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This study examined the effects of L1 use in instructions
for low-level proficiency, senior high school students.
The following three treatments were given to partici-
pants in an independent groups study: (a) all English in-
structions, (b) English before Japanese instructions, and
(c) Japanese before English instructions. Task perform-
ance and rating of understanding were measured. One-
way ANOVA showed a significant difference in both task
performance and rating of understanding for groups
receiving L1 support compared to those receiving all
English instructions. No significant difference was found
between the English before Japanese pattern and the
Japanese before English pattern. Additionally, the par-
ticipants were surveyed for their preferences for L1 use
in instructions. A clear majority (89.68%) preferred some
form of L1 support.
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HE role of students’ first language (L1) in
I the field of English as a foreign language

(EFL) remains a contentious issue. Here in
Japan it is no exception. Views regarding the use of
L1 in EFL classrooms vary as much as the class-
rooms themselves. All are no doubt shaped by and
often unique to the settings in which they belong.
While few would disagree with the principle that
English (L2) needs to be maximized in EFL class-
rooms, there is research showing that in mono-
lingual contexts like Japan, students’ L1 can be a
valuable resource for language learning (Burden,
2000; Cole, 1998; Weschler, 1997).

It has long been known that L1 use can be of par-
ticular benefit to teenage learners (Atkinson, 1993)
but a lot of the research that has been done here in
Japan looking at L1 use has been concerned with
students at the university level (Burden, 2000, 2001;
Cole, 1998; Critchley, 1999; Stephens, 2006; Wesch-
ler, 1997). This study shifts the focus to senior high
school, where research is clearly needed on ways to
increase the effectiveness of English language teach-
ing for low-level proficiency, teenage learners.

Von Dietze and von Dietze (2007) looked at ap-
proaches to L1 use in EFL classrooms and found
helping students understand instructions to be one
area particularly appropriate for L1 support. Simi-
larly, Critchley (1999) looked at what Japanese uni-
versity students want from their teachers in terms
of L1 support in class and found most wanting
support in pedagogical activities such as instruc-
tions. The purpose of this study was to further the
investigation of the use of students’ L1, specifically
for oral instructions.

The effects of three patterns of L1 use for instruc-
tions were investigated. The three patterns were:
(a) all English instructions, (b) English before Japa-
nese instructions, and (c) Japanese before English
instructions. Effects of the three patterns were
measured in two ways. The first was participants’
performance on a task-based test. Results of this
test depended to a large extent on understanding
the oral instructions. The second was participants’
ratings for understanding those instructions. In this
study, the statistical model, Analysis of Variance
(ANOVA) was used to investigate whether one of
the three patterns was more effective than another.
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A second aim of the study was to investigate
participants’ preferences for L1 use in instructions.
A survey was conducted asking the participants to
choose the pattern of instructions they preferred
from the following five patterns: (a) all English
instructions, (b) English before Japanese instruc-
tions, (c) Japanese before English instructions, (d)
all Japanese instructions, and (e) no preference.

To meet the aims of this study the following re-
search questions were investigated:

1. Isthere a systematic difference in partici-
pants’ performance on the task-based test
between the three patterns of L1 use?

2. Isthere a systematic difference in partici-
pants’ ratings of understanding instructions
between the three patterns of L1 use?

3. Do participants have a preference for a par-
ticular pattern of L1 use in oral instructions?

Method
Participants

A total of 223 participants in 12 classes were taken
from 381 1st-year senior high school students in one
Japanese private senior high school (sampling details
given in Procedures). There were 155 males and 68
females. The participants were all 15 to 16 years old,
from a middle-class background, were taking the
mandatory Oral Communication 1 course (0C1), and
could be described as low proficiency learners.

Materials

A task-based test was developed specifically for this
study (see Appendix A). The test was made up of
four tasks. Each task was taken from the textbook
that participants used in their OC1 lessons. The
tasks were modified so that they were slightly dif-
ferent to what had been done in class. They were
purposefully made more dependent on instruction.
All instructions were given orally and not written.
The raw scores from this test, on an interval scale,
formed one of the two dependent variables in the
study (here on referred to as task performance).

Instructions for the task-based test were ad-
ministered according to a script so that all groups
received the same set of instructions, differing only
in the pattern of L1 use prescribed in the treat-
ment. The script (Appendix B) was first developed
in English and translated, with the help of native
speakers, into Japanese. The script and task-based
test were piloted with two separate groups before
being utilized in the study.

A survey was also developed specifically for
this study (Appendix C). The survey consisted of

three items. The first was a distracter. The second
asked participants to rate their understanding of
the instructions on the task-based test from 0 to
100%. Results from this item, on a ratio scale of 0 to
100, formed the second dependent variable in the
study (here on referred to as rating of understand-
ing). The third item asked participants to circle the
pattern of L1 use they preferred for instructions in
their OC1 classes.

The survey was developed in English, and with
the aid of native Japanese speakers, translated into
the participants' L1. Only the Japanese version was
given to participants. The results of the survey were
numerical and did not require any back-translation.

Procedures

An independent groups test was conducted with
twelve separate classes. Each class received one of
the three treatments for instructions as listed in
Table 1. These treatments (T1, T2, and T3), on a
three level nominal scale, formed the independent
variable in the study.

Table 1. Three treatment groups
representing three patterns of L1 use

T1 T2 T3
All English English Japanese
instructions followed by followed by
Japanese English
instructions instructions

The 12 classes in this study were intact classes
from two different streams within the 1st-year
level. Students’ placement into these streams at the
beginning of the school year is based on academic
focus and splits students into two levels of academ-
ic proficiency. Treatments were allocated randomly
to six groups in the lower stream (groups B1, B2,
C1,C2, D1, & D2) and six groups in the higher
stream (groups E1, E2, F1, F2, G1, & G2) so that
there were an equal number of treatments distrib-
uted among the two streams (see Table 2).

The task performance test was administered
once to each of the twelve classes. The test fitted
into participants’ regular OC1 lessons as a review
of content previously covered in the course. That
is, the participants had already learned the vocabu-
lary and grammatical forms needed to complete
the tasks successfully. In this way, it was hoped that
reaction to the instructions would be more appar-
ent than reaction to content.
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Table 2. Random sampling of the three
treatments to the 12 independent groups

T1 T2 T3
C2(19) B2(17) B1(20)
D2(18) D1(18) C1(17)
E1(20) F2(19) E2(18)
F1(19) G1(18) G2(20)
(n=176) (n=72) (n=175)

Note. Number of participants in groups given in parenthesis

All four tasks on the test were typical OC1 tasks
with the exception that there was no interaction and
no written instructions. All instructions were ad-
ministered verbally utilizing the pattern prescribed
by the treatment. Interaction was excluded to meet
the assumption of independence, a requirement of
the statistical model utilized in this study. Typically,
OC1 tasks involve students interacting with a spoken
component. On this test, the spoken component
came only from the teacher’s instructions.

The survey was administered immediately fol-
lowing completion of the task-based test. Here
participants were asked to rate their understanding
of instructions on the test. Then on question three,
participants were given the chance to choose the
pattern of L1 use that they preferred for instruc-
tions in their OC1 classes.

Analysis

The alpha level for the experiment was set at o <
.05. One-way ANOVAs were performed on each of
the two dependent variables: task performance and
rating for understanding. The Bonferroni adjust-

ment was applied to account for using two ANO-
VAs in the one independent groups test. Post hoc
Scheffe and LSD tests were used to identify signifi-
cant differences within the groups. Box’s test was
applied for the assumption of equal variance.

Results

Results shown in the descriptive statistics (Table

3) indicate that mean task performance scores for
English before Japanese instructions (T2) and Japa-
nese before English instructions (T3) were similar
to each other but both different to the all English
instructions pattern (T1). A similar effect is evident
for rating of understanding.

Table 3. Descriptive statistics

Task performance Rating of

understanding

T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3

n 76 71 76 76 71 76
M 851 14.72 15.26 39.08 51.56 58.80
SD 477 526 3.79 24.57 28.89 24.29

Min 0 2 4 0 0 0

Max 19 23 23 95 100 100

Table 4 presents results from one-way ANOVA on
the dependent variable, task performance. Table 5
shows the one-way ANOVA for the other depend-
ent variable, rating of understanding. These results
show that there was indeed a significant difference
in means among the treatment groups for both task
performance and rating of understanding. Box’s test
of equality of covariance confirmed the assumption

Table 4. Results of one-way ANOVA for task performance

Source SS df MS F,. p Partialn? Power
Between groups

Task performance 2119.00 2 1059.50 49.36* 0.00 0.31 1.00
Error

Task performance 4722.09 220 21.46
Total

Task performance 43316.00 223

*p <.05+2 for the Bonferroni adjustment
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Table 5. Results of one-way ANOVA for rating of understanding

Source SS df MS F, p Partialp?  Power
Between groups

Rating of understanding 15115.76 2 7557.88 11.24* 0.00 0.09 0.99
Error

Rating of understanding  147971.03 220 672.60
Total

Rating of understanding ~ 715598.00 223

*p <.05+2 for the Bonferroni adjustment

of equal variance was met.

Post hoc Scheffé and LSD tests both indicated that
T1 was significantly different from T2 and T3 for
both task performance and rating of understand-
ing. However, no significant difference was evident
between T2 and T3 for either task performance or
rating of understanding.

Table 6 presents results from the survey of par-
ticipants’ preferences for L1 use. The English before
Japanese instructions pattern was by far the most
frequently preferred pattern-double the next near-

est preference, the all Japanese instructions pattern.

Looking at the results in Table 6 it is clear that a
vast majority of participants in this study prefer
some form of L1 support for instructions.

Table 6. Participants’ preferences for
patterns of L1 use in oral instructions

Pattern of L1 use Tally %

All English 2 0.9
English before Japanese 95 42.6
Japanese before English 46 20.6
All Japanese 59 26.5
No preference 21 9.4
Total 223 100.0

Discussion

Results from this study show that groups receiving L1
support in instructions performed significantly better
than those who received all English instructions. The
order in which the L1 instructions were presented
had no significant effect on task performance. Simi-
larly, groups receiving L1 support rated their under-

standing significantly better than those who received
all English instructions. Again, no significant differ-
ence was found for the order in which the L1 instruc-
tions were presented. These results suggest that of-
fering L1 support for low-level proficiency high school
students might be one way to help them understand
and perform better on tasks and brings into question
the all English approach for this type of learner. By
utilizing students’ L1 for instructions, teachers might
still be able to address the areas of meaning-focused
input and fluency development.

Meaning-focused input or fluency
development?

One of the aims of this study was to determine if
one pattern of L1 use in oral instructions was more
effective than another. That is, if groups receiving
treatments T2 and T3 performed or understood
better than the other groups. Results indicated
that for both task performance and rating of un-
derstanding, there was no significant difference
between offering L1 instructions before or after
the English instructions. This and the results of the
survey present an interesting insight.

The pattern most frequently preferred in the sur-
vey was by far English before Japanese instructions.
Teachers can use this along with the all English
pattern to provide students with meaning-focused
input. But this is not the only possible pattern.
Participants in this study performed no better with
this pattern and rated their understanding no bet-
ter than the Japanese instructions before English
pattern. This suggests that this pattern may also be
worthy of consideration; particularly, in the area of
fluency development for listening. By shifting to the
Japanese before English instructions pattern, stu-
dents already know the meaning before receiving
the L2 instructions and so can be pushed to listen to
the English instructions at a faster and more fluent
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speed without concern for misunderstanding. If
teachers in Japanese high schools feel that fluency
for listening is not being developed well enough,
utilizing the L1 before L2 pattern for instructions
might be one way to address the issue.

All English approach?

Results of the survey indicated that a clear major-
ity (89.7%) preferred some form of L1 support for
instructions, with only 2 out of a total of 223 partici-
pants choosing the all English instructions option.
Weschler (1997) pointed out that there was confu-
sion in Japan that modern communicative methods
demand an all English approach and that this has
lead to the misapplication of English-only methods
in learning situations where they do not belong. If
high school is one of those situations, then results of
this study suggest that application of students’ L1 for
instructions might be a more reasonable approach.

When conducting classes for low-level proficiency
learners entirely in English, there is always a danger
that in order to be understood, teachers might bend
or contort their English to such a level where it is
no longer natural. Then the point is somewhat lost.
Application of students’ L1 for instructions offers a
way around this. When teachers are confident that
students understand their instructions and know
what they are required to do, teachers can then give
English instructions which are as close to natural and
authentic as possible. After continuous exposure to
instructions given in this way, students are more likely
to increase their listening comprehension of English.

All Japanese approach?

Worth noting here is that a fourth pattern of L1 use
exists, the all Japanese pattern. This pattern, com-
monly used in Japanese high schools, was investigat-
ed in the survey but not in the independent groups
test. Obviously, students can be expected to under-
stand and perform well with instructions given all

in their native language, but giving instructions only
in Japanese takes away one opportunity to boost L2
input. That is not to say that this pattern does not
have its place-26.5% of the participants in this study
chose the all Japanese instructions preference on the
survey-but that place is at the opposite end of the all
English extreme. L1 support for instructions might
be one way to provide a stepping stone for students
to get from the one extreme to the other.

Conclusion

Results from this study suggest that if teachers of low-
level proficiency learners in high school English classes

in Japan are looking for ways to increase their students’
performance and understanding of tasks, they would
do well to consider L1 support for instructions. In spite
of good intentions to use all English, the students’ L1 is
there with them in the classroom and so offers itself as
a valuable resource for language learning. The first year
senior high school students in this study indicated that
they preferred the use of that resource.
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The appendices for this article can be down-
loaded from <jalt-publications.org/tlt/
resources/2009/0906a.pdf>.
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Appendix A
Task-based test

1 (a) math (3%)
Wednesday Thursday
5 First Period
8:40—9:30
NESRS
MO
3 Second Period English Japanese
9:40—10:30 v language () geography (#32) ;:
© Third Period Q V\\v
10:40—11:30 (@ PE.(%)
L
—~7 =)
= ==
I Fourth Period
] ﬂ 5 } £ il (6) music (&%)
A
B
C
Aki: What time do you usually get up in the morning?
First
Tom: I getupat (a) . After I jog, I take a shower. I have 5
breakfast about (b) 5
Aki: School starts at c) . What time do you leave
home?
Second
Tom: About eight. I get to school around d) .
| !
(a) Third /:’ ;
(b)
(c)
Fourth
()

Based on Kobayashi, House, & Mitsui (2006)
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Appendix B

Scripts for instructions used in task-based
test

Treatment1 - All English Instructions

I'll say the instructions only once so please listen
carefully.

Question I, 1, 2 and 3 are dictation questions.

¢ [ will say 3 questions. Please listen and write
the questions.

e Now (a) (b) and (c), match with questions 1, 2
and 3 above. Write the number above the ap-
propriate picture.

¢ Okay, next capital A, B and C, in English sen-
tences write the answers to the above ques-
tions (a), (b) and (c). Write your answers in
words, not numbers

Question II

e This is one class’ schedule for Wednesday and
Thursday. Here are 5 subjects. Please listen
and write the names of the subjects, not the
letters but the actual words, in the appropriate
periods.

¢  Please turn over the page.
Question III

¢ Now you are going to hear a conversation be-
tween Tom and AKi. Listen and fill in the times.
Write the answers in numbers, not words on
the lines below the conversation.

e  You will hear the conversation two times.
Last question IV.

¢ You will hear Tom’s schedule. Draw a line and
match the activities in the pictures with the
order in which you hear them.

Treatment 2 - English Instructions before
Japanese

I'll say the instructions only once so please listen
carefully. 557 ALD FitEE 1 BIZTHHALET . ##
IMTEINTL/ZE N,

Question I, 1, 2 and 3 are dictation questions. & i1
D105 3FETIE BEWRD T,

¢ [ will say 3 questions. Please listen and write
the questions. 5775, HiEz 3 MHLET. EHH
EHNTHEN TSN,

e Now (a) (b) and (c), match with questions 1,
2 and 3 above. Write the number above the
appropriate picture. a5 ¢ £ETORER T, 1
NS 3ETOHEMITEIHDZE FHRFICEsEHS

VN1

e Okay, next capital A, B and C, in English sen-
tences write the answers to the above ques-
tions (a), (b) and (c). Please write your answers
in words, not numbers. XICKSCFDAMBSBET
DHEZITVET . EO/NSaSbE TOHE I
T EEZA PR TIATREN, BAL, B Tldrks
< HFETHEHERIW,

Question II

e This is one class’ schedule for Wednesday and
Thursday. Here are 5 subjects. Please listen
and write the names of the subjects, not the
letters but the actual words, in the appropriate
periods. BT, 577 ADKEKREHD AT
2a—IDO—HTY, 2 KefHIEITKEE AL, 325G,
ARIEHIZ, HAGENAS>TVET ., ZDADHN T
BT, GNHEET ZEEMWT, A OS5 Y72
FHZZ5, B EHAZ ANZINGELE TIEHDE
TA).

e Please turn over the page. EHlIZHiE
Question III

e Now you are going to hear a conversation be-
tween Tom and AKki. Listen and fill in the times.
Write the answers in numbers, not words on
the lines below the conversation. You will hear
the conversation two times. BRI TY , KIThA
ETFORFEIONVTOMETY, KaEaMNT. a
NS dETO MREICKEZ A7, Z 213, B
FETCIHRL B TEERIN,

Last question IV.

¢ You will hear Tom'’s schedule. Draw a line and
match the activities in the pictures with the
order in which you hear them. H#%DE IV T
T o ROMEL, FADAT Y 2—)VITDNTTY, [
CATZERITHR THRED 72 WY,

Treatment 3 - Japanese Instructions before
English

As for Treatment 2 but in reverse, with Japanese
instructions before English.
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Appendix C
Survey

Rating of Understanding and Preference for L1 Use
Survey in English and Japanese

Survey

1. How well do you think you understood the
questions on test? Example: 73 %

e 0% = Didn’t understand them at all.

e 100% = Understood them completely.

2. How well did you understand the teacher’s
spoken instructions for this test?

e 0% = Didn’t understand the instructions at all.

e 100% = Understood the instructions com-
pletely.

3. For spoken instructions in 0.C.1, which lan-
guage pattern do you prefer? Choose from
below by circling the one you prefer.

7o —hk

1. SEOFADOHRIT, ESTLENH: 73 %

o 0% =%<TEiholz,

o 100% = REL<SHBR,

2. ZOTANMI BRI OFHENOBETRINELEZN,
ENSSENWHRTEELEZ?

o 0% =2<HEMTEILMhol,

e 100% = SERICHRTET,

3. O.C.ADLLEZEDIZETIE. EOZTETOERRN
?;D%Tb:&%&b:i?ﬁﬁ?ﬁ\%‘ —DRALTLEE

EB5THXN=0ARGE, EEDIEXEE. HAEDIEET

e =
PEEh
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