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perceived the extent of the use of the learner’'s L1 much higher than the
teacher group in each proficiency level.

2) The teacher-respondents generally stated that the leammer’s L1 should
not be used at all or should be used only occasionally when necessary in
class-related functional situations, eg. when giving leamning instructions or
explaining grammatical and cultural elements and when giving the meaning
of vocabulary or expressions. But again the student group expected the L1
to be used more often or one step higher in the frequency scale than that
desired by the teacher group.

3) The teachers agreed that the use of the learner’s L1 was not desirable
during speaking, listening, reading and writing activities. They were particularly
negative about L1 use during speaking and listening activities. In contrast,
the students indicated that the learner’s L1 can be used occasionally to very
frequently during each of the four macro-skills activities.

4) In content-based non-language classes, the largest proportion of
teacher— respondents had a positive opinion of the use of the leamer’s LI,
but, more than one third of the respondents said it was not desirable. As
expected, this is compared with the response from the majority of the
students who were positive about the leamer’'s Ll indicating that the
leamer’s L1 should be used frequently or all the time during the
non-language classes.

5) The teacher group thought that the use of the learner’s L2 is important
in L2 courses regardless of whether they are language skill-based or
content-based. In addition, the teachers believed that the use of the learner's
Ll and switching between the L1 and L2 have negative effects on the

leammer’s learning process. In the meantime, the student group agreed with
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the teachers about the positive effect of the use of the L2 on the learner’s
learning, but unlike teachers they were positive about the use of L1 in
non-language classes and also the code-switching between L1 and L2 as
being helpful for class management and understanding.

6) The majority of teachers agreed that their speed of utterance, promunciation,
use of appropriate vocabulary and the complexity of sentences and topics are
all important ecological factors which would have an effect on the leamer’s
understanding. The teacher’'s pronunciation and vocabulary in particular
were considered to have more effect on leamer's understanding. The
students, however, perceived the speed of utterance, pronunciation and the
complexity of sentences as bigger factors in the leamner’s comprehension
ability.

7) The teacher group thought that the use of an elaborated L2 would be
more useful than a simplified 12 for the leamer's language acquisition
although they did not have a clear cut common view regarding the form of
classroom language. On the other hand, the student group preferred and
regarded simplified conversational 1.2 more important than elaborated L2.

8) Both teachers and students had common views on the role of teacher
as classroom instructor. However, the difference between them is that the
teacher group were sticking to the stereotypical principal roles that are
generally expected in formal educational settings, whereas the student group
was strongly expecting roles as stimulator and adviser from the teacher as
well.

When interpreting the findings there are a couple of important aspects
that must be kept in mind regarding the respondents’ personal background
and educational environment factors. Firstly, the absolute majority of the



Language Instructors’ Use of Learners’ L1 and [2 in Classroom 189

teacher-respondents who participated in this survey are teachers of Korean
working in Korea so they answered the questions in educational environments
where Korean was taught not as a foreign language but as a second
language; teachers who are native speakers of Korean and also teachers
who became language teachers probably through intensive educational and
occupational competitions. On the other hand, the student-respondents
answered the questions in settings that provide leaming Korean as a foreign
language in Australia and were studying in settings where pressures for
educational attainment were not so severe. There is a possibility that the
findings above could have resulted differently if teacher-respondents were
teachers of Korean outside of Korea, non-Korean background teachers or
even non-Korean language teachers. These results also could be varied if
student-respondents were students from other countries such as those in
South East Asia whose motivation to leam Korean is relatively higher or
students studying Korean in Korea.

Secondly, the reason why the teacher-respondents in Korea insist on
using the leamer’s L2 in nearly all situations in the survey may be related
to external rather than educational factors. For example, it could be due to
classroom settings where the class was formed with students with different
L1 backgrounds so it was difficult to run and manage the class with one
particular language or because of the teacher's limited language competence
to run the class in the learner's L1.

The findings have a number of linguistic and educational implications.
Four key implications are discussed. Firstly we have observed that there are
relatively wide gaps between the perceptions of teachers and that of
students about the use of L1 and L2 in L2 classes. The issue here is
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whether it is more helpful for second language acquisition to minimise or
totally ban the use of the learner’s L1 in L2 learning settings as desired by
the teachers in this survey, or whether it is more desirable to conduct
classes with more flexible attitudes towards the use of the leamner’s L1 as
preferred by the student-respondents, particularly if we are to support the
current practice of language teaching based on ‘learner-centred’ methodology.

The second implication is on the educational philosophies (eg. US
Flagship Program) and the educational effects. As we have observed the
teacher-respondents were divided in half and could not give a unified
opinion on the questions about the content-based non-language classes,
there is a question about whether the use of the L1 is desirable in
non-language courses like linguistics or society, and such a question falls
under the educational philosophy of a particular institution as to whether the
priority should be placed on the acquisition of language skills or the intake
of knowledge and understanding. In looking at this question, the learner’s
linguistic competence should also be examined along with the educational
setting where the language is taught, but what is more important is to
examine which method has more educational benefits for learners.

The third point to consider is which form of L2 will work better and be
more beneficial for 1.2 acquisition. The teachers themselves in the survey
were divided in half in their views on elaborated and simplified L2. As a
reference, there are some studies in ESL (e.g. Parker and Chaudron, 1987)
that show that the elaborated L2 was more effective to the acquisition of
ESL but it appears that there has been no report on this topic in KFL or
KSL thus far, and this is an area that requires a longitudinal classroom-based
study. If such research proves that elaborated modifications are more
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valuable in terms of language acquisition, teachers should try to provide
redundant information by repeating and paraphrasing teacher speech rather
than simplifying their expressions and sentence structures.

Lastly, the responses from the teachers in relation to the roles of teacher
represent the typical perception about the traditional roles of teachers such
as instructor and assessor. The question is whether this kind of typical
perception is desirable in this global era where educational goals, settings
and methodologies change, the conventional teacher-student relationship is
being re-established and teachers can seek employment overseas. This
question should be examined in relation to the relatively low value of such
roles as researcher, learner, friend, controller and entertaining agent, and
such roles as motivator and guide that the students in the survey strongly
expected to see. The research was not designed to investigate a correlation
between the perceptions of language use and teacher role but the findings
seem to implicitly indicate that rigid or flexible positions work commonly in
forming perceptions of the use of the leamer’s L1/L.2 and the teacher’s role.

VI. Conclusion

The evidence of this study indicates that there are considerable differences
between the teacher group and the student group who participated in the
survey on the use of the learners’ L1 and L2 in classes, despite the fact that
both groups had shared perceptions in some areas such as on the importance
of the teacher’'s L2 use in L2 practice classes. On the issue of teacher role
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also, there were some mismatched perceptions between the two groups and
roles that teachers did not rate highly but are expected by students to play.
These findings can be taken into account when delivering Korean language
classes, presenting resource materials and providing training in pre-service
or in-service programs. But a comparable analysis is needed through
follow-up research regarding teachers and learmers from different educational
settings (eg. Korean native-speaker teachers vs. 12 Korean teachers,
teachers / learners in Korea vs. teachers / leamers in other countries) and
there should also be further research on topics such as the use of a
language in non-language courses as well as the effectiveness of elaborated
over simplified language.*
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® Abstract

Language Instructors' Use of Learners' L1 and L2
in Classroom: Perceptions by Students and Teachers of

Korean

Shin, Seong—Chul

This paper presents findings of the investigations into perceptions by both
students and teachers of Korean about the teacher's use of learners’ L1 and 1.2 in
classroom settings and aims to provide useful information for a suitable
instructional language for a KFL / KSL class. For this purpose, the study
conducted a survey and compared perceptions on some key aspects such as roles
of the learmer’s L1 and L2 in classroom, appropriate point of time or situations for
them, languages for classroom activiies and non-languages courses, and
educational value and effect. Based on the analysis of responses from 27 teachers
in Korea and 38 students in Australia, the study discusses a few implications with
a particular focus on class management and educational effect.

(Key words] Korean, instructional language, classroom language, teacher speech,
teacher talk



