interview participants, and therefore they may have generated
more extreme responses to the language use practices in them. Perhaps video clips that
feature a variety of teachers with language use practices shared by the interview
participants would have elicited more comments concerning the participants’ beliefs and
in-class decision-making processes.

Finally, the results concerning teacher language use patterns are drawn from
responses to a survey and from interviews with six participants. There was no observation
of the participants’ actual classroom behavior which would have increased the validity of
participants’ responses. On the subject of self-reporting for language use patterns, Polio

and Duff (1990) documented severe discrepancies between teachers’ reported and actual
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use of the TL in FL classes, with many teachers under-reporting their use of the students’
L1. The tendency to under-estimate self-reported L1 use was also acknowledged by
'Edstrom (2006) in a longitudinal study of her own language use patterns in the FL
classroom. She estimated her own L1 use at 5 — 10% of her classroom speech, but audio
recordings documented her daily levels of L1 use as ranging from 6 — 71%. Rather than
discounting the value of any self-reported language use behavior, Levine (2003) noted
that studies with unconfirmed estimations of teacher practices may prove useful in

targeting areas that merit further observational or experimental research.

Future Studies

Based on the findings of this study, suggestions for further research include an
observational study of one ESL teacher’s L1 use with classes of varied ability levels.
Several interview participants reported that their L1 use practices varied according to the
abilities of each class. To explore the reported changes in practices and/or beliefs
experienced by the interview participants in their first years of teaching, a longitudinal
observational study of a novice teacher’s use of the learners’ L1 would be useful.
Additional research with teachers’ language use beliefs may help to broaden Macaro’s
framework of language use beliefs positions beyond the original three positions of

optimal L2, maximal L2, and L2 exclusivity.
Pedagogical implications

The implementation of the MELS reforms at the secondary level has been

accompanied by a review of teaching practices. Research which promotes reflective
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thinking concerning teacher use of students’ L1 in class may be viewed positively at this
time of change. ESL teachers may be more open to suggcstions concerning practices that
promote language acquisition, such as the principled use of the students’ first language,
even though the MELS has recommended L2 exclusivity. In addition, those who do not
accept the MELS’ exclusivity position may be ready to approach their L1 use in a newly
principled way.

Additionally, French elementary schools lowered the onset of ESL instruction
from grade three to grade one in 2006. In résponse to the heightened demand for
professional development and pre-service ESL teacher training, teacher educators in
Quebec universities may also benefit from research‘ concerning L1 and TL use in local

ESL classrooms.

Implications for Language Teacher Training
“Instead of trying to inﬂuencé teachers’ behavior by mandating L2 use,
particularly when teachers’ practices suggest that such a mandate is
impractical, it may be more appropriate to create opportunities for teachers
" to study their own contexts and reach realistic, local conclusions. ‘Judicious’

L1 use will likely look different in different classrooms.” (Edstrom, 2006, p.289)

In recent years, language teacher training programs in Quebec have incorporated
the use of reflective practices to promote the development of self-awareness concerning
teaching beliefs and practices; however, student teachers are generally not encouraged to

reflect on their beliefs or practices concerning the use of the L1 in the L2 classroom.
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Teacher educators who themselves had been schooled in teaching methodologies which
were heavily influenced by the L2 exclusivity position may be imposing their narrow
definition of maximizing target language input on their student teachers. This study
illustrates that the current L2 exclusivity position of Quebec’s language teacher training
programs may cause feelings of guilt and inadequacy in those teachers who see a place
for limited L1 use in their teaching settings. In the drive to rightly promote maximal
classroom exposure to the L2, teacher training programs have eliminated the use ofa
teacher strategy for promoting L2 acquisition — limited, purposeful use of the students’
L1 in the classroom input. This study suggests that language teacher training programs
should instead be encouraging reflection concerning teachers’ beliefs about language use
in the classroom, as well as encouraging honest self-evaluation of language use practices.
By developing the student teachers’ self-awareness through reflective practices and
critical self-assessment, training programs can encourage student teachers to adopt a view
of themselves as trained professionals with the ability to make sound judgments

concerning the quality of input that they offer to ESL students.
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APPENDIX A

Questionnaire

Teacher Talk in secondary-level ESL Classrooms
Concordia University — Applied Linguistics program

I would like to ask you to help me by answering the following questions concerning ESL
teachers in French secondary schools. This survey is conducted by Loretta Gillis, a
graduate student in Concordia University’s Applied Linguistics program. This is not a
test so there are no “right” or “wrong” answers and you don’t even have to write your
name on it. I am interested in your personal opinion. Please answer sincerely as only
this will guarantee the success of the investigation. Thank you very much for your help.

Please complete the following statements:

1. a) When I teach ESL, [ usually talk for % of total class time.
b) When I teach ESL, my students usually talk for ____ % of total class time.
¢) When I teach ESL, my students usually work independently for ____ % of total
class time.

2. My ESL classes are minutes long.

3. Tuse French to communicate with my students about % of my speaking time
in class.
4. Tlusually use French in class.
a) alot of (most of the time) ¢) very little (occasionally)
b) some (some of the time) d) no (never)

5. Are you aware of MELS’ recommendation that ESL teachers use only English in
class? Yes No

| Following are a number of statements with which some people agree and others disagree.
I would like you to indicate your opinion after each statement by putting an ‘X’ in the
box that best indicates the extent to which you agree or disagree with the statement. For

example:
It’s easier to use English in the ESL class with younger students, e.g. sec. I and 1.
O] O t O O ]
Strongly Disagree Slightly Partly Agree Strongly
disagree agree agree agree

If you think, for example, that there is something true about this statement, but it is
somewhat exaggerated, you can put an ‘X’ in the fourth (partly agree) or fifth (agree)
box.
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6. Ibelieve that I should speak English at all times in class.

O O 0 0 (8] O
Strongly Disagree Slightly Partly Agree Strongly
disagree agree agree agree

7. Tam confident when I use English in class.

O O a O O O
Strongly Disagree Slightly Partly Agree Strongly
disagree agree agree agree
8. I speak only English in class because of the MELS ‘English only’ recommendation.
O O O [ O 0
Strongly Disagree Slightly Partly Agree Strongly
disagree agree . agree agree
9. Ifeel anxious speaking English in front of other language teachers.
O O O 0O O ]
Strongly Disagree Slightly Partly Agree Strongly

disagree agree agree agree

10. I believe that there are situations for which I should use French in class.

O O O O | ]
Strongly Disagree Slightly Partly Agree Strongly
disagree agree agree agree.

11. I worry that students will ask me how to say something that T don’t know in English.

O g 0 g | O
Strongly Disagree Slightly Partly Agree Strongly
disagree agree agree agree

12. ESL teachers feel pressure to conform to the MELS ‘English only’ recommendation.

] a | | O O
Strongly Disagree Slightly Partly Agree Strongly
disagree agree agree agree

13. I believe that I should speak English at all times in class but sometimes I use French.

a a a ] a O
Strongly Disagree Slightly Partly Agree Strongly
disagree agree agree agree

14. When I use English in class, I'm afraid I'll make a mistake.

O ] 0 a a O
Strongly Disagree Slightly Partly Agree Strongly
disagree agree agree agree
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15. T'avoid speaking French in class because of the MELS ‘English only’
recommendation.

a d A a O O
Strongly Disagree Slightly Partly Agree Strongly
disagree agree agree agree
16. ESL teachers in French secondary schools should use some French in class.
a O 0O 0 O O
Strongly Disagree Slightly Partly Agree Strongly
disagree agree agree agree

17. Ifeel anxious speaking to native speakers of English.

| 0 0 O | O
Strongly Disagree Slightly Partly Agree Strongly
disagree agree agree agree
18. The MELS ‘English only’ recommendation influences my language in class.
a | O O O a
Strongly Disagree Slightly Partly Agree Strongly
disagree agree agree agree

19. I believe that I should speak French and English in class.

O a 0O O O |
Strongly Disagree Slightly Partly Agree Strongly
disagree agree agree agree
20. ESL teachers who use French in class delay the English language learning process.
O O O O 0 0
Strongly Disagree Slightly Partly Agree Strongly
disagree agree agree agree

Select the factor(s) that apply to you and put an ‘X’ in the box.
(You may select more than one)
21. Factors which influence how much French I use in the classroom:
a) Student age O if yes— I use more French with [0 younger students
Oolder students
b) Student ability level 0 if yes— I use more French with [ low proficiency
students
O high proficiency
students
¢) School/community setting O if yes— T use more French with students who
live in a community with
[ few opportunities to use English
O many opportunities to use
English
d) Other factor(s):

e) This does not apply to me because I don’t speak French in class. [J
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Select the response(s) that apply to you and put an ‘X’ in the box.
(You may select more than one)
22. Reasons why I speak French in class:
a) to explain words or complicated phrases [J
b) to make students feel more comfortable [
c) to talk about tests and assignments O
d) to talk about grammar [J
e) to build relationships with my students [
f) to deal with time pressures O
g) other:
h) This does not apply to me because I don’t speak French in class. O

Please corhplete the statement:
23. I'feel that ESL teachers who speak French in class

Finally, in order to better interpret and classify your responses, I am asking you to
provide some information about yourself. Thank you very much for your help.

Please be assured that the contents of this form are absolutely confidential.

Information identifying the respondent will not be disclosed under any circumstances.

24. Please rate your own English language proficiency on a scale of O to 6

where 0 = no competence and 6 = fluency .
c¢) English reading ability:

a) English speaking:

b) English listening comprehension: d) English writing ability: _____

25. Grade/level that you are currently teaching:

26. Region in/around Montreal where the school is located:

27. Years of teaching experience:

28. Have you received formal training in language teaching?

29. First language:

30. Other languages spoken:

31. Did your second language teacher(s) use your first language in the classroom?

32. If English is not your first language, how did you learn English?
a) in an ESL class [
b) in an English school (1
¢) informally in my neighborhood O
d) at home with family members OJ
¢) other:
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Are you interested in participating in a follow-up interview?
Please provide your name and email address or phone number.

Name: Email;

Would you like to receive a summary of the findings of this questionnaire?
If so, please provide an email address

Email:

Thank you very much for your participation
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APPENDIX B
Interview Questions
1. The teacher talk questionnaire that you completed had questions concerning the
“English only in ESL classrooms” recommendation by MELS. Does this province-wide

recommendation affect your practices in class? How about the language use policies of
your school board, school or ESL department? Which has the greatest impact on you?

2. I'd like to follow up on what you said about teachers who use French in their class.
You said... Can you explain why you believe this/tell me more?

3. You noted that X is your first language and listed Y as your second language. How did
you learn Y? If you were to learn a new language now, would you want your teacher to
use a language that you know in class?

4. When you were trained as a language teacher, what was the position of your teacher
training program concerning the use of French in ESL classes? Did you agree with this
position at the time of your training? Do you still agree?

5. Have your teaching practices concerning the use of French in class changed over time?
If yes, why? Was this the result of teaching experience/something you read/learned at a
workshop?

Now, I’d like you to view the video clips of a teacher in an ESL classroom. Please start
with Clip #2. Please tell me your thoughts concerning her language use.

6. Clip 2: (for contrasting L1 and L2 grammar systems)

7. Clip 5: (explaining grammar and classroom management)
8. Clip 6: (establishing a relationship with student)

9. Clip 12: (explaining vocabulary)

10. Clip 13: (dealing with tifne pressures)

11. Can you imagine a teaching context in which you would change your current
practices?



APPENDIX C
Table 7

Belief Position Representative Distribution According to Reported Percentage of French

Use
Percentage Beliefs
Belief Position Participant Group French use Mean score
L2 exclusivity 1101 MTL 0 5.67
L2 exclusivity 1105 MTL .0 6.00
L2 exclusivity 1201 MTL 0 5.17
L2 exclusivity 1403 MTL 0 6.00
L2 exclusivity 1408 MTL 0 5.83
L2 exclusivity 1602 ROQ 0 5.67
- L2 exclusivity 1605 ROQ 0 5.50
L2 exclusivity 1610 ROQ 0 5.67
L2 exclusivity 1612 ROQ 0 4.00
L2 exclusivity 1615 ROQ 0 5.67
L2 exclusivity 1622 ROQ 0 5.67
L2 exclusivity 1713 ° ROQ 0 5.17
L2 exclusivity 1715 ROQ 0 - 5.67
L2 exclusivity 1716 ROQ 0 5.17
L2 exclusivity 1717 ROQ 0 5.33
L2 exclusivity 1718 ROQ 0 5.67
L2 exclusivity 1720 ROQ 0 5.00
L2 exclusivity 1721 ROQ 0 5.17
Maximal L2 use 1303 MTL 0.5 4,33
1702 ROQ 0.5 4.33
Maximal L2 use 1302 MTL 1 4.67
Maximal L2 use 1401 MTL 1 5.67
Maximal L2 use 1604 - ROQ 2 5.83
1618 ROQ 2 3.50
1719 ROQ 2 3.33
Maximal L2 use 1501 ROQ 3 4.17
1611 ROQ 3 4.50
1102 MTL 5 4.00
1305 MTL 5 3.83
Maximal L2 use 1607 ROQ 5 4.17
Maximal L2 use 1608 ROQ 5 4.00
Maximal L2 use 1613 ROQ 5 4.83
Maximal L2 use 1703 ROQ 5 4.00
Maximal L2 use 1705 ROQ 5 4.83
Maximal L2 use 1710 ROQ 5 3.67
1712 ROQ 8 2.83
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Continued

Percentage Beliefs
Belief Position Participant Group Frenchuse ~ Mean score
Maximal L2 use 1203 MTL 10 4.33
Maximal L2 use 1301 MTL 10 4.33
1406 MTL 10 3.67
Maximal L2 use 1603 ROQ 10 4.50
1609 ROQ 10 3.00
1614 ROQ 10 3.83
1616 ROQ 10 3.67
Maximal 1.2 use 1621 ROQ 10 5.00
Maximal L2 use 1202 MTL 15 3.50
Maximal L2 use 1701 ROQ 15 3.50
1706 ROQ 15 3.50
1707 ROQ 15 3.17
1708 ROQ 20 3.33
1711 ROQ 20 4.33
Optimal L2 use 1405 MTL 25 2.67
Optimal L2 use 1704 ROQ 25 2.00
1404 MTL 30 3.33
Optimal L2 use 1714 ROQ 40 2.67
Optimal L2 use 1606 ROQ 50 2.17
Optimal L2 use 1402 MTL 80 2.67

Note. MTL = Montreal group, ROQ = rest of Quebec group
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APPENDIX D
Table 8

Belief Position Representative Distribution According to Beliefs Mean Score

Beliefs Mean Percentage

Belief Position Participant Group Score ~ French Use
Optimal L2 use 1704 RQAQ 2.00 25
Optimal L2 use 1606 ROQ 2.17 50
Optimal L2 use 1405 MTL 2.67 25
Optimal L2 use 1714 ROQ 2.67 40
Optimal L2 use 1402 MTL 2.67 80
1712 ROQ 2.83 8
1609 ROQ 3.00 10
1707 ROQ 3.17 15
1719 ROQ 3.33 2
1708 ROQ 3.33 20
1404 MTL 3.33 30
1618 ROQ 3.50 2
Maximal L2 use 1202 MTL 3.50 15
Maximal L2 use 1701 ROQ 3.50 15
1706 ROQ 3.50 15
Maximal L2 use 1710 ROQ 3.67 5
1406 MTL 3.67 10
1616 ROQ 3.67 10
1305 MTL 3.83 h)
1614 ROQ 3.83 10
1612 ROQ 4.00 0
1102 MTL 4.00 5
Maximal L2 use 1608 ROQ 4.00 5
Maximal 1.2 use 1703 ROQ 4.00 5
Maximal L2 use 1501 ROQ 4.17 3
Maximal L2 use 1607 ROQ 4.17 5
Maximal .2 use 1303 MTL 4.33 0.5
‘ 1702 ROQ 4.33 0.5
Maximal L2 use 1203 MTL 4.33 10
Maximal L2 use 1301 MTL 4.33 10
1711 ' ROQ 433 20
1611 ROQ 4.50 3
Maximal L2 use 1603 ROQ 4.50 10
Maximal 1.2 use 1302 MTL 4.67 1
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Continued

Beliefs Mean Percentage
Belief Position Participant Group Score French Use
Maximal L2 use 1613 ROQ 4.83 5
Maximal L2 use 1705 ROQ 4.83 5
L2 Exclusivity 1720 ROQ 5.00 0
Maximal 1.2 use 1621 ROQ 5.00 10
1201 MTL 5.17 0
L2 Exclusivity 1713 ROQ 5.17 0
L2 Exclusivity 1716 ROQ 5.17 0
L2 Exclusivity 1721 ROQ 5.17 0
L2 Exclusivity 1717 ROQ 5.33 0
L2 Exclusivity 1605 ROQ 5.50 0
L2 Exclusivity 1101 MTL 5.67 0
L2 Exclusivity 1602 ROQ 5.67 0
L2 Exclusivity 1610 ROQ 5.67 0
L2 Exclusivity 1615 ROQ 5.67 0
L2 Exclusivity 1622 ROQ 5.67 0
L2 Exclusivity 1715 RCQ 5.67 0
L2 Exclustvity 1718 ROQ 5.67 0
Maximal L2 use 1401 MTL - 5.67 I
L2 Exclusivity 1408 MTL 5.83 0
Maximal L2 use 1604 ROQ 5.83 2
L2 Exclusivity 1105 MTL . 6.00 0
L2 Exclusivity 1403 MTL 6.00 0

Note. MTL = Montreal group, ROQ = rest of Quebec group
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