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In this paper, I explore teachers’ self-efficacy and their instructional speech (in
Japanese and English) in EFL classrooms in Japan. Mixed methods provided the
framework for a questionnaire to 108 teachers followed by interviews with 6 teach-
ers. The survey revealed a common perception that Japanese instructional speech
is overused and a perceived conflict between the use of English and Japanese
speech, but the interviews found that self-efficacy played a central role in a complex
sociocognitive process to optimize efficacy due to distinct qualities of English and
Japanese speech. Teacher self-efficacy (TSE) had two functions: an embarrassment
buffer and a motivation keeper. Although both functions were conditional in English,
they were cognitive and compensatory in Japanese. Along with the converging im-
pact of English and Japanese on TSE, this discrepancy seems to lead to the overuse
of Japanese in the process of efficacy optimization. Implications are provided for
future instructional speech with an attempt to alleviate the conflict between the use
of English and Japanese.
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self-efficacy (Chacdn, 2005; Faez & Valeo, 2012; Ghonsooly & Gha-

nizadeh, 2013; Mak, 2011). Teacher efficacy refers to the extent to
which teachers believe they can affect students’ learning (Gibson & Dembo,
1984; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). Although teachers’ speech plays a
major role in the success of students’ language learning, teachers often face
a dilemma when choosing between L1 use and target language (TL) use
(Brooks-Lewis, 2009; Cook, 2001; Edstrom, 2006; Omote, 2012; Turnbull,
2001). Based on Bandura’s social cognitive theory (1977, 1997), the aim of
this paper is to identify the connection between the choice of the language
of instructional speech (Japanese or English) and the source of teacher
self-efficacy in an EFL classroom in Japan. I then suggest how teachers can
alleviate the conflict between English (the TL) and Japanese (the L1) speech
based on a sociocognitive perspective.

In an EFL setting such as Japan where there is no linguistic heterogene-
ity, the language chosen for instructional speech can be problematic due to
the local linguistic environment in a classroom: A majority of learners and
teachers share an L1. The situation is distinct from ESL classrooms where
a common use of the L2 is indispensable for speakers of different L1s (At-
kinson, 1993; Edstrom, 2006). Moreover, a theoretical basis for choosing
the language of instructional speech remains elusive. No clear validation
or agreement on whether L1 use enhances or hinders TL improvement has
been presented (Auerbach, 1993; Macaro, 2005; Turnbull & Dailey-0’Cain,
2009). However, researchers have generally agreed that there is evidence of
social, cognitive, and motivational roles for L1 use that affect learning and
are, therefore, espoused by learners and teachers (Alegria de la Colina &
del Pilar Garcia Mayo, 2009; Antén & DiCamilla, 1999; Brooks-Lewis, 2009).

Despite the recent reforms by the Japanese Ministry of Education, Culture,
Sports, Science and Technology (MEXT) stipulating that upper secondary
(senior high) school English classes should be taught in English (MEXT,
2011) and the subsequent intensification of lower secondary (junior high)
school English classes (as suggested in the English Education Reform Plan
Corresponding to Globalization; MEXT, 2014), researchers have argued
against the feasibility of so-called “English-only” classrooms at the local
level (Glasgow & Paller, 2016; Kikuchi & Browne, 2009). A national survey of

Q. growing number of studies have discussed language teachers’
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self-reported instructional speech in Japan, for example, found a high ratio
of self-reported L1 instructional speech: 47.6% of 9,726 upper secondary-
school teachers reported that they used more Japanese than English in oral
communication classes and 85.2% of 12,242 upper secondary-school teach-
ers reported they did so in reading comprehension classes (MEXT, 2010).

As teachers’ TL use in instructional speech plays a significant role in their
self-efficacy (Chacén, 2005; Nishino, 2012), the high ratio of L1 choice by the
teachers strongly suggests that teacher self-efficacy (TSE) in practice might
fluctuate during instruction. Cook (2001) concluded that we should grant
license to teachers to use the L1, although it is still considered problematic
by many researchers. Auerbach (1993) pointed out more than 20 years ago
that an English-only policy in instruction “rests on unexamined assump-
tions, and serves to reinforce inequities” (p. 9). However, little is known to-
day about the link between TSE and instructional speech. Therefore, merely
standardising classroom communication to “English only” is not necessarily
appropriate in a local classroom environment.

Teacher Self-Efficacy and Instructional Speech

I began from the assumption that TSE and instructional speech may forge a
closer link as learners become more successful in classroom tasks. The lan-
guage teacher functions as a verbal and social aid for supporting learners’
mastery of the TL, and teachers make choices of instructional speech based
on their experience (Richards & Lockhart, 1996). However, a connection
between TSE and instructional speech has not been explored adequately
in terms of the beliefs of teachers (as agents) about efficacy and their in-
structional speech (behaviour). That is, the question of how the language of
instruction can be linked to teacher efficacy is yet to be addressed.

Bandura (1977, 1997) posited self-efficacy as agentic beliefs that trigger
new actions to conduct a particular task. An agentic belief is a belief of a
classroom teacher who might be aware of the TSE that affects his or her
practice. Self-efficacy, defined as “beliefs in one’s capabilities to organize
and execute the courses of action required to produce given attainments”
(Bandura, 1997, p. 3), assumes a key role when a teacher reflects on his or
her teaching and incorporates the reflection into ongoing regulatory prac-
tice that has an accumulating effect over time. Richards and Lockhart (1996)
mentioned the importance of reflections on principles that are incorporated
into practice. Given this, looking at a teacher’s choice of English or Japanese
would be a good way to investigate TSE and its relationship with practices
that underlie instructional speech.
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Therefore, it is crucial to seek the sources of TSE to predict the mastery or
avoidance effects of instructional speech and the degree to which teachers’
sense of efficacy plays an active role (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). Mor-
ris and Usher (2011), for example, interviewed university teachers about
the sources of teacher efficacy, adopting Bandura’s (1977) four sources
as criteria: (a) mastery experiences (achievement fulfilled by learner and
teacher), (b) vicarious experiences (indirect experience through observed
achievement), (c) social persuasions (verbal and nonverbal evaluations by
others), and (d) physiological and affective states. Their results suggested
that TSE relates to sociocognitive aspects more than to mastery; that is, it
relates to social persuasion such as students’ evaluations, followed by mas-
tery experience—such as students’ achievements—and then vicarious ex-
perience (e.g., the teacher’s own former teachers). The results also implied
that teachers’ negative experiences were not necessarily likely to lower
their sense of efficacy because successful and proficient teachers attributed
failures not to internal factors, such as their own incapability, but to external
ones, such as a lack of rapport with students leading to a suboptimal class-
room atmosphere.

Chacon (2005) explored self-reported TSE of Venezuelan middle school
teachers through a survey administered to 100 teachers. The survey re-
vealed that grammar-based strategies, including translation into the L1,
correlated positively with self-efficacy, showing a significantly higher mean
than communicative strategies did. The data also showed positive correla-
tions between teachers’ efficacy and language proficiency, but did not show
any correlation between classroom management and proficiency. According
to the results, teacher efficacy fluctuated due to proficiency, but the role
of instructional speech was unclear because teachers did not specifically
mention it. The grammar-translation strategies had a positive effect on TSE,
but the classroom-management strategies did not. Interestingly, Edstrom
(2006) presented quite similar positive and negative learner feedback re-
garding teacher L1 use: The learners gave feedback about a teacher’s L1 use
in the classroom in terms of the teacher’s (perceived) motivation.

Therefore, the aim of this paper is to identify the connection between in-
structional speech and the sources of TSE and to suggest how teachers can
use Japanese, English, or both to maximise their self-efficacy. The hypothesis
is that TSE positively associates with teachers’ use of L1 Japanese. The re-
search questions are

RQ1. Can teachers choose efficaciously when to use English and Japa-

nese in the classroom?
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RQ2. Isteachers’ choice of the L1 or the TL for instructional speech as-
sociated with self-efficacy?

Method

A Mixed Methods Design

An explanatory sequential mixed methods design (Figure 1) with a par-
ticipant selection model, based on the work of Creswell (2012), provided
a common framework for two different phases: quantitative data analysis
of survey questionnaire (Study 1), followed by a qualitative data analysis of
data from interviews with participants selected based on the outcome of the
first study (Study 2). The rationale for the methodology was that, because
the survey results would provide only a general picture of the research ques-
tion, interviews would provide more specific and contextual analysis and
elaboration leading to deeper interpretation. Study 2 was a significant part
of the framework in that it explored an in-depth, as well as complementary,
dimension of the entire study:.

Quantitative Qualitative Interpretation

Study 1 * Study 2 * Outcome

Reflection of Follow-up with in-depth
instructional speech and complementary
dimension of
instructional speech

Figure 1. An explanatory sequential mixed methods design. Modified from
Creswell (2012, p. 541).

Study 1

The author recruited participants for Study 1 by sending a questionnaire
(see Appendix A) to 175 native Japanese teachers of English and collect-
ing responses from 108 (46 males and 62 females) who taught solo English
classes in lower and upper public and private secondary schools in the
Shikoku, Kansai, and Kanto areas of Japan. All signed a consent form (a few
consented anonymously). Their ages ranged from 20 to 60 years old and
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their years of teaching experience ranged from 1 to 26 years. The answers
to items in the questionnaire that were related to their classroom contexts
showed that there was no significant association between schools and cat-
egories such as linguistic homogeneity, goal, class size, students’ achieve-
ment, and teaching style.

Polio and Duff (1994) used a qualitative analysis for eliciting categories
from the functions of instructional speech. In the current survey, five ques-
tions (Items 13-17) were asked about the reflected ratio of instructional
speech (Japanese to English) by a proportion (e.g., 4:6). The questions about
instructional speech used categories adapted from Polio and Duff: teacher
speech in tasks (Item 13), teacher speech in management (Item 14), learner
speech in tasks (Item 15), learner speech in management (Item 16), and
overall teacher to learner speech ratio (Item 17). A total of 14 six-point Lik-
ert-scale items were devised (1 = I do not agree at all; 6 = I agree very much)
to measure the teachers’ self-efficacy as it related to their choice of language
for instruction (e.g., “I feel that Japanese/English in my class is efficacious
because it is helpful to enhance understanding” [Items 22/29]). The items
were created based on five major reasons and purposes that teachers have
reported in previous studies: goal—how efficacious the instructional speech
is for students’ goal achievement (Items 18-20, 25-27); understanding—
how efficacious the instructional speech is for students’ understanding of
the content of the class (Items 21 & 28); enhancement—how efficacious the
instructional speech is for the enhancement of understanding of language
features such as grammar (Items 22 & 29); smoothness—how efficacious the
instructional speech is to make the learning activities go more smoothly, for
example, in directions (Items 23 & 30); and enrichment—how efficacious the
instructional speech is to enrich learning, for example, to encourage active
participation in the class (Items 24 & 31). These items were adapted from
De la Campa and Nassaji (2009); Liu, Ahn, Baek, and Han (2004); and Polio
and Duff (1994), who determined speech (L1) functions in EFL instruction.

A principal component analysis (PCA) was conducted with oblique ro-
tation (promax) on the efficacy items. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure
verified the sampling adequacy for the analysis, KMO = .79. All figures for
individual 14 items were >.70. Bartlett’s test of sphericity, x* (91) = 1239.09,
p < .001, indicated that correlations between items were sufficiently large
for the PCA. Cronbach’s alpha was .84, which means the reliability of these
items was robust.
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Study 2

Drawing from the initial questionnaire respondents, the author recruited
11 teachers by email to participate in follow-up interviews. These teachers,
aged 20 to 50, had between 1 and 23 years of teaching experience. Teach-
ers asked to participate in this study were those whose ratio of Japanese to
English in instructional use was 6:4 or higher based on the results of Study
1 (i.e.,, dominant L1 use, see below). Six teachers agreed to participate. Table
1 shows demographic details, including pseudonyms. The average reflected
ratio of Japanese to English was 7:3. Preliminary interviews by email or
telephone revealed that all the teachers spoke Japanese as a native lan-
guage, taught solo comprehensive English classes to Japanese students, and
identified no problematic teacher-student relationships. Most importantly,
each represented different teacher characteristics (age, sex, grades taught,
experience, etc.). Five of the six teachers had certified high-level English
proficiency based on standardized tests.

Mie and Sakura were teachers at different lower secondary schools. Mie
was younger, with only 3 years of teaching experience. Her TOEIC (Test of
English for International Communication) score was 880. Her Japanese to
English reflection was 6:4. Sakura had 20 years of experience teaching in
Japan. Her Japanese to English reflection was 9:1; she was not confident
about using English; and she believed it was not possible to use more Eng-
lish because the students lacked the skills and experience to gain confidence
in English.

Kei had 9 years of teaching experience with a variety of overseas experi-
ences. Her TOEIC score was 935. Despite her preference to conduct classes
using English, she felt that teaching grammar in English was pointless, con-
sidering the college entrance examinations. She believed that success in the
examinations required the students to have more understanding of the TL
in their L1 than would be possible by using the TL as is required by school
policy. Kei’s Japanese to English reflection was 8:2.

Ichiro was in his late 40s; he had 7 years of prior teaching experience in
California and had been teaching at his current school for 14 years since
then. Ichiro used Japanese to explain grammar because his goal was to pre-
pare his students for their university entrance examinations. His reflection
was 7:3.

Katz studied for a year in the United States before becoming a teacher.
His IELTS (International English Language Test System) score was 7.0. His
reflection ratio was 7:3. He was not completely convinced about the English-
only policy declared by MEXT. He had once tried an English-only class, which
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was not successful because he was not able to ensure good communication
with his students.

Taro was the oldest with 10 years of teaching experience. Despite having
a high English proficiency test score (TOEIC 985), Taro’s reflection was 6:4.

Table 1. Study 2: Participants’ Backgrounds
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Mie late F LS 1 3 <2 880 (T) 6:4 79
20s

Katz late M US 5 4 1 870 (T) 7:3 74

20s 7.0 (D)

Kei late F US 4 10 <2 935 (T) 8:2 106
30s

Sakura early F LS 3 20 <2 2nd (S) 9:1 75
40s

Ichiro late M US 6 23 7 1st (S) 7:3 66
40s

Taro early M UNV 7 10 <2 985 (T) 6:4 55
50s

Note. LS = lower secondary (junior high) school; US = upper secondary (senior high)
school; UNV = university; ES = English-speaking; T = TOEIC (Test of English for Inter-
national Communication); [ = IELTS (International English Language Test System); S
= STEP (Standardized Test for English Proficiency); J/E = Japanese to English; grade
taught = 1 (1st-year secondary) to 7 (1st year tertiary).

The author conducted six semistructured interview sessions ranging
from 55 to 106 minutes in a closed and quiet meeting environment. The
interviews were recorded using a digital recorder after confidentiality of
personal information was assured and the interviewees had signed formal
consent forms. The data were transcribed verbatim. After the initial coding
of transcripts, the author invited the participants for follow-up interviews,
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either in person or by email, to confirm and modify the transcription. All
teacher comments were translated by the author.

The main goal of the interviews was to elicit how TSE had developed and
changed over time in terms of Bandura’s (1977) four sources of self-efficacy
adapted as coding criteria by Morris and Usher (2011). To this end, the au-
thor developed an interview protocol (se Appendix B) by modifying that of
Morris and Usher’s study.

The transcripts were coded using ATLAS ti.7 (Friese & Ringmayr, 2015)
through two steps. For the first step, 33 quotations from six participants
were coded into four efficacy-source categories—mastery experiences (ME),
vicarious experiences (VE), social persuasions (SP), physiological and affective
states (PA)—and five linguistic codes—Japanese (JP), nonchoice of English
(non-EN), English (EN), nonchoice of Japanese (non-JP), and nonlanguage
(NL). This primary coding allowed for the two strands of efficacy and
language to be coded simultaneously. For example, the author coded the
comment “English is a tool to encourage myself to create the physiological
rhythm inside of me” as PA as well as EN.

Next, the quotations coded as NL were eliminated because the purpose
was to see the link between self-efficacy and language choice. The secondary
coding was then carried out using an open coding approach in an attempt
to explore linguistic functions in each coded paragraph. This was to identify
and classify functional types in each source group (ME, VE, SP, or PA); func-
tions of self-efficacy that were common across each type of speech (EN, JP,
non-EN, non-JP) emerged in this process (see Table 2).

Table 2. Types of Self-Efficacy Sources and Functions of Each Coding

Source  Code Types Functions

ME EN 1. Perceived former success in class (e.g., Conditionally
“The most fruitful class I ever had was onel  motivational
taught from my 4th year for three consecu-
tive years. I taught them from first to third
grade.” [Kei])

JP 2. Mastery of cognitive strategies (e.g., “They  Cognitive tool
prefer to be convinced by the reliable L1
rather than to be made confused by the
ambiguous English. They like to learn things
through logical explanation.” [Ichiro])
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Source  Code Types Functions

VE EN 3. Learning pedagogical skills by observing Motivational as
models (e.g., “I am working with native as- a model
sistants, so I was convinced and encouraged
to use the expressions they used. I mean I
owe something to them.” [Mie])

SP EN 4. Students’ informal comments and Conditionally
evaluations (e.g., “The room always af- motivational
forded opportunities for the small number
of students to share a virtual English life. In
such a specialized condition, they were ready
... [Sakura])

JP Same as 4 (e.g., “[I was] usually acting as an Compensatory
easy teacher using the L1. Then students behaviour
would respond to me, being relaxed and
open-minded to me, and my class.” [Taro])

Non- 5. Negative social responses (e.g., “I tried, Embarrassment

EN for the discipline of the students but in vain,  avoidance
to make myself understood in English. Then
[ decided to use Japanese to do so. My goal
was to manage my class, anyway.” [Mie])

PA EN 6. Positive physiological and affective states Conditionally
(e.g., “We can make an English-only class motivational
with humour and laughter. Yes, [ know it.. .

Laughter was a key factor then.” [Sakura])

JP Same as 6 (e.g., “I use grammatical jargon, Compensatory
maru sankaku shikaku [circle, triangle, and motivation
square], in a hard-and-fast manner. It feels
strange, but they are invincible and stabiliz-
ing tools of mine.” [Katz])

Non-  7.Nervousness (e.g, “When I get annoyed,I =~ Embarrassment

JP avoid Japanese and use English instead. [am  avoidance

afraid that [ would be insulting. I don’t know,
but English alleviates such a feeling inside
me.” [Taro])

Note. ME = mastery experiences; VE = vicarious experiences; SP = social persuasions;
PA = physiological and affective states; EN = English; JP = Japanese; Non-EN = non-
choice of English; Non-JP = nonchoice of Japanese.
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Efforts to strengthen the validity of the coding were twofold. First, to
detect data patterns, the author revisited cross-matrix codes, anomalies in
the transcripts, all field notes, summaries, recorded videos, and the origi-
nal interview recordings. As was the case with Morris and Usher (2011),
various strands of these processes substantiated the relationships between
sources and self-efficacy as well as confirmed the explicit acknowledgement
of the relationships by each participant. Second, if necessary and possible,
the author exchanged emails with participants, visited participants at their
schools, or did both to either replicate or reconcile some controversial
points of the transcripts.

After several coding-training sessions, two raters (including the author)
calculated an intercoder reliability based on a random selection of approxi-
mately 15% of the transcriptions. The obtained Kappa statistic from this
early assessment was .909, revealing a very good or high degree of agree-
ment. Disagreements between the raters were resolved prior to the actual
coding process through mutual understanding by the raters.

Results
Results of Study 1

Table 3 summarises the comparison between two categorical variables:
schools and ratio of Japanese to English use in the classroom. Ratios of 6:4
and over were tallied in the high category, 5:5 and under in the low category.
Fisher’s exact test revealed that there were no significant associations, ex-
ceptteacher’s L1 in task, x* (1) =9.48, p =.003, ¢ =.296. This showed that the
odds of upper secondary school teachers’ L1 use being over 50% were 13.57
times higher than those of the lower secondary school teachers. However,
the overall outcome was a greater use of L1 regardless of school or agent
(i.e., teacher or learner).

Table 4 presents the mean degree of agreement on the efficacious func-
tions of the two languages. Independent-samples t tests with Bonferroni
correction compared the means of each paired item (e.g., Items 18 and 25,
see Appendix A) and found no significant differences on the three pairs in
goal (student’s achievement). However, teachers assumed understanding,
enhancement, and smoothness as efficacious functions of Japanese signifi-
cantly more than they did so for English: understanding, t (214) = 11.45, p
< .01, d = 1.56; enhancement, t (214) = 10.56, p < .01, d = 1.44; smoothness,
t (214) = 7.89, p < .01, d = 1.08. However, teachers agreed on enrichment
as an efficacious function, not of Japanese but of English, and this too was
significant, t (214) =-3.10,p <.01,d = 0.42.
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Table 3. Summary of Frequency in L1 (Japanese) Ratios

LS(n=59) US(n=49)
L1 (Japanese) use X p? ®

Low High Low High
Teacher’s L1 (task) 13 46 1 48  9.484 .003" .296

Teacher’s L1 3 56 2 47 .061 1.000 .024
(management)
Students’ L1 (task) 17 42 7 42 3.269 103 174
Students’ L1 0 59 2 47  2.454 204 -151
(management)

Teacher to student 14 45 6 43 2.340 .143 147
ratio

Note. LS = lower secondary school; US = upper secondary school.
aFisher’s exact test. “p <.01. Bonferroni correction was applied.

Table 4. Mean Degree of Agreement on the Efficacious Functions of
Japanese and English (N = 108)

Item  Efficacious Japanese English d

no. functions M SD M SD

18,25 Goal 456 099 449 1.06 0.464 0.47
(effectiveness)

19,26 Goal (necessity) 4.87 0.84 4.53 1.07 2.610 0.35

20,27 Goal 4.69 0.88 4.52 1.05 1.331 0.18
(significance)

21,28 Understanding 523 0.71 3.72 118 11.447" 1.56

22,29 Enhancement 5.10 0.79 3.67 1.17 10.559™" 1.44

23,30 Smoothness 481 092 3.60 1.29 7.892" 1.08

24,31 Enrichment 430 1.14 4.74 096 -3.102" 0.42

Note. Chronbach’s alpha = .90 (Japanese) and .91 (English). Bonferroni correction
was applied. Item no. = number of item on questionnaire in Appendix A.
“p<.01.
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Results of Study 2

Table 2 presents a summary of the relationship between the sources of TSE
and language revealed in the interview data. Two features, embarrassment
avoidance and motivation, emerged as the most common functions across
source types. The functions of the four self-efficacy sources (ME, VE, SP, and
PA) are presented below.

ME was the most influential source, revealing two types: perceived former
success in class (EN) and mastery of cognitive strategies (JP). These source
types exemplify different aspects of TSE depending on the language type.
English acts as an incentive for students to learn and Japanese enhances stu-
dents’ understanding; both of which serve to increase TSE. For example, be-
cause she had a good relationship with students in her previous school, Kei
used both English and Japanese and was able to share a bond with students
through teaching strategies that motivated students to produce output. In
other words, Kei believed that her deliberate alternation of language of in-
struction not only facilitated students’ mastery of communication in English
but also helped increase her self-efficacy. Ichiro, in contrast, renounced the
communicative teaching method and instead espoused a target of master-
ing English by focusing on learners’ higher cognitive abilities such as logical
thinking and inferential strategies. Ichiro’s efficacy stemmed from empha-
sising the students’ preference for Japanese as a resource and their success
studying in Japanese rather than the unfamiliar and artificial English. Ichiro
articulated his belief by saying, “They prefer to be convinced by the reliable
L1 rather than to be made confused by the unclear foreign language. They
like to learn things through logical explanation.”

VE was the least powerful source of the four: The coder assigned only
English (no Japanese) for learning pedagogical skills by observing models
(EN). Mie’s awareness of the practices of native English-speaking teachers
occasionally motivated her to imitate them to gain efficacy in her classroom.
However, she and the other teachers never developed similar strategies to
gain efficacy from their instructional speech in Japanese. Thus, VE contrib-
uted little to TSE via Japanese.

SP was the second most influential source with the most diverse func-
tions. Three features were predominant: Students’ informal comments and
evaluations (both EN and JP) and negative social responses (non-EN). Teach-
ers spoke of students’ comments and evaluations as a strong source for
efficacy building. Some teachers emphasised the importance of the motiva-
tional classroom environment, and others emphasised their own compen-
satory behaviour. One example is Sakura’s experience of the motivational
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classroom environment (EN). She believed that the extra measures that she
had created for the enhancement of students’ learning motivation—room
preparation, interior decoration—motivated the students to refrain from
using Japanese:

The room always afforded opportunities for the small number
of students to share a virtual English life. In this particular con-
dition, they were ready . . . it didn’t matter if they could speak
well . ... but they felt like using English within the space from
beginning to end! (Sakura)

By using Japanese, Taro obtained similar efficacious control via the stu-
dents’ responses. Despite his highly proficient English, the social persuasion
of his students seemed to have affected Taro’s natural inclination to use
Japanese and made him more aware of his capability:

Many other teachers spoke strictly in English in the school.
Nonetheless, [ was, at times, a very kind teacher. [ knew it. . ..
[I was] usually acting as an easy teacher, using Japanese. Then
students would respond to me and my class, being relaxed and
open minded. All of us enjoyed the circumstances, you know.
(Taro)

The third type of SP was negative social responses (non-EN). SP was no-
tably associated with embarrassment avoidance by nonchoice of English,
suggesting that teachers quite a few times felt they had no other choice but
to use Japanese because of reservations about English, similar to the results
found by Polio & Duff (1994). This type, therefore, functioned as embarrass-
ment avoidance. Mie described one of her past experiences in which poor
discipline made having the class in English too much of a challenge. She
explained the situation as follows:

[ was at aloss what to do the moment first became a teacher..
.. My English worked all right, however, sometimes it didn’t do
any good at all. I tried my best for the discipline of the students
to make myself understood in English [for management], but
to no avail. Then I decided to use Japanese to do so. My goal
was to manage my class, anyway. (Mie)

PA was the third most influential source. Three features emerged: positive
physiological and affective states (EN) and (JP) and nervousness (non-JP).
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Sakura represented PA (EN) when she said, “I once successfully motivated
my students to make an English-only class with humour and laughter. Yes, I
know it. .. Laughter was a key factor then.”

Katz used a unique vocabulary (JP) when he explained grammar to his
learners; it included Japanese terms such as maru sankaku shikaku [circle,
triangle, and square] to highlight important grammatical points. He used
this particular language in every instance in the classroom. It had become an
active source of Katz’s self-efficacy because he felt a steady student response
that made him feel efficacious. Such a sense of efficacy seemed to have made
him a more reliable teacher, and he believed that it would also make his
students stronger.

The other type of PA was non-JP. Because this type functioned as an
emotional problem-solving feature—that is, avoiding an uncomfortable
emotional state (JP) by adopting a stable counterpart (EN)—it was coded
nervousness. Taro refrained from using Japanese and instead used English
in a moment of anger caused by students’ bad and slothful manners. He ex-
plained that the students’ behaviour fuelled his irritation and that, despite
the predominance of Japanese for instruction in his class, he expressed his
frustration in English. By using English, he believed he was capable of keep-
ing his cognition virtually unaffected by his emotions, similar to the results
in Keysar, Hayakawa, & An (2012).

In sum, TSE manifested itself as having two functions: embarrassment
avoidance and motivational inclination. However, these features in English
(the TL) were limited in certain conditions as seen in the case of Kei’s shar-
ing bonds, Sakura’s special room, and Taro’s irritation, while the functions in
Japanese (the L1) were cognitive and compensatory, working to alleviate the
problems of TL use for foreign language learning (see De la Campa & Nassaji,
2009; Littlewood & Yu, 2009).

Discussion

Study 1

Study 1 verified that the L1 was the principal language of instruction regard-
less of school and agent, which suggested a disproportionate use of the L1 in
overall instructional speech. Previous quantitative research has presented a
similar pattern. For example, Kaneko (1992) observed the utterances in one
class of each of 12 EFL secondary school teachers and revealed a 71.8% use
of Japanese by the teachers, with time sampling applied to the protocol data.
More recently, Liu, Ahn, Baek, and Han (2004) observed the utterances in
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one class of each of 13 high school EFL teachers in South Korea and showed
L1 (Korean) use to be 68%.

Teachers’ self-reports in the current study, however, have given us a differ-
ent overview of thislandscape. Although the teachers agreed on the Japanese
functions in understanding, enhancement, and smoothness, they presented a
rather mixed view on goal with no significant differences between Japanese
and English in helping students set goals in terms of effectiveness, necessity,
and significance. They conversely acknowledged an efficacious function of
English in enrichment; that is, teachers held a view that the TL was a valid
means of encouraging students’ participation. Thus, these findings reveal
teachers’ complex self-efficacy pertaining to instructional speech, specifi-
cally for goal setting.

The results of Study 1 (understanding, enhancement, smoothness, and goal
in Table 4) highlight the fact that teachers’ English-related strategic behav-
iour is complex in two ways: conflicting beliefs about the function of lan-
guage in goal setting and the occasional compensatory use of L1 when there
is a gap in conversation or when students reach a plateau of understand-
ing. Through interviews, Omote (2012) revealed teachers’ conflicts about
an English-only class, demonstrating a variety of causes of teachers’ use of
Japanese, such as limited chances to use English in Japanese society, limited
cognitive effect, and limited effects in terms of student motivation. Omote
pointed out that these limitations might undermine teachers’ support for
education that has mastery of English as a goal, as they influence teachers’
behaviour through their beliefs about their instruction.

Study 1 may also demonstrate a sociocognitive function of L1 (see Bur-
den, 2000; McDowell, 2009). With teachers’ misgivings compensated for in
part by making use of Japanese in classrooms, their self-evaluation would
pay a high price for excluding the L1, which might lead to a lack of under-
standing, enhancement, and smooth communication. From the perspective
of sociocognitive classroom interactions, therefore, miscommunications
and conflicts may be connected in some way to teacher self-evaluation and
self-efficacy when teachers attempt to use only the TL to communicate (see
Chacén, 2005; Mak, 2011).

Study 2

Figure 2 illustrates the outcomes of Study 2, focusing on two distinctive
highlights categorised by the source of TSE (an embarrassment avoidance
function) and three-way motivational functions: (a) a motivational func-
tion under specific conditions (conditional), (b) a motivational function for
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activating cognition (cognitive), and (c) a motivational function by compen-
sation (compensatory). These three functions can be collectively referred
to as CCC-motivational functions. Specifically, we should note the different
qualities between English and Japanese features: the conditional function
of EN, and the cognitive and compensatory functions of JP. This means that
Japanese and English may alternate in teacher talk following TSE-driven
functions. TSE is, therefore, associated with a change in instructional speech
between English and Japanese. The primary cause of this particular efficacy-
behaviour connection was the effect of students’ engagement for ME and SP,
suggesting that TSE may undergo fluctuation with feedback from learners’
mastery or response.

4 4 )
MESP Non-EN —_——f -
PA :
Embarrassment
Avoidance
L1 CcCC- TL
(Japanese) Motivational (English)
Functions
Embarrassment
Avoidance
'\______ Non-JP
. J J

Figure 2. A conceptual scheme of the relationship between teacher self-effi-
cacy (TSE) and language. TSE has two functions related to teachers’ speech
(embarrassment avoidance and conditional-, cognitive-, and compensatory-
motivational functions [CCC-motivational functions]). The two large col-
oured arrows represent sources of self-efficacy and the direction, and the
white squares (Japanese and English) represent behaviour (speech). Dotted
arrows show a feedback circulation for teachers’ speech optimisation in the
classroom environment. ME = mastery experiences, VE = vicarious experi-
ences, SP = social persuasions, PA = physiological and affective states; Non-
EN =nonchoice of English, Non-JP = nonchoice of Japanese.
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From a sociocognitive perspective, Kei’s speech alternation indicates
that meaningful feedback and interactions accumulated longitudinally
among her efficacy, speech, and students’ responses. However, this practice
did not cause her efficacy to deteriorate, instead optimising it in the face
of environmental difficulty (see Morris & Usher, 2011, and Weiner, 1986,
for other successful teacher responses to failure). The important finding is
that when supported by Japanese used as compensation or to aid students’
understanding, self-efficacy can stabilise within a framework of minimum
fluctuation. Support for this interpretation was in Kei’s following explana-
tion:

After all, the kind of environment students are learning in, and
how you should use it, are extremely important. My experi-
ences taught me the lesson that I could be capable of improv-
ing students’ English ability, whatever situation I may address.
(Kei)

A reciprocal effect manifested itself because Kei chose Japanese not only
to exert a motivational function for learners but also to enable herself to
contribute to the establishment of an effective classroom environment par-
ticularly for students with little or no motivation.

On the other hand, scarcity of cognitive and affective feedback from learn-
ers limits the motivational function of teachers’ using English. Sakura and
Kei’s efficacy from PA and ME were evidence of this. Sakura felt efficacious
when she got feedback from students indicating their motivation, but this
feedback was scarce. Kei shared a quite similar opinion. This led to Sakura
making a strategy of carefully preparing questions to elicit such feedback,
one example of which was “laughter” In this respect, Sakura’s source of
efficacy was derived mostly from her actions to motivate students. Sakura
discussed the manipulation of laughter as a type of conditioned feedback
from motivated learners:

You need tactics to elicit laughter. Without tactics, I get less.
The key is to question students so you may get good responses.
You cannot get it by routine. Prepare well and then make each
question motivational. Hard job, you know, but there is no
other way. (Sakura)

The present study adopted mixed methods that minimise validity and
reliability deficits and maximise credibility (see Creswell, 2012). However,
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vulnerabilities still potentially exist. Researcher bias seems to be one of the
most important because case studies can never be completely objective.
Bias may also lie in participants’ responses when they talk about sensitive
and personal issues, such as how exactly they feel motivated in embarrass-
ing situations (Creswell, 2012; Morris & Usher, 2011).

Another limitation is that the present study found no vicarious model of
Japanese use, which is in disagreement with Morris and Usher’s (2011) find-
ing that teachers behave efficaciously through vicarious experience. There
might have been a drawback in the way this study elicited vicarious experi-
ences linked with the L1 because the primary focus of interview protocol
was the English-only policy. It may be appropriate to say, therefore, that
teachers paid no attention to the linkage between L1 and vicarious experi-
ence rather than to say there were no such models. In future research I will
investigate the source of language teachers’ self-efficacy from this point of
view.

Conclusion

The aim of this paper was to identify the connection between instructional
speech and the source of TSE and to suggest how teachers can use L1 Japa-
nese and TL English for self-efficacy. First, the mixed methods study dem-
onstrated teachers’ unbalanced choice of L1 and partly verified Littlewood
and Yu's (2009) hypothesis that the L1 has an influence on the functions of
TSE in the cognitive and compensatory dimensions of instructional speech.
Teachers’ ongoing motivational engagement works for this as a primary role
of TSE despite their conflicts between goal setting for and mastery learn-
ing of the targeted English (Omote, 2012), together with contingent learner
feedback (Macaro, 2005).

Second, teachers’ behaviour in the choice of the L1 or TL was mixed. De-
spite the dominant use of L1, there was distinct agreement among teachers on
the effect of English on their self-efficacy in terms of enrichment or students’
active participation. Nishino (2012) illustrated how students’ conditions in-
fluence classroom practices: “Teacher cognition is situated in their own local
contexts, and teachers generally think about their students’ conditions” (p.
392). Therefore, TSE should be partly influenced by both languages to dif-
ferent degrees depending on which of the students’ goals (i.e., entrance ex-
aminations, communication, and classwork) the teacher is targeting in foreign
language learning (Nishino & Watanabe, 2008; Turnbull, 2001).

The present study revealed that teachers’ speech hinges on a fluctuating
sense of TSE. Two powerful functions of the instructional speech emerged
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connected with TSE: (a) an embarrassment buffer, which operated to avoid
and alleviate a contingent classroom difficulty (see Moafian & Ghanizadeh,
2009), and (b) an agentic motivation keeper, which worked more longitu-
dinally across languages to maintain self-efficacy in learning and teaching.
However, the function in the speech differed between languages, with the
English function being conditional and the Japanese function being cognitive
and compensatory, which eventually yielded L1 dominancy in the language
of instruction.

The study shed light on the issue of maximising and optimising instruc-
tional speech. The results supported the idea that a teacher can optimise
instructional language as well as maximise TSE. At the same time, however,
the results showed that maximisation of the target of enrichment and goal
setting has yet to be adequately attempted. To this end, therefore, we should
consider three points.

First, there is a caveat regarding how TSE forms and functions with in-
structional speech, what Turnbull (2001) called an overreliance on the L1:
Dominance of the L1 implies its unnecessary use or overreliance on it. This
may be partly attributed to the disagreement and insufficient guidance
about how and to what extent teachers should decrease the L1 to boost the
use of TL. The present data, in this regard, demonstrate a potential impact of
TSE that would enhance the choice of TL in certain particular conditions, as
was partially shown in Kei’s, Mie’s, Sakura’s, and Taro’s cases. Importantly,
however, TSE may influence various dimensions of coursework norms (e.g.,
classroom management, communication, examinations). This aspect of TSE
might help students to understand the TL. However, understanding of the
TL does not necessarily lead to a significant goal setting and enrichment (or
active participation) in the language classrooms, as the data have shown in
the current studies.

Another assumed factor is social. As Katz and Ichiro illustrated, for exam-
ple, teachers opt to use the L1 themselves to maintain TSE. They used the
L1 not due to overreliance but rather for social purposes such as to adapt
to students’ cognitive and socioeconomic conditions. Alternatively, those
teachers’ previous learning experiences affected TSE; they regarded their
own past experiences of learning grammar for university entrance exami-
nations as a practical purpose for learning English at the secondary school
level. Because a large number of junior and high school level teachers with
the aim of preparing students for the entrance examination use the L1 to
remain efficacious (Nishino, 2012; Nishino & Watanabe, 2008), this type of
teacher belief could form a situational source of self-efficacy and eventually
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a bias towards L1 use. Various modifications of the school situation, includ-
ing the entrance examination system, might make a difference in teachers’
experiences and how this affects their efficacy.

Third, the dynamics of TSE predict a further implication: the possibil-
ity for a new kind of teacher training with the goal of optimisation of TSE.
Given that efficacy is pivotal in the change from one event into another,; the
alternative turns from one language to another will greatly depend on the
contingent nature of the environment as well as on the students’ feedback to
the teacher (i.e., Mie’s nonchoice of English or Taro’s refusal to use Japanese,
both of which function as embarrassment avoidance). Morris and Usher
(2011) pointed out that an awareness of self-efficacy for self-regulation can
allow teachers to behave proactively and confidently during negative events
and to dispel misgivings of failure in a task. Therefore, teacher training for
this kind of self-regulatory competence—separate from the traditional
practice of core linguistic proficiency—is significant and helpful for teachers
to maintain self-efficacy with respect to better instructional speech such as,
for example, reduction and refinement of L1 use and to enhance the greater
use of the TL. More specifically, as both L1 and TL remain inextricably tied in
a given context of instructional speech, the ability of the teacher to focus on
how best to use the L1 matters most for the enhancement of TL use. Moreo-
ver, discussing the ways teachers can qualitatively refine or reduce use of
the L1 will virtually open the door to global approaches, such as MEXT’s
(2014) reforms or the promotion of English as an international language
(Marlina, 2013). Therefore, it would give us a further idea of how to turn a
foreign language into an additional language in an authentic sense.

The current studies represent a new interpretation for future investiga-
tions about the relationship of self-efficacy with instructional speech in
Japan. Because of complex classroom circumstances (speaking targeted
content through targeted language) and environment (speaking in a limited
environment and condition), there is no monolithic way to predict the best
dynamics of instructional speech. However, it is not a particular language
but a behaviour that motivates classroom agents, conveys meanings, affects
teacher and student self-efficacy, and enhances local interactions. In this re-
spect, this study provides the first clue as to how teaching experiences keep
teachers efficacious and how they foster effective functions in EFL settings.

Akihiro Omote is currently a student in a MSc program jointly provided by
the Birkbeck, University of London, and UCL-IOE (University College Lon-
don, Institute of Education).
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Appendix A

Study 1: Questionnaire About Instructional Speech (Original in
Japanese)

This questionnaire investigates your reflection on your instructional speech
(in Japanese and English) in the classroom with a view to exploring more
effective foreign language teaching and learning. Responses will be statis-
tically calculated for numerical data such as means or percentages. Your
complete anonymity will be secured.

Part 1: About Yourself

1. Sex: male female
2. Mother tongue: Japanese other ( )
3. Age: 20-29  30-39 40-49 50-59 over60
4. Years of career experience:
0-5 6-10 11-15  16-20  21-25  over 26
5.School:  1.elementary 2.lower secondary
3. upper secondary (normal) 4. upper secondary (vocational)
5. vocational college 6. university

6. Grade: 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th
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Part 2: About Your Class

Imagine one main class if you teach more than two classes now.
7.The goal: 1.writing 2.reading 3.listening 4.speaking

5. multi-purpose 6. other ( )
Hereinafter, please answer the questions about the class you chose in Item 7.
8. Students’ L1:  1.only]apanese 2.Japanese + other ( )
3.Japanese + others 4. other language ( )

9. Class size: 1.less than 10 2.11-20 3.21-30 4.31-40
5.41 or more

10. Estimation of students’ overall current achievement:

1.0-20% 2.21-40% 3.41-60%
4.61-80% 5.81-100%
11. The instruction style is relatively:
1. learner-centered 2.even 3. teacher-centered

12. Main activities relatively focused on:
1. communication 2. even
3 reading comprehension/drills

13. Reflection on the ratio of Japanese (L1) to English (FL) in teacher’s
speech in tasks (e.g,, 4:6 in a total of 10):

L1:FL= :
14. Reflection on the ratio of L1 to FL teacher speech in the classroom man-
agement

L1:FL= __ :
15. Reflection on the ratio of L1 to FL speech in students’ task

L1:FL= __ :
16. Reflection on the ratio of L1 to FL students’ speech in the classroom
management

L1:FL= __ :
17. Reflection on the ratio of your speech to students’ speech in the class

You: Ss =




Omote

Part 3

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the items below show-
ing the efficacious function of Japanese/English on the 6-point scale. Please
circle the number that most appropriately matches your opinion about the
classroom you imagined in the items above. Even if you agree 50% with the

item, please choose either 3 or 4.

1. Idonotagree atall (0%).

[ agree a little (up to 20%).

[ do not agree much (up to 40%).
[ agree somewhat (up to 60%).

[ agree mostly (up to 80%).

[ agree very much (up to 100%).

o Utk W

A. 1 feel that Japanese in my class is efficacious because it

0% ~20% ~40% ~60% ~80% ~100%

18. is effective in goal achievement. 1 2
19. is necessary for goal achievement. 1 2
20. is significant for goal achievement. 1 2
21. is helpful to understand learning contents. 1 2
22. is helpful to enhance understanding. 1 2
23. smoothens the learning activities. 1 2
24. enriches learning during learning activities. 1 2

B. I feel that English in my class is efficacious because it:
25. is effective in goal achievement. 1 2
26. isnecessary for goal achievement.

27. is significant for goal achievement.

28. is helpful to understand learning contents.
29. is helpful to enhance understanding.

30. smoothens the learning activities.

31. enriches learning during learning activities.

[ S = W Sy Y
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3
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Appendix B
Study 2: Interview Protocol

Questions asked

1. What learning experiences did you have prior to becoming a
teacher? Explain.

e Do you recall something motivational about your own mastery of
English?
e Do yourecall a teacher who had a great influence on your efficacy?

2. What mastery experiences have made you efficacious?

¢ How do you know that a given lesson has or has not gone well in
terms of speech? Explain.

3. Canyou pinpoint some powerful vicarious influences on your teach-
ing efficacy?

e Canyou recall things you have observed that made you efficacious as
a teacher? Explain.

4. Canyou recall something students or other teachers have said or
shown about your teaching?

¢ Did the comment they made to you increase or decrease your
efficacy? Explain.

5. Identify some of the most prominent feelings and emotions that you
experience while teaching.

e Which feelings or emotions have most profoundly influenced your
efficacy? Explain.

6. Tell me advantages and disadvantages that teachers face in relation
to the English-only policy.

Note. Modified from Morris and Usher (2011).






