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Introduction 

A new Course of  Study (Japanese Educat ional  Guideline)  was  

introduced to senior  high schools in  Japan (MEXT, 2009) .  Its  most 

st r iking s tatement ,  “classes ,  in  principle,  should be conducted in 

English (MEXT, 2009, p .  92),”  caused heated discussion s among 

teachers  and researchers  in  the country.  Moreover,  MEXT (2013) 

revealed a plan of  int roducing  this  principle to  Japanese junior  high 

schools as  wel l .  These announcements  o f  the new policy on Engl ish 

educat ion implies  that  in the near  future ,  the main medium of 

inst ruct ion  for Engl ish lessons will  be Engl ish ,  not  only in  senior  high 

schools ,  but  also in  junior  high schools .  In  other  words,  t eachers  are 

expected to  ut i l ize their  Engl ish  in  faci l i tat ing classroom 

communicat ion more frequent ly.  

As supported by many previous s tudies ,  i t  i s  clear  that  L2 ( target  

language) input  is  crucial  for  second language acquis i t ion (e.g. ,  

Krashen,  1981;  Krashen & Terrel l ,  1983).  Engl ish teach ers  play a  

s ignif icant  role as  a  resource  of  L2 input  in  the classroom by provid ing 

s tudents  with as  much input  as  possible,  especia lly in  EFL 

environments  where  s tudents  do not  have enough opportunity to  be 

exposed to  Engl ish in  a dai ly basis .  I t  might  be ideal  that  Engl ish 

lessons should be conducted  in  Engl ish in  al l  aspects .  However,  we 

should not exclude learners’ L1 (f i rs t  language) in  the classroom. There  

is  also  a role which  L1 plays  in  lessons (e.g. ,  Levine,  2011;  Turnbul l ,  

2001).  

Al though there are  numerous l i terature about  L1 use in  EFL 
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contexts ,  s tudies  concerning teachers’ actual  use of  L1 and  L2 in the 

classroom are l imited  in  Japan.  How much L1 and L2 are used  by a  

teacher  in  the classroom? What L1 -use funct ions are appl ied  in  lessons?  

When and how are the funct ions applied ,  and why? This paper 

researches  teachers’ actual  L1 use in  the Japanese classroom, focusing 

on i ts  frequency,  funct ion, and reasons for  use.  

 

Chapter 1. Previous study 

There has  been much heated debate about  L1 and L2 use in  the 

classroom (Hal l  & Cook,  2012) .  Some researchers  have argued about  

exclusive L2 use  in  lessons  (Krashen,  1981, 1982,  1985;  Krashen & 

Terel l ,  1983;  Mitchel l ,  1988).  From the view of the  s tudy of  second 

language acquis i t ion, Krashen (1981,  1 982, 1985) contends that  input is  

crucial  for  learners  to  acquire a second language.  In  addit ion,  he 

proposes  that  input  provided for  learners  should be i+1,  a  l i t t le  ahead of  

learners’ current  level s .  Taking his  claim into considerat ion,  i t  seems to 

be natural  and ideal  to  conduct  lessons in  Engl ish to  expose learners  to  

L2,  and at  the same time exposing learners  to  L1 seems to deprive them 

of opportuni t ies  to receive L2 input .  The lack of  L2 -input  opportuni t ies 

is  one of  the issues  in  Engl ish  educat ion,  especial ly in  an  

Engl ish-as-Foreign-Language (EFL) environment  where learners  do not  

usual ly receive L2 input  in  a dai ly basis .  Cook (2001) also claims that  

language lessons in  EFL contexts should expose s tudents  to more L2 

input ,  implying that  teachers  have to  conduct  lessons in Engl ish.  

Therefore,  in  terms  of  second language acquis i t ion theory,  to  guarantee  
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a large amount  of  L2 input  in  the classroom, teachers  ought  to  provide 

as  much L2 as  possible in  lessons.  

Conduct ing lessons  in  Engl ish plays  a role to  improve learners’ 

motivat ion (e.g.  Koga & Sato,  2013;  Sato & Koga,  2012).  The 

researches  of  Koga and Sato (2013) and Sato and Koga (2012) show that  

the L2 use of  a  teacher  in  lessons can  inf luence learners’ motivat ion 

posi t ively.  In  the s tudy of  Sato & Koga (2012),  a  teacher  conducted 

15-week lessons almost  al l  in  Engl ish  (L2) .  Before and after  al l  the 

lessons,  Will ingness  To Communicate  (WTC) of  the s tudents  was 

measured.  WTC can be defined as  one’s  motivat ion to  init iate 

communicat ion  (e.g. ,  MacIntyre,  2007) .  After  the  15-week lessons,  

learners’ WTC was improved.  On the other  hand,  in  the survey of  Koga 

and Sato (2013),  a  teacher conducted a  debate task  through 15-week 

lessons and mainly used Japanese (L1) to  explain the content of  lessons.  

The resul t  showed that  learners’ WTC w as  not  improved after  the 

15-week lessons.  These researches imply that  by using L2 in the 

classroom, teachers  can improve s tudents’ motivat ion. It  seems to be 

effect ive to  conduct  lessons in  English for  improving learners’ 

motivat ion.  

However,  contrary to  the exclusive -L2 posi t ion,  more recent  

researches show that  L1 should be incorporated in  lessons (Cook,  2001 ; 

Cummins,  2007;  He,  2012;  Macaro,  2001,  2006,  2009;  Sato,  2009 , 

2015;  Seong,  2013;  Turnbul l ,  2001 ;  Turnbull  & Arnet t ,  2002).  Cook 

(2001) claims that ,  al though i t  i s  crucial  to  provi de more L2 input  in  

the classroom, L1 plays a  role in  the classroom. The research of  He 
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(2012) shows that  the mother tongue is a  valuable resource for  L2 

learners  to  scaffold themselves  in  unders tanding L2 by taking 

advantage of  s imilar i t ies  and differences  between the f i rst  language and 

the target  language,  and of  learners’ conceptual  understanding in  L1.  In 

the Japanese EFL environment ,  Sato (2009) argues that  teachers  can  

switch from L2 to L1 at  the r ight  moment  in  lessons and suggests  that  

teachers  can use L1 in a res t r icted manner for  the fol lowing:  to modify 

or s impli fy teachers’ L2 ut terances,  give crucial  information about  

homework or  tes ts ,  explain abstract  expressions,  es tabl ish 

teacher-s tudent  rapport ,  and maintain s tudents '  a t tent ion.  In  the s imilar  

EFL si tuat ion in  Asia,  Seong (2013) also  proposes  a balanced use of  L1 

in the L2 classroom in Korea:  use of  L1 when i t  is  necessary ( e.g. ,  

helping reduce learners ’ anxiety) ,  use of  L1 in thei r  task,  use of  L1 

supplementary materials  (e .g. ,  grammars,  di ff icul t  expression,  and 

idioms),  use of  bi l ingual  dict ionaries  under the guidance of  the teachers  

in the L2 classroom, and use of  L1 in planning and producing the L2 

wri t ing on certain topics .  The proposal  of  Seong part ly corresponds 

with one of  Sato,  meaning that  learners ’ L1 should be uti l ized in  the 

EFL environments .  

The discussions  above about  use of  learners ’ f i rs t  language and  

target  language lead  us  to have a quest ion: How much L1 or  L2 should 

be used in  the classroom? Atkinson (1987) argues that  the percentage of  

L2 in  the classroom should be about  95%. Macaro (2011) suggests  that  

teachers  should spend 80% of a lesson t ime in L2.  Turnbul l  (2001) as 

wel l  as  Cook (2001) warn s  that  teachers  might  rely too extensively on  
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L1.  Their  argument s  have in  common that  teachers  have to  provide 

more exposure of  Engl ish for  learners  as  a  prerequis i te .  Sato (2009, 

2015) also emphasizes  the necessi ty of  t eachers ’ increased  use of  L2 in 

the classroom in the Japanese  EFL environment .  It  i s  clear  f rom these  

arguments  that  al though there is  no clear  answer towards the ideal  

percentage of  L1 and L2 use in  the class room, teachers  have to use their 

Engl ish.  

To examine more the ideal  percentage  of  L1 and L2 use  in  the  

classroom, i t  seems to be worthwhile to survey what  is  actual ly 

happening in  the classroom. M any researchers  al ready conducted 

s tudies  about  when and how teachers  and students  use a target  language 

and a mother  tongue in the classroom (Duff  & Pol io,  1990; Kimi & 

Shawn,  2014; Macaro,  2001 ;  Pol io & Duff ,  1994; Rol in- Ianzi t i  & 

Brownlie,  2002;  Schweers ,  1999).  Regarding teachers’ L1 use in  

Japanese Engl ish c lassrooms,  some s tudies examined how much L1 

teachers  used  (Hobbs, Matsuo & Payne ,  2010;  Mil ls ,  2014; Moore,  

2013;  Osada,  2011) .  The f indings show that  the frequency of  L1 and L2 

changes,  depending on external  and internal  variables  such as  teachers  

or  teaching contexts .  Other  previous s tudies  examined the reason s of  

teachers’ actual  L1 use in  the classroom ( De La Campa & Nassaj i ,  2009; 

Edstorm, 2006;  Kang,  2008;  Kimi & Shawn,  2014;  Reza & Shahab,  

2014;  Wilkerson,  2008).  Reza and Shahab (2014)  ident i f ied the reasons 

of  actual  L1 use in  the classroom through st imulated recal l  interview in 

which the part icipant  teachers  recal led  the reasons of  thei r  L1  use in  

lessons.  The resul t  revealed  that  the teachers  used  L1 for  s tudents’ 
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bet ter  comprehensio n,  check s tudents’ comprehension,  task/act ivity at  

hand,  comparison/contrast  between L1 and L2,  s tudents’ emotional  

well -being,  s tudents’ lack of  comprehension,  s tudents’ proficiency 

level  and eff iciency.  

For examining the  internal  factors  of  t eachers ’ L1 and L2 use in  

Japan,  some researchers  surveyed Japanese Engl ish teachers’ bel ief  

towards use of  L1  (Carson,  2014a,  2014b;  Shimizu,  2006).  The f indings 

show that  most  of  teachers  regard use of  learners ’ L1 as  useful .  On the 

other  hand,  others  researched Japanese teachers ’ bel ief  towards  

conduct ing lessons in  Engl ish,  or  teachers ’ L2 use in  the classroom  

(Miura,  2010; Tanabe,  2011;  Tsukamoto & Tsuj ioka,  2013;  Yamada & 

Hris toskova,  2011).  Tsukamoto and Tsujioka (2013) conducted a 

quest ionnaire survey regarding Japanese Engl ish teachers ’ experiences  

in conduct ing lessons in  Engl ish.  Thei r  f indings indicated  that  those 

teachers  who had received  more in-serv ice t rainings in  Communicat ive 

Language Teaching (CLT)  taught  English mainly in  Engl ish.  CLT 

demands teachers  to  use Engl ish as  much as  possible:  thus,  the amount  

of  t raining received  in  CLT is  l ikely congruent  to  t raining for  teaching 

lessons in  Engl ish.  More in-service t rainings  provide more pract ice and  

experience to  help teachers  conduct  classes  in Engl ish.  Other  f indings 

showed that ,  al though many part icipants agreed with the idea of 

teaching Engl ish in  Engl ish,  some obstacles  can s t i l l  be encountered for  

doing so.  Many teachers  in  the survey ment ioned the ir  Engl ish 

proficiency and thei r  s tudents ’ Engl ish proficiency and comprehension 

level  as  the reasons of  diff icul ty for  conduct ing lessons in  Engl ish.  The 
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same f indings were found in other  researches  (Tanabe,  2011;  Yamada & 

Hris toskova,  2011).  Miura (2010) surveyed the anxiet ies  of  pre -service 

teachers ,  who wanted to  become an  Engl ish teacher,  about  using 

Engl ish  in  lessons .  The resul ts  showed that  pre -service teachers  fel t  

worried about  speaking Engl ish in  the c lassroom such as  accuracy and 

f luency,  that  is ,  Engl ish proficiency level .  Even before becoming a 

teacher,  pre-service  teachers  seem to be worried about  t heir  Engl ish 

proficiency level s .  

Thus,  various invest igat ions concern ing teachers’ L1  and L2 

classroom use have al ready been conducted.  However,  not  much study 

has  been done yet  in  Japanese junior  and senior  high schools .  Therefore,  

this  s tudy in Japanese secondary schools  1)  examined teachers’ L1 -use 

frequency and 2)  invest igated their  L1 -use funct ions.  Accordingly,  I  

formulated the fol lowing research quest ions:  

 

RQ1).  What is  the frequency of  L1 used by Japanese teachers ,  and what  

reasons do they give  for  using L1 in specif ic  lesson si tuat ions?  

RQ2).  What are the funct ions of  L1 used by Japanese teachers ,  and 

what  are their  reasons for  using L1 to accomplish these funct ions?  

 

Chapter 2. Methodology 

2-1. Participant 

Three Japanese teachers  of  Engl ish,  A,  B,  and C,  who are graduates  

of  the same class  of  a  nat ional  univers i ty of  educat ion in  Japan,  

part icipated in the s tudy (Table 1) .  Al l  part icipants  hold a degree in  
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Bachelor  of  Arts  (BA) in  Engl ish Education.  A teaches at  a  senior  high 

school (SHS),  and B and C are junior high school  (JHS) teachers .  They 

were al l  newly appointed teachers ,  and had al ready gained 10  months of  

teaching experience  at  the t ime of  the study.  None had experienced 

s tudying abroad in  an Engl ish -speaking country.  For their  Engl ish 

proficiency level s ,  A and C had al ready passed the pre-f i rs t  grade of  

Eiken Tests ,  Japan’s  most  widely recognized Engl ish  language 

assessment .  In  Eike n Tests ,  the pre -f i rs t  grade is  equal  to  the Engl ish 

proficiency level  of  B2 in CEFR and 80 score in  TOEFL iBT.  People 

who passed the pre -f i rs t  grade  can  ‘make explanat ions and express  

his/her  opinions about t opics  relevant  to  a range of  social ,  professional,  

and educat ional  s i tuat ions ’ according to  STEP (2015) .  Teachers  A and C 

can be  regarded as  proficient  Engl ish speaker s  according to  their  Eiken 

Test  resul ts .  Considering the performance garnered by B as  an 

undergraduate s tudent  of  the univers ity,  a  professor of  the  univers ity 

considered that  B had the same level  of Engl ish proficiency as  A and C.  

Moreover,  from the observat ion of  the lesson videos of  the three 

part icipants ( in  detai l  below),  the  same professor in charge of  the 

Engl ish Educat ion of  the univers i ty where the part icipants  had at tended 

regarded them to have equal  levels  of  Engl ish  proficiency.  At  the t ime 

of  the s tudy,  al l  of  them were preparing to  take the f i rs t  grade of  Eiken  

Tests .  Thus,  considering these variables ,  the part icipants  can be 

regarded to  have  the almost  same Engl ish proficiency level  in this 

s tudy.  
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Table 1  

Demographic Information of  the Part icipant  Teachers  

Teacher  School  Degree  Experience  

( in  months)  

Engl ish proficiency 

level  (Eiken Tests)  

A SHS Bachelor  10 Pre-f i rs t  Grade  

B  JHS Bachelor  10 Not  taken  

C  JHS Bachelor  10 Pre-f i rs t  Grade  

 

A’s class  (n=39) was composed of  16-17 years  old second year  SHS 

students .  The overal l  academic level  of  the students  in  the school  was  

high compared to  s tudents  in  other  schools in  the same prefecture.  The 

s tudents  of  A were regarded as  Low-Intermediate Engl ish learners .  The 

focus of  the lesson  observed was on reading by using a tex tbook.  

B’s class  (n=19) was  composed of  12-13 years  old f i rs t  year  JHS 

students .  Under the current  educat ional  system in Japan,  s tudents  star t  

to  learn Engl ish as  a  subject  f rom junior  high  school .  In  some 

elementary schools ,  s tudents  have a class  to  learn Engl ish once a week 

in the f i f th  and s ixth grade.  Most  of  s tudents  in  B’s  class  learned  

Engl ish in  the same elementary school .  However,  in  most  Japanese 

junior  high schools ,  s tudents  s tar t  to  learn Engl ish from the basics of 

Engl ish  (e.g. ,  alphabet) .  In  this  s tudy,  the students  of  B  would fal l  

under  Low-Beginner  level  Engl ish learners .  The original  class  size was  

40.  Each class  was subdivided into two Engl ish classes  to  teach in  a 

small  class .  Compared to  the other  classes  observed in  this  s tudy,  B had 

a smal ler  class  s ize .  The lesson focused on grammar,  negat ive sentence  
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and interrogat ive sentence of  past  tense.   

C’s class (n=37) was composed of 13-14 years  old ,  second year  JHS 

students .  Considering that  t hey had learned Engl ish  for  almost two 

years  (except  learning in  elemen tary school) ,  the proficiency level  of  

C ’s  s tudents  would fal l  under  Beginner.  Lessons  of  C’s  class  a lso  

focused on grammar.  The target  grammar was passive voice.  

 

Table 2  

Information of  the observed lessons  

 School  Students’ number  

(age)  

Students’ Engl ish  

proficiency level  

Lesson content  

( target)  

A SHS 39 (16-17) Low-intermediate  Reading 

B  JHS 19 (12-13) Low-beginner  Grammar  

(past  tense)  

C  JHS 37 (13-14) Beginner  Grammar  

(passive voice)  

 

2-2. Data Collection 

There were three s teps  in  the data col lec tion procedure in  the s tudy:  

lesson recording,  s t imulated recal l  interview, and quest ionnaire  survey.  

To get  the consent  of  the part icipants  and to  give them a broad  

explanat ion of  this  s tudy including the  date of  observat ion,  electronic 

mail ing was used.  

One lesson per  part icipant teacher  was recorded  in  order  to 

calculate the frequency of  Engl ish and Japanese used  by the teachers  in  
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their  lessons.  A video camera  was used and was placed  at  the back of  

the classroom. The part icipant  teachers  used a microphone in  their  

jacket  pocket  to  capture clear  audio interact ions with their  s tudents .  

St imulated recal l  interview s were conducted with each teacher af ter 

the observed lessons to  make them recal l  the reasons  or  thought  

processes  for  their  act ions  in  the class room (Gass  & Mackey,  2000).  

This  approach is  effect ive for  teachers  to  remember what  they were 

thinking while teaching (Reza & Shahab,  2014).  In  each subsequent  

s t imulated recal l  interview,  the teachers  were asked the reasons of  their 

L1 and L2 use while watching their  lesson recording.  The interviews  

were videotaped  as  wel l  as the lesson recordings.  The data for  both the 

recorded lessons and the interviews w ere t ranscribed  after  each  

observat ion.  

A quest ionnaire  survey was administered  in  order  to ask  teachers  

about  their  bel iefs  regarding L1 and L2 use of  teachers  in  the classroom. 

The quest ionnaire  survey was conducted  on the same day as  the 

recording and interv iew.  The f i rs t  part  of  the quest ionnaire ,  developed 

by Yamada and Hris toskova  (2011),  asks  teachers  about  their  at t i tude 

towards classroom L2 use (see Appendix  A).  The second asks teachers’ 

at t i tudes towards their  own classroom use of  L1 (see Appendix  2) ,  

which was based on Shimizu (2006),  as  wel l  as  the presumption that  the 

teachers ’ L1 use in  class  is  related to  teachers’ bel ief  towards  use of  L1 

and L2.  For  this  s tudy,  the original  questionnaire about  L1  use on the 

second part  was t ranslated to  Japanese,  and the order  of  the quest ions 

was changed.  
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To maintain the rel iabil i ty of  the s tudy,  the fol lowing measures  

were taken:  f i rs t ,  the teachers  were not  informed about  the specif ic  

purposes  of  this  s tudy beforehand with regards to  teachers’ L1 and L2 

use to  capture the actual  lessons.  Second, an  interval  between lesson 

recordings and the subsequent  s t imulated recal l  interviews was 

minimized as  much as  possible.  In  the case of  A and B,  the interviews  

were conducted immediately af ter  the lessons.  However,  the interview 

with C was held f ive days after  the  observat ion because of  work  

schedule  confl ict .  The language used  in  al l  the s t imulated recal l  

interviews and the quest ionnaire  survey was the part icipant teachers’ 

L1,  Japanese,  so that  they could express what  they thought exact ly 

about  their  teaching in  the classroom.  

 

2-3. Data Analysis  

For the data analysi s ,  the researcher  1)  divided teacher speech into 

individual  utterances,  2)  class i f ied the utterances into the category of  

L1 or  L2,  and 3)  categorized the L1 u tterances into their  respect ive 

funct ions.  

The researcher segmented the teachers ’ speech from the recorded  

lessons into individual  ut terances.  In  the  previous studies ,  word count 

(De La Campa & Nasaaj i ,  2009;  Moore,  2013),  turn count  (Swain & 

Lapkin,  2000) or  both (Storch & Aldosari ,  2010) was adopted to 

analyze the uni ts of  L1 and  L2.  For the use of  turn count ,  Storch and 

Aldosari  (2010) concluded that  turn count  is  an inexact  measure due to 

the variabi l i ty of  turn length.  On the other  hand,  for  adopting word 
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count ,  some problems arise in  coding d ifferent  languages.  In  the s tudy 

of  Moore (2013),  which examined Japanese learners’ use of  L1 

(Japanese)  and L2 (Engl ish)  in  the classroom, word count  was adopted 

to  compare the frequency of  their  L1 and  L2 use.  However,  a  difference 

in  how to count  “word” between Engl ish and Japanese might  inf luence  

the comparison of  the total  frequency of  each language.  Al though 

coding two differen t  languages originated from Europe seems val id to 

adopt  word count  (such as  Germ an and Engl ish in  the s tudy of  De La 

Campa and Nasaaj i  (2009),  the researcher  considered the differences 

between the two languages  in  choosing the appropriate method for  data  

analysis .  A difference between different  languages might  influence the  

way to count  each word.  In this  s tudy,  the s tandard of  “ut terance” from 

Kimi and Shawn (2014),  based on the complet ion of  individual 

sentences,  was adopted to  calculate the amount  of  Engl ish and Japanese.  

By using this  s tandard,  the two different  languages  can be deal t  equal ly.   

In  segmentat ion,  there were some utterances that  consis ted of  one word,  

which the researcher  regarded as  ut terances as  wel l .  

Fol lowing the segmentation,  each ut terance  was classi f ied  into 

primari ly L1,  primari l y L2 or  equal  L1 and L2.  Table 3  shows the 

explanat ion and examples  of  each category.  In  this  table,  some Japanese 

sentences or  words are immediately fol lowed by t ranslat ions in  Engl ish.  

The script  used for  t ranslat ion was a modified vers ion of  the Hepburn 

system of Romanization.  Al l  the examples  come  from the present  data.   
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Table 3  

Explanations and Examples  of  L1 -and-L2-Utterances Category  

Category Example  

Primari ly L1  

(completely or  

most ly in  

Japanese)  

T:  Ansho nai  desu,  kyo wa  (You do  not  have a  

reci tat ion tes t ,  today).  Ansho tesuto atta  kana te  

omou gurai ,  anmari  i t te  nakat ta to  omou  (You are  

wondering whether  you have a reci tat ion tes t ,  

because I did not  say so much).  

Primari ly L2  

(completely or  

most ly in  

Engl ish)  

T:  So,  last  Friday,  we pract iced new words once.  So,  

today,  let 's  review.  Let 's  repeat .  Repeat  af ter  me new 

words again.  Are you ready?  So,  please repeat .  Let 's  

go.  

Equal  L1 and L2  

(almost same 

amount of  

Japanese and  

Engl ish)  

T:  Hai ,  t sugi  (OK, next) ,  look at  the board.  

T:  Hai ,  dewa ,  hoka  (OK, then,  others) ,  any 

volunteer?  

T: Today is  February…  Kyo ,  jugo nichi ka  (Today,  

i t  i s  f i f teenth) .  

 

After  the classi f icat ion of  teachers’ ut terances into L1 or  L2,  the 

percentage of  L1 and L2 in the ut terances of  the three teachers  was 

calculated .  The teachers  sometimes repeated the same sentences and 

words in  the act ivit ies  such as  reading a loud and vocabulary check.  In  

calculat ion,  i t  i s  l ikely that  the more  teachers  used the repet i t ion of  

Engl ish words or  sentences,  the h igher the percentage  of  Engl ish  use 

would be .  In  this  study,  however,  each word or  sentence  repeated by the 
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teachers  in  the lessons was calculated as  one utterance.  

Next ,  the  ut terances were  categorized  according to  their  respect ive 

funct ions of  L1 use.  Each ut terance  was categorized  fol lowing the 

categories  of  De La Cam pa and Nasaaj i  (2009) which consis ts  of  14 

funct ions.  However,  whi le categoriz ing the ut terances,  four other  L1 

funct ions  were identi f ied .  Therefore,  the researcher  added the four L1 

funct ions into the category:  explanat ion ,  f i l ler ,  nod ,  and  discipl ine .  

Table 4  shows the explanat ion of  each category with an example based  

on the modified vers ion of  the L1-function category of  De La Campa 

and Nasaaj i  (2009).  Al though some of  the examples  come from the data  

of  the current  s tudy,  the other  examples  not  found in the s tudy come 

from De La Campa and Nasaaj i  (2009).  The part icipants’ ut terances  

were categorized  into the L1 funct ions,  based on the  revised  vers ion of  

categories .  

 

Table 4  

Modified version of  L1 -funct ion category o f  De La Campa and Nasaaji  

(2009)  

Category Example 

1.  t ranslation:  L1 

utterances that  t ranslated a 

previous L2 ut terance  

T:  On Saturday,  I  forget  what  I did.  

Doyoubi  wa nani  shi taka wasuretan desu 

kedo  ( I forgot  what  I  did on this Saturday,  

though).  

2 .  L1-L2 contrast :  L1 Not  found in the s tudy  
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utterances used to  contrast  

L2 forms or  cul tural  

concepts  with L1 forms or  

concepts  

T:  Im engl ischen is t  das  so,  wie würdet  

ihr ,  Winona Ryder,  wie würdet  ihr  die 

bezeichnen als  actor  oder  als  actress  ( in  

Engl ish i t  i s  l ike,  how would you Winona 

Ryder,  how would you label  her ,  as  actor  

or  actress )?  

3.  Evaluat ion:  L1 

utterances used to  evaluate 

students’  contr ibut ions.  

Not  found the s tudy 

T:  Ja,  das  wäre schön,  aber  es  is t  leider  

Ausländerfeindl ichkei t ,  keine  

Freundl ichkei t  (Yes,  that  would be nice 

but  unfortunately i t  i s  host i l i ty against  

foreigners ,  not  fr iendliness )  good .  

4 .  Act ivi ty inst ruct ion:  L1 

utterances  that  provided 

act ivity inst ruct ions.  

T:  E ,  jya,  namae mo kai te oite  kudasai  

(Then,  please wri te  your name).  

5 .  Act ivi ty object ive:  L1 

utterances that  described 

the object ive of  an act ivi ty.  

Not  found in the s tudy  

T:  Und viel leicht  können wir  das  kurz  

durch,  denWortschatz [And maybe we can 

quickly through,  the  vocabulary] ,  so that  

you have al l  heard i t  or  so .  

6 .  Elici tat ion of  student  

contr ibut ion:  L1  ut terances 

that  el ici ted s tudent  

contr ibut ions.  

T:  Mae no koto to ,  kako no koto to ,  fudan 

no koto kiku toki  niwa, hi tei  suru toki  

niwa ,  nani  dake chigau  (What  is  a  

difference between what  is  previous,  what  
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i s  past  and what  is  usual  when using 

interrogat ive  or  negat ive form)?  

7.  Personal  comment:  L1 

utterances that  expressed 

the inst ructor’s  personal  

take on events .  

T:  Ashi ta wa ne ,  zen in manten toreru to  

i ine  ( I  hope that  you  al l  wil l  get  a  perfec t  

score tomorrow).  

8 .  Comprehension check:  

L1 ut terances  that  checked 

students’  comprehension  

T:  Kore ,  kono bun douiu imi  dakke  ( this ,  

what  does this  sentence mean)?  

9.  Classroom equipment:  

L1 ut terances  that  deal t  

wi th classroom equipment .  

Not  found in this s tudy  

(The data projector  does not  work.)  

T:  I  just  tried to  restart  maybe i t  works  

then again .  

10.  Adminis t rat ive issues:  

L1 ut terances  related to 

adminis t rat ive issues  (e.g. ,  

exam announcements) .  

T:  Ansho kyo wa nai  desu  (Today,  you 

don ’ t  have a reci tat ion test ) .  

11.  Repet i t ion of  student  

L1 ut terance:  L1 ut terances 

spoken by a s tudent  and  

repeated by the inst ructor .  

T:  Did you swim?  

S:  No.  

T:  Why?  

S:  Samu kat ta kara  (Because i t  was cold) .  

T:  Samu katta kara  (Because i t  was cold) .  

12.  React ion to  s tudent  

quest ion:  L1  ut terances the 

S:  Kako bunshi  no tesuto i tsu kaet te  

kimasu ka  (When is  a  tes t  of  past  
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inst ructor  produced in  

response to  a s tudent  

quest ion.  

part iciple returned)?  

T:  Jikai  (Next  t ime) .  

13.  Humor:  L1 ut terances 

in  which the  inst ructor  

made a joke intended to  

make the s tudents  laugh.  

Not  found in this s tudy  

T:  Findet  ihr  auch,  dass  der  Simmons das  

posi t ivste von diesen Bi ldern is t  [Do you 

f ind too that  Simmons is  the most  posit ive 

of  the images]?  I  am not going to  tel l  

anybody what you said in  class . (s tudent  

laughter)  

14.  Inst ructor  as  bi l ingual :  instances  of  

code-switching  

a)  Arbi t rary code-mixing:  

L1 ut terances  containing 

instances of  the inst ructor  

mixing L1 and L2 words 

randomly,  including false 

s tar ts .  

Not  found in this s tudy  

T:  Okay,  what  is  the ,  was ist  der  

eigent l iche engl ische Begrif f  [What  is  the 

actual  term in Engl ish]?  

b)  L1 words f rom L1 

cul ture:  L1 words  from L1 

cul tural  context  that  the  

inst ructor  incorporated into 

L2 speech.  

T:  Did you eat  yakisaba somen?  Yakisoba 

somen?  

15.  explanat ion:  T:  Kako kei ,  kako no koto ni  narun desu 
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explanat ion of L2 grammar,  

vocabulary or  sound  

ne  (Past  tense,  i t  becomes a past  thing).  

16.  f i l ler  T:  Hai ,  e . . ,  dewa  (OK, ah. . ,  then).  

17.  nod T:  Sou desu ne  (That’s  r ight) .  

18.  discipl ine  T:  Oi ,  i i  desu ka  (Hey,  OK?).  

Note .  L1 is  Japanese and L2 is  Engl ish  in  the current  s tudy.  In  De La 

Campa and Nasaai j i  (2009),  L1 is  Engl ish,  and L2 is  German.  In the  

table,  the words of  L1 in each category are made i tal ic:  Japanese words  

from the current  s tudy are made i tal ic ,  and Engl ish words  f rom De La 

Campa and Nasaai j i  (2009) are.  

 

During the classi f icat ion of  part icipant  teachers’ ut terances into L1 

or L2 and the  fol lowing categorization of  the L1 ut terances  into 

funct ions,  inter-rater  rel iabi l i ty was checked with other  researcher.  

When the researchers disagreed about  the classi f icat ion into L1 or  L2,  

or  the categorizat ion of  L1 funct ions,  a  f inal  decis ion was made through 

discussion between the researchers .  Six  points  of  disaccord  among the 

researchers  occurred  that  were resolved through discussion.  

 

Chapter 3. Results and Discussion 

3-1. Frequency of Teachers’ L1 and L2 utterances  

Table 5  below shows the frequency of  the part icipants’ L1 and L2 

use.  98.8% of A’s  ut terances,  73.0% of B’s  ut terances,  and 35.5% of C’s  

utterances were in  Engl ish.  Although the three part icipant  teachers  had  

almost  the same L2 proficiency level ,  their  L2 frequency seemed to be 
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quite different .  

To examine whether  there is  a  s ignif icant  difference in  the rat io  of  

L2 use among the three teachers ,  Chi -square analysis  was used.  In  the 

analysis ,  the s tandardized residual  of  ±1.96 is  selected as  the  

s ignif icant  difference level  ( p  <  .05).  However,  in  the current  s tudy,  

the Bonferroni -adjusted alpha level  was set  at  .017 to  avoid Type I  

error  (e.g. ,  Field,  2009 )  by dividing .05 by three ( repet i t ions because  

the analysis  was conducted three t imes repeatedly.  The resu lts  showed 

that  there was a s ignif icant  difference between A and B,  χ
2
 (1)  = 

159.65,  p  < .001;  A and C,  χ
2
 (1)  = 509.97,  p  < .001;  and B and C, 

χ
2
 (1)  = 180.35,  p  < .001.  I then examined why there was such a big 

difference in  L2 -use  frequency between the part icipant  teachers .  

 

Table 5  

Frequency of  Part icipants’ L1 and L2 Use in  the Classroom  

 A B C 

Primari ly L1  

Primari ly L2  

Equal  L1 and L2  

7 

559 

0 

1.2% 

98.8% 

0.0% 

193 

535 

5 

26.3% 

73.0% 

0.7% 

347 

196 

9 

62.9% 

35.5% 

1.6% 

Total  566 100.0% 733 100.0% 552 100.0% 

 

In order  to  examine the reasons of  such a big di fference  of  L2 

frequency among the teachers ,  the three teachers’ bel iefs from the 

quest ionnaire data  were analyzed .  The resul ts  of  the questionnaire 

showed that  A,  B,  and C  al l  agreed with the s tatements  about  the 
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advantages of  conduct ing lessons in  English.  The part icipants  think  that  

Engl ish lessons should be conducted in  Engl ish.  Consequent ly,  A’s 

bel ief  was compared with B’s  and C’s .  In  the  quest ionnaire ,  there is  a  

sect ion about  the d isadvantages of  conduct ing lessons in  Engl ish as 

wel l  as  the advantages ment ioned above.  B and C answered in  the  

sect ion  that  they fel t  anxieties  and diff icul t ies  in  conduct ing lessons in 

Engl ish.  According to  their  responses ,  they were afraid that  s tudents 

would feel  embarrassment  or  anxiety dur ing lessons.  In  addi t ion,  B and 

C thought  i t  di ff icult  to  moderate the level  of  their  Engl ish input  

paral lel  to  the s tudents’ level  of  proficiency and to use ent i rely Engl ish 

in class .  The previous s tudies  also showed that  teachers ’ insuff icient  

Engl ish proficiency level  influenced teachers ’ actual  use of  L2 in the 

classroom (Miura,  2010;  Tsukamoto & Tsuj ioka, 2013;  Tanabe,  2011; 

Yamada & Hris toskova ,  2011).  In  contrast ,  A did not  consider  

embarrassment  or  anxiety for  himself  or  his  students ,  as indicated by 

his quest ionnaire response  in  the same sect ion .  A’s answer  in  the free 

comment  sect ion of  the questionnaire  is  as  fol lows:  

 

“Preparat ions for  conduct ing lessons are crucial .  Without 

thinking about  what  to  say in  lessons in  advance,  Engl ish does not 

become real  for  s tudents  ( t ranslated by the author) .”  

 

In  the  subsequent  interview with A after  the lesson,  A emphasized the  

importance of  preparing a script  in  order  to  speak Engl ish in  the 

classroom, which includes  a  preparat ion  on  what  to  say in  Engl ish for  
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every lesson such as  what  quest ions to  ask,  how to paraphrase or  

explain contents ,  or  how to raise examples .  By doing the preparat ion,  A 

was able to  moderate the levels  of  L2 input so that  students  in  his  class  

could understand contents.  A also said,  however,  that  making scripts  to  

speak Engl ish in lessons was the hardes t  aspect  of  lesson preparat ion.  

Considering A’s  comments ,  by preparing more for  conduct in g lessons in  

Engl ish such as  wri t ing a script  for  lessons,  i t  might  be possible that  B 

and C coped with their  perceived diff icul ty in  using Engl ish that  

matches the level  of  s tudents  and to  accordingly and enti rely use 

Engl ish in  class .  

Then,  why was i t  that  A did not  seem to consider  anxiety or  

embarrassment  for  s tudents ,  compared with B and C?  I t  can  be  

presumed that  s tudents’ anxiety or  embarrassment  in  lessons will  come 

from their  non-understanding of  in-class  content s .  If  so,  I  can infer  that  

teachers’ percept ion of  s tud ents’ anxiety or  diff icul ty might  s tem from 

their  s tudents’ lack of  comprehension on the look of  their  faces .  In  the  

post - lesson interviews,  when asked why they switched from Engl ish to  

Japanese,  B and C often answered that  they used L1 to check or  help 

students’ understanding at  that  t ime.  In A’s  case,  he might  have deal t  

wi th s tudents’ anxiety or  embarrassment  by using Engl ish.  As explained 

in the interview,  A contemplated how to speak Engl ish before les sons 

such as how to paraphrase,  what  examples  to  provide, or  what  quest ions 

to  ask.  In  addi t ion,  in  the recorded lesson,  A used some pic tures  to  aid 

students’ comprehension of  the content  while using English.  These 

preparat ions would be helpful for  student s to understand the content  of  
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the lesson.  Yamada (2011) claims that ,  in  order  to  teach  Engl ish in  

Engl ish,  teachers  need to  understand what  supports  they should provide 

for  s tudents ,  and proposes  l inguis t ic  supports:  

 

(1)  use of  topics  that  students  have enough background knowledge 

about ,  

(2)  use of  the language that  students  al ready know and the language 

s l ight ly higher than their  current  level ,  

(3)  simplif icat ion of  the language which is  beyond their  language 

level  by way of  paraphrasing ,  

(4)  provision of  background  information to  act ivate s tudents ’ 

schema when using topics  unfamil iar  to  s tudents ,  

(5)  provision of  planning t ime before speaking  

(6)  use of  glossary  

(7)  inst ruct ion  of  useful  expressions for  discussion, speaking,  and  

(8)  inst ruct ion in and encouragement  of  the use of  communication 

s t rategies  

 

Among these  l inguis tic  and  affect ive supports ,  A used some of  them, 

preparing what  he would say before the lesson and using pictures  

concerning the lesson. Applying  some of  supports  above,  A seemed to 

succeed in  teaching Engl ish i n  Engl ish.  

Furthermore,  by showing what  and how to say in  Engl ish,  A seemed 

to encourage his  s tudents  to  use  Engl ish .  In  his  lessons,  A provided the 

s tudents  with an opportuni ty to  do output  in  Engl ish.  Before pushing 
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them to do output ,  A demonstrated  the output  act ivi ty.  In  the 

observat ion, seeing  A doing i t ,  the students seemed to be  motivated to  

speak Engl ish .  They t r ied to  talk with their  fr iend  in  Engl ish.  As the 

previous studies  show, motivating the s tudents  to  use Engl ish by using 

one’s  sel f  as  an example created  an input -and-output -r ich classroom 

(Koga & Sato,  2013;  Sato & Koga,  2012) .  Considering these  

preparat ions  and techniques ,  i t  i s  clear  that  A t r ied to  help the s tudents 

understand “English  through Engl ish”.  A did not  consider  s tudents’ 

anxiety or  embarrassment  as  obstacles  to  teach Engl ish in  Engl ish  

because he could deal  with students’ lack of understanding through the 

L2.  Thus,  i t  can be  concluded that  the main difference between A,  and B 

and C in L2 frequency was due to  the difference o f  their  percept ions of  

diff icul ty or  anxie ty for  themselves  and their  s tudents  regarding 

conduct ing lessons in  Engl ish,  as  wel l  as  how they deal t  wi th these 

percept ions.  

Next ,  the researcher  examined the difference between B and C. 

Based on  their  answers  on the ques tionnaire  survey,  the teachers  

thought  that  L1 should play a  crucial  ro le in  various s i tuat ions such as  

when explaining a complicated grammar rule,  new vocabulary or  an 

idea diff icul t  to  understand,  as  previous s tudies  show (e.g. ,  Sato,  2009).  

Considering this  response of  the two teachers  to  the quest ionnaire,  i t  

may be supposed that  they would incorporate more L1 into their  lessons.  

However,  B added in the free comment  sect ion of  the quest ionnaire that ,  

al though L1 plays a  role,  to  provide more L2 input ,  L1 use  in  lessons 

depends on s i tuat ions (e.g. ,  when s tudents  show lack of  understanding,  
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or when deal ing with a lesson content qui te  hard for  s tudents  to 

understand).  B admitted usefulness  of Japanese  in teaching Engl ish ,  but 

she priori t ized prov iding L2 input  while  minimizing the  amount  of 

Japanese used.  In  the interview,  B was  asked  about  switch from 

Japanese to  Engl ish during one of  the short  talks  with s tudents .  B 

explained that  communicat ing longer than  necessary in  Japanese with 

s tudents  might  change the atmosphere  of  lessons  and would lead them 

to the idea of  using more L1 in class .  From this response ,  B t r ied to  use 

L2 in the lesson in order  to  keep the atmosphere of  urging to use 

Engl ish .  This  point  on B’s bel ief  regarding L2 use makes  i t  dis t inct  

from C ’s .  

Other  variables  that  might  inf luence teachers’ L1 and L2 frequency  

are  the year  levels  and Engl ish proficiency levels  of  s tudents .  Many 

teachers  might  say that  i t  can be easier  to  conduct lessons in  Engl ish in 

SHS than in  JHS because SHS students  have acquired more knowledge 

in  Engl ish than JHS  students ,  or  that  i t  can be easier  to  conduct  lessons 

in Engl ish in  JHS than in  SHS because  what  students  in JH S learn is  

easier  to  understand or  develop through in -class  act ivi t ies  than in SHS  

(e.g. ,  Nari ta ,  2013) .  In  this  s tudy,  A’s  lesson showed the highest  

frequency of  L2,  and C’s  lesson showed the lowest .  However,  between 

B and C, B’s  lesson showed a higher fr equency than C’s .  B’s  s tudents  

were f i rs t  year  JHS students ,  and C’s  s tudents  were second year  JHS 

students .  Furthermore,  A’s  lessons showed a higher frequency of  L2 

than B’s  lesson, al though A’s  s tudents were second year  SHS students  

and B’s  s tudents  were  f i rs t  year  JHS students .  So, i t  i s  not  t rue from 
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this  s tudy that  the  easiness  or  diff iculty of  conduct ing lessons in 

Engl ish depends on the year  level  of s tudents .  In  addi t ion,  students’ 

English proficiency levels  differ  due to their  di fferent  year  levels .  

According to this  s tudy,  i t  i s  also not t rue that  s tudents’ Engl ish 

proficiency influences the ease or  diff icul ty of  conduct ing lessons in  

Engl ish.  From these  reasons,  i t  may therefore  be implied that  nei ther  

students’ year level  nor L2 proficiency l evel  should be regarded as  

hindrances  when conduct ing lessons in Engl ish.  

 

3-2. Functions of Teachers’ L1 Use  

Table 6 shows the resul t  of  L1 funct ions categorized,  following the 

categories  revised from De La Campa and Nassaj i  (2009).  Act ivi ty 

inst ruct ion was used  the most  often among the three teachers ,  fol lowed 

by explanat ion and t ranslat ion.  The researcher  examined why these L1 

funct ions were used  in  their  lessons and why there was a di fference in  

L1 funct ions among the t hree teachers ,  focusing on the  top three most 

frequent ly used functions.  

Activi ty Instruct ion  i s  an inst ruct ion in an act ivi ty such as  raise 

your hand  or  make a pair .  C used i t  the most  among the three teachers ,  

105 t imes.  B used L1 for  act ivity inst ruct ion just  10 t imes,  and A did 

not  use i t  at  al l .  I t  i s  presumed that  the cause  of  this  s ignif icant  

difference was due to their  class  s ize.  There were 19 s tudents in  B’s  

lesson,  while there were 37  s tudents  in  C’s  lesson.  In  the in terview,  C  

said she fel t  i t  di ff icult  to  make act ivity inst ruct ions understood even in 

Japanese,  much less in Engl ish.  So,  i t  can be understood that  C fel t  less  
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comfortable than B in giving act ivi ty inst ruct ions in  Engl ish ,  and used 

Japanese to  save t ime.  On the other  hand,  al though  B used act ivi ty 

inst ruct ions mainly in  L2,  B sometimes used L1 for  act ivi ty 

inst ruct ions before  or  af ter  L2.  In the interview,  B gave act ivity 

inst ruct ions in L1 af ter  L2 to give clar i f icat ion  for  the s tudents.  

 

Table 6  

Frequency of  the Participants’ L1 Funct ions (modi f ied from De La 

Campa & Nassaj i  (2009)  

  A B C Total  

Act ivity 

inst ruct ions  

0 0.0% 11 5.7% 105 30.3% 116 21.2% 

explanat ion  0 0.0% 58 30.1% 57 16.4% 115 21.0% 

Translat ion  2 28.6% 49 25.4% 43 12.4% 94 17.2% 

Personal  comment  3  42.9% 17 8.8% 50 14.4% 70 12.8% 

Elici tat ion of  

s tudent  

contr ibut ion  

1 14.3% 12 6.2% 44 12.7% 57 10.4% 

Nod 0 0.0% 14 7.3% 15 4.3% 29 5.3% 

Repet i t ion of  

s tudent  L1 

utterance  

1 14.3% 19 9.8% 2 0.6% 22 4.0% 

Fi l ler  0  0 .0% 6 3.1% 10 2.9% 16 2.9% 

React ion to 0  0 .0% 0 0.0% 9 2.6% 9 1.6% 
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student  quest ion  

Comprehension 

check  

0 0.0% 2 1.0% 6 1.7% 8 1.5% 

Adminis t rat ive 

issues  

0  0 .0% 4 2.1% 3 0.9% 7 1.3% 

discipl ine  0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 0.9% 3 0.5% 

Instructor  as  

bil ingual  

0  0 .0% 1 0.5% 0 0.0% 1 0.2% 

L1-L2 contrast  0  0 .0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Evaluat ion  0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Act ivity object ive  0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Classroom 

equipment  

0  0 .0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Humor 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

 

However,  not  in every s i tuat ion of  the lesson, C used L1 for  act ivity 

inst ruct ion .  In  the  lesson,  C  sometimes  spoke in  L2 for  act ivi ty 

inst ruct ion.  In  the interview,  she was asked about  L2 use for  act ivity 

inst ruct ion at  some s i tuat ions .  C explained  that  some act ivi ty 

inst ruct ions were frequent ly used in  lessons as  classroom Engl ish;  e .g.  

look at  the blackboard  and open your textbook .  In  the  survey of  

Tsukamoto and Tsujioka (2013) ,  i t  was found that  al though many 

teachers  conduct  classroom instruct ion ,  greet ings and warm-ups in 

Engl ish,  they use less Engl ish in vocabulary or  grammar explanat ion. In  

comparison to  the case of  C,  al though classroom Engl ish was often  used 
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when conduct ing lessons ,  other  expressions in Japanese might  be 

diff icul t  for  C to speak  in  Engl ish.  

The next  funct ion  is  explanat ion .  B used explanat ion the most  

among the three,  fol lowed by C.  In the interview,  B said that  use  of  L1 

for  explanat ions helps s tudents understand grammar and voca bulary 

without  any problems.  A difference in  teaching content  between the 

lessons may explain the differences  in  this  funct ion.  A’s  lesson focused 

on reading.  A seldom provided Japanese explanat ions on grammar,  

vocabulary,  or  even  the content  of  the reading material .  On the other  

hand,  the lesson focus of  B and C was  on grammar.  In  the grammar  

sect ion of  the observed lessons,  B and C both used more L1 to explain 

the points  of the target  grammar their  s tudents had to  keep in  mind.  The 

focus of  their  lessons might  have influenced their  amount  of  L1 and L2 

use.  Then, how about a  difference between B and C? In the  interview, 

when asked  why they had taught  grammar in  Japanese,  both B and C 

said that  teachin g grammar should be conducted in  Japanese.  In  the 

quest ionnaire  as  wel l ,  they pointed out  that  Japanese  should be used in  

grammar teaching.  Although they both taught  grammar in  their  lessons,  

their  target  grammar was different .  B taught  negat ive sentence a nd  

interrogat ive sentence of  past  tense.  On the other  hand,  C taught  

passive voice.  I can  presume that  di fferences of  target  grammar might  

influence the degree to  teach in  Engl ish.  Comparing each  grammar,  

passive voice may be more complicated for  s tudents  to  learn and for  

teachers  to  teach in  Engl ish than negat ive sentence and interrogat ive 

sentence of  past  tense.  However,  only such complexi ty of  grammar does  
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not  seem to have influenced their  use of  Japanese and Engl ish in  their 

lessons.  B used L1 for  expla nat ions as  often as  C,  but ,  in the interview,  

B said that  she t r ied  to  use as  much Engl ish as  possible to  provide more 

Engl ish input ,  even  in  the gramm ar  teaching sect ion of  lessons .  This 

bel ief  of  B for  L2 use also ma kes i t  dis t inct  from the teaching of  C .  

Translat ion  i s  an L1 ut terance t ranslat ing a previous L2 ut terance.  

This  funct ion was used by the  three teachers .  A used i t  to  provide a  

Japanese t ranslat ion after  Engl ish words or  idiomatic expressions when 

introducing vocabulary.  This  is  one of  a  few L 1 funct ions A used in  his 

lesson.  Although the  amount  of  L1 use is  qui te  less  than B and C,  A did  

not discard the effect iveness  or  eff iciency of  L1 use.  A admit ted 

teachers’ L1 use in  the classroom  in the questionnaire  and said  that  

there were many s ituat i ons to  use L1 in lessons.  Especial ly for  

vocabulary teaching or  learning,  A found L1 to be  effect ive.  In  the same 

quest ionnaire,  A did not  agree  with the effect iveness  of  teaching 

Engl ish in  Engl ish in vocabulary teaching while he total ly agreed or 

almost  agree with the other  advantages of  teaching Engl ish in  Engl ish.  

This  could explain  A’s use  of  L1 in the introduct ion of  vocabulary  in  

the recorded lesson .  

In  the lesson,  A provided his  s tudents  with a match l is t  of  new 

vocabulary and i ts  t ranslat ion or  meaning.  By matching the Engl ish 

vocabulary with Japanese,  A provided the needed support  for  students ’ 

understanding of  the vocabulary.  Kasahara (2015) claims that  

vocabulary l is t  contrast ing Engl ish and i ts  t ranslat ion plays a role in  

EFL contexts  where  natural  exposure of  Engl ish is  l imited in  a dai ly 
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l i fe ,  and that  intentional  learning is  important  for  the  language 

acquis i t ion in  lea rning a language as  a  foreign  language.  By making the  

s tudents  engage on intentional  learning,  A might  help them acquire new 

vocabulary.  

B and C also used t ranslat ion after  showing Engl ish sentences and 

vocabulary.  In  the interview,  B and C said that  they provided Japanese  

t ranslat ion so that  the s tudents  could understand the content  ful ly.  

Though the  frequency of  t ranslat ion conducted by B was close to that  of 

C, they seemed to use t ranslat ion for  different  reasons.  B used 

t ranslat ion whenever  s tudents  express s igns of  embarrassment or 

anxiety.  In  order  to  help or  check s tudents’ understanding,  B seemed to 

provide the L1 t rans lations.  On the other  hand,  C used t rans lation after  

every L2 sentence.  When L1 t ranslat ion  should  be provided might  have 

been different  among the teachers .  

Beyond the three funct ions,  the researcher  would l ike to  give a  

s ignif icant  importance  on one L1 funct ion that  teacher A,  whose L2 -use 

frequency was close to 100% in the class room, used:  personal  comment .  

Of A’s  L1 -use funct ions,  the percentage  of  personal  comment  was the 

highest .  The samples  are  shown in the following:   

 

T: Kai teru jyan! (You have wri t ten i t !)  Nande sonna kincho surunkana? 

(Why are you feel ing so nervous?)  Fudan… mou! (Usual ly… 

Shoot!)  

 

The three utterances  ment ioned above were  relat ive to  a  part  of  A’s  
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lesson. In  the comprehension check of  the reading materia l ,  s tudents 

did not  t ry to  answer,  or  just  responded with  “I don’t  know”.  This 

shows that  the s tudents  were  af raid of  making mistakes or  giving out  

wrong answers .  At  that  t ime,  A spoke the sentences  above to  the 

s tudents .  In  the interview,  A said that  he used Japanese in order  to 

change the atmosphere of  the lesson.  In  the quest ionnaire,  A said in  the 

free comment  that  “I think that  L1 should be used when a te acher want  

to  draw students’ at tent ion,  when i t  i s  di ff icul t  to  teach in  Engl ish,  or  to  

relax the atmosphere of  the classroom (t ranslated by the au thor) .”  The 

previous s tudies  also claim that  L1 use is  effect ive to  decrease s tudents’ 

anxiety in  the  classroom (Cook,  2001).  In  this  s i tuat ion,  A helped 

s tudents  reduce anxiety by using Japanese to  express  what  he  thought  at  

the moment  to  the students .  

 

Chapter 4. Conclusion and Limitations  

This s tudy analyzed the lessons of  three  Engl ish teachers ,  focusing 

on the frequency and funct ions of  their L1 use,  as  well  as  their  reasons 

for  using L1.  The researcher  found that  even with almost  same L2 

proficiency levels ,  t eachers’ L1 -use f requency varied,  and that  the L1 

funct ions the teachers  used also varied between the teachers .  In  this  

s tudy,  by examining the reasons of  the  resul t  through an  interview and 

quest ionnaire,  the researcher  came to a conclusion that  the  part icipants’ 

L1 and L2 use were influenced by internal  (e .g.  t rying to  provide more 

L2 for  s tudents)  and  external  (e .g.  s tudents’ understanding of  content)  

factors  in  the classroom. For making  an input -r ich classroom, the way 



33 

to deal  with the factors  will  be necessary for  the teachers .  Another  

interest ing f inding in the research was that  s tudents’ year level  and L2 

proficiency level  are not  s ignif icant  when conduct ing Engl ish lessons 

in  Engl ish.  Final ly,  in  this  research,  the L1 funct ions which the 

teachers  used provide us a proposal  for  using L1 effect ively in  the 

classroom. The teachers  used L1 effect ively for  mit igat ing learners’ 

anxiety in  the lesson,  or  checking or  helping learners’ comprehension 

while providing more L2 input  for  the s tudents .  L1 use  should not  be 

disregarded in  teaching a foreign language.  

However,  this  study has  the f ollowing l imitat ions.  Firs t ,  th e number 

of  part icipants  was small ,  wi th just  three teachers .  For par ticipants  in 

this  s tudy,  al though the researched  regarded the part icipant s’ Engl ish 

proficiency level s  as  almost  the same,  i t  i s  necessary to  set t ing up a 

cr i ter ion to evaluate part icipants ’ Engl ish proficiency level .  Second,  

the content  of  the part icipants’ lessons differed as  A deal t  wi th reading 

while B and C taught mainly grammar.  If  A’s  lesson had focused on 

grammar,  A might  have used more L1 than or  as  much L1 as  B and C ,  as  

compared to  his  reading lesson .  Moreover,  even  in  B’s  and C’s  grammar 

teaching,  the content of  the grammar was different .  If  B had taught  a 

more complicated grammar,  B might  have used L1 more often to 

t ranslate L2 sentences or  help students’ comprehension.  On the other  

hand,  i f  grammar had been simple ,  C might  have used more L2 in 

lessons.  Final ly,  the researcher  observed and recorded just  one lesson 

from each  of  the  part icipant  teachers .  Some internal  and external  

factors  might  have influenced the part icipants’ teaching  a t  the  t ime of  
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each lesson observat ion . Therefore ,  i t  cannot  general ize the overal l  

tendency of  part icipants’ L1 -use with just  one observat ion  for  each.  A 

longi tudinal s tudy would be necessary to  col lect  more data about 

part icipants’ L1 -use  frequency,  funct ions,  and reasons behind i ts  use in  

order to  further  explore factors  influencing teachers’ de cis ion making 

regarding L1 use.  
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Appendix 

Appendix A Quest ionnaire about  teachers’ bel ief  towards teachers’ use 

of L2 (Engl ish)  in  the classroom (Yama da & Shimo,  2011)  

1 .  平成 25年に公示された「グローバル化に対応した英語教育改革実施計

画」において、中学校でも「授業は英語で行うことを基本とする」と

いうことが計画されています。この「授業は英語で行うことを基本と

する」についてどうお考えですか。  

□ おおいに賛同する  □ ほぼ賛同する  □ どちらとも言えない  

□ あまり賛同しない  □ 全く賛同しない  

2 .  英語の授業を英語で行うに関して当てはまるところに丸 (〇 )を付けて

ください。  

1 :  全くその通り、 2:  ほぼその通り、 3:  どちらとも言えない  

4 :  あまりそう言えない、 5:  全く違う  

a  英語を使う自然な環境をつくることができる。  1  2  3  4  5  

b  生徒が英語により多く触れることになる。  1  2  3  4  5  

c  いつも英語を聞いていると英語を聞き取りやすくなる。  1  2  3  4  5  

d  授業が英語で行われると語彙力をつけるのに役立つ。  1  2  3  4  5  

e  そのような授業では、生徒に英語を学びたいという内的

動機づけを与えることができる。  

1  2  3  4  5  

f  言葉は実際のコミュニケーションで使って習得できるも

のである。  

1  2  3  4  5  

g  その他：  

 

3 .  英語の授業を英語で行うに関して当てはまるところに丸 (〇 )を付けて

ください。  
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1:  全くその通り、 2:  ほぼその通り、 3:  どちらとも言えない  

4 :  あまりそう言えない、 5:  全く違う  

a  全て英語で授業をすると、困惑する生徒がいる。  1  2  3  4  5  

b  英語力の低い生徒は日本語で説明する必要がある。  1  2  3  4  5  

c  生徒のレベルに合った英語を使うのは難しい。  1  2  3  4  5  

d  重要事項が理解できないことがある。  1  2  3  4  5  

e  説明は日本語でした方がはるかに効率的なことが多い。  1  2  3  4  5  

f  日本人教師にとって、常に英語で話すことは困難だ。  1  2  3  4  5  

g  その他：  

 

4 .  授業は、どのくらい英語で行っておられますか。  

□ 言語材料の提示（テキストの英文や例文提示）のみ  □ 言語材料の

提示と c lass room Engl ish  を使う時  □ 言語材料の提示と生徒に英語で

コミュニケーション活動をさせる時  □ ほとんど全て  

□ その他  (下に記入してください )  

                                 

5 .  先生が話す英語を生徒に理解させるのに、どのような工夫をされてい

ますか。あてはまるもの全てにチェック☑を入れてください。  

□ ゆっくり話す  □ 繰り返す  □ 簡単な英語を使う  □ ジェスチャー

を使う  □ 演技をする  □ 写真・絵や実物を見せる  □ 日本語に訳す  

□ その他  (下に記入してください )  

                                 

6 .  今後、「授業は英語で行うことを基本」としていくとなると、次のど

のようなことが必要と思われますか。それぞれについて、どう思われ
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るかご回答ください。  

1 :  とても必要、 2:  必要、 3:  どちらとも言えない  

4 :  あまり必要でない、 5:  全く必要でない  

a  英語の授業をとおして人間教育を行うのだという理念  1  2  3  4  5  

b  大学入試での英語の試験の改革  1  2  3  4  5  

c  教育研究所などの主催による教員研修  1  2  3  4  5  

d  個々の教員が必要に応じて自由に研修できる制度  1  2  3  4  5  

e  それぞれの学校で教員が相互に研修しサポートできる

体制  

1  2  3  4  5  

f  教員の英語力の向上  1  2  3  4  5  

g  その他 :  

 

7 .  「授業は英語で行うことを基本」にすると、あなたは、次のどのよう

なことをしていこうと考えられますか。それぞれについて、どう思わ

れるかご回答ください。  

1 :  全くその通り、 2:  ほぼその通り、 3:  どちらとも言えない  

4 :  あまり思わない、 5:  全く思わない  

a  日本語を使用する方が教育効果の高いことを大事に

しつつ、英語を使った活動を増やしていく。  

1  2  3  4  5  

b  試験問題を変える。  1  2  3  4  5  

c  研修会に参加する。  1  2  3  4  5  

d  教授法を自分で勉強する。  1  2  3  4  5  

e  自分の学校の特性に沿った指導のあり方を、同僚と一

緒に考える。  

1  2  3  4  5  
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f  英語力を向上させる  1  2  3  4  5  

g  その他 :  

 

8 .  最後に、先生のバックグラウンドや勤務校についてお教えください。  

(1 )  大学でのご専攻（主専攻）は何でしたか。  

BA in  □ 英語教育  □ 言語学  □ 英文学  □ 教育  □ その他  

MA in □  英語教育  □ 言語学  □ 英文学  □ 教育  □ その他  

(2 )  教職について何年になられますか。  

□ 5  年以内  □ 5  年から 10  年以内  □ 10  年から 20  年以内  □ 20  年

以上  

(3 )  中学校または高等学校で英語を何年教えておられますか。  

□ 5  年以内  □ 5  年から 10  年以内  □ 10  年から 20  年以内  □ 20  年

以上  

(4 )  現在勤務されておられる学校にはどのようなコースがありますか。 

□  全日制：普通科のみ（理数科を含む）  □  全日制：普通科と国

際関係の学科  

□  全日制：普通科と国際関係の学科と職業系の学科  □全日制：普

通科と職業系の学科（理数科を含む）  

□  全日制：職業系の学科のみ  □ 定時制・通信制：普通科、職業系

の学科  

9 .  英語の授業における教師の英語使用に関して意見を聞かせてください。 
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Appendix B Quest ionnaire about  teachers’ bel ief  towards teachers’ use 

of L1 (Japanese)  in  the classroom (modified from Shimizu (2006)  

1 .  英語の授業の際に、日本語を使用することがありますか。  

□ いつも。  □ しばしば。  □ 時々。  □ めったにない。  □ 全くな

い。  

2 .  あなたは教師が日本語を英語の授業で使うべきだと思いますか。  

□ はい。  □ いいえ。  

3 .  教師が日本語を使うのは必要ないと考えた方、それはなぜですか。  

                                 

4 .  あなたは英語の授業における教師の日本語の使用が英語を学ぶのに役

立つと思いますか？  

□ すごくそう思う。  □ 少しそう思う。  □ そう思う。 □ そうは思わ

ない。  □ 全然そうは思わない。  

5 .  どのぐらいの頻度で授業の中で教師が日本語を使うべきだと思います

か。  

□ 全く使わないほうが良い。  □ めったに使わない方が良い。  □ と

きどき。  □ 頻繁に。  

□ かなり頻繁に。  

6 .  いつ教師が日本語を使うのが適切だと思いますか。複数回答可。  

□  既に学習した教材の内容を復習するとき  □ 新しい教材を導入する

とき  

□ 複雑な文法を説明するとき  □ 新しい語彙の説明をするとき  □ 難

しい概念を説明するとき  

□ 表現やフレーズを練習するとき  □ 指示を出すとき  
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□ アドバイスをするときや効果的な勉強方法を教えるとき  □ 生徒に

冗談を言うとき  

□ 英語力をテストするとき（例－テストで英語から日本語に訳すとき

など）  

□ 内容を理解しているか確認するとき  □ 生徒の居心地をより良くし、

より自信を付けさせるとき  

□ 小グループで活動をするとき  □ 英語と日本語の関係を説明すると

き  

□  その他  (下に記入してください )  

                                 

7 .  英語の授業における教師の日本語使用に関して意見を聞かせてくださ

い。  
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論文要旨 

現行の『高等学校学習指導要領』（MEXT, 2009）、そして『グローバル化に対応した英語教育

改革実施計画』(MEXT, 2013)により、今後、高等学校のみならず中学校の英語授業においても、

教師の積極的な英語使用が期待されている。これまでも教室での外国語使用と母語使用に関して

は議論されていたが、本論では実際に言語使用がどのように行われているかを調査した。 

第１章では、授業における教師の言語使用に関する先行研究を整理した。従来の第二言語習得

研究では教師が学習対象言語を使用するべきとされていた。しかし、近年の研究では、学習者の

母語も使用されるべきと主張されている。このような言語使用の研究においては、実際の教室で

の教師の言語使用頻度、使用機能、使用理由などに着目して調査が行われている（e.g., Polio & 

Duff, 1994）。加えて、教師の言語使用に対しての信念の研究も行われている。しかし、このよう

な研究は日本の中学校・高等学校ではあまり行われておらず、本研究では、教師の英語（学習対

象言語）と日本語（母語）の使用量、機能、そしてその理由に関する調査を行った。 

第２章では、調査方法を示した。この調査には３人の英語教師（Ａ（男性・高等学校２年担当）・

Ｂ（女性・中学校１年担当）・Ｃ（女性・中学校２年担当）が参加した。３人とも教師１年目で

あり、英語運用能力は同等と考えた。それぞれの教師の授業を記録し、授業後にその授業での日

本語使用についてインタビューを行い、その後言語使用に関するアンケートをその教師たちに実

施した。データの分析は、先行研究を基に、録画した授業からそれぞれの教師の英語・日本語使

用率を算出し、使用された日本語の機能分類を行った。 

第３章では、収集したデータを基に分析を行った。記録した授業を基にそれぞれの教師の日本

語使用率を参集したところ、３人それぞれに大きな違いがみられた（日本語：Ａ＜Ｂ＜Ｃ、英語：

Ａ＞Ｂ＞Ｃ）。その違いをアンケートで集められた教師の日本語・英語使用に対しての信念を基

に分析を行った。その結果、３人の教師は全員授業での教師の英語使用に対して賛成しているが、

ＢとＣは英語使用率の最も高いＡと比べ、授業での英語使用に対して不安を感じていた（例：生

徒の英語力に合わせた英語使用）。それに対して、Ａは英語で授業を行うために準備をしっかり

と行っていたことが分かった。ＢとＣの間では、日本語を使用するべきと考える中で、Ｂは英語

を積極的に使用しようとしており、英語使用率が異なる原因となったと考えた。その他の発見と

して、算出されたそれぞれの教師の英語使用率と担当学年、学習者の英語運用能力から、教師が

英語で授業を行うことに関して、学習者の学年と英語運用能力は関係が見られないことが分かっ

た。最後に、３人の教師の日本語使用の機能に着目した。発見された日本語の機能の内、頻度の

高かった「活動の指示」、「説明」、「日本語訳」、「個人的意見」を分析した。分析の結果、それぞ

れの日本語使用機能には教室の生徒人数や、授業の内容などが影響していることが発見された。 

結論として、教師の言語使用には教師の信念のような内部的要因のほかにも、授業内容や生徒

人数のような外部的要因が影響を与えていることが分かった。しかし、その一方で、教師の授業

での英語使用は学習者の学年や運用能力に関係なく行うことが可能であることも分かった。今後

は日本人教師の英語使用・日本語使用の要因を明らかにするために、さらなる研究が必要である。 

 


