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ABSTRACT 

 The purpose of the current study was to explore the learners‟ and their teachers‟ 

perceptions towards the use of Urdu language in English as a foreign language classroom 

at degree level. Moreover, it was also anticipated to investigate whether there were 

resemblances or dissimilarities in the way learners and teachers observe the use of Urdu 

in English language classroom settings. Through this study the researcher tried to 

uncover the intentions and reasons for which the learners and teachers make use of Urdu 

in their English language classroom inside and outside activities and similarly, to indicate 

the situations and the actions in which they choose for not using their L1. To find out an 

obvious understanding of this subject matter, the study focused on the 156 teachers and 

the 577 students who were teaching and learning English at graduation level in different 

public sector colleges and universities of the Southern Punjab, Pakistan. There were three 

sources of data collection applied for the study: Classroom observation, interviews and 

questionnaires. The data was analyzed through SPSS (statistical package for social 

sciences).Data were analyzed using descriptive analyses, Analysis of variance (ANOVA), 

T-Test and Cronbach‟s alpha. The results of the study indicated that the learners and the 

teachers showed highly positive perceptions regarding the use of L1 in L2 classroom. The 

majority of the respondents preferred using Urdu in certain situations for specific reasons 

such as while learning about grammar and its usage in L2 classroom, discussing course 

policies, attendance, and other administrative information, explaining some difficult 

concepts, to give directions about exams and in introducing the aim of the lesson, to 

discuss tests, quizzes, and other assignments appropriately. Similarly, they were highly 

motivated to use Urdu while teaching and comprehending summaries and short questions, 

letter writing and paraphrasing the text in BA/BSc and B.Com courses. Although most of 

the learners and their teachers revealed a lot of mutual understanding on various points 



xxi 

and situations yet there were some points on which they disagreed such as excessive use 

of L1 reduces their proficiency and fluency level in L2. So, to bridge up this gulf between 

the two stake holders and to make the teaching/learning practices fruitful the judicious 

use of L1 may facilitate this process rather it would be proved as a language barrier in 

EFL classroom. 
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1 

       CHAPTER 1 

1 INTRODUCTION 

 The topic of the use of students' first language (L1) in the target language (L2) 

classroom has been discussed for several years. Steven Krashen, with his Natural 

Approach to Language Acquisition, proposed that students learn their second language 

much in the similar way that they learn their first, and that L2 is best learnt through 

immense amounts of exposure to the language with limited time consumed using L1 

(Tang, 2002). Though, in recent years, emphasis has been shifting toward inclusion of L1 

in the foreign language classroom.  

1.1   Explanation of the Term First Language/L1 

 First language of an individual may possibly be defined as the native language or 

mother tongue and all these terms are employed as changeover. This does not mean, on 

the other hand, that they are always used to indicate the same object in other contexts. 

Similarly, Stern (1983) expands the sphere of this term and reveals that these expressions 

may refer either to the language acquired first in early life or to a language which was 

acquired later but has come to be the dominant one. Kangas (1981) describes L1 as the 

language one reflects in, the language one dreams in and the language one computes in. 

She categorizes features of L1 into four comprehensive categories. Firstly, the „origin‟ 

(the language learnt first) secondly, the „competence‟ (the language known best) thirdly, 

the „function‟ (the language used most) and lastly, the „attitude‟ (the language one 

identifies with, and is identified by others as a native speaker of). The UNESCO reports 

L1 as the language which someone attains in early years and which in general becomes 

his/her natural instrument of thought and communication (UNESCO, 1953; cited in 

Hamers & Blanc, 2000). For the purpose of this study, all the above mentioned terms will 
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be used to indicate the language acquired first at home or institution in youth and still 

dominant and working as a national language.   

 Teacher Use of First Language/L1 1.1.1

A good number of language teachers and researchers indicated multifold 

situations and areas where the use of first language/L1 may produce useful results in L2 

teaching/learning. In this line of action Auerbach (1993) suggests the following possible 

occasions for using the mother tongue/L1: negotiation of the syllabus and the lesson; 

record keeping; classroom management; scene setting; language analysis; presentation of 

the rules governing grammar, phonology, morphology, and spelling, discussion of cross-

cultural issues, instructions, explanation of errors and assessment of comprehension.  

Teachers often use L1 in beginning and degree level classes to:  

1. Give instructions  

2. Elucidate meanings of words  

3. Expound complex ideas and terms  

4. Explain complex grammar points and their usage (Tang, 2002).  

 Several teachers find that the use of L1 delivers more time to practice L2 because 

understanding is attained much more swiftly. The key point with teacher use of L1 is that 

it can be used for explanation purposes, after an effort has been made to communicate 

ideas in L2 and students still seem to be confused. The idea is that L1 assists a 

"supportive and facilitating role in the EFL classroom" (Tang,  2002) and not that it is the 

main language of communication. The use of L1 also permits students to become more 

aware of the similarities and differences between cultures and linguistic structures, and 

this may increase the exactness of translations. Finding similarities between languages 

shapes "interlinked L1 and L2 knowledge in the students' minds" (Cook, 2001).  
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1.2   Students’ Use of First Language/L1 

 Students repeatedly use L1 when doing pair work to create solutions to linguistic 

tasks and assess written language. The use of L1 permits them to work within their Zone 

of Proximal Development, as projected by Vygotsky (Wells, 1999). By working in pairs 

and using L1 occasionally with L2, students may be cognitively processing at a higher 

level with regard to the linguistic tasks than if they were restricted only to communicate 

in the language they are trying to learn. L1 vocabulary permits learners to use language 

which they may not up till now own in L2 in order to process ideas and reach higher 

levels of understanding. This relates both to social talk between partners and private talk 

planned for the learner alone. Social talk, as the name suggests, is talk between peers for 

the purpose of conversing. Private talk is when learners talk themselves through a 

learning process. For example, in private talk, they might utter a non-standard L2 phrase 

and then self-correct: “No, wait, (L2 phrase corrected).” Private talk can also be used to 

deconstruct grammar in real-time as the speaker is using it, such as: “I like the milk…the 

milk? No, I like milk.” However, it is important to point out that students who use L1 for 

communicative purposes in the classroom must also be expected to use L2 in the 

classroom to practice its use.  

Students use L1 while speaking in order to:  

 Enquire each other clarifying questions  

 Display frustrations concerning their lack of understanding  

 Simplify meaning of words in L2  

 Discover new words in L2 which resemble to already known words in L1 

 Use language to process intricate concepts  

 Build shared meaning while evaluating written tasks through shared discussion  
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Mother tongue/L1 use in written tasks is particularly appreciated because it helps 

to clarify and build meaning. It permits learners to constantly evaluate and clarify 

communication with regard to choice of content and register suitable to the task (Wells, 

1999). This re-evaluation is frequently done orally, in conversation with a peer or teacher 

or in private talk. Cooperative dialogue allows learners to construct linguistic 

understanding concerning a number of language tasks. In the same line of action Cook in 

her article "Using the First Language in the Classroom" (2001) has stated that "L1 

provides scaffolding for the students to help each other. So, keeping the above mentioned 

views in mind, this study looked into the reactions of the direct practitioners, both 

receivers (students) and providers (teachers), of the EFL teaching activities regarding the 

extent of the use of L1 and the target language inside the EFL classroom. 

1.3   L1 with Respect to Cultural and Linguistic Identity  

 Learners‟ approach toward learning L2 significantly influences their learning 

experiences as well as the quantity and purpose of their L1 use in the classroom. Students 

who are forced to learn a language they do not identify with or find to be related will be 

more likely to overuse L1 to stay within their area of ease. Several students find the 

elimination of their mother tongue to be unbecoming to that tongue (Tang, 2002). On the 

other hand, if students sense that their mother tongue is a valued part of the language 

learning process, they are less likely to feel aggrieved about learning the target language. 

1.4   Learning English in EFL Context 

Learning any language has its own tribulations, specifically when it is the 

language that you were not born with; you need to try even more. Fresh learners in an 

informal second language learning environment are allowed to be silent until they are 

ready to speak, while mature learners are frequently forced to speak (Lightbown & 
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Spada, 1993). Conceive what would happen if you study English in a restricted context: 

nowhere in your country involves English communication excluding your expensively 

artificial classroom. English in this condition, at best, is just the decoration of your 

wisdom. Consequently, one of encounters in this situation is the neighboring context. 

Your cognitive process belongs to one language while in class you need to be wide-open 

to another world: the world of a foreign language which is unaccustomed to your 

routines. What if in the restricted context, in class, you are warmly stimulated to use only 

English? As students, this might be a terrifying task. Why? First, they simply live their 

own life with their mother tongue: for traveling, studying other matters, conversing with 

their friends and family, or even discussing with teachers at dinnertime. To make things 

worse, the students might have only two or four hours a week to practice English in class. 

The language or the input that learners are exposed to is crucial to make their language 

learning occur (Ellis, 1997).Yet, the input is very limited here. Second, language learning 

is like growing flowers. It takes time to develop at a suitable pace. With great care and 

love, little young flowers will beautifully bloom. Learners are like flowers: beautiful but 

different. They have numerous circumstances, hopes, beliefs and desired learning styles. 

Although a language lesson delivers a constructive textbook, learners may not appreciate 

this if they do not see any link between the book and an examination they are working 

toward (Richards, 2001). Likewise, what language a teacher uses in an English classroom 

is as imperative as how the students feel toward it. Whether or not to use Urdu in the 

language classroom: the students‟ voices are significant. 

 A Philosophical Passage of L1 1.4.1

It is easy to trace back to the old days when the idea of entirely avoiding L1 use in 

classrooms was indisputably accepted according to the belief of the intervention of the 

native language on the target language: the learners were expected to depend on their L1 
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once they were to produce the second language by writing or speaking (Bhela, 1999). L1 

was reflected negative inside a second language classroom. With this notion, L1 was 

deliberately sidestepped by most of the teachers of foreign languages. Besides this, it was 

believed that extensive use of the target language in a classroom can facilitate students‟ 

communication skills (Crichton, 2009). This belief is then obviously united into a famous 

teaching approach called Communicative Language Teaching. This methodology 

supports the idea to make the best use of the target language in a classroom which 

indisputably encourages minimizing L1 use. Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) 

believes that the target language should be used not only during communicative 

activities, but also for clarifying the activities to the students or in conveying homework 

(Freeman, 2000). This view was broadly accepted, the target language has been 

extensively promoted in its use in the classroom. L1 therefore, has been desperately 

forced to vanish. In recent times, this kind of belief still plays its role wide-reaching 

among students. It is found that they sometimes hold a negative attitude and reject L1 use 

(Nazaray, 2008). This is because in their view, L1 is just a language learning barrier 

rather than a facilitating tool. One group of the students in this learning did not believe in 

L1 advantages; therefore, L1 meant nothing to their language learning. Taking deeper 

thought of the result, there is something more than just their belief that affects this 

phenomenon. It is illuminated that the opposition to L1 arrives from the advanced 

students. Consequently, whether or not to effectively use students‟ native language also 

depends on students‟ language proficiency (Kavaliauskiene, 2009). In other words, if 

teachers make use of L1 in a class of high language proficiency students, they may 

unexpectedly find the students unhappy and bored. On the other hand, there are several 

studies on foreign/second language learning that attempt to consider L1 from a diverse 

viewpoint. A lot of research studies demonstrate that L1 use plays an imperative role in 
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language teaching and learning for several aspects (Brooks, 2009; Campa & Nassaji, 

2009; Simsek, 2010). It appears like L1 was given one other chance to shine its positive 

light into the language learning process. Findings from numerous studies disclose 

progressive feedback from students toward L1 use. For example, it is said that university 

students in Lithuania mainly use their mother tongue in helping them learning English 

(Kavaliauskiene, 2009). Later on, it is set up that most university students in Turkey also 

have progressive attitudes toward the use of L1 (Turkish) in the classroom (Saricoban, 

2010). These show the other side of students‟ awareness toward L1 use in language 

classes. Speaking of advantages of L1, language teachers cannot deny that the 

outstanding one is its benefits on learning grammar and vocabulary. Cook (2001) is one 

who supports this educational phenomenon as he describes that students learn grammar 

and vocabulary superior and faster through their first language. This intensely supports 

the idea that L1 should have its own place anywhere in language classes. In addition to 

grammar and vocabulary, some teachers use L1 for instructional purposes. It is 

established that qualified teachers most often use L1 for activity instructions and personal 

comments (Campa & Nassaji, 2009). L1 was also studied and proved that it is suitable 

within teaching L2 among low proficiency English as a Second Language students in 

writing class (Stapa & Majid, 2006). Even teaching vocabulary to low English 

proficiency level students is more operational with the use of L1 (Bouangeune, 2009). 

Learners with lower language proficiency need L1 to help them to master the target 

language. L1, in this case, is consequently agreeably accepted because it is the language 

that they best comprehend. If the language employed in the classroom is the only 

response for students it is vital that the students understand it. Allwright (1994) indicated 

that if the input is somewhat more progressive than the learners‟ level this will support 

their learning. We also should not forget that students generally depend on their current 
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language knowledge or their L1 to understand and learn logic and organization principles 

behind the target language (Gabrielatos, 2001). This is additional strong belief supporting 

why L1 is beneficial. To conduct classes without the students‟ L1 may be possible; 

however, L1 still plays its significant role inside the learners‟ cognitive process during 

their L2 learning (Kahraman, 2009). L1 has now been repeatedly studied as a possible 

resource in language learning. Besides learning success, L1 also has an important role in 

reducing students‟ affective filters and giving them a more operational way to learn. Ford 

(2009) stated in his interview that most university teachers in Japan agree to use English 

only policy, they sometimes use Japanese for producing a relaxed atmosphere, giving 

instructions and directing tasks. Even students as well as teachers come back to their L1 

from time to time as they need to deal with students‟ misunderstanding, discipline 

problems, lack of time and building understanding with students (Bateman, 2008). 

Students‟ feelings are the issue that teachers should not oversee. Their feelings about 

themselves and what they are studying inevitably upset the quality of their learning 

(Arnold, 1999). If students sense blissful and unworried, they are much more ready to 

learn. If not, sitting in classes for them just means being there but getting little or nothing 

from the lesson. Once this miserable situation arises, it is destructive to the students‟ 

motivation. In this case, L1 is a substitute for it is normally observed as a tool to increase 

students‟ motivation (Cianflone, 2009). As learners will better accomplish their learning 

objectives if they have high motivation; teachers sometimes employ students‟ first 

language for this reason. 

 All the offered facts above are like two lenses for us to look at L1. While the first 

lens rejects the first language and deliberately encourages the target language in classes; 

the other lens provides the opposing view. However, both aim to lead all language 

learners to their uppermost goal. 
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 Consequently, the investigation of the better or at least the friendlier lens to our 

learning context will positively help language learning. The present research is 

consequently to examine whether L1 (Urdu) use is acknowledged or refuted among 

college and university students and teachers in Pakistan, a country with English as its 

foreign language. Although teachers and students may appreciate that the first 

language/L1 is observed and proved to facilitate students‟ learning and teachers‟ 

teaching, particularly in most foreign language contexts where grammatical and lexical 

explanations are involved; voices from students and teachers are significant and should 

not be ignored. 

1.5   Purpose of the Study 

 The chief object of this study was to explore the learners‟ and their teachers‟ 

perceptions toward the use of Urdu language in English as a foreign language classroom 

at degree level. Moreover, it was also anticipated to investigate whether there were 

resemblances or dissimilarities in the way learners and teachers perceive the use of Urdu 

in English language classroom settings. Through this study the researcher tried to 

uncover the intentions and reasons for which the learners and teachers make use of Urdu 

in their English language classroom inside and outside activities and similarly, to indicate 

the situations and the actions in which they choose for not using their L1. It was 

anticipated that the results and findings of this study would help the learners and the 

teachers to construct a constructive and a relaxed teaching and learning atmosphere. 

Further, the researcher tried to comment in the light of the presented literature in this 

quarter and the results of this research, the importance of teachers being aware of why, 

where, why, when and how learners‟ L1 should be used in English language teaching and 

learning situations. Consequently, it was also hoped that the researcher would try to 

explore through this research whether the cautious use of learners‟ L1 in L2 classroom 
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activities would facilitate learners in  L2 learning or not. Storch and Wigglesworth (2003) 

affirm that the use of learners‟ L1 can perform a number of roles, including joining up 

and maintaining concentration in the task as well as developing techniques and 

approaches to make a complicated task more controllable. For this reason, this research 

would be of attention and importance for both the learners and the teachers. This research 

presented a number of educational connotations and applications to teaching/learning and 

teacher training practices in Pakistan. The results and findings of this study would help 

the learners and the teachers to become better informed of their teaching and learning 

practices through the use of Urdu in English language classrooms. 

1.6   Objective of the Study 

 The current study fulfilled the following objectives: 

1. To analyze the perceptions and beliefs of English language teachers and students 

toward the use of L1 in English language classroom at degree level in the 

Southern Punjab. 

2. To investigate the impacts of L1 on teaching learning process in L2 classroom at 

degree level. 

3. To analyze the level of motivation among the teachers and students through the 

use of their mother tongue in L2 classroom. 

4. To analyze the situations/atmosphere in which teachers and students desire to use 

their L1 in L2 classroom. 

5. To examine the contribution of L1 in enhancing students‟ and teachers‟ receptive 

(their understanding) and productive (the ability to use language) competence of 

L2. 

6.  To analyze the effect of age variation (students) and experience (teachers) on the 

responses about L1 use in L2 teaching. 
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7. To explore the impact of teacher‟s qualification related to L1 use in L2 teaching. 

8. To investigate the influence of L1 use in L2 teaching on the self-rated proficiency 

of the students. 

9. To explore the influence of teachers‟ and students‟ mother tongue on the 

responses about L1 use in L2 pedagogy  

10. To examine the effect of teachers‟ and students‟ gender variation on the responses 

about L1 use in L2 pedagogy. 

1.7   Research Questions 

 The current study contained the following research questions with analogous 

hypotheses: 

1. What are English language teachers‟ and students‟ perceptions and beliefs 

regarding the use of L1 in L2 classroom at degree level? 

2. What are the impacts of L1 on teaching and learning process in L2 classroom? 

3. What motivates teachers and students to use L1 in L2 classroom? 

4. What are the situations in which teachers and students desire to use their L1 in L2 

classroom? 

5. Does the use of L1 facilitate to improve learners‟ and teachers‟ receptive and 

productive ability of L2? 

6. Is there any effect of age variation (students) and experience (teachers) on the 

responses about L1 use in L2 teaching? 

7. What is the impact of teacher‟s qualification related to L1 use in L2 teaching? 

8. What is the influence of L1 use in L2 teaching on the self-rated proficiency of the 

students?  

9. What is the influence of teachers‟ and students‟ mother tongue on the responses 

about L1 use in L2 pedagogy? 
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10. Is there any effect of teachers‟ and students‟ gender variation on the responses 

about L1 use in L2 pedagogy? 

 Keeping these research questions in mind, questionnaires will be prepared, 

necessary classroom observation will be made and semi-structured interviews will be 

conducted. 

1.8   Hypotheses 

 Based on above mentioned research questions, this research examines the 

following hypotheses: 

Following null hypotheses are drawn to analyze the data collected from English 

language teachers and students at degree level with respect to above mentioned research 

questions.  

H1: Use of L1 in L2 classroom does not affect teachers‟ teaching perceptions.  

H2: Use of L1 in L2 classroom has no impact on teaching/ learning process in L2 

classroom. 

H3: It does not motivate teachers and students to use L1 in L2 classroom?. 

H4: There are no situations in which teachers and students desire to use their L1 in L2 

classroom. 

H5: L1 does not facilitate to improve learners‟ and teachers‟ receptive and productive 

ability of L2. 

H6: There is no effect of age variation (students) and experience (teachers) on the 

responses about L1 use in L2 teaching. 

H7: There is no impact of teacher‟s qualification related to L1 use in L2 teaching. 

H8: L1 use in L2 teaching has no influence on the proficiency of the students. 
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H9: There is no influence of teachers‟ and students‟ mother tongue on the responses 

about L1 use in L2 teaching and learning. 

H10: There is no effect of teachers‟ and students‟ gender variation on the responses about 

L1 use in L2 pedagogy. 

1.9   Delimitation of Present Study 

 The present study was delimited to find out learners‟ and teachers‟ perceptions 

toward the use of Urdu language in teaching/learning English as a foreign at degree level. 

This study was conducted at the Government colleges/universities of the Southern Punjab 

(Dera Ghazi Khan, Multan and Bahawalpur Divisions). 

1.10   Significance of the Study 

 Since this study attempted to reveal learners‟ and teachers‟ perceptions toward 

using L1 in EFL classrooms at Degree level in the Southern Punjab (Multan, Bahawalpur 

and D G Khan), its significance stemmed from the following considerations: 

1. The current study is significant since it shows and determines whether teachers 

and learners are ready to accept and use L1 (Urdu) in EFL classrooms. 

2. Information from the current study concerning EFL students‟ and teachers‟ 

attitudes toward using L1 motivates students and teachers in an L2 classroom. 

3. The current study would assist curriculum developers in designing appropriate 

syllabi to make EFL teaching and learning more beneficial in Pakistani context. 

4. The use of L1, L2 contributes to students‟ and teachers‟ potential development of 

meaning. 

1.11    How this Work is Different from the Previous Studies 

 The number of studies conducted in the field of the learners‟/teachers‟ perceptions 

toward the use of L1 inside the L2 classroom is not that much big. There are some 
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instances of nearly similar type of studies regarding the perceptions, beliefs and attitudes 

of the learners as well as that of the teachers about L1 in L2 classroom. Schweers‟ (1999) 

study is one of them. Schweers carried out his research with EFL learners and teachers in 

a Spanish context to investigate their attitudes toward using the mother tongue in EFL 

classroom. He found that most of the learners and the teachers supported the use of the 

mother tongue in the EFL classroom. Tang‟s (2002) study is another similar instance. He 

studied the socio-psychology of the learners and teachers in a Chinese context. 

Maniruzzaman (2003) conducted a study in the Bangladeshi context at the level of 

undergraduate. At this level only those students who were undertaking a course on the 

basic skills in English language involved. Whereas Maniruzzaman‟s (2003) study 

involved the learners only and was conducted at tertiary level, contrary to all this study 

focused on the learners as well as the teachers at the degree level education in Pakistan. 

 However, this study also differs from the previous ones on several other grounds. 

Firstly, here the students belong to the degree level (same level but different courses) 

having completed almost twelve years of English study as a foreign language. Secondly, 

the research was carried out both in rural and urban context. Thirdly, the target language 

here enjoys the status of a foreign and official language in Pakistan. Fourthly, this study 

is also different from other studies conducted in this area as it is the pioneer study which 

is being conducted in a multilingual society where teachers and students (male and 

female) generally know more than two or three languages at a time before 

teaching/learning English and the research context will be fully Urdu, Punjabi, Siraiki 

and Balochi-speaking. Lastly, it is also different because this study is integrated 

(heterogeneous) as well as separated (homogeneous) as far as the teaching/learning 

participants are concerned. Consequently, the anticipation is that the obtained findings 

and the presented guidelines for teachers, students, researchers and ministry of education 



15 

will put more light on the significance of L1 in L2 teaching/learning particularly in 

Pakistani EFL setting.  

1.12   Summary of the Chapter 

 The chapter one of the current research has introduced the study and it also offers 

the rationale and the research questions of the current study. Moreover, it has also 

depicted the controversy of L1 use in L2 classrooms and it talks about the educational 

context in Pakistan‟ public sector higher institutions. A philosophical passage of L1 use 

in L2 classroom is also discussed in this chapter.  This chapter briefly introduced the 

research process adopted for this project.  This chapter has also offered various grounds 

upon which this study differs from the previous ones studies.  

Keywords: L1 (First Language), L2 (Second Language), SL (Second Language), FL 

(Foreign Language), EFL (English as a Foreign Language), ESL (English as a Second 

Language). 
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CHAPTER 2 

2 THE REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE 

2.1   Introduction 

 The second chapter consists of a review of the related literature that presents the 

background of the controversy of L1/first language use in L2/target language classrooms, 

the use and role of L1 in teaching and learning methodologies, the arguments about in 

favour or against L1 use, the use of L1 by teachers and students, and the overuse of L1 in 

L2 classrooms by teachers and students in expanding and outer circle countries. 

 One of the main theoretical issues that have dominated the field of second 

language learning for decades is the use of L1 when teaching/ learning the target 

language/L2. This issue has been divisive, and a number of contrasting and supporting 

arguments have been raised. “Don‟t ban mother tongue use but encourage attempts to use 

the target language” (Willis, 1996).  This is one of the supporting views that call for 

reviewing the role of L1 in L2 classrooms. This voice supports many other researchers‟ 

voices that support to re-establish the role of L1 in L2 classrooms after its use has been 

proscribed for many years. The only use of English in English language classrooms has 

been the issue of considerable discussion. Several students and teachers are calling for 

reviewing the role of students‟ and teachers‟ first language (L1), in L2 classrooms where 

students and teachers most likely share the same L1. The use of students‟ mother tongue 

or L1 is a debatable topic in English language teaching/learning. Use or not to use L1 has 

been argued since the realization of the Direct Method of teaching English in the 20th 

century. This approach has a significant effect on the way English is taught until today.  

 However, the prohibition of L1 started to be questioned by numerous researchers 

and calls for real pedagogical rationalization. At one end of the scale are those who 

consider the importance of L1 use in the target language classroom, and on the other end 
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are those who vindicate its proscription. Regardless of L1 being proscribed in L2 settings, 

teachers might occasionally use it which directs to differences in their teaching method 

and approach. This lack of an approach that unifies and deals with the use of L1 is 

leaving teachers bewildered about the contexts in which L1 may be constructive for 

teaching/ learning. As a result, it is central to address the question of using L1 in L2 

classrooms in order to evade confusion in teaching/learning approaches, and to make sure 

L1 is not used greatly. In Pakistan, English language teachers are greatly confused of 

when to use students‟ L1 (Urdu) in L2 classroom. They lack a comprehensive approach 

that provides them with how, when, and why to use Urdu in the English language 

classroom.  

 As it has been argued that the success of L2 acquisition heavily relies on keeping 

it separate from the first language ( Cook, 2008), others (Brown, 2000; Storch & 

Wigglesworth, 2003) have witnessed that students‟ first language plays a primary role in 

second language learning as well as in its use. Turnbull (2001) argues that the “use of L1 

and L2 should be seen as harmonizing, depending on the characteristics and stages of the 

language learning process”. The efficacy of students' first language has been suggested in 

the literature as a tool to facilitate early stages of L2 learning and knowledge. For 

instance, Nation (2003) argues that using L1 in L2 atmosphere “can have incredibly 

positive effects on teaching/ learning”. Yet Cook (2001) argues that L1 is not something 

to be utilized in teaching but to be set aside. In this line of action, Cook believes that L1 

shouldn‟t be used at any time in L2 classrooms. Although Turnbull (2001) encourages the 

use of L1, but he argues that its disproportionate use have negative impacts on students; 

and teachers‟ L2 learning and fears that allowing teachers to use L1 in l2 classrooms 

“will lead to an overuse of the L1 by many teachers. The fact that some part of the 

literature encourages the use of L1 in L2 classrooms while some part of the literature 
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discourages its use as it is confusing to teachers and students. As a result, teachers are not 

utterly aware of whether they should use their students‟ L1 or not. 

 Within this context, the current research commences with an attempt to find out 

teachers‟ and students‟ perceptions and attitudes towards the use of Urdu (L1) in the 

target language classroom. 

2.2   L1 Prohibited in L2 Classroom: A Historical Overview 

 16
th

 century has witnessed that Latin was commonly used in Europe as the 

language of commerce, religion and education. The focal point was mainly on teaching 

grammar rather than on communication; consequently, translation was the main source of 

teaching. For the comprehensive understanding of grammar, students were endowed with 

lists of words to translate sentences. This teaching method was named as the Grammar-

Translation Method (Byram, 2000). 

 In the mid of the 19
th

 century, foreign language teaching received more 

consideration and developed a lot, particularly through  some renowned persons such as 

Marcel (1793-1896), Prendergast (1806- 1886) and Gouin (1831-1896). Their period was 

known later as the Pre-Reform Movement (Howatt, 2004). They considered this concept 

as the similarity between first language acquisition by children and second language 

learning by adults. Alternatively, first language acquisition was the replica for learning a 

second language. For that reason, translation was thought as the foundation of confusion 

and was substituted by pictures and gestures. The end of the 19
th

 was characterised by the 

appearance of the Reform Movement whose endeavour was to develop some new 

language teaching principles (Richards and Rodgers, 2001). The use of L1 in teaching a 

foreign language grew to be a controversial matter among reformers. Some of them 

viewed that integrating two languages would not help students to reach fluency; 
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consequently, learners should use their mental capabilities to comprehend the meaning of 

the new language. Contrary to it other reformers high lightened the importance of L1 

especially when introducing unfamiliar items (Howatt, 2004). The demand for new 

teaching methods amplified. One of the pioneers who advocated the exclusion of L1 was 

J.S. Blackie (Hawkins, 1981). He advocated his philosophy of learning words through the 

association of directly with objects, and thinking in L1 should be proscribed. This 

innovative method was identified as the Direct Method. The principle behind this method 

was that learners acquire their L2 directly in the same way as children acquire their L1 

(Richards and Rodgers, 2001). The fact is that, this method was an addition to Gouin and 

his contemporaries' Natural View towards Language Learning (Brown, 2001). Soon after 

it, another method named as the Audio-lingual Method emerged, and this method also 

emphasised the proscription of the use of L1. This method viewed the target language 

and native language as two diverse systems that should not be connected, so merely L2 

should be used (Larsen-Freeman, 2000). Brooks (1964) stated a variety of characteristics 

of this method. For example, Learners had to learn through repetition and memorising; 

for this reason, listening and speaking were introduced prior to reading and writing. In 

addition, learning should take place without referring to L1.The idea that L2 should be 

expanded with no reference to L1 is known as language compartmentalisation and the 

interpretation behind this principle is to avoid L1 interference (Cook, 2001). 

 Numerous language theorists and researchers have put their focus on L2. Krashen 

(1981), for example, maintained that intelligible input provides opportunities for 

unintentional and implicit learning which guides to attaining language competence. In 

this regard, the dominance of L2 may point out prohibiting L1 in the classroom (Macaro, 

1997). In response to this argument, Swain (2000) broadens this concept to incorporate 

output as an issue leading to language competence. She highlighted the significance of 
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engaging learners in shared dialogues in which learners construct language. This 

production helps learners to observe and assess their progress. Although the role of L1 in 

social communication is not discussed by Swain (2000), it appears that L2 output is the 

utmost result of the concept of interaction. Classroom communication in L2 has been 

encouraged to offer learners with a naturally communicative atmosphere (Cook, 2001). In 

accordance with preceding thoughts, Halliwell and Jones (1991) assert that using L2 as a 

practical and normal means of communication is promising. To attain success in learning 

L2, learners should be optimistic to take risks in practicing equally speaking and 

understanding in L2. According to Halliwell and Jones (1991), the reason is that learners 

can realize the message even when they do not know the accurate meaning of words or 

structures; this view points to that learners do not require comprehending all the words 

they hear as long as they are able to understand the message. Correspondingly, 

Macdonald (1993) considers that the centre of attention on L2 can improve 

communication and stimulate both conscious and unconscious learning. It also generates 

confident learners and challenges them to communicate with others through their 

restricted language. Macdonald's suggestion to teachers is "If you get stuck in the middle 

of a lesson, strive to communicate your message through other ways, such as mime or 

demonstration" (Macdonald, 1993). This directs to the question: What if miming and 

demonstrations do not work for some reason? Methods and opinions which are discussed 

preceding call for avoiding L1 rely on two most important weak suppositions, as 

recognized by Cook (2001). The first proposition is the resemblance between L1 and L2 

learning processes, and the second supposition is that learning L1 and L2 is a separate 

procedure. Both the suppositions are talked about methodically in the subsequent part. 
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2.3   The Limitation of the Theory of Banning L1 use in L2 Classroom 

 A good number of the people who are against the use of L1 are of the view that 

language learning by adults is parallel to language attainment by children and the cause is 

that both L1 kids and L2 learners do not contain any prior comprehension regarding the 

new language. Yet, one drawback with this view is that it does not care the differences 

which have been recognized between learning L1 and L2 (Cook, 2001). In this regard 

Bley-Vroman (1990) offers a comprehensive justification of five fundamental 

distinctions between L1 achievement by kids and L2 learning by the young learners. 

Initially, children's intrinsic aptitude to get their L1 fades away in adults. Secondly, 

young learners mostly depend on their L1 while learning L2, contrasting to kids who do 

not have preceding knowledge of their mother language. Thirdly, unlike to children, 

young learners' exposure to L2 is not satisfactory because language input is restrained to 

being in a learning atmosphere and situation such as schools. Furthermore, kids are 

facilitated by some social factors at the same time as motivation and personal situations 

that adults not have. In conclusion, in spite of learners' difficulties when learning, they 

perform, of course, have more mature cognitive abilities. Bley- Vroman (1990) puts an 

argument that these variations between young L2 learners and offspring may possibly 

give explanation why young L2 learners frequently cannot attain fluency. In the same 

way, Macaro (1997) indicates some more learning differences between L1 children and 

L2 learners. Macaro affirms that the learning of L2 by the young learners combines both 

conscious and unconscious processes for the reason that mature L2 learners can apply 

highly developed techniques when learning L2. Although L2 learners may find it hard to 

construct all the new language sounds properly and achieve oral competence, they are 

more capable to express themselves by applying non-verbal communicative approaches. 

Lastly, as L1 child is usually corrected by his/her parents in a natural situation whereas 
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L2 learners get their response from their teachers in L2 classrooms, and it is also likely 

that they may feel uncomfortable and hesitant to produce L2 in front of their fellows. 

Bearing in mind the children who learn L2, it could be hard to assume that their L2 

learning is parallel to their L1 achievement. It has also been supposed that kids can learn 

L2 better than adults. This conviction is correlated with the Critical Period Hypothesis 

which declares that effective L2 learning takes place before teenage years (Cameron, 

2001). On the other hand, studies are required to support this assumption (Cameron, 

2001). The resemblance between L1 and L2 learning amongst children has been 

challenged in a research conducted by Kim et al. (1997) which established that kids 

utilize different mental activities as they use diverse parts of the brain to make active and 

bring to mind the new language. Furthermore to Kim et al.'s (1997) research, it has been 

initiated that applying first language learning strategies to L2 learning may not lead to 

accomplishment, so children are required to pay consideration when learning a different 

language (Cameron, 2001). 

 One more negative aspect with the perception and belief of prohibition of L1, as 

acknowledged by Cook (2001), is that it considers learning L1 and L2 as two separate 

processes, as surrounded in the Audio-lingual Method. This outlook may point out that 

language learning is coordinate; consequently, the composite type of learning is 

abandoned (Cook, 2001). In the1950's, two types of bilingualism were acknowledged: 

coordinate bilingualism which separated L1 from L2 and compound bilingualism which 

related L1 and L2 (Stern, 1992). As a result of this distinction, two types of learning 

strategies have been proposed: the intra-lingual and intra-cultural strategies that focus on 

using L2 only and the cross-lingual and cross-cultural strategies that permit using L1 in 

L2 learning (Stern, 1992). On the contrary, Stern (1992) stated that L1 is measured as a 

facilitator for learning L2. In other words, comparing the two languages may in fact assist 
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learning procedures. On the subject of the relationship between the two languages, certain 

empirical studies have established that the Contrastive Analysis Approach, which is built 

on drawing learners‟ consideration to similarities and differences between L1 and L2, and 

these could facilitate learning L2 (e.g. Kupferberg, 1999; Ghabanchi and Vosooghi, 

2006). But, as Stern (1992) suggests, the aim beyond learning L2 determines which kind 

of the preceding strategies a learner can follow. If that mean is developing and increasing 

communicative skills, intra-lingual approaches will be used. Similarly if translation is the 

aim, cross-lingual strategies will be followed. Because the division of first language and 

L2 has been made in an endeavor to avoid L1 interference, it was established that L1 

transfer could develop language teaching (Cook, 2001). Consequently, the arguments for 

discouraging L1 in L2 classrooms, point out above, have not provided strong data for 

avoiding L1, nor have clear reasons for banning L1 been acknowledged (Macaro, 2001). 

As a result a number of teaching methods and approaches encouraging the exercise of L1 

as an accommodating teaching and learning tool have materialized. 

2.4   Arguments in Favour or Against the Use of L1 in L2 Classroom 

 A number of arguments have been presented about the use of L1 in L2 

classrooms. Several researchers and language practitioners desire L1 not to occur at all in 

the foreign language classroom settings (Chavez, 2003). In the same line of thought, 

Elridge (1996) asserts that the use of L1 in L2 classroom produces short-term benefits to 

the foreign language learner, but with jeopardy of hampering long-term acquisition. Duff 

and Polio (1990) affirm that maximizing the use of L2 and minimizing the use of L1 is 

necessary and it provides necessary exposure for second language acquisition. On the 

other hand, Cook (2008) asserts that L1 should be avoided in L2 classrooms because it 

doesn‟t happen in first language acquisition and the two languages should be kept 

separate in the mind. She argues that when children acquire the first language, they do 
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not have another language to rely on. So, L2 learners should learn the second language in 

the same way they acquired their first language; without referring to an extra language. 

Cook‟s second statement urges keeping the two languages divided. It means, to learn L2 

proficiently students should use it independently from the first language. However, Spada 

and Lighbrown (1999) think that L2 learning is not considered separate from L1 and it 

has interactions with it.  

 Teachers and students are normally proscribed from using their L1 in L2 

classroom activities. One reason given for this is that teachers need to recognize that the 

second language (L2) user is a particular kind of person in their own right with their own 

knowledge of the first language (L1) and the L2, rather than a monolingual with an added 

L2 (Cook, 2005). If language teachers consider this as a starting-point and foundation 

their teaching on it, then they had better realize the minds and needs of L2 learners. But 

here the question arises that what about the use of L1 in L2 classroom. To clear this 

situation Qi (1998) views that the use of L1 seems to be a natural and cognitive behavior 

in a bilingual mind engaging in an L2 assignment. Moreover, Wells (1998) also believes 

that “L1 can play an important role in the shared performance of tasks in L2, and 

consequently, in the creation of opportunities for learning L2. For instance, if students are 

working in groups they do not have to persistently speak English; they can use their 

mother tongue/L1. With this activity, they can triumph over L2 difficulties and attain 

effective communication with each other. In this situation, Anton and DiCamilla (1999) 

suppose that the use of L1 appears not merely as a tool to generate content but, more 

prominently, as a means to construct a social and cognitive space in which learners are 

able to provide themselves with help throughout the assignment. In the line of 

collaborative performance, Turnbull and Arnett (2002) maintain that in a study that 

focused on the use of L1 made by 22 pairs of grade 8 French immersion students 
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completing either a dictogloss or a jigsaw, the use of L1 during collaborative tasks took 

place for three most important reasons-increasing efficiency, focusing attention, and 

facilitating interpersonal interactions. As a consequence of using L1, students were able 

to attain accomplishment in their tasks more easily and effectively. Turnbull and Arnett 

added that teachers can facilitate students‟ learning process by having L1 as the main 

source in the classroom.  

2.5   Teachers’ and Students’ Use of L1 in L2 Classroom 

 Turnbull (2001) proposes that the use of L1 and L2 should be seen as balancing. 

Kouritzin (2000) also pleads that teachers concern themselves not only with the teaching 

of English as a second language but also with ensuring the existing of a strong climate for 

promoting L1 development. Along with Kouritzin, Levine (2003) also supports 

maximum use of target language while at the same time granting to L1 pedagogically 

sound functions. Consequently several researchers seem to agree that dealing with L1 as 

a source for L2 classroom may open up many ways for using it successfully. For 

instance, a teacher may spend a lot of time in trying to explain the meaning of an item in 

L2; while, simply translating the item using L1 may save time and suffering (Cole, 1998). 

Nation (2003) also supports and advocates the use of L1 whenever the meaning to be 

conveyed in L2 is beyond learners‟ capabilities, and considers that a small amount of L1 

discussion can help to overcome some of the obstacles. Teachers who use L1 in their L2 

classrooms may have preferences for when to use students‟ L1 in the classroom. Carless 

(2008) states that teachers generally prefer to use L1 when they want to maintain 

students‟ attention, curiosity or involvement. Macaro (2001) describes that teachers use 

students‟ L1 for providing meaning of lexical items and to help and to reinforce 

understanding of the L2. Besides teachers‟ preferences for using L1, there are many 

classroom tasks in which L1 can be proficiently introduced. For instance, Edstrom (2006) 
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suggests that students‟ L1 can be used for grammar instruction, for classroom 

management, and to reimburse for a lack of comprehension. Nation (2003) suggests that 

L1 can be used in conversation tasks, discussion of intensive reading, and preparation for 

writing. In addition, Turnbull (2001) conducted a study in which four French teachers‟ 

use of English (L1) and French (L2) was tape-recorded for eight weeks. The teachers‟ 

speech was then coded by dividing the teachers‟ talk into different categories. Turnbull 

states that giving classroom organizational instructions, teaching grammar, teaching 

background to new tasks, and disciplining were best done in L1. Furthermore, Cook 

(2005) implies that L1 can be used as a way of conveying L2 meaning as a short-cut for 

explaining tasks, tests, as a way of explaining grammar and for practicing L2 uses such as 

code-switching. Cook (2005) views that using L1 in these situations saves time for 

teachers and students. Additionally, it facilitates students‟ comprehension of the materials 

presented in the L2. Using L1 in these situations also provides teachers and students with 

useful ways in which L1 can be employed in L2 teaching and learning situations. On the 

other hand, Duff and Polio (1990) discourage the use of L1 by teachers to clarify 

explanations.  

 On the other hand, students also tend to use their L1 in the classroom even when 

their teachers do not. Storch and Wigglesworth (2003) carried out a study carried out 

mainly in foreign language and immersion classroom, in which students share the same 

L1. Twenty four ESL university level students participated in the study. The students also 

shared an analogous educational background and were all at intermediate ESL 

proficiency level. The main objective of the study was to explore whether ESL learners 

would use their L1 to carry out multifarious tasks, and if they did what cognitive 

functions L1 use would provide. They plead that students used their L1 chiefly for task 

management and task clarification. Storch and Wigglesworth affirm that most of the time 
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students discover it more useful and easier to use their L1 as it helps them to discuss and 

justify difficult topics or tasks in classroom. Moreover, Turnbull and Arnett (2002) 

declare that students may sometimes need their teachers to use L1 because they could not 

learn if they could not comprehend their teacher. As a result, teachers use their L1 “to 

provide a short-cut for giving instructions and explanations….,to build up interlinked L1 

and L2 knowledge in the students' minds…,.to continue learning tasks through 

collaborative dialogue with fellow students and to develop L2 activities such as code-

switching for later real-life use (Cook 2001).  

2.6   The Position of L1 in L2 Teaching Theories and Methods 

 After 1950s theories about how the second language is learnt have produced in 

multitude. For the sake of this search I have put on my attention on Krashen‟s (1982) 

Monitor Theory and schumann‟s(19780) theories of language acquisition and 

acculturation, as well as theories of Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) Nunans‟s  

(1991,2004) and brown‟s (2001) Principles of EFL Pedagogy. These four folds of 

theories are the most significant in terms of current Pedagogical philosophy and 

introductory to the field of EFL teaching/learning methodology.  Moreover, I have also 

reviewed some of the more recent theories based on constructivist epistemology such as 

Reyes and Vallone (2008) as these theories have significant implications for EFL 

classroom practice. 

 Krashen’s Hypotheses about L2 Acquisition  2.6.1

 Krashen (1982) published his five hypotheses about second language acquisition; 

1. The acquisition-Learning distinction 

2. The natural order hypotheses 

3. The monitor hypotheses 
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4. The input hypotheses and 

5. The effective filter hypotheses 

 The acquisition learning distinction is the well-known among all these 

hypotheses. It illustrates that adult learners have two different and autonomous ways of 

developing competence in a second language. The first mode is language acquisition, a 

procedure parallel to the way children build up ability in their first language. Language 

acquisition is an unintentional process; language acquisition develops naturally in the 

situation of social communication. The second way to develop proficiency in L2 is by 

language learning. Learning refers to mindful knowledge of L2 and being aware of 

language learning (Krashen, 1982). 

 The acquisition-learning hypothesis maintains that learners gain language as 

children do. This hypothesis states that the aptitude to „pick-up‟ language does not fade 

away at teenage years; yet, it does not indicate that adult learners will at all times be able 

to attain native like levels in a second language, as the majority children can do. 

Krashen‟s theories of language acquisition and learning put forward that child and adults 

learn first and foremost through subconscious process of ,picking-up‟ the new language, 

which proposes that utmost captivation in L2 would be beneficial. 

 Kreshen‟s input hypothesis has also been introductory in theorizing about the 

teaching of a second language.  „Input‟ refers to language which is comprehensible by the 

learner. The circumstances where acquisition occurs are when the input is 

understandable. In order to help L2 learners, teachers exercise, „modified input‟, 

sometimes called foreigner-talk, teacher talk or inter language talk. Modifications made 

in foreigner-talk and teacher-talk is frequently used for the intention of communication 

and to help L2 learners understand what is being said foreigner and teacher-talk are more 

or less tuned input to the level of the learner Krashen(1980-1982). This input hypothesis 
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forces that these modified codes will be useful for L2 learners. This hypothesis also 

forecasts that 

 Neutral, communicative, roughly tuned and lucid input has a number of factual 

advantages over finely tuned input that openly attempts to teach the structure of the day, 

not every utterance contains the target structure. For instance, if the lesson‟s focus is the 

progressive tense marker, other tenses will be applied as well in both classroom input and 

the readings (Krashen, 1982). 

 Krashen (1982) stated that language acquisition does not need far-reaching use of 

conscious grammatical rules. Actual language acquisition develops gradually and 

speaking skills come into sight later than listening skills. Indeed, there is a, „quiet period‟ 

in which a child or adult L1 learner develops capability in the L2 by listening. The adult 

learner may utter little during a number of months of exposure to L2 in a natural, formal, 

linguistic environment. Silent periods allow learner to learn bites of language, language 

expressions and phrases earlier than they start talking. However, adult learners and 

children in formal language classroom setting are not allowed a silent period. They are 

repeatedly asked for language output in L2, sometimes even before they have acquired 

adequate syntactic competence to state their thoughts. Newmark (1966, cited in Krashen 

1982) presented a hypothesis, according to this hypothesis, performers who are asked to 

produce before they are „ready‟ will fall back on their L1 rules. They will make use of 

their L1 syntactic rules while communicating the L2. 

 According to Krashen‟s view, the finest methods and approaches are those that 

provide „intelligible input‟, in little or low anxiety. These methods and approaches do not 

compel premature production in L2; improvement comes from supplying communicative 

and understandable input; and not from forcing and correcting the production (Krashen 
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1982). „Comprehensible input‟ involves graded L2 input with some translation and 

instruction in L1. 

 Schumann’s Acquisition and Acculturation Theories  2.6.2

 Schumann (1978) has proposed that “acculturation is the main contributory 

variable in L2 acquisition”. Schumann asserts that second language acquisition is just 

single aspect of acculturation, and the extent to which the learner acculturates to the 

target language group will control the degree to which he acquires the target language.  

Acculturation facilitates comprehensible input by „lowering the filter‟ (i.e., the affective 

filter of anxiety, Krashen used the term). Acculturation occurs when L2 learners learn 

language as a part of adapting to a fresh culture. 

 Schumann (1978, cited in Krashen, 1982) has classified two types of 

acculturation: In the first type of acculturation the learner is socially integrated with 

speakers of the foreign language and consequently, he/ she builds up ample contacts with 

them to facilitate their natural learning. Additionally, he/she is expressively open to the 

target language such that the input to which he/ she is showing becomes „intake‟.  

 Type two acculturation covers all the particularities of the first kind, but in this 

situation the “learner observes the target language speakers as a reference cluster whose 

life styles and ideals he knowingly or involuntarily wishes to adopt” Schumann (1978, 

cited in Krashen, 1982).  

 Schumann‟s this proposed theory  has a particular importance to this study, as it 

recommends that Type Two acculturation in the broader sense (i.e., in Pakistani context, 

acculturation to Western cultural norms and values reflected in the English language 

courses) will increase English language learning. Yet, this concept is complex because of 
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the Muslim cultural setting with its different religious and moral values and norms, which 

are often at odds with Western cultural values. 

 The scope of Grammar Translation and Direct Method in L2 2.6.3

Teaching/Learning  

For a number of decades, there was scarcely any theoretical foundation of language 

learning upon which to base teaching methodology.  Brown (2001) stated that foreign 

language learning in schools in the West resembled the learning of Latin language. This 

language was taught by means of the Classical Method which focuses on grammatical 

rules, conjugations, memorization of vocabulary, translation of texts and doing written 

exercise (Brown 2001). The teaching of Latin aimed to offer rational challenge and widen 

logical thinking, rather than to get ready students to use the language. 19
th

 century 

witnessed use of the Classical Method. Afterward, this method was recognized as the 

Grammar Translation Method (GTM) which focused on grammatical rules as the 

foundation for translating from the second to the native language. In the Western 

countries Grammar Translation Method, however, was the most frequently used method 

until it was replaced by the Direct Method (Stern, 1983) and after that by the 

Communicative Approach (Littlewood, 1983). However, in many developing countries, 

and positively in Pakistan, grammar translation method still seems to be the most 

commonly used method. 

 Later in the 20
th

 century, when the teaching/ learning of modern languages was in 

fashion, the Direct Method became the new prevailing attitude. It was distinguished by 

“…the use of the target language as a means of instruction and communication in the 

language classroom, and by the prevention of the L1 and translation as a method” (Stern 

1983). Stern notes down that the Direct Method has become the accepted belief in EFL 

and ESL teaching, due to the fact that in Western countries, most teachers do not have 
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access to the learners‟ L1 because there are migrants who come from diverse language 

environments.  

 Halliwell and Jones (1991) stated that the Direct Method is adopted in many EFL 

and ESL contexts in Western countries, where native teachers are typically monolingual 

English speakers. On the other hand, in non-Western perspectives, in the subcontinent, 

such as in Pakistan and many other developing countries, the teachers are bilingual or 

multilingual, and have access to L1 as a teaching/learning aid in L2 classroom. This 

supplementary linguistic source is missing in most Western native-English speaking 

teaching milieu and bilingual instruction is not generally should be doing. This conflict 

commonly occurs amongst non-native speakers of English, and non-English teachers are 

made to feel guilty if they use L1, despite the fact that their proficiency may not be 

sufficient to teach in L2 only. The Direct Method developed in the 20
th century

, as described 

by Stern (1983), Halliwel and Jones (1991) and has had a significant influence on other 

EFL/ESL teaching methods that developed later. A variety of similar approaches and 

methods evolved, but all of these have the same assumption; that the target language is 

the key medium of instruction. For instance, the Audio-lingual Approach (Prator & 

Celce-Murcia 1979 cited in Brown, 2001) and Situational Language Teaching Howatt 

(1984), the Natural Approach (Krashen and Terrell 1983, 1988), and the Communicative 

Language Teaching (CLT) (Finocchiaro & Brumfit,1983, cited in Brown, 2001), Nunan 

(1991). This is the contemporary accepted belief. Audio-lingual Method proscribes the 

application of L1 as a common principle. Whereas in the Communicative Approach, the 

exercise of students‟ L1 is evaded, however  translation is allowed at the higher levels, 

while a limited use of L1 is acknowledged when while a limited use of L1 is 

acknowledged when necessary and so translation is tolerable when needed or beneficial 

(Cook, 2001).  
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2.7   L1 Inclusions in the Theories of Bilingual Teaching 

 Use of L1in L2 Classroom 2.7.1

 Earlier it is deduced that there has been an increasing shift in attitude over the 

previous three decades from banning the use of L1 in EFL classroom towards 

recommending a little usage of through the use of L1 relationship between the teachers 

and learners may be improved.  

1. If teachers and learners enjoy the identical mother tongue, it may seem artificial to 

use the target language only.  

2. If there is something complicated to communicate using L1 may be more 

proficient.  

3. Language awareness activities can usefully take place in L1;  

4. Using L1 may get better students‟ motivation, if their attention is sustained more 

keenly, and;  

5. Using L1 may perhaps be a good idea if the teacher is exhausted.  

 Collins (1993, cited in Morgan and Neil, 2001) as well stresses for the use of L1 

in the EFL classroom. Both teachers and students must use the target language as the 

main source of communication but L1 should be used for some particular purposes. He 

urges for a methodical use of the mother tongue for specific purposes such as explaining 

the theme of a lesson, attaining feedback from the students after something has been 

taught to see whether the hypotheses they formulated are correct, to make comparisons 

between items (both linguistic and cultural) in the target language and to provide 

instructions if using the target language would be also time consuming. Collins (1993, 

cited in Morgan & Neil, 2001) demands the organized assimilation of L1 in second 

language classrooms, viewing that surplus use of the target language may be counter-
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productive. Teaching and learning in the target language only “is not hypothetically 

acceptable” and does not direct to the maximum language teaching (Cook, 2001).  

 Cook is also included in one of those recent authors and researchers who 

structured the issue of L1/ L2 usage in terms of broader notions of language learning 

pedagogy (Wigglesworth, 2003).  

 Stern (1992) talks about intra-lingual language teaching and he is of the view that 

if any degree of L2 expertise is to be attained, an intra-lingual strategy ought to be used.  

 It is proficient to make a swift change to the L1 to make sure that students 

comprehend a complex grammatical notion or an unknown word. 

 Turnbull (2001) discovered four French teachers‟ use of English (L1) and French 

(TL) using tape recordings made over eight weeks. The teachers‟ conversation was not 

explicit by dividing the teachers‟ talk into units of analysis parallel to their pedagogical 

function. Firstly the functional units were coded as one of three major-categories 

(academic, social, managerial), on a micro- level according to pedagogical function and 

then according to language (L1, TL, or mixed). The four teachers varied in the amount of 

L1 and TL used (as 24% to 72% of practical units were in French). In one more study 

planned to observe teachers‟ attitudes about the target language use in their foreign 

language classes, Mitchell (1988, cited in Turnbull 2001) observed that a majority of the 

52 secondary school foreign language teachers he surveyed were anxious by having to 

teach in the target language. These teachers reported that it was improper to use the target 

language for anything other than giving classroom managerial instructions; teaching 

grammar, teaching background to innovative activities were best completed in L1. In 

reviewing Mitchell‟s study, Chambers (1991, cited in Turnbull, 2001) recommended, 
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however, that these teachers might have been using more L1 in their classes than the 

target language. 

 Turnbull (2000) stated that it is not adequate that a teacher uses the target 

language only 24% of time. He believes that the foreign language teachers who spoke the 

target language during less than 25% of class time were depending far too much on L1 

and were depriving their students of precious target language input. Turnbull asks 

whether a teacher who speaks the target language during 50% of class time also relies a 

great deal on the students‟ L1: How do we make a decision what is the suitable amount of 

teacher target language and L1 use? What is the best possible amount teacher use of L1? 

Colman and Daniel (1998, cited in Turnbull, 2001) conducted a significant evaluation of 

interior French programs in an urban setting in central Canada. The members of the 

school board and the researchers in which the evaluation was conducted believed that the 

suitable amount of the target language (French) that should be spoken in class by the 

teachers was 95%. The researchers spent one full class period in 75 Grade five and eight 

classes and discovered that the majority of teachers were using English more commonly 

than was believed acceptable by the School Board. 42% of Grade 5 teachers and 17% of 

Grade 8 teachers were within the limit that had been estimated acceptable in that school 

district. 

 The above reported studies were conducted in contexts in which the target 

language was anticipated to become the teacher‟s classroom language. 

 Turnbull (2001) considers it a common practice for teachers to put together L1 

into their L2 teaching and for this purpose L1 is not in effect harmful in terms of student 

learning. Turnbull thinks that the official procedures that convince teachers to utilize the 

target language to create encouraging pressures for teachers, cheering them to speak as 

much target language as likely. He views that in addition to official plans, teacher 
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educators ought to help teacher candidates and practicing teachers to originate principled 

decisions about the cautious use of L1, while making the most of their target language 

use. In the context of Pakistan, it could be said that more obvious official guidelines 

encouraging L1 usage in the classroom would help out teachers to make principled 

decisions about when to use L1 and when to use L2 in their teaching. 

 Turnbull also expected that plentiful interacting reasons persuade which language 

a teacher speaks in an FL classroom. . He observes that in order to propose helpful 

teacher education on this important subject, more research is required to comprehend: (1) 

what factors persuade foreign language teachers to speak their students‟ L1 when 

guidelines obviously advocate the opposed; and, (2) how and why official guidelines 

power teachers‟ target language and L1 use. 

 Further process-product researches are also desirable to conclude more plainly 

than the existing literature presents the relationship between teachers‟ target language and 

L1 use and students‟ target language aptitude. Turnball seals his argument by calling for 

maximized and most helpful target language used by teachers to be defined in terms of 

quality of its use and in terms of when it is appropriate and or useful for teachers to draw 

on the students‟ L1. 

 Wigglesworth (2003) observes that if the first language is utterly neglected from 

the EFL classroom, it means “limiting language learning activities in their complication”. 

For example, the first language would not be made use of to make the instructions 

understandable or to motivate the communicative worth of the activity. Wigglesworth 

(2003) emphasizes four aspects in relation to the L1/mother tongue use in the classroom: 

The conditions under which the first language may be advantageously used.  
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1. Teachers‟ code- switching in the classroom as a constructive practical 

strategy in the EFL classroom.  

2. Use of the first language as a cognitive link to the target language.  

3. Use of L1 in the classroom as the most favorable with low level and or 

beginning learners.  

 Presently, most contemporary authors such as Turnbull (2001) and Wigglesworth 

(2003) support reasonable and judicious use of the L1/mother tongue chiefly in the lower 

levels of learners‟ proficiency. On this foundation, we need to know more about the 

purposes of L1 treatment and the extent to which it can most usefully be integrated into 

classroom activities in diverse contexts. One of the purposes of this study is to discover 

the advantages and disadvantages of integrating L1/mother tongue usage in EFL teaching 

in Pakistan.  

 Concepts of reasonable and judicious use of L1 in EFL classroom may be 

theoretically reasonable but not so easy to be relevant in daily classroom practice for a lot 

of bilingual/multilingual teachers. Benson (2004) has presented an analysis of the 

demands and expectations that are placed on bilingual/multilingual teachers in 

developing countries, with a case study of teachers in Bolivia and Mozambique. She has 

asked whether we are asking too much of bilingual/multilingual teachers, given the 

superiority of the linguistic, pedagogical and inter-cultural skills that are recommended 

by the experts. Benson recommends that programs of professional development for 

bilingual teachers in developing countries should focus on  

1. L1 and L2 learning theory  

2. Modeling of L1 and L2 teaching methods (oral and written)  

3. Modeling of methods for intercultural education 

4. L2 verbal and literacy skills 
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5. L1 verbal and literacy skills, including pedagogical vocabulary 

6. Language and program assessment, including international  

7. Bilingual schooling, models and evaluations 

8. Study visits and practical internships at functioning  

9. Partnership with parents and community members  

 In the same line of thought McKay (2001) agrees that bilingual or multilingual 

teachers are often considered as less competent than monolingual or native speaking 

English teachers, and put forward a different case on their behalf. Once it is accepted that 

English is an international language, there is no reason to benefit cultural content that 

reflects English-speaking countries. Instead, bilingual teachers are capable to teach 

English drawing on local cultural content and also, use pedagogical approaches that are 

more suitable than the communicative language teaching (CLT) methods that are at 

present taught and suggested by Western universities and colleges. In her research in 

secondary schools in Chile, McKay (2003) surveyed 50 bilingual teachers in public, 

semi-public and private schools. The majority believed that CLT methods, such as group 

work were not necessarily suitable because of the large class size (over 45), difficulties in 

supervision of groups, lack of time and physical space. The survey was carried out 

shortly after the school establishment had reserved an earlier policy directing teachers to 

use CLT instead of more traditional methods. 

 Generating Relations between L1 and L2 2.7.2

 The discussion about how best to make the teacher‟s L1 harmonize target 

language teaching in the classroom draws on theories of code-switching and decoding. 

Morgan & Neil (2001) describe the concept of code-switching as “the practice of 

switching between the target language (TL) and the L1/mother tongue for specific 
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purposes.” They identify decoding as “the practice of making an utterance in the target 

language followed by the translation in the mother tongue/L1.”  

 Grosjean (1989) views code-switching as an extremely skilled activity – the 

„bilingual mode‟ of language in which L1/mother tongue and L2 are used all together, 

contrary to the „monolingual mode‟ in which they are used independently. In the view of 

Grosjean, code-switching shapes part of normal L2 use in many L2 situations outside the 

classroom where members share two distinct languages.  

In conclusion, an elementary question of the effect of code-switching on the 

acquisition of foreign language (FL) is raised by a number of researchers. These 

researchers highlight the need of exposure to foreign language (FL) and discard the use of 

native language (NL) (Polio & Duff, 1994). Contrary to it Castellotti & Moore (1997) 

very carefully propose that the use of native language may have been underestimated in 

the history of language teaching methodology. The latter support a more mindful use of 

code-switching in teaching activities.  

 As a number of researchers believe that the use of code-switching can play a 

constructive role in foreign language learning. For instance, code-switching can 

contribute to creating a „supportive‟ language learning environment in the classroom. It 

may also support processing by improving the value of the input. That could be improved 

by changing the learner‟s concentration to forms during content-based activities; thus 

establishing a „focus on form‟ (Doughty & Williams, 1998) in an engagement approach 

to language teaching.  

 Liebscher and O‟Cain (2004) analyzed learner code-switching practices in a 

tertiary foreign language classroom. They found out that students code-switch as a fall 

back method when they fail to express meaning in L2. This procedure resembles code-
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switching patterns in non-native classroom bilingual/multilingual settings and show that 

language learners automatically use the classroom as a bilingual space.  

 Use of L1 as a ‘Natural’ Resource in Teaching L2  2.7.3

 A number of studies were conducted on the use of students‟ L1 in the classroom 

at different educational institutions in Europe and United States by Franklin (1990), Polio 

& Duff (1994) and Macaro (1997). The fundamental question is whether somewhat can 

be done more effectively through the use of L1. One more issue that these researchers 

discuss is that of naturalness: whether or not the teachers feel more comfortable when 

teaching about some functions or topics in the first language rather than the second.  

 The potential loss of L2 experience must be balanced against the benefits of 

efficiency, naturalness and whether L1 usage actually assists language learning or not.  

 Use of L1 for Giving Feedback to EFL Learners  2.7.4

 Macaro (1997) interviewed 271 modern language teachers and 196 students in 

schools in United Kingdom and found that 84% of English teachers try to give feedback 

in L2. Yet, in the view of Macaro, giving students feedback in their L1 may make the 

praise more factual. The L1 is used chiefly in the French beginners‟ course for correction 

of written homework, as done by 56% of Scottish teachers (Franklin, 1990) who looked 

at 201 modern language teachers in Scotland. The teacher may also switch to L1 to make 

personal remarks and comments to a student, for example when a student has a coughing 

fit (Polio & Duff, 1994). The advantage of the L1 use for personal contact is naturalness. 

When using the L1, the teacher is treating the students as their real selves rather than as 

implicit L2 persons (Cook, 2001). 
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 Learners’ Use of L1 inside the Classroom  2.7.5

 Cook (2001) views code- switching as a normal feature of L2 use when the 

participants share two languages and for that reason there is no reason why students 

should not code- switch in the classroom. Furthermore, L1 provides scaffolding for the 

students to help each other. L1 use is an acceptable normal psycholinguistic process that 

assists L2 output and allows the learners both to commence and continue verbal 

interaction amid them. Among students, L1 may be used to make clear the task to each 

other, discuss roles that they are going to take, or check their understanding or their 

production of language against that of their classmates (Brooks & Donato, 1994). 

 Schweers (1999) presents a convincing argument for the soundness of integrating 

L1 into an EFL classroom. He surveyed teachers and students at his Puerto Rican 

university and concluded that 100% of the teachers and 88.7% of the students felt that 

Spanish should be used in their English classes. 86% of the students felt that their L1 

should be incorporated to give explanation to difficult concepts and sixty seven percent 

said that their L1 facilitates them to feel “less lost”. Krieger (2005) acknowledges that his 

students in Japan react well when he uses Japanese for explanation and to aid “lost” 

students feel integrated.  

 Schweers (1999) made a survey in which teachers responded to a question 

whether L1 might be more effective than using English exclusively. Some of their 

responses were that L1 serves as “additional input”, is good for establishing relationship 

with students, and can be used to reduce the disrespect of a language being imposed upon 

them. He summed up that, “the pedagogical and affective benefits of L1 use justify its 

limited and judicious use.  

 In conclusion, Cook (2001) offers a list of suggestions for the organized use of L1 

in the classroom:  
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1. To offer a short-cut for giving instructions and explanations where compulsory  

2. To put up interlinked L1 and L2 knowledge in the students‟ minds  

3. To carry out learning tasks through mutual dialogue with fellow students  

4. To build up L2 activities such as code-switching for later real-life use.  

 L1 Use in L2 classroom and Students’ Motivation  2.7.6

 Dornyei (1994) states that motivation is an important determinant of language 

learning realization, as it includes the desire to learn the language as well as favorable 

attitudes towards learning the language. Harmer (1991) presents two main kinds of 

Motivation: extrinsic motivation, which stems from a desire for an external reward, and 

intrinsic motivation, which consists of learning for personal reasons as an end in itself.  

  Brown (2001) thinks that intrinsic motivation is often low in EFL situations, as 

English may appear not relevant to the students‟ everyday lives. English in these cases is 

the case of extrinsic motivation as it is required to study to pass a test or it is a obligatory 

part of the school curriculum.  

 In addition, in EFL situations there are often large classes with restricted contact 

hours, which influence students‟ motivation and makes learning English an actual 

challenge (Rose, 1999). To enhance students‟ motivation to learn English, teachers 

require using intrinsically motivating procedures. Techniques that make students perceive 

English as noteworthy in their future life such as helping students see the uses for English 

in their lives, performing the function of tests, presenting them with logical challenges 

and tempting to their real interests (Brown, 2001). These can be satisfied by turning into 

what students are attracted in and giving them the option in how to come up to activities, 

the teacher is more expected to motivate them to react constructively to activities and 

consequently by doing so, the teacher can assist them direct their own learning, follow 
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their favorite learning approach, or talk about any topic they want (Krieger, 2005). There 

is no doubt that these methods and approaches can be applied in any teaching state of 

affairs, but it is in an EFL situation that the teacher may need to work harder to encourage 

and arouse students‟ intrinsic motivation.  

 According to Krieger (2005) EFL students who be deficient in intrinsic 

motivation may have elevated extrinsic motivation if their education system emphasizes 

the extrinsic rewards flowing from high scores. Even though these forms of motivation 

are significant but maybe are not as good as intrinsic motivation, they can still encourage 

students to work hard. For instance, Krieger with his Japanese students in his University 

classroom in Japan, recurrently speak Japanese for discussion tricks in spite of his efforts 

to encourage them to use English. On the other hand, when they know they are being 

evaluated on their oral speech-the chief principle being that they speak English only, they 

all do so, representing the power of extrinsic motivation. 

 However, when they return to their normal class routine, they normally resume 

speaking Japanese. So it is the teacher who motivates his/her students as they frequently 

be inclined to be low intrinsically motivated. As Brown (2001) has also witnessed, if 

learners have the opportunity or desire to learn for its own sake, such as to become 

competent users of that language, they will have a higher success rate in terms of long-

term learning than if they are driven by only external rewards. One of the key reasons 

presented for the careful use of L1 by some authors is that of students‟ motivation. For 

instance, Collins (1993, cited in Morgan & Neil, 2001) says “motivation, in particular of 

lower ability level of learners, may dictate that use of the target language has to be mixed 

together with English in order to keep their attention and to make sure that they are 

following the lesson.” Once more, however, it is essential to ensure that such students are 

still given a constant diet of the TL, cut down, explained and made understandable to 
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them by whatever means. On the other hand, MacDonald (1993, cited in Turnbull, 2001) 

states that teachers should use L2, rather than L1 as much as probable for motivational 

reasons. Learners see the target language as instantly useful, as opposite to being so at 

some distant point in the future. This motivation guides to enjoyment and 

accomplishment; mutually significant factors in English as a second language and 

English as a foreign language learning settings.  

2.8   Communicative Language Teaching   

 Communicative Language Teaching develops a pedagogical approach to language 

teaching and integrates philosophy of learning and motivation. It centers on 

communication as key to learning as both the means and the final goal of learning a 

language. According to the researchers and authors such as Canale (1983), Brown (2001), 

Nunan (1991, 2004) and Littlewood (2007), CLT centers on language as it is used in 

actual contexts i.e., language for “real life” communication and consequently the students 

are provided opportunities to communicate Teachers perform as   facilitators and guides 

during classroom activities so that students will finally be prepared with tools in order to 

produce a natural language use outside the classrooms situations. In the same line of 

action Chambers (1997, cited in Brown, 2001) stated that a great deal of use of language 

is required in CLT, as it endeavors to create fluency. Accuracy and acquisition of the 

formal features of the target language are less determine of successful language learning 

than are fluency and an ability to get something across clearly to a native speaker 

(Sanders, 1987, cited in Beale, 2002). A significant change has been reported in the 

received wisdom concerning the role of the language teacher over the years as CLT 

replaced the grammar translation method and audio-lingual method. In it teachers are 

meant to be less governing in the classroom and build up more authentic relationships 

with students. The teaching sequence, „presentation, practice and production are intended 
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to increasingly produce more autonomous learners who take positive roles in the 

classroom interaction. Teachers are viewed more as guides and facilitators than as 

regulators and directors of everything that happens in classrooms (Beale, 2002). 

Communication language teaching is frequently contrasted with traditional teaching 

methods such as audio-lingual and grammar translation methods which are centered on 

the display of grammar rules and language structures, and teachers use a considerable 

sum of time on pattern drills. Students are bound to repeat the guide over and over until it 

is learnt by heart. Yet, in CLT techniques, teachers try to use more communicative 

exercises. Johnson (1980) for instance, presents a number of useful suggestions in his 

article „Making Drills Communicative‟ about how teachers can move from habitual 

exercises to information gap activities. CLT gives confidence to students to practice 

structures through activities. According to Cheng (1980) CLT activities are based on 

students‟ interaction with their peers. Group activities make best use of the amount of 

oral interaction on the part of the students. Students are less likely to be inhibited while 

working with their peers. The teacher moves from one group to another without being 

obtrusive. She/he gives guidance and help when needed only. CLT not only persuades the 

above activities but also puts emphasis on the use of visual aids, cue cards and power-

point displays. 

 Language teachers in the old-fashioned teaching ways used to utilize chalk, talk, 

black board, and pictures. Subjective by the principles of CLT, teachers have adopted 

more stylish Hi- Tech techniques in their classrooms. Communicative games are also part 

of CLT features that can be set for group work and pair work. Students typically enjoy 

these kinds of tasks since they form some sort of fun besides they help to extend students‟ 

communication skills. The proposed five features of CLT outlined by Nunan (1991) 
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strengthen good practice in developing the learner‟s language competence. The five 

features are:  

1. An emphasis on learning to communicate all the way through interaction in the 

target language.  

2. The introduction of authentic texts into the learning state of affairs.  

3. The provision of opportunities for learners to center, not only on language but 

also on the learning management procedure.  

4. An improvement of the learner‟s own individual experiences as significant 

contributing elements to classroom learning.  

5. An endeavor to link classroom language learning with language activities exterior 

the classroom settings.  

 The above mentioned features are based on the idea that the learner is the 

essential focus of language teaching and learning processes and so the prominence must 

be put on the students‟ requirements and interests. The fundamental pedagogical principle 

of CLT is that successful learning of the target language on the part of the learners 

depends on the amount of interaction and negotiation of meaning that they take part in. 

Through this way, the incorporation of language input and output contributes to the 

language development system of the learners (Beale, 2002).  

 Nunan (2004) illustrates communicative language teaching as an overarching 

concept (a broad, philosophical approach to the language curriculum) of which task-

based language teaching represents a realization at the levels of syllabus designing and 

methodology. Littlewood (2004, cited in Littlewood, 2007) portrays CLT as a 

development within the communicative approach, in which the essential characteristic of 

the communicative tasks serve not only as the most important components of the 

methodology but also as units around which a course may be planned. 
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2.9   Brown’s Principles of L2 Pedagogy  

 Brown (2001) proposed principles of EFL pedagogy which includes the principles 

of CLT and motivation, as well as perceptions of acquisition, learning and acculturation 

offered by Krashen and Schumann. With respect to second language learning and 

teaching as „pedagogy‟, Brown‟s principles offer a structure for understanding and 

working with the complexity of the teaching and learning of languages. Pedagogy is 

viewed as „the study of methods and styles of teaching and the principles, practice or 

profession of teaching‟ (Hedge & Whitney, 1996). Most recently proposed definition of 

pedagogy refers to the relationships, social contexts and „hidden agendas‟ of teaching and 

learning:  

 Pedagogy is concerning the processes and dynamics of teaching and learning, 

counting the purposes, management, underlying philosophy, relationships, curriculum, 

instructional methods, environment and social context of learning (Sanguinetti, 

Waterhouse et al. 2004).  

 In his book “Teaching by Principles” (2001) conveys the existing pedagogical 

thinking into the context of EFL and ESL thinking. Brown proposes one of the renowned 

contemporary accounts of the pedagogical principles and methods of second language 

learning and acquisition in all their complexity.  

 In this part of the literature review the researcher is going to briefly sum up 

Brown‟s Twelve Principles of second language learning that support useful ESL or EFL 

teaching practice. These principles shape the central part of an approach to language 

teaching and are measured to be introductory in many EFL teacher-training contexts. 

They are also integrated as a framework for describing the teaching that I witnessed them 

as part of this study.  
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 Brown (2001) segregates the twelve principles into three sets of principles: 

Cognitive Principles, Affective Principles and Linguistic Principles. However, as he 

himself points out, all twelve principles have fairly absorbent cognitive, affective and 

linguistic boundaries. 

 Automaticity  2.9.1

 Automaticity is Brown‟s first Principle of L2 Pedagogy which is the natural and 

subconscious gaining of any language to which a child or an adult is exposed.  It takes 

place in a communication rich environment. Learners learning a foreign language have a 

propensity to obtain that language subconsciously and naturally when it is delivered to 

them. It could be true of all learners living in SL/FL cultural and linguistic environments. 

Children frequently acquire the new language inductively and effortlessly, unlike adult 

foreign language learners. Adults have a propensity to focus on parts of the language 

trying to understand how the new language works and how it is dissimilar from their 

mother tongue. They often are likely to analyze language forms. This, on the other hand, 

may impact negatively on their speed of language learning and, for this; the mature 

learner might take more time to move away from focusing on forms of language to the 

purposes of the language. This principle advocates a learning-rich environment with low 

levels of anxiety for automatic learning to take place for adult learners (Brown, 2001). 

 Meaningful Learning  2.9.2

 This principle is about the language or language content in EFL teaching and of 

that learning having meaning and significance to learners‟ interests and lives. It is 

strongly related to the automaticity principle. According to Brown, Meaningful learning 

will direct to better long-term maintenance than cramming. Classroom situation, 

however, has not always been the paramount place for meaningful learning. In those days 
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when the audio-lingual method was admired, rote learning was the leading mode of 

classroom teaching where students were drilled in order to „over-learn‟ language forms. . 

The principle of meaningful learning does not state that all aural-oral drilling is 

destructive - it may be functional for some language aspects such as rhythm, stress and 

intonation, however, should not be the leading technique (Brown, 2001). 

 Anticipation of Reward  2.9.3

 This principle is about one‟s anticipation of an incentive or some sort of praise 

after attaining a definite goal. Human beings are collectively driven to act, or act by the 

“anticipation of some sort of reward. This principle imitates Skinner‟s argument (1957, 

cited in Brown, 2001) that the anticipation of reward is the mainly dominant feature in 

directing one‟s behavior. The proposition of anticipation and reward for the classroom 

are clear through the instant praise to students‟ suitable behavior or correct response. 

Such kind of praise is measured as the teachers‟ recognition of a good job from students. 

This could be in the variety of verbal praise or grades or scores for good assignments. 

Rewarding students for successful and advantageous work has notable effects on long-

term goals in learning L2. This principle may be helpful for low-motivated classes in 

order to facilitate them in perceiving their language development (Brown, 2001).  

 Intrinsic Motivation  2.9.4

 Intrinsic motivation is a drive to get certain objectives and goals. If the classroom 

techniques are considered in such a way that takes account of students‟ intrinsic 

motivation, then students will execute the task as it is intrinsically fun, interesting or 

helpful and not because of the possibility of reward from the teachers. The development 

of intrinsic motivation involves affective processing, which starts from students‟ 

requirements and needs (Brown, 2001).  
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 Strategic Investment 2.9.5

 Strategic Investment Principle is about the concept of student-centred activity and 

the role the learners play in the teaching and learning process. A decade ago, the 

language learning task was concerned with the delivery of language. Textbooks and 

teaching methods were considered as the most important factors in successful learning. 

On the other hand, in recent years, the centre of attention has shifted from language 

teachers to the role of the learner and the methods that the learners take up to internalize 

and perform in the language. For teachers, the pedagogical propositions of this principle 

lie in the significance of recognizing and dealing with a range of styles and strategies that 

learners bring to the learning procedure and the need for concentration to every person in 

the classroom; their preferences and styles of learning, for instance individual versus 

group work. But, in large classrooms, teachers countenance a problem in attending to 

each student. In applying principle of strategic investment, the purpose is to offer as 

much concentration as you can to individual students and their specific needs and 

learning characteristics (Brown, 2001). 

 Language Ego  2.9.6

 This principle is about having an awareness of how the learner‟s ego is fostered 

and expressed in L2. Learners in the early stages of language learning are weak and 

require support from their teachers to look after their developing sense of who they are in 

their new language. The teacher should therefore apply patience and understanding in 

order to make best use of the development of their „language ego‟; their developing sense 

of identity as speakers of the target (Brown, 2001). 

 Self-Confidence  2.9.7

 Self –Confidence Principle is associated with „language ego‟ and can be best 

defined as the student‟s self-belief in his/her capability to realize what he/she desires to 
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get and it is the power inside any one to reach success. This principle stems from the fact 

that self- esteem is the main key to booming learning experience. If a person believes in 

his/her ability to accomplish a task, then he or she will effectively achieve this goal. The 

teacher‟s role is consequently to assure students of their ability to achieve the tasks 

assigned to them. In order to sustain self-confidence, the teacher should start from doing 

simple tasks to those which are more complicated. Classroom activities would reasonably 

start with simpler techniques and concepts, and teachers should try to eliminate any 

activities which will give students a sense of failure (Brown, 2001).  

 Risk-Taking  2.9.8

 Learners of a foreign language are confronted to take risks in their learning. This 

principle is connected with the two principles mentioned previously. It is significant to 

persuade learners to take risks in their attempts to use the new language both productively 

and receptively. Self-confidence and strong language ego prepare the ground for risk-

taking. If learners identify their own ego and build up a firm belief in their ability that 

they feel they can do it, so they are ready to take risks. They will feel ready to try out 

their learnt language, risking making mistakes or by asking questions.  Foreign language 

teacher can imitate on this principle in his or her classroom by, for instance creating a 

situation in the classroom that encourages students to try out the new language. 

Reasonable challenges in the classroom techniques and using different types of exercises 

such as reading aloud, giving presentations and role plays would facilitate them to 

challenge themselves and use their language skills. Consequently, responding positively 

to students‟ risky attempts by praising them for trying to lay the path for more risk taking 

and success (Brown, 2001).  
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 The Language-Culture Connection  2.9.9

 The Language–Culture Connection is about the relationship between the language 

and its culture. It is about the implications that the language carries about its cultural 

system. One feature of this principle is that whenever a teacher teaches a language, he/she 

also teaches a system of cultural customs, standards and ways of thinking (Brown, 200). 

Another aspect of the language-culture relationship is the method of acculturation that 

may have an effect on the students‟ learning the new language (Schumann, 1978).  

 Learners of ESL vary from learners of EFL as a result of the different contexts 

and goals of learning for instance, migrants in Australia and Canada in opposition to 

Pakistani students in Pakistan. ESL learners are to be expected to be more successful in 

adapting to the new culture than are EFL learners, except the concluding are very highly 

motivated. The teacher‟s role is to improve interaction between learning about culture 

and language learning itself, and how learners deal with the complications of the 

linguistic system.  

 The Native Language Effect  2.9.10

 The Native language Effect is about the interference of the mother tongue in the 

foreign language, causing errors of the internalized language. The most obvious effect on 

learning L2 or a foreign language is interference. This causes the majority of learners‟ 

errors in a second or a foreign language (L2/FL), mainly in the beginning levels. An 

approach to minimizing learners‟ L1 intervention is to regard as learners‟ errors as 

important signals of language improvement. The teacher should treat /students‟/learners‟ 

errors as part of their learning procedure and give feedback when necessary. Teacher 

should also persuade students to think in the L2 language as well as to pay concentration 

to its practical and socio-linguistic facet. Teachers should make sure that every about 

their mistakes. They should strive to develop fluency not accuracy only (Brown, 2001). 
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 Inter-Language  2.9.11

 Inter-language principle is actually the ongoing developmental structure in L2 

students‟ minds as they internalize its rules and words. Students of L2 have a propensity 

to go through an organized or quasi-organized developmental procedure as they step 

forward to get complete proficiency in L2. Inter-language principle is somewhat which 

L2 students internalize the language, such as portions of language, vocabulary and 

grammar structures, in or outside the classroom as they increasingly construct a system of 

the language in his/ her mind. Error response is a required part of inter-language growth.  

This procedure is parallel to that one in which children get developed their native inter-

language. They build up the sequence of acquisition of the components of the language 

slowly but surely. The students develop their inter-language by hearing and realizing 

what they are exposed to in the class, as well as learning from the instructors‟ response 

(Brown, 200).  

 Communicative Competence   2.9.12

 Communicative Competence is that principle which is about language use, 

fluency, authentic language in context and the students‟ needs to apply classroom 

learning to the actual world. Communicative competence consists of directorial 

competence, pragmatic competence, strategic competence and psychomotor skills 

(Bachman 1990, Canale & Swain, 1980, cited in Brown, 2001). Communicative 

Competence comes together a number of linguistic principles of learning and teaching 

(Brown, 2001). By using genuine materials as much probable, by revealing students to 

real-life and genuine language and by helping those to meet their L2 language needs 

outside the classroom and teachers can foster various aspects of their students‟ 

communicative competence.   
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2.10   L2 Culture and the Teaching of English in Pakistani Context 

 English language holds the status of an international language so, according to 

some authors and researchers, it is no longer the carrier of a singular culture. Smith (1976 

cited in McKay, 2000) for instance, states that English as an international language does 

not belong to any single culture, so that non-native speakers do not require internalizing 

the cultural norms of native speakers. He thinks that the learning of any language is 

mainly about learning how to exercise it acceptably and appropriately according to native 

speaker norms. Some others, on the other hand, view that a language cannot be taught 

without the prior knowledge of a target culture. Lademann (1992, p.13 cited in Zaid, 

1999) thinks that a language and its cultural knowledge are highly indivisible. He 

declares that language learners/students should have the aforementioned knowledge of 

the cultural and social background and behavioural styles of the members of the target 

language culture. This pleads the query of the possible cultural divergence EFL students 

would experience when being taught by teachers from dissimilar cultural backgrounds, as 

when Muslim students in Pakistan are taught the teaching materials that have been 

developed in the Western countries without particular regard to Muslim norms, values 

and expectations. In her debate of western culture and the teaching of English as an 

international language McKay (2004) states that one of the multifarious problems is the 

cultural foundation of the teaching/learning process. She mentions that in spite of the 

growth in learning English as an international language, a number of countries discard the 

addition of western culture, its norms and values in teaching texts and syllabus, at the 

same time as some others give importance and promote them. Individuals who advocate 

the addition of western culture in materials in the EFL classrooms include language 

instructors such as Adaskou, Britten, and Fahsi (1990, cited in McKay, 2004) who offer 

the argument for having a cultural element in language teaching that it can support 
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international understanding, make deeper an understanding of one‟s own culture and 

encourage students and learners by facilitating their visits to foreign countries and 

motivate learners.  

 McKay, however, offers Japan as an instance of a country that puts in its own 

cultural content into English teaching materials. Suzuki (1999) the writer of the 

bestseller: “Why the Japanese 

 People are No Good at English” wrote that Japan, as an international power, has 

no need for western culture or to follow everything western in order to learn English. 

According to Suzuki, the acceptance of the values inherent in the teaching texts is a form 

of mental colonization. Those who criticize Suzuki‟s concept of potential cultural 

colonization through English language learning is mirrored in the attitudes of many 

Muslim students/learners that I have been teaching in Pakistan.  However, this study does 

not investigate in detail the political and cultural implications of EFL teaching in 

Pakistan. Yet, the fact that bilingual/multilingual non-native English speaking teachers in 

Pakistan offer their learners a completely different set of cultural understandings in the 

way that they teach, speak and interact with students and in their choice of materials and 

languages. 

2.11   Reasons for L1 Use in L2 Classroom 

 However, this study does not investigate in detail the political and cultural 

implications of EFL teaching in Pakistan. Yet, the fact that bilingual/multilingual non-

native English speaking teachers in Pakistan offer their learners a completely different set 

of cultural understandings in the way that they teach, speak and interact with students and 

in their choice of materials and languages. 
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 Motivational reasons for L1 use in L2 classroom 2.11.1

 When a learner initially steps into a language classroom he/she carries higher 

motivation, whether integrative or instrumental, or both (Gardner and Lambert, 1972). 

Once learning has started, things are not so straightforward to make a distinction. His/her 

initial accomplishment may boost higher motivation which, in turn, will urge the learner 

to provide more priority, time and effort to his/her learning and to achieve more success, 

thus forming an supreme circle. However, a ferocious circle is also equally possible. 

When learners, particularly adults, commence to concentrate a language class, they bring 

not only motivation, but also some anxiety. L2 is something unknown to them and they 

are not sure whether they will be successful or fail in commanding it. For beginners, the 

first a small number of classes are essential they should be a little challenging however, 

optimistically, not threatening. The feeling here is how to motivate and carry on the 

learners' motivation. To realize this, the teacher should offer what the student is prepared 

to learn i.e., what he is able of learning, not necessarily what he wants to learn (Claxton, 

l984). Subsequently the question is: are the adults proficient of learning L2 through L2 

solitary? Perhaps some are. However, many are not. In learning of English as a target or 

second language, for instance, a Pakistani learner in the United Kingdom, most of the 

learners, whether, they are proficient or not, will carry on learning since they have instant 

use of L2, in this case English in the U.K. In situations where English is a foreign or 

second language such as in Pakistan things are to a certain extent different. A lot of 

learners who are not competent enough may increasingly let down or plainly drop out 

because they can be in this world quite happily without L2. 

 Moreover, it is extremely complex to fill the gap between their restricted 

capability to converse in L2 and the ideas they desire to communicate if the class is 

conducted entirely in L2. In such kind of classroom, it is expected that the teacher and the 
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students have nothing to talk all the informal and in order to maintain the learner's 

motivation in a perfect sphere, appropriate utilization of L1 in the classroom is 

constructive. 

 Psychological reasons for L1 use in L2 Classroom 2.11.2

 There are some psychological advantages for proper use of L1, just as much as 

the learner requires, for the adequate time, and for the precise levels for both the teachers 

and the learners. 

For the Teacher 

1. Teacher may hit upon it more accepted to offer psychotherapy in his/her 

L1/mother tongue. 

2. If teacher is incapable to illustrate or state something in English, he/she will feel 

improved if he/she does accordingly in L1 rather than to pay no attention to the 

problem 

For the Learner 

1. The use of L1 presents respite from using L2 all the moment. 

2.  It gives relieve from the anxiety at times of emotional nervousness such as first 

contact with the problems encountered in the learning process especially at 

graduation level, asking for counselling (even highly developed students if they 

desire to do so), examination and as a superior substitute than remaining 

noiseless. 

 Students' Motives for L1 Use in L2 Classroom 2.11.3

 Harmer (2009) points out a number of reasons for the students‟ propensity to use 

L1 throughout the English lesson. Occasionally teacher invites learners to do something 

(e.g. to speak about a complicated topic) which they are not capable to manage with their 

reduced knowledge of the target language. In this situation the exercise of the mother 
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tongue is necessary. Teachers should think attentively about the actions they choose in 

order to select tasks corresponding with the students` linguistic capability. On the 

contrary the numerous practices of the difficult activities which students cannot perform 

even with the great effort can bring about a stress which can repeatedly cause hatred to 

the subject matter. L1 is the most natural way of expressing themselves for all the people. 

It is employed in each school subject and in the English lesson. Students use it repeatedly 

and without thinking. It is because Harmer puts it in plain words,“ we try to  make sense 

of a new linguistic (and conceptual) world through the linguistic world we are previously 

familiar with” (Harmer, 2009). In the same line of thought Butzkamm (2003) says that L1 

is the master key to foreign languages, the device which gives us the fastest, most precise, 

and most complete means of accessing a foreign language. Generally and frequently 

students use their L1 for explaining tasks and activities to other students. The learners` 

use of their L1 can be over and over again influenced by the instructor. If teachers use L1 

themselves it is possible that students will carry it out as well. The very last reason which 

Harmer offers highlights the role of the individual learning styles and abilities as some 

learners are capable to learn a foreign language with no use of their L1 but for the others 

the L1 is a requirement. Nation (2003) asserts that learners often keep away from using 

the target language for the reason that they do not want to feel uncomfortable about the 

mistakes they make. It can be constructive to reassure the learners that mistakes are an 

important part of learning and that there is no need to feel uncomfortable. Harmer puts a 

number of motivating reasons but there is at least one more which he does not mention. 

Many students switch to their L1 immediately because they are lethargic. It is a good deal 

easier for them to communicate somewhat in L1 and if there is not any penalty from the 

teacher they will not see any reason why to distress themselves by finding suitable 

English correspondents and will carry on in using the mother tongue every time they find 
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a chance. This situation should be a word of warning for all compassionate teachers. 

Once teachers let their learners do what they want they will have a big problem with 

removing their vices. Consequently every instructor should set a list of the rules at the 

start and maintain time and again on its devotion during the whole course. “For students 

who are not tremendously motivated, it may involve too much effort to try to understand” 

(Moon, 2000). 

 Teachers' Motives for L1 use in L2 Classroom 2.11.4

 It is to a certain extent comprehensible if students bend to the L1 instead of 

speaking English. But the problem appears when the instructor is the one who uses L1 

more than it is required. But even teachers have got a number of serious reasons why they 

keep away from L2. The first category belongs most likely to those teachers who argue 

that they come again to L1 in the classroom communication because students do not 

comprehend them. This is factual because students actually do not understand 

immediately. But every instructor should comprehend that this is not the issue of a 

moment but it is a long-term practice which has to be increasingly developed. Atkinson 

(1993) acknowledges that in this situation translation could be the helpful means but it 

should be used only when it is essentially necessary. Teachers cannot give up after a few 

unsuccessful lessons even if students look absolutely confused. It is better to try some 

other techniques at first, like L2 definitions or demonstrations, and only when nothing of 

that works the teacher should use translation. One more common reason refers to the fact 

that teachers are not certain about their linguistic abilities. They will use L1 rather than 

getting themselves into the embarrassing state by making errors while conversing in the 

target language. Such a state of affairs when instructors do not master the language which 

they have to teach can be very nasty. 
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 Betakova (2006) puts in plain words that the certainty about the pathetic L2 

communicative abilities can result in the feelings of inferiority. These teachers do not 

even participate in any further education in order to keep away from an embarrassment. 

But students` knowledge of the target language is much worse, particularly at the 

elementary school, so they are not capable to become aware of most of the mistakes. It is 

further positive for students to hear faulty English rather than no English and he also 

gives advice to the teachers not to take too much care of their accuracy because such an 

overstated care over and over again leads to more and more mistakes (Atkinson, 1993). 

Similarly Nation (2003) also expands the view that good strategy could be to make a list 

of most frequent sentences, phrases and commands because in this way the role of the L1 

in classroom management can be minimized and the role of the L2 increased. Several 

teachers reduce the use of L2 because it is very time-consuming to explain everything in 

the target language (particularly when the students‟ level of L1 is low) and the lack of 

time in the lesson on one hand and amount of syllabus they are supposed to teach on the 

other hand do not permit them such a waste of time. Moon (2000) has the same opinion 

that long explanations in the L2 could take too much time and ultimately learners could 

lose interest and concentration. 

 To wind up it is significant to say that there are some tolerable reasons for using 

L1 in English language teaching but some of them might look like excuses. Teachers 

should vigilantly think over when the use of L1 is justifiable and when it is not. The long 

and short of this discussion is that whenever English is not being used there should be a 

sound reason for this (Gill, 2005) 

2.12   Positive Effects of L1 Use in L2 Classroom 

 Recognizing the thought that L1 in English classroom setting is not just a show of 

teachers‟ or students‟ failure teachers could use it as a useful tool in the classroom 
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communication. However, it has to be determined cautiously in which part of the 

teaching process participation of the students‟ first language could be truly useful and in 

which it could work rather in an unruly way. Atkinson (1989) recommends a number of 

classroom activities in which it can be constructive to take an advantage of the mother 

tongue: 

 Complete Exclusion of L1 Results in Harmful Effects in L2 Classroom  2.12.1

 Atkinson (1989) maintains that the complete elimination of L1 could result in a 

variety of difficulties and a lot of rare time could be lost. In order to be more economical, 

it is not a shocking thought to allow students to ask some exciting questions in their 

native language. 

 L1 Facilitates in Checking Comprehension of L2 2.12.2

 When the comprehension is probe through the typical monolingual techniques 

teachers have to take into account the fact that students might not be able to communicate 

everything they want or are required. But this is not essentially the proof of 

misunderstanding of the text. Another gain is again a saving of time because, as well as in 

the previous point, the use of L1 for checking comprehension can be more economical 

than the use of L2 (Atkinson, 1989). 

 L1 Helps in giving Instructions in EFL Classroom 2.12.3

 Atkinson (1989) advocates using L1 at the lower levels and replacing it with the 

target language gradually. Prodromou (1995) shares a similar outlook when he says that 

hearing instructions in L1 can serve as an effective source for learning the target language 

but, on the other hand, teachers should be aware that some complex tasks require higher 

level of L1 which learners in some lower levels might not be able to understand. 
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 L1 Develops Co-operation among Students in L2 Classroom 2.12.4

 Atkinson (1989) advises to let students (especially young ones) to discuss some 

exercises or their answers to questions among themselves in their L1. This can be a 

helpful method as the learners can comprehend better when the issue is explained in the 

simple way by their class fellows while the complex explanation of the teacher can 

confound them. L1 is justified here because young learners at the lower levels will hardly 

be able to discuss the tasks in the target language. 

 L1 Use in the Discussions of Classroom Methodology  2.12.5

 It is significant to explain to students, particularly those who come from diverse 

learning backgrounds, what lies behind the methods we are using, and this can only be 

done at this level through the learners' first language (Andrew Morris, cited by Gill, 

2005). It is impracticable for teachers to find methods which would suit every person. All 

learners should be given a probability to express their opinion about the methodology 

which is used. This should be done in as clear way as probable. L1 is the best solution 

here because young learners manage to discuss such an intricate task only in the native 

language (Atkinson, 1989). 

 L1 Use in the Presentation and Reinforcement of Language 2.12.6

 Presentation and reinforcement of language refers to exactness of activities and 

indicates the difficulties caused by the differences or, on the other hand, deceptive 

similarities in both languages, L1 and L2. Some lexical objects or grammatical items in 

the foreign language can cause problems (e.g. English word order, false friends, etc.) and 

in order to explain it accurately the translation into L1 is more or less unavoidable 

(Atkinson, 1989). The presentation can be given in L2 at first and then translated into L1. 

This technique has the advantage of allowing for differentiation; that is, the better 

learners have a chance to listen and try to comprehend while the weaker learners can rely 
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more on the L1 translation (Hughes, 1981). Prodromou (1995) also suggests learners to 

compare the general differences between the two languages by giving both L1 and L2 

example sentences. L1 can be also helpful for explaining the difference between two 

grammatical items. 

 L1 Helps for Checking Sense 2.12.7

 When students construct a piece of work, for example compositions or essays, 

they often produce, without realizing it, sentences or statements which do not give a 

sense at all. In this situation the best way how to explain them the mistakes they made is 

to translate an incorrect sentence they wrote into their native language. Otherwise they do 

not see it and do not comprehend what is wrong (Atkinson, 1989). 

 L1 Facilitates in L2 Testing 2.12.8

 Atkinson (1989) views L1 as a useful tool for increasing the validity and 

reliability of many tests. He also thinks that the translation activities in tests can 

investigate successfully the students‟ ability to communicate in the target language in real 

situations. Gill (2005) prepares a list of some other motivating classroom situations in 

which the use of L1 is justified or even necessary. Here are the most significant ones: 

“...information provision (discussing timetable or room changes, school trips, message to 

parents,…), classroom management, maintaining discipline, scene setting (explaining the 

background to, for example, a textbook dialogue, a listening or reading passage), 

conversation of cross-cultural issues, explanation of errors, using bilingual dictionaries, 

work with dual language texts,…”. 

2.13   Negative Effects of L1 Use in L2 Classroom  

 Regardless of the constructive influence of L1 it is significant to be aware of its 

promising negative impacts. Atkinson (1993) maintains that the main risk of the use of 



64 

L1 in the lesson is its overuse. “It`s so simple to start by using L1 „now and again‟, 

because it`s easier or more suitable. But any teacher has to be careful, since „now and 

again‟ can quickly become a routine where, before you know it; L1 becomes the main 

language of the classroom.” In order to demonstrate this kind of problem Butzkamm 

(2003) presents an opinion and says that the overuse of the L1 in the classroom settings 

can result in the following problems: 

1. Without translation students or teachers do not comprehend any simple entry. 

2. Students become lethargic and they use their L1 even in simple 

communicative activities Students do not understand the essential role of the 

target language in some of the activities. 

 Atkinson (1993) suggests some kind of sessions which he calls „L1 problem 

clinics‟. The main purpose of it is to give some time and place to learners for discussing 

their questions about the foreign language they have been learning. This can help the 

learners to understand better the difficulties of the subject and it can save time during the 

proper lessons. Atkinson also puts an emphasis on its motivational aspect. He believes 

that if the learners have an opportunity to discuss about the target language in their L1 

during these sessions they will be more enthusiastic to use L2 in the lessons. The „clinics‟ 

should take place on a regular basis, at least one time in a month but it can be more often 

and it should remain about fifteen minutes. Another immense drawback of L1 in respect 

of foreign language teaching is the intervention or so-called negative transfer. This 

negative transfer means the influence of students‟ native language on the second 

language. There are two kinds, negative transfer (also known as interference) and positive 

transfer. It is just this negative transfer which is responsible for this negative attitude 

towards the use of L1 in L2 teaching. Interference also causes the transfer of typical L1 

ways of expressing into L2 which is studied. Positive transfer, on the other hand, can be 
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useful for learning foreign languages. The students‟ knowledge of some items from their 

L1 can make it easier to learn some items in the target language.  

2.14   The Balance between L1 and L2 Use in the EFL Classroom 

 Vesely (1971) Suggests that once L1 fulfils its role in the lesson it has to stay in 

the backward and the focus must be moved on to the target language. This account also 

warns the teachers that L1 should not be the prevailing language in L2 lesson. On the 

other hand using only L2 might not be the most excellent way as well. Davies and Pearse 

(2000) in the same line of thought confirm the idea when they say “If you plainly speak 

English all the time you will swiftly drive beginners, and even more advanced learners, to 

despair”. From the earlier parts of the literature review it is obvious that using a restricted 

amount of L1 in the target lesson can be beneficial but English ought to be the 

dominating teaching language. But the issue is how big should that control be and what is 

the exact proportion between L1 and the target language. No one is competent to give the 

correct answer for the reason that it does not exist, at least not yet. For example, Atkinson 

suggests the best possible ratio of 5% to L1 and 95% to the target language (Atkinson, 

1989). But this proposition can be viewed as highly individual and somebody else can 

disagree with him. A number of views state that we are unable to give an exact 

percentage because it depends on many factors which can change at the different stages 

of the foreign language teaching. Atkinson (1993) presents some of them: 

 Learners’ Previous Practices 2.14.1

 Several instructors from time to time have to solve this state of affairs. They get 

hold of new learners at the beginning of the school year, previously they were taught by 

another teacher. The techniques and methods of the previous teacher were different and 

L1 was used a lot. The new instructor wants to use the target language as much as 
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possible but the problem arises because learners are habituated to use chiefly L1 and also 

hear it from their teachers in the classroom discussions. It is not a good idea to change the 

techniques entirely in one moment. Students should find a chance for getting used to. 

Atkinson (1993) recommends this growing amount of the target language gradually.  

 Level of the Students 2.14.2

 Atkinson (1993) believes that with beginners it is impracticable to use the target 

language for most of the time because of their little knowledge of vocabulary. Teachers 

can imitate sometimes but this does not work every time so the use of L1 in a larger 

amount is to be expected. At higher levels the teacher can use most of the time L2 in the 

target classroom settings. Atkinson suggests reducing the mother tongue and using it 

chiefly for class management in higher levels. Cole (1998) also admits that L1 can check 

many difficulties during the work with beginners. He says: “If students have little or no 

knowledge of the target language, L1 can be used to introduce the foremost differences 

between L1 and L2, and the major grammatical characteristics of L2 that they should be 

aware of. This gives them a head start and saves a lot of guessing”. Similarly Baranova 

(1996) strengthens the views made by Cole and Atkinson that avoiding the mother tongue 

in the beginner lessons can cause a lot of suffering for both, teachers and students. 

 The Phase of the Ongoing Course 2.14.3

 This aspect also corresponds with the first one. Atkinson (1993) says that it takes 

learners some time to accept a new teacher and adapt themselves to the new methods and 

techniques. Only when they manage this it will be easier for the teacher to use mainly L2 

in the most of the tasks and activities. 
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 The Stage of the in Progress Lesson 2.14.4

 Atkinson (1993) is of the opinion that the use of L1 during the lesson also 

depends on its various stages. In some tasks and activities it can be constructive or even 

necessary to use L1 but during other activities it could be counter-productive and every 

now and then it should not be used at all. Cole (1998) recommends the use of L1 for 

giving instructions or correcting mistakes, for doing communicative exercises or games 

but when doing listening activities or pronunciation drills the use of mother tongue 

should be avoided. All the teachers should think about these numerous points before they 

go to teach the new students. Even if it does not help them out to find the right percentage 

between the mother tongue and the target language at least they will be able to come to a 

decision whether the use of L1 in the target classroom settings is justified. 

2.15 Teachers’ and Students’ Attitudes towards L1 in L2 Classroom 

 A number of attempts have been made to examine students‟ and teachers‟ 

perceptions, beliefs and attitudes towards using students‟ L1 in the target classroom 

atmosphere. This part of the review of the related literature will highlight some of these 

studies, which took place in different teaching learning contexts. 

 Learners’ Perceptions and Attitudes towards L1 use in L2 Classroom 2.15.1

 Prodromou (2002) carried out a renowned research investigating the perceptions 

of 300 Greek learners regarding the use of their L1 to learn a foreign language (English). 

This research was designed to find out whether learners‟ proficiency level affected their 

attitude toward using L1. The results exposed that the beginner learners showed a more 

positive approach toward the use of Greek in English classrooms than those of 

intermediate and advanced learners. The junior learners inclined to accept using L1 to: 
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1. explain grammar 

2. explain differences in the use of L1 and L2 rules 

3. check comprehension  

 Prodromou (2002) also concluded that the targeted students became less 

dependent on their L1 when their level of proficiency enhanced (but in Pakistan this 

situation seems different from this). In a parallel research accomplished in an Iranian 

background, Nazary (2008) used Prodromou‟s (2002) questionnaire to observe tertiary 

learners‟ perceptions of using their L1 (Farsi) in the target classrooms, and whether their 

perceptions and attitudes varied according to their L2 proficiency. The findings showed 

that the learners at the three proficiency levels had a negative perception toward using 

their L1 in the target language classrooms. In contrast with other studies (Schweers 1999; 

Burden 2001; Tang 2002; Prodromou 2002) the surveyed learners saw a little value in 

using L1 to define new vocabulary and explain grammar points. The results and findings 

of the study exposed that learners‟ perception toward the use of the L1 varied according 

to their proficiency level. In comparison to the other two groups, the intermediate 

learners had extra negative perception toward the mother tongue inclusion. In another 

endeavour to investigate learners‟ perceptions of using Arabic in EFL classrooms, 

Mouhanna (2009) surveyed 124 students at a foundations English program in one of the 

United Arab Emirate tertiary institutions. Mouhanna‟s research is of particular interest. 

The findings and results of the study indicated that students‟ attitudes toward using L1 

mixed according to their English proficiency level. Level 1 or beginner students 

supported more Arabic (L1) use in the English language classroom than Level 3 

(advanced) students. These results came in line with other studies: the higher the English 

proficiency level was, the less dependent the students were on the mother tongue/L1 use 

(Prodromou 2002). Mouhanna (2009) concluded that, due to lower level learners‟ high 
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demand for L1 use, there was a need to integrate Arabic/L1 as an instructive tool for 

learning L2/English. Brooks-Lewis (2009) conducted a motivating study into adult 

learners‟ perceptions toward the inclusion of their L1 (Spanish) in the L2 classrooms. The 

students showed tremendously positive attitudes toward using their L1 while learning the 

target language. The learners believed that it was helpful as L1 made learning English 

easier. Brooks-Lewis concluded that the inclusion of MT as a tool to empower students a 

learner-centred methodology which not only allows but encourages the students to 

become enthusiastically and intentionally involved in the language learning experience.  

 Teachers’ Perceptions and Attitudes towards L1 Use in L2 Classroom 2.15.2

 This part of the current research demonstrates the studies which measured 

teachers‟ use of L1 in L2 classrooms which is the crucial part of the present study. In 

those situations where English language is taught as a foreign language at school, college 

or university level and the people of those places who speak languages other than English 

therefore, it becomes very important to investigate teachers what they say and how they 

converse in English classrooms during the learning process of the students. The 

subsequent studies explore how often and for what purposes teachers have a preference to 

code-switch to the students‟ L1in L2 classrooms. Timor (2012) and Al-Buraiki (2008) 

accomplished their researches on teachers of English for primary and secondary school 

students. They equally used questionnaires to collect teachers‟ responses; however, the 

study of Al-Buraiki (2008) also contains the results from teachers‟ classroom 

observations and interviews with some of the respondents. Min and Li (2008) 

investigated teachers at tertiary level, instead. They investigated teachers‟ verbal behavior 

in L2 classrooms by recording and interviewing them on their preferences during the 

lesson shortly after it took place. Timor‟s (2012) and Al-Buraiki‟s (2008) results and 

findings have a tendency to maintain the criteria of efficiency and naturalness 
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acknowledged by Cook (2001). In fact, teachers asserted to rely on students‟ first 

language to clarify particular L2 grammatical structures that do not be present in the L1 

in order to assist students‟ understanding. Comparisons between students‟ L1and the 

target language proved, indeed, to generate more useful results. Moreover, the same 

teachers responded that they exchange a few words with the students in the L1 and use it 

also for classroom management and giving instructions during the classroom practices. 

This activity makes the classroom atmosphere more natural and spontaneous. Those 

teachers who were interviewed by Al-Buraiki (2008) also agreed with the use of L1 

particularly with young students. According to Min and Li (2008), more than the 60% of 

the teachers who participated in the study reported to use „Chinese language‟ in their L2 

or English classrooms, while none of them responded to have never used L1. They used 

L1 particularly to converse with the students during the break, to teach grammar, to 

explain course policy or to talk about administrative information. They also approved that 

students‟ aptitude is one of the main factors that influences the quantity of L1 used in the 

classroom. On the whole, the teachers who responded in the studies illustrated above 

appeared to state positive views regarding the use of the L1.  

 Learners’ and Teachers’ Attitudes towards L1 Use in L2 Situation 2.15.3

 Schweers (1999) explored the significance of using students‟ L1 (Spanish) in the 

English classroom at Puerto Rico University. The composed data exposed that the most 

of the learners and the teachers had encouraging attitude toward using L1 (Spanish) 

during English lessons. Both teachers and learners thought it was appropriate to use L1 to 

explain difficult concepts, check comprehension and define new vocabulary items. 

Schweers argued that L2 could be learned through raising understanding to the 

similarities and differences between L1 and the target language. He also paid stress on 

the significance of bringing students‟ L1 back to the target classes as this would direct to 
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the positive perceptions attitudes toward learning another language. Restricted and 

careful use of L1 could be tolerated because of its pedagogical and affective benefits. 

One more important study was investigated by Burden (2001) in which he explored the 

issue of when students and their teachers feel there was a need to use their L1 (Japanese) 

in English classes. The findings of the study pointed out that there was a common union 

between teachers and learners regarding the importance of L1 use in the target language 

classrooms. The surveyed teachers and learners also believed that it was good enough to 

use L1 to explain new vocabulary items, give administrative instructions, teach grammar 

and check comprehension. Burden highlighted the worth of infrequent addition of L1 in 

L2 classes to meet students‟ psychological need of not portraying their L1 as an inferior 

to the target language. Tang (2002) conducted research on both students‟ and teachers‟ 

attitudes toward using their L1 (Chinese) during L2 (English) classes. The results of the 

study indicated that students as well as teachers assumed positive attitudes toward using 

L1 during English classroom settings. They witnessed a worth of using L1 to examine 

difficult grammatical rules and to explain difficult vocabulary, to exercise new phrases 

and expression. Tang concludes that restricted but careful exercise of L1 in the target 

language classroom does not decrease learners‟ exposure to English, but to a certain 

extent L1 assists in the teaching and learning processes. In a parallel research, Sharma 

(2006) investigated teachers‟ and students‟ attitudes toward using L1 (Nepali) in EFL 

classrooms. The findings demonstrated that the learners and teachers realized that Nepali 

should be used in L2 classes. According to them it was significant to make the most of L1 

to explain difficult vocabulary items, discuss intricate grammar rules, clarify complicated 

concepts, and practice the use of new expressions and phrases. Sharma argued that 

banishing L1 from English classes would negatively have an effect on learners‟ 

development as this would certainly deprive the learners of certain opportunities to learn 
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more and better. In Saudi Arabian context, Al-Nofaie (2010) carried out research to 

examine the Saudi teachers‟ and students‟ attitudes toward using Arabic as a facilitating 

learning device in the target language classroom. The results showed that the research 

participants had positive attitudes toward using L1 in L2 classes. Both the students and 

teachers were convinced of the value of restricted and careful use of Arabic in EFL 

classes. They were of the view that unnecessary use of Arabic would obstruct their 

learning and affect on learning negatively. They also favoured to use Arabic to give 

exams instructions, translate new words, and contrast between English and Arabic The 

same situations which were encountered the above mentioned participants are facing 

Pakistani respondents where teachers use L1 to teach grammar, to explain course policy 

or to talk about administrative information and students use their L1 in EFL classrooms 

due to their low level aptitude in English and the core purpose of this study is to gain apt 

responses from the respondents and to deduce findings from the collected information.  

2.16   L2 as a Governing Language in EFL Classroom 

 Although it is impossible to locate an accurate percentage of L1 and L2 in 

classroom settings yet everyone will agree that the English should be the main language 

in the foreign language lesson. Butzkamm (2003) has rightly witnessed the situation 

when he argued that we do not learn any language by using another one and Atkinson 

(1993) confirms his words in the following words: “If English is not the major language 

used in the classroom, the learners are not going to learn proper English” Atkinson 

justifies this idea in the following arguments: “Listening to English is learning English.” 

Listening to English gives learners the best opportunity to test out the knowledge of the 

target language. Consequently it is indispensable for students to be uncovered to as many 

spoken L2 as feasible and to listen to their teacher speaking the target language or talking 

with their fellows in L2 can be one of the most excellent ways to hear the use of the 
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target language in the natural communication. “If you want to be trained to play the 

piano, you have to play the piano.” Atkinson (2003) utilizes this term in order to make 

clear that if we want to learn something new we require to practice. Without suitable 

training nothing can be attained appropriately. Furthermore this tenet is the same for all 

kinds of learning and also for learning foreign language. “If English is the common way 

of communication in the classroom, it is easier for learners to see that it is an actual 

communication and not „just another subject.” Atkinson (2003) points out the jeopardy of 

the overuse of the mother tongue in the English lesson which can make learners think that 

they are learning about a new language and not learning it.  “Habitual use of English 

helps learners become accustomed to „real‟ situations outside the classroom. When 

listening to a foreign language it is not compulsory to know each word of the spoken 

communication and also a number of mistakes in learners` speech can be tolerable if the 

complete message is comprehensible (Atkinson, 1993). Willis (1991) in the same line of 

thought is also persuaded that correcting each mistake is wrong way, since it can have a 

demanding impact on learners as they will afraid of making an additional mistake and 

they will most likely have a tendency to avoid any chance to speak English. 

2.17 Techniques and Methods to Make Learners Use L2 in EFL 

Classroom 

 When teachers know that English should be the major language in EFL 

classrooms and similarly they attempt to do the best they can and use English as much as 

probable very often they have to countenance a situation when learners keep speaking 

their L1 and refuse to use L2 every moment. This kind of situation need to be resolved 

instantly but it is by no means easy for teachers to make them speak English and most of 

them would undoubtedly be thankful for any kind of advice. Some researchers and 
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authors tried to discover the best techniques and strategies for solving this difficulty. 

Jeremy Harmer (2009) offers these possibilities. 

 Talk to the Students about the Problems 2.17.1

 The rationale for everlasting rejection of L2 in the foreign language lessons 

cannot essentially mean the students‟ exhibit of disobedience but it can be associated 

with some difficulties which learners have to deal with when they make use of a foreign 

language (e.g. reduced knowledge of the target language, feelings of disgrace when 

talking English, etc.). Students should be given the chance to make clear their objects for 

their behavior and teachers should attempt to help them or find conciliation. Similarly, 

Harmer (1998) Jane Willis puts in plain words that the teacher should make out the 

excessive use of L1 by students as a kind of jeopardy indication, since it frequently 

means that there could be problem that students are lost or they do not know what they 

are asked to do. 

 Persuade Learners to Use English Properly 2.17.2

 In the earlier parts of this chapter the circumstances in which the use of mother 

tongue is possible or even recommended were discussed and after that those situations 

were discussed in which the use of L1 is prohibited. In this section learners should be 

informed about these possibilities and teachers should set exact rules when L1 can or 

cannot be used. Prodromou (1995) says that when the stress is on perception rather than 

production, it would be unjust to look forward to students to respond by producing 

language exclusively. On the contrary it is essential to caution learners that some 

activities (particularly those in which learners have to converse actively) lose utterly its 

purpose without using the target language (Harmer, 2009). 
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 Only Respond to L2 Use in EFL Classroom 2.17.3

 Pay no attention to the learners when they use L1 as it can sometimes work as a 

useful method for convincing them to switch into the L2. No one likes being snubbed and 

after a while learners will almost certainly try to express their ideas in English, especially 

if they want to say something important (Harmer, 2009). 

 Teacher should Create English Only Situation in L2 Classroom 2.17.4

 Harmer (2009) is of the view that the more motivation is used during the lesson 

the more learners will speak the target language. Such kind of motivation can be reached 

by exposing learners to spoken English as much as likely. Apart from dynamic use of 

English by the teachers we can use also video records, cassettes; we can listen to English 

songs, etc. And also the visual aids can facilitate in creating English atmosphere. We can 

use pictures of different places in the Great Britain or any other English speaking 

countries, various English souvenirs, etc. 

 Teacher Should Keep Reminding L2 Learners 2.17.5

 Harmer (2009) also argues that teachers have to pay concentration all the time and 

still remind learners to use L2. They should go around the class and prevent any 

unsuitable endeavor to use the L1, particularly when the learners are asked to do group 

work. This practice, often repeated, will slowly but surely change most learners` behavior 

over a period of time.  

 Teacher’s Selection of Proper Tasks in L2 Classroom 2.17.6

 The importance of proper activities analogous with the learners‟ linguistic 

abilities were mentioned prior in this chapter. Positively we cannot suppose that the 

learner who is at the lower level of the course will be able to do difficult speaking 

activities. It is necessary to adapt the tasks to the age or level of learners (Harmer, 2009). 



76 

 Teacher’s Use of Persuasive and other Incentives in L2 Classroom 2.17.7

 According to Willis (1991) the exercise of an appropriate motivation can be very 

helpful. Paul Nation (2003) also makes list of a number of interesting recommendations 

for teachers. His pieces of advice are based on the reasons which lead children to the use 

of L1 instead of L2.  

1. The tasks should not be very complicated and they should match to the learners` 

level. 

2. Before students to initiate doing the task they should be provided with the 

required information. It means that new grammar or vocabulary should be 

explained to them. 

3. Teachers should initiate with the easiest tasks and activities and after that continue 

with more and more complex ones. 

4.  It could be valuable to make a game of the task in which the students will act the 

real English speakers. 

5. Use such activities and tasks in which students will not be able to avoid the use of 

L2. 

6. It could be supportive for learners if the activities and tasks will be completed in a 

number of times not only once. 

7. It is vital to reassure learners that their work has logic and that it is not 

meaningless and consequently they should be informed about the objectives of 

each task they do. 

8. In the same way learners have to know why it is constructive to speak in English 

during the lesson. 

9. Assist learners to resolve the difficulties which guide them to the use of L1. 
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10. It can also be helpful, to record the lesson, for example, in order to show learners 

when they use L1. 

11. Student should sense that they are able to administer the task. 

2.18   To Sum Up  

 To sum up the debate in this chapter it can be concisely deduced that there are two 

most important issues concerning to the use of L1 in the foreign language teaching and 

learning. In one respect the learner‟s first language is viewed by many as a skeleton in the 

cupboard and those teachers feel at fault for every single minute spent talking in the 

mother tongue. Contrary to this situation there is an absolutely opposite dilemma as well. 

A number of teachers equally overuse the L1 in their lessons and leave only insignificant 

space for communication in the target language. This situation is also overlapping in 

Pakistan and the purpose of this study is to find out the accurate perceptions and beliefs 

of Pakistani learners and teachers concerning the use of L1 in L2 classroom situations. It 

seems that both groups are mistaken. The practice and understanding of many guides 

demonstrate that the L1 can sometimes in some situations be actually supportive and 

useful during the lesson but everyone must understand that it should serve only as a 

supporting instrument in circumstances when the L2 communication becomes 

unsuccessful but the target language has to be still the popular language in the lesson. 

Consequently it is required to find out some useful methods how to make learners use L2 

as much as promising. 
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CHAPTER 3 

3 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

3.1   Introduction 

 Chapter three illustrates the methodology to carry out the present query regarding 

the use of L1 (Urdu) in L2 (English) courses at graduation level. The current study 

investigates the teachers‟ and students‟ perceptions and beliefs regarding the use of L1 in 

EFL classroom settings. This chapter also summarizes the adopted methodological 

approach, the qualitative and quantitative tools were used to collect the required data and 

answer the research questions mentioned in this chapter: whether the teachers and 

students have a positive or negative perceptions and beliefs regarding the use of L1 in 

EFL settings. It also presents the detailed information regarding the research sites and the 

participants.  

3.2   Institutions’ Information 

 The data for the present study was collected from the public sector colleges and 

universities of the Southern Punjab (Dera Ghazi Khan, Multan and Bahawalpur). These 

public sector institutions are generally gender-segregated and gender-integrated from 

Degree to PhD level. The researcher decided to conduct part of the questionnaires, 

interviews and classroom observations at these particular and well-reputed institutions. 

The total number of population was comprised of 550 plus students from both the 

universities and colleges of the Southern Punjab (Pakistan). All the students were from 

degree level (3
rd

 & 4
th

 year) and 150 plus teachers from these institutions who were 

teaching these students selected for the present study. 

3.3   Participants’ Information 

 The required data was collected through administering questionnaires. The sample 

included subject to age group of 19 to 22. Total 550 plus questionnaires were distributed 
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to the informants. The students who were selected for the present study were from the 

humanities as well as science faculties of the colleges and the universities. The students 

of BA, BSc, B.Com and BS were the main participants of the study. Among 550 students 

275 were male, whereas 275 were female students. 

Total number 150 plus English instructors completed the questionnaires. 75 teachers were 

female and 75 teachers were male. 

3.4  Research Objectives 

 The current study was designed to fulfill the following objectives: 

1. To analyze the perceptions and beliefs of English language teachers and 

students towards the use of L1 in English language classroom at degree level 

in the Southern Punjab. 

2. To investigate the impact of L1 in teaching/learning in L2 classroom at degree 

level. 

3. To analyze the level of motivation among the teachers and students through 

the use of their mother tongue in L2 classroom. 

4. To analyze the situations/atmosphere in which teachers and students desire to 

use their L1 in L2 classroom. 

5. To examine the contribution of L1 in enhancing students‟ and teachers‟ 

receptive (their understanding) and productive (the ability to use language) 

competence of L2. 

6.  To analyze the effect of age variation (students) and experience (teachers) on 

the responses about L1 use in L2 teaching. 

7. To explore the impact of teacher‟s qualification related to L1 use in L2 

teaching. 
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8. To investigate the influence of L1 use in L2 teaching on the proficiency of the 

students. 

9. To find out the influence of teachers‟ and students‟ L1 use in L2 teaching and 

learning. 

10. To examine the effect of teachers‟ and students‟ gender variation on the 

responses about L1 use in L2 pedagogy. 

3.5   Research Questions 

 The current study contained the following research questions: 

1. What are English language teachers‟ and students‟ perceptions and beliefs 

regarding the use of L1 in L2 classroom at degree level? 

2. What are the impacts of L1 on teaching/ learning process in L2 classroom? 

3. What motivates teachers and students to use L1 in L2 classroom? 

4. What are the situations in which teachers and students desire to use their L1 in L2 

classroom? 

5. Does the use of L1 facilitate to improve learners‟ and teachers‟ receptive and 

productive ability of L2? 

6. Is there any effect of age variation (students) and experience (teachers) on the 

responses about L1 use in L2 teaching? 

7. What is the impact of teacher‟s qualification related to L1 use in L2 teaching? 

8. What is the influence of L1 use in L2 teaching on the proficiency of the students? 

9. What is the influence of teachers‟ and students‟ L1 use in L2 teaching and 

learning?  

10. Is there any effect of teachers‟ and students‟ gender variation on the responses 

about L1 use in L2 pedagogy? 
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 Keeping these research questions in mind, questionnaires were prepared, 

necessary classroom observation were made and semi-structured interviews were 

conducted. 

3.6   Design of the Current Study 

 Since the objective of the present study was to find out the perceptions and beliefs 

of English language teachers and students towards the use of L1 in English language 

classroom. For this purpose, classroom observations, semi-structured interviews and 

questionnaires were used as the main research tools.  According to Strydom and Venter 

(2002), research methodology should include a description of participants, target 

institutions, sampling plan, data collection procedures and instruments. 

The research was designed to use a mixed method type. A mixed method type is a 

research design that uses both quantitative and qualitative data to answer a particular 

question or set of questions (Biber, 2010). 

  The data collection procedure, therefore, was of twofold: quantitative and 

qualitative. The quantitative part investigated college students‟ perceptions in general 

about L1 use in English classrooms and the qualitative tool explored in more detail their 

beliefs and opinions as to why they agree or disagree with L1 use. The quantitative 

measurement assisted in collecting the massive data from a large group of participants 

while the qualitative approach appropriately dealt with the data that could not be simply 

obtained from the questionnaires. The selected approach offered the tools to get 

information from inside and to explore in more detail each issue from the participants. 

Thus a mixed method type was the best possible way to answer all of the queries in this 

study. The selected site of this study was government colleges and universities located in 

the home division of the researcher and two other divisions like Multan and Bahawalpur, 

so it would be considerably easy to build a good connection with the respondents. There 
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English in daily communication is rarely found. The students‟ life outside the class is 

mainly based on their mother tongue only. Participants‟ number consisted of at least 550 

college and university students: 225 were male and 225 were female studying at their 

third and fourth year BA, BSc, B.Com and BS in the 2015 academic year.  

There were three sources of data used in the study: a questionnaire measuring 

students‟ perceptions, semi-structured interview gathering further information on the 

students‟ opinions and classroom observations supporting any other findings. These three 

methods facilitated the collection of rich and in-depth data from the participants. 

Since to respond the questions of the current study both quantitative and 

qualitative research methods were employed and they would be having questionnaires, 

classroom observations and semi-structured interviews with the subjects. With a view to 

determine the subjects‟ judgment of the use of L1 in their L2 classes, the researcher 

constructed Students‟ and teachers‟ questionnaires was the last data collection technique 

used in this study. These two questionnaires were developed from the studies by 

Elmetwally (2012), Husna Suleiman Al-Jadidi (2009) ,Maniruzzaman (2003) and 

Rahman (2006) as models with slight modification on the grounds of researcher‟s 

personal seven years of teaching experience and these few adaptations and modifications 

were also supported by Johnson (1992) who noted that “what makes a high-quality 

questionnaire is building on theory and earlier research; building on preceding work not 

only assists to improve the quality of tools but allows researchers to share the findings of 

similar studies to one another”. The ended form of the questionnaires was the product of 

my own readings in the literature, joint with my own manifestations and understanding of 

the subject. 

.  Similarly, one of the most important purposes of these necessary modifications 

and adaptations was to appeal to the Pakistani context. The questionnaires had two parts 
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i.e. demographic information and 75 statements which were based on the format of a 

typical five-level Likert item. 

3.7   Instruments 

 The three instruments were used in this study: (1) classroom observations, (2) 

semi-structured interviews, and (3) questionnaires.  

 Pilot study was conducted on 50 students and 20 teachers. Keeping in view the 

results of the pilot study necessary amendments were made in the questionnaire tools 

before applying on the main research work.  

Classroom observation tool was the first data collection technique used in this 

study. Observations enable the researcher to rely on real situation facts rather than on 

„second hand accounts‟ (Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 2007 as cited in Drosatou, 2009). 

The major purposes of observing the classroom was to see how frequently and for what 

purposes the teachers use mother tongue in their classes. 

The second data collection technique employed in this study was semi-structured 

interviews. It comprised of four items. The reasons for adopting semi-structured 

interviews were as follows. First, as Nunan (1992 as cited in Chang, 2009) suggests, in a 

semi-structured interview, the researcher has a general idea of how to unfold the 

interview. Second, a semi-structured interview is more flexible as compare to the 

unstructured and structured interviews so that many researchers within an interpretive 

research tradition prefer it. The aim of the interviews was to understand each teacher‟s 

perceptions towards using L1 (Urdu) in BA, BSc, B.Com and BS classrooms. The 

interviews were conducted in English. 

 Students‟ questionnaire was the last data collection technique used in this study. It 

was also developed from the studies by Elmetwally (2012), Husna Suleiman Al-Jadidi 
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(2009) ,Maniruzzaman (2003) and Rahman (2006) as models with slight modification on 

the grounds of researcher‟s own seven years of teaching experience and these few 

adaptations and modifications were supported by Johnson (1992) who noted that “what 

makes a high-quality questionnaire is building on theory and earlier research; building on 

preceding work not only assists to improve the quality of tools but allows researchers to 

share the findings of similar studies to one another”. The ended forms of questionnaires 

were the product of my own readings in the literature, joint with my own manifestations 

and understanding of the subject. 

.  Similarly, one of the most important purposes of these necessary modifications 

and adaptations was to appeal to the Pakistani context.  The questionnaires had two parts 

i.e. demographic information and 75 statements which were based on the format of a 

typical five-level Likert items, for example: 

1. Strongly disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Neutral 

4. Agree 

5. Strongly agree 

 The first twenty two items were designed to explore the learners‟ perceptions 

about using L1 in BS, BA, BSc, B.Com classes and the rest of the questionnaire was 

designed to explore students‟ perspectives concerning the use of L1 for teaching/learning 

different language functions. The students‟ questionnaire was used to draw out the 

perceptions of the students towards the use of L1 in BA, BSc, B.Com and BS classrooms.  
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 Teachers’ Questionnaire 3.7.1

 Teachers‟ questionnaire had two parts: the first part was about teacher‟s 

demographic overview and the second part was consisted of 75 statements to get data to 

know about teacher‟s overall perceptions regarding L1 use in L2 classrooms. 

1) Gender: ☐Male ☐Female 

2) Qualification: a) MA      b) M Phil      c) PhD 

3) Native Language:  a) Urdu         b) Punjabi           c) Saraiki         d) Other 

languages (Balochi and Pushto) 

4) How many years have you been teaching English? 

           ☐0 – 4 years ☐5 – 10 years ☐11 – 20 years ☐21 years or above 

5) Have you received any education overseas (e.g. primary education, secondary or 

higher education) before? 

           ☐No ☐Yes 

 In the second part of the questionnaire, it was aimed to investigate the perceptions 

of the teachers on using L1 in EFL classrooms. In the second part of the questionnaire, 

the students answered 75 questions. The second part of the questionnaire was a Likert-

type scale from one (Strongly disagree) to five (Strongly agree), where the respondents 

could express their conformity or deviation with a statement according to some point on 

the scale. I purposely chose the five-point Likert-type scale to give participants the 

substitute of choosing a central option i.e. more neutral choice.  

 Students’ Questionnaire 3.7.2

 Students‟ questionnaire also included two parts: In the first part of the 

questionnaire the demographic information of the students was presented which was the 

aim to know about student‟s: 
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1. Age:           a) 17-19 years          b) 20-22 years 

2. Gender:       a) Male                   b) Female 

3. Year of Education Completed:                       a) 3
rd

                    b) 4
th

     

4. Institution:                                                            a) Public              b) Private 

5. Years of Learning a Foreign Language              a) 1- above          b) 6- above    

 In the second part of the questionnaire, the students were asked to answer 75 

questions. The second part of the questionnaire was a Likert-type scale from one 

(Strongly Disagree) to five (Strongly Agree), where the respondents could express their 

conformity or deviation with a statement according to some point on the scale. I 

purposely chose the five-point Likert-type scale to give participants the substitute of 

choosing a central option i.e., more neutral choice.  

 Teachers’ Semi-Structured Interview Questions 3.7.3

 The teacher interview questions included ten questions to understand the teachers‟ 

own ideas on using mother tongue in the classrooms. These questions were formulated to 

understand whether the teachers think the use of L1 was necessary and in what situations. 

Moreover, the questionnaire intended to analyze the use of L1 in as a skill set. These 

questions were: 

Q1. Do you use Students‟ L1 when you are teaching English in the EFL classroom? 

Why? 

Q2. What percentage of your time on (average) would you use students‟ L1 in an EFL 

classroom? 

Q3. For what purpose you use Students‟ L1? Any example? 

Q4. Do you think that your use of Students‟ L1 when teaching English is inevitable? 

Why? 
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Q5. Do you think that your L1 helps you to have a positive influence on your students‟ 

perceptions towards learning English? Why? 

Q6. Does the use of your L1 accelerate your students‟ motivation positively toward 

learning L2? 

Q7. What are the main methodological approaches you use in classroom? 

Q8. Do you see any disadvantages or negative effects in using L1 in the EFL classroom? 

Q9. Being a multilingual, do you think you can understand your students better in terms 

of their language weaknesses and typical errors? In what way? 

Q10. Do you think English only policy in EFL classroom would produce negative effects 

in   teaching/learning English? 

 Students’ Semi-Structured Interview Questions 3.7.4

 The students‟ interview tool was also the combination of ten questions to get the 

students‟ own ideas on using L1 in their L2 classrooms. It was also of two parts tool. The 

first part was about to explore students‟ demographic information and in the second part 

there were ten questions and these questions were formulated to understand whether the 

learners think the use of L1 was necessary and in what situations. Moreover, the 

questionnaire intended to analyze the use of L1 in as a skill set. These questions were: 

Q1. Do you use Students‟ L1 when you are teaching English in the EFL classroom? 

Why? 

Q2. What percentage of your time on (average) would you use students‟ L1 in an EFL 

classroom? 

Q3. For what purpose you use Students‟ L1? For example? 

Q4. Do you think that your use of Students‟ L1 when teaching English is inevitable? 

Why? 
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Q5. Do you think that your L1 helps you to have a positive influence on your students‟ 

perceptions towards learning English? Why? 

Q6. Does the use of your L1 accelerate your students‟ motivation positively towards 

learning L2? 

Q7. What are the main methodological approaches you use in classroom? 

Q8. Do you see any disadvantages or negative effects in using L1 in the EFL classroom? 

Q9. Being a multilingual, do you think you can understand your students better in terms 

of their language weaknesses and typical errors? In what way? 

10. Do you think English only policy in EFL classroom would produce negative effects 

in teaching/learning English? 

 Classroom Observation 3.7.5

 Sixteen EFL classrooms were observed for a total of three hours each. Classroom 

observation was selected to be one of the research instruments because it gave the 

researcher opportunities to observe the language use and interaction as it occurred 

throughout the lessons. The researcher used an observation task which helped to observe 

the target lessons. The observation task focuses on the work while observing a lesson in 

progress (Wajnryb, 1992). This helped to prevent the observer from paying attention to 

the unrelated information. The observation task focused on the language used by the 

teacher and students during class time. The students‟ verbal responses and facial 

expressions were noted down fully. All of the teachers‟ real names would be private to 

the researcher only. The data from classroom observations was coded and the students‟ 

responses were supplementary to the findings of the study. The researcher finally 

examined all of the results together and out of these the interpretation of the findings 

were drawn. 
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3.8   Data Analysis 

 Mean scores and standard deviations were calculated to examine learners‟ and 

teachers‟ perceptions towards the use of L1 in L2   classes. An independent sample t-test 

and an Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) were also used to conclude if there was any 

significant difference by the use of L1 in L2 classrooms. The significance level was set at 

p<0.05. 

3.9   Summary 

 The chapter three presents a comprehensive account of the methodology including 

material and process adopted for collecting data for the current study. It takes account of 

information about the colleges, universities, respondents including male and female, 

teachers and students, and the three research tools were adopted for data collection.  
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CHAPTER 4 

4 DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 

4.1   The Purpose and the Summary of the Chapter 

 The purpose of this chapter was to present the data collected through three 

different data collection tools and these three sources of data used in the study were: a) 

Classroom observation was selected as the most suitable tool for exploring teaching 

practices and other classroom activities performed by the teacher and the students. The 

major intention was to look into teaching practices inside the classroom. Initially, 

classroom observations were set to investigate whether or not L1 was used in the English 

language classroom. b) Interviews are generally placed after classroom observations in 

the hierarchy of three part data analysis as the foremost intention of the interviews was to 

ask for further explanations and clarifications regarding L1 use in L2 context and to look 

at the positivity or negativity of the responses reported by the teachers and the students. 

c) Questionnaires were administered to measure students‟ and teachers‟ quantitative 

approach toward perceptions and beliefs of L1 use in L2 classroom. These three methods 

facilitated the collection of rich and in-depth data from the participants. 

 Since to respond the questions of the current study both quantitative and 

qualitative research methods were employed and classroom observations, semi-structured 

interviews and questionnaires were the tools used for data collection. 

 Classroom Observations 4.1.1

 Classroom observation was selected as the most suitable tool for exploring 

teaching practices and other classroom activities performed by the teachers and the 

students. The major intention was to look into teaching practices inside the classroom. 

Initially, classroom observations were set to investigate whether or not L1 was used in 

the English language classroom. English language classes usually meet daily for 45 
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minutes period at college level but at university level this duration is 60 to 90 minutes 

three and two days in a week respectively. To equalize the timings of both at college and 

university level 360 minutes duration was selected for each teacher. Classroom 

observations indicated that teachers used an eclectic approach which is mainly based on 

Grammar Translation Method (GTM), Direct Method (DM) and Total Physical Response 

(TPR) to teach classes at BA, BSc, BS and B.Com level. On the topic of L1 use in the 

target language classroom, a number of authors developed diverse systems to categorize 

L1 and target language use in the classroom. For the current research project the 

researcher has also used the same categories which were developed and used by Duff and 

Polio (1994) with slight modification on the grounds of researcher‟s personal seven years 

of teaching experience. The selected model for classroom observations was divided into 

eight sub categories:  

1. Classroom administration and maintaining discipline 

2. Grammar instruction 

3. Classroom motivation 

4. Socializing with the class 

5. To explain new topics or assignments 

6. Translation of new vocabulary items 

7. Respond to students‟ use of L1 

8. Use of GTM (Grammar Translation Method) 

 In order to determine the type and amount of L1 use in various classes 04 tally 

sheets for 16 classrooms were developed, observed, marked and analyzed for 360 

minutes each teacher‟s 04 classes and these classrooms were divided into four categories 

i.e. BA, BSc, BS and B.Com. 
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Table  4.1.1:  L1 (Urdu) Use in L2 (English) Classroom by Non-Native Multilingual 

Teacher (Female) 

Teacher 
Classroom 

Admin 

Grammar 

Instruction 

Class 

Motivation 

Socializing 

with class 

Explain 

topics 

Vocabulary 

Translation 

Respond to 

students‟ use 

of L1 

GTM Use Total-R 

BA-C1 20 

5.71% 

10 

2.85% 

20 

5.71% 

12 

3.42% 

22 

6.28% 

123 

35.14% 

09 

2.57% 

134 

38.28% 

350 

BA-C2 15 

3.58% 

13 

3.11% 

15 

3.58% 

23 

5.50% 

15 

3.58% 

135 

32.29% 

12 

2.87% 

190 

45.45% 

418 

BA-C3 11 

2.83% 

12 

3.09% 

25 

6.44% 

18 

4.63% 

17 

4.38% 

142 

36.59% 

11 

2.83% 

152 

39.17% 

388 

BA-C4 13 

4.10% 

16 

5.04% 

11 

3.47% 

22 

6.94% 

06 

1.89% 

119 

37.53% 

06 

1.89% 

124 

39.11% 

317 

Note: statistical figures in columns refer to the marked and observed statements and 

their percentage about (Urdu) use in L2 (English) classroom by non-native 

multilingual teacher (Female): 

 The selected model for classroom observations was divided into eight sub 

categories: classroom administration and maintaining discipline, grammar instruction, 

classroom motivation, socializing with the class, to explain new topics or assignments, 

translation of new vocabulary, respond to students‟ use of L1 and lastly the use of GTM.  

 The Table  4.1.1 indicates that in the very first column in 06 hours ( four lectures, 

45 minutes for each) of the very first class, teacher used 20 statements regarding 

„classroom administration and maintaining discipline‟ which were 5.71% of the total 

number. Similarly, in the second sub-category which is „grammar instruction‟ the same 

teacher used 10 statements to correct and guide her students about L2 grammar in L1 

which showed 2.85% of the entire number. The third column of the same table reveals 

that the teacher used 20 times L1 statements regarding „classroom motivation‟ and this 

category indicated 5.71% of the whole strength. In the next sub-category which is 

„socializing with the class‟ the female teacher in her first class of BA, used 12 statements 

of L1 in L2  with 3.42% of the total number. Likewise, the first teacher used L1 for 

explaining new topics and assignments to the students 22 times which showed 6.28% of 

the total figures. During the translation of new vocabulary items the teacher used 123 out 

of 350 times L1 and it revealed 35.14% of the total number which is the second highest 



93 

figure in the current class. However, she employed L1 only nine times while responding 

to students‟ use of L1 which is the smallest number of statements in the ongoing class 

and it showed only 2.57% of the total. Similarly, the last column of the table one class 

one indicated that the teacher used 134 times GTM for different purposes during the 

lesson with 38.28% of the total 350. 

4.1.1.1 The Second Class of the same Teacher Indicates Slight Variation in the 

Overall Results of the Observed Categories 

 The table above shows that in the first column of the second class, the same 

teacher used 15 statements regarding „classroom administration and maintaining 

discipline‟ which were 3.58% of the total number. Likewise, in the second sub-category 

which is „grammar instruction‟ the same teacher used 13 statements to correct and guide 

her students about L2 grammar in L1 which showed 3.11% of the whole number. The 

third column of the same table reveals that the teacher used 15 times L1 statements 

regarding „classroom motivation‟ and this category indicated 3.58% of the whole 

strength. In the next sub-category which is „socializing with the class‟ the female teacher 

in her second class of BA, used 23 statements of L1 in L2  with 5.50 % of the total 

number. Likewise, the first teacher used L1 for explaining new topics and assignments to 

her students 15 times which showed 3.58% of the total figures. During the translation of 

new vocabulary items the teacher used 135 out of 418 times L1 and it revealed 32.29% of 

the total number which is the second highest figure in the current class. However, she 

used first language only 12 times while responding to students‟ use of L1 which is the 

smallest number of statements in the ongoing class and it showed only 2.87% of the total. 

Similarly, the last column of the table one class two indicated that the teacher used 190 

times GTM for different purposes during the lesson with 45.45% of the total 418. 
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4.1.1.2 The Third Class of the Same Teacher also Reveals some Slight Variation in 

the Overall Results of the Eight Observed Sub-Categories 

 The first sub-category of the C-3 shows that the teacher one used 11 statements 

regarding „classroom administration and maintaining discipline‟ which were 2.83% of the 

entire number. Likewise, in the second sub-category which is „grammar instruction‟ the 

same teacher used 12 statements to correct and guide her students about L2 grammar 

while using L1 which showed 3.09% of the total number. The third column of the same 

table revealed that the teacher used 25 times L1 statements on the subject of „classroom 

motivation‟ and this category indicated 6.44% of the whole strength. In the next sub-

category which is „socializing with the class‟ the female teacher in her third class of BA, 

used 18 statements of L1 in L2  with 4.63 % of the total quantity. Similarly, the first 

teacher used L1 for explaining new topics and assignments to the students 17 times which 

showed 4.38% of the total figures. During the translation of new vocabulary items the 

teacher used 142 out of 388 times L1 and it revealed 36.59% of the total integer which is 

the second maximum figure in the current class. However, she employed her first 

language only 11 times while responding to students‟ use of L1and it showed only 2.83% 

of the sum. Similarly, the last column of the table one class three indicated that the 

teacher used 152 times GTM for different functions during the lesson with 39.17% of the 

overall 388 statements of L1. 

4.1.1.3 The calculated digits of the fourth class of the same teacher indicate minor 

deviation in the overall results of the previously observed sub-categories of 

the three classes 

 The individual results of the fourth class, table one revealed that in the first sub-

category of the classroom observation (classroom administration) the teacher used13 

statements of L1 with 4.10 % of the total 317 number. The same teacher used 16 

statements on the topic of „classroom administration and maintaining discipline‟ which 

were 5.04% of the total number. Likewise, the third column of the same table reveals that 
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the teacher used 11 times L1 statements regarding „classroom motivation‟ and this 

category indicated 3.47% of the whole strength. In the next sub-category which is 

„socializing with the class‟ the female teacher in her fourth class of BA, used 22 

statements of L1 in L2  with 06.94 % of the total number. Likewise, the first teacher used 

L1 for „explaining new topics and assignments‟ to the students 06 times which showed 

1.89% of the total figures. During the translation of new vocabulary items the teacher 

used 119 out of 317 times L1 and it revealed 37.53% of the total number which is the 

second highest figure in the current class. However, she used first language only 06 times 

while responding to students‟ use of L1 which is the smallest number of statements in the 

current class and it showed only 1.89% of the total. Similarly, the last column of the table 

one class four indicated that the teacher used 124 times GTM for different purposes 

during the lesson with 39.11% of the total 317. 

Table  4.1.2:  L1 (Urdu) Use in L2 (English) Classroom by Non-Native Multilingual 

Teacher (Male) 

Teacher 

Male 

Classroom 

Admin 

Grammar 

Instruction 

Class 

Motivation 

Socializing with 

class 

Explain 

topics 

Vocabulary 

Translation 

Respond to 

students‟ use of 

L1 

GTM Use 
Total-

R 

BSc-C1 13 

3.89% 

20 

5.98% 

11 

3.29% 

14 

4.19% 

41 

12.27% 

125 

37.42% 

12 

3.59% 

98 

29.34% 

334 

BSc-C2 20 

6.07% 

13 

3.95% 

15 

4.55% 

16 

4.86% 

23 

6.99% 

142 

43.16% 

24 

7.29% 

76 

23.10% 

329 

BSc-C3 16 

5.21% 

11 

3.58% 

18 

5.86% 

21 

6.84% 

25 

8.14% 

106 

34.52% 

09 

2.93% 

101 

32.89% 

307 

BSc-C4 10 

3.49% 

15 

5.24% 

22 

7.69% 

12 

4.19% 

29 

10.13% 

92 

32.16% 

18 

6.29% 

88 

30.76% 

286 

Note: statistical figures in columns refer to the marked and observed statements and 

their percentage about (Urdu) use in L2 (English) classroom by non-native 

multilingual teacher (Male) 

 The selected model for classroom observations was divided into eight sub 

categories: classroom administration and maintaining discipline, grammar instruction, 

classroom motivation, socializing with the class, to explain new topics or assignments, 

translation of new vocabulary and respond to students‟ use of L1 and lastly the use of 

GTM.  
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 The Table  4.1.2 indicates that in the very first column in 03 hours ( four lectures, 

45 minutes for each) of the very first class, teacher used 13 statements regarding 

„classroom administration and maintaining discipline‟ which were 3.89% of the total 

number. Similarly, in the second sub-category which is „grammar instruction‟ the same 

teacher used 20 statements to correct and guide his students about L2 grammar in L1 

which showed 5.98% of the total number. The third column of the same table reveals that 

the teacher used 11 times L1 statements regarding „classroom motivation‟ and this 

category indicated 3.29% of the whole strength. In the next sub-category which is 

„socializing with the class‟ the male teacher in his first class of BSc, used 14 statements 

of L1 in L2  with 4.19 % of the total number. Likewise, the second teacher used L1 for 

explaining new topics and assignments to the students 41 times which showed 12.27% of 

the total figures. During the translation of new vocabulary items the teacher used 125 out 

of 334 times L1 and it revealed 37.42% of the total number which is the second highest 

figure in the current class. However, he used L1 of the students 12 times while 

responding to students‟ use of L1 which is the second smallest number of statements in 

the ongoing class and it showed only 3.59% of the total. Similarly, the last column of the 

table two class one indicated that the teacher used 98 times GTM for different purposes 

during the lesson with 29.34% of the total 334. 

4.1.1.4 The second class of the male teacher two indicates little bit difference in the 

overall results of the observed sub-categories 

 The table above shows that in the first column of the second class, the second 

teacher used 20 statements regarding „classroom administration and maintaining 

discipline‟ which were 6.07% of the total number. Likewise, in the second sub-category 

which is „grammar instruction‟ the same teacher used 13 statements to correct and guide 

his students about L2 grammar in L1 which showed 3.95% of the whole number. The 

third column of the same table reveals that the teacher used 15 times L1 statements 
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regarding „classroom motivation‟ and this category indicated 4.55% of the whole 

strength. In the next sub-category which is „socializing with the class‟ the male teacher in 

his first class of BSc, used 16 statements of L1 in L2  with 4 .86 % of the total number. 

Likewise, the second teacher used L1 for explaining new topics and assignments to his 

students 23 times which showed 6.99% of the total figures. During the translation of new 

vocabulary items the teacher used 142 out of 329 times L1 in the class and it revealed 

43.16% of the total number which is the highest numeral in the current class. However, 

he made use of L1 for 24 times while responding to students‟ use of L1 which is the 

smallest number of statements in the ongoing class and it showed only 7.29% of the total. 

Similarly, the last column of the table two, class two indicated that the teacher used 76 

times GTM for different purposes during the lesson with 23.10% of the total 329. 

4.1.1.5 The third class of the teacher two also shows some dissimilarity in the 

overall results of the eight observed sub-categories 

 The first sub-category of the C-3 shows that the second teacher used 16 

statements regarding „classroom administration and maintaining discipline‟ which were 

5.21% of the entire number. Likewise, in the second sub-category which is „grammar 

instruction‟ the same teacher used 11 statements to correct and guide his students about 

L2 grammar while using L1 which showed 3.58% of the whole number. The third 

column of the same table revealed that the teacher used 18 times L1 statements on the 

subject of „classroom motivation‟ and this category indicated 5.86% of the whole 

strength. In the next sub-category which is „socializing with the class‟ the male teacher in 

his third class of BSc, used 21 statements of L1 in L2  with 6.84 % of the total quantity. 

Similarly, the second teacher used L1 for explaining new topics and assignments to the 

students 25 times which showed 8.14% of the total figures. During the translation of new 

vocabulary items the teacher used 106 out of 307 times L1 and it revealed 34.52% of the 

total integer which is the maximum figure in the current class. However, he did employ 
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only 09 times while responding to students‟ use of L1and it showed only 2.93% of the 

sum. Similarly, the last column of the table two, class three indicated that the teacher 

used 101 times GTM for different functions during the lesson with 32.89% of the overall 

307 statements of L1. 

4.1.1.6 The calculated digits of the fourth class of the same teacher indicate some 

deviation in the overall results of the previously observed sub-categories of 

the three classes 

 The individual results of the fourth class, table two reveal that in the first sub-

category of the classroom observation (classroom administration) the teacher used10 

statements of L1 with 3.49 % of the total 286 number. The same teacher used 15 

statements on the topic of „grammar instruction‟ which were 5.24% of the total number. 

Likewise, the third column of the same table reveals that the teacher used 22 times L1 

statements regarding „classroom motivation‟ and this category indicated 7.69% of the 

whole strength. In the next sub-category which is „socializing with the class‟ the male 

teacher in his fourth class of BSc, used 12 statements of L1 in L2 with 04.19 % of the 

total number. Likewise, the second teacher used L1 for „explaining new topics and 

assignments‟ to the students 29 times which showed 10.13% of the total figures. During 

the translation of new vocabulary items the teacher used 92 out of 286 times L1 and it 

revealed 32.16% of the total number which is the highest figure in the current class. 

However, he employed L1 only 18 times while responding to students‟ use of L1 which 

is the third smallest number of statements in the current class and it showed only 6.29% 

of the total. Similarly, the last column of the table two, class four indicated that the 

teacher used 88 times GTM for different purposes during the lesson with 30.76% of the 

total 286 L1 use. 
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Table  4.1.3:  L1 (Urdu) Use in L2 (English) Classroom by Non-Native Multilingual 

Teacher (Female) 

Teacher 

Male 

Classroom 

Admin 

Grammar 

Instruction 

Class 

Motivation 

Socializing 

with class 

Explain 

topics 

Vocabulary 

Translation 

Respond to 

students‟ use 

of L1 

GTM Use Total-R 

BS-C1 05 
3.12% 

14 
8.75% 

12 
7.50% 

11 
6.87% 

14 
8.75% 

43 
26.87% 

05 
3.12% 

56 
35.00% 

160 

BS-C2 10 

5.00% 

24 

12.00% 

09 

4.50% 

07 

3.50% 

15 

7.50% 

59 

29.50% 

14 

7.00% 

62 

31.00% 

200 

BS-C3 04 

2.06% 

32 

16.49% 

06 

3.09% 

08 

4.12% 

10 

5.15% 

72 

37.11% 

17 

8.76% 

45 

23.19% 

194 

BS-C4 12 

6.93% 

17 

9.82% 

14 

8.09% 

11 

6.35% 

11 

6.35% 

51 

29.47% 

06 

3.46% 

51 

29.47% 

173 

Note: statistical figures in columns refer to the marked and observed statements and 

their percentage about (Urdu) use in L2 (English) classroom by non-native 

multilingual teacher (Female): 

 The selected model for classroom observations was divided into eight sub 

categories: classroom administration and maintaining discipline, grammar instruction, 

classroom motivation, socializing with the class, to explain new topics or assignments, 

translation of new vocabulary, respond to students‟ use of L1 and lastly the use of GTM.  

 The Table  4.1.3 indicates that in the very first column of the first class, the third 

teacher used 05 statements regarding „classroom administration and maintaining 

discipline‟ which were 3.12% of the total number. Similarly, in the second sub-category 

which is „grammar instruction‟ the same teacher used 14 statements to correct and guide 

her students about L2 grammar in L1 which showed 8.75% of the whole number. The 

third column of the same table reveals that the teacher used 12 times L1 statements 

regarding „classroom motivation‟ and this category indicated 7.50% of the whole 

strength. In the next sub-category which is „socializing with the class‟ the female teacher 

in her first class of BS, used 11 statements of L1 in L2  with 6.87 % of the total number. 

Likewise, the third teacher used L1 for explaining new topics and assignments to the 

students 14 times which showed 8.75% of the total figures. During the translation of new 

vocabulary items the teacher used 43 out of 160 times L1 and it revealed 26.87% of the 

total number which is the second highest figure in the current class. However, she 

employed first language only five times while responding to students‟ use of L1 which is 
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the smallest number of statements in the ongoing class and it showed only 3.12% of the 

total. Similarly, the last column of the table three, class one indicated that the teacher 

used 56 times GTM for different purposes during the lesson with 35.00% of the total 160. 

4.1.1.7 The second class of the similar teacher indicates slight variation in the 

overall results of the observed sub-categories of the classroom observations 

 The table above shows that in the first column of the second class, the same 

teacher used 10 statements regarding „classroom administration and maintaining 

discipline‟ which were 5.00% of the total number. Likewise, in the second sub-category 

which is „grammar instruction‟ the same teacher used 24 statements to correct and guide 

her students about L2 grammar in L1 which showed 12.00% of the whole number. The 

third column of the same table reveals that the teacher used 09 times L1 statements 

regarding „classroom motivation‟ and this category indicated 4.50% of the whole 

strength. In the next sub-category which is „socializing with the class‟ the female teacher 

in her second class of BS, used 07 statements of L1 in L2  with 3.50% of the total 

number. Likewise, the third teacher used L1 for explaining new topics and assignments to 

her students 15 times which showed 7.50% of the total figures. During the translation of 

new vocabulary items the teacher used 59 out of 200 times L1 and it revealed 29.50% of 

the total number which is the second highest figure in the current class. However, she 

used L1 only 14 times while responding to students‟ use of L1 which is the third smallest 

number of statements in the ongoing class and it showed only 7.00% of the total. 

Similarly, the last column of the table three, class two indicated that the teacher used 62 

times GTM for different purposes during the lesson with 31.00% of the total 200. 
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4.1.1.8 The third class of the same teacher also reveals some slight variation in the 

overall results of the eight observed sub-categories of the classroom 

observations 

 The first sub-category of the C-3 shows that the teacher three used 04 statements 

regarding „classroom administration and maintaining discipline‟ which were 2.06% of the 

entire number. Likewise, in the second sub-category which is „grammar instruction‟ the 

same teacher used 32 statements to correct and guide her students about L2 grammar 

while using L1 which showed 16.49% of the whole number. The third column of the 

same table revealed that the teacher used only 06 times L1 statements on the subject of 

„classroom motivation‟ and this category indicated 3.09% of the whole strength. In the 

next sub-category which is „socializing with the class‟ the female teacher in her third 

class of BS, used 08 statements of L1 in L2  with 4.12% of the total quantity. Similarly, 

the third teacher used L1 for explaining new topics and assignments to the students 10 

times which showed 5.15% of the total figures. During the translation of new vocabulary 

items the teacher used 72 out of 194 times L1 and it revealed 37.11% of the total integer 

which is the maximum figure in the current class. However, she employed first language 

only 17 times while responding to students‟ use of L1and it showed only 8.76% of the 

sum. Similarly, the last column of the table three, class three indicated that the teacher 

used 45 times GTM for different functions during the lesson with 23.19% of the overall 

194 statements of L1. 

4.1.1.9 The calculated digits of the fourth class of the same teacher indicate minor 

deviation in the overall results of the previously observed sub-categories of 

the three classes 

 The individual results of the fourth class, table one reveals that in the first sub-

category of the classroom observation (classroom administration) the teacher used12 

statements of L1 with 6.93 % of the total 173 number. The same teacher used 17 

statements on the topic of „grammar instruction‟ which were 9.82% of the total number. 
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Likewise, the third column of the same table reveals that the teacher used 14 times L1 

statements regarding „classroom motivation‟ and this category indicated 8.09% of the 

whole strength. In the next sub-category which is „socializing with the class‟ the female 

teacher in her fourth class of BS, used 11 statements of L1 in L2  with 06.35% of the total 

number. Likewise, the third teacher used L1 for „explaining new topics and assignments‟ 

to the students 11 times which showed 6.35% of the total figures. During the translation 

of new vocabulary items the teacher used 51 out of 173 times L1 and it revealed 29.47% 

of the total number which is the highest figure in the current class. However, she did 

employ only 06 times while responding to students‟ use of L1 which is the smallest 

number of statements in the current class and it showed only 3.46% of the total. 

Similarly, the last column of the table three, class four indicated that the teacher used 51 

times GTM for different purposes during the lesson with 29.47% of the total 173. 

Table  4.1.4:  L1 (Urdu) Use in L2 (English) Classroom by Non-Native Multilingual 

Teacher (Male) 

Teacher 

Male 

Classroom 

Admin 

Grammar 

Instruction 

Class 

Motivation 

Socializing 

with class 

Explain 

topics 

Vocabulary 

Translation 

Respond to 

students‟ use 

of L1 

GTM 
Total-

R 

BCo

m-C1 

05 

1.47% 

10 

2.95% 

12 

3.55% 

25 

7.39% 

20 

5.91% 

103 

30.47% 

41 

12.13% 

122 

36.09% 

338 

BCo

m-C2 

07 

2.38% 

02 

0.040% 

08 

2.72% 

18 

6.12% 

24 

8.16% 

105 

35.71% 

21 

7.14% 

109 

37.07% 

294 

BCo

m-C3 

04 

1.29% 

05 

1.61% 

11 

3.55% 

09 

2.91% 

32 

10.35% 

129 

41.74% 

29 

9.38% 

90 

29.12% 

309 

BCo

m-C4 

15 

4.13% 

11 

3.03% 

14 

3.85% 

15 

4.13% 

24 

6.61% 

154 

42.42% 

33 

9.09% 

97 

26.72% 

363 

Note: statistical figures in columns refer to the marked and observed statements and 

their percentage about (Urdu) use in L2 (English) classroom by non-native 

multilingual teacher (Male): 

  The selected model for classroom observations was divided into eight sub 

categories: classroom administration and maintaining discipline, grammar instruction, 

classroom motivation, socializing with the class, to explain new topics or assignments, 

translation of new vocabulary, respond to students‟ use of L1 and lastly the use of GTM.  

 The Table  4.1.4 indicates that in the very first column the fourth teacher used 05 

statements regarding „classroom administration and maintaining discipline‟ which were 
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1.47% of the total number. Similarly, in the second sub-category which is „grammar 

instruction‟ the same teacher used 10 statements to correct and guide his students about 

L2 grammar in L1 which showed 2.95% of the whole number. The third column of the 

same table reveals that the teacher used 12 times L1 statements regarding „classroom 

motivation‟ and this category indicated 3.55% of the whole strength. In the next sub-

category which is „socializing with the class‟ the male teacher in his first class of B.Com, 

used 25 statements of L1 in L2  with 7.39% of the total number. Likewise, the fourth 

teacher used L1 for explaining new topics and assignments to the students 20 times which 

showed 05.91% of the total figures. During the translation of new vocabulary items the 

teacher used 103 out of 338 times L1 and it revealed 30.47% of the total number which is 

the second highest figure in the current class. However, he utilized first language 41 

times while responding to students‟ use of L1 which is the third highest number of 

statements in the ongoing class and it showed only 12.13% of the total. Similarly, the last 

column of the table four class one indicated that the teacher used 122 times GTM for 

different purposes during the lesson with 36.09% of the total 338. 

4.1.1.10 The second class of the male teacher four indicates some differences in the 

overall results of the observed sub-categories 

 The table above shows that in the first column of the second class, the fourth 

teacher used 07 statements regarding „classroom administration and maintaining 

discipline‟ which were 2.38% of the total number. Likewise, in the second sub-category 

which is „grammar instruction‟ the same teacher used only 02 which is the smallest figure 

to correct and guide her students about L2 grammar in L1 which showed 0.00004% of the 

whole number. The third column of the same table reveals that the teacher used 08 times 

L1 statements regarding „classroom motivation‟ and this category indicated 2.72% of the 

whole strength. In the next sub-category which is „socializing with the class‟ the male 
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teacher in his second class of B.Com, used 18 statements of L1 in L2  with 6 .12% of the 

total number. Likewise, the fourth teacher used L1 for explaining new topics and 

assignments to his students 24 times which showed 8.16% of the total figures. During the 

translation of new vocabulary items the teacher used 105 out of 294 times L1 in the class 

and it revealed 35.71% of the total number which is the second highest digit in the 

current class. However, he employed first language 21 times while responding to 

students‟ use of L1 and it showed only 7.14% of the total. Similarly, the last column of 

the table four, class two indicated that the teacher used 109 times GTM for different 

classroom activities during the lesson with 37.07% of the total 294. 

4.1.1.11 The third class of the teacher four also shows some dissimilarity in the 

overall results of the eight observed sub-categories 

 The first sub-category of the class three shows that the fourth teacher used 04 

statements regarding „classroom administration and maintaining discipline‟ which were 

1.29% of the entire number. Likewise, in the second sub-category which is „grammar 

instruction‟ the same teacher used 05 statements to correct and guide his students about 

L2 grammar while using L1 which showed 1.61% of the whole number. The third 

column of the same table revealed that the teacher used 11 times L1 statements on the 

subject of „classroom motivation‟ and this category indicated 3.55% of the whole 

strength. In the next sub-category which is „socializing with the class‟ the male teacher in 

his third class of B.Com, used 09 statements of L1 in L2  with 02.91% of the total 

quantity. Similarly, the fourth teacher used L1 for explaining new topics and assignments 

to the students 32 times which showed 10.35% of the total figures. During the translation 

of new vocabulary items the teacher used 129 out of 309 times L1 and it revealed 41.74% 

of the total integer which is the maximum figure in the current class. However, the 

teacher employed L1 only 29 times while responding to students‟ use of L1and it showed 
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only 9.38% of the sum. Similarly, the last column of the table four, class three indicated 

that the teacher used 90 times GTM for different functions during the lesson with 29.12% 

of the overall 309 statements of L1. 

4.1.1.12 The calculated digits of the fourth class of the same teacher indicate some 

deviation in the overall results of the previously observed sub-categories of 

the three classes.  

 The individual results of the fourth class, table four reveals that in the first sub-

category of the classroom observation (classroom administration) the teacher used15 

statements of L1 with 4.13% of the total 363 number. The same teacher used 11 

statements on the topic of „grammar instruction‟ which were 3.03% of the total number. 

Likewise, the third column of the same table reveals that the teacher used 14 times L1 

statements regarding „classroom motivation‟ and this category indicated 3.85% of the 

whole strength. In the next sub-category which is „socializing with the class‟ the male 

teacher in his fourth class of B.Com, used 15 statements of L1 in L2 with 04.13 % of the 

total number. Likewise, the fourth teacher used L1 for „explaining new topics and 

assignments‟ to the students 24 times which showed 6.61% of the total figures. During 

the translation of new vocabulary items the teacher used 154 out of 363 times L1 and it 

revealed 42.42% of the total number which is the highest figure in the current class. On 

the other hand, he used L1 only 33 times while responding to students‟ use of L1 and it 

showed only 9.09% of the total. Similarly, the last column of the table four, class four 

indicated that the teacher used 97 times GTM for various classroom practices during the 

lesson with 26.72% of the total 363 L1 use. 

4.2   Respondents of the Interviews 

 Interviews are generally placed after classroom observations in the hierarchy of 

three part data analysis as the foremost intention of the interviews was to ask for further 
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explanations and clarifications regarding L1 use in L2 context and to look at the 

positivity or negativity of the responses reported by the teachers and the students. The 

succession of the interviews to follow classroom observations was in accordance with 

what Hopkins (2002) declared: “interviews generally take place as a result of 

observation; the individual interviews are extremely important sources of information for 

a non-participant observer who wants to authenticate observations he previously made”. 

Consequently, the teachers and the students were interviewed to express their opinions 

and attitudes toward the use or prohibition of Urdu language in English classrooms. 

 The questions asked in the interview lists, as demonstrated in Appendix ………… 

dealt with whether or not Urdu should be used in the EFL classrooms and how much 

percentage of L1 should be used in L2 teaching and learning. Similarly, the questions 

asked dealt with when and why do teachers and students think L1 was essential to use. 

 Interviews of Teachers from the Southern Punjab 4.2.1

 After classroom observations teachers‟ interviews were conducted and data was 

gathered from the teachers whose classes were previously observed with a view to the 

verification of the data gathered from the classroom observations. The current study 

integrated 04 respondents (teachers) for interviews including male and female out of 30 

teachers, who willingly participated in this study.  English language teachers who were 

working in public colleges and universities were randomly selected and placed into four 

categories according to their service experience: firstly those who had 1-5 years teaching 

experience, who had 6-10 years‟ experience, thirdly those teachers who had 11-15 years‟ 

experience and fourthly those who had 16 and above teaching experience in public higher 

institutions in southern Punjab were placed in the hierarchy. All the four teachers, 

selected to respond a total of ten statements were multilingual as all had grown up with 

more than two languages. All the participant teachers carried English teaching 
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qualifications, ranging from MA in English language and literature to PhD in English 

Linguistics with teaching experience of at least four years. All of them were local and 

belong to different linguistic backgrounds i.e. Urdu, Punjabi, Saraiki and Balochi. In 

order to select teachers for interviews, the Stratified Sampling technique has been 

adopted. Earlier it is also mentioned that this type of sampling is considered a mini-

reproduction of the population (Sommer 2006). 

 The data collected from the 04 teachers shows that 04 out of 04 teachers 

demonstrated considerably positive perceptions and belief toward the use of students L1 

(Urdu) in EFL classrooms.  

4.2.1.1 Description of Teacher 1 

 Teacher one has the experience of teaching English at MA and BS (English & 

Other Disciplines) levels in two public sector universities. She possesses the teaching 

experience of both English language and literature for approximately five years, holds the 

degree of MPhil in Linguistics and she never received any EFL education from abroad. 

She holds 04 year teaching experience at university level. 

 Statements and Responses 4.2.2

Q1. Do you use Students’ L1 when you are teaching English in the EFL classroom? 

Why? 

Answer: I do not use students‟ L1 while learning and teaching L2 as it makes it more 

comprehensible for students to adopt and learn only L2. 

Q2. What percentage of your time on (average) would you use students’ L1 in an 

EFL classroom? 

Answer: If the class is of 45 minutes the time for L1 may be 10 minutes. It depends on 

the complexity of the topic and level of the students. 
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Q3. For what purpose you use Students’ L1? For example? 

Answer: For jokes, quotations and to make environment of the class light as I feel 

students become relaxed by the use of L1. 

Q4. Do you think that your use of Students’ L1 when teaching English is inevitable? 

Why? 

Answer:  Sometimes it becomes necessary to use Urdu to make some terms clear to them. 

Q5. Do you think that your L1 helps you to have a positive influence on your 

students’ perceptions toward learning English? Why? 

Answer: No, I do not prefer L1 and I try to create L2 environment, gradually students 

develop their understanding in L2. But if there would be L1, they get more relax and do 

not tend to go toward L2. 

Q6. Does the use of your L1 accelerate your students’ motivation positively toward 

learning L2? 

Answer: No, teacher acts as a role model and teachers‟ L2 accelerates students‟ L2. 

 Q7. What are the main methodological approaches you use in classroom? 

Answer: CLT, DM and TPR. 

Q8. Do you see any disadvantages or negative effects in using L1 in the EFL 

classroom? 

Answer: Yes, it makes students more relaxed and they do not use L2 frequently and they 

go with translation. 

 Q9. Being a multilingual, do you think you can understand your students better in 

terms of their language weaknesses and typical errors? In what way? 

Answer: Yes, I can observe the overlapping of their L1 on L2 in terms of grammar, 

pronunciation and cohesion and coherence. 

10. Do you think English only policy in EFL classroom would produce negative 

effects in teaching/learning English? 

Answer: No, I prefer to be a multilingual but in separate contexts. As far as teaching L2 

in class is concerned, I prefer to be monolingual then. 
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4.2.2.1 Description of Overall Responses Produced by Teacher 1 

Overall responses to the questions reported by the first teacher indicate that allowing L1 

in EFL classrooms is harmful in Pakistani context as banishing L1 from English class 

will positively affect their understanding of L2 as students will adopt only English policy 

while learning L2. However, this teacher also tends to have a more positive attitude and 

perception toward Urdu as the list of interview questions indicates that this teacher has 

also responded positively on items two, three, four and seven. This list also reveals that 

the teacher responded negatively on items one, five, six and ten. 

4.2.2.2 Description of Teacher 2 

Teacher one has the experience of teaching English at C.Com/D.Com, B.Com, and 

M.Com levels. He possesses the teaching experience of both English for Specific 

Purposes (ESP) at all above mentioned levels. He holds 10 year teaching experience and 

currently doing his Mphil in English Linguistics from the private Pakistani university. 

 Statements and Responses of Teacher 2 4.2.3

Q1. Do you use Students’ L1 when you are teaching English in the EFL classroom? 

Why? 

Answer: Yes, to make them comfortable in understanding the class proceedings.  

Q2. What percentage of your time on (average) would you use students’ L1 in an 

EFL classroom? 

Answer: Normally, 60 to 70%. 

Q3. For what purpose you use Students’ L1? Any example? 

Answer: To make them understand the difficult concepts in English. 

Q4. Do you think that your use of Students’ L1 when teaching English is inevitable? 

Why? 

Answer:  It is inevitable because the base of students in English language is weak due to 

insufficient guidance at schools. 
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Q5. Do you think that your L1 helps you to have a positive influence on your 

students’ perceptions toward learning English? Why? 

Answer: Yes, because the students feel at home and do not feel alienated in the 

classroom. 

Q6. Does the use of your L1 accelerate your students’ motivation positively toward 

learning L2? 

Answer: Yes, it boasts a positive concern toward L2. 

 Q7. What are the main methodological approaches you use in classroom? 

Answer: Usually, it depends on the class and level of the students. Normally a mixture of 

GTM and Direct Method is employed. 

Q8. Do you see any disadvantages or negative effects in using L1 in the EFL 

classroom? 

Answer: No big disadvantages have been observed. 

Q9. Being a multilingual, do you think you can understand your students better in 

terms of their language weaknesses and typical errors? In what way? 

Answer: Yes, they can express their issues and difficulties in a better way in their L1. 

10. Do you think English only policy in EFL classroom would produce negative 

effects in teaching/learning English? 

Answer: Yes, because it can produce classroom shock and de-motivate students due to 

their low level proficiency in English. 

4.2.3.1 Description of Overall Responses Produced By Teacher 2 

 The data collected from the second teacher indicates that allowing Urdu in EFL 

classrooms is crucial in Pakistani context as banishing L1 from English classroom will 

negatively affect students‟ motivational level especially due to the low level of students‟ 

proficiency in English language classroom in Pakistan. He thought L1 may be 

constructive for affective reasons but not for instructive reasons. The interviewee 

highlighted that L1 should be used during the lesson at all levels such as all through 

motivational talk, encouragement and guidance. He also indicated some situations where 
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L1 may be used which included making jokes with students, developing understanding, 

and during tests to clarify those items which students did not understand. However, this 

teacher has a tendency to have a more positive attitude and perception toward Urdu as the 

list of interview questions indicates that this teacher two has responded positively on 

items one to ten. 

4.2.3.2 Description of Teacher 3 

 The third interview respondent was also a female Assistant Professor of English, 

performing her duties at a Public Sector Degree College where, she has the experience of 

teaching English at intermediate, BA, BSc levels. She has the teaching experience of both 

English language and literature at all levels. She has been selected as an Assistant 

Professor by the Punjab Public Service Commission (PPSC) recently and holds a 14 

years of teaching experience and currently she is enrolled in MPhil English Linguistics in 

a private sector university. 

 Statements and Responses 4.2.4

Q1. Do you use Students’ L1 when you are teaching English in the EFL classroom? 

Why? 

Answer: Yes, I use students‟ L1 because it is the basic way to their understanding of L2. 

Q2. What percentage of your time on (average) would you use students’ L1 in an 

EFL classroom? 

Answer: I use 60% to 80% L1 in my EFL classroom. 

Q3. For what purpose you use Students’ L1? For example? 

Answer:  I use their L1 for making them understand the material and to make them 

communicative in the class. 
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Q4. Do you think that your use of Students’ L1 while teaching English is inevitable? 

Why? 

Answer:  Yes, because they do not have enough exposure to L2 and they need L1 to 

understand L2. 

Q5. Do you think that your L1 helps you to have a positive influence on your 

students’ perceptions toward learning English? Why? 

Answer: Yes, as they feel comfortable in class without any confusion. 

Q6. Does the use of your L1 accelerate your students’ motivation positively toward 

learning L2? 

Answer: Yes, I feel so. 

 Q7. What are the main methodological approaches you use in classroom? 

Answer: I use GTM and Sandwich Approach for making them to comprehend well. 

Q8. Do you see any disadvantages or negative effects in using L1 in the EFL 

classroom? 

Answer: No, L1 is used in proper and appropriate manner. 

 Q9. Being a multilingual, do you think you can understand your students better in 

terms of their language weaknesses and typical errors? In what way? 

Answer: Yes, they can express themselves in a very well manner and I can also get their 

ideas properly. 

10. Do you think English only policy in EFL classroom would produce negative 

effects in teaching/learning English? 

Answer: Yes, to some extent. 

4.2.4.1 Description of Overall Responses Produced By Teacher 3 

 The information collected from the third teacher illustrates that allowing L1 in 

English language classroom is important in EFL classroom as proscribing L1 from 

English classroom will disapprovingly influence on students‟ perceptions toward learning 

English. She thought L1 may be constructive for affective reasons but also for instructive 

reasons. The interviewee highlighted that L1 should be used during the lesson at all levels 

such as all through motivational talk, explaining difficult concepts, facilitates 
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complicated and abstract English classroom tasks, and also provide guidance to the 

students. However, this teacher also has a tendency be more positive toward Urdu as the 

list of interview questions indicates that this teacher has responded positively from item 1 

to ten. 

4.2.4.2 Description of Teacher 4 

 The fourth teacher selected for interview was the senior most Associate Professor 

(male) of English, performing his duties at a public sector postgraduate college. He has 

the experience of teaching English at intermediate, BA, BSc and MA levels. He has the 

teaching experience of both English language and literature at various levels. He had 

been promoted as an Associate Professor by the Punjab Higher Education Department 

(HED) four years ago and holds approximately 30 years of teaching experience and he is 

simply MA in English Language and Literature. 

 Statements and Responses of Teacher 4 4.2.5

Q1. Do you use Students’ L1 when you are teaching English in the EFL classroom? 

Why? 

Answer: Yes, for my students‟ convenience. 

Q2. What percentage of your time on (average) would you use students’ L1 in an 

EFL classroom? 

Answer: I use my students‟ L1 50 to 70% in EFL classroom. 

Q3. For what purpose you use Students’ L1? For example? 

Answer: To clarify my students‟ concepts in L2. 

Q4. Do you think that your use of Students’ L1 when teaching English is inevitable? 

Why? 

Answer:  Yes, I use students‟ L1 as they would not understand otherwise. 

Q5. Do you think that your L1 helps you to have a positive influence on your 

students’ perceptions toward learning English? Why? 

Answer: Yes, learning becomes solid when indigenous tools like L1 is used in L1 class. 
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Q6. Does the use of your L1 accelerate your students’ motivation positively toward 

learning L2? 

Answer: Yes, it speeds up their morale toward L2. 

 Q7. What are the main methodological approaches you use in classroom? 

Answer: GTM only policy is adopted always. 

Q8. Do you see any disadvantages or negative effects in using L1 in the EFL 

classroom? 

Answer: Yes, L1 use in L2 classroom reduces students‟ spoken and listening skills. 

 Q9. Being a multilingual, do you think you can understand your students better in 

terms of their language weaknesses and typical errors? In what way? 

Answer: Yes, I can understand them especially when they commit grammatical errors. 

10. Do you think English only policy in EFL classroom would produce negative 

effects in teaching/learning English? 

Answer: Yes, to some extent English only policy can produce negative results in teaching 

and learning English in Pakistani context. 

4.2.5.1 Description of Overall Responses Produced by Teacher 4 

 Overall responses to the statements reported by the last and the senior most 

teacher signifies that allowing L1 in EFL classrooms is constructive in Pakistani context 

as banishing L1 from English class will negatively have an effect on their understanding 

of L2. However, this teacher also tends to have a more positive attitude and perception 

toward Urdu as the list of interview questions indicates that this teacher has also 

responded positively on items one, two, three, four, five, six, seven, nine and ten. This list 

also exposes that the teacher responded negatively only on item eight in which he 

reported that L1 use in L2 classroom has the danger to reduce students‟ spoken and 

listening skills. 
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 Interviews of Students from the Southern Punjab 4.2.6

 The current study integrated 04 respondents (students) for the interviews 

including male and female out of 100 students, who willingly participated in this study 

simply for the interviews. All the respondent students were those who had studied 

English about seven to thirteen years at schools, colleges or universities in the regions 

where this study took place. All the participants who responded in this research project 

were form different linguistic background as they shared various mother tongues but the 

same dominated or national language, Urdu. They were studying English as a foreign 

language in homo and heterogeneous groups and further these groups would be discussed 

during the analysis of their responses. Similarly, they did not have much interaction with 

the target language outside the schools, colleges and the universities and the input they 

were exposed to in English classrooms was significantly insufficient. The Stratified 

Sampling method was adopted for the selection of the respondents for interview. This 

category of sampling is measured as a mini-reproduction of the population (Sommer, 

2006). Respondents for the study were classified into four categories in terms of their 

English proficiency level according to their self-rated proficiency level in English 

language which they reported in the demographic section of the interviews. This variable 

was divided into four sub- categories: Firstly those who reported as „Poor‟ secondly, 

„Satisfactory‟ thirdly, „Good‟ and lastly „Excellent‟. The sample included English courses 

from the four strata to allow comparison i.e. BA, BSc, BS and B.Com. Total ten 

interview questions were formulated on the basis of five research questions. 

4.2.6.1 Description of Student 1 

 The first student (female) who responded the statements asked in the interviews 

was enrolled in BS (English), semester four. She was of first age group category which 

was from 17-19 years and her mother tongue was Urdu language. Her father‟s and 
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mother‟s qualification was MPhil and MA respectively. She was the student of fourth 

semester and her year of education at the university was second. She was enrolled at 

Ghazi University. She got her basic education from the public schools and college and 

she also started learning English from the very first year of her schooling. She considered 

her self-rated proficiency in English language as „Good‟.  

 Description of Responses Produced by Student 1 4.2.7

1. Do you encourage the use of L1 by your teachers in English language 

classrooms? Do you see this use as useful or not? If yes, Why?  

 Answer: Yes, the use of L1 is useful because in this way we can understand our English 

lessons. 

2. Do you prefer to be taught by a teacher who speaks both your mother tongue/L1 

and English or a teacher who speaks English only? Why? 

Answer: I always prefer the teacher who speaks both Urdu and English because L1 is 

favorable in learning about difficult concepts. 

3. In general, in your opinion, which approach is more effective (monolingual or 

bilingual), and why? 

Answer: Bilingual approach is more effective because through this approach it becomes 

easy for me to understand difficult concepts.  

4. Do you think your L1 helps you to have a positive influence on your perceptions 

toward learning English? Why? 

Answer: Yes, L1has a positive influence and it helps me to understand English language 

and literature. 

5. Does the use of your L1 accelerate your motivation positively toward learning 

L2? 

Answer: Yes, L1acclerates my motivational level and it should be used especially during 

the discussion of new and difficult terminology and vocabulary. 
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6. What parts of the lessons, if any, do you think need to be communicated in L1? 

Answer: The role of L1 becomes important when we encounter complex ideas and 

vocabulary items. 

7. Do you think you would perform better if your teacher uses your L1 to explain 

difficult concepts? How? 

Answer: Yes, it becomes easy for us to understand difficult concepts when our teacher 

uses Urdu.  

8. Do you think you would understand English grammar better when it is 

explained in your mother tongue/L1? How? 

Answer: Yes, L1 helps me to understand English grammar and structure of L2. 

9. Do you feel more encouraged when your teacher gives directions while using 

mother tongue/ L1 instead of English about exams? How? 

Answer: Yes, I feel better when our teacher tell us about our term-exam in L1 because 

sometimes I cannot understand even basic information provided in L2. 

10. Do you feel more motivated when your teacher uses L1 while checking your 

comprehension, short questions, summaries, letter writing and paraphrasing the 

text? How? 

Answer: Yes, it becomes easy for us to make the things permanent. 

4.2.7.1 Analysis of responses produced by student 1 

 Overall responses to the statements reported by the first student signifies that 

allowing Urdu in English as a foreign language classrooms is highly beneficial in 

Pakistani context as banishing L1 from English class will produce negative effects on 

students‟ understanding of L2. However, this student also tends to have more positive 

perceptions and belief toward Urdu as the list of interview questions indicated that this 

student along with other students who were not included in this study due to some 

inevitable limitations of the study has also responded positively on items one to ten. This 

list also exposes and justifies the need to use of L1 saying that low-level learners get 

participated in the lesson when Urdu is used. When this student was asked whether she 
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thinks that English teacher should use Urdu in EFL class, she indicated that L1 should be 

allowed, as it helps students, particularly in checking and correcting our different 

components of composition, giving directions regarding exams, understanding English 

grammar, comprehending difficult concepts and helping in developing a sense in English 

language and literature. Similarly, responding to the statement five the student reported 

that Urdu accelerates her motivational level and it should be used especially during the 

discussion of new and difficult terminologies and vocabulary items. 

4.2.7.2 Description of Student 2 

 The second student (male) who answered the statements asked in the interviews 

was enrolled in BSc at the public sector college and was of fourth year student. He was of 

second age group category which was from 20-22 years and his mother tongue was 

Saraiki language. His father‟s and mother‟s qualification was MSc and MA respectively. 

He secured his basic education from the private schools and public college and he also 

started learning English from the very first year of his schooling. He reported his self-

rated proficiency in English language as „Excellent‟.  

 Description of Responses Produced by Student 2 4.2.8

1. Do you encourage the use of L1 by your teachers in English language 

classrooms? Do you see this use as useful or not? If yes, Why?  

Answer: Yes, L1 has an important role because it is useful in a sense that it becomes easy 

for us to understand L2 easily. 

2. Do you prefer to be taught by a teacher who speaks both your mother tongue/L1 

and English or a teacher who speaks English only? Why? 

Answer: We prefer the teacher who uses L1 in English class because in this way we can 

understand difficult points with little effort. 
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3. In general, in your opinion, which approach is more effective (monolingual or 

bilingual), and why? 

Answer: L1 to L2 and L2 to L1 approach is important for us. 

4. Do you think your L1 helps you to have a positive influence on your perceptions 

toward learning English? Why? 

Answer: I think L1 gives us a straight way to understand L2 properly. 

5. Does the use of your L1 accelerate your motivation positively toward learning 

L2? 

Answer: Yes, the use of L1 in L2 classroom encourages me and helps me to go forward 

while learning L2. 

6. Do you think you would do better with either a bilingual or a monolingual 

teacher? 

Answer: I think, I feel better in the class with a teacher who uses bilingual approach in 

the class. 

7. Do you think you would perform better if your teacher uses your L1 to explain 

difficult concepts? How? 

Answer: I always think that I can do well with the help of L1. 

8. Do you think you would understand English grammar better when it is 

explained in your mother tongue/L1? How? 

Answer: No, L1 does not help me in learning L2 grammar as both languages have 

different structures. 

9. Do you feel more encouraged when your teacher gives directions while using 

mother tongue/ L1 instead of English about exams? How? 

Answer: Yes, I feel more encouraged when our teacher gives us hints about exams in L1. 
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10. Do you feel more motivated when your teacher uses L1/mother tongue while 

checking your comprehension, short questions, summaries, letter writing and 

paraphrasing the text? How? 

Answer: Yes, L1 helps us to understand these compositional elements of L2. 

4.2.8.1 Analysis of responses produced by student 2 

 The second student reported that the use of Urdu language in EFL classrooms is 

highly beneficial to him since banishing L1 from English class will produce harmful 

effects on students‟ understanding of L2. However, this student also has positive 

perceptions and beliefs toward Urdu as the list of interview questions and the responses 

of those questions produced by the 2
nd

 student indicated that this student along with other 

students who were not included in this study due to some inevitable limitations of the 

study have also responded positively on items one, two, three, four, five, six, seven, nine 

and ten. This list also exposes that the student responded negatively only on item eight in 

which he reported that L1 do not help him in learning L2 grammar as both the languages 

have different structures. When this student was asked whether he thinks that English 

teacher should use Urdu in EFL class, he indicated that L1 should be allowed, as it helps 

students, chiefly in checking and correcting students‟ various components of 

composition, giving directions about exams, comprehending complicated concepts and 

helping in developing a sense in English language and literature.  

4.2.8.2 Description of Student 3 

 The third student (female) who replied the statements asked in the interviews was 

enrolled in B.Com program at the public sector college and was of third year student and 

she was studying in heterogeneous atmosphere. She was of first age group category 

which was from 17-19 years and her mother tongue was Punjabi. Her father‟s and 

mother‟s qualification was Graduation and Intermediate respectively. She attained her 
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basic education from the public schools and public college and she started learning 

English from the very first year of her schooling. She reported her self-rated proficiency 

in English language as „Satisfactory‟.  

4.2.8.3 Description of Responses Produced by Student 3 

1. Do you encourage the use of L1 by your teachers in English language 

classrooms? Do you see this use as useful or not? If yes, Why?  

Answer: Our English teacher uses Urdu 50 to 60 % in our English language class which 

is encouraging for us to make our concepts clear.  

2. Do you prefer to be taught by a teacher who speaks both your L1 and English or 

a teacher who speaks English only? Why? 

Answer: Bilingual teacher is more useful for us. 

3. In general, in your opinion, which approach is more effective (monolingual or 

bilingual), and why? 

Answer: Definitely, bilingual approach is more effective.  

4. Do you think your L1 helps you to have a positive influence on your perceptions 

toward learning English? Why? 

Answer: Surely, Urdu develops a positive belief while learning English as it motivates us 

toward L2. 

5. Does the use of your L1 accelerate your motivation positively toward learning 

L2? 

Answer: Yes, it motivates us as if our teacher teaches us English in only L2 it becomes 

difficult for us to comprehend the new concepts. 

6. Do you think you would do better with either a bilingual or a monolingual 

teacher? 

Answer: Bilingual teacher performs much better in our class. 
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7. Do you think you would perform better if your teacher uses your L1 to explain 

difficult concepts? How? 

Answer: Yes, L1 performs the best role to explain complex grammatical structure and 

similarly complex and difficult ideas. 

8. Do you think you would understand English grammar better when it is 

explained in your L1? How? 

Answer: Yes, through the comparative study of grammatical rule it becomes easy to 

understand English grammar. 

9. Do you feel more encouraged when your teacher gives directions while using L1 

instead of English about exams? How? 

Answer: Yes, the fear of exam is very important. When our English teacher gives 

directions regarding exams in English it creates irritation for us. 

10. Do you feel more motivated when your teacher uses L1 while checking your 

comprehension, short questions, summaries, letter writing and paraphrasing the 

text? How? 

Answer: Yes, all sorts of explanations, corrections and directions should be in L1. 

4.2.8.4 Analysis of Responses Produced By Student 3 

 The third student also showed a highly positive perception regarding the use of 

Urdu language in foreign language classroom. L1 is highly useful to her as banishing L1 

from English class will create destructive effects on students‟ understanding of L2. The 

study also shows that the respondent has positive perception regarding items one to ten. 

When this student was asked whether she thinks that English teacher should use Urdu in 

EFL class, she indicated that L1 should be allowed in L2 classroom, as L1 helps students, 

mostly in checking and correcting students‟ various components of composition, giving 

directions about exams, comprehending complicated concepts and helping in developing 

a sense in understanding English language and literature.  
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4.2.8.5 Description of Student 4 

 The fourth and last student (male) of the selected population who responded the 

statements asked in the interviews was enrolled in BA at the public sector college and 

was of third year student. He was of first age group category which was from 17-19 years 

and his mother tongue was Blochi language which was included in the category of 

„Other‟ languages. His both parents were uneducated. He secured his basic education 

from the public schools and now even was enrolled in Public Sector College and he also 

started learning English from the very first year of his schooling. He reported his self-

rated proficiency in English language as „Poor‟. 

4.2.8.6 Description of Responses Produced by Student 4 

1. Do you encourage the use of L1 by your teachers in English language 

classrooms? Do you see this use as useful or not? If yes, Why?  

Answer: Yes, the use of L1 in L2 class is encouraging because L1 clarifies our concepts 

and meaning of the words. 

2. Do you prefer to be taught by a teacher who speaks both your mother tongue/L1 

and English or a teacher who speaks English only? Why? 

Answer: Yes, I prefer the teacher who uses both the languages in the class because the 

use of L1 makes things more clear. 

3. In general, in your opinion, which approach is more effective (monolingual or 

bilingual), and why? 

Answer: Bilingual method is more beneficial in the class because all the students have 

different mental approach. 
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4. Do you think your L1 helps you to have a positive influence on your perceptions 

toward learning English? Why? 

Answer: In general, learning of any language L1 helps a lot. So, the use of L1 has a 

positive influence on learning. 

5. Does the use of your L1 accelerate your motivation positively toward learning 

L2? 

Answer: Yes, L1 accelerates our motivation toward learning L2. 

6. Do you think you would do better with either a bilingual or a monolingual 

teacher? 

Answer: I can perform better with bilingual teacher because things which will not be 

understandable for me I will be able to ask in L1. 

7. Do you think you would perform better if your teacher uses your L1 to explain 

difficult concepts? How? 

Answer: Yes, because L1 clarifies our concepts of L2. 

8. Do you think you would understand English grammar better when it is 

explained in your mother tongue/L1? How? 

Answer: No, because the grammatical structure of L1 varies from the structure of L2. 

9. Do you feel more encouraged when your teacher gives directions while using 

mother tongue/ L1 instead of English about exams? How? 

Answer: Yes, L1 also helps us to overcome exams anxiety and we can do better 

preparation. 

10. Do you feel more motivated when your teacher uses L1 while checking your 

comprehension, short questions, summaries, letter writing and paraphrasing the 

text? How? 

Answer: Yes, I feel better when our teacher uses our L1 when he checks our tests of 

composition and gives us feedback in L1. 
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4.2.8.7 Analysis of Responses Produced By Student 4 

 The last student reported that the exercise of L1 in EFL classrooms is greatly 

positive to him. However, this student also have positive perceptions and belief toward 

Urdu as the record of interview questions and the responses of those questions given by 

the fourth student indicated that this student along with other students who were not 

integrated in this research due to limitations of the study has also responded positively on 

items one, two, three, four, five, six, seven, nine and ten. This list reveals that the student 

responded negatively only on item eight in which he reported that the grammatical 

structure of L1 varies from the structure of L2. 

  When this student was inquired whether he thinks that English language teacher 

should use Urdu in L2 classroom, he suggested that L1 should be allowed, since it helps 

students, mostly in checking and correcting students‟ various components of 

composition, giving directions about exams and comprehending complicated concepts. 

The purpose of this research study is multifold: to analyze the perceptions and 

beliefs of English language teachers and learners toward the use of Urdu language in EFL 

classroom at degree level in the Southern Punjab, to explore the impacts of Urdu/L1 on 

teaching learning activities in L2 classroom, to analyze the reasons and situations which 

encourage the learners and the teachers to use their L1 in L2 classroom, to examine the 

contribution of L1 in enhancing learners‟ and teachers‟ receptive (their understanding) 

and productive (the ability to use language) ability of L2, to analyze the effect of age 

variation (students) and experience (teachers) on the responses about L1 use in L2 

teaching, to explore the impact of teacher‟s qualification related to L1 use in L2 teaching, 

to investigate the influence of L1 use in L2 teaching on the self-rated proficiency of the 

students, to explore the influence of teachers‟ and students‟ mother tongue on the 
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responses about L1 use in L2 pedagogy and to examine the effect of teachers‟ and 

students‟ gender variation on the responses about L1 use in L2 pedagogy. 

 The current study contained the following research questions with related 

hypotheses: 

1. What are English language teachers‟ and students‟ perceptions and beliefs regarding 

the use of L1 in L2 classroom at degree level? 

2. What are the impacts of L1 on teaching and learning process in L2 classroom? 

3. What motivates teachers and students to use L1 in L2 classroom? 

4. What are the situations in which teachers and students desire to use their L1 in L2 

classroom? 

5. Does the use of L1 facilitate to improve learners‟ and teachers‟ receptive and 

productive ability of L2? 

6. Is there any effect of age variation (students) and experience (teachers) on the 

responses about L1 use in L2 teaching? 

7. What is the impact of teacher‟s qualification related to L1 use in L2 teaching? 

8. What is the influence of L1 use in L2 pedagogy on the self-rated proficiency of the 

students? 

9. What is the influence of teachers‟ and students‟ mother tongue on the use of L1 in L2 

teaching?  

10. Is there any effect of teachers‟ and students‟ gender variation on the responses about 

L1 use in L2 pedagogy? 

 Based on above mentioned research questions, this research examines the 

following hypotheses: 
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Following null hypotheses are drawn to analyze the data collected from English 

language teachers and students at degree level with respect to above mentioned research 

questions.  

H1: Use of L1 in L2 classroom does not affect teachers‟ teaching perceptions.  

H2: Use of L1 in L2 classroom has no impact on teaching/ learning process in L2 

classroom. 

H3: It does not motivate teachers and students to use L1 in L2 classroom? 

H4: There are no situations in which teachers and students desire to use their L1 in L2 

classroom. 

H5: L1 does not facilitate to improve learners‟ and teachers‟ receptive and productive 

ability of L2. 

H6: There is no effect of age variation (students) and experience (teachers) on the 

responses about L1 use in L2 teaching. 

H7: There is no impact of teacher‟s qualification related to L1 use in L2 teaching. 

H8: L1 use in L2 teaching has no influence on the self-rated proficiency of the students. 

H9: There is no influence of teachers‟ and students‟ mother tongue on the use of L1 in L2 

teaching. 

H10: There is no effect of teachers‟ and students‟ gender variation on the responses about 

L1 use in L2 pedagogy. 

 The purpose of this chapter is to present the data analysis and interpretation to 

explore the answers of research questions mentioned in Chapter # 1 and in the beginning 

the current chapter. Statistics is considered as a technique dealing with data. According to 

this definition statistics is a tool linked with the collection organization and analysis of 

facts in numerical form (Runyon, Audry Haber, 1980). This chapter is associated with 

data analysis. Classroom observation was selected as the most suitable tool for exploring 
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teaching practices and other classroom activities performed by the teacher and the 

students. The major intention was to look into teaching practices inside the classroom. 

Initially, classroom observations were set to investigate whether or not L1 was used in 

the English language classroom. English language classes usually meet daily for 45 

minutes period at college level but at university level this duration is 60 to 90 minutes 

three and two days in a week respectively. To equalize the timings of both at college and 

university level 180 minutes duration was selected for each class. Classroom observations 

indicated that teachers used an eclectic approach which mainly based Grammar 

Translation Method (GTM), Direct Method (DM) and Total Physical Response (TPR) to 

teach classes at BA, BSc, BS and B.Com level. In order to determine the type and amount 

of L1 use in various classes 04 tally sheets for 16 classrooms were developed, observed, 

marked and analyzed for 180 minutes each class and these classrooms were divided into 

four categories i.e. BA, BSc, BS and B.Com. After classroom observations teachers‟ 

interviews were conducted and data was gathered from the teachers whose classes were 

previously observed with a view to the verification of the data gathered from the 

classroom observations. The current study integrated 04 respondents (teachers) for 

interviews including male and female out of 30 teachers, who willingly participated in 

this study.  English language teachers who were working in public colleges and 

universities were randomly selected and placed into four categories according to their 

service experience: firstly, those who had 1-5 years teaching experience. Secondly, those 

who had 6-10 years‟ experience. Thirdly, those teachers who had 11-15 years of teaching 

experience. Lastly, those teachers who had 16- above years of teaching experience in 

public sector institutions. All the four teachers, selected to respond a total of ten 

statements were multilingual as all had grown up with more than two languages. All the 

participant teachers carried English teaching qualifications, ranging from MA in English 
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language and literature to PhD in English Linguistics with teaching experience of at least 

four years. All of them were local and belong to different linguistic backgrounds i.e. 

Urdu, Punjabi, Saraiki and Blochi. In order to select teachers for interviews, the Stratified 

Sampling technique has been adopted. Earlier it is also mentioned that this type of 

sampling is considered a mini-reproduction of the population (Sommer, 2006). After 

semi-structured interviews the third and last tool for data collection which was 

questionnaire was used to collect information from the teachers and the students. In this 

regard 577 questionnaires were distributed to the students (276 female and 301 male), 

465 were from the public and 112 were from the private institutions. The second category 

of the data is belonging to 156 (81 female and 75 male teachers). 

  For the purpose of data analysis through a software tool SPSS (Statistical 

Package for Social Sciences) version 21.0 was selected. Data was inserted and stored in 

SPSS Grid Sheet. This stored data was analyzed through statistical tests like ANOVA and 

T-test, Statistics which were used to evaluate the differences in the use of LLS for 

different variables. To find out the reliability of the data Chronbach‟s Alpha Coefficient 

and compare means were applied.  

 For the purpose of a symmetrical arrangement of results this chapter has been 

divided into two sections. First deals with the demographic characteristics of the 

participants. Frequency and percentage of demographic variables were indicated in the 

tabular forms pursued by their descriptive explanations. Narrative description is also 

mentioned along with each table. 
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4.3   Description of the Proposed Questionnaires 

 Section-1 4.3.1

4.3.1.1 Demographic Data 

Student Participants 

Table  4.3.1: Frequency and Percentage of Age Group of the Participants (N=577) 

Age Groups Frequency Percentage 

17-19 (years) 445 77 

20-22 (years) 132 23 

Total 577 100.0 

 The Table  4.3.1 indicates data about the frequency and percentage of age group of 

the participants (students). The data of 577 respondents (male and female) was divided 

into two categories of age groups. In the first category of age group (17-19 years), there 

were 445 participants who were 77% of the total number. In the second category of age 

group (20-22 years), there were 132 respondents who were 23% of 577 respondents. 

Table  4.3.2: Frequency and Percentage of Gender of the Participants (Students N=577) 

Gender Frequency Percentage 

Female 276 48 

Male 301 52 

Total 577 100.0 

 The Table  4.3.2 shows data about frequency and percentage of gender of the 

participants. In this table the received data was divided into male and female categories 

and in the female gender category there were 276 respondents who were 48% of total 577 

participants and in the male gender category 301 participants were included who were 

52% of the total number of respondents. 

  



131 

Table  4.3.3: Frequency and Percentage of Mother Tongue of the Participants (N=577) 

Mother Tongue Frequency Percentage 

Urdu 168 29.1 

Punjabi 65 11.3 

Saraiki 322 55.8 

Others (Blochi, Pushto & Rangri) 22 3.8 

Total 577 100.0 

 The Table  4.3.3 displays data on the subject of frequency and percentage of 

mother tongue of the students. In this category the collected data was segregated into four 

sub-categories i.e. Urdu, Punjabi, Saraiki and other languages (Blochi, Pushto and 

Rangri). In the first sub-category 168 students responded their mother tongue as Urdu 

which was 29.1% of 577 participants. In the second sub-category 65 respondents replied 

their mother tongue as Punjabi and it was 11.3% of the total number. The third sub-

category showed 322 participants who spoke Saraiki which was 55.8% of the total 

population. The fourth sub-category was the combination of Blochi, Pashto and Rangri 

languages and 22 students responded these languages as their mother tongue and this was 

3.8% of the total selected population. 

Table  4.3.4: Frequency and Percentage of Mother Qualification of the Participants (N=577) 

Mother Qualification Frequency Percentage 

Uneducated 274 47.5 

Elementary 74 12.8 

Matriculation 79 13.7 

Intermediate 43 7.5 

Graduation 58 10.1 

Post-graduation 40 6.9 

Others(MPhil & PhD) 9 1.6 

Total 577 100 

 The Table  4.3.4 exhibits data about frequency and percentage of mother 

qualification of the respondents. In this main category the collected data was divided into 

seven sub-categories i.e. Uneducated, Elementary, Matriculation, Intermediate, 

Graduation, Post-graduation and Others (MPhil & PhD). In the first sub-category 274 
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participants responded their mothers as illiterate which was 47.5% of the total population. 

In the 2
nd

 sub-category 74 students which were 12.8% of the total population replied their 

mothers‟ qualification as elementary. In the 3
rd

 sub-category of mother‟s qualification 79 

respondents replied their mothers as having secondary school certificates and this showed 

13.7% of the selected population. The fourth sub-category showed that 43 participants‟ 

mothers had a higher secondary school certificate which was 7.5%. In the fifth sub-

category 58 students replied that their mothers had bachelor degree and this showed 

10.1% of the random sample. The sixth sub-category indicated that 40 participants 

answered that their mothers had masters‟ degree and this showed 6.9% of the total 

sample. In the last sub-category 9 students indicated their mothers had MPhil or PhD 

qualifications and this was 1.6% of the selected population. 

Table  4.3.5: Frequency and Percentage of Father‟s Qualification of the Participants (N=577) 

Father  Qualification Frequency Percentage 

Uneducated 159 27.6 

Elementary 68 11.8 

Matriculation 91 15.8 

Intermediate 64 11.1 

Graduation 92 15.9 

Post-graduation 80 13.9 

Others(MPhil & PhD) 23 4.0 

Total 577 100.0 

 The Table  4.3.5 demonstrates data about frequency and percentage of fathers‟ 

qualification of the participants. In this main category the collected data was divided into 

seven sub-categories i.e. Uneducated, Elementary, Matriculation, Intermediate, 

Graduation, Post-graduation and Others (MPhil & PhD). In the first sub-category 159 

participants responded their fathers as uneducated which was 27.6% of the total 

population. In the second sub-category 68 students which were 11.8% of the total 

population replied their fathers‟ qualification as elementary. In the third sub-category 91 

respondents replied their fathers as having secondary school certificates and this showed 

15.8% of the selected population. The fourth sub-category showed that 64 participants‟ 
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fathers had a higher secondary school certificate which was 11.1%. In the fifth sub-

category 92 students replied that their fathers had bachelor degree and this showed 15.9% 

of the random sample. The sixth sub-category indicated that 80 participants answered that 

their fathers had postgraduate degree and this showed 13.9% of the total sample. In the 

last sub-category 23 students indicated their fathers had MPhil or PhD qualifications and 

this was 4.0% of the selected population. 

Table  4.3.6: Frequency and Percentage of the Participants year of Education (Students N=577) 

Year of study Frequency Percentage 

3
rd

 434 75 

4
th

 143 25 

Total 577 100.0 

 The Table  4.3.6 shows the next variable selected for the current study and this 

was the frequency and percentage of the participants‟ year of education. In this variable, 

3
rd

 and 4
th

 year students were selected and were put into two different categories. In the 

first category 434 participants were included that indicated 75% of 577. In the second 

category 143 students participated and this was 25% of the total population. 

Table  4.3.7: Frequency and Percentage of the Participants Institution Wise (Students N=577) 

Institution Frequency Percentage 

Public 465 80.6 

Private 112 19.4 

Total 577 100.0 

 The Table  4.3.7 presents data about frequency and percentage of the participants 

institution wise. In this table the received data was divided into public and private 

institutions and it was reported that 465 respondents got most of their education from the 

public sector institutions which was 80.6% of total 577. The second category 112 
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participants were reported who received the large part of their education from the private 

institutions and it was 19.4 percent of the sample. 

Table  4.3.8: Frequency and Percentage of the Participants English Learning Start Wise 

(Students N=577) 

 Year of learning L2 Frequency Percentage 

1-above 319 55 

6-above 258 45 

Total 577 100.0 

 The Table  4.3.8 shows the next variable selected for the present study and this 

was the frequency and percentage of the participants‟ year of learning a foreign language. 

In this variable, the whole population was divided into two different categories i.e. from 1 

to above and 6 to above. In the first category 319 participants were included that 

indicated 55% of 577. In the second category 258 students participated and this was 45% 

of the total population.  

Table  4.3.9: Frequency and Percentage of the Participants Self-rated Proficiency Wise (N=577) 

Self- rated proficiency Frequency Percentage 

Poor 137 23.7 

Satisfactory 240 41.6 

Good 149 25.8 

Excellent 50 8.7 

Total 577 100.0 

 The Table  4.3.9 shows the data gathered from the participants through frequency 

and percentage of the participants‟ self-rated proficiency. In this table the received data 

was divided into four self-rated proficiency levels i.e. poor, satisfactory, good and 

excellent. In the first self-rated proficiency level it was reported that 137 students 

responded their self-rated proficiency as poor and it was 23.7% of the total number. 240 

participants reported their L2 proficiency level satisfactory and this showed 41.6% of the 
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whole sample. In the third level of foreign language proficiency 149 students participated 

and this was 25.8 of the population. 50 respondents replied their level of L2 proficiency 

as excellent and it was only 8.7 of the entire population.  

 Demographic Information of Teacher Participants 4.3.2

Table  4.3.10:  Frequency and Percentage of Gender of the Participants (Teachers N=156) 

Gender Frequency Percentage 

Male 75 48.5 

Female 81 51.5 

Total 156 100 

 The Table  4.3.10 shows the variable selected for the current study and this was 

the frequency and percentage of gender of the participants (teachers). In this table the 

received data was divided into male and female categories and in the male gender 

category there were 75 respondents which were 48.5% of total 156 participants and in the 

female gender category 81 participants were included which were 51.5% of the total 

number of respondents. 

Table  4.3.11:  Frequency and Percentage of the Participants Qualification Wise (N=156): 

Qualification Frequency Percentage 

MA 126 80 

MPhil 29 19 

PhD 1 1 

Total 156 100 

 The Table  4.3.11 shows the next variable selected for the present study and this 

indicated the frequency and percentage of the participants‟ qualification of the foreign 

language. In this variable, the whole population was divided into three different 

categories such as MA, MPhil and PhD. The first category showed that most of these 

teachers had done Masters in English literature and English Linguistics as it is the basic 

requirement for lecturer at college and university level job. In this category 126 
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participants were included which indicated 80% of 156. In the second category 29 MPhil 

qualified teachers participated and this was 19% of the total population. In the third 

category only one PhD qualified teacher responded this indicated only 1% of the selected 

sample. 

Table  4.3.12:  Frequency and Percentage of the Participants Mother Tongue Wise (N=156): 

    Mother tongue Frequency Percentage 

Urdu 66 42.8 

Punjabi 27 17.2 

Saraiki 59 37.5 

Others (Blochi, Pushto & Rangri) 4 2.5 

    Total 156 100 

 The Table  4.3.12 presents data on the subject of frequency and percentage of 

mother tongue of the teachers. In this variable the collected data was separated into four 

sub-categories i.e. Urdu, Punjabi, Saraiki and other languages of the region (Blochi, 

Pushto and Rangri). In the first sub-category 66 teachers responded their mother tongue 

as Urdu which was 42.8% of 156 participants. In the second sub-category 27 respondents 

replied their mother tongue as Punjabi and it was 17.2% of the total number. The third 

sub-category showed 59 participants who spoke Saraiki which was 37.5% of the total 

population. The fourth sub-category was the combination of Blochi, Pashto and Rangri 

languages and only 4 teachers responded these languages as their mother tongue and this 

was 2.5% of the total selected population.   
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Table  4.3.13:  Frequency and Percentage of the Participants Teaching Experience of L2 

(N=156) 

Experience  Frequency Percentage 

0-4 53 34.5 

5-10 62 39.3 

11-20 25 15.9 

21-Above 16 10.2 

Total 156 100 

 The Table  4.3.13 shows the next variable selected for the present study and this 

was the frequency and percentage of the participants‟ teaching experience. In this 

variable, the whole population was divided into four different categories i.e. from 0 to 4 

years, 5 to 10 years, 11 to 20 years and 21 and above years teaching experience. In the 

first category 53 participants were included that indicated 34.5% of 156. In the second 

category 62 teachers participated and this was 39.3% of the total population. The third 

category showed 15.9% response of 25 respondents, which is also the third-rate response 

in the table. In the last category 16 participants participated which was 10.2% of the total 

sample. 

Table  4.3.14:  Frequency and Percentage of the Participants Overseas Qualification 

Wise (N=156) 

Overseas Qualification Frequency Percentage 

Yes 1 .9 

No 155 99.1 

Total 156 100 

 The Table  4.3.14 shows the next variable selected for the present study and this 

was the frequency and percentage of the participants‟ overseas qualification a foreign 

language. In this variable, the whole population was divided into two different close-

ended categories i.e. Yes or No. In the first category (Yes) only one participant was 
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included that indicated .9% of 156 respondents. In the second category 155 teachers 

participated and this was 99.1% of the total population.  

 Section-2 4.3.3

Table  4.3.15:  Mean Score criteria  

High  Strongly Agree  

 4.5 to 5.0 

 Agree 

 3.5 to 4.4 

Medium  Sometime used  

 2.5 to 3.4 

Low  Disagree  

 1.5 to 2.4 

 Strongly Disagree  

 1.0 to 1.4 

The Table  4.3.15 leads toward the mean score; a criteria adopted from Oxford 

(1990) having the object of enhanced comprehension of the overall scale use and use of 

all categories. Such type of taxonomy has been a well-liked statistical analysis of the 

scale with all its categories. Hence the same criterion is adopted to enhance 

comprehension of the results current data analysis. 

 Students Responses Analysis 4.3.4

Table  4.3.16: Reliability of the Scale = .939 

Scale Category Reliability    

Perception & Belief of L1 use in L2 Pedagogy 0.805    

Impact of L1 Use in L2 Pedagogy 0..742    

Reasoning of L1 use in L2 Pedagogy 0.764    

Situation & Atmosphere of L1 use in L2 Pedagogy 0.825    

Contribution of L1 use in L2 Pedagogy  0.869    
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The Table  4.3.16 

Table  4.3.17:  Showing Frequency of Students‟ reported on overall scale of L1 use in L2 

pedagogy 

 No. of students Mean SD 

Overall scale L1 Use  577 3.47 0.71 

 In the Table  4.3.17 descriptive statistics indicated that the participants responded 

a High degree of L1 use in L2 learning but overall near to the medium having the value 

(M=3.47, SD=0.71).  

 Frequency of Students Reported on Five Categories Scale L1 Use In L2 4.3.5

Pedagogy 

Table  4.3.18:  Showing Frequency of Students‟ Reported on Five Categories of Scale 

Scale Categories 
No. of 

students 
Mean SD 

Frequency of 

category 

Perception & Belief of L1 use in 

L2 
577 

3.44 0.51 
Medium 

Impact of L1 use in L2 577 3.41 0.55 High 

Reasoning of L1 use in L2 577 3.39 0.54 Medium 

Situation & Atmosphere of L1 use 

in L2 
577 

3.53 0.53 
High 

Contribution of L1 use in L2 577 3.57 0.61 High 

The Table  4.3.18 showing all five scale categories in the present study were used 

as High to medium range  the most preferred category reported was Contribution of L1 

use in L2 Pedagogy (M=3.57, SD=0.61), Situations of L1 use in L2 Pedagogy (M=3.53, 

SD=0.53),Perception & Belief of L1 use in L2 Pedagogy (M=3.44, SD=0.51),Impact of 

L1 use in L2 Pedagogy(M=3.41 SD=0.55) and the medium Reasoning of L1 use in L2 

Pedagogy (M=3.39, SD=0.54). 
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Table  4.3.19:  Frequency (%), Mean and Standard Deviation about Perception & Belief 

of L1 use in L2 

Item 

No. 
Perception & Belief Mean SD 

Frequency 

categories 

1.  I perceive that in order to learn English thoroughly, I must 

use only English in EFL classroom. 
3.20 1.394 Medium 

2.  I expect my teacher to use only English while discussing 

course policies, attendance, and other administrative 

information in and outside the class. 
3.38 1.302 Medium 

3.  I feel that regardless of how much my English teacher 

chooses to use English, the students must use English at all 

times in the classroom 
3.39 1.357 Medium 

4.  I think use of L1 in English classroom helps me to cultivate 

a positive attitude toward L2 learning. 
3.77 1.133 High 

5.  I think use of L1 helps me to become autonomous English 

language learner. 
3.62 1.213 High 

6.  I think that use of L1 in English language classroom helps 

me to develop as bilingual/multilingual learner. 
3.73 1.155 High 

7.  I believe that I will become more proficient in English 

when L1 will be used in the classroom. 
3.52 1.277 High 

8.  I believe that the incorporation of L1 can therefore reduce 

my classroom shock. 
3.36 1.168 Medium 

9.  L1 should be used to facilitate complicated English 

classroom tasks. 
3.70 1.159 High 

10.  I feel more comfortable when my teacher uses only English 

when checking our comprehension, short questions, 

summaries, letter writing and paraphrasing the text. 
3.50 1.287 High 

11.  I think that teachers should discuss with students the 

decision of using students' L1 in English language 

classrooms. 
3.60 1.183 High 

12.  I believe that students‟ L1 should be allowed during 

English lessons. 3.37 1.294 Medium 

13.  I prefer my teacher to use L1 in correcting students‟ written 

work. 
3.27 1.330 Medium 

14.  I prefer my teacher to use notes in L1 as comments on 

students‟ writings. 
3.15 1.290 Medium 

15.  I prefer my teacher to use L1 in explaining the topic that the 

students are going to write about. 3.57 1.228 High 

16.  I prefer my teacher to train students to take notes in L1 

about the subject that they will write about. 
3.28 1.331 Medium 

17.  It is preferable for me when my teacher writes notes in L1 

on the whiteboard while teaching writing. 
3.19 1.325 Medium 

18.  It is preferable for me when my teacher uses instructions in 

L1 to correct students‟ mistakes in pronunciation. 3.43 1.303 Medium 

19.  I believe that it is useful for me to watch movies about L2 

courses presented in Urdu dubbing. 
3.38 1.343 Medium 

20.  I prefer my teacher to use L1 in tests, for example, in 

translating questions. 
3.34 1.317 Medium 

21.  I prefer my teacher to use L1 in dividing the class into 

groups. 
3.23 1.280 Medium 

22.  I prefer my teacher to use L1 in explaining some new words 

to my class. 
3.61 1.206 High 

 The received descriptive data in the Table  4.3.19 shows that the students 

responded regarding „perception & belief of L1 use in L2 pedagogy from high to medium 
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degree values. This is the first category in the five scale categories and this category is 

further divided into 22 statements and the most preferred statement reported was Item 

No: 4 „I think use of L1 in English classroom helps me to cultivate a positive attitude 

toward L2 learning‟ (M= 3.77, SD= 1.133), Item No: 6 „I think that use of L1 in English 

language classroom helps me to develop as bilingual/multilingual learner‟ (M=3.73. SD= 

1.155), Item No:9 „L1 should be used to facilitate complicated English classroom tasks‟ ( 

M=3.70, SD=1.159), Item No:5 „I think the use of L1 helps me to become autonomous 

English language learner‟ (M=3.62‟ SD=1.213), Item No:22 „I prefer my teacher to use 

L1 in explaining some new words to my class‟ (M=3.61, SD=1.206), Item No:11 „I think 

that teachers should discuss with students the decision of using students' L1 in English 

language classrooms‟ (M=3.60, SD=1.183)‟ Item No:15 „I prefer my teacher to use L1 in 

explaining the topic that the students are going to write about‟ (M=3.57, SD=1.228), Item 

No:7 „I believe that I will become more proficient in English when L1 will be used in the 

classroom.‟ (M=3.52, SD=1.277), Item No=10 „I feel more comfortable when my teacher 

uses only English when checking our comprehension, short questions, summaries, letter 

writing and paraphrasing the text‟ (M=3.50, SD=1.287), Item No:18 „It is preferable for 

me when my teacher uses instructions in L1 to correct students‟ mistakes in 

pronunciation‟ (M=3.43, SD=1.303), Item No:3 „I feel that regardless of how much my 

English teacher chooses to use English, the students must use English at all times in the 

classroom‟ (M=3.39, SD=1.357), Item No:2 „I expect my teacher to use only English 

while discussing course policies, attendance, and other administrative information in and 

outside the class „ (M=3.38, SD=1.302), Item No: 19 „I believe that it is useful for me to 

watch movies about L2 courses presented in Urdu dubbing‟ (M=3.38 ,SD=1.343), Item 

No:12 „I believe that students‟ L1 should be allowed during English lessons‟  (M=3.37, 

SD=1.294), Item No:8 „I believe that the incorporation of L1 can therefore reduce my 
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classroom shock.‟ (M=3.36, SD=1.168), Item No: 2O„I prefer my teacher to use L1 in 

tests, for example, in translating questions‟ (M=3.34, SD=1.317), Item No:16 „I prefer 

my teacher to train students to take notes in L1 about the subject that they will write 

about‟ (M=3.28, SD=1.331), Item No: 13 „I prefer my teacher to use L1 in correcting 

students‟ written work‟ (M=3.27, SD=1.330),Item No: 21 „I prefer my teacher to use L1 

in dividing the class into groups‟ (M=3.23,SD=1.280), Item No:1 „I perceive that in order 

to learn English thoroughly, I must use only English in EFL classroom‟ (M=3.20, 

SD=1.394), Item No:17 „It is preferable for me when my teacher writes notes in L1 on 

the whiteboard while teaching, writing‟ (M=3.19 , SD=1.325), Item N0:14 „I prefer my 

teacher to use notes in L1 as comments on students‟ writings‟ (M=3.15, SD=1.290). 

Table  4.3.20:  Frequency (%), Mean and Standard Deviation Regarding Impact of L1 

Use in L2 

Item 

No. 
Impact of L1 use Mean SD 

Frequency 

categories 

23 Use of L1 in EFL classroom prevents me from learning 

English properly. 3.37 1.253 Medium 

24 I do not feel comfortable when my teacher uses his/her L1. 3.10 1.299 Medium 

25 Use of L1 saves time and makes my L2 learning process 

easier. 
3.50 1.225 High 

26 Using L1 provides me an efficient and accurate means for 

analyzing semantic features of words and their appropriate 

use in diverse contexts in the foreign language. 
3.45 1.227 Medium 

27 It is helpful for me to use L1and L2 in a contrastive manner. 3.63 1.026 High 

28 L1 use in L2 class serves as a kind of cognitive support for 

helping me to remember what I had learnt previously. 
3.48 1.203 Medium 

29 By means of L1 I can join and maintain with other students‟ 

interest in the task throughout its performance. 
3.45 1.223 Medium 

30 Use of L1 would be a waste of time for me and be more 

work overall. 
2.88 1.367 Medium 

31 L1 use does have a role in creating a positive emotional 

environment in learning L2. 
3.31 1.293 Medium 

32 Using L1 leads to positive attitudes for me with respect to 

learning L2. 
3.47 1.186 Medium 

33 Using L1 reduces the affective barriers for me during L2 

learning. 
3.43 1.244 Medium 

34 Methodologically, using L1 reduces my target language 

practice and fluency. 
3.29 1.230 Medium 

35 I understand English grammar better when it is explained in 

my L1. 
3.72 1.199 High 

36 Use of L1 helps me to understand the English idioms and 

expressions more convincingly. 
3.71 1.230 High 

 The descriptive data in the Table  4.3.20 demonstrates that the students replied 

concerning „Impact of L1 Use on L2 Pedagogy‟ from high to medium degree values. This 
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is the second category in the five scale categories and this category is further divided into 

14 statements and the most preferred statement reported was Item No: 35 „I understand 

English grammar better when it is explained in my L1‟ (M=3.72, SD=1.199), Item No: 

36 „Use of L1 helps me to understand the English idioms and expressions more 

convincingly‟ (M=3.71, SD=1.230), Item No: 27„It is helpful for me to use L1and L2 in a 

contrastive manner‟ (M=3.63, SD=1.026), Item No: 25„Use of L1 saves time and makes 

my L2 learning process easier‟ (M=3.50, SD=1.225), Item No:28 „L1 use in L2 class 

serves as a kind of cognitive support for helping me to remember what I had learnt 

previously‟ (M=3.48, SD=1.203), Item No:32 „Using L1 leads to positive attitudes for me 

with respect to learning L2‟(M=3.47, SD=1.186), Item No: 26 „Using L1 provides me an 

efficient and accurate means for analyzing semantic features of words and their 

appropriate use in diverse contexts in the foreign language‟ (M=3.45, SD=1.227), Item 

No: 29 „By means of L1 I can join and maintain with other students‟ interest in the task 

throughout its performance‟ (M=3.45, SD=1.227), Item No:33 „Using L1 reduces the 

affective barriers for me during L2 learning‟ (M=3.43, SD=1.244), Item No:23 „Use of 

L1 in EFL classroom prevents me from learning English properly‟ (M=3.37, SD=1.253), 

Item No:31 „L1 use does have a role in creating a positive emotional environment in 

learning L2‟ (M=3.31, SD=1.293), Item No: 34„Methodologically, using L1 reduces my 

target language practice and fluency‟ (M=3.29, SD=1.230), Item No:24 „I do not feel 

comfortable when my teacher uses his/her L1‟ (M=3.10, SD=1.299), Item No:30 „Use of 

L1 would be waste of time for me and there would be more work overall‟ (M=2.88, 

SD=1.367),  
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Table  4.3.21: Frequency (%), Mean and Standard Deviation Regarding Reasoning of L1 

Use in L2 

Item 

No. 
Reasoning of L1 Use in L2 Learning Mean SD 

Frequency 

categories 

37 Teacher should use only English with the students both 

during and between activities. 3.27 1.276 Medium 

38 Students‟ L1 should be allowed during English lessons. 3.28 1.270 Medium 

39 I prefer to use only English to learn about grammar and 

its usage in the English class. 
3.44 1.292 Medium 

40 I feel more comfortable when my teacher usesL1 in 

teaching L2 grammar and its usage properly. 
3.55 1.192 High 

41 Use of L1 motivates me to express my feelings and ideas 

when I fail to do that in English. 3.51 1.209 High 

42 Students should be inspired to use their L1 in pair/ small-

group work. 3.32 1.177 Medium 

43 I feel more motivated when my mother tongue is 

manipulated in my EFL classroom. 3.38 1.215 Medium 

44 I feel more encouraged when my teacher gives directions 

while using L1 instead of English about exams. 3.32 1.232 Medium 

45 I feel motivated when my instructor uses L1 to discus 

tests, quizzes, and other assignments suitably. 
3.48 1.168 Medium 

46 I tend to participate more in English language classroom 

when my teacher uses L1. 
3.42 1.194 Medium 

47 I prefer my teacher to use L1when giving basic 

instructions. 
3.57 1.756 High 

48 I feel encouraged when my teacher uses L1 while 

checking short questions, summaries, letter writing and 

paraphrasing the text. 
3.22 1.336 Medium 

 The descriptive data in the Table  4.3.21 expresses that the students responded in 

relation to „reasoning of L1 use in L2 Pedagogy‟ from high to medium degree values. 

This is the third category in the five scale categories and this category is further divided 

into 12statements and the most ideal statement reported was Item No:47 „I prefer my 

teacher to use L1when giving basic instructions‟ (M=3.57, SD=1.756), Item No:40 „I feel 

more comfortable when my teacher uses L1 in teaching L2 grammar and its usage 

properly‟ (M=3.55, SD=1.192), Item No:41 „Use of L1 motivates me to express my 

feelings and ideas when I fail to do that in English‟ (M=3.51, SD=1.209), Item No:45 „I 

feel motivated when my instructor uses L1 to discuss tests, quizzes, and other 

assignments suitably‟ (M=3.48, SD=1.168), Item No:39 „I prefer to use only English to 

learn about grammar and its usage in the English class‟ (M=3.44, SD=1.292), Item No:46 

„I tend to participate more in English language classroom when my teacher uses L1‟ 
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(M=3.42, SD=1.194), Item No:43 „I feel more motivated when my mother tongue is 

manipulated in my EFL classroom‟ (M=3.38, SD=1.215), Item No:42 „Students should 

be inspired to use their L1 in pair/ small-group work‟ (M=,3.32 SD=1.177), Item No:44 

„I feel more encouraged when my teacher gives directions while using L1 instead of 

English about exams‟ (M=3.32, SD=1.232), Item No:38 „Students‟ L1 should be allowed 

during English lessons‟ (M=3.28, SD=1.270), Item No:37 „Teacher should use only 

English with the students both during and between activities‟ (M=3.27, SD=1.276), Item 

No:48 „I feel encouraged when my teacher uses L1 while checking short questions, 

summaries, letter writing and paraphrasing the text.‟  (M=3.22, SD=1.336). 

Table  4.3.22:  Frequency (%), Mean and Standard Deviation regarding Situation & 

Atmosphere of L1 Use in L2 

Item 

No. 
Situation & Atmosphere Mean SD 

Frequency 

categories 
49 I prefer to use only English when my teacher discusses tests, 

quizzes, and other assignments. 
3.41 1.248 Medium 

50 Students‟ first language should be allowed during the 

translation of English lessons. 
3.56 1.135 High 

51 Using L1 in EFL classroom is essential to discuss course 

policies, attendance, and other administrative information. 
3.42 1.164 Medium 

52 I feel better when my teacher uses English to test my 

comprehension. 
3.61 1.176 High 

53 I feel more relaxed when my teacher uses my L1/mother 

tongue for talks or discussions outside the classroom. 
3.49 1.223 Medium 

54 I feel more comfortable when my teacher gives directions 

while using L1 instead of L2 about exams. 
3.55 1.202 High 

55 I feel more benefit from my teacher‟s feedback when it‟s 

given in L1. 
3.52 1.195 High 

56 I feel more comfortable when my teacher uses L1 in 

introducing the aim of the lesson. 3.53 1.244 High 

57 I fell relaxed when my teacher uses L1 in introducing the 

next activity (changeover). 
3.46 1.245 Medium 

58 I prefer my teacher to use L1 in explaining the meaning of 

some phrases. 
3.64 1.221 High 

59 I feel better when my teacher uses my L1 in explaining 

some difficult concepts. 
3.64 1.217 High 

60 I prefer my teacher to use L1in giving suggestions on how 

to learn more effectively. 
3.54 1.254 High 

61 I prefer my teacher to use L1 in evaluating and providing 

feedback. 
3.47 1.222 Medium 

 The descriptive data in table  the Table  4.3.22 illustrates that the students 

responded on the subject of „situation of L1 use in L2 pedagogy‟ from high to medium 

degree values. This is the fourth category in the five scale categories and this category is 

further divided into 13 statements and the most preferred statement reported was Item 
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No:58„I prefer my teacher to use L1 in explaining the meaning of some phrases‟ 

(M=3.64, SD=1.221), Item No:59 „I feel better when my teacher uses my L1 in 

explaining some difficult concepts‟ (M=3.64, SD=1.217), Item No:52 „I feel better when 

my teacher uses English to test my comprehension‟ (M=3.61, SD=1.176), ItemN0:50 

„Students‟ first language should be allowed during the translation of English lessons‟ 

(M=3.56, SD=1.135), Item N0: 54„I feel more comfortable when my teacher gives 

directions while using L1 instead of L2 about exams‟ (M=3.55, SD=1.202), Item No:60 

„I prefer my teacher to use L1in giving suggestions on how to learn more effectively‟ 

(M=3.54, SD=1.254), Item No:56 „I feel more comfortable when my teacher uses L1 in 

introducing the aim of the lesson‟ (M=3.53, SD=1.244), Item No:55 „I feel more benefit 

from my teacher‟s feedback when it‟s given in L1‟ (M=3.52, SD=1.195), Item No :53 „I 

feel more relaxed when my teacher uses my L1/mother tongue for talks or discussions 

outside the classroom‟ (M=3.49, SD=1.223), Item No:61 „I prefer my teacher to use L1 

in evaluating and providing feedback‟ (M=3.47, SD=1.222), Item No: 57„I feel relaxed 

when my teacher uses L1 in introducing the next activity (changeover)‟ (M=3.46, 

SD=1.245), Item No:51 „Using L1 in EFL classroom is essential to discuss course 

policies, attendance, and other administrative information‟ (M=3.42, SD=1.164), Item 

No:49 „I prefer to use only English when my teacher discusses tests, quizzes, and other 

assignments‟ (M=3.41, SD=1.248). 
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Table  4.3.23: Frequency (%), Mean and Standard Deviation regarding Contribution of L1 Use in L2 

Item 

No. 
Contribution  of L1 use in L2 pedagogy Mean SD 

Frequency 

categories 

62 The use of L1 in my English class helps me for better 

understanding of mutual communication in English. 3.62 1.214 High 

63 Using L1 I can better understand a concept, to attain 

feedback from my teachers with the idea that this 

improves the results. 
3.46 1.321 Medium 

64 I understand the lesson much better when the teacher 

uses my mother tongue. 
3.45 1.228 High 

65 Use of bilingual or multilingual dictionary helps me 

to understand the new vocabulary of L2. 
3.64 1.168 High 

66 I can easily understand my teacher‟s general 

instructions regarding classroom management when 

they are given in L1. 
3.57 1.147 High 

67 L1 facilitates me in learning and understanding of 

new vocabulary items of L2. 3.65 1.113 High 

68 L1 makes it possible for me to understand the idioms 

and proverbs of L2. 3.68 1.176 High 

69 I can easily understand colloquial expressions of L2 

when my teacher explains them in L1.                                3.52 1.158 High 

70 Prepositional phrases of L2 are better understood 

when they are explained in L1. 
3.52 1.204 High 

71 L1 smoothes the progress of learning and explaining 

slang and taboo words of L2. 
3.49 1.201 Medium 

72 Grammatical rules of L2 are understood in a better 

sense when they are explained in L1. 
3.54 1.181 High 

73 I can make out complex ideas when my teacher 

explains them in my mother tongue/ L1. 
3.60 1.169 High 

74 I can understand my teacher‟s suggestions regarding 

how to learn effectively better when these are 

explained in my mother tongue/L1. 
3.58 1.166 High 

75 I understand texts of L2 much better when the teacher 

uses my L1. 
3.72 1.194 High 

 In Table  4.3.23 the descriptive data demonstrates that the students responded on 

the subject of the „contribution of L1 use in L2 Pedagogy‟ from high to medium degree 

frequency. This is the fifth category in the five scale categories and this category is 

further divided into 14 statements and the most preferred statement reported was Item 

No:75 „I understand texts of L2 much better when the teacher uses my L1‟ (M=3.72, 

SD=1.194), Item No:68 „L1 makes it possible for me to understand the idioms and 

proverbs of L2‟ (M=3.68, SD=1.176), Item No:67 „L1 facilitates me in learning and 

understanding of new vocabulary items of L2‟ (M=3.65, SD=1.113), Item No:65 „Use of 

bilingual or multilingual dictionary helps me to understand the new vocabulary of L2‟ 

(M=3.64, SD=1.168), Item No:62 „The use of L1 in my English class helps me for better 
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understanding of mutual communication in English‟ (M=3.62, SD=1.214), Item No:73 „I 

can make out complex ideas when my teacher explains them in my mother tongue/ L1‟ 

(M=3.60, SD=1.169), Item No:74 „I can understand my teacher‟s suggestions regarding 

how to learn effectively when these are explained in my mother tongue/L1‟ (M=3.58, 

SD=1.166), Item No: 66„I can easily understand my teacher‟s general instructions 

regarding classroom management when they are given in L1‟ (M=3.57, SD=1.147), Item 

No:72 „Grammatical rules of L2 are understood in a better sense when they are explained 

in L1‟(M=3.54, SD=1.181), Item No:69 „I can easily understand colloquial expressions 

of L2 when my teacher explains them in L1‟ (M=3.52, SD=1.158), Item No:70 

„Prepositional phrases of L2 are better understood when they are explained in L1‟(M=, 

SD=), Item No:70 „Prepositional phrases of L2 are better understood when they are 

explained in L1‟ (M=3.52, SD=1.204), Item No:71 „L1 smoothes the progress of learning 

and explaining slang and taboo words of L2‟ (M=3.49, SD=1.201). 

4.4   Teachers Responses Analysis 

Table  4.4.1: Reliability of the Scale = .935 

Scale Category Reliability    

Perception & Belief of L1 use in L2 Pedagogy 0.821    

Impact of L1 Use on L2 Pedagogy 0.806    

Reasoning of L1 use in L2 Pedagogy 0.743    

Situation & Atmosphere of L1 use in L2 Pedagogy 0.778    

Contribution of L1 use in L2 Pedagogy  0.807    

In Table  4.4.1 
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Table  4.4.2: Showing Frequency of Students‟ reported on overall scale of L1 use in L2 

pedagogy 

 No. of 

students 

Mean SD 

Overall scale L1 Use  156 3.30 0.53 

 In the   Table  4.4.2 the descriptive statistics indicated that the participants 

responded a Medium degree of L1 use in L2 learning (M=3.30, SD=0.53). 

 Frequency of Teachers’ Responses on Five Categories Scale L1 Use in L2 4.4.1

Pedagogy 

Table  4.4.3: Showing Frequency of Teachers‟ Responses on Five Categories of Scale 

Scale Categories 
No. of 

students 
Mean SD 

Frequency 

category 

Perception & Belief of L1 use in L2 

Pedagogy 
156 3.10 0.61 Medium 

Impact of L1 Use in L2 Pedagogy 156 3.32 0.45 Medium 

Reasoning of L1 Use in L2 Pedagogy 156 3.37 0.64 Medium 

Situation and atmosphere of L1 use in 

L2 Pedagogy 
156 3.27 0.43 Medium 

Contribution of L1 use in L2 

Pedagogy 
156 3.44 0.51 Medium 

The Table  4.4.3 showing all five scale categories in the present study were used as 

medium range  the most preferred category reported was contribution of L1 use in L2 

pedagogy (M=3.44, SD=0.51), reasoning of L1 use in L2 pedagogy (M=3.37, SD=0.64), 

impact of L1 use in L2 pedagogy (M=3.32, SD=0.45), situation and atmosphere of L1 

use in L2 pedagogy(M=3.27, SD=0.43) and perception & belief of L1 use in L2 

pedagogy (M=3.10, SD=0.61). 
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Table  4.4.4:  Frequency (%), Mean and Standard Deviation Perception & Believe of L1 

Use in L2 

Item No. Perception & Belief Mean SD 
Frequency 

categories 

1.  I believe the more L1 that students use in 

English classroom; the better they will be at 

communicating in English. 

2.71 1.415 Medium 

2.  I think that L1 should be used to learn about L2 

grammar and its usage properly. 
3.24 1.315 Medium 

3.  I believe that L1 should be used to discus tests, 

quizzes, and other assignments appropriately. 
3.17 1.486 Medium 

4.  I think that the use of L1 is essential to discuss 

course policies, attendance, and other 

administrative information. 

3.13 1.286 Medium 

5.  I believe that, regardless of how much L2 

students choose to use, the teacher should use 

English at all times in the classroom. 

3.07 1.281 Medium 

6.  I believe that teachers should use their students‟ 

first language. 
3.05 1.314 Medium 

7.  I believe that students‟ first language should be 

allowed during English lessons. 
3.01 1.337 Medium 

8.  I prefer using L1 in correcting students‟ written 

work. 
3.13 1.330 Medium 

9.  I use notes in L1 as comments on students‟ 

writings. 
3.01 1.327 Medium 

10.  I prefer using L1 in explaining the topic that the 

students are going to write about. 
3.31 1.366 Medium 

11.  I prefer to train my students to take notes in L1 

about the subject that they will write about. 
2.96 1.290 Medium 

12.  I write notes in L1 on the whiteboard while 

teaching writing. 
3.03 1.384 Medium 

13.  I prefer to use instructions in L1 to correct 

students‟ mistakes in pronunciation. 
2.98 1.416 Medium 

14.  I believe that it is better for my students to 

watch movies about L2 courses presented in 

Urdu dubbing. 

3.21 1.385 Medium 

15.  It is preferable to use L1 in tests, for example, 

in translating questions. 
3.12 1.384 Medium 

16.  I prefer to use L1 in dividing the class into 

groups. 
3.34 1.308 Medium 

17.  I prefer to use L1 in explaining some new 

words to my class. 
3.15 1.418 Medium 

 Just like the students‟ questionnaire, the teachers‟ questionnaire had five parts. 

The received descriptive data in the Table  4.4.4 shows that the teachers responded 

regarding „perception & belief of L1 use in L2 pedagogy‟ from high to medium degree 

frequencies. This is the first category in the five scale categories and this category is 

further divided into 17 statements and the most preferred statement reported was Item 
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No:16 „I prefer to use L1 in dividing the class into groups‟ (M=3.34, SD=1.308), Item 

No:10 „I prefer using L1 in explaining the topic that the students are going to write about‟ 

(M=3.31, SD=1.366), Item No:2 „I think that L1 should be used to learn about L2 

grammar and its usage properly‟ (M=3,24, SD=1.315), Item No:14 „I believe that it is 

better for my students to watch movies about L2 courses presented in Urdu dubbing‟ 

(M=3.21, SD=1.385), Item No:3 „I believe that L1 should be used to discuss tests, 

quizzes, and other assignments appropriately‟ (M=3.17, SD=1.486), Item No:17 „I prefer 

to use L1 in explaining some new words to my class‟ (M=3.15, SD=1,418), Item No:4 „I 

think that the use of L1 is essential to discuss course policies, attendance, and other 

administrative information‟ (M=3.13, SD=1.286), Item No:8„I prefer using L1 in 

correcting students‟ written work‟ (M=3.13, SD=1.330), Item No:15 „It is preferable to 

use L1 in tests, for example, in translating questions‟ (M=3.12, SD=1.384), Item No:5 „I 

believe that, regardless of how much L2 students choose to use, the teacher should use 

English at all times in the classroom‟ (M=3.07, SD=1.281), Item No:6 „I believe that 

teachers should use their students‟ first language‟ (M=3.05, SD=3.314), Item No:12 „I 

write notes in L1 on the whiteboard while teaching, writing‟ (M=3.03, SD=1.384), Item 

No:7 „I believe that students‟ first language should be allowed during English lessons‟ 

(M=3.01, SD=1.337), Item No: 9„I use notes in L1 as comments on students‟ writings‟ 

(M=3.01, SD=1.327), Item No:13 „I prefer to use instructions in L1 to correct students‟ 

mistakes in pronunciation‟ (M=2.98, SD=1.416), Item No:11 „I prefer to train my 

students to take notes in L1 about the subject that they will write about‟ (M=2.96, 

SD=1.290), Item No:1 „I believe the more L1 that students use in English classroom; the 

better they will be at communicating in English‟ (M=2.71, SD=1.415). 
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Table  4.4.5: Frequency (%), Mean and Standard Deviation Impact of L1 Use in L2 

Item No. Impact of L1 use in L2 pedagogy Mean SD 
Frequency 

categories 

18 Using L1 prevents students from learning English 

properly. 3.38 1.326 Medium 

19 I follow an English-only policy in the classroom. 3.08 1.363 Medium 

20 I use bilingual dictionaries to help my students to 

understand the new vocabulary. 
3.55 1.302 High 

21 I feel comfortable when my students use their first 

language. 
3.13 1.338 Medium 

22 The use of L1 in English classroom helps my 

students to cultivate a positive attitude toward 

learning. 
3.27 1.287 Medium 

23 The use of L1 helps the students to become 

autonomous English language learners. 
3.27 1.209 Medium 

24 The use of L1 in English language classroom helps 

students to develop as bilingual/ multilingual learners 3.42 1.234 Medium 

25 Use of mother tongue saves time and makes English 

language learning process easier. 3.61 1.263 High 

26 Students are more comfortable when I use their L1 

for talks or discussion outside the classroom. 
3.72 1.205 High 

27 Use ofL1 provides an efficient and accurate means 

for analyzing semantic features of words and their 

appropriate use in different contexts in the foreign 

language.    

3.35 1.319 Medium 

28 L1 use in L2 class serves as a kind of cognitive 

support for helping students to remember what they 

had learned previously. 
3.41 1.180 Medium 

29 By means ofL1 students join and maintain each 

other‟s interest in the task throughout its 

performance. 
3.37 1.148 Medium 

30 Students‟ use ofL1 would be a waste of time and be 

more work overall. 
2.96 1.321 Medium 

31 Using the L1 leads to positive attitudes among 

students with respect to learning L2. 
3.03 1.302 Medium 

32 The use of L1 reduces the affective barriers within 

and outside the classroom. 
3.15 1.157 Medium 

33 The assimilation of L1with L2 can therefore reduce 

classroom shock. 
3.40 1.163 Medium 

34 Methodologically, use of L1 reduces target language 

fluency and practice. 
3.38 1.199 Medium 

35 UsingL1 is so that students can better understand a 

concept, to give their feedback during written work 

with the idea that this improves their results. 
3.34 1.252 Medium 

36 Use ofL1 is associated with a negative connotation of 

teachers‟ ability. 
3.34 1.231 Medium 

37 I use L1 because of the low level of the students. 3.29 1.285 Medium 

38 I use L1 otherwise, enrolment numbers drop. 3.19 1.148 Medium 

 The attained descriptive data in the Table  4.4.5 explains that the teachers 

responded regarding „Impact of L1 Use in L2 Pedagogy‟ also from high to medium 

degree values. This is the second category in the five scale categories and this category is 
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further divided into 21 statements and the most preferred statements reported were Item 

No: 26 „Students are more comfortable when I use their L1 for talks or discussions 

outside the classroom (M=3.72, SD=1.205), Item No: 25„Use of mother tongue saves 

time and makes English language learning process easier‟ (M=3.61, SD=1.263), Item No: 

20„I use bilingual dictionaries to help my students to understand the new vocabulary‟ 

(M=3.55, SD=1.302). Item No:24 „The use of L1 in English language classroom helps 

students to develop as bilingual/multilingual learners‟ (M=3.42, SD=1.234), Item No:28 

„L1 use in L2 class serves as a kind of cognitive support for helping students to remember 

what they had learned previously‟ (M=3.41, SD=1.180), Item No:33 „The assimilation of 

L1with L2 can therefore reduce classroom shock‟ (M=3,40, SD=1.163), Item No:18 

„Using L1 prevents students from learning English properly‟ (M=3.38, SD=1.326), Item 

No:34 „Methodologically, use of L1 reduces target language fluency and practice‟ 

(M=3.38, SD=1.199), Item No:29 „By means ofL1 students join and maintain each 

other‟s interest in the task throughout its performance‟ (M=3.37, SD=1.148), Item No:27 

„Use ofL1 provides an efficient and accurate means for analyzing semantic features of 

words and their appropriate use in different contexts in the foreign language‟ (M=3.35, 

SD=1.319), Item No:35 „UsingL1 is so that students can better understand a concept, to 

give their feedback during written work with the idea that this improves their results‟ 

(M=3.34, SD=1.252), Item No:36 „UsingL1 is so that students can better understand a 

concept, to give their feedback during written work with the idea that this improves their 

results‟ (M=3.34, SD=1.231), Item No:22 „The use of L1 in English classroom helps my 

students to cultivate a positive attitude toward learning‟ (M=3.27, SD=1.287), Item 

No:37 „I use L1 because of the low level of the students‟ (M=3.29, SD=1.285), Item 

No:23 „The use of L1 helps the students to become autonomous English language 

learners‟ (M=3.27, SD=1.209), Item No:31 „Using the L1 leads to positive attitudes 
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among students with respect to learning L2‟ (M=3.03, SD=1.302), Item No: 38„I use L1 

otherwise, enrolment numbers drop‟ (M=3.19, SD=1.148), Item No:32The use of L1 

reduces the affective barriers within and outside the classroom „‟ (M=3.15, SD=1.157), 

Item No:21 „I feel comfortable when my students use their first language‟ (M=3.13, 

SD=1.338), Item No:19 „I follow an English-only policy in the classroom‟ (M=3.08, 

SD=1.363), Item No:30 „Students‟ use of L1 would be a waste of time and be more work 

overall‟ (M=2.96, SD=1.321) 

Table  4.4.6: Frequency (%), Mean and Standard Deviation Reasoning of L1 Use in L2 

Item No. Reasoning of L1 use in L2 Pedagogy Mean SD 
Frequency 

categories 
39 I think that English language learners are more 

motivated if their mother tongue is used in the 

classroom. 

3.38 1.302 Medium 

40 I tend to discuss with students the decision of using 

students' L1 in English language classrooms. 
3.34 1.133 Medium 

41 Teacher should use only L2 with the students both 

during and between activities. 
3.38 1.241 Medium 

42 I prefer to use only L2 to learn about grammar and its 

usage in the English class. 
3.36 1.164 Medium 

43 I prefer to use L2 when I discuss tests, quizzes, and 

other assignments with my students. 3.61 1.145 High 

44 Use of L1 motivates me to express my feelings and 

ideas with my students when I fail to do that in English. 3.29 1.285 Medium 

45 I think that Students are inspired when I use their 

mother tongue in pair/ small-group work. 3.38 1.204 Medium 

46 I think my students feel more motivated when I use 

their mother tongue in my EFL classroom. 3.27 1.215 Medium 

47 I think that my students are more encouraged when I 

give them directions while using their L1 instead of 

English about exams. 

3.17 1.311 Medium 

48 My students feel motivated when I use their L1 to 

discus tests, quizzes, and other assignments suitably. 3.43 1.102 Medium 

49 My students tend to participate more in English 

language classroom when I use their L1. 
3.34 1.298 Medium 

50 My students tend me to use L1 when I give basic 

instructions. 
3.57 1.042 High 

51 I think that my students feel encouraged when I use 

their L1 while checking their comprehension, short 

questions, summaries, letter writing and paraphrasing 

the text. 

3.31 1.253 Medium 

 The received descriptive data in the Table  4.4.6 makes clear that the teachers 

responded regarding the „reasoning of L1 use in L2 Pedagogy‟ from high to medium 
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degree values. This is the third category in the five scale categories and this category is 

further divided into 13 statements and the most preferred statement reported was Item 

No:43 „I prefer to use L2 when I discuss tests, quizzes, and other assignments with my 

students‟ (M=3.61, SD=1.145) , Item No: 50„My students tend me to use L1 when I give 

basic instructions‟ (M=3.57, SD=1.042), Item No:48 „My students feel motivated when I 

use their L1 to discuss tests, quizzes, and other assignments suitably‟ (M=3.43, 

SD=1.102), Item No:39 „I think that English language learners are more motivated if 

their mother tongue is used in the classroom‟ (M=3.38, SD=1.302), Item No:41 „Teacher 

should use only L2 with the students both during and between activities‟ (M=3.38, 

SD=1,241), Item No: 45„I think that Students are inspired when I use their mother tongue 

in pair/ small-group work.‟ (M=3.38, SD=1.204), Item No: 42 „I prefer to use only L2 to 

learn about grammar and its usage in the English class‟ (M=3.36, SD=1.164), Item No:40 

„I tend to discuss with students the decision of using students' L1 in English language 

classrooms‟ (M=3.34, SD=1,133), Item No:49 „My students tend to participate more in 

English language classroom when I use their L1‟ (M=3.34, SD=), Item No: 51„I think 

that my students feel encouraged when I use their L1 while checking their 

comprehension, short questions, summaries, letter writing and paraphrasing the text 

(M=3.31, SD=1.253), Item No:47 „I think that my students are more encouraged when I 

give them directions while using their L1 instead of English about exams‟ (M=3.17, 

SD=1.311) Item No:44 „Use of L1 motivates me to express my feelings and ideas with 

my students when I fail to do that in English‟ (M=3.29, SD=1.285), Item No: 46 „I think 

my students feel more motivated when I use their mother tongue in my EFL classroom‟ 

(M=3.27, SD=1.215).  
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Table  4.4.7:  Frequency (%), Mean and Standard Deviation Situation and Atmosphere of 

L1 Use in L2 

Item No. Situation and Atmosphere Mean SD 
Frequency 

categories 

52 I think that there are no situations in which L1 

should be used in the classroom. 3.17 1.319 Medium 

53 I suppose that there are some specific perspectives 

in which L1 should be allowed in the classroom. 3.54 1.109 High 

54 I believe that students should use only English the 

entire time they are in the classroom with both the 

teacher and fellow students both during and 

between activities. 

3.10 1.330 Medium 

55 I think that using students‟ L1 is better than using 

only English to give directions about exams. 3.19 1.301 Medium 

56 I think that students benefit from feedback when 

it‟s given inL1. 3.16 1.183 Medium 

57 I think that using students‟ L1 is better than using 

English to test students‟ comprehension. 3.19 1.206 Medium 

58 Students will become proficient in English when 

L1 is used in the classroom. 3.12 1.215 Medium 

59 I think that using students‟ L1 is better than using 

English in order to know about students‟ 

background and interests. 
3.37 1.240 Medium 

60 I use students‟ L1 to explain difficult concepts. 3.44 1.154 Medium 

61 Most frequently I use L1 to facilitate complicated 

English classroom tasks. 3.46 1.149 Medium 

62 My students tend to participate more in English 

language classroom when I use L1 3.31 1.319 Medium 

63 I prefer to use L1 when I give basic instructions 

regarding lesson planning. 
3.35 1.232 Medium 

64 I prefer to use L1 when I use to check my 

students‟ comprehension, short questions, 

summaries, letter writing and paraphrasing the 

text. 

3.15 1.238 Medium 

65 Students feel more comfortable when I useL1 

during talks or discussions outside the classroom. 
3.65 1.051 High 

 The current descriptive data in the Table  4.4.7 makes it clear that the teachers 

responded regarding the „Situation of L1 use in L2 Pedagogy‟ from high to medium 

degree values. This is the fourth category in the five scale categories and this category is 

further divided into 14 statements and the most preferred statement reported was Item 

No:65 „Students feel more comfortable when I useL1 during talks or discussions outside 

the classroom‟ (M=3.65, SD=1.051), Item No:53„I suppose that there are some specific 

perspectives in which L1 should be allowed in the classroom‟ (M=3.54, SD=1.109), Item 
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No61: „Most frequently I use L1 to facilitate complicated English classroom tasks‟ 

(M=3.46, SD=1.149), Item No:60 „I use students‟ L1 to explain difficult concepts‟ 

(M=3.44, SD=1.154), Item No:59 „I think that using students‟ L1 is better than using 

English in order to know about students‟ background and interests‟ (M=3.37, SD=1.240), 

Item No:63 „I prefer to use L1 when I give basic instructions regarding lesson planning‟ 

(M=3.35, SD=1.232), Item No: 62 „My students tend to participate more in English 

language classroom when I use L1‟ (M=3.31, SD=1.319), Item No:55 „I think that using 

students‟ L1 is better than using only English to give directions about exams‟ (M=3.19, 

SD=1.301), Item No:57 „I think that using students‟ L1 is better than using English to test 

students‟ comprehension‟ (M=3.19, SD=1.206), Item No:52 „I think that there are no 

situations in which L1 should be used in the classroom‟ (M=3.17, SD=1.319), Item 

No:56 „I think that students benefit from feedback when it‟s given inL1‟ (M=3.16, 

SD=1.183), Item No:64 „I prefer to use L1 when I use to check my students‟ 

comprehension, short questions, summaries, letter writing and paraphrasing the text‟ 

(M=3.15 , SD=1.238),  Item No:54 „I believe that students should use only English the 

entire time they are in the classroom with both the teachers and fellow students both 

during and after activities‟ (M=3.10, SD=1.330) Item No:58 „Students will become 

proficient in English when L1 is used in the classroom‟ (M=3.12, SD=1.215).  
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Table  4.4.8: Frequency (%), Mean and Standard Deviation Contribution of L1 Use in L2 

Pedagogy 

Item No. Efficiency Of L1 use in L2 Pedagogy Mean SD 
Frequency 

categories 

66 The use of L1 in my English class helps me for 

better understanding of mutual communication 

in English. 

3.33 1.198 Medium 

67 Using L1 I can better understand a concept, to 

attain feedback from my students with the idea 

that this improves the results. 

3.51 1.127 High 

68 L1 use assists me in learning and teaching L2 

texts comprehensively 
3.70 1.050 High 

69 L1 helps me in giving general instructions 

regarding L2 classroom management. 3.22 1.323 Medium 

70 L1 facilitates me in learning and teaching of 

new vocabulary items for my L2 classes. 
3.35 1.179 Medium 

71 L1 makes it possible for me to make my 

students understand the idioms and proverbs of 

L2. 

3.50 1.210 High 

72 By using L1 I can easily explain colloquial 

expressions to my L2 classes.                                
3.53 1.150 High 

73 I think prepositional phrases of L2 are better 

understood when they are explained in L1. 
3.26 1.240 Medium 

74 L1 smoothes the progress of learning and 

explaining slang and taboo words of L2. 3.42 1.159 Medium 

75  My students understand my suggestions 

regarding how to learn effectively, better when 

these are explained in L1. 

3.53 1.236 High 

 The current descriptive data in the Table  4.4.8 displays that the teachers 

responded regarding the „contribution of L1 use in L2 Pedagogy‟ from high to medium 

degree values. This is the fifth category in the five scale categories and this category is 

further divided into 10 statements and the most preferred statement reported was Item 

No:68 „L1 use assists me in learning and teaching L2 texts comprehensively‟ (M=3.70, 

SD=1.050), Item No:72 „By using L1 I can easily explain colloquial expressions to my 

L2 classes‟ (M=3.53, SD=1.150), Item No75: „My students understand my suggestions 

regarding how to learn effectively, better when these are explained in L1‟ (M=3.53, 

SD=1.236), Item No:67 „Using L1 I can better understand a concept, to attain feedback 

from my students with the idea that this improves the results‟ (M=3.51, SD=1.127), Item 

No:71 „L1 makes it possible for me to make my students understand the idioms and 
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proverbs of L2‟ (M=3.50, SD=1.210), Item No:74 „L1 smoothes the progress of learning 

and explaining slang and taboo words of L2‟ (M=3.42, SD=1.159), Item No:70 „L1 

facilitates me in learning and teaching of new vocabulary items for my L2 classes‟ 

(M=3.35, SD=1.179), Item No:66 „The use of L1 in my English class helps me for better 

understanding of mutual communication in English‟ (M=3.33, SD=1.198), Item No:73 „I 

think prepositional phrases of L2 are better understood when they are explained in L1‟ 

(M=3.26, SD=1.240), Item No:69 „L1 helps me in giving general instructions regarding 

L2 classroom management‟ (M=3.22, SD=1.323). 

 Gender T-test: 4.4.2

Table  4.4.9: Showing relation of Gender on five scale categories 

 Gender N Mean SD F P 

Perception Male 75 52.67 10.68   

Female 81 46.85 11.07 .121 .728 

Impact Male 75 68.07 10.63   

Female 81 65.22 12.35 .814 .368 

Reasoning Male 75 42.77 7.01   

Female 81 38.92 7.01 .071 .790 

Situation & 

Atmosphere 

Male 75 44.16 8.16   

Female 81 41.53 8.04 .056 .814 

Contribution Male 75 32.26 6.03   

Female 81 30.16 6.89 3.758 .054 

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 

Main five scale categories: 

1. Perception and belief of L1 use in L2 

2. Impact of L1 use in L2 

3. Reasoning of L1 use in L2 

4. Atmosphere and Situation of L1 use in L2 

5. Contribution of L1 use in L2 

 The Table  4.4.9 indicates findings of the T-test with relation to male and female 

participants(teachers) of the study, the  interaction of gender with the sub-categories of 
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the main scale category reveals statistically non-significant correlation of perception and 

belief of L1 use in L2 with F= .121 and P=.728, impact of L1 use in L2 with F=.814 and 

P=.368, reasoning of L1 use in L2 with F=.071 and P=.790, situation and atmosphere of 

L1 use in L2 with F=.056 and P=.814 and the contribution of L1 use in L2 with F=3.75 

and P=.054 which is near to significant. 

 Qualification 4.4.3

Table  4.4.10: Showing Analysis of Variance ANOVA of Teacher‟s Qualification with Five 

Categories 

Qualification 
Sum of 

Squares 
Df Mean Square F P 

Perception Between Groups 159.017 2 79.509 .627 .536 

Within Groups 19415.987 153 126.902   

Total 19575.005 155    

Impact Between Groups 32.614 2 16.307 .120 .887 

Within Groups 20861.447 153 136.349   

Total 20894.061 155    

Reasoning Between Groups 127.461 2 63.730 1.215 .299 

Within Groups 8024.010 153 52.445   

Total 8151.470 155    

Situation & 

Atmosphere 

Between Groups 149.030 2 74.515 1.115 .331 

Within Groups 10226.624 153 66.841   

Total 10375.654 155    

Contribution Between Groups 37.060 2 18.530 .427 .653 

Within Groups 6641.476 153 43.408   

Total 6678.536 155    

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 

Analysis of the variance (ANOVA) with respect to the qualification of the participants:  

 The Table  4.4.10 reveals findings of the ANOVA with relation to 

participants(teachers) of the study, the  interaction of qualification with the sub-categories 

of the central scale category reveals statistically non-significant correlation of perception 

and belief of L1 use in L2 with F= .627 and P=.536, impact of L1 use in L2 with F=.120 

and P=.827, reasoning of L1 use in L2 with F=1.215 and P=.299, situation and 
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atmosphere of L1 use in L2 with F=1.115 and P=.331 and the contribution of L1 use in 

L2 with F= .427 and P=.653 which is non-significant. 

Table  4.4.11: Showing ANOVA Result of Most Significant Items Teacher‟s Qualification 

Wise 

  Sum of 

Squares Df Mean Square F P 

Q12 Between Groups 12.098 2 6.049 3.250 .041 

Within Groups 284.741 153 1.861   

Total 296.840 155    

Q39 Between Groups 12.696 2 6.348 3.882 .023 

Within Groups 250.227 153 1.635   

Total 262.923 155    

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 

 The Table  4.4.11 discloses findings of the ANOVA with relation to the 

respondents of the study, the  interaction of qualification with the sub-categories of the 

fundamental scale category reveals statistically significant correlation of perception and 

belief of L1 use in L2 „I write notes in L1 on the whiteboard while teaching, writing‟ with 

F= 3.250 and P=.041 and the next sub-category similarly, shows statistically significant 

correlation of reasoning of L1 use in L2 „I think that English language learners are more 

motivated if their mother tongue is used in the classroom with F= 3.882 and P=0.023. 

Table  4.4.12: Showing ANOVA mean comparison of Teachers‟ qualification wise 

Qualification Perception Impact Reasoning Atmosphere Contribution 

MA Mean 50.1265 66.7944 41.0482 43.0329 31.2571 

N=126      

Std. Deviation 10.95209 1.20102E1 7.40647 8.36212 6.53754 

MPhil Mean 47.7830 65.6683 39.3210 41.4581 30.6207 

N=29      

Std. Deviation 12.56762 1.00550E1 6.45601 7.28500 6.81135 

PhD Mean 44.2353 68.2381 48.3077 52.2857 36.4000 

N 1 1 1 1 1 

Std. Deviation . . . . . 

 The Table  4.4.12 shows ANOVA mean comparison of teachers‟ qualification. It 

shows that MA qualification category has maximum mean value (M=50.127) than MPhil 
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qualification category (M=47.783) and PhD qualification category (M=44.235) with the 

perception and belief of the main scale. Similarly, the impact of L1 use in L2 sub-

category shows that PhD qualification category has maximum value (M=68.238) than 

MA qualification category (M=66.794) and MPhil qualification category (M=65.668). 

The third sub-category which is the reasoning of L1 use in L2 reveals PhD qualification 

category has maximum value (M=48.307) than MA qualification category (M=41.048) 

and MPhil qualification category (M=39.321). The atmosphere and situation of L1 use in 

L2 category which is the fourth sub-category indicates that PhD qualification category 

also has the maximum value (M=52.285) than MA qualification category (M=43.032) 

and MPhil qualification category (M=41.458). The fifth and last sub-category which is 

the contribution of L1 use in L2 category also strengthens the idea that PhD qualification 

carries the maximum value (M=36.400) than MA qualification category (M= 31.257) and 

MPhil qualification category (M=30.620). 

 Mother Tongue 4.4.4

Table  4.4.13: Showing analysis of variance ANOVA of teachers‟ mother tongue with five 

categories 

  Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F P 

Perception Between Groups 133.414 3 44.471 .348 .791 

Within Groups 19441.591 152 127.905   

Total 19575.005 155    

Impact Between Groups 879.370 3 293.123 2.226 .087 

Within Groups 20014.691 152 131.676   

Total 20894.061 155    

Reasoning Between Groups 562.789 3 187.596 3.758 .012 

Within Groups 7588.681 152 49.926   

Total 8151.470 155    

Situation & 

Atmosphere 

Between Groups 250.237 3 83.412 1.252 .293 

Within Groups 10125.417 152 66.615   

Total 10375.654 155    

Contribution Between Groups 344.370 3 114.790 2.755 .045 

Within Groups 6334.166 152 41.672   

Total 6678.536 155    

 The Table  4.4.13 demonstrates the analysis of variance (ANOVA) of teachers‟ 

mother tongue with respect to five main scale categories. It reveals findings of the 
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ANOVA with relation to respondents (teachers) of this study. The interaction of teachers‟ 

mother tongue with the sub-categories of the main scale category reveals statistically 

non-significant correlation of perception and belief of L1 use in L2 with F= .348 and 

P=.791, Impact of L1 use in L2 with F=2.226 and P=.087 but Reasoning of L1 use in L2 

with F=3.758 and P=.012 showed statistically highly significant. The fourth sub-

category, Situation and Atmosphere of L1 use in L2 with F=1.252 and P=.293 showed 

statistically non- significant. On the other hand, the fifth sub-category which is the 

Contribution of L1 use in L2 with F= 2.755 and P=.045 showed statistically significant. 

Table  4.4.14: LSD 

Dependent Variable (I) Mothertongue (J) Mothertongue Mean Difference (I-J) Std. Error Sig. 

Impact Urdu Punjabi -2.02678 2.62144 .441 

Saraiki -4.37036* 2.05594 .035 

Others -10.59776 5.90881 .075 

Punjabi Urdu 2.02678 2.62144 .441 

Saraiki -2.34359 2.66621 .381 

Others -8.57099 6.14783 .165 

Saraiki Urdu 4.37036* 2.05594 .035 

Punjabi 2.34359 2.66621 .381 

Others -6.22740 5.92880 .295 

Others Urdu 10.59776 5.90881 .075 

Punjabi 8.57099 6.14783 .165 

Saraiki 6.22740 5.92880 .295 

Reasoning Urdu Punjabi -2.21186 1.61417 .173 

Saraiki -3.49990* 1.26596 .006 

Others -8.43765* 3.63838 .022 

Punjabi Urdu 2.21186 1.61417 .173 

Saraiki -1.28804 1.64173 .434 

Others -6.22578 3.78556 .102 

Saraiki Urdu 3.49990* 1.26596 .006 

Punjabi 1.28804 1.64173 .434 

Others -4.93774 3.65070 .178 

Others Urdu 8.43765* 3.63838 .022 

Punjabi 6.22578 3.78556 .102 

Saraiki 4.93774 3.65070 .178 

Contribution Urdu Punjabi -1.55623 1.47472 .293 

Saraiki -2.18115 1.15659 .061 

Others -8.10530* 3.32407 .016 

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.  

 The Table  4.4.14 indicates ANOVA (LSD) results that reveal the variation 

between dependent and independent variables. The impact of L1 use in L2 teaching 
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category reveals inversely proportional interaction of Urdu language with Saraiki. This 

scale category also shows statistically most significant correlation between the two 

languages which is at the level of .035. In case of the impact of L1 use in L2 teaching the 

sub-category of the questionnaire  also shows inverse correlation of Urdu mother tongue 

with Punjabi and other languages category (Blochi, Pushto and Rangri), but these two 

categories have statistically non-significant correlation at the level of .441 and .075 

respectively. In the same sub-category Punjabi mother tongue indicates inverse 

correlation with Saraiki and other languages category (Blochi, Pushto and Rangri), and 

these two categories have statistically non-significant correlation at the level of .381 and 

.165 respectively. Contrary to this Punjabi mother tongue reveals directly proportional 

correlation with Urdu mother tongue but this correlation between the two languages is 

also statistically non-significant at the level of .441. In the similar sub-category Saraiki 

mother tongue indicates inverse correlation with other languages category (Blochi, 

Pushto and Rangri), and these two languages have statistically non-significant correlation 

at the level of .295. Contrary to this Saraiki mother tongue reveals directly proportional 

correlation with Urdu and Punjabi mother tongue but conversely the correlation between  

Saraiki and Urdu language is statistically highly significant at the level of .035 and the 

correlation between Saraiki and Punjabi language is statistically non-significant at the 

level of .381. In the same sub-category other languages category (Blochi, Pushto and 

Rangri) shows directly proportional correlation with Urdu, Punjabi and Saraiki languages 

and this relation is  statistically non-significant at the level of 0 .075, 0 .165 and 0.295 

respectively. 

 The Reasoning of L1 use in L2 teaching category reveals inversely proportional 

interaction of Urdu language with Punjabi, Saraiki and other languages category (Blochi, 

Pushto and Rangri). This scale category also shows statistically most significant 
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correlation between Urdu, Saraiki and other languages categories (Blochi, Pushto and 

Rangri) which are at the level of 0.006 and 0.022 respectively. In the same sub-category 

Punjabi mother tongue indicates inverse correlation with Saraiki and other languages 

category (Blochi, Pushto and Rangri), and these two categories have statistically non-

significant correlation at the level of 0.434 and 0.102 respectively. Contrary to this 

Punjabi mother tongue reveals directly proportional correlation with Urdu mother tongue 

but this correlation between the two languages is also statistically non-significant at the 

level of 0.173. In the similar sub-category Saraiki mother tongue indicates inverse 

correlation with other languages category (Blochi, Pushto and Rangri), and these two 

languages have statistically non-significant correlation at the level of 0.178. Contrary to 

this Saraiki mother tongue reveals directly proportional correlation with Urdu and 

Punjabi mother tongue but conversely the correlation between  Saraiki and Urdu 

language is statistically highly significant at the level of 0.006 and the correlation 

between Saraiki and Punjabi language is statistically non-significant at the level of 0.434. 

In the same sub-category other languages category (  Blochi, Pushto and Rangri) shows 

directly proportional correlation with Urdu, Punjabi and Saraiki languages and this 

relation of other languages category with Punjabi and Saraiki languages is  statistically 

non-significant at the level of 0 .102 and 0 .178 respectively. This scale category also 

shows statistically most significant correlation between other languages category (Blochi, 

Pushto and Rangri) with Urdu language at the level of 0.022. 

 The contribution of L1 use in L2 teaching category reveals inversely proportional 

interaction of Urdu language with Punjabi, Saraiki and other languages category (Blochi, 

Pushto and Rangri). This scale category also shows statistically most significant 

correlation between Urdu and other languages categories (Blochi, Pushto and Rangri) 

which is at the level of 0.016. In the same sub-category Urdu language shows directly 
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proportional correlation with Punjabi and Saraiki languages and this relation is  

statistically non-significant at the level of 0 .293 and 0 .061 respectively. 

Table  4.4.15: Showing ANOVA result of most significant items Teacher‟s qualification wise 

  Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F P 

Q1 Between Groups 23.031 3 7.677 4.060 .008 

Within Groups 287.405 152 1.891   

Total 310.436 155    

Q3 Between Groups 35.816 3 11.939 5.920 .001 

Within Groups 306.511 152 2.017   

Total 342.327 155    

Q24 Between Groups 15.350 3 5.117 3.526 .016 

Within Groups 220.567 152 1.451   

Total 235.917 155    

Q26 Between Groups 13.718 3 4.573 3.287 .022 

Within Groups 211.429 152 1.391   

Total 225.147 155    

Q32 Between Groups 11.405 3 3.802 2.945 .035 

Within Groups 196.204 152 1.291   

Total 207.609 155    

Q37 Between Groups 14.137 3 4.712 2.961 .034 

Within Groups 241.882 152 1.591   

Total 256.019 155    

Q69 Between Groups 24.091 3 8.030 4.941 .003 

Within Groups 247.056 152 1.625   

Total 271.147 155    

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 

 The Table  4.4.15 illustrates results of the ANOVA with relation to the participants 

of the study, the  interaction of (teachers‟) qualification with the sub-categories of the 

main scale category reveals statistically most significant correlation of perception and 

belief of L1 use in L2 „I believe the more L1 that students use in English classroom; the 

better they will be at communicating in English‟ with F= 4.060 and P=.008, I believe that 

L1 should be used to discuss tests, quizzes, and other assignments appropriately with 

F=5.920 and P=.001and the next sub-category „the impact of L1 use in L2‟ similarly, 

shows statistically most significant correlation „The use of L1 in English language 

classroom helps students to develop as bilingual/multilingual learners‟ with F= 3.526 and 

P=.016, „Students are more comfortable when I use their L1 for talks or discussion 
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outside the classroom‟ with F=3.287 and P=.022. „The use of L1 reduces the affective 

barriers within and outside the classroom‟ with F=2.945 and P= .035, „I use L1 because 

of the low level of the students‟ with F= 2.961and P= .034. In the same way results of the 

ANOVA with relation to the respondents of the study, the  interaction of (teachers‟) 

qualification with the sub-categories of the main scale category reveals statistically most 

significant correlation of Contribution of L1 use in L2 „L1 helps me in giving general 

instructions regarding L2 classroom management‟ with F= 4.941and P= .003. 

Table  4.4.16: Showing ANOVA result Compare Mean Teachers‟ Mother tongue wise 

Mother tongue Perception Impact Reasoning Situation Contribution 

Urdu Mean 49.0704 64.3189 38.8508 41.7186 29.8697 

N 66 66 66 66 66 

Std. Deviation 11.13711 1.23854E1 6.97111 7.72964 5.99846 

Punjabi Mean 49.6776 66.3457 41.0627 42.3386 31.4259 

N 27 27 27 27 27 

Std. Deviation 13.18075 1.42846E1 8.36102 10.32754 8.09133 

Saraiki Mean 50.5613 68.6893 42.3507 43.8838 32.0508 

N 59 59 59 59 59 

Std. Deviation 10.73369 8.61213 6.52094 7.50812 6.12323 

Others Mean 45.7059 74.9167 47.2885 47.7500 37.9750 

N 4 4 4 4 4 

Std. Deviation 7.74537 1.20641E1 6.97682 8.14776 6.28510 

 The Table  4.4.16 shows ANOVA mean results of Teachers‟ mother tongue wise. 

It illustrates that Saraiki language category has maximum mean value (M=50.561) than 

Punjabi language category (M=49.677), Urdu language category (M=49.070) and other 

languages category (Blochi, Pushto and Rangri) (M=45.705). Similarly, the impact of L1 

use in L2 sub-category shows that other languages (Blochi, Pushto and Rangri) category 

has maximum value (M=74.916) than Saraiki language category (M=68.689), Punjabi 

language category (M=66.345) and Urdu language category (M= 64.318). The third sub-

category which is the reasoning of L1 use in L2 reveals that other languages category 

(Blochi, Pushto and Rangri) has maximum value (M=47.288) than Saraiki language 
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category (M=42.350), Punjabi language category (M=41.062) and Urdu language 

category (M=38.850). The situation and atmosphere of L1 use in L2 category which is 

the fourth sub-category indicates that other languages (Blochi, Pushto and Rangri) also 

has the maximum value (M=47.750) than Saraiki language category (M=43.883), Punjabi 

language category (M=42.338) and Urdu language category (M=41.718). The fifth and 

last sub-category, which is the „Contribution of L1 use in L2‟ category also strengthens 

the idea that other languages (Blochi, Pushto and Rangri) category carries the maximum 

value (M=37.975) than Saraiki language category (M= 32.050), Punjabi language 

category (M= 31.425) and Urdu language category (M=29.869). 

 Experience 4.4.5

Table  4.4.17: Showing analysis of variance ANOVA of teachers‟ experience with five categories 

  Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F P 

Perception Between Groups 425.327 3 141.776 1.125 .341 

Within Groups 19149.678 152 125.985   

Total 19575.005 155    

Impact Between Groups 1015.807 3 338.602 2.589 .055 

Within Groups 19878.255 152 130.778   

Total 20894.061 155    

Reasoning Between Groups 300.174 3 100.058 2.589 .126 

Within Groups 7851.296 152 51.653   

Total 8151.470 155    

Situation & 

Atmosphere 

Between Groups 314.158 3 104.719 1.582 .196 

Within Groups 10061.496 152 66.194   

Total 10375.654 155    

Contribution Between Groups 135.742 3 45.247 1.051 .372 

Within Groups 6542.794 152 43.045   

Total 6678.536 155    

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 

 The Table  4.4.17 demonstrates the analysis of variance (ANOVA) of teachers‟ 

experience with respect to the main five scale categories. It reveals findings of the 

ANOVA with relation to participants (teachers) of this study. The interaction of teachers‟ 

experience with the first sub-category reveals statistically non-significant correlation of 

perception and belief of L1 use in L2 with F= 1.125and P=.341, the second sub-category 
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reveals statistically near to significant correlation of the Impact of L1 use in L2 with F= 

2.589 and P=.055 but reasoning of L1 use in L2 with F=2.589 and P=.126 showed 

statistically non- significant. Similarly, the fourth sub-category, situation and atmosphere 

of L1 use in L2 with F=1.582 and P=.196 showed statistically non- significant. In the 

same way the fifth sub-category which is the contribution of L1 use in L2 with F= 1.051 

and P=.372 showed statistically non-significant. 

Table  4.4.18: LSD 

Dependent Variable 

(I) 

experience 

(J) 

experience 

Mean Difference 

(I-J) Std. Error P 
Impact 0-4 5-10 2.86214 2.13935 .183 

11-20 -3.95540 2.77464 .156 

Others -2.78600 3.26208 .394 

5-10 0-4 -2.86214 2.13935 .183 

11-20 -6.81754* 2.70933 .013 

Others -5.64814 3.20670 .080 

11-20 0-4 3.95540 2.77464 .156 

5-10 6.81754* 2.70933 .013 

Others 1.16940 3.66125 .750 

Reasoning 0-4 5-10 2.24568 1.34451 .097 

11-20 -1.26206 1.74377 .470 

Others -.68841 2.05010 .737 

5-10 0-4 -2.24568 1.34451 .097 

11-20 -3.50774* 1.70272 .041 

Others -2.93409 2.01530 .147 

11-20 0-4 1.26206 1.74377 .470 

5-10 3.50774* 1.70272 .041 

Others .57365 2.30097 .803 

Situation & Atmosphere 0-4 5-10 .88594 1.52203 .561 

11-20 -3.13429 1.97401 .114 

Others -1.45536 2.32079 .532 

5-10 0-4 -.88594 1.52203 .561 

11-20 -4.02023* 1.92754 .039 

Others -2.34130 2.28140 .306 

11-20 0-4 3.13429 1.97401 .114 

5-10 4.02023* 1.92754 .039 

Others 1.67893 2.60478 .520 

Others 0-4 1.45536 2.32079 .532 

5-10 2.34130 2.28140 .306 

11-20 -1.67893 2.60478 .520 

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.  

 The Table  4.4.18 indicates ANOVA (LSD) results that reveal the variation 

between dependent and independent variables. In the main category the impact of L1 use 
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in L2 teaching (experience wise) the sub-category 0-4 years reveals inversely 

proportional correlation of 11-20 years and others (21 or above years of teaching 

experience). This scale category shows statistically non- significant correlation between 

the two categories i.e. 11-20 years and others (21 or above years of teaching experience) 

and this correlation is at the level of 0.156 and 0.394 respectively. But the sub-category 

0-4 years also shows directly proportional correlation with 5-10 years category which is 

also statistically non-significant correlation at the level of .183. In the same sub-category 

5-10 years category indicates inverse correlation with 0-4 years, 11-20 years and others 

(21 or above years of teaching experience) and the two categories i.e. 0-4 years and 

others (21 or above years of teaching experience) have statistically non-significant 

correlation at the level of 0.183 and 0.080 respectively. The sub-category 5-10 years 

reveals statistically most significant correlation with 11-20 years category at the level of 

0.013. The similar sub-category 11-20 years indicates directly proportional correlation 

with 0-4 years, 5-10 years and others (21 or above years of teaching experience). The two 

sub-categories i.e. 0-4 years and others (21 or above years of teaching experience) have 

statistically non-significant correlation at the level of 0.156 and 0.750 respectively.  

 The reasoning of L1 use in L2 teaching category (experience wise) the sub-

category 0-4 years reveals inversely proportional correlation of 11-20 years and others 

(21 or above years of teaching experience). This scale category shows statistically non- 

significant correlation between the two categories i.e. 11-20 years and others (21 or 

above years of teaching experience) and this correlation is at the level of 0.470 and 0.737 

respectively. But the sub-category 0-4 years shows directly proportional correlation with 

5-10 years category which is also statistically non-significant correlation at the level of 

.097. In the same sub-category 5-10 years category indicates inverse correlation with 0-4 

years, 11-20 years and others (21 or above years of teaching experience) and the two 
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categories i.e. 0-4 years and others (21 or above years of teaching experience) have 

statistically non-significant correlation at the level of 0.097 and 0.147 respectively. The 

sub-category 5-10 years reveals statistically most significant correlation with 11-20 years 

category at the level of 0.041. The similar sub-category 11-20 years indicates directly 

proportional correlation with 0-4 years, 5-10 years and others (21 or above years of 

teaching experience). The two sub-categories i.e. 0-4 years and others (21 or above years 

of teaching experience) have statistically non-significant correlation at the level of 0.470 

and 0.803 respectively. The sub-category 5-10 years reveals statistically most significant 

correlation with 11-20 years category at the level of 0.041. 

 The situation and atmosphere of L1 use in L2 teaching category (experience wise) 

the sub-category 0-4 years indicates inversely proportional correlation of 11-20 years and 

others (21 or above years of teaching experience). This scale category shows statistically 

non- significant correlation between the two categories i.e. 11-20 years and others (21 or 

above years of teaching experience) and this correlation is at the level of 0.114 and 0.532 

respectively. But the sub-category 0-4 years also shows directly proportional correlation 

with 5-10 years category which is also statistically non-significant correlation at the level 

of .0561. In the same sub-category 5-10 years category indicates inverse correlation with 

0-4 years, 11-20 years and others (21 or above years of teaching experience) and the two 

categories i.e. 0-4 years and others (21 or above years of teaching experience) have 

statistically non-significant correlation at the level of 0.561 and 0.306 respectively. The 

sub-category 5-10 years shows statistically most significant correlation with 11-20 years 

category at the level of 0.039. The sub-category 11-20 years reveals directly proportional 

correlation with 0-4 years, 5-10 years and others (21 or above years of teaching 

experience). The two sub-categories i.e. 0-4 years and others (21 or above years of 

teaching experience) have statistically non-significant correlation at the level of 0.114 
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and 0.520 respectively. The sub-category 11-20 years shows statistically most significant 

correlation with 5-10 years category at the level of 0.039. 

 In the situation and atmosphere of L1 use in L2 teaching category (experience 

wise) the sub-category „others‟ (21 or above years of teaching experience) indicates 

inversely proportional correlation of 11-20 years. This scale category shows statistically 

non- significant correlation between the two categories i.e. others (21 or above years of 

teaching experience) and11-20 years and this correlation is at the level of 0.520. But the 

sub-category „others‟ (21 or above years of teaching experience) also indicates 

correlation with 0-4 years and 5-10 years categories which are also statistically non-

significant correlation at the level of .0532 and 0.306 respectively. 

Table  4.4.19: Showing analysis of variance ANOVA of teachers‟ experience with most 

significant categories 

  Sum of 

Squares Df Mean Square F P 

Q3 Between Groups 21.304 3 7.101 3.362 .020 

Within Groups 321.023 152 2.112   

Total 342.327 155    

Q15 Between Groups 24.158 3 8.053 4.491 .005 

Within Groups 272.527 152 1.793   

Total 296.686 155    

Q16 Between Groups 13.772 3 4.591 2.778 .043 

Within Groups 251.222 152 1.653   

Total 264.994 155    

Q17 Between Groups 20.766 3 6.922 3.618 .015 

Within Groups 290.843 152 1.913   

Total 311.609 155    

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 

 The Table  4.4.19 demonstrate the analysis of variance (ANOVA) of teachers‟ 

experience with the most significant categories. The current table illustrates results of the 

ANOVA with relation to the respondents of the study, the  interaction of (teachers‟) 

experience with the sub-categories of the main scale category reveals statistically most 
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significant correlation of perception and belief of L1 use in L2 „I believe that L1 should 

be used to discuss tests, quizzes, and other assignments appropriately‟ with F= 3.362 and 

P=.020, It is preferable to use L1 in tests, for example, in translating questions with 

F=4.491 and P=.005, „I prefer to use L1 in dividing the class into groups‟ with F=2.778 

and P=.043 and the item #17 also showed the most significant correlation „I prefer to use 

L1 in explaining some new words to my class‟ with F= 3.618 and P=.015. 

Table  4.4.20: Showing analysis of variance ANOVA of teacher‟s Experience with most: 

significant categories 

  Sum of 

Squares Df Mean Square F P 

Q56 Between Groups 15.501 3 5.167 3.898 .010 

Within Groups 201.493 152 1.326   

Total 216.994 155    

Q60 Between Groups 10.543 3 3.514 2.728 .046 

Within Groups 195.816 152 1.288   

Total 206.359 155    

Q64 Between Groups 13.813 3 4.604 3.127 .028 

Within Groups 223.796 152 1.472   

Total 237.609 155    

Q66 Between Groups 14.881 3 4.960 3.635 .014 

Within Groups 207.445 152 1.365   

Total 222.327 155    

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 

 The Table  4.4.20 reveals the analysis of variance (ANOVA) of teachers‟ 

experience with the most significant categories. The current table illustrates results of the 

ANOVA with relation to the respondents of the study, the interaction of (teachers‟) 

experience with the sub-categories of the main scale category reveals statistically most 

significant correlation of perception and belief of L1 use in L2 „I think that students get 

benefit from feedback when it‟s given in L1‟ with F= 3.898and P=.010, „I use students‟ 

L1 to explain difficult concepts‟ with F=2.728 and P=.046. Similarly the fourth sub-

category „the situation and atmosphere of L1 use in L2‟ reveals statistically most 
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significant correlation „I prefer to use L1 when I use to check my students‟ 

comprehension, short questions, summaries, letter writing and paraphrasing the text‟ with 

F= 3.127 and P= .028     and in the same sub-category the item number 66 also showed 

the most significant correlation „The use of L1 in my English class helps me for better 

understanding of mutual communication in English‟ with F= 3.635 and P=.014. 

Table  4.4.21: Showing ANOVA result of mean comparison of Teachers‟ Experience wise: 

Experience Perception Impact Reasoning Situation Contribution 

0-4 Mean 50.0388 66.8122 41.3933 42.5000 31.0698 

N 53 53 53 53 53 

Std. Deviation 10.02496 1.16653E1 8.06822 7.67513 5.81227 

5-10 Mean 47.9677 63.9501 39.1476 41.6141 30.4113 

N 62 62 62 62 62 

Std. Deviation 12.28605 1.19192E1 6.84965 9.18563 7.60263 

11-20 Mean 52.7412 70.7676 42.6554 45.6343 33.1600 

N 25 25 25 25 25 

Std. Deviation 11.68937 1.01815E1 6.55537 6.57490 6.63174 

Others Mean 50.0809 69.5982 42.0817 43.9554 31.3500 

N 16 16 16 16 16 

Std. Deviation 9.78615 1.04821E1 6.18042 7.36603 3.69486 

 The Table  4.4.21 explains ANOVA results of mean comparison of teachers‟ 

experience. It shows that 11-20 years teaching experience category has maximum mean 

value (M=52.741) than others (21 and above years) teaching experience category 

(M=50.080), 0-4years teaching experience category (M=50.038) and 5-10 years teaching 

experience category (M=47.967) with the perception and belief of the main scale. 

Similarly the impact of L1 use in L2 sub-category shows that  11- 20 years teaching 

experience category has maximum value (M=70.767) than others (21 and above years) 

teaching experience category (M=69.598), 0-4years teaching experience category 

(M=66.812) and 5-10 years teaching experience category (M=63.950).The third sub-

category which is the reasoning of L1 use in L2 shows that 11-20 years teaching 

experience category has maximum mean value (M=42.655) than others (21 and above 
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years) teaching experience category (M=42.081), 0-4 years teaching experience category 

(M=41.393) and 5-10 years teaching experience category (M=39.147).The situation and 

atmosphere of L1 use in L2 teaching experience category which is the fourth sub-

category indicates that 11-20 years teaching experience category has maximum mean 

value (M=45.634) than others (21 and above years) teaching experience category 

(M=43.955), 0-4years teaching experience category (M=42.500) and 5-10 years teaching 

experience category (M=41.614) The fifth and last sub-category which is the contribution 

of L1 use in L2 category also reinforces the idea that 11-20 years teaching experience 

category has maximum mean value (M=33.160) than others (21 and above years) 

teaching experience category (M=31.350), 0-4 years teaching experience category 

(M=31.069) and 5-10 years teaching experience category (M=30.411). 

   Students 4.4.6

4.4.6.1 Age T- test 

Table  4.4.22: Showing relation of students Age on five categories 

 

Age N Mean 

Std. 

Deviation F P 

Perception 17-19 445 72.2444 11.69710   

20-22 131 71.6541 12.50863 1.088 .297 

Impact 17-19 445 44.2398 7.55661   

20-22 131 44.7317 8.43643 .466 .495 

Reasoning 17-19 445 37.7208 7.32736   

20-22 131 38.0299 8.18038 .864 .353 

Situation & 

Atmosphere 

17-19 445 42.5891 8.26711   

20-22 131 42.7064 8.61411 .004 .952 

Contribution 17-19 445 46.5469 9.58447   

20-22 131 46.6690 9.74333 .608 .436 

*. The mean difference is significant at the (0.05) level. 

 The Table  4.4.22 demonstrates results of the T-test with relation to students‟ age 

category. The  interaction of age with the sub-categories of the main scale category 

reveals statistically non-significant correlation of perception and belief of L1 use in L2 
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with F= 1.088 and P=.297, impact of L1 use in L2 with F=.466 and P=.495, reasoning of 

L1 use in L2 with F=.864 and P=.353, situation and atmosphere of L1 use in L2 with 

F=.004 and P=.952 and the contribution of L1 use in L2 with F=.608 and P=.436 which 

also showed non-significant relationship. 

 Gender T-test 4.4.7

Table  4.4.23: Showing relation of student‟s Gender on five categories 

 Gender N Mean Std. Deviation F P 

Perception & 

Belief 

Male 301 73.4998 11.24256   

Female 275 70.7165 12.37922 5.743 .017 

Impact Male 301 45.4013 7.83999   

Female 275 43.2281 7.50894 .565 .452 

Reasoning Male 301 38.2240 7.62427   

Female 275 37.3536 7.39620 .392 .531 

Situation & 

Atmosphere 

Male 301 43.2305 8.35314   

Female 275 41.9648 8.29707 .001 .982 

Contribution Male 301 47.1690 9.60098   

Female 275 45.9423 9.59806 .007 .935 

*. The mean difference is significant at the (0.05) level. 

 The Table  4.4.23 indicates findings and results of the T-test with relation to male 

and female participants(students) of the study, the  interaction of gender with the sub-

categories of the main scale category reveals statistically most significant correlation of 

perception and belief of L1 use in L2 with F= 5.743 and P=.017. On the other hand, the 

second sub-category which is „Impact of L1 use in L2‟ with F=.565 and P=.452 showed 

statistically non-significant correlation. Similarly, the third category which is reasoning 

of L1 use in L2 with F=.392 and P=.531 also carried statistically non-significant 

correlation, situation and atmosphere of L1 use in L2 with F=.001 and P=.982 and the 

contribution of L1 use in L2 with F=.007 and P=.935 both likewise showed statistically 

non significant correlation.  
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 Institution T-test 4.4.8

Table  4.4.24: Showing relation of student institution on five categories 

Institution N Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
F P 

Perception Public 465 72.3414 12.19312   

Private 112 71.2934 10.52652 2.229 .136 

Impact Public 465 44.4931 7.96703   

Private 112 43.7551 6.79874 2.783 .096 

Reasoning Public 465 37.9443 7.60402   

Private 112 37.1949 7.15824 .430 .512 

Situation & 

Atmosphere 

Public 465 42.8521 8.44150   

Private 112 41.6854 7.84898 .069 .793 

Contribution Public 465 47.0000 9.60878   

Private 112 44.8151 9.42421 .014 .906 

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 

 The Table  4.4.24 indicates results and findings of the T-test with relation to 

students‟ institution category. The relation of public and private  with the sub-categories 

of the main scale category reveals statistically non-significant correlation of perception 

and belief of L1 use in L2 with F= 2.229 and P=.136, impact of L1 use in L2 with 

F=2.783 and P=.096, reasoning of L1 use in L2 with F=.430 and P=.512, situation and 

atmosphere of L1 use in L2 with F=.069 and P=.793 and the contribution of L1 use in L2 

with F=.014 and P=.906 which also showed non-significant correlation. 
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 Start of English 4.4.9

Table  4.4.25: Showing relation of students start of English Language with five categories: 

Start of English N Mean Std. Deviation F P 

Perception 1-above 318 71.6349 11.86333   

6-above 257 72.8421 11.89075 .746 .388 

Impact 1-above 318 44.2293 7.77455   

6-above 257 44.5347 7.75409 .491 .484 

Reasoning 1-above 318 37.8401 7.84183   

6-above 257 37.7834 7.13406 4.363 .037 

Situation & 

Atmosphere 

1-above 318 42.4910 8.77770   

6-above 257 42.7947 7.80320 5.502 .019 

Contribution 1-above 318 46.5469 9.98665   

6-above 257 46.6606 9.14837 4.052 .045 

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 

 The Table  4.4.25 demonstrates findings of the T-test with relation to students‟ 

start of foreign language learning category. The interaction of  1-above and 6-above years 

with the sub-categories of the main scale category reveals statistically non-significant 

correlation of perception and belief of L1 use in L2 with F= .746 and P=.388, impact of 

L1 use in L2 with F=.491 and P=.484. Contrary to these, the first two sub- categories the 

last three sub-categories such as „reasoning of L1 use in L2‟ with F=4.363 and P=.037, 

situation and atmosphere of L1 use in L2 with F=5.502 and P=.019 and the contribution 

of L1 use in L2 with F=4.052 and P=.045 showed statistically most significant 

correlation. 
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 Mother Tongue 4.4.10

Table  4.4.26: Showing analysis of variance ANOVA students‟ Mother tongue with five 

categories 

  
Sum of 

Squares 
Df Mean Square F P 

Perception Between Groups 1538.771 3 512.924 3.681 .012 

Within Groups 79843.945 573 139.344   

Total 81382.715 576    

Impact Between Groups 479.906 3 159.969 2.684 .046 

Within Groups 34151.701 573 59.602   

Total 34631.607 576    

Reasoning Between Groups 171.801 3 57.267 1.013 .387 

Within Groups 32395.574 573 56.537   

Total 32567.375 576    

Situation & 

Atmosphere 

Between Groups 592.833 3 197.611 2.872 .036 

Within Groups 39432.497 573 68.818   

Total 40025.330 576    

Contribution Between Groups 107.730 3 35.910 .388 .762 

Within Groups 53022.248 573 92.534   

Total 53129.978 576    

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 

 The Table  4.4.26 indicates the analysis of variance (ANOVA) of students‟ mother 

tongue with respect to the main five scale categories. The interaction of students‟ mother 

tongue with the first sub-category reveals statistically most significant correlation of 

perception and belief of L1 use in L2 with F= 3.681and P=.012, the second sub-category 

also reveals statistically most significant correlation of the Impact of L1 use in L2 with 

F= 2.684 and P=.046 but reasoning of L1 use in L2 with F=1.013 and P=.387 showed 

statistically non- significant. Conversely to it, the fourth sub-category, situation and 

atmosphere of L1 use in L2 with F=2.872 and P=.036 showed statistically most 

significant correlation. But the fifth and the last sub-category which is the contribution of 

L1 use in L2 with F= .388 and P=.762 showed statistically non-significant correlation. 
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Table  4.4.27: LSD 

Dependent Variable 

(I) 

Mothertongue 

(J) 

Mothertongue Mean Difference (I-J) Std. Error P 

Perception Urdu Punjabi 2.52997 1.72429 .143 

Saraiki -1.94686 1.12346 .084 

Others -4.51965 2.67642 .092 

Punjabi Urdu -2.52997 1.72429 .143 

Saraiki -4.47683
*
 1.60515 .005 

Others -7.04962
*
 2.91162 .016 

Saraiki Urdu 1.94686 1.12346 .084 

Punjabi 4.47683
*
 1.60515 .005 

Others -2.57279 2.60126 .323 

Others Urdu 4.51965 2.67642 .092 

Punjabi 7.04962
*
 2.91162 .016 

Saraiki 2.57279 2.60126 .323 

Impact Urdu Punjabi -1.15235 1.12770 .307 

Saraiki -1.86167
*
 .73476 .012 

Others -3.35594 1.75041 .056 

Saraiki Urdu 1.86167
*
 .73476 .012 

Punjabi .70932 1.04978 .500 

Others -1.49427 1.70125 .380 

Situation & 

Atmosphere 

Urdu Punjabi 2.23952 1.21176 .065 

Saraiki -.97241 .78952 .219 

Others -1.08367 1.88088 .565 

Punjabi Urdu -2.23952 1.21176 .065 

Saraiki -3.21193
*
 1.12803 .005 

Others -3.32318 2.04617 .105 

Saraiki Urdu .97241 .78952 .219 

Punjabi 3.21193
*
 1.12803 .005 

Others -.11126 1.82806 .951 

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.  

 The Table  4.4.27 shows ANOVA (LSD) results that indicate the variation 

between dependent and independent variables. The perception of L1 use in L2 category 

reveals inversely proportional interaction of Urdu language with Saraiki and other 

languages category (Blochi, Pushto and Rangri). This scale category also shows directly 

proportional correlation with Punjabi language. Urdu language also shows statistically 
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non- significant correlation with all other categories i.e. Punjabi, Saraiki and other 

languages category (Blochi, Pushto and Rangri) at the level of .143, 0.084 and 0.092 

respectively. In the same sub-category Punjabi mother tongue indicates inverse 

correlation with Urdu, Saraiki and other languages category (Blochi, Pushto and Rangri). 

In this category Punjabi and Urdu languages are statistically non-significant correlation at 

the level of .143. Contrary to this Punjabi mother tongue reveals statistically most 

significant correlation with Saraiki and Other languages category (Blochi, Pushto and 

Rangri) at the level of 0.005 and 0.016 respectively. In the similar sub-category Saraiki 

mother tongue indicates inverse correlation with other languages category (Blochi, 

Pushto and Rangri), and these two languages have statistically non-significant correlation 

at the level of .323. Contrary to this Saraiki mother tongue reveals directly proportional 

correlation with Urdu and Punjabi mother tongue but conversely the correlation between  

Saraiki and Urdu language is statistically highly significant at the level of .005 and the 

correlation between Saraiki and Urdu language is statistically non-significant at the level 

of .084. In the same sub-category other languages category Saraiki language shows 

directly proportional correlation with Punjabi language and this relation is statistically 

most significant at the level of 0 .005. In the same sub-category other languages category 

(Blochi, Pushto and Rangri) shows directly proportional correlation with Urdu, Punjabi 

and Saraiki languages and this relation of other languages category with Urdu and Saraiki 

languages is  statistically non-significant at the level of 0.092 and 0.323 respectively. 

This scale category also shows statistically most significant correlation between other 

languages category (Blochi, Pushto and Rangri) with Punjabi language at the level of 

0.016.  

 The impact of L1 use in L2 teaching category reveals inversely proportional 

interaction of Urdu language with Punjabi, Saraiki and other languages category (Blochi, 
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Pushto and Rangri). This scale category also shows statistically most significant 

correlation between Urdu and Saraiki which is at the level of 0.012. In the same sub-

category Urdu mother tongue indicates inverse correlation with Punjabi and other 

languages category (Blochi, Pushto and Rangri), and these two categories have 

statistically non-significant correlation at the level of 0.307 and 0.056 respectively. In the 

similar sub-category Saraiki mother tongue indicates inverse correlation with other 

languages category (Blochi, Pushto and Rangri), and these two languages have 

statistically non-significant correlation at the level of 0.380. Contrary to this, Saraiki 

mother tongue reveals directly proportional correlation with Urdu and Punjabi mother 

tongue but conversely the correlation between  Saraiki and Urdu language is statistically 

highly significant at the level of 0.012 and the correlation between Saraiki and Punjabi 

language is statistically non-significant at the level of 0.500. 

 The situation and atmosphere of L1 use in L2 (teaching) category reveals 

inversely proportional interaction of Urdu language with Saraiki and other languages 

category (Blochi, Pushto and Rangri). Urdu language also shows statistically non- 

significant correlation with Saraiki and other languages category (Blochi, Pushto and 

Rangri) at the level of .219, 0.565 respectively. This scale category also shows directly 

proportional correlation with Punjabi language and Urdu language shows statistically 

non-significant correlation with Punjabi language at the level of 0.065. In the same sub-

category Punjabi mother tongue indicates inverse correlation with Urdu, Saraiki and other 

languages category (Blochi, Pushto and Rangri). In this sub-category Urdu and other 

languages category (Blochi, Pushto and Rangri) are statistically non-significant 

correlation at the level of 0.065 and 0.105 respectively. Contrary to this Punjabi mother 

tongue reveals statistically most significant correlation with Saraiki at the level of 0.005. 

In the similar sub-category Saraiki mother tongue indicates inverse correlation with other 
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languages category (Blochi, Pushto and Rangri) statistically non-significant correlation at 

the level of 0.951. Contrary to this Saraiki mother tongue reveals directly proportional 

correlation with Urdu and Punjabi mother tongue but conversely, the correlation between  

Saraiki and Punjabi language is statistically highly significant at the level of 0.005 and 

the correlation between Saraiki and Urdu language is statistically non-significant at the 

level of 0.219.  

Table  4.4.28: Showing mean comparison  of students mother‟s tongue  with five categories: 

Mother‟s tongue Perception Impact Reasoning Situation Contribution 

Urdu Mean 71.1642 43.0531 37.8457 42.2940 46.2942 

N 168 168 168 168 168 

Std. Deviation 11.12848 7.41740 6.94159 8.38439 9.05078 

Punjabi Mean 68.6343 44.2055 36.4846 40.0544 45.6923 

N 65 65 65 65 65 

Std. Deviation 16.23856 9.21539 8.67170 8.79788 10.38233 

Saraiki Mean 73.1111 44.9148 37.9332 43.2664 46.8321 

N 322 322 322 322 322 

Std. Deviation 11.25582 7.54756 7.56078 8.18538 9.63292 

Others  Mean 75.6839 46.4091 39.3561 43.3776 47.5877 

N 22 22 22 22 22 

Std. Deviation 8.77578 7.69250 7.51432 7.65882 11.24798 

Total Mean 72.1380 44.3498 37.7988 42.6256 46.5759 

N 577 577 577 577 577 

Std. Deviation 11.88652 7.75399 7.51935 8.33597 9.60414 

 The Table  4.4.28 explains the results of mean comparison of students‟ mother 

tongue with the five sub-categories.  The perception and belief of L1 use L2 sub-category 

indicates that other languages category (Blochi, Pushto and Rangri) has maximum mean 

value (M=75.683) than Saraiki language category (M=73.111), Urdu language category 

(M=71.164) and Punjabi language category (M=68.634). Similarly, the impact of L1 use 

in L2 sub-category shows that other languages (Blochi, Pushto and Rangri) category has 

maximum value (M=46.409) than Saraiki language category (M=44.914), Punjabi 

language category (M=44.205) and Urdu language category (M= 43.053). The third sub-

category which is the reasoning of L1 use in L2 reveals that other languages category 
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(Blochi, Pushto and Rangri) has maximum value (M=39.356) than Saraiki language 

category (M=37.933), Urdu language category (M=37.845) and Punjabi language 

category (M=36.484). The atmosphere and situation of L1 use in L2 category which is 

the fourth sub-category indicates that other languages category (Blochi, Pushto and 

Rangri) also has the maximum value (M=43.377) than Saraiki language category 

(M=43.266), Urdu language category (M=42.294) and Punjabi language category 

(M=40.054). The fifth and last sub-category which is the „Contribution of L1 use in L2‟ 

category also support the idea that other languages (Blochi, Pushto and Rangri) category 

carries the maximum value (M=47.587) than Saraiki language category (M= 46.832), 

Urdu language category (M= 46.294)and Punjabi language category (M=45.692). 

 Proficiency 4.4.11

Table  4.4.29: Showing analysis of variance ANOVA students  Proficiency with five 

categories 

  Sum of 

Squares Df Mean Square F P 

Perception Between Groups 1573.122 4 393.280 2.819 .025 

Within Groups 79809.593 572 139.527   

Total 81382.715 576    

Impact Between Groups 912.863 4 228.216 3.871 .004 

Within Groups 33718.744 572 58.949   

Total 34631.607 576    

Reasoning Between Groups 513.992 4 128.498 2.293 .058 

Within Groups 32053.384 572 56.037   

Total 32567.375 576    

Situation & 

Atmosphere 

Between Groups 605.369 4 151.342 2.196 .068 

Within Groups 39419.961 572 68.916   

Total 40025.330 576    

Contribution Between Groups 1033.212 4 258.303 2.836 .024 

Within Groups 52096.767 572 91.078   

Total 53129.978 576    

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 

 The Table  4.4.29 indicates the analysis of variance (ANOVA) of students‟ 

language proficiency with respect to the five scale categories. It reveals results and 
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findings of ANOVA with relation to respondents (students) of this study. The interaction 

of students‟ language proficiency with the first sub-category reveals statistically most 

significant correlation of perception and belief of L1 use in L2 with F= 2.819 and P=.025, 

the second sub-category also reveals statistically most significant correlation of the 

Impact of L1 use in L2 with F= 3.871 and P=.004 but Reasoning of L1 use in L2 with 

F=2.293 and P=.058 showed statistically near to significant. On the other hand, the fourth 

sub-category, Situation and Atmosphere of L1 use in L2 with F=2.191 and P=.068 

showed statistically non- significant correlation. But the fifth and the last sub-category, 

which is the Contribution of L1 use in L2 with F= 2.836 and P=.024 showed statistically 

most significant correlation. 

Table  4.4.30: Showing  mean comparison  of students self-rated language proficiency  

with five categories 

Proficiency Perception Impact Reasoning Situation Contribution 

Poor Mean 73.7512 45.2951 38.5347 43.2965 46.6199 

N 137 137 137 137 137 

Std. Deviation 10.09376 7.51632 8.12718 8.64651 9.73583 

Satisfactory Mean 71.6508 44.5405 37.9806 42.5022 46.8932 

N 240 240 240 240 240 

Std. Deviation 11.97819 7.04802 6.78680 8.13064 8.96369 

Good Mean 70.8743 43.2210 36.9111 42.2261 46.3965 

N 149 149 149 149 149 

Std. Deviation 13.25512 8.53383 8.07368 8.83460 10.65736 

Excellent Mean 74.3436 44.6929 37.9100 43.0215 46.0971 

N 50 50 50 50 50 

Std. Deviation 10.74662 8.31140 7.01985 6.22904 8.07236 

 The Table  4.4.30 illustrates the results of mean comparison of students‟ self-rated 

language proficiency with the five sub-categories. The perception and belief of L1 use L2 

sub-category indicates that „Excellent‟ category has maximum mean value (M=74.343) 

than Poor category (M=73.751), Satisfactory category (M=71.650) and „Good‟ category 

(M=70.874). On the contrary, the impact of L1 use in L2 sub-category shows that „Poor‟ 
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category has maximum mean value (M=45.295) than „Excellent‟ category (M=44.692), 

„Satisfactory‟ category (M=44.540) and „Good‟ category (M= 43.221). Similarly, the 

third sub-category which is the reasoning of L1 use in L2 reveals that the „Poor‟ category 

has maximum value (M=38.534) than „Satisfactory‟ category (M=37.980),   „Excellent‟ 

category (M=37.910) and „Good‟ category (M=36.911). The situation and atmosphere of 

L1 use in L2 category which is the fourth sub-category indicates that the „Poor‟ category 

has the maximum value (M=43.296) than „Excellent‟ category (M=43.021), Satisfactory 

category (M=42.502) and „Good‟ category (M=42.226). The fifth and last sub-category 

which is the „Contribution of L1 use in L2‟ showed that the Satisfactory category carries 

the maximum value (M=46.893) than „Poor‟ category (M= 46.619), „Good‟ category 

(M= 46.396) and „Excellent‟ category (M=46.097). 

 Mother’s Qualification 4.4.12

Table  4.4.31: Showing analysis of variance ANOVA students Mother‟s qualification with 

five categories 

  Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F P 

Perception Between Groups 2267.036 6 377.839 2.722 .013 

Within Groups 79115.680 570 138.799   

Total 81382.715 576    

Impact Between Groups 773.011 6 128.835 2.169 .044 

Within Groups 33858.596 570 59.401   

Total 34631.607 576    

Reasoning Between Groups 773.321 6 128.887 2.311 .033 

Within Groups 31794.054 570 55.779   

Total 32567.375 576    

Situation & 

Atmosphere 

Between Groups 774.028 6 129.005 1.873 .083 

Within Groups 39251.302 570 68.862   

Total 40025.330 576    

Contribution Between Groups 404.672 6 67.445 .729 .626 

Within Groups 52725.306 570 92.501   

Total 53129.978 576    

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 

 The Table  4.4.31 demonstrates the analysis of variance (ANOVA) of students‟ 

mother qualification with respect to five main scale categories. It reveals results of the 
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ANOVA with relation to respondents (students) of this study. The interaction of students‟ 

mother qualification with the sub-categories of the main scale category reveals 

statistically most significant correlation of perception and belief of L1 use in L2 with F= 

2.722 and P=.013, Impact of L1 use in L2 with F=2.169 and P=.044. Similarly, 

Reasoning of L1 use in L2 with F=.2.311 and P=.033 showed statistically highly 

significant correlation. The fourth sub-category, Situation and Atmosphere of L1 use in 

L2 with F=1.873 and P=.083 showed statistically non- significant. Likewise, the fifth 

sub-category which is the Contribution of L1 use in L2 with F= .729 and P=.626 showed 

statistically non-significant. 

Table  4.4.32: Showing  mean comparison  of students mother‟s qualification  with five 

categories 

Mothers‟ qualification Perception Impact Reasoning Situation Contribution 

Uneducated Mean 73.8363 45.3097 38.5636 43.2914 46.6384 

N 274 274 274 274 274 

Std. Deviation 11.14200 7.35195 7.07816 8.22857 9.65844 

Elementary Mean 72.6830 44.8176 37.9347 43.0769 47.9035 

N 74 74 74 74 74 

Std. Deviation 10.15551 6.62940 6.45415 7.04019 8.11629 

Matriculation Mean 70.4292 43.0289 37.6973 43.3486 47.2505 

N 79 79 79 79 79 

Std. Deviation 11.71017 7.25311 7.13246 8.46294 10.34452 

Intermediate Mean 68.1268 42.9252 37.6492 40.3274 44.5930 

N 43 43 43 43 43 

Std. Deviation 15.77436 9.06836 9.07577 8.30062 9.12657 

Graduation Mean 71.2970 43.9963 35.5891 41.3263 45.8522 

N 58 58 58 58 58 

Std. Deviation 12.58655 7.67880 8.25325 9.63782 10.79873 

Post-

graduation 

Mean 69.4943 42.3643 37.2000 41.1865 45.6179 

N 40 40 40 40 40 

Std. Deviation 13.05717 1.01826E1 8.78840 8.45093 9.31078 

Others (MPhil 

& PhD) 

Mean 67.2879 40.7857 31.9074 38.0513 46.2302 

N 9 9 9 9 9 

Std. Deviation 10.42563 1.07961E1 9.70426 8.57520 8.49000 

 The Table  4.4.32 shows mean comparison of students‟ mother qualification with 

five categories. It shows that Uneducated category has maximum mean value 

(M=73.836) than Elementary qualification category (M=72.683), Bachelor qualification 
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category (M=71.297), Secondary qualification category (M=70.429), Postgraduate 

qualification category (M=69.494), Intermediate qualification category (M=68.126) and 

others qualification (MPhil and PhD) category (M= 67.287) with the perception and 

belief of the main scale. Similarly, the impact of L1 use in L2 sub-category shows that 

Uneducated category has maximum mean value (M=45.309) than Elementary 

qualification category (M=44.817), Bachelor qualification category (M=43.996), 

Secondary qualification category (M=43.028), Intermediate qualification category 

(M=42.925), Postgraduate qualification category (M=42.364) and others qualification 

(MPhil and PhD) category (M=40.785). Likewise, the third sub-category which is the 

reasoning of L1 use in L2 reveals that Uneducated category has maximum mean value 

(M=38.563) than Elementary qualification category (M=37.934), Secondary qualification 

category (M=37.697), Intermediate qualification category (M=37.649), Postgraduate 

qualification category (M=37.200), Bachelor qualification category (M=35.589) and 

Others qualification (MPhil and PhD)  category (M=31.907).The situation and 

atmosphere of L1 use in L2 category which is the fourth sub-category indicates that 

Secondary qualification category has maximum mean value (M=43.348) than Secondary 

qualification category (M=43.348), Uneducated qualification category (M=43,291), 

Elementary qualification category (M=43.076), Bachelor qualification category 

(M=41.326),  Postgraduate qualification category (M=41.186), Intermediate qualification 

category (M=40.327) and Others qualification (MPhil and PhD)  category 

(M=38.051).The fifth and last sub-category which is the contribution of L1 use in L2 

reveals that Elementary qualification category has maximum mean value (M=47.903) 

than Secondary category (M=47.250), Uneducated qualification category (M=46.638), 

Others qualification (MPhil & PhD)  category (M=46.230), Bachelor qualification 
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category (M=45.852),  Postgraduate qualification category (M=45.617) and Intermediate 

qualification category (M=44.593). 

 Father’s Qualification 4.4.13

Table  4.4.33: Showing  analysis of variance ANOVA students  Father‟s qualification with 

five categories: 

  Sum of 

Squares Df Mean Square F P 

Perception Between Groups 2066.039 6 344.340 2.475 .023 

Within Groups 79316.677 570 139.152   

Total 81382.715 576    

Impact Between Groups 630.241 6 105.040 1.761 .105 

Within Groups 34001.366 570 59.652   

Total 34631.607 576    

Reasoning Between Groups 546.132 6 91.022 1.620 .139 

Within Groups 32021.243 570 56.178   

Total 32567.375 576    

Situation & 

Atmosphere 

Between Groups 1037.793 6 172.966 2.529 .020 

Within Groups 38987.536 570 68.399   

Total 40025.330 576    

Contribution Between Groups 1202.476 6 200.413 2.200 .042 

Within Groups 51927.503 570 91.101   

Total 53129.978 576    

*. The mean difference is significant at the (0.05) level. 

 The Table  4.4.33 demonstrates the analysis of variance (ANOVA) of students‟ 

father qualification with respect to five main scale categories. It shows results of the 

ANOVA with relation to respondents (students) of this study. The interaction of students‟ 

father qualification with the sub-categories of the main scale category indicates 

statistically most significant correlation of perception and belief of L1 use in L2 with F= 

2.475 and P=.023.On the other hand, the second category which is Impact of L1 use in L2 

with F=1.761 and P=.105 showed statistically non-significant relationship. Similarly, 

reasoning of L1 use in L2 with F=.1.620 and P=.139 showed statistically non- significant 

correlation. Contrary to it, the fourth sub-category, situation and atmosphere of L1 use in 

L2 with F=2.529 and P=.020 showed statistically most significant correlation. In the 
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same way, the fifth sub-category which is the contribution of L1 use in L2 with F= 2.200 

and P=.042 showed statistically most significant correlation. 

Table  4.4.34: Showing mean comparison of students father‟s qualification with five 

categories 

Fathers‟ qualification Perception Impact Reasoning Situation Contribution 

Uneducated Mean 72.4091 44.4380 37.5854 42.0813 45.2426 

N 159 159 159 159 159 

Std. Deviation 12.48924 7.94142 7.94671 9.15402 10.26153 

Elementary Mean 76.5221 46.6964 39.8260 45.0871 48.3393 

N 68 68 68 68 68 

Std. Deviation 9.25843 6.77712 6.37665 6.03424 8.50827 

Matriculation Mean 72.8641 44.5377 38.4890 43.7743 47.7339 

N 91 91 91 91 91 

Std. Deviation 9.17954 5.96875 5.76908 7.08623 8.54370 

Intermediate Mean 71.1094 44.3304 37.2760 42.9940 46.5424 

N 64 64 64 64 64 

Std. Deviation 11.47532 7.75627 7.13015 8.32808 9.33134 

Graduation Mean 69.9466 43.8533 37.0462 40.6505 45.0675 

N 92 92 92 92 92 

Std. Deviation 14.44084 8.40076 8.59700 9.33786 10.36489 

Post-

graduation 

Mean 70.7722 43.2339 37.7229 42.8452 48.5964 

N 80 80 80 80 80 

Std. Deviation 10.74734 7.73930 7.11376 7.40580 8.96219 

Others 

(MPhil & 

PhD 

Mean 70.8083 41.9814 35.2790 40.6789 45.0963 

N 23 23 23 23 23 

Std. Deviation 
14.99527 

1.13002E

1 
10.43902 9.88965 10.14292 

 The Table  4.4.34 illustrates mean comparison of students‟ father qualification 

with five categories. It shows that Elementary School qualification category has 

maximum mean value (M=76.522) than Secondary School qualification category 

(M=72.864), Uneducated category (M=72.409), Intermediate qualification category 

(M=71.109), others qualification (MPhil and PhD) category (M= 70.808), Postgraduate 

qualification category (M=70.772) and Bachelor qualification category (M=69.946) with 

the perception and belief of the main scale. Similarly, the impact of L1 use in L2 sub-

category shows that Elementary School qualification category has maximum mean value 

(M=46.696) than Secondary School category (M=44.537), Uneducated category 
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(M=44.438), Higher Secondary School qualification category (M=44.330), Bachelor 

qualification category (M=43.853), Postgraduate qualification category (M=43.233) and 

others qualification (MPhil and PhD) category (M=41.981). Likewise, the third sub-

category which is the reasoning of L1 use in L2 reveals that Elementary School category 

has maximum mean value (M=39.826) than Secondary School qualification category 

(M=38.489), Postgraduate qualification category (M=37.722), Uneducated category 

(M=37.5854), Intermediate qualification category (M=37.276), Bachelor qualification 

category (M=37.046) and Others qualification (MPhil and PhD)  category 

(M=35.279).The situation and atmosphere of L1 use in L2 category which is the fourth 

sub-category indicates that Elementary School qualification category has maximum mean 

value (M=45.087) than Secondary School qualification category (M=43.774), Higher 

Intermediate category (M=42.994), Postgraduate qualification category (M=42.845), 

Uneducated qualification category (M=42.081),  Others qualification (MPhil and PhD)  

category (M=40.678) and Bachelor qualification category (M=40.650). The fifth and last 

sub-category which is the contribution of L1 use in L2 reveals that Postgraduate 

qualification category has maximum mean value (M=48.596) than Elementary School 

category (M=48.339), Secondary School qualification category (M=47.733), Intermediate 

category (M=46.542), Uneducated qualification category (M=45.242), others 

qualification (MPhil and PhD) category (M=45.096) and Bachelor qualification category 

(M=45.067). 

4.5   To Sum Up 

 This chapter summarizes the findings and the results of the data collected through 

classroom observations, interviews and questionnaires from both the learners and the 

students as mentioned in the preceding chapter. Chapter four also examines these 

quantitative and qualitative collected data to highlight the findings of the three strata of 
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data collection tools such as classroom observations, interviews and questionnaires in 

light of the research questions: First, is to analyze the perceptions and beliefs of English 

language teachers and learners toward the use of Urdu language in EFL classroom at 

degree level in the Southern Punjab, secondly, to explore the impacts of Urdu/L1 on 

teaching learning activities in L2 classroom, thirdly, to analyze the reasons and situations 

which encourage the learners and the teachers to use their L1 in L2 classroom and the 

lastly to examine the contribution of L1 in enhancing learners‟ and teachers‟ receptive 

(their understanding) and productive (the ability to use language) ability of L2, to analyze 

the effect of age variation (students) and experience (teachers) on the responses about L1 

use in L2 teaching, to explore the impact of teacher‟s qualification related to L1 use in L2 

teaching, to investigate the influence of L1 use in L2 teaching on the self-rated 

proficiency of the students, to explore the influence of teachers‟ and students‟ mother 

tongue on the responses about L1 use in L2 pedagogy and to examine the effect of 

teachers‟ and students‟ gender variation on the responses about. 
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CHAPTER 5 

5 FINDINGS, DISCUSSIONS, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS 

AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

5.1   The Purpose and the Summary of the Chapter 

 The purpose of this research study is multifold: to analyze the perceptions and 

beliefs of English language teachers and learners toward the use of Urdu language in EFL 

classroom at degree level in the Southern Punjab, to explore the impacts of Urdu/L1 on 

teaching/ learning activities in L2 classroom, to analyze the reasons and situations which 

encourage the learners and the teachers to use their L1 in L2 classroom, to examine the 

contribution of L1 in enhancing learners‟ and teachers‟ receptive (their understanding) 

and productive (the ability to use language) ability of L2, to analyze the effect of age 

variation (students) and experience (teachers) on the responses about L1 use in L2 

teaching, to explore the impact of teacher‟s qualification related to L1 use in L2 teaching, 

to investigate the influence of L1 use in L2 teaching on the self-rated proficiency of the 

students, to explore the influence of teachers‟ and students‟ mother tongue on the 

responses about L1 use in L2 pedagogy and to examine the effect of teachers‟ and 

students‟ gender variation on the responses about L1 use in L2 pedagogy. 

 The current study contained the following research questions with related 

hypotheses: 

1. What are English language teachers‟ and students‟ perceptions and beliefs 

regarding the use of L1 in L2 classroom at degree level? 

2. What are the impacts of L1 on teaching and learning process in L2 classroom? 

3. What motivates teachers and students to use L1 in L2 classroom? 

4. What are the situations in which teachers and students desire to use their L1 in L2 

classroom? 
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5. Does the use of L1 facilitate to improve learners‟ and teachers‟ receptive and 

productive ability of L2? 

6. Is there any effect of age variation (students) and experience (teachers) on the 

responses about L1 use in L2 teaching? 

7. What is the impact of teacher‟s qualification related to L1 use in L2 teaching? 

8. What is the influence of L1 use in L2 pedagogy on the self-rated proficiency of 

the students? 

9. What is the influence of teachers‟ and students‟ mother tongue on the use of L1 in 

L2 teaching?  

10. Is there any effect of teachers‟ and students‟ gender variation on the responses 

about L1 use in L2 pedagogy? 

 Based on above mentioned research questions, this research examines the 

following hypotheses: 

 Following null hypotheses are drawn to analyze the data collected from English 

language teachers and students at degree level with respect to above mentioned research 

questions.  

H1: Use of L1 in L2 classroom does not affect teachers‟ teaching perceptions.  

H2: Use of L1 in L2 classroom has no impact on teaching/ learning process in L2 

classroom. 

H3: L1 does not motivate teachers and students to use L1 in L2 classroom. 

H4: There are no situations in which teachers and students desire to use their L1 in L2 

classroom. 

H5: L1 does not facilitate to improve learners‟ and teachers‟ receptive and productive 

ability of L2. 
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H6: There is no effect of age variation (students) and experience (teachers) on the 

responses about L1 use in L2 teaching. 

H7: There is no impact of teacher‟s qualification related to L1 use in L2 teaching. 

H8: L1 use in L2 teaching has no influence on the self-rated proficiency of the students. 

H9: There is no influence of teachers‟ and students‟ mother tongue on the use of L1 in L2 

teaching. 

H10: There is no effect of teachers‟ and students‟ gender variation on the responses about 

L1 use in L2 pedagogy. 

 The purpose of this chapter is to present the data analysis and interpretation to 

explore the answers of research questions mentioned in Chapter No 1 and in the 

beginning of the current chapter. Statistics is considered as a technique dealing with data. 

In the same line of thought Runyon, Audry Haber (1980) stated that statistics is a tool 

linked with the collection, organization and analysis of facts in numerical form. This 

chapter is associated with findings, discussions, conclusions, implications and 

recommendations. 

5.2  Concise but Precise Information of the Participants of the Study 

 Classroom observation was selected as the most suitable tool for exploring 

teaching practices and other classroom activities performed by the teacher and the 

students. The major intention was to look into teaching practices inside the classroom. 

Initially, classroom observations were set to investigate whether or not L1 was used in 

the English language classroom. English language classes usually meet daily for 45 

minutes period at college level but at university level this duration is 60 to 90 minutes, 

three and two days in a week respectively. To equalize the timings of both at college and 

university level 360 minutes duration was selected for each teacher‟s four classes. 

Classroom observations indicated that teachers used an eclectic approach which is mainly 
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based on Grammar Translation Method (GTM), Direct Method (DM) and Total Physical 

Response (TPR) to teach classes at BA, BSc, BS and B.Com level. In order to determine 

the type and amount of L1 use in various classes 04 tally sheets for 16 classrooms were 

developed, observed, marked and analyzed for 360 minutes each teacher and these 

classrooms were divided into four categories i.e. BA, BSc, BS and B.Com. After 

classroom observations teachers‟ interviews were conducted and data was gathered from 

the teachers whose classes were previously observed with a view to the verification of the 

data gathered from the classroom observations. The current study integrated 04 

respondents (teachers) for interviews including male and female out of 30 teachers, who 

willingly participated in this study. English language teachers who were working in 

public colleges and universities were randomly selected and placed into four categories 

according to their service experience: firstly, those who had 1-5 years of teaching 

experience, secondly, those who had 6-10 years of experience, thirdly, those who had 11-

15 years of experience and fourthly, those who had 16 and above teaching experience in 

public higher institutions in southern Punjab were placed in the hierarchy. All the four 

teachers, selected to respond a total of ten statements were multilingual as all had grown 

up with more than two languages. All the participant teachers carried English teaching 

qualifications, ranging from MA in English language and literature to PhD in English 

Linguistics with four years of teaching experience. All of them were local and belong to 

different linguistic backgrounds i.e. Urdu, Punjabi, Saraiki and Blochi. In order to select 

teachers for interviews, the Stratified Sampling technique has been adopted. Earlier it is 

also mentioned that this type of sampling is considered a mini-reproduction of the 

population (Sommer, 2006). After semi-structured interviews the third and last tool for 

data collection was questionnaire. Two questionnaires were used to collect information 

from the teachers and the students. In this regard 1100 questionnaires were distributed 
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and 577 were received from the students (276 female and 301 male), 465 students 

reported that they received their early education from public and 112 from the private 

institutions. The second category of the data is belonging to 156 teachers (81 female and 

75 male). 

 Brief Description of Research Findings of the Classroom Observations 5.2.1

 The selected model for classroom observations was divided into eight sub 

categories: classroom administration and maintaining discipline, grammar instruction, 

classroom motivation, socializing with the class, to explain new topics or assignments, 

translation of new vocabulary, respond to students‟ use of L1 and lastly, the use of GTM.  

5.2.1.1 Findings of Teacher One (Classroom 01-04) 

 Results indicated that in the very first class, teacher used 20 statements regarding 

„classroom administration and maintaining discipline‟ which were 5.71% of the total 

number. On the contrary, in the second sub-category which is „grammar instruction‟ the 

same teacher used 10 statements to correct and guide her students about L2 grammar in 

L1 which showed 2.85% of the whole number. The third column of the same table 

reveals that the teacher used 20 times L1 statements regarding „classroom motivation‟ 

and this category indicated 5.71% of the whole strength. In the next sub-category which 

is „socializing with the class‟ the female teacher in her first class of BA, used 12 

statements of L1 in L2  with 3.42% of the total number. Likewise, the first teacher used 

L1 for explaining new topics and assignments to the students 22 times which showed 

6.28% of the total figures. During the translation of new vocabulary items the teacher 

used 123 out of 350 times L1 and it revealed 35.14% of the total number which is the 

second highest figure in the current class. However, she use first language only nine 

times while responding to students‟ use of L1 which is the smallest number of statements 
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in the ongoing class and it showed only 2.57% of the total. Similarly, the last column of 

the table one class one indicated that the teacher used 134 times GTM for different 

purposes during the lesson with 38.28% of the total 350.  

5.2.1.2 The Second Class of the same Teacher Indicated Slight Variation in the 

Overall Results of the Observed Categories 

 In the second class, the same teacher revealed that the teacher used 15 statements 

regarding „classroom administration and maintaining discipline‟ which were 3.58% of the 

total number. Likewise, in the second sub-category which is „grammar instruction‟ the 

same teacher used 13 statements to correct and guide her students about L2 grammar in 

L1 which showed 3.11% of the whole number. The third column of the same table 

reveals that the teacher used 15 times L1 statements regarding „classroom motivation‟ 

and this category indicated 3.58% of the whole strength. In the next sub-category which 

is „socializing with the class‟ the female teacher in her second class of BA, used 23 

statements of L1 in L2  with 3.50 % of the total number. Likewise, the first teacher used 

L1 for explaining new topics and assignments to her students 15 times which showed 

3.58% of the total figures. During the translation of new vocabulary items the teacher 

used 135 out of 418 times L1 and it revealed 32.29% of the total number which is the 

second highest figure in the current class. On the other hand, she used L1 only 12 times 

while responding to students‟ use of L1 which is the smallest number of statements in the 

ongoing class and it showed only 2.87% of the total. Similarly, the last column of the 

table one class two indicated that the teacher used 190 times GTM for different purposes 

during the lesson with 45.45% of the total 418. 
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5.2.1.3 The third class of the same teacher also showed some slight variation in the 

overall results of the eight observed sub-categories 

 The first sub-category of the class three showed that the teacher one used 11 

statements regarding „classroom administration and maintaining discipline‟ which were 

2.83% of the entire number. Likewise, in the second sub-category which is „grammar 

instruction‟ the same teacher used 12 statements to correct and guide her students about 

L2 grammar while using L1 which showed 3.09% of the whole number. The third 

column of the same table revealed that the teacher used 25 times L1 statements on the 

subject of „classroom motivation‟ and this category indicated 6.44% of the whole 

strength. In the next sub-category which is „socializing with the class‟ the female teacher 

in her third class of BA, used 18 statements of L1 in L2  with 4.63 % of the total quantity. 

Similarly, the first teacher used L1 for explaining new topics and assignments to the 

students 17 times which showed 4.38% of the total figures. During the translation of new 

vocabulary items the teacher used 142 out of 388 times L1 and it revealed 36.59% of the 

total integer which is the second maximum figure in the current class. Though, she 

employed first language only 11 times while responding to students‟ use of L1and it 

showed only 2.83% of the sum. Similarly, the last column of the table one class three 

indicated that the teacher used 152 times GTM for different functions during the lesson 

with 39.17% of the overall 388 statements of L1. 

5.2.1.4 The calculated digits of the fourth class of the same teacher revealed minor 

deviation in the overall results of the previously observed sub-categories of 

the three classes 

 The individual results of the fourth class, table one revealed that in the first sub-

category of the classroom observation (classroom administration) the teacher used13 

statements of L1 with 4.10 % of the total 317 number. The same teacher used 16 

statements on the topic of „classroom administration and maintaining discipline‟ which 
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were 5.04% of the total number. Likewise, the third column of the same table reveals that 

the teacher used 11 times L1 statements regarding „classroom motivation‟ and this 

category indicated 3.47% of the whole strength. In the next sub-category, which is 

„socializing with the class‟ the female teacher in her fourth class of BA, used 22 

statements of L1 in L2 with 06.94 % of the total number. Likewise, the first teacher used 

L1 for „explaining new topics and assignments‟ to the students 06 times which showed 

1.89% of the total figures. During the translation of new vocabulary items the teacher 

used 119 out of 317 times L1 and it revealed 37.53% of the total number which is the 

second highest figure in the current class. However, she employed L1 only 06 times 

while responding to students‟ use of L1 which is the smallest number of statements in the 

current class and it showed only 1.89% of the total. Similarly, the last column of the table 

one class four indicated that the teacher used 124 times GTM for different purposes 

during the lesson with 39.11% of the total 317. 

5.2.1.5 Findings of Teacher Two (Classroom 01-04) 

 Results of the second teacher signified that he used 13 statements regarding 

„classroom administration and maintaining discipline‟ which were 3.89% of the total 

number. Similarly, in the second sub-category which is „grammar instruction‟ the same 

teacher used 20 statements to correct and guide his students about L2 grammar in L1 

which showed 5.98% of the whole number. The third column of the same table reveals 

that the teacher used 11 times L1 statements regarding „classroom motivation‟ and this 

category indicated 3.29% of the whole strength. In the next sub-category which is 

„socializing with the class‟ the male teacher in his first class of BSc, used 14 statements 

of L1 in L2  with 4.19% of the total number. Likewise, the second teacher used L1 for 

explaining new topics and assignments to the students 41 times which showed 12.27% of 

the total figures. During the translation of new vocabulary items the teacher used 125 out 
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of 334 times L1 and it revealed 37.42% of the total number which is the second highest 

figure in the current class. Nonetheless, he employed L1 twelve times while responding 

to students‟ use of L1 which is the second smallest number of statements in the ongoing 

class and it showed only 3.59% of the total. Similarly, the last column of the table two 

class one indicated that the teacher used 98 times GTM for different purposes during the 

lesson with 29.34% of the total 334. 

5.2.1.6 The second class of the male teacher two indicated little bit difference in the 

overall results of the observed sub-categories 

 The second teacher in his second class used 20 statements regarding „classroom 

administration and maintaining discipline‟ which were 6.07% of the total number. 

Likewise, in the second sub-category which is „grammar instruction‟ the same teacher 

used 13 statements to correct and guide his students about L2 grammar in L1 which 

showed 3.95% of the whole number. The third column of the same table reveals that the 

teacher used 15 times L1 statements regarding „classroom motivation‟ and this category 

indicated 4.55% of the whole strength. In the next sub-category which is „socializing with 

the class‟ the male teacher in his second class of BSc, used 16 statements of L1 in L2  

with 4 .86 % of the total number. Likewise, the second teacher used L1 for explaining 

new topics and assignments to his students 23 times which showed 6.99% of the total 

figures. During the translation of new vocabulary items the teacher used 142 out of 329 

times L1 in the class and it revealed 43.16% of the total number which is the highest 

numeral in the current class. However, the teacher employed first language 24 times 

while responding to students‟ use of L1 which is the smallest number of statements in the 

ongoing class and it showed only 7.29% of the total. Similarly, the last column of the 

table two, class two indicated that the teacher used 76 times GTM for different purposes 

during the lesson with 23.10% of the total 329. 
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5.2.1.7 The third class of the teacher two also showed some dissimilarity in the 

overall results of the eight observed sub-categories 

 The first sub-category of the C-3 showed that the second teacher used 16 

statements regarding „classroom administration and maintaining discipline‟ which were 

5.21% of the entire number. Likewise, in the second sub-category which is „grammar 

instruction‟ the same teacher used 11 statements to correct and guide his students about 

L2 grammar while using L1 which showed 3.58% of the whole number. The third 

column of the same table revealed that the teacher used 18 times L1 statements on the 

subject of „classroom motivation‟ and this category indicated 5.86% of the whole 

strength. In the next sub-category which is „socializing with the class‟ the male teacher in 

his third class of BSc, used 21 statements of L1 in L2  with 6.84 % of the total quantity. 

Similarly, the second teacher used L1 for explaining new topics and assignments to the 

students 25 times which showed 8.14% of the total figures. During the translation of new 

vocabulary items the teacher used 106 out of 307 times L1 and it revealed 34.52% of the 

total integer which is the maximum figure in the current class. The teacher employed L1 

only 09 times while responding to students‟ use of L1and it showed only 2.93% of the 

sum. Similarly, the last column of the table two, class three indicated that the teacher 

used 101 times GTM for different functions during the lesson with 32.89% of the overall 

307 statements of L1. 

5.2.1.8 The calculated digits of the fourth class of the same teacher revealed some 

deviation in the overall results of the previously observed sub-categories of 

the three classes 

 The individual results of the fourth class, table two reveal that in the first sub-

category of the classroom observation (classroom administration) the teacher used10 

statements of L1 with 3.49% of the total 286 number. The same teacher used 15 

statements on the topic of „grammar instruction‟ which were 5.24% of the total number. 
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Likewise, the third column of the same table reveals that the teacher used 22 times L1 

statements regarding „classroom motivation‟ and this category indicated 7.69% of the 

whole strength. In the next sub-category which is „socializing with the class‟ the male 

teacher in his fourth class of BSc, used 12 statements of L1 in L2 with 04.19% of the 

total number. Likewise, the second teacher used L1 for „explaining new topics and 

assignments‟ to the students 29 times which showed 10.13% of the total figures. During 

the translation of new vocabulary items the teacher used 92 out of 286 times L1 and it 

revealed 32.16% of the total number which is the highest figure in the current class. The 

same teacher however, used L1 only 18 times while responding to students‟ use of L1 

which is the third smallest number of statements in the current class and it showed only 

6.29% of the total. Similarly, the last column of the table two, class four indicated that the 

teacher used 88 times GTM for different purposes during the lesson with 30.76% of the 

total 286 L1 use. 

5.2.1.9 Findings of Teacher Three (Classroom 01-04) 

 Results pointed out that the teacher three used 05 statements regarding „classroom 

administration and maintaining discipline‟ which were 3.12% of the total number. 

Similarly, in the second sub-category which is „grammar instruction‟ the same teacher 

used 14 statements to correct and guide her students about L2 grammar in L1 which 

showed 8.75% of the whole number. The third column of the same table reveals that the 

teacher used 12 times L1 statements regarding „classroom motivation‟ and this category 

indicated 7.50% of the whole strength. In the next sub-category which is „socializing with 

the class‟ the female teacher in her first class of BS, used 11 statements of L1 in L2  with 

6.87 % of the total number. Likewise, the third teacher used L1 for explaining new topics 

and assignments to the students 14 times which showed 8.75% of the total figures. 

During the translation of new vocabulary items the teacher used 43 out of 160 times L1 



204 

and it revealed 26.87% of the total number which is the second highest figure in the 

current class. The teacher used L1 only five times while responding to students‟ use of L1 

which is the smallest number of statements in the ongoing class and it showed only 

3.12% of the total. Similarly, the last column of the table three class one indicated that 

the teacher used 56 times GTM for different purposes during the lesson with 35.00% of 

the total 160. 

5.2.1.10 The second class of the same teacher indicated slight variation in the overall 

results of the observed sub-categories of the classroom observations  

 In his second class, the same teacher used 10 statements regarding „classroom 

administration and maintaining discipline‟ which were 5.00% of the total number. 

Likewise, in the second sub-category which is „grammar instruction‟ the same teacher 

used 24 statements to correct and guide her students about L2 grammar in L1 which 

showed 12.00% of the whole number. The third column of the same table reveals that the 

teacher used 09 times L1 statements regarding „classroom motivation‟ and this category 

indicated 4.50% of the whole strength. In the next sub-category which is „socializing with 

the class‟ the female teacher in her second class of BS, used 07 statements of L1 in L2  

with 3.50% of the total number. Likewise, the third teacher used L1 for explaining new 

topics and assignments to her students 15 times which showed 7.50% of the total figures. 

During the translation of new vocabulary items the teacher used 59 out of 200 times L1 

and it revealed 29.50% of the total number which is the second highest figure in the 

current class. Conversely, she used first language only 14 times while responding to 

students‟ use of L1 which is the third smallest number of statements in the ongoing class 

and it showed only 7.00% of the total. Similarly, the last column of the table three, class 

two indicated that the teacher used 62 times GTM for different purposes during the lesson 

with 31.00% of the total 200. 
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5.2.1.11 The third class of the same teacher also revealed some slight variation in 

the overall results of the eight observed sub-categories of the classroom 

observations 

 The first sub-category of the class three showed that the teacher three used 04 

statements regarding „classroom administration and maintaining discipline‟ which were 

2.06% of the entire number. Likewise, in the second sub-category which is „grammar 

instruction‟ the same teacher used 32 statements to correct and guide her students about 

L2 grammar while using L1 which showed 16.49% of the whole number. The third 

column of the same table revealed that the teacher used only 06 times L1 statements on 

the subject of „classroom motivation‟ and this category indicated 3.09% of the whole 

strength. In the next sub-category which is „socializing with the class‟ the female teacher 

in her third class of BS, used 08 statements of L1 in L2  with 4.12% of the total quantity. 

Similarly, the third teacher used L1 for explaining new topics and assignments to the 

students 10 times which showed 5.15% of the total figures. During the translation of new 

vocabulary items the teacher used 72 out of 194 times L1 and it revealed 37.11% of the 

total integer which is the maximum figure in the current class. However, she employed 

L1 only 17 times while responding to students‟ use of L1and it showed only 8.76% of the 

sum. Similarly, the last column of the table three, class three indicated that the teacher 

used 45 times GTM for different functions during the lesson with 23.19% of the overall 

194 statements of L1. 

5.2.1.12 The calculated numbers of the fourth class of the same teacher indicated 

minor deviation in the overall results of the previously observed sub-

categories of the three classes 

 The individual results of the fourth class revealed that in the first sub-category of 

the classroom observation (classroom administration) the teacher used12 statements of 

L1 with 6.93% of the total 173 number. The same teacher used 17 statements on the topic 
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of „grammar instruction‟ which were 9.82% of the total number. Likewise, the third 

column of the same table reveals that the teacher used 14 times L1 statements regarding 

„classroom motivation‟ and this category indicated 8.09% of the whole strength. In the 

next sub-category, which is „socializing with the class‟ the female teacher in her fourth 

class of BS, used 11 statements of L1 in L2  with 06.35% of the total number. Likewise, 

the third teacher used L1 for „explaining new topics and assignments‟ to the students 11 

times which showed 6.35% of the total figures. During the translation of new vocabulary 

items the teacher used 51 out of 173 times L1 and it revealed 29.47% of the total number 

which is the highest figure in the current class. However, she used first language only 06 

times while responding to students‟ use of L1 which is the smallest number of statements 

in the current class and it showed only 3.46% of the total. Similarly, the last column of 

the table three, class four indicated that the teacher used 51 times GTM for different 

purposes during the lesson with 29.47% of the total 173. 

5.2.1.13 Findings of Teacher Four (Classroom 01-04) 

 Findings collected from the fourth teacher indicated that the teacher used 05 

statements regarding „classroom administration and maintaining discipline‟ which were 

1.47% of the total number. Similarly, in the second sub-category which is „grammar 

instruction‟ the same teacher used 10 statements to correct and guide his students about 

L2 grammar in L1 which showed 2.95% of the whole number. The third column of the 

same table reveals that the teacher used 12 times L1 statements regarding „classroom 

motivation‟ and this category indicated 3.55% of the whole strength. In the next sub-

category which is „socializing with the class‟ the male teacher in his first class of B.Com, 

used 25 statements of L1 in L2  with 7.39% of the total number. Likewise, the fourth 

teacher used L1 for explaining new topics and assignments to the students 20 times which 

showed 05.91% of the total figures. During the translation of new vocabulary items the 
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teacher used 103 out of 338 times L1 and it revealed 30.47% of the total number which is 

the second highest figure in the current class. On the other hand, he employed L1 41 

times while responding to students‟ use of L1 which is the third highest number of 

statements in the ongoing class and it showed only 12.13% of the total. Similarly, the last 

column of the table four, class one indicated that the teacher used 122 times GTM for 

different purposes during the lesson with 36.09% of the total 338. 

5.2.1.14 The second class of the male teacher four showed some differences in the 

overall results of the observed sub-categories 

 The fourth teacher in his second classroom used 07 statements regarding 

„classroom administration and maintaining discipline‟ which were 2.38% of the total 

number. Likewise, in the second sub-category which is „grammar instruction‟ the same 

teacher used only 02 which is the smallest figure to correct and guide his students about 

L2 grammar in L1 which showed 0.00004% of the whole number. The third column of 

the same table reveals that the teacher used 08 times L1 statements regarding „classroom 

motivation‟ and this category indicated 2.72% of the whole strength. In the next sub-

category which is „socializing with the class‟ the male teacher in his second class of 

B.Com, used 18 statements of L1 in L2  with 6 .12% of the total number. Likewise, the 

fourth teacher used L1 for explaining new topics and assignments to his students 24 times 

which showed 8.16% of the total figures. During the translation of new vocabulary items 

the teacher used 105 out of 294 times L1 in the class and it revealed 35.71% of the total 

number which is the second highest digit in the current class. However, the teacher used 

first language 21 times while responding to the students‟ use of L1 and it showed only 

7.14% of the total. Similarly, the last column of the table four, class two indicated that the 

teacher used 109 times GTM for different classroom activities during the lesson with 

37.07% of the total 294. 



208 

5.2.1.15 The third class of the teacher four also showed some dissimilarity in the 

overall results of the eight observed sub-categories 

 The first sub-category of the class three showed that the fourth teacher used 04 

statements regarding „classroom administration and maintaining discipline‟ which were 

1.29% of the entire number. Likewise, in the second sub-category which is „grammar 

instruction‟ the same teacher used 05 statements to correct and guide his students about 

L2 grammar while using L1 which showed 1.61% of the whole number. The third 

column of the same table revealed that the teacher used 11 times L1 statements on the 

subject of „classroom motivation‟ and this category indicated 3.55% of the whole 

strength. In the next sub-category which is „socializing with the class‟ the male teacher in 

his third class of B.Com, used 09 statements of L1 in L2  with 02.91% of the total 

quantity. Similarly, the fourth teacher used L1 for explaining new topics and assignments 

to the students 32 times which showed 10.35% of the total figures. During the translation 

of new vocabulary items the teacher used 129 out of 309 times L1 and it revealed 41.74% 

of the total integer which is the maximum figure in the current class. Conversely, he 

employed first language 29 times while responding to students‟ use of L1and it showed 

only 9.38% of the sum. Similarly, the last column of the table four, class three indicated 

that the teacher used 90 times GTM for different functions during the lesson with 29.12% 

of the overall 309 statements of L1. 

5.2.1.16 The calculated digits of the fourth class of the same teacher indicated some 

deviation in the overall results of the previously observed sub-categories of 

the three classes 

 The individual results of the fourth class revealed that in the first sub-category of 

the classroom observation (classroom administration) the teacher used15 statements of 

L1 with 4.13% of the total 363 number. The same teacher used 11 statements on the topic 

of „grammar instruction‟ which were 3.03% of the total number. Likewise, the third 
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column of the same table reveals that the teacher used 14 times L1 statements regarding 

„classroom motivation‟ and this category indicated 3.85% of the whole strength. In the 

next sub-category which is „socializing with the class‟ the male teacher in his fourth class 

of B.Com, used 15 statements of L1 in L2 with 04.13% of the total number. Likewise, the 

fourth teacher used L1 for „explaining new topics and assignments‟ to the students 24 

times which showed 6.61% of the total figures. During the translation of new vocabulary 

items the teacher used 154 out of 363 times L1 and it revealed 42.42% of the total 

number which is the highest figure in the current class. Yet, the teacher used L1 33 times 

while responding to students‟ use of L1 and it showed only 9.09% of the total. Similarly, 

the last column of the table four, class four indicated that the teacher used 97 times GTM 

for various classroom practices during the lesson with 26.72% of the total 363 L1 use. 

5.3 Overall Discussion and Conclusion of the Research Findings of 

Classroom Observations 

 Classroom observation was chosen as the most suitable device for exploring 

teaching practices and other classroom activities performed by the teachers and the 

students. The main purpose was to look into teaching practices inside the classroom. 

Primarily, classroom observations were set to explore whether or not L1 was used in the 

EFL classroom. In order to determine the type and amount of L1 use in various classes 04 

tally sheets for 16 classrooms were developed, observed, marked and analyzed for 360 

minutes for each teacher for 04 classes and these classrooms were divided into four 

categories i.e. BA, BSc, BS and B.Com. Four tally sheets for sixteen EFL classrooms 

indicated that all the four teachers time and again used L1 in all 08 sub-categories such as 

„classroom administration and maintaining discipline, grammar instruction, classroom 

motivation, socializing with the class, explaining new topics or assignments, translation 

of new vocabulary items, respond to students‟ use of L1 and lastly, the use of GTM. 
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Results revealed that all the teachers (male and female) employed L1 to explain the 

meaning of complex and difficult vocabulary items and used Grammar Translation 

Method (GTM) excessively. But as far as the rest of the six sub-categories were 

concerned the selected sheets indicated that the use of L1 was minor in numbers. There 

were a number of reasons for L1 overuse in L2 classrooms such as the low level of 

students‟ English language proficiency for which teachers were compelled to use Urdu 

most frequently. Consequently, it could be deduced that the teacher one, although used 

communicative techniques and practices and tried her level best to avoid the usual GTM, 

restricted the use of L1 for better communication and attainment of the language skills. 

Particularly, in the situations where teacher was forced to explain abstract or ultimately 

specific words or sometimes explanations would ask for these words and terms. All of the 

above mentioned teachers firstly tried to put in plain words the grammatical points, 

vocabulary items and meanings of multifarious views and ideas in the target language but 

were forced to use Urdu, when they considered and thought that the learners could not 

comprehend their explanations in English language. Even at multiple occasions, students 

themselves insisted the teachers to explain the difficult and complex terms in their L1. 

Teachers most frequently used Urdu to simplify difficult items for weak students, so that 

they do not remain behind their fellows. The results and findings of my research appear 

to be consistent with the studies produced by Dickson (1996) and Franklin (1990), who 

concluded that the root cause of using students‟ L1in L2 classroom was the poor 

proficiency level of their students and to improve this situation students‟ motivational 

level regarding L2 use in the class could be increased so that with the passage of time this 

overuse of L1 could be decreased.  
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5.4  Brief Description of Research Findings of the Teachers’ Interviews 

 Interviews are generally placed after classroom observations in the hierarchy of 

three part data analysis, as the foremost intention of the interviews was to ask for further 

explanations and clarifications regarding L1 use in L2 context and to look at the 

positivity or negativity of the responses reported by the teachers and the students. 

 Description of Responses Produced by the Teacher 1 5.4.1

 Overall responses to the questions reported by the first teacher indicated that 

allowing L1 in EFL classrooms is harmful in Pakistani context as banishing L1 from 

English class will positively affect their understanding of L2 as students will adopt only 

English policy while learning L2. However, the teacher one also tends to have a more 

positive attitude and perception toward Urdu as the list of interview questions indicates 

that this teacher has also responded positively on items two, three, four and seven. This 

list also reveals that the teacher responded negatively on items one, five, six and ten. 

 Description of Responses Produced by the Teacher 2 5.4.2

 The data collected from the second teacher indicated that allowing Urdu in EFL 

classrooms is crucial in Pakistani context, as banishing L1 from English classroom will 

negatively affect students‟ motivational level especially due to the low level of students‟ 

proficiency in English language classroom in Pakistan. He thought L1 may be 

constructive for affective reasons but not for instructive reasons. The interviewee 

highlighted that L1 should be used during the lesson at all levels such as all through 

motivational talk, encouragement and guidance. He also indicated some situations where 

L1 may be used which included making jokes with students, developing understanding, 

and during tests to clarify those items which students did not understand. However, this 

teacher has a tendency to have a more positive attitude and perception toward Urdu as the 
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list of interview questions indicates that this teacher has responded positively on items 

one to ten. 

 Description of Responses Produced by the Teacher 3 5.4.3

 The information collected from the third teacher demonstrated that allowing L1 in 

English language classroom is important in EFL classroom as proscribing L1 from 

English classroom will disapprovingly influence on students‟ perceptions toward learning 

English. She thought L1 may be constructive for affective reasons but also for instructive 

reasons. The interviewee highlighted that L1 should be used during the lesson at all levels 

such as all through motivational talk, explaining difficult concepts, facilitates 

complicated and abstract English classroom tasks, and also provide guidance to the 

students. However, this teacher also has a tendency be more positive toward Urdu as the 

list of interview questions indicates that this teacher has responded positively from item 1 

to ten. 

 Description of Responses Produced by the Teacher 4 5.4.4

 Overall responses to the statements reported by the last and the senior most 

teacher signified that allowing L1 in EFL classrooms is constructive in Pakistani context 

as banishing L1 from English class will negatively affect their understanding of L2. 

However, this teacher also tends to have a more positive attitude and perception toward 

Urdu as the list of interview questions indicates that this teacher has also responded 

positively on items one, two, three, four, five, six, seven, nine and ten. This list also 

exposes that the teacher responded negatively only on item eight in which he reported 

that L1 use in L2 classroom has the danger to reduce students‟ spoken and listening 

skills. 
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5.5 Overall Discussion and Conclusion of the Research Findings of the 

Teachers’ Interview 

 All the teachers who were interviewed for this study believe that following an 

English only policy in EFL classrooms creates many issues because it is not appropriate 

for students‟ proficiency level in Pakistani context where a great number of students 

whose proficiency level is low are present. Banishing L1 from English language 

classroom, as mentioned by all the reported teachers, creates negative effects on students‟ 

motivation. The English only policy also obstructs their learning and causes 

disappointment and frustration because they cannot cope up with the language depth they 

are uncovered to. So, they are of the view that there should be a proper and judicious use 

of both L1 and L2 in EFL classroom. Similarly, the current study is also supported by the 

teachers-centered investigations, such as Min and Li (2008), Al-Buraiki (2008) and 

Timor (2012). These studies indicated teachers‟ highly constructive views regarding the 

use of students‟ L1 in EFL classrooms but during certain situations such as to develop a 

good relationship with learners and to formulate the educational atmosphere more 

natural. On the whole, Kafes (2011), Khati (2011), Pablo et al. (2011), Shimizu (2006), 

Schweers (1999), Tang (2002) and Duff and Polio (1990) whose studies analyzes data 

collected from both the teachers and the students in order to compare them, showed 

learners‟ common agreement with their teachers‟ perceptions, beliefs and attitudes. 

Similarly, all the teachers interviewed for this research, responded that Urdu is a more 

helpful tool than only L2 when introducing grammar, difficult concepts and new 

vocabulary items as it also facilitates not to waste time in long and confusing 

explanations of L2 and to produce a more peaceful educational atmosphere by 

minimizing students‟ L2 classroom shock. 
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5.6  Brief Description of Research Findings of the Students’ Interviews 

 The current study integrated 04 respondents (students) for the interviews 

including male and female out of 100 students, who willingly participated in this study 

simply for the interviews. All the respondent students were those who had studied 

English about seven to thirteen years at schools, colleges or universities in the regions 

where this study took place. All the participants who responded in this research project 

were form different linguistic backgrounds as they shared various mother tongues but the 

same dominated or national language i.e. Urdu. They were studying English as a foreign 

language in homo and heterogeneous groups and further these groups would be discussed 

during the analysis of their responses. Similarly, they did not have much interaction with 

the target language outside the schools, colleges and the universities and the input they 

were exposed to in English classrooms was significantly insufficient. 

 Analysis of Responses Produced by the Student 1 5.6.1

 Overall responses to the statements reported by the first student signified that 

allowing Urdu in English as a foreign language classroom is highly beneficial in 

Pakistani context, as banishing L1 from English class will produce negative effects on 

students‟ understanding of L2. However, this student also tends to have more positive 

perceptions and belief toward Urdu as the list of interview questions indicated that this 

student along with other students who were not included in this study due to some 

inevitable limitations of the study also responded positively on items one to ten. This list 

also exposes and justifies the need to use of L1 saying that low-level learners get 

participated in the lesson when Urdu is used. When this student was asked whether she 

thinks that English teacher should use Urdu in EFL class, she indicated that L1 should be 

allowed, as it helps students, particularly in checking and correcting our different 

components of composition, giving directions regarding exams, understanding English 
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grammar, comprehending difficult concepts and helping in developing a sense in English 

language and literature. Similarly, responding to the statement five the student reported 

that Urdu accelerates her motivational level and it should be used especially during the 

discussion of new and difficult terminologies and vocabulary items. 

 Analysis of Responses Produced by the Student 2 5.6.2

 The second student reported that the use of Urdu language in EFL classrooms is 

highly beneficial to him since banishing L1 from English class will produce harmful 

effects on students‟ understanding of L2. However, this student also has positive 

perception and belief toward Urdu as the list of interview questions and the responses of 

those questions produced by the 2
nd

 student indicated that this student along with other 

students who were not included in this study due to some inevitable limitations of the 

study have also responded positively on items one, two, three, four, five, six, seven, nine 

and ten. This list also exposes that the student responded negatively only on item eight in 

which he reported that L1 do not help him in learning L2 grammar as both the languages 

have different structures. When this student was asked whether he thinks that English 

teacher should use Urdu in EFL class, he indicated that L1 should be allowed, as it helps 

students, chiefly in checking and correcting students‟ various components of 

composition, giving directions about exams, comprehending complicated concepts and 

helps in developing a sense in English language and literature.  

 Analysis of Responses Produced by the Student 3 5.6.3

 The third student also showed a highly positive perception regarding the use of 

Urdu language in foreign language classroom. L1 is highly useful to her as banishing L1 

from English class will create destructive effects on students‟ understanding of L2. The 

study also shows that the respondent has positive perception regarding items one to ten. 

When this student was asked whether she thinks that English teacher should use Urdu in 
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EFL class, she indicated that L1 should be allowed in L2 classroom, as L1 helps students, 

mostly in checking and correcting students‟ various components of composition, giving 

directions about exams, comprehending complicated concepts and helps in developing a 

sense of understanding English language and literature.  

 Analysis of Responses Produced By the Student 4 5.6.4

 The last student reported that the exercise of L1 in EFL classrooms is greatly 

positive to him. However, this student also has positive perceptions and belief toward 

Urdu as the record of interview questions and the responses of those questions given by 

the fourth student indicated that this student along with other students who were not 

integrated in this research due to limitations of the study has also responded positively on 

items one, two, three, four, five, six, seven, nine and ten. This list reveals that the student 

responded negatively only on item #eight in which he reported that the grammatical 

structure of L1 varies from the structure of L2. 

 When this student was inquired whether he thinks that English language teacher 

should use Urdu in L2 classroom, he suggested that L1 should be allowed, since it helps 

students, mostly in checking and correcting students‟ various components of 

composition, giving directions about exams and comprehending complicated concepts.  

5.7 Overall Discussion and Conclusion of the Research Findings of the 

Students’ Interview 

 All the students who were interviewed for the current research believe that 

following an English only policy in L2 classrooms generates many problems because it is 

not appropriate for all students‟ proficiency level in Pakistani context where a great 

number of students whose proficiency level is low are present. Banishing L1 from 

English language classrooms, as mentioned by all reported teachers, creates negative 
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effects on students‟ motivation. The English only policy also hinders their learning and 

causes distress and disturbance because they cannot cope up with the language depth they 

are exposed to. Consequently, they are of the view that there should be an appropriate 

and well judged use of both Urdu and L2 in foreign language classroom. Similarly, the 

current study is also supported by the student-centered investigations, such as Kashihara 

(2012), Mouhanna (2009) and Ahmad (2009), which revealed that learners showed 

encouraging perceptions about the inclusion of their L1 in EFL classrooms. They 

acknowledged some typical situations where L1 support is more required; these particular 

situations are as under: 

1. Explaining difficult concepts 

2. Checking for comprehension 

3.  Defining new vocabulary items. 

 However, the three studies stated above recommended that teachers‟ code-

switching from L2 to L1 should depend on the kind of learners involved in the education. 

In fact, the support of L1 is most wanted by learners with a low level of English language 

proficiency than advanced learners whose awareness with the instructed language is 

advanced. 

5.8 Brief Description of Research Findings of the Students’ 

Questionnaire 

 The descriptive statistics (Means, Standard Deviations etc.) were calculated by 

analyzing the questionnaire to explore the overall responses of the participants (students) 

in the five categories (Perceptions & Beliefs of L1 Use in L2 Pedagogy, Impact of L1 

Use on L2 Pedagogy, Reasoning of L1 use in L2 Pedagogy, Situation and Atmosphere of 
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L1 Use in L2 Pedagogy, Contribution of L1 Use in L2 Pedagogy). The reliability with 

Cronbach‟s Alpha, coefficient of 75 items of the tool was 0.939. 

 In frequency of students reported on overall scale of L1 use in L2 pedagogy the 

descriptive statistics indicated that the participants responded a high degree of L1 use in 

L2 learning but overall near to the medium having the value (M=3.47, SD=0.71). And all 

five scale categories in the present study were used as high to medium range  the most 

preferred category reported was contribution of L1 use in L2 pedagogy (M=3.57, 

SD=0.61), situation of L1 use in L2 pedagogy (M=3.53, SD=0.53), perception & belief of 

L1 use in L2 pedagogy (M=3.44, SD=0.51), impact of L1 use in L2 pedagogy (M=3.41, 

SD=0.55) and the medium reasoning of L1 use in L2 pedagogy (M=3.39, SD=0.54). 

The students responded regarding „perception & belief of L1 use in L2 pedagogy‟ 

from high to medium degree values. This is the first category in the five scale category 

and this category is further divided into 22 statements and the most preferred statement 

reported was Item No: 4 „I think use of L1 in English classroom helps me to cultivate a 

positive attitude toward L2 learning‟ (M= 3.77, SD= 1.133), Item No: 6 „I think that use 

of L1 in English language classroom helps me to develop as bilingual/multilingual 

learner‟ (M=3.73. SD= 1.155), Item No:9 „L1 should be used to facilitate complicated 

English classroom tasks‟ ( M=3.70, SD=1.159), Item No:5 „I think use of L1 helps me to 

become autonomous English language learner‟ (M=3.62‟ SD=1.213), Item No:22 „I 

prefer my teacher to use L1 in explaining some new words to my class‟ (M=3.61, 

SD=1.206), Item No:11 „I think that teachers should discuss with students the decision of 

using students' L1 in English language classrooms‟ (M=3.60, SD=1.183)‟ Item No:15 „I 

prefer my teacher to use L1 in explaining the topic that the students are going to write 

about‟ (M=3.57, SD=1.228), Item No:7 „I believe that I will become more proficient in 

English when L1 will be used in the classroom.‟ (M=3.52, SD=1.277), Item No=10 „I 
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feel more comfortable when my teacher uses only English while checking our 

comprehension, short questions, summaries, letter writing and paraphrasing the text‟ 

(M=3.50, SD=1.287), Item No:18 „It is preferable for me when my teacher gives 

instructions in L1 to correct students‟ mistakes in pronunciation‟ (M=3.43, SD=1.303), 

Item No:3 „I feel that regardless of how much my English teacher chooses to use English, 

the students must use English at all times in the classroom‟ (M=3.39, SD=1.357), Item 

No:2 „I expect my teacher to use only English while discussing course policies, 

attendance, and other administrative information in and outside the class „ (M=3.38, 

SD=1.3), Item No: 19 „I believe that it is useful for me to watch movies about L2 courses 

presented in Urdu dubbing‟ (M=3.38 ,SD=1.343), Item No:12 „I believe that students‟ L1 

should be allowed during English lessons‟  (M=3.37, SD=1.294), Item No:8 „I believe 

that the incorporation of L1 can therefore reduce my classroom shock.‟ (M=3.36, 

SD=1.168), Item No: 2O „I prefer my teacher to use L1 in tests, for example, in 

translating questions‟ (M=3.34, SD=1.317), Item No:16 „I prefer my teacher to train 

students to take notes in L1 about the subject that they will write about‟ (M=3.28, 

SD=1.331), Item No: 13 „I prefer my teacher to use L1 in correcting students‟ written 

work‟ (M=3.27, SD=1.330), Item No: 21 „I prefer my teacher to use L1 in dividing the 

class into groups‟ (M=3.23,SD=1.280), Item No:1 „I perceive that in order to learn 

English thoroughly, I must use only English in EFL classroom‟ (M=3.20, SD=1.394), 

Item No:17 „It is preferable for me when my teacher writes notes in L1 on the whiteboard 

while teaching writing‟ (M=3.19 , SD=1.325), Item N0:14 „I prefer my teacher to use 

notes in L1 as comments on students‟ writings‟ (M=3.12 , SD=1.290). 

The students replied concerning „Impact of L1 Use on L2 pedagogy‟ from high to 

medium degree values. This is the second category in the five scale category and this 

category is further divided into 14 statements and the most preferred statement reported 
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was Item No: 35 „I understand English grammar better when it is explained in my L1‟ 

(M=3.72, SD=1.199), Item No: 36 „Use of L1 helps me to understand the English idioms 

and expressions more convincingly‟ (M=3.71, SD=1.230), Item No: 27„It is helpful for 

me to use L1and L2 in a contrastive manner‟ (M=3.63, SD=1.026), Item No: 25„Use of 

L1 saves time and makes my L2 learning process easier‟ (M=3.50, SD=1.225), Item 

No:28 „L1 use in L2 class serves as a kind of cognitive support for helping me to 

remember what I had learnt previously‟ (M=3.48, SD=1.203), Item No:32 „Using L1 

leads to positive attitudes for me with respect to learning L2‟(M=3.47, SD=1.186), Item 

No: 26 „Using L1 provides me an efficient and accurate means for analyzing semantic 

features of words and their appropriate use in diverse contexts in the foreign language‟ 

(M=3.45, SD=1.227), Item No: 29 „By means of L1 I can join and maintain with other 

students‟ interest in the task throughout its performance‟ (M=3.45, SD=1.227), Item 

No:33 „Using L1 reduces the affective barriers for me during L2 learning‟ (M=3.43, 

SD=1.244), Item No:23 „Use of L1 in EFL classroom prevents me from learning English 

properly‟ (M=3.37, SD=1.253), Item No:31 „L1 use does have a role in creating a 

positive emotional environment in learning L2‟ (M=3.31, SD=1.293), Item No: 

34„Methodologically, using L1 reduces my target language practice and fluency‟ 

(M=3.29, SD=1.230), Item No:24 „I do not feel comfortable when my teacher uses 

his/her L1‟ (M=3.10, SD=1.299), Item No:30 „Use of L1 would be a waste of time for me 

and be more work overall‟ (M=2.88, SD=1.367),  

 The students responded in relation to „reasoning of L1 use in L2 pedagogy‟ from 

high to medium degree values. This is the third category in the five scale category and 

this category is further divided into 12 statements and the most ideal statement reported 

was Item No:47 „I prefer my teacher to use L1when giving basic instructions‟ (M=3.57, 

SD=1.756), Item No:40 „I feel more comfortable when my teacher usesL1 in teaching L2 
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grammar and its usage properly‟ (M=3.55, SD=1.192), Item No:41 „Use of L1 motivates 

me to express my feelings and ideas when I fail to do that in English‟ (M=3.51, 

SD=1.209), Item No:45 „I feel motivated when my instructor uses L1 to discuss tests, 

quizzes, and other assignments suitably‟ (M=3.48, SD=1.168), Item No:39 „I prefer to 

use only English to learn about grammar and its usage in the English class‟ (M=3.44, 

SD=1.292), Item No:46 „I tend to participate more in English language classroom when 

my teacher uses L1‟ (M=3.42, SD=1.756), Item No:43 „I feel more motivated when my 

mother tongue is manipulated in my EFL classroom‟ (M=3.38, SD=1.215), Item No:42 

„Students should be inspired to use their L1 in pair/ small-group work‟ (M=,3.32 

SD=1.177), Item No:44 „I feel more encouraged when my teacher gives directions while 

using L1 instead of English about exams‟ (M=3.32, SD=1.232), Item No:38 „Students‟ 

L1 should be allowed during English lessons‟ (M=3.28, SD=1.270), Item No:37 „Teacher 

should use only English with the students both during and between activities‟ (M=3.27, 

SD=1.276), Item No:48 „I feel encouraged when my teacher uses L1 while checking 

short questions, summaries, letter writing and paraphrasing the text.‟  (M=3.22, 

SD=1.336) 

The students responded on the subject of „situation of L1 use in L2 pedagogy‟ 

from high to medium degree values. This is the fourth category in the five scale category 

and this category is further divided into 13 statements and the most preferred statement 

reported was Item No:58 „I prefer my teacher to use L1 in explaining the meaning of 

some phrases‟ (M=3.64, SD=1.221), Item No:59 „I feel better when my teacher uses my 

L1 in explaining some difficult concepts‟ (M=3.64, SD=1.217), Item No:52 „I feel better 

when my teacher uses English to test my comprehension‟ (M=3.61, SD=1.176), Item 

N0:50 „Students‟ first language should be allowed during the translation of English 

lessons‟ (M=3.56, SD=1.135), Item N0: 54„I feel more comfortable when my teacher 
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gives directions while using L1 instead of L2 about exams‟ (M=3.55, SD=1.102), Item 

No:60 „I prefer my teacher to use L1in giving suggestions on how to learn more 

effectively‟ (M=3.54, SD=1.254), Item No:56 „I feel more comfortable when my teacher 

uses L1 in introducing the aim of the lesson‟ (M=3.53, SD=1.244), Item No:55 „I feel 

more benefit from my teacher‟s feedback when it‟s given in L1‟ (M=3.52, SD=1.195), 

Item No :53 „I feel more relaxed when my teacher uses my L1/mother tongue for talks or 

discussions outside the classroom‟ (M=3.49, SD=1.223), Item No:61 „I prefer my teacher 

to use L1 in evaluating and providing feedback‟ (M=3.47, SD=1.222), Item No: 57„I feel 

relaxed when my teacher uses L1 in introducing the next activity (changeover)‟ (M=3.46, 

SD=3.245), Item No:51 „Using L1 in EFL classroom is essential to discuss course 

policies, attendance, and other administrative informations‟ (M=3.42, SD=1.164), Item 

No:49 „I prefer to use only English when my teacher discusses tests, quizzes, and other 

assignments‟ (M=3.41, SD=1.248). 

The students responded on the subject of the „contribution of L1 use in L2 

pedagogy‟ from high to medium degree frequency. This is the fifth category in the five 

scale category and this category is further divided into 14 statements and the most 

preferred statement reported was Item No:75 „I understand texts of L2 much better when 

the teacher uses my L1‟ (M=3.72, SD=1.194), Item No:68 „L1 makes it possible for me 

to understand the idioms and proverbs of L2‟ (M=3.68, SD=1.176), Item No:67 „L1 

facilitates me in learning and understanding of new vocabulary items of L2‟ (M=3.65, 

SD=1.113), Item No:65 „Use of bilingual or multilingual dictionary helps me to 

understand the new vocabulary of L2‟ (M=3.64, SD=1.168), Item No:62 „The use of L1 

in my English class helps me for better understanding of mutual communication in 

English‟ (M=3.62, SD=1.214), Item No:73 „I can make out complex ideas when my 

teacher explains them in my mother tongue/ L1‟ (M=3.60, SD=1.169), Item No:74 „I can 
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understand my teacher‟s suggestions regarding how to learn effectively when these are 

explained in my mother tongue/L1‟ (M=3.58, SD=1.166), Item No: 66„I can easily 

understand my teacher‟s general instructions regarding classroom management when 

they are given in L1‟ (M=3.57, SD=1.147), Item No:72 „Grammatical rules of L2 are 

understood in a better sense when they are explained in L1‟(M=3.54, SD=1.181), Item 

No:69 „I can easily understand colloquial expressions of L2 when my teacher explains 

them in L1‟ (M=3.52, SD=1.158), Item No:70 „Prepositional phrases of L2 are better 

understood when they are explained in L1‟(M=, SD=), Item No: „‟ (M=, SD=), Item No: 

„‟ (M=3.52, SD=1.204), Item No:71 „L1 smoothes the progress of learning and 

explaining slang and taboo words of L2‟ (M=3.49, SD=1.201).  

5.9   Students Results 

 Age T- test 5.9.1

 The  interaction of age with the sub-categories of the main scale category reveals 

statistically non-significant correlation of perception and belief of L1 use in L2 with F= 

1.088 and P=.297, Impact of L1 use in L2 with F=.466 and P=.495, Reasoning of L1 use 

in L2 with F=.864 and P=.353, Situation and atmosphere of L1 use in L2 with F=.004 

and P=.952 and the contribution of L1 use in L2 with F=.608 and P=.436 which also 

showed non-significant relationship. 

5.9.1.1 Gender T-test 

 The T-test with relation to male and female participants(students) of the study, the  

interaction of gender with the sub-categories of the main scale category reveals 

statistically most significant correlation of perception and belief of L1 use in L2 with F= 

5.743 and P=0.017. On the other hand, the second sub-category which is „Impact of L1 

use in L2‟ with F=.565 and P=.452 showed statistically non-significant correlation, 
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Similarly, the third category which is Reasoning of L1 use in L2 with F=.392 and P=.531 

also carried statistically non-significant correlation, Situation and atmosphere of L1 use 

in L2 with F=.001 and P=.982 and the contribution of L1 use in L2 with F=.007 and 

P=.935 both likewise showed statistically non-significant correlation.  

 Mother Tongue 5.9.2

 The analysis of variance (ANOVA) of students‟ mother tongue with respect to the 

main five scale categories showed findings of the ANOVA with relation to participants 

(students) of this study. The interaction of students‟ mother tongue with the first sub-

category reveals statistically most significant correlation of perception and belief of L1 

use in L2 with F= 3.681and P=.012, the second sub-category also reveals statistically 

most significant correlation of the Impact of L1 use in L2 with F= 2.684 and P=.046 but 

reasoning of L1 use in L2 with F=1.013 and P=.383 showed statistically non- significant. 

Conversely to it the fourth sub-category, Situation and atmosphere of L1 use in L2 with 

F=2.872 and P=.036 showed statistically most significant correlation. But the fifth and 

the last sub-category, which is the contribution of L1 use in L2 with F= .388 and P=.762 

showed statistically non-significant correlation. 

The ANOVA (LSD) results indicated the variation between dependent and 

independent variables. The perception of L1 use in L2 category reveals inversely 

proportional interaction of Urdu language with Saraiki and other languages category 

(Blochi, Pushto and Rangri). This scale category also shows directly proportional 

correlation with Punjabi language. Urdu language also shows statistically non- significant 

correlation with all other categories i.e. Punjabi, Saraiki and other languages category 

(Blochi, Pushto and Rangri) at the level of .143, 0.084 and 0.092 respectively. In the 

same sub-category Punjabi mother tongue indicates inverse correlation with Urdu, 

Saraiki and other languages category (Blochi, Pushto and Rangri). In this category 
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Punjabi and Urdu languages are statistically non-significant correlation at the level of 

.143. Contrary to this, Punjabi mother tongue reveals statistically most significant 

correlation with Saraiki and Other languages category (Blochi, Pushto and Rangri) at the 

level of 0.005 and 0.016 respectively. In the similar sub-category Saraiki mother tongue 

indicates inverse correlation with other languages category (Blochi, Pushto and Rangri), 

and these two languages have statistically non-significant correlation at the level of .323. 

Contrary to this, Saraiki mother tongue reveals directly proportional correlation with 

Urdu and Punjabi mother tongue but conversely, the correlation between  Saraiki and 

Urdu language is statistically highly significant at the level of .035 and the correlation 

between Saraiki and Urdu language is statistically non-significant at the level of .084. In 

the same sub-category other languages category Saraiki language shows directly 

proportional correlation with Punjabi language and this relation is statistically most 

significant at the level of 0 .005. In the same sub-category, other languages category 

(Blochi, Pushto and Rangri) shows directly proportional correlation with Urdu, Punjabi 

and Saraiki languages and this relation of other languages category with Urdu and Saraiki 

languages is  statistically non-significant at the level of 0.092 and 0.323 respectively. 

This scale category also shows statistically most significant correlation between other 

languages category (Blochi, Pushto and Rangri) with Punjabi language at the level of 

0.016. 

The Impact of L1 use in L2 teaching category reveals inversely proportional 

interaction of Urdu language with Punjabi, Saraiki and other languages category (Blochi, 

Pushto and Rangri). This scale category also shows statistically most significant 

correlation between Urdu and Saraiki which is at the level of 0.012. In the same sub-

category Urdu mother tongue indicates inverse correlation with Punjabi and other 

languages category (Blochi, Pushto and Rangri), and these two categories have 
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statistically non-significant correlation at the level of 0.307 and 0.056 respectively. In the 

similar sub-category Saraiki mother tongue indicates inverse correlation with other 

languages category (Blochi, Pushto and Rangri), and these two languages have 

statistically non-significant correlation at the level of 0.380. Contrary to this, Saraiki 

mother tongue reveals directly proportional correlation with Urdu and Punjabi mother 

tongue but conversely the correlation between  Saraiki and Urdu language is statistically 

highly significant at the level of 0.012 and the correlation between Saraiki and Punjabi 

language is statistically non-significant at the level of 0.500. 

 The situation and atmosphere of L1 use in L2 (teaching) category reveals 

inversely proportional interaction of Urdu language with Saraiki and other languages 

category (Blochi, Pushto and Rangri). Urdu language also shows statistically non- 

significant correlation with Saraiki and other languages category (Blochi, Pushto and 

Rangri) at the level of .219, 0.565 respectively. This scale category also shows directly 

proportional correlation with Punjabi language and Urdu language shows statistically 

non-significant correlation with Punjabi language at the level of 0.065. In the same sub-

category Punjabi mother tongue indicates inverse correlation with Urdu, Saraiki and other 

languages category (Blochi, Pushto and Rangri). In this sub-category Urdu and other 

languages category (Blochi, Pushto and Rangri) are statistically non-significant 

correlation at the level of 0.065 and 0.105 respectively. Contrary to this, Punjabi mother 

tongue reveals statistically most significant correlation with Saraiki at the level of 0.005. 

In the similar sub-category Saraiki mother tongue indicates inverse correlation with other 

languages category (Blochi, Pushto and Rangri) statistically non-significant correlation at 

the level of 0.951. Contrary to this, Saraiki mother tongue reveals directly proportional 

correlation with Urdu and Punjabi mother tongue but conversely the correlation between  

Saraiki and Punjabi language is statistically highly significant at the level of 0.005 and 
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the correlation between Saraiki and Urdu language is statistically non-significant at the 

level of 0.219.  

The results of mean comparison of students‟ mother tongue with the five sub-

categories.  

  The perception and belief of L1 use in L2 sub-category indicates that other 

languages category (Blochi, Pushto and Rangri) has maximum mean value (M=75.683) 

than Saraiki language category (M=73.111), Urdu language category (M=71.164) and 

Punjabi language category (M=68.634). Similarly, the impact of L1 use in L2 sub-

category shows that other languages (Blochi, Pushto and Rangri) category has maximum 

value (M=46.409) than Saraiki language category (M=44.914), Punjabi language 

category (M=44.205) and Urdu language category (M= 43.053). The third sub-category 

which is the reasoning of L1 use in L2 reveals that other languages category (Blochi, 

Pushto and Rangri) has maximum value (M=39.356) than Saraiki language category 

(M=37.933), Urdu language category (M=37.845) and Punjabi language category 

(M=36.484). The situation and atmosphere of L1 use in L2 category which is the fourth 

sub-category indicates that other languages (Blochi, Pushto and Rangri) also has the 

maximum value (M=43.373) than Saraiki language category (M=43.266), Urdu language 

category (M=42.294) and Punjabi language category (M=40.054). The fifth and last sub-

category which is the „contribution of L1 use in L2‟ category also supports the idea that 

other languages (Blochi, Pushto and Rangri) category carries the maximum value 

(M=47.587) than Saraiki language category (M= 46.832), Urdu language category (M= 

46.294) and Punjabi language category (M=45.692). 
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 Proficiency 5.9.3

 The analysis of variance (ANOVA) of students‟ language proficiency with respect 

to the five scale categories reveals the results and findings with relation to respondents 

(students) of this study. The interaction of students‟ language proficiency with the first 

sub-category reveals statistically most significant correlation of perception and belief of 

L1 use in L2 with F= 2.819 and P=.025, the second sub-category also reveals statistically 

most significant correlation of the impact of L1 use in L2 with F= 3.871 and P=.004 but 

reasoning of L1 use in L2 with F=2.293 and P=.058 showed statistically near to 

significant. On the other hand, the fourth sub-category, the situation and atmosphere of 

L1 use in L2 with F=2.191 and P=.068 showed statistically non- significant correlation. 

But the fifth and the last sub-category, which is the contribution of L1 use in L2 with F= 

2.836 and P=.024 showed statistically most significant correlation. 

 The results of mean comparison of students‟ self-rated language proficiency with 

the five sub-categories with respect to perception and belief of L1 use L2 sub-category 

indicates that the „Excellent‟ category has maximum mean value (M=74.343) than the 

„Poor‟ category (M=73.751), the „Satisfactory‟ category (M=71.650) and the „Good‟ 

category (M=70.874). On the contrary, the impact of L1 use in L2 sub-category shows 

that the „Poor‟ category has maximum value (M=45.295) than the „Excellent‟ category 

(M=44.692), the „Satisfactory‟ category (M=44.540) and the „Good‟ category (M= 

43.221). Similarly, the third sub-category which is the reasoning of L1 use in L2 reveals 

that the „Poor‟ category has maximum value (M=38.534) than the „Satisfactory‟ category 

(M=37.980), the „Excellent‟ category (M=37.910) and the „Good‟ category (M=36.911). 

The situation and atmosphere of L1 use in L2 category which is the fourth sub-category 

indicates that the „Poor‟ category also has the maximum value (M=43.296) than the 

„Excellent‟ category (M=43.021), „Satisfactory‟ category (M=42.502) and the „Good‟ 



229 

category (M=42.226). The fifth and last sub-category, which is the „Contribution of L1 

use in L2‟ showed that the „Satisfactory‟ category carries the maximum value 

(M=46.893) than the „Poor‟ category (M= 46.619), the „Good‟ category (M= 46.396) and 

the „Excellent‟ category (M=46.097). 

5.10 Brief Description of Research Findings of the Teachers’ 

Questionnaire 

 The descriptive statistics (Means, Standard Deviations etc.) were calculated by the 

analyzing the questionnaires to explore the overall responses of the participants (teachers) 

in the five scale categories (perceptions & beliefs of L1 use in L2 pedagogy, impact of L1 

use in L2 pedagogy, reasoning of L1 use in L2 pedagogy, situations and atmospheres of 

L1 use in L2 pedagogy, contribution of L1 use in L2 pedagogy). The reliability with 

Cronbach‟s Alpha, coefficient of 75 items of the tool was 0.935. 

All five scale categories in the present study were used as medium range  the most 

preferred category reported was contribution of L1 use in L2 pedagogy (M=3.44, 

SD=0.51), reasoning of L1 use in L2 pedagogy (M=3.37, SD=0.64), impact of L1 use in 

L2 pedagogy (M=3.32, SD=0.45), situation and atmosphere of L1 use in L2 

pedagogy(M=3.27, SD=0.43) and perception & belief of L1 use in L2 pedagogy 

(M=3.10, SD=0.61). 

 Just like the students‟ questionnaire, the teachers‟ questionnaire had five parts. 

The received descriptive data indicated that the teachers responded regarding „perception 

& belief of L1 use in L2 pedagogy‟ from high to medium degree frequencies. This is the 

first category in the five scale category and this category is further divided into 17 

statements and the most preferred statement reported was Item No:16 „I prefer to use L1 

in dividing the class into groups‟ (M=3.34, SD=1.418), Item No:10 „I prefer using L1 in 

explaining the topic that the students are going to write about‟ (M=3.31, SD=1.366), Item 
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No:2 „I think that L1 should be used to learn about L2 grammar and its usage properly‟ 

(M=3,24, SD=1.315), Item No:14 „I believe that it is better for my students to watch 

movies about L2 courses presented in Urdu dubbing‟ (M=3.21, SD=1.384), Item No:3 „I 

believe that L1 should be used to discuss tests, quizzes, and other assignments 

appropriately‟ (M=3.17, SD=1.486), Item No:17 „I prefer to use L1 in explaining some 

new words to my class‟ (M=3.15, SD=1,418), Item No:4 „I think that the use of L1 is 

essential to discuss course policies, attendance, and other administrative information‟ 

(M=3.13, SD=1.286), Item No:8 „I prefer using L1 in correcting students‟ written work ‟ 

(M=3.13, SD=1.330), Item No:15 „It is preferable to use L1 in tests, for example, in 

translating questions‟ (M=3.12, SD=1.384), Item No:5 „I believe that, regardless of how 

much L2 students choose to use, the teacher should use English at all times in the 

classroom‟ (M=3.07, SD=1.281), Item No:6 „I believe that teachers should use their 

students‟ first language‟ (M=3.05, SD=3.314), Item No:12 „I write notes in L1 on the 

whiteboard while teaching writing‟ (M=3.03, SD=1.384), Item No:7 „I believe that 

students‟ first language should be allowed during English lessons‟ (M=3.01, SD=1.337), 

Item No: 9„I use notes in L1 as comments on students‟ writings‟ (M=3.01, SD=1.327), 

Item No:13 „I prefer to use instructions in L1 to correct students‟ mistakes in 

pronunciation‟ (M=2.98, SD=1.416), Item No:11 „I prefer to train my students to take 

notes in L1 about the subject that they will write about‟ (M=2.96, SD=1.290), Item No:1 

„I believe the more L1 that students use in English classroom; the better they will be at 

communicating in English‟ (M=2.71, SD=1.415) 

The teachers responded regarding the „impact of L1 use on L2 pedagogy‟ also 

from high to medium degree values. This is the second category in the five scale category 

and this category is further divided into 21 statements and the most preferred statement 

reported was Item No: 26 „Students are more comfortable when I use their L1 for talks or 



231 

discussion outside the classroom (M=3.72, SD=1.205), Item No: 25„Use of mother 

tongue saves time and makes English language learning process easier‟ (M=3.61, 

SD=1.263), Item No: 20„I use bilingual dictionaries to help my students to understand the 

new vocabulary‟ (M=3.55, SD=1.302). Item No:24 „The use of L1 in English language 

classroom helps students to develop as bilingual/multilingual learners‟ (M=3.42, 

SD=1.234), Item No:28 „L1 use in L2 class serves as a kind of cognitive support for 

helping students to remember what they had learned previously.‟ (M=3.41, SD=1.180), 

Item No:33 „The assimilation of L1with L2 can therefore reduce classroom shock‟ 

(M=3,40, SD=1.163), Item No:18 „Using L1 prevents students from learning English 

properly‟ (M=3.38, SD=1.326), Item No:3 „Methodologically, use of L1 reduces target 

language fluency and practice‟ (M=3.38, SD=1.199), Item No:29 „By means of L1 

students join and maintain each other‟s interest in the task throughout its performance‟ 

(M=3.37, SD=1.148), Item No:27 „Use of L1 provides an efficient and accurate means 

for analyzing semantic features of words and their appropriate use in different contexts in 

the foreign language‟ (M=3.35, SD=1.319), Item No:35 „Using L1 is so that students can 

better understand a concept, to give their feedback during written work with the idea that 

this improves their results‟ (M=3.34, SD=1.252), Item No:36 „UsingL1 is so that students 

can better understand a concept, to give their feedback during written work with the idea 

that this improves their results‟ (M=3.34, SD=1.231), Item No:22 „The use of L1 in 

English classroom helps my students to cultivate a positive attitude toward learning‟ 

(M=3.27, SD=1.287), Item No:37 „I use L1 because of the low level of the students‟ 

(M=3.29, SD1.285=), Item No:23 „The use of L1 helps the students to become 

autonomous English language learners‟ (M=3.27, SD=1.209), Item No: 38„I use L1 

otherwise, enrolment numbers drop‟ (M=3.19, SD=1.148), Item No:32 The use of L1 

reduces the affective barriers within and outside the classroom „‟ (M=3.15, SD=1.157), 
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Item No:21 „I feel comfortable when my students use their first language‟ (M=3.13, 

SD=1.338), Item No:19 „I follow an English-only policy in the classroom‟ (M=3.08, 

SD=1.363), Item No:30 „Students‟ use of L1 would be a waste of time and be more work 

overall‟ (M=2.96, SD=1.321). 

The teachers responded regarding the „reasoning of L1 use in L2 pedagogy‟ from 

high to medium degree values. This is the third category in the five scale category and 

this category is further divided into 13 statements and the most preferred statement 

reported was Item No:43 „I prefer to use L2 when I discuss tests, quizzes, and other 

assignments with my students‟ (M=3.61, SD=1.145) , Item No: 50„My students tend me 

to use L1 when I give basic instructions‟ (M=3.57, SD=1.042), Item No:48 „My students 

feel motivated when I use their L1 to discuss tests, quizzes, and other assignments 

suitably‟ (M=3.43, SD=1.102), Item No:39 „I think that English language learners are 

more motivated if their mother tongue is used in the classroom‟ (M=3.38, SD=1.302), 

Item No:41 „Teacher should use only L2 with the students both during and between 

activities‟ (M=3.38, SD=1,241), Item No: 45„I think that Students are inspired when I use 

their mother tongue in pair/ small-group work.‟ (M=3.38, SD=1.204), Item No: 42 „I 

prefer to use only L2 to learn about grammar and its usage in the English class‟ (M=3.36, 

SD=1.164), Item No:40 „I tend to discuss with students the decision of using students' L1 

in English language classrooms‟ (M=3.34, SD=1,133), Item No:49 „ My students tend to 

participate more in English language classroom when I use their L1‟ (M=3.34, SD=), 

Item No: 51„I think that my students feel encouraged when I use their L1 while checking 

their comprehension, short questions, summaries, letter writing and paraphrasing the text 

(M=3.31, SD=1.253), Item No:47 „I think that my students are more encouraged when I 

give them directions by using their L1 instead of English about exams‟ (M=3.17, 

SD=1.311) Item No:44 „Use of L1 motivates me to express my feelings and ideas with 
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my students when I fail to do that in English‟ (M=3.29, SD=1.285), Item No: 46„I think 

my students feel more motivated when I use their mother tongue in my EFL classroom‟ 

(M=3.27, SD=1.215). 

The teachers responded regarding the „situation of L1 use in L2 pedagogy‟ from 

high to medium degree values. This is the fourth category in the five scale category and 

this category is further divided into 14 statements and the most preferred statement 

reported was Item No:65 „Students feel more comfortable when I use L1 during talks or 

discussions outside the classroom‟ (M=3.65, SD=1.051), Item No:53 „I suppose that there 

are some specific perspectives in which L1 should be allowed in the classroom‟ (M=3.54, 

SD=1.109), Item No61: „Most frequently I use L1 to facilitate complicated English 

classroom tasks‟ (M=3.46, SD=1.149), Item No:60 „I use students‟ L1 to explain difficult 

concepts‟ (M=3.44, SD=1.154), Item No:59 „I think that using students‟ L1 is better than 

using English in order to know about students‟ background and interests‟ (M=3.37, 

SD=1.240), Item No:63 „I prefer to use L1 when I give basic instructions regarding 

lesson planning‟ (M=3.35, SD=1.232), Item No: 62 „My students tend to participate more 

in English language classroom when I use L1‟ (M=3.31, SD=3.319), Item No:55 „I think 

that using students‟ L1 is better than using only English to give directions about exams‟ 

(M=3.19, SD=1.301), Item No:57 „I think that using students‟ L1 is better than using 

English to test students‟ comprehension‟ (M=3.19, SD=1.206), Item No:52 „I think that 

there are no situations in which L1 should be used in the classroom‟ (M=3.17, 

SD=1.319), Item No:56 „I think that students get benefit from feedback when it‟s given 

in L1‟ (M=3.16, SD=1.183), Item No:64 „I prefer to use L1 when I use to check my 

students‟ comprehension, short questions, summaries, letter writing and paraphrasing the 

text‟ (M=3.15 , SD=1.238),  Item No:54 „I believe that students should use only English 

the entire time they are in the classroom with both the teacher and fellow students both 
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during and between activities‟ (M=3.10, SD=1.330) Item No:58 „Students will become 

proficient in English when L1 is used in the classroom‟ (M=3.12, SD=1.215). 

The teachers responded regarding the „contribution of L1 use in L2 Pedagogy‟ 

from high to medium degree values. This is the fifth category in the five scale category 

and this category is further divided into 10 statements and the most preferred statement 

reported was Item No:68 „L1 use assists me in learning and teaching L2 texts 

comprehensively‟ (M=3.70, SD=1.050), Item No:72 „By using L1 I can easily explain 

colloquial expressions to my L2 classes‟ (M=3.53, SD=1.150), Item No75: „My students 

understand my suggestions regarding how to learn effectively, better when these are 

explained in L1‟ (M=3.53, SD=1.236), Item No:67 „Using L1 I can better understand a 

concept, to attain feedback from my students with the idea that this improves the results‟ 

(M=3.51, SD=1.127), Item No:71 „L1 makes it possible for me to make my students 

understand the idioms and proverbs of L2‟ (M=3.50, SD=1.210), Item No:74 „L1 

smoothes the progress of learning and explaining slang and taboo words of L2‟ (M=3.42, 

SD=1.159), Item No:70 „L1 facilitates me in learning and teaching of new vocabulary 

items for my L2 classes‟ (M=3.35, SD=1.179), Item No:66 „The use of L1 in my English 

class helps me for better understanding of mutual communication in English‟ (M=3.33, 

SD=1.198), Item No:73 „I think prepositional phrases of L2 are better understood when 

they are explained in L1‟ (M=3.26, SD=1.240), Item No:69 „L1 helps me in giving 

general instructions regarding L2 classroom management‟ (M=3.22, SD=1.323). 

5.11   Teachers’ Results 

 Gender T-test 5.11.1

5.11.1.1 Relation of Gender on Five Scale Categories 

 The T-test with relation to male and female participants(teachers) of the study, the  

interaction of gender with the sub-categories of the main scale category reveals 
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statistically non-significant correlation of perception and belief of L1 use in L2 with F= 

.121 and P=.728, Impact of L1 use in L2 with F=.814 and P=.368, Reasoning of L1 use in 

L2 with F=.071 and P=.790, Atmosphere and Situation of L1 use in L2 with F=.056 and 

P=.814 and the contribution of L1 use in L2 with F=3.75 and P=.054 which is near to 

significant. 

5.11.1.2 Qualification 

The ANOVA results with relation to the participants(teachers) of the study, the  

interaction of qualification with the sub-categories of the main scale category reveals 

statistically non-significant correlation of perception and belief of L1 use in L2 with F= 

.627 and P=.536, Impact of L1 use in L2 with F=.120 and P=.827, Reasoning of L1 use in 

L2 with F=1.215 and P=.299, Atmosphere and Situation of L1 use in L2 with F=1.115 

and P=.331 and the contribution of L1 use in L2 with F= .427 and P=.653 which is non-

significant. 

The ANOVA results with relation to the respondents of the study, the  interaction 

of qualification with the sub-categories of the main scale category reveals statistically 

significant correlation of perception and belief of L1 use in L2 „I write notes in L1 on the 

whiteboard while teaching writing‟ with F= 3.250 and P=.041 and the next sub-category 

similarly, shows statistically significant correlation of Reasoning of L1 use in L2 „I think 

that English language learners are more motivated if their mother tongue is used in the 

classroom‟ with F= 3.882 and P=.023. 

The ANOVA mean comparison of teachers‟ qualification shows that MA 

qualification category has maximum mean value (M=50.127) than MPhil qualification 

category (M=47.783) and PhD qualification category (M=44.235) with the perception 

and belief of the main scale. Similarly, the impact of L1 use in L2 sub-category shows 

that PhD qualification category has maximum value (M=68.238) than MA qualification 
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category (M=66.794) and MPhil qualification category (M=65.668). The third sub-

category which is the reasoning of L1 use in L2 reveals PhD qualification category has 

maximum value (M=48.307) than MA qualification category (M=41.048) and MPhil 

qualification category (M=39.321). The atmosphere and situation of L1 use in L2 

category which is the fourth sub-category indicates that PhD qualification category also 

has the maximum value (M=52.285) than MA qualification category (M=43.032) and 

MPhil qualification category (M=41.458). The fifth and last sub-category which is the 

contribution of L1 use in L2 category also strengthen the idea that PhD qualification 

carries the maximum value (M=36.400) than MA qualification category (M= 31.257) and 

MPhil qualification category (M=30.620). 

The ANOVA results with relation to the participants of the study, the  interaction 

of (teachers‟) qualification with the sub-categories of the main scale category reveals 

statistically most significant correlation of perception and belief of L1 use in L2 „I 

believe the more L1 that students use in English classroom; the better they will be at 

communicating in English‟ with F= 4.060 and P=.008, I believe that L1 should be used to 

discuss tests, quizzes, and other assignments appropriately with F=5.920 and P=.001and 

the next sub-category „the impact of L1 use in L2‟ similarly, shows statistically most 

significant correlation „The use of L1 in English language classroom helps students to 

develop as bilingual/multilingual learners‟ with F= 3.526 and P=.016, „The use of L1 

reduces the affective barriers within and outside the classroom‟ with F=2.945 and P= 

.035, „I use L1 because of the low level of the students‟ with F= 2.961and P= .034. In the 

same way results of ANOVA with relation to the respondents of the study, the  

interaction of (teachers‟) qualification with the sub-categories of the main scale category 

reveals statistically most significant correlation of Contribution of L1 use in L2 „L1 helps 
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me in giving general instructions regarding L2 classroom management‟ with F= 4.941and 

P= 0.003. 

5.11.1.3 Mother Tongue 

 The analysis of variance (ANOVA), of teachers‟ mother tongue category with 

respect to five main scale categories reveals findings with relation to respondents 

(teachers) of this study. The interaction of teachers‟ mother tongue with the sub-

categories of the main scale category reveals statistically non-significant correlation of 

perception and belief of L1 use in L2 with F= .348 and P=.791, Impact of L1 use in L2 

with F=2.226 and P=.087 but Reasoning of L1 use in L2 with F=3.758 and P=.012 

showed statistically highly significant. The fourth sub-category, Situation and 

Atmosphere of L1 use in L2 with F=1.252 and P=.331 showed statistically non- 

significant. On the other hand, the fifth sub-category which is the Contribution of L1 use 

in L2 with F= 2.755 and P=.045 showed statistically significant. The ANOVA (LSD) 

results reveal the variation between dependent and independent variables. The impact of 

L1 use in L2 teaching category reveals inversely proportional interaction of Urdu 

language with Saraiki. This scale category also shows statistically most significant 

correlation between the two languages which is at the level of .035. In case of the impact 

of L1 use in L2 teaching the sub-category of the questionnaire  also shows 

inverse(opposite) correlation of Urdu mother tongue with Punjabi and other languages 

category (Blochi, Pushto and Rangri), but these two categories have statistically non-

significant correlation at the level of .441 and .75 respectively. In the same sub-category, 

Punjabi mother tongue indicates inverse correlation with Saraiki and other languages 

category (Blochi, Pushto and Rangri), and these two categories have statistically non-

significant correlation at the level of .381 and .165 respectively. Contrary to this, Punjabi 

mother tongue reveals directly proportional correlation with Urdu mother tongue but this 
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correlation between the two languages is also statistically non-significant at the level of 

.441. In the similar sub-category, Saraiki mother tongue indicates inverse correlation with 

other languages category (Blochi, Pushto and Rangri), and these two languages have 

statistically non-significant correlation at the level of .295. Contrary to this, Saraiki 

mother tongue reveals directly proportional correlation with Urdu and Punjabi mother 

tongue but conversely the correlation between  Saraiki and Urdu language is statistically 

highly significant at the level of .035 and the correlation between Saraiki and Punjabi 

language is statistically non-significant at the level of .381. In the same sub-category, 

other languages category (Blochi, Pushto and Rangri) shows directly proportional 

correlation with Urdu, Punjabi and Saraiki languages and this relation is  statistically non-

significant at the level of 0 .075, 0 .165 and 0.295 respectively. 

 The reasoning of L1 use in L2 teaching category reveals inversely proportional 

interaction of Urdu language with Punjabi, Saraiki and other languages category (Blochi, 

Pushto and Rangri). This scale category also shows statistically most significant 

correlation between Urdu and Saraiki and other languages categories (Blochi, Pushto and 

Rangri) which are at the level of 0.006 and 0.022 respectively. In the same sub-category, 

Punjabi mother tongue indicates inverse correlation with Saraiki and other languages 

category (Blochi, Pushto and Rangri), and these two categories have statistically non-

significant correlation at the level of 0.434 and 0.102 respectively. Contrary to this, 

Punjabi mother tongue reveals directly proportional correlation with Urdu mother tongue 

but this correlation between the two languages is also statistically non-significant at the 

level of 0.173. In the similar sub-category Saraiki mother tongue indicates inverse 

correlation with other languages category (Blochi, Pushto and Rangri), and these two 

languages have statistically non-significant correlation at the level of 0.178. Contrary to 

this Saraiki mother tongue reveals directly proportional correlation with Urdu and 
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Punjabi mother tongue but conversely the correlation between  Saraiki and Urdu 

language is statistically highly significant at the level of 0.006 and the correlation 

between Saraiki and Punjabi language is statistically non-significant at the level of 0.434. 

In the same sub-category, other languages category (Blochi, Pushto and Rangri) shows 

directly proportional correlation with Urdu, Punjabi and Saraiki languages and this 

relation of other languages category with Punjabi and Saraiki languages is  statistically 

non-significant at the level of 0 .102 and 0 .178 respectively. This scale category also 

shows statistically most significant correlation between other languages category (Blochi, 

Pushto and Rangri) with Urdu language at the level of 0.022. 

The Contribution of L1 use in L2 teaching category reveals inversely proportional 

interaction of Urdu language with Punjabi, Saraiki and other languages category (Blochi, 

Pushto and Rangri). This scale category also shows statistically most significant 

correlation between Urdu and other languages categories (Blochi, Pushto and Rangri) 

which is at the level of 0.016. In the same sub-category Urdu language shows directly 

proportional correlation with Punjabi and Saraiki languages and this relation is  

statistically non-significant at the level of 0 .293 and 0 .061 respectively. The ANOVA 

mean results of teachers‟ mother tongue wise. It illustrates that Saraiki language category 

has maximum mean value (M=50.561) than Punjabi language category (M=49.677), 

Urdu language category (M=49.070) and other languages category (Blochi, Pushto and 

Rangri) (M=45.705). Similarly the impact of L1 use in L2 sub-category shows that other 

languages (Baloch, Pushto and Rangri) category has maximum value (M=74.916) than 

Saraiki language category (M=68.689), Punjabi language category (M=66.345) and Urdu 

language category (M= 64.318). The third sub-category which is the reasoning of L1 use 

in L2 reveals that other languages category (Blochi, Pushto and Rangri) has maximum 

value (M=47.288) than Saraiki language category (M=42.350), Punjabi language 
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category (M=41.062) and Urdu language category (M=38.850). The situation and 

atmosphere of L1 use in L2 category which is the fourth sub-category indicates that other 

languages (Blochi, Pushto and Rangri) also has the maximum value (M=47.750) than 

Saraiki language category (M=43.883), Punjabi language category (M=42.338) and Urdu 

language category (M=41.718). The fifth and last sub-category, which is the „contribution 

of L1 use in L2‟ category also strengthens the idea that other languages (Blochi, Pushto 

and Rangri) category carries the maximum value (M=37.975) than Saraiki language 

category (M= 32.050), Punjabi language category (M= 31.425) and Urdu language 

category (M=29.869). 

5.11.1.4 Experience 

 The analysis of variance (ANOVA) of teachers‟ experience with respect to the 

main five scale categories reveals findings with relation to participants (teachers) of this 

study. The interaction of teachers‟ experience with the first sub-category reveals 

statistically non-significant correlation of perception and belief of L1 use in L2 with F= 

1.125and P=.341, the second sub-category reveals statistically near to significant 

correlation of the impact of L1 use in L2 with F= 2.589 and P=.055 but reasoning of L1 

use in L2 with F=2.589 and P=.126 showed statistically non- significant. Similarly, the 

fourth sub-category, situation and atmosphere of L1 use in L2 with F=1.582 and P=.196 

showed statistically non- significant. In the same way, the fifth sub-category which is the 

Contribution of L1 use in L2 with F= 1.051 and P=.372 showed statistically non-

significant. 

 ANOVA (LSD) results reveal the variation between dependent and independent 

variables. In the category the impact of L1 use in L2 teaching (experience wise) the sub-

category 0-4 years reveals inversely proportional correlation of 11-20 years and others 

(21 or above years of teaching experience). This scale category shows statistically non- 
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significant correlation between the two categories i.e. 11-20 years and others (21 or 

above years of teaching experience) and this correlation is at the level of 0.156 and 0.394 

respectively. But the sub-category 0-4 years also shows directly correlation with 5-10 

years category which is also statistically non-significant correlation at the level of .183. 

In the same sub-category 5-10 years category indicates inverse correlation with 0-4 years, 

11-20 years and others (21 or above years of teaching experience) and the two categories 

i.e. 0-4 years and others (21 or above years of teaching experience) have statistically non-

significant correlation at the level of 0.183 and 0.080 respectively. The sub-category 5-10 

years reveals statistically most significant correlation with 11-20 years category at the 

level of 0.013. The similar sub-category 11-20 years indicates directly proportional 

correlation with 0-4 years, 5-10 years and others (21 or above years of teaching 

experience). The two sub-categories i.e. 0-4 years and others (21 or above years of 

teaching experience) have statistically non-significant correlation at the level of 0.156 

and 0.750 respectively.  

 The reasoning of L1 use in L2 teaching category (experience wise) the sub-

category 0-4 years reveals inversely proportional correlation of 11-20 years and others 

(21 or above years of teaching experience). This scale category shows statistically non- 

significant correlation between the two categories i.e. 11-20 years and others (21 or 

above years of teaching experience) and this correlation is at the level of 0.470 and 0.737 

respectively. But the sub-category 0-4 years also shows directly correlation with 5-10 

years category which is also statistically non-significant correlation at the level of .097. 

In the same sub-category 5-10 years category indicates inverse correlation with 0-4 years, 

11-20 years and others (21 or above years of teaching experience) and the two categories 

i.e. 0-4 years and others (21 or above years of teaching experience) have statistically non-

significant correlation at the level of 0.097 and 0.147 respectively. The sub-category 5-10 
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years reveals statistically most significant correlation with 11-20 years category at the 

level of 0.041. The similar sub-category 11-20 years indicates directly proportional 

correlation with 0-4 years, 5-10 years and others (21 or above years of teaching 

experience). The two sub-categories i.e. 0-4 years and others (21 or above years of 

teaching experience) have statistically non-significant correlation at the level of 0.470 

and 0.803 respectively. The sub-category 5-10 years reveals statistically most significant 

correlation with 11-20 years category at the level of 0.041. 

 The situation and atmosphere of L1 use in L2 teaching category (experience wise) 

the sub-category 0-4 years indicates inversely proportional correlation of 11-20 years and 

others (21 or above years of teaching experience). This scale category shows statistically 

non- significant correlation between the two categories i.e. 11-20 years and others (21 or 

above years of teaching experience) and this correlation is at the level of 0.114 and 0.532 

respectively. But the sub-category 0-4 years also shows directly correlation with 5-10 

years category which is also statistically non-significant correlation at the level of .0561. 

In the same sub-category 5-10 years category indicates inverse correlation with 0-4 years, 

11-20 years and others (21 or above years of teaching experience) and the two categories 

i.e. 0-4 years and others (21 or above years of teaching experience) have statistically non-

significant correlation at the level of 0.561 and 0.306 respectively. The sub-category 5-10 

years shows statistically most significant correlation with 11-20 years category at the 

level of 0.039. The sub-category 11-20 years reveals directly proportional correlation 

with 0-4 years, 5-10 years and others (21 or above years of teaching experience). The two 

sub-categories i.e. 0-4 years and others (21 or above years of teaching experience) have 

statistically non-significant correlation at the level of 0.114 and 0.520 respectively. The 

sub-category 11-20 years shows statistically most significant correlation with 5-10 years 

category at the level of 0.039. 
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 In the situation and atmosphere of L1 use in L2 teaching category (experience 

wise) the sub-category „others‟ (21 or above years of teaching experience) indicates 

inversely proportional correlation of 11-20 years. This scale category shows statistically 

non- significant correlation between the two categories i.e. others (21 or above years of 

teaching experience) and11-20 years and this correlation is at the level of 0.520. But the 

sub-category „others‟ (21 or above years of teaching experience) also indicates 

correlation with 0-4 years and 5-10 years categories which are also statistically non-

significant correlation at the level of .0532 and 0.306 respectively. 

 The analysis of variance (ANOVA) of teachers‟ experience with the most 

significant categories illustrates results of the ANOVA with relation to the respondents of 

the study, the  interaction of (teachers‟) experience with the sub-categories of the main 

scale category reveals statistically most significant correlation of perception and belief of 

L1 use in L2 „I believe that L1 should be used to discuss tests, quizzes, and other 

assignments appropriately‟ with F= 3.362 and P=.020, It is preferable to use L1 in tests, 

for example, in translating questions with F=4.491 and P=.005, „I prefer to use L1 in 

dividing the class into groups‟ with F=2.778 and P=.043 and the item #17 also showed 

the most significant correlation „I prefer to use L1 in explaining some new words to my 

class‟ with F= 3.618 and P=0.015. 

 The analysis of variance (ANOVA) of teachers‟ experience with the most 

significant categories illustrates results with relation to the respondents of the study, the 

interaction of (teachers‟) experience with the sub-categories of the main scale category 

reveals statistically most significant correlation of perception and belief of L1 use in L2 „I 

think that students benefit from feedback when it‟s given in L1‟ with F= 3.898 and 

P=.010, „I use students‟ L1 to explain difficult concepts‟ with F=2.728 and P=.046. 

Similarly, the fourth sub-category „the atmosphere and situation of L1 use in L2‟ reveals 
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statistically most significant correlation‟ „I prefer to use L1 for dividing the class into 

groups‟ with F=2.778 and P=046 „I prefer to use L1 when I use to check my students‟ 

comprehension, short questions, summaries, letter writing and paraphrasing the text‟ with 

F= 3.127 and P= .028 and in the same sub-category the item number 66 also showed the 

most significant correlation „The use of L1 in my English class helps me for better 

understanding of mutual communication in English‟ with F= 3.635 and P=.014. 

The ANOVA results of mean comparison of teachers‟ experience shows that 11-

20 years teaching experience category has maximum mean value (M=52.741) than others 

(21 and above years) teaching experience category (M=50.080), 0-4years teaching 

experience category (M=50.038) and 5-10 years teaching experience category 

(M=47.967) with the perception and belief of the main scale. Similarly, the impact of L1 

use in L2 sub-category shows that  11- 20 years teaching experience category has 

maximum value (M=70.767) than others (21 and above years) teaching experience 

category (M=69.598), 0-4years teaching experience category (M=66.812) and 5-10 years 

teaching experience category (M=63.950).The third sub-category which is the reasoning 

of L1 use in L2 shows that 11-20 years teaching experience category has maximum mean 

value (M=42.655) than others (21 and above years) teaching experience category 

(M=42.081), 0-4years teaching experience category (M=41.393) and 5-10 years teaching 

experience category (M=39.147).The situation and atmosphere of L1 use in L2 teaching 

experience category which is the fourth sub-category indicates that 11-20 years teaching 

experience category has maximum mean value (M=45.634) than others (21 and above 

years) teaching experience category (M=43.955), 0-4 years teaching experience category 

(M=42.500) and 5-10 years teaching experience category (M=41.614) The fifth and last 

sub-category which is the contribution of L1 use in L2 category also reinforce the idea 

that 11-20 years teaching experience category has maximum mean value (M=33.160) 
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than others (21 and above years) teaching experience category (M=31.350), 0-4 years 

teaching experience category (M=31.069) and 5-10 years teaching experience category 

(M=30.411). 

5.12   Discussions 

 The answers of the research questions and the discussion on those answers 5.12.1

are as under 

Research Question# 01 

What are English language teachers’ and students’ perceptions and beliefs 

regarding the use of L1 in L2 classroom at degree level? 

 According to the research findings about teachers‟ and students‟ perceptions and 

beliefs regarding the use of L1 in L2 pedagogy responses are in high and medium degree 

frequency. It means both the stake holders want to use L1 in EFL classroom. Findings of 

the current study indicated that teachers and students have highly positive thoughts and 

feelings toward the use of L1 (Urdu) in L2 (English) classroom. Same kind of approach 

was proposed by Burden (2001) with respect to teachers‟ and students‟ perceptions 

toward the use of L1. The findings of my study also resemble to the study conducted by 

Schweers (1999) that showed that Arabic has a vital and facilitating role in teaching and 

learning English as a foreign Language. The findings of the present study revealed that 

the learners and their teachers perceived the use of Urdu in English classroom as 

necessary because of their very limited background of English language and the low level 

of students because they cannot cope up with the compactness of  the language they are 

exposed. This study also indicated that allowing learners and students to use their L1 in 

L2 atmosphere also helps them to cultivate a positive attitude toward L2 learning, to 

become autonomous English language learner, to reduce their classroom shock, to 

facilitate complicated English classroom tasks and to discuss tests, quizzes, and other 

assignments appropriately. 
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Research Question# 02   

What are the impacts of L1 on teaching and learning process in L2 classroom? 

 The results of the analyzed data reveal that the teachers‟ and the students‟ L1 has 

favorable impacts on L2 teaching and learning. According to the research findings about 

the impacts of L1 use on teaching and learning process in L2 classroom, responses are 

from high to medium degree frequency. It shows that teachers and students consider the 

role of L1 as highly positive regarding L2 pedagogy. It is because they think that the use 

of L1 is vital as it saves time and makes L2 teaching and learning process easier. 

Similarly, they think that L1 provides them an efficient and accurate means for analyzing 

semantic features of words and their appropriate use in diverse contexts in the foreign 

language and it serves as a kind of cognitive support for helping me to remember what 

they had learned previously. Students are agreed that L1 produces positive impacts on 

learning English grammar better when it is explained in their L1and in the same line of 

action they are of the view that L1 helps them to understand L2 idioms and expressions. 

The results of the study also resembled the research findings conducted by Schweers‟ 

(1999). He is of the view that teachers and students believe that L1 offers an important 

role as a facilitating and supportive tool that helps and produces positive impacts on L2 

learning. 

Research Question# 03 

What motivates teachers and students to use L1 in L2 classroom? 

 The results indicate that students and teachers responded with relation to the 

motivation of L1 use in L2 pedagogy from high to medium degree mean values. As 

responses from teachers as well as students do not fall in the low category therefore 

(minimum values were, M=3.10 and M=3.39 respectively), it is revealed that both the 

respondents are highly motivated to use L1 in L2 classroom. On the basis of teachers‟ 

and students‟ responses it can be deduced that there are certain reasons which motivate 
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both the stake holders to use Urdu language in their English classrooms and these 

motives could be that the teachers want to employ L1 to: correct students‟ written work, 

explain some new words to the class, cultivate a positive attitude toward learning, 

improve the low level of the students,  save the enrolment numbers and there could be 

possible reasons which motivate the teachers to use L1 in L2 situation. Similarly, there 

might be several reasons which intoxicate the EFL learners to use their L1 in the target 

language classroom such as the use of L1helps them to express their feelings and ideas 

when they fail to do that in English, they feel encouraged when their teachers give 

directions by using L1 instead of English about exams, checking their comprehension, 

short questions, summaries, letter writing and paraphrasing the text. When most of the 

teachers give their responses on Likert-scale as „Agree‟ and majority of the students think 

the use of L1 in L2 classroom is highly encouraging the researcher would like to support 

Nation (2003) who states that “a reasonable approach is desirable which sees a role for 

L1 but also recognizes the importance of maximizing L2 use in the classroom”. 

Research Question# 04 

What are the situations in which teachers and students desire to use their L1 in L2 

classroom? 

 Regarding the L1 use in L2 situation the results of data analysis illustrate the 

students as well as teachers responded high to medium degree mean values. Similarly, 

responses from teachers as well as students do not fall in the low category therefore; it is 

indicated that both the respondents have a keen desire to use L1 in L2 classroom in all 

situations inside and outside the classroom. The results of the current study reveal that the 

learners and the teachers indicated certain situations and atmospheres where it becomes 

vital to use L1 such as while learning about grammar and its usage in L2 classroom, 

discussing course policies, attendance, and other administrative information, explaining 

some difficult concepts, to give directions about exams and in introducing the aim of the 
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lesson. These findings are generally consistent with the literature (Schweers1999; Swain 

and Lapkin 2000; Burden 2001; Prodromou 2002; Tang 2002; Sharma 2006; Storch and 

Aldosari 2010). At the same time it is also mentioned above that there is a great 

reliability between learners‟ and their teachers‟ views about learning and teaching 

opportunities where Urdu may be constructive. However, the research findings also 

indicated that there are some differences in this respect. As learners observe the value of 

using L1 to explain grammatical rules but some of their teachers unexpectedly do not 

have the same view reported in the questionnaire as well as in the interview. 

Research Question# 05 

Does the use of L1 facilitate to improve learners’ and teachers’ receptive and 

productive ability of L2? 

 The results indicate that students and teachers responded with relation to the 

facilitation of L1 use in L2 pedagogy from high to medium degree of mean values. As 

responses from teachers as well as students do not fall in the low degree of mean value, it 

is therefore, revealed that both the teachers and students are of the view that L1 facilitates 

to improve learners‟ and teachers‟ receptive and productive ability of L2 classroom. The 

highest and the medium degree mean values show that the majority of the students and 

teachers responded from „Strongly Agree‟ and „Agree‟ on Likert-scale which means L1 

use is helpful regarding their understanding and production of L2. The main reasons 

behind this motive might be „socio-cultural‟ as Pakistani society is a multilingual and 

multicultural society where teachers and students have more than two languages even 

before entering to gain the formal education. 
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Research Question# 06 

Is there any effect of age variation (students) and experience (teachers) on the 

responses about L1 use in L2 teaching? 

 Age variation of the students has no significant interaction with all five sub-

categories of the five main scales (perception and belief, impact, reasoning, situation and 

contribution of L1use in L2). Students‟ age categories are in two groups, one 17-19 years 

and second 20-21 years. So, the results indicate that such kind of minor age difference 

create no effect on the choices of the responses about L1 use in L2 learning. 

  On the other hand, the experience of the teachers has most significant correlation 

with perceptions and beliefs of L1 use in L2 pedagogy. The next most significant 

correlation regarding teachers‟ teaching experience is with the sub-category of the impact 

of L1 use in L2 pedagogy. Most significant correlation of teaching experience category 

(5-10 years) is with the sub-category of impact of L1 use in L2 and similarly, the same 

significant correlation is with the (11-20 years) teaching experience category, (5-10 and 

11-20 years) teaching experience categories have inversely proportional most significant 

correlation with reasoning of L1 use in L2. Same teaching experience categories have the 

same correlation with the situation and atmosphere of L1 use in L2 .On the other hand, 

comparison mean values of teachers‟ experience indicated the highest compare mean 

value of (11-20 years) teaching experience category and the lowest was (5-10 years) 

teaching experience category, in case of perception and belief of L1 use in L2. The same 

compare mean values were deduced in case of impact, reasoning, situation and 

contribution of L1 use in L2 sub-categories.  

 In the questionnaire teachers‟ experience was divided into four sub-categories i.e. 

0-4 years, 05-10 years, 11-20 years and others (21and above). The results of the current 

study reveal that the two sub-categories of teaching experience out of four categories 
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such as 05-10 and 11-20 years) indicated significant correlation with different main scale 

categories. It shows that teachers having experience between 05 to 20 years have the 

tendency to use L1 in L2 classrooms to discuss about L2 grammar and its usage properly. 

Similarly, teachers from these two categories have the inclination to use L1 to discuss 

tests, quizzes, course policies, attendance, and other assignments appropriately. 

Research Question# 07 

What is the impact of teacher’s qualification related to L1 use in L2 teaching? 

 The interaction of teachers‟ qualification with the sub-categories i.e. perception 

and belief, reasoning of L1 use in L2 pedagogy revealed statistically significant 

correlation. On the other hand, correlation with the rest of the three subcategories i.e. 

impact, situation and contribution of L1 use in L2 pedagogy was non-significant. While 

compare mean indicated the highest mean value of MA qualification with perception and 

belief of the sub-category of the main scale. While MPhil category showed the medium 

mean value and the PhD category showed the lowest mean value. In case of impact of L1 

use in L2 PhD category revealed the highest mean value, lowest in MPhil and medium 

mean value in MA category. Same was in case of reasoning, Situation and contribution of 

L1 use in L2 pedagogy. 

 Findings of the study indicate that the relation between teachers‟ qualification 

with other sub-categories of the main scale such as perception and belief, reasoning of L1 

use in L2 pedagogy revealed statistically significant correlation. It means that teachers 

with all forms of qualification have positive face value to use L1 in a number of L2 

learning situations. Similarly, teachers having MA qualification are strongly agreed to 

use L1in certain situations of the sub-category regarding „perception and belief‟ such as 

to learn about L2 grammar rules and their usage comparatively, to discuss tests, quizzes, 

and other assignments course policies, attendance, and other administrative information, 
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comments on students‟ writings. Similarly, they prefer to use L1 in tests, for example, in 

translating questions and at the same time they prefer to use L1 in dividing the class into 

groups and they also prefer to use L1 in explaining some new words to my class. 

Teachers possessing MPhil degrees showed their responses on the Likert-type scale as 

„Agree‟ but the only teacher having PhD degree showed the lowest mean value which 

means the teacher is not in favor of L1 use in L2 because he is of the view that regardless 

of how much English students choose to use, the teacher should use English at all times 

in the classroom. 

Research Question# 08 

What is the influence of L1 use in L2 teaching on the self-rated proficiency of the 

students? 

Students’ Self-Rated Proficiency 

 Statistically most significant correlation of students‟ self-rated language 

proficiency was found in the first sub-category of the main scale such as perception and 

belief of L1 use in L2 and same type of self-rated students‟ language proficiency was 

found in the sub-categories of impact and contribution of L1 use in L2.  

 Compare mean results of students‟ self-rated language proficiency indicated that 

in the first sub-category the category „Excellent‟ showed the highest mean value and the 

„Good‟ category showed the lowest mean value. In the impact sub-category the highest 

mean value was found in the „Poor‟ category and the lowest correlation was found in 

„Good; category and the same correlation was found in the sub-category of reasoning of 

L1 use in L2. In the atmosphere sub-category the highest mean value was in „Excellent‟ 

category and the lowest mean value was found in „Good‟ category. In case of 

contribution of L1 use in L2 pedagogy all the mean values of self-rated language 
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proficiency like „Poor, Satisfactory, Good and Excellent‟ showed nearly the same mean 

values.  

 The research findings indicated that the students‟ outlook toward the use of Urdu 

in English language classroom differs according to their self-rated English language 

proficiency level. As the study clearly shows that the students who reported their self-

rated English language proficiency level as „Poor‟ or „Satisfactory‟ they showed highly 

positive attitude regarding the use of L1 in English classroom. The current study 

correlates with the results of Prodromou (2002) and Mouhanna (2009) as their findings 

also indicate that due to their low proficiency level in L2 they have a more positive 

attitude toward using Arabic. 

Research Question# 09 

What is the influence of teachers’ and students’ mother tongue on the use of L1 in 

L2 teaching and learning? 

Correlation between teachers’ and students’ variable (mother tongue) and L1 

(Urdu) use in L2 

Teachers’ mother tongue 

 Statistically most significant correlation of teachers‟ mother tongue was found 

with reasoning of L1use in L2 and same correlation was found in contribution of L1 use 

in L2.On the other hand, in case of the rest of the three sub-categories i.e. perception and 

belief, impact and situation non-significant correlation was found. Urdu mother tongue in 

case of impact of L1 use in L2 revealed statistically inversely significant correlation and 

Saraiki mother tongue showed statistically significant directly proportional correlation 

with Urdu mother tongue. The rest of the mother tongues in case of impact of L1 use in 

L2 showed statistically non-significant correlation. Similarly, non-significant correlation 

was found in case of reasoning of L1 use in L2. In case of contribution of L1 use in L2, 

Urdu mother tongue indicated statistically significant inversely correlation with other 
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mother tongues i.e. Blochi, Pushto and Rangri. Conversely to it, all other correlations 

were statistically non-significant compare means of mother tongue.  

 The research findings indicated that the teachers showed highly positive attitude 

toward the use of L1 in L2 classroom with respect to „reasoning and contribution sub-

categories‟ and this correlation is the most significant. It signifies that teachers are highly 

encouraged toward the use of L1 due to some certain reasons. It‟s possible that they want 

to employ L1 because they think that English language learners are more motivated if 

their mother tongue is used in the classroom. Another reason could be that the teachers 

want to use L1 as students are more inspired when their mother tongue is used in pair/ 

small-group work and translation activities. This study is consistent with the study of 

Cook (1991), Collins (1993), Cole (1998), Schweers (1999) and Wigglesworth (2003) as 

their findings also indicated that L1 carries weight in translation practices, explanation of 

difficult concepts, classroom management and building rapport among students pair work 

in and outside classroom activities.  

Students’ Mother Tongue 

 Statistically most significant correlation of students‟ mother tongue was found 

with perception and belief of L1 use in L2 and same correlation was found with the 

impact of L1 use in L2. But „reasoning‟ of L1 use in L2 showed statistically non- 

significant correlation. Conversely to it, the fourth sub-category, situation and 

atmosphere of L1 use in L2 showed statistically most significant correlation. On the other 

hand, the fifth and the last sub-category which is the contribution of L1 use in L2 showed 

statistically non-significant correlation. 

 Results of the sub-categories of „perception/belief and impact‟ of L1 use in L2 

revealed that students showed highly positive attitudes regarding L1 use in their EFL 

classrooms. The findings of the research indicated that the students revealed highly 
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positive attitude toward the use of L1 in L2 classroom with respect to „perception/belief 

and impact‟ of L1 use in L2 sub-categories‟ and this correlation is the most significant as 

the students are prompted to use L1 to become more proficient in English language and 

literature. Similarly, they were highly motivated to use Urdu while comprehending 

summaries and short questions, letter writing and paraphrasing the text in BA/BSc and 

B.Com courses. 

Compare Mean of Teachers’ Mother Tongue 

 In case of perception and belief of L1 use in L2 Saraiki mother tongue showed the 

highest mean value and the other languages category i.e. Blochi, Pushto and Rangri 

showed the lowest mean value and similarly, the impact of L1 use in L2 sub-category 

showed that other languages (Blochi, Pushto and Rangri) category showed the highest 

mean value and the lowest mean value was found in the Urdu mother tongue category 

and the similar mean value correlation was found in case of sub- categories such as 

reasoning, situation and contribution of L1 use in L2 pedagogy. 

 Findings of the study indicated that the teachers who have Saraiki as their mother 

tongue have a high inclination toward the use of it in their classroom setting due to the 

socio-cultural factor such as their multilingual aptitude and their emotional attachment 

with their mother tongue. On the other hand, other languages category (Blochi, Pushto 

and Rangri) showed the lowest mean value. The reason of this low mean value could be 

the very fewer number of the respondents. Contrary to this, the impact‟ of L1 use in L2 

sub-categories revealed that teachers from „other‟ languages category have positive 

attitudes in their English classroom but teachers having Urdu as their mother tongue are 

not willing to use their mother tongue while teaching English. 

  



255 

Compare Mean of Students’ Mother Tongue 

 In case of perception and belief of L1 use in L2 other languages category (Blochi, 

Pushto and Rangri) indicated the highest mean value and the Punjabi mother tongue 

showed the lowest mean value. Similarly, the impact of L1 use in L2 sub-category shows 

that other languages (Blochi, Pushto and Rangri) category signified the highest mean 

value and the Urdu mother tongue indicated the lowest mean value. The third sub-

category the reasoning of L1 use in L2 reveals that other languages category (Blochi, 

Pushto and Rangri) has the highest mean value and Punjabi mother tongue indicated the 

lowest mean value. The situation and atmosphere of L1 use in L2 category indicates that 

other languages category (Blochi, Pushto and Rangri) has the highest mean value and 

Punjabi mother tongue has the lowest mean value. The fifth and last sub-category which 

is the „Contribution of L1 use in L2 shows that other languages (Blochi, Pushto and 

Rangri) category carries the highest mean value and Punjabi mother tongue showed the 

lowest mean value. 

 Results about the use of students‟ mother tongue revealed that the native speakers 

of Blochi, Pushto and Rangri are highly motivated and desirous to use their mother 

tongues in their EFL classroom and the possible reason behind this intention was their 

poor schooling and low proficiency level in L2. Contrary to it Urdu speakers are highly 

discouraged to use their mother tongue in L2 classroom as the want to attain high 

proficiency level in L2. 

 Similarly, findings of the study also indicated that the students who have Blochi, 

Pushto and Rangri languages as their mother tongue in the second sub-category are 

highly motivated and have a high tendency toward the use of their mother tongue in their 

L2 classroom setting due to the socio-cultural factors such as their limited access to the 

quality education, their restricted aptitude toward English language and their emotional 
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attachment with their mother tongues. On the other hand, native speakers of Punjabi 

language are highly dispirited to use their mother tongue in L2 classroom as the want to 

attain maximum exposure and high proficiency level in L2. Same results are repeated in 

the sub-category „contribution‟ of L1 use in L2. Similarly, Macdonald (1993) believes 

that the focus on L2 can improve communication and set in motion both mindful and 

unconscious learning. Moreover, it creates confident learners and challenges them to 

communicate with others through their restricted language. 

Research Question# 10 

Is there any effect of teachers’ and students’ gender variation on the responses 

about L1 use in L2 pedagogy? 

Teachers’ Gender 

 Findings regarding the effects of gender variation on the responses about L1 use 

in L2, the teachers (male and female) in case of all the sub-categories such as perception 

and belief, impact, reasoning, situation and contribution of L1use in L2 showed 

statistically non-significant correlation. 

 Findings of the study indicated that the relation between teachers‟ gender with 

other sub-categories of the main scale such as perception and belief, impact, reasoning, 

situation and contribution of L1use in L2 revealed statistically non-significant correlation 

which means teachers‟ gender has no variation effects as teachers seem mature in this 

respect 

Students’ Gender 

 Findings regarding the effects of gender variation on the responses about L1 use 

in L2, the students (male and female) in case of perception and belief revealed 

statistically most significant correlation and in case of rest of the four sub-categories such 
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as impact, reasoning, situation and contribution of L1 use in L2 showed statistically non-

significant correlation. 

 As illustrated in the above mentioned findings that students have highly 

motivational attitude toward the sub-category of the main scale i.e. the „perception and 

belief‟ of L1 use in L2 from statement 01-22. In these statements male and female 

students indicated their responses mostly as strongly agreed and agreed because they get 

motivated when their mentor uses their L1 in the classroom. The purpose behind this 

intention could be to make students comfortable in the classroom so that they can sit in 

the class with ease and pay maximum attention toward learning the target language. In 

this sub-category some of the students also showed their negative attitude as they are of 

the view that L1 prevents them from learning English as it should be. On the other hand, 

in the rest of the four sub-categories such as impact, reasoning, situation and contribution 

of L1 use in L2 students showed their negative attitude with respect to their gender. 

5.13    Implications of the Study 

 The findings of the current study have numerous implications in the field of L2 

pedagogy.  

 For Teachers 5.13.1

 The results of the study revealed a number of significant implications that can be 

extended to what non-native English language teachers do in their L2 settings. For 

attaining better L2 teaching proficiency teachers may be able to use the results to reduce 

the amount of the first language used in EFL classrooms as most of the participants 

(teachers) are multilingual and have different linguistic backgrounds; results indicated 

that a number of teachers used L1 for more than 60% of the tangible class time. So, the 

findings of the current study call for language teacher training programs to be more alert 
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to actual teaching practices in EFL classrooms. When the non-native English language 

teachers are not skilled and prepared to use the direct method in their L2 teaching, then 

they develop negative perceptions and attitudes about their adequacy as English language 

teachers.  

 Teacher education and teacher training programs, consequently, need to endow 

with the future English language teachers with suitable classroom strategies, techniques 

and practices on how to connect the first language in L2 teaching. In addition, by paying 

some heed toward a number socio and psycholinguistic aspects that contribute to L1 use 

in L2 classrooms, teacher training programs can train teachers to deal with the everyday 

challenges of using L1 as a teaching device and for classroom administration while 

teaching L2. Recognizing these motives teachers would be able to alter their teaching 

methods and techniques to help their students to get better their L2 learning process and 

reduce the amount of L1 use in EFL classroom. 

 For Students 5.13.2

 The findings of the current study indicated some significant implications that can 

be extended to what L2 learners do in their L2 settings.  

 For receiving better English language proficiency learners may be able to use the 

findings to reduce the amount of L1 they use in L2 classrooms as most of the respondents 

(learners) are multilingual and have different linguistic backgrounds; results indicated 

that a number of students were strongly agreed to use L1 for different reasons such as to 

use their L1 in L2 atmosphere also helps them to cultivate a positive attitude toward L2 

learning, to become autonomous English language learner, to reduce their classroom 

shock, to facilitate complicated English classroom tasks and to discuss tests, quizzes, and 

other assignments appropriately. Results revealed that L1 serves as a facilitating role in 
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English language learning but most of the researchers proposed a limited and judicious 

use of L1 in L2 classroom because overuse of L1 can decrease the target language 

proficiency.    

5.14   Conclusion 

 The findings and results of the current research offer and suggest two promising 

conclusions. Primarily, it becomes visible from the results that the teachers who 

participated in this study used too much and show highly positive perceptions toward the 

use of Urdu language in the foreign language classroom, which is beneficial for the 

learners and their learning to some extent. Previously, it was assumed that the use of L1 

may or may not be a facilitating tool or a language barrier. The maximum use of the 

foreign language should remain the main goal and therefore, teachers and students should 

be aware of the superfluous use of L1 only to facilitate their teaching and learning 

activities. Secondly, it also comes into view that it is so easy for teachers to use L1 not 

only as a useful teaching technique to solve difficult concept or situation, but as the main 

medium of instruction. This type of behavior in L2 classroom might be proved 

destructive both for teachers and students. So, it can be concluded from the above 

discussion that the target language should remain the main language to be used in the 

foreign language classroom however, with the limited and judicious use of L1 in some 

situations. 
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5.15   Recommendations 

 As a result of this study and its findings the following are recommendations for 

the future. 

 Recommendations for the Ministry of Education, Curriculum Wing, Higher 5.15.1

Education Commission (HEC) and the Universities of the Punjab 

 Higher Education Commission of Pakistan offers guidelines for course policies to 

the higher educational institutions and the universities are liable to develop and 

implement course outlines to their respective departments and their affiliated colleges. 

1. It is recommended for all the above mentioned institutions to develop and select 

the teaching/learning materials that well suited to the needs of the students to 

improve their proficiency in English language. 

2. It is recommended that the universities should provide syllabus with a diversity of 

language learning practices and classroom activities for learners‟ better 

comprehension that can ease and facilitate the learning process. 

3. It is also recommended that the higher educational institutions should set up a 

monitoring system to motivate learners to use L2 repeatedly in EFL classroom. 

 Recommendations for the Teachers 5.15.2

 There are some specific recommendations for the teachers, which are deduced 

from the present study to facilitate the teaching and learning process of L2. 

1. The teachers should equip themselves with a large number of skills, knowledge, 

concepts, socio-cultural values and attitudes so as to be able to compensate the 

deficiencies of the English courses which force the students to use their L1 to 

make them comprehend. 
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2. They should employ modern techniques and technologies such as computer, 

multimedia and internet to fulfill the requirements of the students while learning 

English as a foreign language.  

3. The teachers ought to present additional and relevant information while teaching 

English lessons about Inner Circle (IC) Outer Circle (OC) and Expanding Circle 

(EC) nations and countries so that students would be able to understand L2 

perspectives without using their L1. 

4. The teachers should enhance the motivational level of the students so that they 

feel more motivated when they start learning L2 in their foreign language 

classroom. If the use of L1 is not allowed in L2 classroom, the students would 

feel hesitant but at the same time in a familiar and more motivated atmosphere; 

they feel more communicative with the teachers and classmates. As a result, it is 

suggested that the teachers need to prefer to use L1 while explaining difficult 

concepts, vocabulary, phrases and complex structures of the target language. This 

will improve and enhance their motivation and gradually they would be able to 

use only English.  

5. It is recommended that the teachers should make a suitable comparison between 

L1 and L2 so as to find out similarities and differences between the two 

languages. It would be supportive for the students to understand and develop 

linguistic proficiency in different linguistic components in their L2 learning 

process. 

6. It is recommended that the teachers and the students should use L1 in L2 

classroom in a limited and judicious way so as it is vital that the medium of 

instruction must remain English in L2 situations. 
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7. The teachers should introduce the concept of reward and punishment in L2 

classroom so as to accelerate the process of L2 effectively. 

   Recommendations for the Learners 5.15.3

Recommendations for the Future Research 

 On the basis of the results of the present study, the following suggestions discover 

possible areas for the future research. 

1. The current study was conducted to attain information from the teachers and 

students regarding the use of L1 in L2 classroom at college and university level. 

The same study should be conducted with EFL learners and teachers at schools 

rather than universities and colleges, including primary, elementary, intermediate, 

and secondary schools. 

2. The present study was conducted in homo and heterogeneous atmosphere 

regarding L1 use in L2 classrooms. This study should be conducted with male and 

female respondents separately. 

3. The study was conducted to collect information from the respondents who were 

learning and teaching compulsory English courses at degree level but the study 

should also be conducted on those English courses which are being learnt and 

taught as English for specific purposes (ESP).  

4. In the present study Urdu language was considered as L1, similarly, the same 

study should be conducted with other regional languages as well. 
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APPENDICES 

Appendix-A:  Classroom Observation Sheet 

Section One: 

Demographic Information of Teachers: 

Name (optional): __________________   

1. Gender: ☐Male ☐Female 

2. Qualification: a) MA      b) M Phil      c) PhD 

3. Mother Tongue: _________________    Other language(s): ____________ 

4. How many years have you been teaching English?                 

A) 0 – 4 years       b) 5 – 10 years            c) 11 – 20 years         d) 21 years or above 

5. Have you received any education overseas (e.g. primary education, secondary or 

higher education) before? 

a) No             b)Yes 

Please, specify the country: ____________             How long? _______________ 

Section Two 

L1 (Urdu) Use in L2 (English) Classroom by Non-Native Multilingual Teacher 

(Female): 

Teacher 

Classro

om 

Admin 

Grammar 

Instruction 

Class 

Motivatio

n 

Sociali

zing 

with 

class 

Explain 

topics 

Vocabulary 

Translation 

Respond to 

students‟ 

use of L1 

GTM 

Use 
Total-R 

BA-C1          

BA-C2          

BA-C3          

BA-C4      
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Appendix-B: Classroom Observation Sheet 

Section One: 

Demographic Information of Teachers: 

Name (optional): __________________   

1) Gender: ☐Male ☐Female 

2) Qualification: a) MA      b) M Phil      c) PhD 

3) Mother Tongue: _________________       Other language(s): ____________ 

4) How many years have you been teaching English?                A) 0 – 4 years       

b) 5 – 10 years            c) 11 – 20 years            d) 21 years or above 

5) Have you received any education overseas (e.g. primary education, secondary 

or higher education) before? 

a) No             b)Yes 

Please, specify the country: ____________ 

How long? _______________ 

 

Section Two: 

L1 (Urdu) Use in L2 (English) Classroom by Non-Native Multilingual Teacher 

(Male) 

Teacher 

Male 

Classro

om 

Admin 

Gramm

ar 

Instruc

tion 

Class 

Motivati

on 

Socializing 

with class 

Explain 

topics 

Vocabulary 

Translation 

Respond to 

students’ use of 

L1 

GTM 

Use 

Total

-R 

BSc-C1          

BSc-C2          

BSc-C3          

BSc-C4          
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Appendix-C: Classroom Observation Sheet: 

Section One: 

Demographic Information of Teachers: 

Name (optional): __________________   

1) Gender: ☐Male ☐Female 

2) Qualification: a) MA      b) M Phil      c) PhD 

3) Mother Tongue: _________________          Other language(s): ____________ 

4) How many years have you been teaching English?                            A) 0 – 4 years       

b) 5 – 10 years            c) 11 – 20 years            d) 21 years or above 

5) Have you received any education overseas (e.g. primary education, secondary or 

higher education) before? 

b) No             b)Yes 

Please, specify the country: ____________ 

How long? _______________ 

Section Two: 

L1 (Urdu) Use in L2 (English) Classroom by Non-Native Multilingual Teacher 

(Female) 

Teacher 

Male 

Classroo

m 

Admin 

Grammar 

Instruction 

Class 

Motivation 

Socializing 

with class 

Explain 

topics 

Vocabulary 

Translation 

Respond to 

students‟ use of 

L1 

GTM 

Use 

Total-R 

BS-C1          

BS-C2          

BS-C3      

 

    

BS-C4          
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Appendix-D: Classroom Observation Sheet 

Section One: 

Demographic Information of Teachers: 

Name (optional): __________________   

1) Gender: ☐Male ☐Female 

2) Qualification: a) MA      b) M Phil      c) PhD 

3) Mother Tongue: _________________           Other language(s): ____________ 

4) How many years have you been teaching English?                            A) 0 – 4 years       

b) 5 – 10 years            c) 11 – 20 years            d) 21 years or above 

5) Have you received any education overseas (e.g. primary education, secondary or 

higher education) before? 

c) No             b)Yes 

Please, specify the country: ____________ 

How long? _______________ 

Section Two: 

L1 (Urdu) Use in L2 (English) Classroom by Non-Native Multilingual Teacher 

(Male) 

Teacher 

Male 

Classroom 

Admin 

Grammar 

Instruction 

Class 

Motivation 

Socializing 

with class 

Explain 

topics 

Vocabulary 

Translation 

Respond to 

students’ use of 

L1 

GTM Total-R 

BCo

m-C1 

         

BCo

m-C2 

         

BCo

m-C3 

         

BCo

m-C4 
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Appendix-E: Teachers’ Interview Questions 

Learners’ and Teachers’ Perceptions towards the Use of Urdu in L2 Courses 

Section One: 

Demographic Information of Teachers: 

Name (optional): __________________   

1) Gender: ☐Male ☐Female 

2) Qualification: a) MA      b) M Phil      c) PhD 

3) Mother Tongue: _________________        Other language(s): ____________ 

4) How many years have you been teaching English?                            A) 0 – 4 years       

b) 5 – 10 years            c) 11 – 20 years            d) 21 years or above 

5) Have you received any education overseas (e.g. primary education, secondary or 

higher education) before? 

d) No             b)Yes 

Please, specify the country: ______________ 

How long? _______________ 

Section Two: 

All teachers’ interviews will be conducted in English and taped. 

Q1. Do you use Students‟ L1 when you are teaching English in the EFL classroom? 

Why? 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Q2. What percentage of your time on (average) would you use students‟ L1 in an EFL 

classroom? 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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Q3. For what purpose you use Students‟ L1? For example? 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Q4. Do you think that your use of Students‟ L1 when teaching English is inevitable? 

Why? 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Q5. Do you think that your L1 helps you to have a positive influence on your students‟ 

perceptions towards learning English? Why? 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Q6. Does the use of your L1 accelerate your students‟ motivation positively toward 

learning L2? 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Q7. What are the main methodological approaches you use in classroom? 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Q8. Do you see any disadvantages or negative effects in using L1 in the EFL classroom? 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Q9. Being a multilingual, do you think you can understand your students better in terms 

of their language weaknesses and typical errors? In what way? 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

10. Do you think English only policy in EFL classroom would produce negative effects 

in teaching/learning English? 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
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Appendix-F: Students Interview Questions  

Learners’ and Teachers’ Perceptions towards the Use of Urdu in L2 Courses 

Section One: 

Demographic Information of Students: 

Name (Optional)_________________________________ 

1. Age           a) 17-19 years          b) 20-22 years 

2. Gender     a) Male            b) Female 

3. Mother Tongue   a) Urdu            b) Punjabi           c) Saraiki             d) Others 

(Blochi, Pushto and Rangri) 

4. Father’s Qualification     a) Uneducated            b) Elementary          c) Secondary    

d) Intermediate      e) Graduation     f) Post-graduation     g) Others (MPhil&PhD) 

5. Mother’s Qualification     a) Uneducated            b) Elementary          c) Secondary    

d) Intermediate      e) Graduation     f) Post-graduation     g) Others (MPhil&PhD) 

6. Year of Education Completed    a) 3
rd

     b) 4
th

     

7. Institution ______________________________________________ 

8. Years of Learning a Foreign Language         a) 1- above                  b) 6- above   

9. English Language Proficiency (Self-Reported)          a) Poor        b) Satisfactory        

c) Good         d) Excellent  

Section Two: 

All students’ interviews will be conducted in Urdu, taped and translated by me. 

 

1. Do you encourage the use of L1 by your teachers in English language classrooms? Do 

you see this use as useful or not? If yes, Why?  

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

2. Do you prefer to be taught by a teacher who speaks both your mother tongue/L1 and 

English or a teacher who speaks English only? Why? 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

3. In general, in your opinion, which approach is more effective (monolingual or 

bilingual), and why? 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

4. Do you think your L1 helps you to have a positive influence on your perceptions 

towards learning English? Why? 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
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5. Does the use of your L1 accelerate your motivation positively toward learning L2? 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------ 

6. What parts of the lessons, if any, do you think need to be communicated in L1? 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------ 

7. Do you think you would perform better if your teacher uses your L1 to explain 

difficult concepts? How? 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------ 

8. Do you think you would understand English grammar better when it is explained in 

your mother tongue/L1? How? 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------ 

9. Do you feel more encouraged when your teacher gives directions while using mother 

tongue/ L1 instead of English about exams? How? 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------ 

10. Do you feel more motivated when your teacher uses L1 while checking your 

comprehension, short questions, summaries, letter writing and paraphrasing the text? 

How? 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------ 
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Appendix-G: Questionnaire for Students  

Learners’ and Teachers’ Perceptions towards the Use of Urdu in L2 Courses 

Dear Student, 

The aim of this questionnaire is to investigate your perceptions and beliefs towards using 

your L1/first language, Urdu, in English classes. This questionnaire is also designed to 

obtain data for my PhD thesis in English (Applied Linguistics). Please, be informed that 

all the collected data will be confidential and will only be used for research purposes. So, 

we will be grateful if you respond to the following sentences honestly as your answers 

will help teachers to better understand your needs. Your input is very important to 

understand the value of using mother tongue in English classes. 

Thank you. 

Section One: 

Demographic Information of Students: 

Name (Optional)_________________________________ 

1. Age           a) 17-19 years          b) 20-22 years 

2. Gender     a) Male            b) Female 

3. Mother Tongue   a) Urdu            b) Punjabi           c) Saraiki             d) Others 

(Blochi, Pushto and Rangri) 

4. Father’s Qualification     a) Uneducated            b) Elementary          c) Secondary    

d) Intermediate      e) Graduation     f) Post-graduation     g) Others (MPhil&PhD) 

5. Mother’s Qualification     a) Uneducated            b) Elementary          c) Secondary    

d) Intermediate      e) Graduation     f) Post-graduation     g) Others (MPhil&PhD) 

6. Year of Education Completed    a) 3
rd

     b) 4
th

     

7. Institution ______________________________________________ 

8. Years of Learning a Foreign Language         a) 1- above                  b) 6- above   

9. English Language Proficiency (Self-Reported)          a) Poor        b) Satisfactory        

c) Good         d) Excellent  

Section Two: 

Please tick ONE response, which best reflects your opinion on the given statements. 

SA=Strongly Agree, A=Agree, N=Neutral, D=Disagree, Strongly Disagree 

S. 

No 
Statements SA A N D SD 

01 I perceive that in order to learn English thoroughly, I 

must use only English in EFL classroom. 

     

02 I expect my teacher to use only English while discussing 

course policies, attendance, and other administrative 
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information in and outside the class. 

03 I feel that regardless of how much my English teacher 

chooses to use English, the students must use English at 

all times in the classroom. 

     

04 I think use of L1 in English classroom helps me to 

cultivate a positive attitude towards L2 learning. 

     

05 I think use of L1 helps me to become autonomous 

English language learner. 

     

06 I think that use of L1 in English language classroom 

helps me to develop as bilingual/multilingual learner. 

     

07 I believe that I will become more proficient in English 

when L1 will be used in the classroom. 

     

08 I believe that the incorporation of L1 can therefore reduce 

my classroom shock. 

     

09 L1 should be used to facilitate complicated English 

classroom tasks. 

     

10 I feel more comfortable when my teacher uses only 

English when checking our comprehension, short 

questions, summaries, letter writing and paraphrasing the 

text. 

     

11 I think that teachers should discuss with students the 

decision of using students' L1 in English language 

classrooms. 

     

12 I believe that students‟ L1 should be allowed during 

English lessons. 

     

13 I prefer my teacher to use L1 in correcting students‟ 

written work. 

     

14 I prefer my teacher to use notes in L1 as comments on 

students‟ writings. 

     

15 I prefer my teacher to use L1 in explaining the topic that 

the students are going to write about. 

     

16 I prefer my teacher to train students to take notes in L1 

about the subject that they will write about. 
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17 It is preferable for me when my teacher writes notes in 

L1 on the whiteboard while teaching writing. 

     

18 It is preferable for me when my teacher uses instructions 

in L1 to correct students‟ mistakes in pronunciation 

     

19 I believe that it is useful for me to watch movies about L2 

courses presented in Urdu dubbing. 

     

20 I prefer my teacher to use L1 in tests, for example, in 

translating questions. 

     

21 I prefer my teacher to use L1 in dividing the class into 

groups. 

     

22 I prefer my teacher to use L1 in explaining some new 

words to my class. 

     

23 Use of L1 in EFL classroom prevents me from learning 

English properly. 

     

24 I do not feel comfortable when my teacher uses his/her 

L1. 

     

25 Use of L1 saves time and makes my L2 learning process 

easier. 

     

26 Using L1 provides me an efficient and accurate means for 

analyzing semantic features of words and their 

appropriate use in diverse contexts in the foreign 

language 

     

27 It is helpful for me to use L1and L2 in a contrastive 

manner. 

     

28 L1 use in L2 class serves as a kind of cognitive support 

for helping me to remember what I had learnt previously. 

     

29 By means of L1 I can join and maintain with other 

students‟ interest in the task throughout its performance. 

     

30 Use of L1 would be a waste of time for me and be more 

work overall. 

     

31 L1 use does have a role in creating a positive emotional 

environment in learning L2.  

     

32 Using L1 leads to positive attitudes for me with respect to      
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learning L2. 

33 Using L1 reduces the affective barriers for me during L2 

learning. 

     

34 Methodologically, using L1 reduces my target language 

practice and fluency. 

     

35 I understand English grammar better when it is explained 

in my L1. 

     

36 Use of L1 helps me to understand the English idioms and 

expressions more convincingly. 

     

37 Teacher should use only English with the students both 

during and between activities. 

     

38 Students‟ L1 should be allowed during English lessons.      

39 I prefer to use only English to learn about grammar and 

its usage in the English class. 

     

40 I feel more comfortable when my teacher uses L1 in 

teaching L2 grammar and its usage properly. 

     

41 Use of L1 motivates me to express my feelings and ideas 

when I fail to do that in English. 

     

42 Students should be inspired to use their L1 in pair/ small-

group work 

     

43 I feel more motivated when my mother tongue is 

manipulated in my EFL classroom. 

     

44 I feel more encouraged when my teacher gives directions 

while using L1 instead of English about exams. 

     

45 I feel motivated when my instructor uses L1 to discus 

tests, quizzes, and other assignments suitably.  

     

46 I tend to participate more in English language classroom 

when my teacher uses L1. 

     

47 I prefer my teacher to use L1when giving basic 

instructions. 

     

48 I feel encouraged when my teacher uses L1 while 

checking short questions, summaries, letter writing and 

paraphrasing the text 
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49 I prefer to use only English when my teacher discusses 

tests, quizzes, and other assignments. 

     

50 Students‟ first language should be allowed during the 

translation of English lessons. 

     

51 Using L1 in EFL classroom is essential to discuss course 

policies, attendance, and other administrative 

information. 

     

52 I feel better when my teacher uses English to test my 

comprehension.  

     

53 I feel more relaxed when my teacher uses my L1/mother 

tongue for talks or discussions outside the classroom. 

     

54 I feel more comfortable when my teacher gives directions 

while using L1 instead of L2 about exams. 

     

55 I feel more benefit from my teacher‟s feedback when it‟s 

given in L1.  

     

56 I feel more comfortable when my teacher uses L1 in 

introducing the aim of the lesson 

     

57 I fell relaxed when my teacher uses L1 in introducing the 

next activity (changeover) 

     

58 I prefer my teacher to use L1 in explaining the meaning 

of some phrases 

     

59 I feel better when my teacher uses my L1 in explaining 

some difficult concepts 

     

60 I prefer my teacher to use L1in giving suggestions on 

how to learn more effectively 

     

61 I prefer my teacher to use L1 in evaluating and providing 

feedback 

     

62 The use of L1 in my English class helps me for better 

understanding of mutual communication in English. 

     

63 Using L1 I can better understand a concept, to attain 

feedback from my teachers with the idea that this 

improves the results. 

     

64 I understand the lesson much better when the teacher uses      
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` 

 

  

my mother tongue 

65 Use of bilingual or multilingual dictionary helps me to 

understand the new vocabulary of L2. 

     

66 I can easily understand my teacher‟s general instructions 

regarding classroom management when they are given in 

L1. 

     

67 L1 facilitates me in learning and understanding of new 

vocabulary items of L2 

     

68 L1 makes it possible for me to understand the idioms and 

proverbs of L2. 

     

69 I can easily understand colloquial expressions of L2 

when my teacher explains them in L1                                

     

70 Prepositional phrases of L2 are better understood when 

they are explained in L1 

     

71 L1 smoothes the progress of learning and explaining 

slang and taboo words of L2 

     

72 Grammatical rules of L2 are understood in a better sense 

when they are explained in L1 

     

73 I can make out complex ideas when my teacher explains 

them in my mother tongue/ L1 

     

74 I can understand my teacher‟s suggestions regarding how 

to learn effectively better when these are explained in my 

mother tongue/L1 

     

75 I understand texts of L2 much better when the teacher 

uses my L1. 
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Appendix-H: Questionnaire for Teachers 

 

Learners’ and Teachers’ Perceptions towards the Use of Urdu in L2 Courses 

Dear Colleague, 

The aim of this questionnaire is to investigate your perceptions and beliefs towards using 

students‟ mother tongue (L1) in your English classrooms. This questionnaire is also 

designed to obtain data for my PhD Thesis in English (Applied Linguistics). Please, be 

informed that all the collected data is confidential and will only be used for research 

purposes. So, I will be grateful if you respond to the following statements as your 

answers will help me and other teachers to better understand your needs. Your input is 

very important for researchers (including myself) and teachers to better understand the 

practice and value of using mother tongue/L1 in English courses. 

Thank you. 

Section One: 

Demographic Information of Teachers: 

Name (optional): __________________   

1) Gender: ☐Male ☐Female 

2) Qualification: a) MA      b) M Phil      c) PhD 

3) Mother Tongue: _________________         Other language(s): ____________ 

4) How many years have you been teaching English?                            A) 0 – 4 years       

b) 5 – 10 years            c) 11 – 20 years            d) 21 years or above 

5) Have you received any education overseas (e.g. primary education, secondary or 

higher education) before? 

e) No             b)Yes 

Please, specify the country: ______________ 

How long? _______________ 

Section Two: 

Please tick ONE response, which best reflects your opinion on the given statements. 

SA=Strongly Agree, A=Agree, N=Neutral, D=Disagree, Strongly Disagree 

S. 

No: 
Statements SA A N D SD 

01 I believe the more L1 that students use in English 

classroom; the better they will be at communicating in 

English. 

     

02 I think that L1 should be used to learn about L2 

grammar and its usage properly. 

     

03 I believe that L1 should be used to discuss tests,      
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quizzes, and other assignments appropriately. 

04 I think that the use of L1 is essential to discuss course 

policies, attendance, and other administrative 

information. 

     

05 I believe that, regardless of how much L2 students 

choose to use, the teacher should use English at all 

times in the classroom. 

     

06 I believe that teachers should use their students‟ first 

language. 

     

07 I believe that students‟ first language should be 

allowed during English lessons. 

     

08 I prefer using L1 in correcting students‟ written work.      

09 I use notes in L1 as comments on students‟ writings.      

10 I prefer using L1 in explaining the topic that the 

students are going to write about. 

     

11 I prefer to train my students to take notes in L1 about 

the subject that they will write about. 

     

12 I write notes in L1 on the whiteboard while teaching 

writing. 

     

13 I prefer to use instructions in L1 to correct students‟ 

mistakes in pronunciation 

     

14 I believe that it is better for my students to watch 

movies about L2 courses presented in Urdu dubbing. 

     

15 It is preferable to use L1 in tests, for example, in 

translating questions. 

     

16 I prefer to use L1 in dividing the class into groups.      

17 I prefer to use L1 in explaining some new words to my 

class. 

     

18 Using L1 prevents students from learning English 

properly. 

     

19 I follow an English-only policy in the classroom.      

20 I use bilingual dictionaries to help my students to 

understand the new vocabulary. 
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21 I feel comfortable when my students use their first 

language. 

     

22 The use of L1 in English classroom helps my students 

to cultivate a positive attitude towards learning. 

     

23 The use of L1 helps the students to become 

autonomous English language learners. 

     

24 The use of L1 in English language classroom helps 

students to develop as bilingual/multilingual learners 

     

25 Use of mother tongue saves time and makes English 

language learning process easier. 

     

26 Students are more comfortable when I use their L1 for 

talks or discussion outside the classroom. 

     

27 Use of L1 provides an efficient and accurate means for 

analyzing semantic features of words and their 

appropriate use in different contexts in the foreign 

language.    

     

28  L1 use in L2 class serves as a kind of cognitive 

support for helping students to remember what they 

had learned previously. 

     

29 By means of L1 students join and maintain each other‟s 

interest in the task throughout its performance 

     

30 Students‟ use of L1 would be a waste of time and be 

more work overall. 

     

31 Using the L1 leads to positive attitudes among students 

with respect to learning L2. 

     

32 The use of L1 reduces the affective barriers within and 

outside the classroom. 

     

33 The assimilation of L1with L2 can therefore reduce 

classroom shock. 

     

34 Methodologically, use of L1 reduces target language 

fluency and practice. 

     

35 Using L1 is so that students can better understand a 

concept, to give their feedback during written work 
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with the idea that this improves their results. 

36 Use of L1 is associated with a negative connotation of 

teachers‟ ability. 

     

37 I use L1 because of the low level of the students      

38 I use L1 otherwise, enrolment numbers drop      

39 I think that English language learners are more 

motivated if their mother tongue is used in the 

classroom. 

     

40 I tend to discuss with students the decision of using 

students' L1 in English language classrooms. 

     

41 Teacher should use only L2 with the students both 

during and between activities. 

     

42 I prefer to use only L2 to learn about grammar and its 

usage in the English class. 

     

43 I prefer to use L2 when I discuss tests, quizzes, and 

other assignments with my students. 

     

44 Use of L1 motivates me to express my feelings and 

ideas with my students when I fail to do that in 

English. 

     

45 I think that Students are inspired when I use their 

mother tongue in pair/ small-group work. 

     

46 I think my students feel more motivated when I use 

their mother tongue in my EFL classroom. 

     

47 I think that my students are more encouraged when I 

give them directions while using their L1 instead of 

English about exams. 

     

48 My students feel motivated when I use their L1 to 

discus tests, quizzes, and other assignments suitably. 

     

49 My students tend to participate more in English 

language classroom when I use their L1. 

     

50 My students tend me to use L1 when I give basic 

instructions. 

     

51 I think that my students feel encouraged when I use      
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their L1 while checking their comprehension, short 

questions, summaries, letter writing and paraphrasing 

the text. 

52 I think that there are no situations in which L1 should 

be used in the classroom. 

     

53 I suppose that there are some specific perspectives in 

which L1 should be allowed in the classroom. 

     

54 I believe that students should use only English the 

entire time they are in the classroom with both the 

teacher and fellow students both during and between 

activities. 

     

55 I think that using students‟ L1 is better than using only 

English to give directions about exams. 

     

56 I think that students benefit from feedback when it‟s 

given in L1. 

     

57 I think that using students‟ L1 is better than using 

English to test students‟ comprehension. 

     

58 Students will become proficient in English when L1 is 

used in the classroom. 

     

59 I think that using students‟ L1 is better than using 

English in order to know about students‟ background 

and interests. 

     

60 I use students‟ L1 to explain difficult concepts.      

61 Most frequently I use L1 to facilitate complicated 

English classroom tasks. 

     

62 My students tend to participate more in English 

language classroom when I use L1 

     

63 I prefer to use L1 when I give basic instructions 

regarding lesson planning. 

     

64 I prefer to use L1 when I use to check my students‟ 

comprehension, short questions, summaries, letter 

writing and paraphrasing the text. 

     

65 Students feel more comfortable when I use L1 during 

talks or discussions outside the classroom. 
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66 The use of L1 in my English class helps me for better 

understanding of mutual communication in English. 

     

67 Using L1 I can better understand a concept, to attain 

feedback from my students with the idea that this 

improves the results. 

     

68 L1 use assists me in learning and teaching L2 texts 

comprehensively 

     

69 L1 helps me in giving general instructions regarding 

L2 classroom management. 

     

70 L1 facilitates me in learning and teaching of new 

vocabulary items for my L2 classes. 

     

71 L1 makes it possible for me to make my students 

understand the idioms and proverbs of L2. 

     

72 By using L1 I can easily explain colloquial expressions 

to my L2 classes.                                

     

73 I think prepositional phrases of L2 are better 

understood when they are explained in L1. 

     

74 L1 smoothes the progress of learning and explaining 

slang and taboo words of L2. 

     

75  My students understand my suggestions regarding how 

to learn effectively, better when these are explained in 

L1. 

     


