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CHAPTER III 

RESEARCH METHOD 

3.1 Research Design  

This study was applying mixed method research. Both quantitative and qualitative 

designs were integrated to seek at different purposes. In this context of the study, the 

first research question is answered by using qualitative and it is followed by a 

quantitative explanation. Further, the quantitative design was applying non- 

experimental design. The function of quantitative designs was to explore the 

occurrences and also students’ and teachers’ attitude toward L1 use through their 

perception. In addition, the result of the quantitative design was used for selecting the 

participants to be involved in analyzing their perception in a more detail. Further, the 

qualitative design was applied for grasping both teachers and students’ perception 

about L1 used in the classroom in more details. In the end, both quantitative and 

qualitative results were triangulated to answer research problem number three which 

was asking about to what extent the use of L1 can help the students in the L2 speaking 

classroom. 

3.2 Research Participant 

In this research, the participants were teachers and students. The main reason 

involving teachers and students were this research attempted to explore the use of L1 

in L2 classroom and aimed to ask their perception whether L1 may help for the learners 
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to learn English or no. In addition, by involving those participants, to which extent the 

use of L1 may help learner in acquiring speaking skill could be concluded. 

Both teachers’ and students’ participants are taken from English Language 

Education Department. There were around 11 teachers participants who would be 

involved in this study. They are 8 female and 3 males. Their age ranged from 28 to 37 

years old and they had experienced in teaching speaking for about 8 up to 10 years. 

Their native languages were Bahasa Indonesia and local language (Javanese, 

Madurese).  To give a brief summary of the teachers’ demographic background, see 

Table 1.  

Table 1: The demographic information of the teachers’ participants 

Name Gender 

Experience in 

teaching 

English 

Age 

RL Male 10 32 

DW Female 4 27 

M Male 7  

R Female 3 30 

ANW Female 5 29 

RRF Female 5 29 

KNWS Female 9 32 

ANH Female 5 30 

A Male 4 32 

ELR Female 11 34 

TW Male 2 27 
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Further, the students’ participants were from the academic year of 2016, 2017 

and 2018. There were around 437students.  Most of them were Indonesian students 

whose L1 were Bahasa Indonesia, Javanese, Madurese, Banjarese, and Ambonese 

language and they were students’ academic year in 2018, 2017 and 2016. In more 

details, the students’ academic year of 2016 already learned all speaking courses such 

as Basic, Pre-Intermediate, Intermediate aand Advance Speaking and also English for 

Specific Purposes (ESP) Speaking I and II. The students in the academic year of 2017 

already learned ESP Speaking I and II and they were still learning Speaking for 

Everyday Communication. The students in the academic year of 2018 were a new 

freshman and they were still taking ESP speaking. Further, in every academic year of 

2016, 2017, and 2018 also, there were international students from Thailand. Their L1 

were Thai and Malay language.  Since their L1 was not Bahasa Indonesia, they were 

not involved in this study. To have more detailed information, the demographic 

information of students’ participants is presented in Table 2. 
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Table 2:  The demographic information of student 

Academic year 
Total of the 

students 

Length of 

Learning Speaking 

Taken Speaking 

Courses 

2016 126 9- 14 year Basic, Pre-

Intermediate, 

Intermediate & 

Advance Speaking 

and  ESP Speaking 

I & II 

2017 154 7- 13 year ESP Speaking I & 

II and still taking 

Speaking for 

Everyday 

Communication, 

2018 157 6 – 12 year Still taking ESP 

Speaking I 

 

3.3 Research Settings 

This study was conducted at University of Muhammadiyah Malang (UMM). It is 

one of a private universities in Indonesia.  It is located on Malang, East Java province. 

One of the departments from UMM that was chosen as the place for conducting this 

study was English Language Education Department. This department’s vision and 

mission was preparing the students to become a professional English teacher in primary 

and also secondary schools. 
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3.4 Data Collection 

3.4.1.  Technique and Instrument 

This sub- subchapter explains techniques and instruments that were used to gain 

the data. Therefore, this sub- subchapter consisted such as survey, focus group 

discussion and interview. 

1. Survey 

The survey was used to analyze the student and teacher university’s use of L1 and 

also their perception in general about L1 used in the L2 classroom. In this study, close-

ended and open-ended questionnaire were integrated to answer the research problem 

number 1 and 2 which were asking about the occurrence of L1 use and students’ and 

teachers’ participant perception. The closed-ended questionnaire was used to seek the 

data that were already predicted by some research framework. The use of open-ended 

questionnaire for covering unpredictable data which may occur on learners’ and 

teachers’ taught. In addition, the closed-ended questionnaire applied four Likert- scale 

design was applied on this questionnaire 

Both of questionnaire teachers’ and students’ participant also have a close 

characteristic. They had two sections which were in the first was asking about the use 

of L1 during learning speaking and in the second part was asking about their 

perception. In the teachers’ participant questionnaire which was adapted from Naci 

Kayaoğlu, (2012) and Yildiz & Yesilyurt (2016), the first section had 12 items for the 
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closed-ended questionnaire and 1 item for the open-ended questionnaire. Further, the 

second section consisted of 18 items for closed-ended and 2 items for open-ended 

questionnaires. Further, the first section of students’ participant's questionnaire which 

adapted from Debreli & Oyman (2015) and Hashemi & Sabet (2013) consisted of eight 

items for closed-ended and the open-ended consisted of one item. The second section 

also consisted of 19 items for closed-ended and the open-ended consisted of two items. 

The questionnaires can be found in Appendix I (Questionnaire for the teachers) and 

Appendix II (Questionnaires for the Students)  

2. Focus Group Interview/ Discussion (FGD) 

FGD was employed in this study to enrich the result of surveying students’ 

participant. Since this study using large-scale study, FGD was appropriate to gather the 

detailed information. Further, the characteristic of FGD in this study was formal since 

the participant had a different schedule and need to have one meeting to conduct his 

FGD. In this study, every student academic year would be in the FGD once which 

meant that there would be three sessions of FGD. In one session of FGD, there were 

twelve students’ participants. The chosen students’ participants which the score were 

in the 4th highest, the 4th lowest and 4th  in between the highest and lowest were selected 

from the score of general acceptability.  

To conduct FGD, the researcher employed the guided question item and video 

recorder. The used of guided question items is used for making the FGD session more 

comprehensively guided and every of theme could be uttered in that session. In 
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addition, the use of a video recorder was used  to record participant respond on FGD 

session. Further, the use of field notes was bold lined every important and debatable 

statement from the participant. To give a comprehension of what would be asked during 

FGD session see Appendix III. 

3. Interview 

A semi-structured interview was employed on this study. There were two main 

reasons for using interview in this study.  Firstly, the use of interview was for enriching 

the data from the result of the questionnaire. Moreover, it was also used for asking 

lecturer perception in which for about the use of L1 in L2 classroom. There were three 

teacher participants who were involved on the interview session. The chosen teachers’ 

participants were taken based on the general acceptability score which was the highest, 

the lowest and the score in the middle.  

The instrument was used in this study was interview guideline recorder. The use of 

interview guide line was to made the question which would be uttered was constructed 

and comprehensively understandable (see Appendix II for the interview guideline).  

3.4.2.  Procedure 

This sub- subchapter explained how the data is being collected. To give a 

comprehension to the reader, the following steps is divided based on the participants 

who involved in this study. 
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3.4.2.1 Gathering Data from Teacher Participants 

1. Asking teachers participant permission for surveying and interviewing them by 

giving a consent form 

2. Giving them questionnaire  

3. Determining the teachers who were involved in the interview session after 

analyzing the occurrences and the general acceptability of teachers survey.  

4. Arranging schedule to conduct the interview 

5. Doing the interview sessions. 

3.4.2.2 Gathering Data from Student Participant 

1. Distribute the questionnaire to the students’ participants. 

2. Determining the students’ participants who were involved in the FGD session 

after analyzing the general acceptability os students’ participant. 

3. Arranging the schedule for conducting FGD. 

4.  Conducting the FGD sessions. 

3.5 Data Analysis 

In this sub- subchapter, the process of analyzing the data was explained. 

Therefore, this part consisted of analyzing the teachers’ participant survey, analyzing 

students’ participants’ survey, analyzing data from interview and analyzing data from 

FGD. 
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3.5.1 Analyzing the teachers’ participants survey 

From teachers’ participants’ survey, there were around 4 data which were from 

two sections of the questionnaire. The first sections of the survey which was about the 

occurrences of L1 use obtained two kinds of data namely mixed data and qualitative 

data. The mixed data were the teachers’ choice in closed-ended while the qualitative 

data were in the form of the participant responses in open-ended question. Moreover, 

there were also two kinds obtained data which were quantitative and qualitative data 

from the second section. The quantitative data were the score of teachers’ perceptions 

of L1 used in the classroom in closed-ended question and the answer of open ended 

question were the qualitative data. See Table 3 to check the obtained data in teachers’ 

survey. 
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Table 3. The obtained data in the teachers’ survey 

Sections Data Type Form of the data 

Target Research 

Problem 

1st Sections 

Mixed 

The teachers’ 

choice of the 

occurrences of L1 

use in the 

classroom 
The first research 

problem 

Qualitative 

The teachers’ 

responses in open 

ended question 

2nd Sections 

Quantitative 

The score of 

teachers’ 

perceptions The second 

research problem 

Qualitative 

The responses of 

teachers’ in open-

ended question 

To analyze the obtained data from the 1st section, each participant responses in 

closed-ended questionnaires were described. After the data were described, the total of 

the teachers’ choice of each question items were followed. In addition, the teachers’ 

responses in open- ended question highlighted and were coded and if there was a 

similar response which was not same with the option on the question items, the data 

were only explained qualitatively with some justification from relevant literature. 

To analyze the 2nd section, the quantitative data were analyzed first and 

followed with the analyzing of qualitative data. The quantitative data were scored and 

the score of question items number 1 up to 8 were “strongly agree” = 4, “agree” =3, 

“disagree” = 2 and “strongly disagree” =1. On the other hand, the question items 

number 9 up to 18 were scored reversely. After all quantitative data had already scored, 
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all of the scored of the teachers were summed and divided for looking the general 

acceptability and also the means of each question items. The means of each question 

items were used for  seeking the indicators why the general acceptability score were on 

that particular situation. See Table 4 for the general acceptability of teachers’ survey.  

Table 4. The General Acceptability of teachers’ survey 

The General Acceptability Interval Score 

Strongly Agree 55- 72 

Agree 37- 54 

Disagree 19- 36 

Strongly Disagree 0- 18 

Moreover, to analyze the qualitative data from open ended question, the data were 

highlighted and coded based to which extent Bahasa Indonesia may help learners in 

speaking classroom. The results were presented qualitatively with the support of 

relevant literature.  

3.5.2 Analyzing the students’ participants survey 

The result of students’ participant survey was also similar with the teachers’ 

participant. There were also 4 data were gathered from two sections. From the first 

section, it was obtained 2 kinds of data such a mixed and qualitative data. The 

quantitative data were the students’ choices in the closed-ended question and the 

qualitative data were the answers of teachers in open- ended questions. In the 2nd 
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section, the quantitative were the score of students’ choices in closed ended and the 

students’ response on open ended- questions. See Table 5 to check the obtained data. 

Table 5. The obtained data from students‘ survey. 

Sections Data Type Form of the data 

1st Sections 

Mixed 

The students’ 

choices of the  

occurrences of L1 

use in the 

classroom 

Qualitative 

The teachers’ 

responses in open 

ended question 

2nd Sections 

Quantitative 

The score of 

teachers’ 

perceptions 

Qualitative 

The responses of 

teachers’ in open-

ended question 

 

To seek the occurrence of L1 in students’ perspective, the participant choices 

in closed ended were described first. After all the items already described, the total of 

the students’ choices were summed to enrich the described data. In addition, the result 

of the qualitative data was highlighted and coded based on in which situation L1 may 

help for teacher. The highlighted and coded data were added as the additional 

framework with some justification of relevant literatures. 

In the second section, the answer of the closed- ended questions were scored. 

The question items number, 1 up to 13 were “strongly agree” = 4, “agree” = 3, 

“disagree” = 2 and “strongly disagree” = 1. On the other hand, the question number 14 
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up to 20 were scored reversely. The quantitative data would be summed and measured 

the means for looking the general acceptability.  After the students’ response on the 

closed ended had scored, the scored of each item were summed and divided by the total 

of participant to seek at the general acceptability and means each of question items. 

The purpose of counting the means of each questions items was to seek which 

indicators that influence the general acceptability (see table 6. The general acceptability 

of students’ survey). Further, the response of students on open ended question were 

highlighted and coded based on whether L1 give more positive or negative perspective. 

The highlighted and coded data added some information from the survey.  

Table 6. The general acceptability of students’ survey 

The General Acceptability of 

Students’ Participant 
Interval Score 

Strongly Agree 61- 80 

Agree 41- 60 

Disagree 21- 40 

 Strongly Disagree  0- 20 

 

3.5.3 Analyzing data from interview 

In addition, since the interview technique were used to ask the attitudes of teachers’ 

attitudes toward L1 use in classroom, the obtained data were in the form audio. Firstly, 

the researcher transcribed the result from the interview. Then, transcribed data were 

highlighted and coded based on their perceived effectiveness or ineffectiveness. In 
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addition, the result of interview supported the data from survey to avoid the ambiguity 

data from survey.  

3.5.4 Analyzing data from FGD 

The data from FGD were in the form of video. The data from video were transcribed 

and will be coded based on whether L1 perceived or unperceived the effectiveness of 

learning speaking in the classroom. Then the data will be mixed and matched with the 

findings in the questionnaire results to add an information on the result of survey. 

To answer the third research problem, data triangulation was employed on this 

study. The analyzed data from survey, FGD and interview were gathered and grouped 

based on positive and negative view of L1 usage. Based on this triangulated data, the 

researcher would explore how L1 could support and/or hinder the L2 learning..  

 


