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1. Introduction

This paper aims to provide uselu information n cheosing an instructional
language to be used in a KFL/KSL dassroom by analysing and companng
the findings of investigations inte perceplions by both instructors and

students of the teacher's use of leamer’s L1 and 1.2 in classroom settings.

# This paper is a revised version of a paper presenied af the 29 Infemationsl
Conference on Korean Languege Education at the Korean Language Education
Research Tnstitute, Seoud National University, on October 31, 2006,

#+ Professor of School of Languages and Linguistics, Facully of Arts and Social Sciences,
University of New South Wales, Australia



166 FojafdT A4

In the teacling and leaming of 2 foreign or second language, teacher talk’

and teacher—student interaction is very important nof just for classrcom
managaent bl also as a procedure for second language acquisition (Jin
X002, 0043 Through feacher talk teachers! implerent their teaching plans
and manage their class, while learners utilise the teacher talk as a major
learning resource for activities such as listening corprehension and
spealdng, The function of this teacher talk is maindy fo use the leamer's
target (or second) language in the usual settings for language learning, and
what becomes an issue here is the appropriateness of the teacher talk. As
deciding factors for the appropriateness, Nunan(1991) 190) suggests four
points 1o be taken into account’ at what point of the class the teacher talk
should ocours whether the talk is intentional or spontaneous, whether the
talk Is useful as a resource {or language acquisihors and what lpacts
code-gwitching between learner’s 11 and L2 or hilingual talk has on the
learner's learning.

Among the 1ssues of teacher talk, this paper focuses on the issue of the
use of L1 or L2 as instructional languages in class. T a foreign or second
language classroom, teachers sometimes {or often) use the learner's L1 fo
conduct the lesson, and by utilising the factors of appropristeness suggested
above, it will he useful to examine the use of the leamer's L1 in KFL or
KSI. class with such research questions as: why it is necessary to use the
teamer’s L instead of L2 &t what point of time or in what situation the
leamer's LI should be used: how often it can be used what type of L1 use

is desirable and what mpact the use of the L1 would have on the second

1} "Teacher in this paper refers 1 the whole teaching profession such as professors,
wstroctors and teachers,
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language leaming of Korean leaners. In fact there are a mumber of studies
(eg. Knight, 1996, Cook, 2001: Rinvolueri, 2001) ﬂzat regard the use of the
learner’s L1 in. foreign language education as a positive rather than negative
factor.

The reason or situation in which the leamer’'s L1 is used is closely
related fo the language compefence of leamers and the type of classroom
activities. Such situations arise when teachers feel it necessary to explain,
[or instance, difficult grammar or cultural aspects, o wamn students who
disrupt the class or do not pay attention to it. The use of the LI could be
a strategy for effective class management in a time-restricted teaching and
learning setting, but at the same time it also brings issues such as whether
the frequent use of the leamer’s L1 is desirable for the poal of language
courses and whether the leamner is deprived of the opportunity to Improve
their Korean., Choi{2008) argues that the learner’'s L1 should be used to
increase their comnmiricative competence and can be used in a creative way
t0 produce competent bifinguals, Chol finds advantages of using the learner’s
L1 in an 1.2 {ie. KFL) teaching environment for example, it can incorporate
the learner’s existing cognitive competence in 1.2 learning and strengthen
the Jearner's motivation as well as cooperative learning amxng learners.

From another aspect, even when the lesmer's target (or second) language
is used for classrcom instruction, there is a question about whether the
‘simplified Instructional 12 would have more educational benefits compared
with repeating or paraphrasing the insfruction in an elaborated form of
language? Parker and Chaudron{1987:6 in Nunan 19681} indicate that sinmplified

20 “Splifed input tnplies & reduced cognitive and linguistic load on the leamer whereas
‘elaborated Input indicates repeated and paraphrased infomation modified o enhance

S
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linguistic modifications such as simpler syntax and simpler vocabulary do
not have any significant effect on L2 comprehension over elaborated
madifications but research still needs to confirm this. In addition, there are
content-based non-language courses such as linguistics, educational methodologies
and society and culfure in the Korean studies major program. The Issue in
such a program is whether it is desirable to teach those courses and lead
the class in the leamer’s target language, Korean, and its positive or negative
wmpact on the students’ learning process. After all, there could be a colfision
between the eficiency of class managemeni and the value of leaming.
With regard to these issues, teachers and students as kev particinants in
either teaching or leaming would have particular perceptions about the use
of Jearner's 1.1 or 12 (or the target language) in the classroom. This paper
alms o mvestigate perceptions of hoth teachers and students on such issues
as the roles of the L1 and 1.2 in the language classrooms the instructional
language In class activities, the instructional fanguage in non-language
courses, the appropriate point of time and frequency of the use of the 1,
and its educational value and effect. The analvsis and comparison of the
findings from such an investigation should provide usefol information for the
better use of the instructional language, which will help enhance the class
management and educational effect of KFL class. In addition, the nature of
nstructional language used mn teacher-student inferaction 1s related to the
various classroom roles of teachers (of. Keblowska, 2002} so this paper also
intends 1o present and compare the roles of teachers as percetved by the

wo groups.

comprehension(Nunan, 191 191,
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Il. Research Method and Sarvey Construction

This study has adopted a survey method and is hased on a survey
conducted from June to August, 2009 at two terbary mstitufions in Korea
and one techrical college in Sydney, with assistance and support from fellow
researchers and teachers, The data was collected from 27 teachers working
in two Korean institutions and 38 stadents studying Korean in a Sydney
college )

The survey questionnaire consists of two sections: 1) the use of the L1
by the teacher I a second or foreign language class, 2) classroom roles of
language nstructors, In section 1, questions were constricted to seek
opinions about 1) the frequency of L1 use according to the learners’
proficiency, instructional parposes and language skills: 2) the mportance of
LI or L2 use in both language-focused and content-based norn-language
courses, 3} the extent of the impact or significance of code-switching
between L1 and E2 or bifingual interaction on the leaner’s learming: the
teacher’s use of 12 and the dmpact of speed of utlerance, pronunciation,
vorahulary, complexity of senfences and topics on the leamer's comprehension,
and the significance of sumplified 1.2 and elaborated 1.2, For the questions
refating fo the roles of the leacher in section 2, the study sclected 16
common and appropriate roles that suit s investigation from previous.
studies in this area (eg. Nunan, 1988, 1901, Keblowska, 2002 Min, 20085

33 1 thank the feachers and students whe responded 1o the survey, and these colleagues
who helped data collection, especially fo Professors Kim Seonjung(Kyermyung), Kang
Hyunbwal Yonsed) and Jung Heejung(Yonsed), and Mr Gene Baik(Ultimo TAFE College,
Sydney).
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Arafat, 2005) and the respondents were asked to choose five roles in order
of importance. Multiple choice answers were used for all the questions so
that the survey would not onty be simple for the respondents to answer, but

also o sirplify the analysis of the answers for the investigators,

11, Background of Respondents

Armongst the twenty-seven teacher respondents, twenty-four respondents
(839%) were feachers of Korean and two ‘were teachers of English, with
one respondent not Indicating, Twenty—four of the respondents were female
teachers, one was a male teacher, and two of the teachers did not spedfy
their gender. The thirty-eight student-respondents were in their eardy Z0s to
late A0 and had been studying Korean for a vesr on an average.
Twenty-two {57.9%) of them were ferrmle students, while fifteen were male

students and 1 did nol indicate his/her gender.

{Fable 1> Subjects

Instructors (n—=27) Nurmber %
Korean Instructors 24 89
Status }xghsiﬁ Instructors 2 74
Not wswered 1 37
Fermle 24 248
Gencler Male ] 37
&OE angwered i 2 “ 74

Students (n%} Nurrber % %
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Status Students of Korean X 100
Female 2 575
Cender -_-Maie ‘‘‘‘ A 15 385
Mot answered 1 6

The reason why these two somewhat ‘mismatched pair of respondents

/as chosen for the comparison of the responses was motivated by the fact
that In recent vears more frained teachers from Korea are seeking
opportunities to teach Korean in foreign counttes incloding Australia, and
that one of the issues often raised in this course and in classroom practice
concerns a considerable gap between the teacher and students in terms of
expectations, pedagogical approach  and  classroom  wanagement. The
comparison of perceptions can be highlighted by the responses from teachers
trained and working in Korea and students studying in another country (e
Australia) where socio-cultural context as well as educational goals or

enthusiasm are very different.

IV. Results

L. Perceptions of the Frequency of Learners' L1 Use

The respondents were asked how {requently the learners” L1 should be
used by the teacher in 12 classes fram different perspectives such as course
levels, class—related purposes, language macro—skill areas and content-hased

non-language courses. The results are as follows.
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1) By Course Levels

5199 of teacher-respondenis answered that i a beginner’s course the
learner’s first language should be used occasionally and 259% answered
that there should be very minimal uvse In an inlermediate course 444% of
the respondents answered that there should be very menimal use of the fiest
language whereas 296% have said there should be no use at all
TFurthermore 86% of the respondents said that at an advanced level there
should be no use of the first language at all while 33.3% said there should

be very mimmal use

Table 2> tse of Leamers’ L1 in Dilferent Courses — Percepfions by Teachers

All the time | Verv often | Cecasionally ) --m}.-iiuin'lzdid\' NNt at_ iail ]
Begiumer 1D S48 14(519) 59 137)
Intermediale o] W 6oz | 12444 8295)
Advanced ol wnl 0] wBy | 1o

On the other hand, students answered that in 2 beginner's class the
fearner’s L1 should be used very often (605%) ar all the time {23.7%6) and
that in an inforediate class, it should be used cecagionzlly or very often,
The use of L1 in an advanced class was not supported, though less negative

than the teacher group, indicaling very minimal or occasional use only.

All the time | Very often | Oveasionadly | Miniédly Not. at all |
 Beginner 5237) RAB0S) 5(132) 128) 0

Intermediate 0 120334} 21(5@.8) 410:8) 0
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Advred | 1@D | 100 ] Ben | e | 4008 |

In summary, the teachers indicated that the learner’'s L1 could be used
occasionally in a beginner's course but as the course proceeded fo higher
levels, the use of the learner’s L should be minimized or in advanced levels
there should even be no use of the L1 at afl. The students, on the other
hand answered differently that the use of the L1 should he more frequent in
each level very frequently in a beginner’s class, occasionally in an
intermediate class and minimally in an advanced class. The responses from
the two groups can be seen as a reflection often expected in language
classrooms as the level of learning pets hisher the use of the L1 becomes
less frequent but at the same time it shows that there is a considershle
difference between the groups in their perceptions about the frequency of L1

use in each level of learning.
2} By Class-related Purposes

When asked how much the learner’s L1 should be used when the teacher
gives classroom Instructions, 48.1% of the teacher group answered very
minimal and 37% answered that the L1 could be used occasionally. 11.1% of
respondents thought that the L1 should be used very often. When explaining
grammar, 33.3% of the teacher-respondents agreed that the L1 could be
used occasionally when needed, 239% responded thal there should be very
little usage and 259% said that it should not be used at all. No more than
148% of the respondents thought that the L1 should be wsed very
frequently. In addition, when explaining cultural clements in 2 language
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class, 444% of the teachers said that the leamer's 1.1 can he used
occasionally when needed but a relatively large amount of respondents
(444%) stated that there should be only a litle or no wse at all
Fuarthermore, to give the meaning of vocabulary or an expression the
teachers said thet the learmer's 1.1 should be used only cccasionally or

ririmally.

{Table 4> Use of Leamers’ L1 for Class—related Purposes - Pe{ce;atiou‘aé by Teachers

All the time | Very often | Occasionally | Mininedly | Not at all
stuction | 0 K111 00 | 13D 137
Cramnar 0 4148) B3I WmS | HEY
Culture 9 3D 244 585 | 759
Vocatulary 137 1437 407 11¢40:7) A 3D

On the contrary, the majority of student-respondents answered that their

L1 should be used occasionally when giving classroom instroction, bt very

frequently when explining grammatical and cultwral clements, as well as

vocabulary and expressions. As seen i the above table 3, this indicates that

the student group wants their 1) to be used more frequently -

one step

higher - than expressed by. the teacher group in all areas of classroom

instruction and explanations of grammar, culbure and vocabulary,

(Table 5 Use of Leamers L1 for Class~related Purposes - Perceplions by Students

All the time | Very often | Qeossionally | Minially Not at afl
Tstevietion 127 W0(270) M) | 2@ T
Gramimsr aAn) D41 HIRY) 137
Culture W70 18(496) 6(162) 381
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[Voawary | 6070 | v | sma | sm9| 0

Overall, the teacher-respondents were negative regarding the use of the
learner’s Ll in language classes and even when they folt it necessary they
said that it should be only used cocasionally. This is in considerable confrast
with the student views that regarded the use of their L1 as positive and
expected 1t to be used much more frequently than the extent expressed by

the teacher group.

3) By Language Skills

fn this area the respondents were asked how often the leamer’s first
language shoud be used speaking, listening, reading and writing activities,

When speaking activity classes are held, 92% of the teacher-respondents
thought that the Jeamer’s L1 should not be used at all (58.7%0) or winimally
(59%), Also regarding the listening activity, the respondents answered
negatively for the use of the leamer’s L1 with the same percentage as
spesking. For reading, 81.4% of the teacher group tneficated that there should
be oy minimal or no usage of the leamer's first language. A higher
negative view s found for wiiting with 2888% of the respondents having

agreed that there should be only a Hitle or no usage of the first language.

{Table 6> Use of Leamnars’ L1 [or Four Skills Activities - Perceplions by Teachers

AL the e Very often Oucasionally AMimmaily Not at all
Speaking 97 AT A it 259 18(BR.T}
Listening { 13T H3D TH9 18(65.7)
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Reading - 0 2074) 3111 103700 12444

Writing ] 0 3L 11640.7) 13048.1}

in the meantime, the largest majority of the student-respondents
answered that the learner’s L1 could be used occasionally in all classes for
speaking, listening, reading and wiiting activities, and there were oven
students (25%) who thought that it could be used very frequently or all the

time.

(Teble 7 Use of Learners’ L1 for Four Skills Activities - Perceptions by Students

All the time | Very often | Crrasionlly I\lmuna Hy No‘x at &l

Speaking 264) 189) ges | n@n | 5w
Listering 128) ) 120333) 194 H194)
Reading Taem BOLE) | 100) 1(297) A108)
Writing 0 1027.0) 18(486) 6162) 381}

As a whole, the respondents had g {airly negative opinion about the use
of the learner's first language during language skills activities, especially
during speaking and listening activities. This negafive view is much
stranger compared to the use of the L1 in class-related situations indicaged
in table 41.2 above. This is no surprise as the language activities involving
the four macro-skills are essential in any second language class. For the
skill-hased classes, however, the student-respondents had a positive view of
the use of the learner's 11 saving that it could be used cocasionally or even
very frequently, showing a significantly different percepon from that of
teachers.
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4) Content-based Non-Language Colrses

The respondents were then asked how frequently the leamor’s L1 should
he used in content-based non-language courses such as  Hnguistics,
methodology, history and more. 333% of the teacher—respondents indicated
that there should be minimal usage of the learner’s first language whereas

296% indicated that it should be used very frequently or occasionally when
needed, Compared o other categones presented above the teachers fook a

more positive position in this category on the use of the leamer’s L1

(Tabe 8 Use of Leamers’ L1 in Non—Language Ceurses - Perceptions by Teachers

All the time \few oftenr | Oceasionally | Mudmlly | Not at &l

Non-language

. B3N 26 S206 9333 137
Cowrses

The students” wiew was much more supportive, as expected, than the
teachers of the use of the learner's L1 in non-language courses, with 77.8%
of the students supporiing very frequent or entire use of L1 in those classes

as shown m Table 9 below.

{Table O Use of Learmes L1 in Non-—Language Courses - Perveptaor&s by Siudents

Al the time | Very often | Queasionally E\ﬁmmdily Not at all

Non-language

Corses 9025 19(52.8) A(1L1) 4111} 0

These relatively positive opimons given by the teachers are not based on

language leaming clagses buf are reflecting content—based non-language
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courses. Even in these non-language courses 33.5% of the teachers stated
that the use of the learner's LI should be very minimal dividing the
opinions among the teachers on the use of the 11 in non-language courses
approximately in half This result offers a point for in—depth academic
discussions From different perspectives ranging from language development
and knowledge miale to educational philosophy and efficiency. In such
discussions, it 1s surely necessary to take mnto account the students’ strong
view that the learner’s L1 can or should be used in content-based classes

as desired for explanations of grammar and culture presented earlier.

2. Importance of Teachers' Use of the Learner's 11 and 12

The next investigalion was to examine the importance of the teacher’s
use of the learner's 12 in a language ieaming class, the importance of the
learner's L1 in content-based nen-language classes and what effects there
are on a leamer when the instructor switches between L1 and 12 or uses
both the LI and L2 to comoxnicate.

Most of the teacher-respondents agreed that the teacher's use of the
learner’s 1.2 in a language leaming class is either important (37.0%) or very
irportant (296%6). ‘The teachers were negative regarding the idea of using
the leamer's L1 as they regarded the use of LI in content-hased
non-language classes as not so significant (74%). Also the respondents were
either against (350%) or did not agree at alf (28090 with altemating
between the learner’'s L1 and L2, 48% of the respondents thought that there

was either no or very liftle positive effect on the use of the leamer’s LL
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Taple 100 Importance and Effect of Teachers' Use of Leamers’ L1 and L2 ~ Perceplions
by Teachers

] Exm-—;x-ne—iyf Very much | More Di‘ﬂiéSS Mirimally | Mot at alt
12 se 806 10T HHD A7 4 0
in language class B ) B
LE use 137 B2 naon ] oB 0
in non-language class o
Code-swiiching ) 90| 830 14D
/ bilinguall neg. .
Code-swilchirg ol o 62400 | 10400) ] 280)
/ bilingual: pos. - N

‘The student group also agreed on the Dmportance of 12 use by teachers
In a language course but gave much sironger support for it with 83/7%
regarding it as absolutely or very important for them. Howover, the majority
of the students (70.796) regarded the use of thelir LI In a non-language
course ag very important and thought the code-switching hetween languages

worked positively rather than negatively.

{Table 11> Importance and Effect of Teachers Use of Leamers' L1 and L2 ~ Perceptions
by Studenis

B Extrerely | Verv much WMore or less | Minimally | Not at all
L2 use WARE) | 135D 50135) 127) 0
in language class ]
M use K08 | 269 904 0 0
in non-language class
Code-switching 0 0 U@ | WD | 829

|/ Vbﬂmgual- neg. I
Yol switching 5039 | 9 822 0 0
/ bilmgual: pos.
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From the teachers’ perspectives, these resuits reinforce the findings
shown previcusly m the porception of the frequency of the leamers L1 use.
In that the teachers have stated that the wse of the leamer's L2 is
mmportant, and that it is desirable even i confent-based nen-language
classes, as they perceived thet the use of the L1 or switching between the
Ll and 1.2 would affect the leamer in a negative manner. Such views are
considerably  distant  from or in contrast with the perceptions by
student-respondents in all the points, except the view regarding the
importance of L2 use in a language class. It appears that students thought
the use of L was very important for their understanding and acquisition of
mowledge In non-language classes and they were positive and flexihle

about language switching from one to the other for similar reasons.

3. Importance of Ecological Factors in Delivery for Learners' Understanding

o ascertain the factors that facilitate or hinder the learner's comprehension,
the respandents were asked to answer to what extent L2 ecological factors
such as the teacher’s speed of utterance, promunciation, use of vocabulary
and complexity of sentence structures and topics have an affect on the
learner’s understanding.

T04% of the teacher group stated that the feacher's speed of utterance
has a high (593%) or edremely high (11.1%4) effect on the leamer's
understanding, while 8.2% of them agreed that the clarity of the teacher’s
promunciation has a significant effect on the learner’s wderstanding. Almost
all {825%) of the teacherrespondents agreed that the level of vocabulary

used by the teacher in class has an effect on the learner’s understanding,
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and also 703% of the respondents stated that both the conplexity of

sentences and topics have an effect on the learner’s understanding.

{Table 12> Importance of Ecological Factors in Delivery for Leamers’
Unterstanding — Perceptions by Teachers

Extremely | Very much | More or less | Mingzoally Nﬂwu;ﬁw
Speed of utterance LD 16093 622.2) AT | 0
Promuciztion o | 14619 274 a4y | 0
Vocabulary 3010 ] 24 274 0 0
Sertence 622 13D 8096) 0 0
Topic 59 | 1344d) 62.2) 247.4) 0

Interestingly, the student-respondents rated the speed of the teacher's
utterarice and its effect on the leamer’s comprehension higher than the
teachers, but rated the complexity of topics and the level of ditficulty n
vocabulary lower than their counterparts, while both groups agreed that the
cormplexity of sentences and the teacher's promunciation woudd work as

major affecting factors.

{Table 13> wmportance of Ecological Factors in Delivery for Lsamers’
Understanding ~ Percepfions by Students

[ Extremely | Vory much | More or less ?\Iu;uadliy -N()E at all
Speed of dlterance | 136D | 19(486) K108) 954) 0
Prommnciation 2AB85) 11697 381 U277 70

Vocabuday BED | 18486 6(162) 0 0!

| Sertence 789 | 06D 070 0 0
Topic 38D | I8 16(432) 3 0
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Overall, the majerity of both teachers and students have agreed that the
ecological factors ahove have significant effects on the learners when
lessons are delivered Teachers in particdar were more concerned about
vocahulary used during classes while students thought that the teacher’s
pronunciation would have the biggest effect on their understanding of

lessons.
4. Use of Simplified L2 vs. Elaborated 12

The form of the teacher's 12 used when speaking fo class parficipants
has heen examined. The respondents were asked their opinion aboui the use
of simplified 1.2 versus elaborated 12 and the significance this would have
on the leamer’s language acquisition. Research still needs fo confirm
whether teachers should trv to use elaborated language over simplified
language but it is interesting to find out how teachers and students perceive
the two types of modifications.

3.3% of the teacher-respondents answered saving that sirplified 12
should be used and the slightly lower proportion (296%) of respondents said
that arn elaborated 12 should be used, so the opinions were almost evenly
divided. However, only 41.7% of the respondents stated that the use of a
simplified L2 has a very positive or extremely positive impact on a leamer's
language acquisition, whereas almost &l the respondents (95.8%) agreed that
the use of an eaborated L2 has a very positive or extremely positive impact
on the learner’s language acquisition. Therefore, the teachers perceived that
the use of the elaborated L2 (BL2) is more valuable to the leamer than the
use of the simplified 1.2 (SL2).

Tanguage Instructors’ Use of Learners’ 11 and 12 in Classroom 183

(Table 14> Use of Simpiified L2 vs. Use of Elaborated L2 — Parceptions by Teachers
SL2 Ei2 Doesn't matter | Don't know
Preference U333 3266 4(14.8} 62228

Extremely | Very mmch | More or le:;s- " Minimally | Not at all
Inpertance’ SL2 142 9(375) 14583) 0y 0
Importance: EL2 15062.5) 3333} 144.2) { ]

The students also preferred the simplified 1.2 o the elaborated L7 i
therr preference was  stronger than the teacher group. Also, the
student-respondents rated the importance of the use of the simplified 12
higher than the teacher-respondents, which means that they rated the

importance of the elaborated 12 lower than the feachers.

{Table 15 Use of Simplified 12 vs. Use of Etaboraled L2 - Percentions by Students
Si2 B2 Deesn't matler | Don't know
Preference 190514 M8 AL 12T

Extremedy | Very much | More or less | Minimally | Not at alt

Lportance: SL2 089 | 24(649) B162) 0 0
Tportance EL? 8B | 19614 89 381 0

In general, the teacher-respondents did . not have a clear-cuf common
perception about the use of simplified or elaborated 12 but thought that the
elaborated 1.2 could be more valusble in terms of the leamer's language
acquisition, and this view comresponds to the theories of language education
and language acquisiion. In contrast, the students preferved the use of the

simplified 1.2 to the elaborated L2 and rated 1t higher in ferms of Importance,
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and this indicates the fype of learning they would like to have and the level

of commmitment they would B to make.

5. Views on the Roles of the Yeacher

The survey was also designed to investigate the perceptions of the
teacher’s classroom roles as they were seen as more or less related to the
perceptions about the use of language discussed above. The respondents
were asked 10 choose five roles in order of perceived importance among the
sixteen common or relevant roles that wore selected from previcus studies
for the purpose of this study. The sixtesn roles are as follows: counsellor,
expert or resolrce person, curiculum [/ material developer, classroom
nstructar, motivaior, guide, researcher, assessor, controller, parlicipant or
study partner, [acilitator, class organiser, friend, condition creator, learner,
crfertaining agent and others.

The five roles that the teacher-respondents chose in tenms of importance

are as follows (1 = most important, 5= least(?) mportant):

(Table 16> Importance of Holes of Language instructor - Peice s by Teachers

1 2 307 4 5 Total ¢ % | Rak
Instroctor 13 8 i o E ) 2 5 926 H
Expert 10 s1 1] 2] 2 wf w2
Motivator ol 2 51 3| 20 1l w2
Assessn ol 0 sl al w] a s
Study partier 0 1 71 R

As observed in tahie 16 above, the teacher-respondents perceived their

Language Instructors’ Use of Learners” LT and 12 in Classroom 185

roles as 1) classroom instructor, 2) expert / resource persony 3) motivator,
and 4) assessor or study pariner, while the students perceived the teacher’s
roles a little differently, as shown in table 17 below, thinking of the feacher
as 1) expert; 2) motivator; 3) classroom instructor;, 4) guides and 5} resource
developer. 1t 1s specially worth roting that the leachers perceived their
mincipal role as a classroom insfructor while the students strongly perceived
the teacher as an expert in their area and a motivator who stimedates their

learning,

{Table 177 Importance of Roles of Language Instructor -~ Perceplions by Students

o 1 2 s |4 |5 [ 1o ] % | Rak
Expert s 7] el 1 e| @l o .

| Motivator 5 8110 3] 4] | ms 2
nstructor 14 5 4 s ol %1 a4 3

CGude | 21 3 3 sl 51wl ol 4
Developer 5 3 4 ol 1] B ms| s

When we combine the number of responses in the first three ranks, both
teachers and students have a shared view, placing the teacher as a
classroom Instructor inn the frst place hut they had different opinions on the
rest of roles. In particular it should be noted that the students place the role

of motivator and guide relatively high.

Table 18> Importance of Rolss of Language Instructor {aggregated)

eachers Roles 1 2 3§ Tod | % | Raok
instrictor 13 8 1 22 815 i
Expert 0 5 | 6] w3 2
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Farifitator 1 4 5 0 370 3
Motivator 0 2 51 &l wmsl| 4
Developer 1 (3 2 5 7 s _ 5 |
Students Roles i 2 3 | Towd | % | Rank
instructor 14 5 4 23 605 1
Milivator 5 sl 1 3 51
Expert g 7 5 w579
Developer 51 3 B
Gride 9 3 81 i1

What the above results imply is that both teachers and students share the
view about the teacher’s ‘educational’ role, but (he students also place a high
value on the mentorng role that provides motivation and puides the

students’ path towards success.

V. Summary and Discassion

The teachers who responded to this survey had a conservative or
negalive opinion on the use of the learner's L1 in class, while the
student -respondents  were positive or less negative and more flexible
towards the use of the L1 Key findings are swmmarised below.

1} The teacher-respondents understood that the leammer’s L1 can be used
occasionally when needed in heginner courses bt as the course level geis
higher the frequency should be less and eventually there should be

completely no use or minimal use of the leamer’s L1 However, the students
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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 learner’s L should
not be used at all or should be used only occasionally when necessary in
class-related functional sifuations, eg. when giving learning instructions or
explaining grammatical and culfural 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 L] was not desirable
during speaking, listening, reading and wiiting activities. They were particularly
negative ahout LI use during speaking and listering aclivities. In contrast,
the students indicated that the learner’s L1 can be used occasionally to very
frequentty duing each of the four macro-skills activilies.

4) Tn content-based non-language classes, the largest proportion of
teacher- respondents had a positive opinion of the use of the leamer's L1,
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 whe were posifive about the leaner’s L1 indicating that the
leamer's LI should be used frequently or all the time durng the
non-tanguage classes.

5) The teacher group thought that the use of the learner’s 1.2 is irportant
in 12 courses regardicss of whether they are language skili-based or
content-based. Tn addition, the teachers believed that the use of the learner’s
11 and switching between the L1 and L2 have negative effects on the

learmer’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 12 on the leamer’s
leaming, but unlike teachers they were positive about the use of L1 in
non-language classes and alse the code—switching between LI and 1.2 as
being helpiid for class management and understanding.

6) The mregority of teschers agreed that their speed of utterance, pronunciation,
use of appropriate vocabulary and the complexaty of sentences and topics are
all imporlant ecological factors which would have an effect on the leamer's
understanding. The feacher’'s pronunciation and vocabulary in particular
were considered to have more effect on learner’s understanding. The
students, however, perceived the speed of utterance, prommciation and the
complexity of sentences as bigger faclors in the leamer's conmprehension
abihity.

7y The teacher group thought that the use of an elaborated 12 would be
more usell than 2 simplified L2 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 12 more important than elaborated 12

&) Both teachers and students had common views on the tole 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 adwiser 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 baclkground

and educational enwironment factors. Firstly, the absolute majonty of the

Language Instructers’ Use of Leamners’ 11 and L2 in Cassroom 189

teacher-respondents who participated in this swrvey are teachers of Korean
working in Korea o they answered the questions in educational environments |
where Korean was faught not as a foreign language but as a second
langniage! teachers who are pafive speakers of Koresn and alse teachers
who became language teachers probably through intensive educational and
occupational  competitions. On the other hand, the student—respondents
answered the questions in seltings that provide fearning 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 vared if
student-respondents were students from other countiies such as those in
South Fast Asia whose motivation to learn Korean is relatively higher or
students studving Korean in Korea

Socoﬁdly, the reason why the teacher-respondents in Korea insist on
using the learner’s L2 in nearly all situations in the survev may be related
0 ex_temzﬂ rather than educational factors. For example, it could be due to
classrocm settings where the class was formned with students with different
L1 backgrounds so it was difficalt to nm and manege the class with one
particular language or because of the teacher’s limited language competence
to run the class in the learner’s 1L

The findings have a manber of linguistic and educational implications.
Four key implications are discussed. Firstly we have observed that thete are
relatively wide gaps between the perceptions of feachers and that of

students about the use of 1.1 and 12 in 12 classes. The issue here is
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whether 1t is more helpful for second language acquisition to minimise or
totaily ban the use of the leamer’s 1.1 in L2 leaming settings as deswred by
the teachers in this swvey, or whether it is more desirable to conduct
classes with more flexible attitudes towards the use of the leamer’s LI as
preferred by the student-respondents, particdlarly if we are to support the
current practice of Janguage teaching based on ‘learner—centred methodclogy.

The second implication iz on the educational philosophies (eg. US
[agship Program) and the educational effects. As we have observed the
{eacher-respondents were divided in hall and could not give a unified
opinion. on the questions about the content-based non-language classes,
there 15 a question about whether the use of the L1 is desirable in
non-language courses like linguwistics 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 acquisiion of language skills or the ntake
of knowledge and understanding. In looking at this question, the learner’s
linguistic competence should also be examined along with the educational
seffing where the language is taught, but what is more tmportant 18 to
examine which method has more educational berefits for learners.

The third point to consider is which form of L2 will work better and be
more beneficial for L2 acquisition. The teachers themselves in the survey
were divided in half in their views on elaborated and simplified 12, As 2
reference, there are sone studies in ESL (eg. Parker and Chaudron, 1987)
that show that the elaborated 1.2 was nmore effective to the acquisition of
FSL hut # appears that thers has heen no repart on this topic in KFL or
KSL thus far, and this is an avea that requires a longifudingl classroony-hased

studv. H such research proves that elahorated modifications are more
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valuable in terms of language acquisition, teachers should trv to provide
rechmdant information by repesting and paraphrasing teacher speech rather
than simplifying their expressions and senfence stnuctires,

Lastly, the responses from the teachers in relation to the roles of teacher
represent the typical perception shout the traditional moles of teachers such
as metructor and assessor. The question is whether this land of fypical
perception is desirable in this global era where educational goals, seftings
and methodologies change, the conventional teacher—student relationship is
being re-established and teachers can seek emplovment overseas. This
question should be examined in relation to the relabively 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
expecied to see. The research was not designed fo investigate a correlation
between the perceptions of language use and feacher rofe bul the findings
seetn o nmplicitly indicate that rigid or flexible posiions work commonly n

forming perceptions of the use of the learmner’s LI/1.2 and the teacher’s role.

V1. Conclusion

The evidence of this study indicates that there are considerable differences
hetween the teacher group and the student group who particpated in the
survey ap fhe use of the leamers” L] and L2 in classes, despite the fact that
hoth groups had shared perceptions n 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 mismaiched perceplions between the two groups and
roles that teachers did not rate highly but are expected by students to play,
These findings can be taken nto account when delivering Korean language
classes, presenting resource materials and providing frainmg in pre-service
or in-service programs. But a comparable analysis s needed through
foliovr-up research regarding teachers and leamers from different. educational
settings (cg. Worean native-speaker teachers vs. 12 Korean teachers,
teachers / leamers in Korea vs. teachers / learners in other couniries) 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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Fhato] shpabel male] o)A 2=t in Classroom: Perceptions by Students and Teachers of

Korean
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Hi= AERS st} olel st Ak shiale] ¢lag AR ZAlsle] 4 : This paper presents findings of the investigations into perceptions by both

g Ao g wo] w& Al A qlo]E Melal= o §88 A3E Adseis students and teachers of Korean ahout the teacher’s use of leamers’ L1 and 12 in
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chassroom seltings and aims fo provide weeful information for a  suitable
nstructional language for a KFL / KSL class. For this ppose, the study

conducted a survey and compared perceptions on some key aspects such as mles

kTR ¥

T of the learner's L1 and 1.2 in classroom, appropriate point of time or sitaations for
o Fo polsl wa maEle Fuel ) 7b e welasic

them, languages for cJasstoom activites and non-languages cowrses, and
educational value and effect. Based on the analysis of responses from 27 teachers
[FAlell @0, w4 o, wal 9o, At 9l 2 9t

: in Korea and 3 students in Auvstrafia, the study discusses a few implications with

a particular focus on class management and educational effect,

IKey words| Korean, instructional language, classtoom language, teacher speech,
teacher talk




