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PERCEPTIONS OF TURKISH SCHOOL TEACHERS ON THE USE OF MOTHER

TONGUE IN EFL CLASSES

The article focuses on the research into the opinions of Turkish school teachers whether the mother
tongue (L1) should be included or excluded in the foreign language classes. The problem under study has
been debated by researchers and there is no consensus on this controversial issue. It is stated that most of
the studies are conducted on the tertiary level, and there are very few ones on the primary & secondary
levels. Therefore, this study explores the perspectives of English teachers working in primary schools in
comparison to high schools affiliated with Turkish national education. It also investigates for which
language skills both of those groups find the use of mother tongue (Turkish) relatively effective and their
justification behind the use of L1 in their classes in which English is taught as a foreign language. A total
of 30 primary and 30 high school teachers working in Usak (Turkey) participated the study voluntarily.
The study has employed mixed-method and data were collected through a questionnaire developed by
Kuru and Tekin (2019). Moreover, semi structured interviews were conducted to obtain qualitative data
with randomly selected primary school (8) and high school teachers (8). By means of the Statistical
Package for Social Sciences (SPSS), descriptive statistics were conducted and qualitative data were
analyzed thematically. Findings of the quantitative data indicated that majority of both primary and high
school teachers support the use of mother tongue in English as a Foreign Language (EFL) classes.
Additionally, there is no significance difference between the perceptions of primary school and high
school teachers regarding the use of L1. Finally, results of the qualitative data advocate the findings of the
quantitative data.

Keywords: mother tongue; primary school teachers; high school teachers; perceptions; semi structured
interviews.

1. INTRODUCTION

Language is one of the most significant components that distinguish humans from other living
things. Communication based interactions are vital to human being, and therefore, knowledge of
language is one of the most essential segments that form the basis of the learning process.
According to Bloomfield (1956) the language plays an important role in our life. For years,
depending on the researches on the second language acquisition (SLA), use of mother tongue (L1)
has been as either helpful tool or an obstacle for the second language (L2) learning process.
Constant changes in the methodologies of language teaching are mostly shaped by the learners’
needs and these changes reflects “a shift from transmission, product-oriented theories to
constructivist, process-oriented theories of learning, teaching, and teacher learning” (Crandall,

2000, p. 34-35).
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As stated by Kahraman (2009), whether or not to utilize the mother tongue in the EFL classes
is a rather challenging issue and there are various studies in the literature that both advocate and
criticize utilizing mother tongue for teaching English. Some of the researchers suggest that limited
amount of mother tongue can be utilized as essential pedagogical tool (Cook, 2001; de la Colina &
Mayo, 2009; Kahraman, 2009), While others assert that use of L1 has detrimental effects of second
language learning process (Sarigoban, 2010; Turnbull, 2001). Those who are against use of L1
explain their major reason as the risk of creating mother tongue (L1) dependence and thus
preventing students from comprehensible input and context. Accordingly, Ellis (1994) claims that
FL teachers’ excessive uses of mother tongue shut off learners from comprehensible L2 input. (As
cited in Sarigoban, 2010, p.175). On the contrary, Cook (2001) supports that mother tongue should
be integrated for teaching English claiming mother tongueis useful in explaining the grammar of the
target language (TL) and also it is an effective tool for students to learn new vocabulary. While
there is still no consensus on whether mother tongue will be allowed in foreign language classes, its
practical profits need to be taken into account. Considering that even researchers cannot agree on
the issue, English teachers concern about the appropriate and acceptable amount of use of L1 in
their classes are based on reasonable grounds. Because excessive use of L1 have a detrimental
effect for the target language (TL) teaching while it assumed to be useful in explaining and
grammar rules, teaching vocabulary more effectively and time saving for giving instructions.
Accordingly, Turnbull (2001) states that learner’s L1 and L2 can coexist and “‘the L1 can save time
inthe SL or FL classroom. ... It is efficient to make a quick switch to the L1 to ensurethat students
understand a difficult grammar concept or an unknown word” (p. 208). Given the fact that teachers
are either favor for or against use of mother tongue in English language classes, there have been
inadequate studies reflecting teachers’ opinions working in different education levels in compulsory
education institutions.

Therefore, the study aims to examine whether there is a significant difference between the
opinions of teachers working at particular education levels on utilizing L1 in English lessons.

2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

As Kahraman (2009) states, there is a near consensus among language educators that the use
of mother tongue could be rather valuable source for both parties of education (teachers and
learners). While Carless (2008) reflects it as ‘‘humanistic and learner-centered strategy, with
potential to support student learning, but at the same time involving a risk of failing to encourage
TL practice and communication” (p. 336).

So as to gain a perspective on the issue from the teachers’ point of view, Kaymakamoglu and
Yiltanlhilar (2019) explored 5 non-native English teachers’ perspectives on mother tongue (Turkish)
use while teaching English in the English Preparatory School context of European University of
Lefke in the Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus (TRNC). The findings of the study indicated that
the teachers had neutral points of view for utilizing Turkish in their EFL classes and underscored a
place for Turkish (L1) in English (L2) classrooms.

Similarly, Copland and Neokleous (2011) investigated perceptions of four teachers who are
working at two after-school private language institutions through classroom observations and
interviews. Resultsof the interviews with the teachers reveal that all of the participants are
opponents of the utilizing of L1 in EFL classes, yet teachers use it excessively in their classes.
Besides, data obtained from classroom observations indicate that a number of L1 functions are
identified and teachers utilize L1 for the specific function. Depending on the results both qualitative
data, it was concluded that that there are contradictions between the actions and beliefs of the
teachers because bilingual teachers have a sense of guilt when they teach target langue through their
mother tongue.

In similar vein, Polio and Duff (1994) set out to explore when and for what functions teachers
used the mother tongue of the students. In their study, data collected though classroom observations
and interviews 13 language classroom instructors. Researchers found out that the teachers used L1
of the students for, from the most common to the least, vocabulary teaching was the most common
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use and lack of comprehension was the least common. Crawford (2004) investigated attitudes and
use of target language of the 581 teachers in Australia. The study employed quantitative research
design and data collected through a questionnaire. Statements was measured on a 6-point Likert
scale with 1 “‘strongly agree’’ and 6 indicating ‘strongly disagree’’. Analysis of the quantitative
data reflects that any teachers continue to make extensive use of the learners ‘L1 while they doubt
or even actively oppose it’” (p. 10). Ramos (2005) explored 5 Spanish teachers’ perceptions on the
use of mother tongue whether L1 is beneficial for the students’ acquisition of second language and
if the teachers ‘opinions shift and whether it is affected by the teachers use of mother tongue. The
study adopted mixed research method that qualitative data obtained though semi structured
interviews while a questionnaire administered for the quantitative data. Findings of the study reveal
that the teachers favor the use of mother tongue and their support for it increased.

According to Johnson (1994), teachers’ beliefs influence their judgment and perception, the
activities they prefer in the classroom, and it could promote to the development of teaching
practices and teacher education programs. Therefore, this study is significant for two main reasons.
First, it is intended to shed more lights by providing a source that includes the views of primary and
high school teachers since previous studies included the views of teachers working with certain
institution. However, this study will include the views of teachers who worked with primary and
secondary levels in compulsory education institutions affiliated to the Ministry of National
Education. Second, it will examine teachers’ perceptions on the use of mother tongue with the
language skills (reading, writing, speaking, and listening) in addition to grammar and vocabulary
and therefore, it could be an important source for curriculum designers and material developers.
Previous studies and discussions indicate conflicting findings and suggestions on L1 use in EFL
classes. Therefore, the current study aims to answer the following research questions from the
perspectives of EFL teachers’ who work at primary and high schools on using Turkish as L1 in
English language classrooms and seeks to answer following research questions:

1. Is mother tongue (L1) necessary in EFL classrooms?

a) For which language skill(s) should it be utilized?

b) What is the rationale for utilizing mother tongue?

2. Is there a significant difference between the perspectives of teachers who work at primary
schools and high schools?

3. METHODS

This study took place in state schools of primary and high schools in the central and districts
of Usak. Analysis of the data was conducted through both qualitative and quantitative research
methods. A questionnaire developed by Kuru and Tekin (2019) was implemented to teachers
working in the primary and high schools afflicted to the Ministry of National Education and semi
structured interviews were conducted.

3.1. Sample / Participants

Two separate groups of participants took part in the study on a voluntary basis. The first group
of participants comprised 30 non native English teachers working at state primary schools in the
center and districts of Usak. Years of teaching experiences of the teachers vary between 5 to more
than 25 years and, out of 30 participants, 27 were females and 3 were males which indicate that this
group was dominated by the females with the rate of 90 %. The second group consisted of
30 nonnative English teachers and their years of teaching experience range from 1 to more than
25 years. Out of 30 teachers, who are working at high schools affiliated with the Ministry of
National Education.

3.2. Instrument(s)

This study was carried out by following qualitative and quantitative means of investigation.
Data collection tools are a questionnaire which was developed by Kuru and Tekin (2019), and semi
structured interviews. The questionnaire comprised two parts that initial part of the questionnaire
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consists of demographic items, such as gender, years of teaching experience, rate of using L1, and
current institution that teachers are working at while the second part of the questionnaire includes
16 items on a three-point Likert scale (disagree-neither agree nor disagree-agree). The questionnaire
also consisted of two questions in the first section as to whether the Turkish language should be
used or not and for which skills it should be utilized. The quantitative data were analyzed with a
Statistical Package for Social Sciences 22 (SPSS). Additionally, to measure the internal-consistency
of the instrument, a reliability analysis was conducted. Qualitative data collected through semi
structured interviews and 8 primary and 8 high school teachers were interviewed to have a deeper
insight into their views. Burgess (1984) identifies interviews as ‘‘conversation with
purpose” (p. 102), and semi structured interviews lead the interviewer to find out distinctive topics
needed to be covered, and it allows the development of unpredicted important areas (Mackey &
Gass, 2012). Participants are given pseudonyms to provide confidentially and they will be randomly
selected on a voluntary basis. Thus, the study analyzed teachers’ perspectives on who teach English
as a foreign language (EFL) both qualitatively and quantitatively.

3.3. Data collection analysis

Qualitative and quantitative data for the study were collected during the spring semester of the
20202021 academic term. The participants were informed about the aim of the study and were
assured that all information would be kept confidential. The questionnaire was administered in
English because it is assumed all the participants would not have language related problems. For
overall reliability, coefficient alpha was calculated and Cronbach’s alpha was measured as 87 for
16-item questionnaire. These results revealed that the items in a questionnaire were reliable.
Findings of the questionnaire were analyzed by means of chi square test, while all of the semi
structured interviews were transcribed and the responses of the participants were grouped into
themes by the researcher in relation with research questions.

4. RESULTS

The research attempts to find out teachers’ perspectives about L1 use. To this end, a
questionnaire which explores use of mother tongue in EFL classes has been employed for 30
primary school teachers and 30 high school teachers. The descriptive findings of the question 1 and
2 in the questionnaire seeking an answer to the 1st research question are presented in Table 1 below.

Table 1. Results of the Primary school and the High School teachers about their Perspectives on the
Use of the mother tongue (L1) in EFL classes

1. Do you think Turkish

should be used in English Yes % F No % F
courses?

Primary school teachers 63.3 19 36,7 11
High school teachers 83.3 25 16.7

2.If your answer to the above question is yes, which of the English language skills do you think will
be more useful to teach Turkish? (You can mark more than one item).

Options Primary  school F High school F
teachers % teachers
Grammar 57.8 11 68 17
Vocabulary 73.6 14 52 13
Reading 21 4 28 7
Speaking 26.3 5 16 4
Listening 21 4 20 5
Writing 15.7 3 16 4

* 19 primary and 25 high school teachers responded second question.
8
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In response to first research question Table 1 is presented. Majority of the participants in both
groups support use of mother tongue (L1) in English courses. Responses of the participants in both
groups to question 1 indicate that the number of participants who thought Turkish should be utilized
in English courses was quite higher than those who didn’t advocate. Great majority of the high
school teachers (f = 25 / 83%) and more than half of the primary school teachers (f = 19 / 63%)
supported that mother tongue (L1) should be used in English courses; referring that there was a
tendency among participants of the both groups to use the mother tongue in English courses.

In addition to indicating overall tendency of the primary school and high school teachers to
utilizing L1 in EFL classes, Table 1 also reveals preferences of the both groups regarding language
skills. Although they have varying views on the benefit of L1 for different language skills in
English courses, they all agree that utilizing is effective for improving specific language skills. The
responses given to Q1 supported this quantitative data as in the following:

Table 2. Use of L1

Codes Extracts Themes
Reasons T1 ““it should be allowed to some extent. L1 is also a source for Tool for
for using language learners”. teaching

L1

T3 “it is necessary to teach the details of the topic™.

T 11 “Because the difficult topics can be very hard for students if we

speak English”.

T10 “It sometimes allows us to express ourselves better”’. Expressing
themselves
better

T16 ““It helps to save time and prevents misunderstanding™. Time saving

*Participants are given pseudonyms.

Second question which allows the participants to mark more than one option shows that the
majority of the high school teachers (f = 17 / 68%), and more than half of the primary school
teachers (f =11 / 57.8%) support that the use of L1 is more useful when teaching grammar than
other English language skills. It is clear that both groups of teachers have the similar tendency
regarding use of mother tongue for grammar teaching.

Second remarkable preference of the both groups of teachers is vocabulary. Majority of the
primary school teachers (f =14 / 73.6%) and a little more than half of the high school teachers
(f=13/52%) thought that L1 is effective when teaching vocabulary in EFL classes.

Additionally, speaking skill is ranked 3™ among primary school teachers (f = 5 / 26.3%), in
contrast to high school teachers (f = 7 / 28%), who preferred reading. However, for the listening
skills primary school teachers (f = 4 / 21%) and high school teachers (f = 5 / 20%) have similar
rates. Writing skill is the least marked option in the questionnaire for the primary school teachers
(f=3/15%) while speaking and writing had similar ratio (f =4/ 16%) for the high school teachers.
It can be concluded that both primary and high school teachers’ perceptions for the most marked
two language skills are similar in terms of necessity regarding the use of the mother tongue, but
there are differences in their preferences for the other language skills.

Research question 1. B) What is the rationale for utilizing mother tongue?

The research question 1. b) explored primary and high school teachers’ intentions and the high
perspectives about the reasons for their use of Turkish in EFL classes. The results pointed out that
both the primary and the high teachers reflected a sign of positive tendency to use Turkish in
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English courses; however, differences arise between the perspectives of the two groups (see Table 3
and Table 4).

Table 3. Descriptive Statistics of the High School Teachers’ opinions on the use of
Turkish in EFL classrooms

Items Agree Disagree  Neither
(F) (F) agree nor

disagree
(F)

My students can ask for help in areas that are more easily to 70 10 20

understand by using Turkish.

I can better explain the similarities and differences between 56.7 10 333

Turkish and English by using Turkish.

I can better explain complicated subjects by using Turkish. 90 6.7 33

I can make a joke more easily by using Turkish. 56.7 30 13.3

I can better communicate with my students by using Turkish. 50 26.7 23.3

I can better maintain classroom discipline by using Turkish. 40 43.3 16.7

I can explain the course content better by using Turkish. 43.3 43.3 13.4

I can check whether my students understand the content more 40 36.7 23.3

easily by using Turkish.

I can better explain what students need to do about the course 43.3 30 26.7

by using Turkish.

When I lecture in Turkish, my students are able to follow the 53.3 16.7 30

course better.

I can use my body language (gestures and facial expressions) 23.3 53.4 23.3

more effectively when speaking in Turkish.

When I use Turkish, my students will show more interest in 26.7 26.7 46.6

the English course.

Supportive and encouraging Turkish expressions such as well 30 40 30

done, super and great will get my students more motivated.

My students can carry out more effective work by using 43.4 333 23.3

Turkish in pair and group work.

My students can carry out more effective work by using 10 63.4 26.6

Turkish in pair and group work.

Allowing the use of Turkish will make the English course 30 43.4 26.6

more fun.

Table 3 illustrates the high school teachers’ perspectives on the use of Turkish. It also shows
the general trend of the use of Turkish EFL classes. As can be clearly indicated, “I can better
explain complicated subjects by using Turkish.” constituted the most frequent justification for the
high school teachers’ use of Turkish overall (90%). Furthermore, “My students can ask for help in
areas that are more easily to understand by using Turkish.” (70%), “I can better explain the
similarities and differences between Turkish and English by using Turkish.” (56%), “I can make a
joke more easily by using Turkish.” (56%) are among the most common reasons behind use of
mother tongue for the high school teachers. On the other hand, “My students can carry out more
effective work by using Turkish in pair and group work.” (10%) is least common reason for
utilizing Turkish in EFL classes.
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Table 4. Descriptive Statistics of the Primary School Teachers’ opinions on the use of Turkish in EFL

classrooms
Items Agree Disagree  Neither
(F) F agree nor

disagree

(F)
My students can ask for help in areas that are more easily to 66.7 33 30
understand by using Turkish.
I can better explain the similarities and differences between 56.7 10 333
Turkish and English by using Turkish.
I can better explain complicated subjects by using Turkish. 66.7 10 23.3
I can make a joke more easily by using Turkish. 63.3 10 26.7
I can better communicate with my students by using Turkish. 56.7 16.6 26.7
I can better maintain classroom discipline by using Turkish. 30 333 36.7
I can explain the course content better by using Turkish. 433 23.4 333
I can check whether my students understand the content more 46.6 26.7 26.7
easily by using Turkish.
I can better explain what students need to do about the course 33.3 26.7 40
by using Turkish.
When I lecture in Turkish, my students are able to follow the 63.4 16.6 20
course better.
I can use my body language (gestures and facial expressions) 30 50 20
more effectively when speaking in Turkish.
When I use Turkish, my students will show more interest in 33.3 23.3 43.4
the English course.
Supportive and encouraging Turkish expressions such as well 60 13.3 26.7
done, super and great will get my students more motivated.
My students can carry out more effective work by using 53.4 333 13.3
Turkish in pair and group work.
My students can carry out more effective work by using 23.3 40 36.7
Turkish in pair and group work.
Allowing the use of Turkish will make the English course 26.7 26.7 46.6
more fun.

As clearly seen in the Table 4 the most common statement that primary school teachers
preferred is “My students can ask for help in areas that are more easily to understand by using
Turkish.” (66.7) and the most common reason for their use of L1 is “explaining complicated
subjects by using Turkish.” (66.7). However, these statements are not the mostly preferred
statements by the high school teachers. While the least common statement that the primary school
teachers mentioned is ‘““My students can carry out more effective work by using Turkish in pair and
group work.” (23.3), it wasn’t among the high school teachers’ least favorite statement. It could be
concluded from the findings that there are differences between the perspectives of the high school
and primary school teachers in terms of the justifications they provide for the use of L1 in EFL
classes.

Research question 2: Is there a significant difference between the perspectives of teachers
who work at primary and high schools?

Second research question intended to figure out whether there is a statistically significant
difference between the perception of primary and the high school teachers on using Turkish in
English courses. Additionally, it indicates both groups of teachers’ perceptions on the use mother
tongue. It also illustrates general tendency of for utilizing L1 in English courses Therefore, Table 5
presents descriptive statistics of the both groups.
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Table 5. Descriptive Statistics of the High and Primary School Teachers’ views on the use of mother
tongue (Turkish) in English Language Classrooms

Items Agree Disagree  Neither Agree Disagree  Neither P
agree nor agree nor
disagree disagree
3 70 10 20 66.7 33 30 >0.005
4 56.7 10 333 56.7 10 333 >0.005
5 90 6.7 33 66.7 10 233 >0.005
6 56.7 30 133 63.3 10 26.7 >0.005
7 50 26.7 233 56.7 16.7 26.6 >0.005
8 40 433 16.7 30 333 36.7 >0.005
9 433 433 13.4 433 234 333 >0.005
10 40 36.7 233 46.6 26.7 26.7 >0.005
11 433 30 26.7 333 26.7 40 >0.005
12 533 16.7 30 63.3 16.7 20 >0.005
13 233 534 233 30 50 20 >0.005
14 26.7 26.7 46.6 333 233 43.4 >0.005
15 30 40 30 60 133 26.7 0.029
16 43.4 333 233 534 333 133 >0.005
17 10 63.4 26.6 233 40 36.7 >0.005
18 30 43.4 26.6 26.7 26.7 46.6 >0.005
High school teachers (Frequency, %) Primary school teachers (Frequency, %)

According to the chi-square test results in Table 5, there was no significant difference between
the perceptions of the primary and high school teacher candidates (p>0.005) with regards to the use
of Turkish in English courses. A significant difference was only found (p = 0.029) for the statement
15 referring a difference between the perspectives of the primary and high school teachers.
Qualitative supporting data presented though Table 6.

Table 6. Themes of teachers’ perceptions for use of L1

Codes Extracts Themes

Use of L1 T10 “When students are in primary school it means they are in Teaching
beginner level. In my opinion it’s hard to teach students grammar
grammar when they are in beginning level. Because when I
teach grammar, I need to talk fluent and maybe I can use some
words they don’t understand and it can be complex and too hard
to understand for them. Therefore, I need to use some L1 when I
teach grammar”.

T13 “Grammatical structures should exactly be taught via L1.
Students do not need to focus on the meaning; instead, they
work on the structure, if we give them in L1. They also have the
chance to compare and contrast with their L1 to reach an
understanding”’.

T6 “If the learners have prejudice about learning a foreign Motivating
language, then I can use L1 to motivate him/her”.

T2 “My reasons are not to cause students feel afraid of learning
English and try to complete the curriculum before the term ends.
Moreover, sometimes some tests are applied to students, and this
also requires using L1 to be able make students get prepared for
those tests”.

*T2, T10 are primary school teachers
*T6, T13 are high school teachers
12
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5. DISCUSSION

While there is still debate over whether to allow L1 in foreign language classes, its effect and
practical benefits shouldn’t be ignored. Schweers (1999) supports the use of L1 with the quote
“starting with the L1 provides a sense of security and validates the learners™ experiences and
leading them to express themselves. In the similar vein of thought, the study set out to shed light on
the perspectives of primary and high school teachers’ perspectives on using mother tongue in EFL
classes. Findings obtained from the quantitative data suggest that the great majority of both primary
(63.3 %) and high school teachers (83.3 %) favor use of the mother tongue. The results are
consistent with the previous studies (Ramos, 2005; Crawford, 2004; Pan, Yi-chun, & Pan, Yi-ching,
2010) in terms of teachers’ perceptions on the use of L1.

Qualitative and quantitative data also reveal that more than half of the teachers working in
each institution (primary school and high school) highlighted the necessity of using the mother
tongue while teaching grammar. Similarly, Kayaoglu (2012) conducted the research with 44
instructors working at a state university to explore their perceptions of using the mother tongue in
ELF classes. The result of the study is similar in terms of attitudes towards using mother tongue for
grammar teaching. Additionally, the results revealed that primary school teachers (73.6%) have
more positive attitudes towards using L1 for vocabulary than the high school teachers (52%) in
English courses. Polio and Duff (1994) explored when and for what purposes teachers use L1 in the
classes. Mother tongue is utilized by the participants of the study for the vocabulary which was the
most common use. Atkins and Varantola (1997); Laufer and Kimmel (1997) also supported the use
of L1 for teaching vocabulary. In similar vein, Thornbury (2002) hinted mother tongue for
vocabulary as the immediate tool for the meaning of words. However, utilizing L1 for L2
vocabulary is criticized by Nation (2003). It could be concluded from the study that there was a
consensus among the teachers on the use of mother tongue for the teaching of grammar and
vocabulary while there is a mismatch between the primary and high school teachers’ rates of
remarking speaking, listening, and reading are better taught by allowing Turkish in EFL classrooms.
Besides, the use of mother tongue for writing is not regarded as beneficial as other language skills
by the both groups of teachers. On the other hand, the result is not aligned with the findings
obtained from Schweers (1999) and Nation (2003) which indicated that the use of L1 for writing
had effective results for improving learners’ writing skills.

To conclude, the results of the study showed that the primary school and the high school
teachers use Turkish depending on the grounds such as teaching grammar concepts, vocabulary and
instructions, and their perspectives tend to differ for the other language skills as the rationale for
using mother tongue in EFL classes. One of the justifications behind this might be students’ age, as
in the primary schools, learners are relatively younger compared to high schools implying age
factor which plays a significant role in second language teaching/ learning situations (Cook, 1985).
The findings could be vital for both primary school and high school teachers, material developers,
and curriculum designers in terms of integration of mother tongue for instructional goals, materials
and learning settings.

6. CONCLUSIONS AND SCOPE FOR THE FURTHER RESEARCH

The current research investigated teachers’ perceptions on the use of first language in EFL
classes. It also attempted to determine any statistically significant differences between primary and
high school teachers working in state schools. Furthermore, the study found out the justifications
for L1 use among participants towards the use of L1 in their classes. The findings of the study
reveal that EFL teachers had highly positive perspectives on the use of L1 when it intended to
facilitate English.

The results showed that the primary school and high school teachers remarked various
justifications for utilizing mother tongue in their English classes, and the majority of both primary
and high school teachers share the opinion that the use of Turkish is an indispensible part of their
teaching in EFL context. The findings also revealed that the reasons for primary school and high
school teachers’ use of L1 are similar. To sum up, the majority of teacher candidates regarded using
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Turkish when teaching English grammar and vocabulary skills as the most beneficial and use of L1
is not necessary for the writing skill while their points of view varied for the speaking and listening
skills.

The present study is of vital importance for contributing to the long-standing issue among
scholars in the area of language teaching with regard to use of L1 in EFL classes through exploring
perceptions of teachers. As the place of L1 is a relatively disputable matter in English courses and
studies investigating the similarities and differences of the teachers who work at different education
levels is inadequate therefore, neglected field of study needs further research. Besides, there is not
much comparative study on the use of L1 by primary school and high school teachers reflecting
different levels of the program. Depending on the previous studies on the use of mother tongue, L1
could be beneficial for clarifying unfamiliar vocabulary and grammar. It could be concluded that
investigating ways to mediate between English and Turkish in EFL context and integrate the
materials in the learning environment contribute to certain degree to fulfilling the needs of diverse
students.

We see the scope of further research in this direction in the study of the peculiarities of the
influence of the native language in English classes on the development of language skills of Turkish
high school students.
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Hinex JypykaHn, Aiixan KaxpamaH. YABJIeHHs TypelbKHMX Y4YMTeJdiB 1100 BUKOPHCTAHHSA PigHOI
MOBH HAa 3aHATTAX 3 aHMIICbKOI MOBHM. Y CTarTi BUCBITICHO pE3YyJNbTaTU OCHTIDKCHHS TyMOK
TYPEUBKHUX YIUTENiB HALlIOHAIBHOT MOYAaTKOBOI Ta CTAPINOi CepeHbOI NIKOJIU 00 BUKOPUCTAHHS PiTHOT
MOBH Ha ypOKax 3 iHo3eMHOi MoBH. HaromoieHo, 1o xociiKyBaHa rnpobieMa MocTidHO nepedyBae y
T0J1i 30py JIOCIIHUKIB 1 TOTenep HeMae €IUHOI JyMKH IIOJO0 I[bOTO CHIPHOTO NMUTaHHA. 3a3Hau€Ho, L0
OUTBIICTh TaKUX JAOCHIDKEHb y TypeuddrHH TMPOBOISTHCA HA PIBHI 3aKiaiiB BHIIOT OCBITH, a Ha
MOYaTKOBOMY Ta CEPEAHBOMY MIKUTBHUX DPIBHSX iX KUIBKICTh € HE3HAYHOI. Y CTATTi TAKOXK OKPECICHO
3arajbHy OYMKY TYPEUBKHX YYHTENiB HI0N0 €()EeKTUBHOCTI BUKOPUCTAHHS PIAHOI TypelbKOoi MOBM Ha
YpOKax 3 aHIIIHChKOI MOBH 3 METOI PO3BHTKY IIEBHMX MOBHHMX HaBHYOK Y4HiB. 3arajgom 30 BuMTEIiB
ro4yarkoBoi Ta 30 cTapmux Kiacis, sSiKi IPaIOIOTh B YCaKy, B3SJIM y4acTb Y JOCHIDKEHHI T0OPOBUIBHO.
VY nocnipkeHHI BUKOPHCTOBYBABCS 3MIIIAHUI MeETOA, a JaHi Oynau 3i0paHi Ha OCHOBI aHKETYBaHHSI,
po3pobiieHoro Kypy i Tekinum. 3a/yis oTpUMaHHS SKICHUX JaHUX Oy/IM MPOBEJCHI HaMiBCTPYKTYPOBaHi
IHTEpB’I0 3 BUIAJKOBO BiMiOpaHMMH BYHTEISIMH TouaTkoBoi mkonu (8) Ta crapmmx kimaciB (8). 3a
JOTIOMOTOI0  CTaTHCTHYHOTO IIaKeTy M COLIaJbHUX HAyK IPOBOIMIACH OIMCOBA CTAaTHCTHKA Ta
[IPOAHAi30BaHO SIKiCHI AaHi. Pe3ynpraTu KiAbKiCHUX AAaHMX 3acBIQUUIIM, LI0 OUIBLIICTh TypeLbKUX
YYUTENIB MOYATKOBOi Ta CTApIIOi HIKOJW MiATPHUMYIOTh BHKOPHUCTAHHS PiJHOI MOBHM Ha 3aHATTAX 3
aHTITIACHKOT MOBH SIK iHO3eMHOI. BCcTaHOBIIEHO, 110 HEMAE CYTTEBOI PI3HUIN MiX YSBICHHSIMH BUHTEIIB
MOYATKOBOi Ta CTApIIOi MIKOJH IMOAO BHKOPHCTAHHS PIiHOI MOBH HA YpOKax 3 aHDIICHKOI MOBH.
Pesynbraty SKICHUX JaHUX MiATBEPHKYIOTh BUCHOBKHU KIIbKICHUX JaHUX.

KuarouoBi cioBa: pigHa MOBa, BYMTENI [OYATKOBUX KJIACIB; BUMTEN CEPEAHBOI IIKOJIHU, CIPUHHSTTS
HAIBCTPYKTYPOBaHi iHTEPB 0.
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