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What effect does teacher target language use have on pupils?
Aim, focus and purpose 
The purpose of this research is to determine if a teacher’s use of spoken target (the taught) language (TL) in modern foreign language (MFL) classrooms affects pupils. The reason for this research is due to findings of the most recent Estyn MFL report whose recommendations suggest that teachers can improve teaching quality by ensuring that they “increase the use of the assessed language as the language of instruction” (2016a). Estyn also observed that, “too often teachers use English to explain simple classroom instructions. This lessens the opportunities that learners have to hear and respond to the TL (2016b).” This is true of the MFL department of school A, where TL use has declined and is not a priority amongst staff. This research will compare the effect of increased teacher TL on one class compared to a lesson of minimal TL use to analyse if it contributes to any change in pupil engagement or attitudes. The findings could then inform future teaching in school A. 

Research context 
School A, is an 11-16 mixed comprehensive school in the local authority of Swansea. There are around 800 pupils on roll, including eight in the special teaching facility for learning disabilities. The cohort comes from semi-rural towns surrounding the school. Around 7% of pupils live in the 20% most deprived areas of Wales.  Around 13% of pupils are eligible for free school meals, below the national average of 17.4% for secondary schools in Wales. Just below one third of pupils have a special educational need, and around 3% of pupils have a statement of special educational needs. Most pupils are of white British descent and very few speak English as an additional language.
The majority of pupils start studying French from year seven with only a handful already having a previous knowledge of basic phrases. In every year group between five to ten pupils are dis-applied from French for additional literacy tuition. In the MFL department there are two members of staff. 
The class (class Y) chosen for this research was a year eight class of average size (25 pupils) and mixed ability, typical of all MFL lessons in school A. Year eight was chosen as frequently they are more engaged with their learning, compared with year 9 who already have preconceived ideas and whose option choices sometimes renders them less interested. Year seven was not chosen as their understanding of TL is not sufficiently developed. The researcher was more interested to see the effect on KS3 than KS4, as at KS4 they have opted to study MFL so engagement is naturally higher.

Literature Review
There are many arguments throughout literature both for and against the use of TL. However, there appears to be very little recent research as the arguments have changed little over the years.
Throughout different alterations to the National Curriculum, both in England and Wales, the use of TL has remained the expected norm and lessons delivered completely in the TL are still considered 'successful' (Pachler et.al , 2009, p. 115). Pachler et.al are clear that they believe optimal use of the TL, where appropriate, e.g. not a hindrance to learning, is beneficial to pupils in their learning, as it builds their linguistic ability and confidence. Satchwell (1997) upholds that pupils need to use TL frequently in order to understand that it is an effective method of communication, like their native language (L1), an idea supported by many researchers (Jones & Halliwell, 1991) (Elston, 2000) (Morgan & Neil, 2001). He also considers that over use of the L1 will negatively impact pupils’attention and ability to acquire and retain language. Further reasons Satchwell pushes for lessons mainly in the TL, are that it improves pupils’ attention span and listening skills, allows for more assimilation of language and broadens pupils entry into other cultures. Other arguments for TL use are that it provides learners with a good model and chances to learn by doing are increased (Morgan & Neil, 2001). Teacher’s TL also increases the time learners hear and use the TL (Estyn, 2016b). Jones and Halliwell (1991) and Macdonald (1993) moreover maintain that not every word of the TL needs to be understood to understand the full meaning of the instruction etc.
In addition, Pachler et.al (2009) uphold TL use as an effective behaviour management strategy, provided that pupils know the school/classroom rules and expectations. This is supported by Macdonald (1993) who advocates that the majority of discipline instructions can be done in the TL and can diffuse the situation more quickly.  
Nevertheless, Pachler et.al (2009) state that teachers’ successful delivery of the lesson and pupils’ connection to the learning can be reduced when both parties have to focus a great deal of effort on sustaining maximum TL use. In addition, they add that sometimes teaching in the TL is not a guarantee for learning in the TL, as the TL can, on occasion, be an obstruction to understanding the lesson. Additionally, they suggest that pupils do not have the necessary, non-subject specific TL to maintain positive social relationships with teachers. Satchwell (1997) also agrees that the use of L1 is sometimes necessary to clarify, explain or reassure pupils. He advocates planning sections of five-ten minutes of L1 use into lessons where pupils have the chance to work through problems. Meiring and Norman (2002) support Satchwell’s claim that L1 is key for processing the TL. They uphold that L1 helps with skills such as understanding of texts, translation and writing (Macaro, 2000 cited in Meiring and Norman, 2002:29). Jones and Halliwell (1991) and Macdonald (1993) admit that L1 is not totally avoidable, given that some tasks require answers in L1, but Macdonald advocates that tasks/instructions should always be adapted so that they can be given in the TL. Both researchers also suggest displaying  L1 visually to support the understanding of the teacher’s TL. 
A further argument against the constant use of TL is pupils’ ability to concentrate for a whole lesson (Pachler et.al, 2009). Macaro, (2000, cited in Pachler et.al, 2009:123) found that, on average, pupils used more TL in a 35 minute lesson than in 50 minutes lessons. This is similarly true for support staff who do not feel at ease with constant exposure to the TL - and therefore less confident to aid the pupils (Pachler et.al, 2009). 
Morgan and Neil (2001) propose two other counter arguments to 100% use. Firstly, also advocated by Macaro (2000), a classroom is not a natural setting for language acquistion. It is removed from the TL country and not natural like home where L1 was acquired. Secondly, the constraints teachers face e.g. time, exam syllabuses to complete etc., hinder the focus teachers can give to the TL. For example a class whose teacher placed a greated focus on learner TL use, covered less of a syllabus than a similar class (Elston, 2000).

Morgan and Neil (2001) suggest that it is not as simple as looking at both sides of the argument; different factors of the lesson should be considered when deciding upon how much TL is appropriate e.g. age, pupil and teacher ability, size of class etc. Despite many areas of research that advocate the use of TL in the classroom, there is evidence that 100% use of the TL can be a hindrance. The researcher therefore, used the literature to inform her lesson two planning of how much, and when, to use the TL or English to assess the infleunce on pupils. 

Research Methodolody
Lesson study (LS) was the research method used to retrieve qualitative data. LS is a form of action research in the classroom, focusing on the development of teacher practice knowledge (Dudley, 2015). The process consists of a group of teachers jointly planning research lessons. The observers watch and analyse the learning and teaching of these lessons (Dudley, 2015). Following the first lesson, the teachers review a focused aspect of the learning or teaching and use the empirical research, along with feedback obtained from focus group interviews, to impact upon the planning and execution of the subsequent research lessons. 
This research method was used because it helps teachers to observe learning more clearly and promotes more precise planning for the pupils’ needs (Dudley, 2014). Furthermore, it is done in the context of a supportive group with colleagues in order to give clear feedback and insight that will inform, and improve, future teaching. 
In the first observed lesson very little TL was spoken, the majority of instructions and praise etc. were given in English. The researcher then moved to increased use of TL in lesson two where she spoke mainly French. The lessons were observed by two non-participant observers who focused specifically on three children, each typifying a group of learners in the class; high, middle or lower attaining, and recorded their findings. The focus was on pupils’ engagement, attitude to the lesson and their learning, and their personal use of the TL. After each observed lesson the case pupils were interviewed in a focus group to gain their insights into the effect of varying amounts of teacher TL on them. The type of observation used was non-participant observation. The observers did not get involved in order to maintain a detached view of the learning (Walliman, 2011). They simply watched the learning and behaviour of the three pupils and recorded what they saw for later feedback. 
Structured observations which have a focus can be seen as biased as the focal points have already been decided and therefore other behaviours that may not have been hypothesised may be overlooked (Bell & Waters, 2014). To reduce the likelihood of certain elements being missed, a loosely structured observation schedule was created for the observers to use (see appendix A). The several headings included allowed for observers to record data on various aspects of the learning to reduce the risk of missing certain elements, but also helped the observers to know what to focus on and to record comments that they might not otherwise have done without the prompts. 
Post lesson reflections were undertaken (see appendices B and C) by the researcher to remember what was personally observed and to help the researcher to be more analytical in if, and how, the TL affected pupils. This was important to help with understanding anything ambiguous or different, and to critically reflect on the experience (Schon, 2014). Reflective notes were made using the university’s Assisted Reflective Conclusions Model, based upon the findings of several authors. Firstly, feelings about what had been experienced were recorded according to de Bono’s (2000) ‘red thinking hat’ of reviewing feelings and hunches. Secondly, the researcher ‘remembered and understood’ specifics about the lesson before evaluating and analysing using open questions to promote discussion, according to Bloom’s taxonomy (Pollard et al., 2014). Finally, conclusions and further actions were decided upon, in accordance with Kolb (1983, cited in Welsh Government, 2015:8) and Gibbs’ (1988, cited in Welsh Government, 2015:9 ) recommendations to make the reflection process a cycle, leading from descriptions of the event to considerations for the future .
The pupils were made aware that they were going to be observed as part of a research project but they were not told what the focus of the observation was. This was to avoid what is referred to as the "Hawthorne effect" where subjects will adjust their behaviour when they are aware of their role as test subjects (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2011). The researcher wanted to reduce the risk of contaminating the results by the pupils changing their behaviour or language output in relation to the teacher’s TL. 
Focus group interviews were used instead of questionnaire surveys as interviews lend themselves better to questions that can be more probing for information (Walliman, 2011). This is more appropriate with children who are more inclined to write less, or not fully understand the written question and more likely to answer every question in a conversation. This allowed the researcher to go more in depth and to be more flexible with the questions in order to obtain the most useful data. Furthermore, a focus group interview is less intimidating for children than a one-to-one interview with their teacher. Focus group interviews allow pupils to listen to, share and be inspired by others’ views which allows for a more in-depth conversation (Bell & Waters, 2014). These interviews, at the permission of the focus group, were recorded in order to obtain a full, un-interpreted record of what was said. The researcher was then able to listen back to the interview in order to be sure of the different responses received and analyse them appropriately. 
The focus pupils were chosen as a sample. Newby (2014) suggests that there are two ways to select a sample; firstly, to choose a group that represent the wider group, or secondly, they can be linked to or knowledgeable about a topic. In this case, a sample of three pupils were selected to represent the wider group. They were selected by systematic random sampling (Flick, 2015), by choosing one pupil at random from the three groups of higher, middle and lower ability. A pupil from three different groups of learners was chosen to avoid simple random sampling of three learners which would not take into account contextual information (Flick, 2015) as it was important for the researcher to be able to compare the effects on different learner abilities. Furthermore, the three pupils were not purposefully sampled to avoid subjective bias in choosing certain learners (Flick, 2015).
The drawback of focus group interviews is that dominant personalities can take over, and Bell and Waters (2014) suggest that these more out spoken characters need to be monitored and to coax out answers from the quieter interviewees. They state that experienced researchers will have their own techniques to do this. As this was the researcher’s first experience of focus groups interviews, they did not feel confident during the interview to devise these techniques so pupil A tended to answer first which could have swayed the answers of pupils B and C. To counteract this, the researcher would sometimes target the question at pupil B or C first in order to hopefully hear their more genuine answers without being swayed by the more dominant personality of pupil A. 
All data collected was qualitative because it is more suitable for the analysis of language than quantifiable numbers and has been shown to enhance knowledge of learning and teaching (Henning et al., 2008).  Furthermore, data collection is more open than with quantifying as questions do not need to be decided previously, and so analysis of the data can lead to wider interpretations and not be limited to specific points (Flick, 2015). Given that the researcher was unaware previously of the types of influence teacher TL would have on pupils, she needed to collect data that could represent any number of influences and not to narrow the data collection with quantifiable data and therefore miss elements not chosen to be quantified. 

Ethical considerations
During the research there were ethical considerations to adhere to in regard to BERA’s (2011) recommendations for classroom research. The researcher first obtained permission from the ethics board at the University.
In accordance with BERA guidelines and Denscombe’s (2014) recommendations of four key principles to ethical research the following were adhered to. Firstly, it was essential that the participants felt comfortable, safe and treated fairly. No incentives were given and the observations and interviews were conducted in the same manner as all of School A’s observation lessons and pupil voice interviews in order to reduce any sense of intrusion to the norm. Questions were posed that would not make the pupils feel discontented with their language learning or risk changing their viewpoints in a negative way in order to protect their interests. 
Secondly, written assent was obtained from the pupils and written consent acquired from parents/guardians. This was to ensure they understood the nature of the project, but also that they were aware they could withdraw at any time with no adverse consequences. 
Thirdly, the researcher and observers conducted themselves in an open and professional manner in line with BERA and School A guidelines and with no deception towards the participants. The researcher ensured that she upheld the good name of the University with a professional and ethical approach. 
Finally, legal requirements were complied with as per BERA’s guidance on data storage. All data was saved in a password protected online account and made confidential with all names removed. The identities of the school and pupils involved were only known to the researcher and classroom observers. The pupils were not offered anonymity as they were interviewed by the researcher. The pupils were made aware that their identities were only known by the researcher/observers and all comments and data were recorded confidentially. 

Lesson Study Analysis and Discussion of Findings
In order to analyse the data from both lessons, and therefore to compare the influence of increased teacher TL, the difference between the two lesson settings will be explained. In lesson one, the researcher spoke very little TL, in keeping with the normal amount of TL that had been spoken in previous lessons. Some TL was used for instructions or to prompt pupils to say something in the TL (see appendix B). This enabled the lesson to be as much like a control lesson as possible, in order to compare the effects of increased TL use in the next lesson. In lesson two, the researcher spoke mainly TL, as noted in her reflections (see appendix C), only using English to clarify an important grammar point or if she perceived there to be a lack of understanding (appendix C). Additionally, English and images were used on the lesson PowerPoint to supplement the understanding of the TL.  
The following summarises the findings from the researcher’s post-lesson reflections (appendices B and C), the non-participant observers’ notes (appendices D and E), and the focus group interview comments (appendices F and G).  
The first observation area on the observation schedule was the amount and nature of spoken French by the pupils. Unfortunately, both observers commented on if each pupil had used the TL but had not commented on the nature, i.e. what was said. This issue will be addressed later.
Observer X thought that in lesson one pupil A was willing to repeat the researcher’s spoken French with ease at all times (appendix D). Observer Y added that she seemed keen to answer all questions, including higher level, without prompting (appendix F). In lesson two, she was always still willing to contribute and seemed to enjoy discussing about/using French with her peers, speaking whole sentences in French to them (appendices E and G).  In lesson one, pupil B repeated the researcher’s spoken French with ease and helped to prompt a fellow pupil on how to ask for a pen in French. He answered questions with single words, usually prompted (appendices E and G). In lesson two, one observer felt he could have offered more to the lesson. The other witnessed that he used only broken French or one or two words during tasks with peers. In lesson one, the non-subject specialist (X) observed that Pupil C also repeated the researcher’s spoken French with ease when prompted (appendix D). Conversely, the subject specialist (Y) noted that he was very hesitant and took a long time to process the pronunciation, requiring a lot of prompting (appendix F).  In lesson two, one observer commented that he didn't contribute much and the other commented that, like pupil B, he used only broken French or one or two words during tasks with peers (appendices E and G). 
It is difficult to draw any conclusions from these observations. Firstly, the observers have not commented specifically enough on the element of the "row" for this section of the schedule i.e. on the type /nature of TL spoken. They have also noted slightly different aspects to each other and from lesson one to lesson two, making the four schedules more difficult to compare. Neither observer noted specifically what had been said in French by the pupils, so it makes it harder to compare the data from lessons one to two in relation to the nature of TL spoken. 
Secondly, given that this is only two lessons and three pupils it is unwise to decide that increased use of teacher TL impacts pupils’ TL without further observation or wider sampling. General conclusions may only be probable if the sample is adequately large and representative of the wider community (Taber, 2007). 
Nevertheless, the empirical evidence above highlighted that pupils were conversing more in French in lesson two, this is particularly evident in observer X's notes. It may be that this observer understood better in the second lesson how to comment on pupil TL use, compared to the first. However, the researcher did not explain anything more about the observation schedule between lesson one and two so this could not have been a factor. Hence, it may be that being in a lesson setting where the teacher was mainly speaking French influenced the pupils to continue or try to imitate this as it occurred to them more. This is supported by the second focus group interview: when asked, 'what difference do you notice in your learning when the researcher spoke more French?",  pupil A responded, "It made us think we needed to speak more French" (see appendix I). Neither pupil B or C commented on the influence of how much language they spoke during the lesson. Perhaps over time, with the same increased amount of teacher TL, if other more able pupils were influenced in the same way to speak more TL, this would begin to become the norm and perhaps influence other pupils to do the same. This supports the notion that teacher TL increases pupils' chance to see it as a real means of communication and therefore makes them more likely to use it themselves, as stated by pupil A (Elston, 2000).  
The next three sections of the observation schedule asked for comments on pupils' focus and behaviour. In lesson one, Pupil A was observed to behave excellently; focused throughout, immediately engaged in tasks and keen to extend work or get involved straight away (appendices D and F). Pupil B's behaviour was also very good, although at times he was a little distracted and took longer to focus on tasks (appendix F). Pupil C's behaviour was also praised, but he had poor focus as he was not always immediately engaged, seeming 'passive' and not as enthusiastic (appendix F).  In lesson two, the behaviour of all three pupils was described relatively similarly to lesson one by both observers (appendices E and G) suggesting that mainly using TL had no influence on their behaviour. 
Nonetheless, the researcher's own reflections on the lesson noted a stark difference in the behaviour of the whole class from lesson one to two (appendix C). Given that the researcher has known the class for two years, she was perhaps more able to notice subtle, as well as more evident, differences in the focus and behaviour. After lesson one she commented (appendix B) that ‘behaviour was generally good’ and that the presence of two observers ‘did not seem to influence the behaviour…their behaviour and focus were very similar to usual lessons’. However, after lesson two, she reflected that behaviour was excellent and was very surprised how focused the class were (appendix C). This change in behaviour may have been due to the influence of having two observers in the classroom, which often encourages the pupils to behave better in school A, though this appeared to make no impact in lesson one. Additionally, the researcher witnessed that when she started speaking only French, even outside the classroom before the lesson, the pupils seemed quite shocked and very attentive (appendix C). ‘Their increased attentiveness continued throughout the lesson’ as the researcher continued to mainly speak French. 
This mirrors observations made by the pupils. After lesson two, all three pupils in the focus group agreed that pupils were more likely to focus and learn when more French was spoken then English (appendix I). Unfortunately the pupils did not elaborate further on this in the focus interview. Additionally, the observers did not comment on the wider behaviour of the class in their observation schedules so there is no further data to support this. It would be interesting for the researcher to have compared the two lessons with a class more known for behavioural difficulties, to perhaps see this evidence more thoroughly. Although, a difference in behaviour did not seem to have been noted by the observers, the researcher’s, and focus pupils’, experiences do nonetheless coincide with research that supports the use of TL as a behaviour management tool, as it increases pupils’ focus (Macdonald, 1993).
Finally, the observers made observations in regards to pupils' understanding of, or engagement with, the researcher’s TL use, and how this may have impacted their involvement in the lesson. Unfortunately, again for this section, in lesson one the observers did not comment specifically enough of the pupils reaction to the researcher’s TL use, mainly referring to their involvement in the lesson e.g. willingness to answer questions. This overlapped with their comments made about focus and behaviour as they repeated that pupil C appeared 'quite switched off' (appendix D). Observer Y also described pupil C as being passive, yet willing to answer questions (appendix F). The only comment in regard to TL understanding was that Pupil B appeared to have no issues in understanding the researcher’s French, but would seek clarification if necessary (see appendix F).  
In lesson two, both observers noted that pupil A was still keen to respond to the teacher and eagerly engaged with the language. It was also noted on this occasion that she answered sometimes in French too (appendix E). Pupil B followed the French instructions promptly and did attempt to use French with his peers. Again, he demonstrated a clear understanding of the French questions (see appendix E). Pupil C was again described as passive (appendix E). One observer thought that he did not appear confident to offer questions or very willing to be involved (appendix G). These observations of pupil C could suggest that he did not fully understand all the French being spoken during the lesson and so could not participate fully due to not following. However, the non-participant observations did not differ greatly from lesson one to two so there is insufficient evidence here to point towards any influence of increased teacher TL decreasing lower-ability pupil engagement. 
Pupil B appeared to be more engaged in lesson two and seemed to understand and follow the lesson well (appendices E and G). Comments on pupil A did not differ greatly from lesson one to two, however, she already had a very high engagement level in lesson one. Yet, these two examples are positive as they demonstrate a maintained, or increased, involvement in the lesson despite the increased use of the teacher TL. This empirical evidence seems to suggest that the higher and middle ability pupils were able to understand enough French to fully engage with all activities of the lesson. 
Indeed, the comments in the focus group highlight this further.  When asked in the first interview, "How did the researcher's use of spoken French for instructions make you feel?”, all three pupils agreed that they felt fine and 'normal' with the amount the researcher spoke (appendix H). Pupil B added that it gave them an idea of how to pronounce words, a notion upheld by Morgan and Neil (2001). Then in interview two, after mainly French had been spoken, pupil B said it 'was easy to understand,' and that the researcher pointing at the board and gesturing helped. Pupil C even said he felt confident and had a good idea of what the researcher was saying. Thus, despite the non-participant observers feeling that pupil C was disengaged, and possibly not understanding, his comments in the interviews are more positive, as are pupil B's. It is possible that they felt so positive because it surprised them how much they understood of the researcher's French and this made them feel confident. 
In addition, when asked to give an example of a time when they felt confident because of the researcher's French, in interview one, the pupils did not give much detail (appendix H). Whereas, in interview two, both pupils B and C were able to give specific examples (appendix I). Moreover, in both interviews the pupils all answered "no" when asked if any of the researcher's French had made them feel confused. This is really encouraging that the pupils themselves were not deterred by being mainly spoken to in French, their focus remained, they felt confident because of it and achieved the lesson objectives as reflected upon by the researcher (appendix C). This supports the view that optimal TL use can build pupils’ confidence (Pachler et.al, 2009) and that they do not need to understand every word in order to learn (Macdonald, 1993).
It needs to be addressed, however, that it is possible that the pupils were influenced by the other interviewees or the researcher in their answers (Newby, 2014). They may have said what they thought the researcher, as their teacher, wanted to hear or were agreeing with the other pupils to not appear weak, for example they may not have wanted to admit that they were confused by any of the French, this may be particularly true of pupil C as the observers’ notes seemed to suggest he was not following the lesson, but his comments say the opposite (appendix I).  Nevertheless, some weight could be given to the pupil responses as they coincide with the researcher's reflections as she observed that despite the lesson mainly being conducted in the TL, the pupils 'seemed to deal extremely well' with how much TL was used, and this was identified by 'how much they followed along with the lesson, and how well they understood by their pupil product’ (appendix C).

 Conclusions 
Despite there being some indications from the lesson observations that there was a positive influence on pupils from increased teacher TL, it is necessary to state certain observations and issues that arose from analysing the data. 
Firstly, the researcher identified concerns with the format and use of the lesson observation schedule.  
Firstly, Denscombe (2014) warns about difficulties with the clarity of the schedule. Both observers did not use the observation schedule in the same way. Some boxes were not filled in, in particular the pupil response to teacher TL, which was one of the more essential observation areas of this research, as the amount of teacher TL was the deciding variable that the researcher was changing from lessons one to two. This made it harder to compare the observations made of lesson one with two, particularly with the latter element (appendix D).  
Secondly, the schedules were completed inconsistently. For example, on occasions the observers commented on certain aspects of the observation schedule but not in the correct box for these topics so the notes are not always easy to follow and compare. Denscombe (2014) warns that different observers are likely to be inconsistent as they will interpret the directed focuses differently. Furthermore, he adds that it is difficult to analyse qualitative data, including the focus group comments, as it involves scrutiny of speech. He adds that quantifiable data on the other hand will ensure data is recorded objectively. However, without knowing the kind of effects teacher TL was going to have, it was difficult to specify the focuses of the schedule more thoroughly beforehand.
Thirdly, one observer (Y) was a subject specialist; another French teacher, but the other was not (X). Given the research topic it may therefore have been more difficult for the latter to notice and comment on certain elements of language learning that would have been interesting to compare. However, the researcher deliberately chose a specialist and a non-specialist in order that the specialist would be able to comment on more language-specific aspects of learning, and that the non-specialist may be able to comment on other aspects that may not have occurred to the two specialists, who may be biased in what they were looking for given what they knew they should be seeing in a language lesson. Coe (2014) supports that when observing it is difficult for the observer to not see, or look for, their own preferences and not to feel a bias of emotions. 
In hindsight, it would have been prudent of the researcher to have discussed the schedule with the observers more thoroughly: firstly, to explain the wording of certain criteria to help them understand what to look for and comment on, particularly the non-subject specialist; secondly, to give the observers a chance to read over the observation schedule prior to the lesson and to consequently pose questions to the researcher ahead of time if necessary. This would also reduce time where they were reading the observation schedule during the lesson and therefore not miss evidence that needed to be documented.   
Another area of concern is the influence of bias on the data obtained. As mentioned previously, the ‘Hawthorne effect’ means that it is possible that the pupils were adapting their behaviour because they were under observation (Newby, 2014). In this case, they may have been better behaved or engaged or spoken more French, therefore swaying the outcomes. 
Another type of bias, also identified by Newby (2014), is the bias when analysing the data. Given that the researcher was looking for changes or patterns in behaviour and work of pupils in relation to teacher TL, she may have been more likely to spot very subtle changes that otherwise would have been insignificant and perhaps not linked to the teacher’s TL. For example, it is possible that the behaviour improvements from lesson one to two were extremely subtle or due to another factor, such as the fact that observation one took place in the third lesson period, right before lunch, and observation two took place in the first lesson period, where pupils would not have just come from two other lessons and therefore could possibly be more focused than they would be later in the day.
The data obtained from the focus group interviews must also be treated with caution. Sharp (2012) warns that interviewers and interviewees influence each other in different ways. This jeopardises the reliability and validity of the pupils’ answers. They may have been saying what they thought the researcher wanted to hear, given that she is in a position of authority and is their MFL teacher; this is very prevalent amongst children interviewees (Newby, 2014). As discussed previously, pupil A was particularly confident to answer and this may have encouraged pupils B and C to answer in a similar way. Moreover, in order, to make the interviewees feel relaxed, the researcher tried to display a positive and encouraging demeanour throughout to help them to feel more at ease and comfortable to speak. Nevertheless, this may have projected the view onto the pupils that they were giving the correct or desired answers and so continued to answer in a similar way or to agree with what had previously been said. Overall, Newby (2014) questions the use of focus groups in research, as simply answering questions does not exploit all the potential depth of discussion. This may have been the case here given that pupils may not have wanted to say more without being anonymous. 
Another issue with the analysis of this data is the sample. The first concern with this is the sample size, as alluded to earlier. Sharp (2012) maintains that with small-scale research the conclusions drawn may only be true of the target group and cannot be extended wider, as generalising further is imprudent. In this circumstance, the findings may be representative of class Y, but may not be the same for all year eight classes in school A, nor for all KS3, and neither for all Swansea or Wales. This is the limitation with qualitative data, as a conclusion is produced from empirical evidence which cannot necessarily be applied to other contexts (Flick, 2015). Any given class, year group, school and area will be made up of different individual backgrounds and abilities and may therefore react differently. For example, as stated previously, the influence of teacher TL just on behaviour may be different in a more challenging class in school A, compared to class Y, who are known to be generally more well behaved (see appendices B and C). 
The second concern with sampling in this way is that the pupils were separated into their ability groups for random sampling by the researcher, using her judgement of the pupils. It could be argued that, given that the researcher has taught the pupils for two years, that she would now be aware enough of the pupils’ abilities to place them into the correct groups. However, no tests were done to separate pupils so the groupings were therefore subjective. The concern here is that the chosen three pupils may not have been higher, middle or lower ability if they had been tested or grouped by a different teacher. Consequently, if, for example, the lower ability pupil would have been judged to be middle ability against other measures, then the sample would contain no lower ability pupils and any conclusions drawn about this group become less valid and reliable. 
 

Recommendations
Although the researcher must be careful to not over generalise the findings, there is some empirical evidence to support the following recommendations in line with literature. 
Firstly the majority of literature advocates not using 100% TL, empirical evidence suggested this to be true as some use of L1 was necessary to ensure pupils understood tasks and grammar points. Furthermore, it will maintain pupil focus, as well as staff wellbeing as 100% use over all lessons can be tiring for all (Satchwell, 1997). Although 100% used is not advocated, the majority of literature supports as much TL being spoken as possible by the teacher. The empirical evidence supports this as the pupils were able to follow the lesson and make progress in line with the learning objectives despite not always understanding everything. This research will therefore inform the MFL teaching in school A by adjusting the amount of target language spoken (Morgan & Neil, 2001) depending on the ability of the class, behaviour, the time of day and other factors, in order to facilitate the most positive learning environment and the optimum exposure to the TL. 
In future action research, the researcher would recommend discussing the observation schedule with observers prior to the observations and piloting the schedule in a different lesson not part of the study. In addition, questionnaires could be used in order to obtain a wider sample of answers and questions, but also to allow pupils to answer questions anonymously and therefore more reliably, and where they will not be influenced by listening to the answers of others. Focus group interviews would still be used to allow for expanding of questions which would not be possible in a questionnaire. 

Teacher TL use does indeed affect pupils, at least in the context of class Y. There is empirical evidence to suggest behaviour improves, pupils are more confident with their own TL use, confidence in understanding of the TL increases and, on this occasion, the pupils were not negatively affected by extended use of teacher TL.
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Appendix E – Non-participant observers’ notes – Observer X Lesson 2
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Appendix F – Non-participant observers’ notes – Observer Y lesson one
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Appendix H – Focus group interview comments – post lesson one
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Focus Group Interview Questions — Session 2
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