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Abstract

This study, an investigation into the effectiveness of using a learner’s first language (L1) to teach a second
language (L2) in reading comprehension classes, focuses on tertiary students in the United Arab Emirates (UAE).
Many theorists argue that a student’s L1 contributes to a more successful learning environment and facilitates
second language acquisition. Because of the importance placed on proficiency scores, this study uses empirical
data, comparing test scores of two classes and exploring and examining their differences. One instructor uses a
student’s L1 (Arabic) to teach reading in L2, and the other does not. Research questions for this study have
employed a quantitative approach which has included assessment data from midterm and proficiency exams. The
findings of the study, which indicate negligible differences in overall scores, demonstrate that the pedagogical
practice has no significant impact on the scores obtained. However, further study is warranted to accommodate
more of the variables that may have affected data outcome.
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Introduction
1.1Background Rationale, and Contribution

As the world becomes more globalised, the need to learn a second language, which is of primary concern in the
Middle East, is more of a necessity than an option for many (Firth & Wagner 2007; Toohey 2000). The
acquisition of English as a Second Language (ESL) is developing into a requirement for upwardly mobile
residents of most non-English-speaking countries (Gallagher 2011). Although attainment of the world’s most
widely spoken academic language (Ammon & McConnell 2002; Hyland et al. 2009) is advantageous on a number
of fronts, the issue does present some problems and complexities for those working in educational institutes
operating abroad (Cenoz Jessner 2000; Kachru 1992).For an instructor of ESL who has been teaching in the
United Arab Emirates (UAE) for the past seven years, the task has been made more complex, perhaps, because
not only must an educator be tolerant of students who hail from different cultures in order to understand their
educational framework, but in the case of students whose issue is a language barrier, the instructor must determine
how best to educate them in linguistic and communicative matters. This is especially pertinent in the context of
this study because UAE students must achieve a requisite language proficiency score on the International English
Language Testing System (IELTS) or Test of English as Foreign Language (TOEFL) exams to study in their
desired accredited English-medium majors. This is a mandate common to most universities.

With such a rich English environment and a vast number of available opportunities, it might reasonably be
expected that learners of English in the UAE would have ample opportunity to develop their English language
skills. Unfortunately, this is not the reality of most UAE English classrooms. Most students experience the pan-
Arab dilemma that is pointed out by Kharma and Hajjaj (1989), wherein students see English as ‘a school subject
rather than a means of communication’; students in the UAE do receive several years of English in the classroom,
but ‘the pass mark is often very low.” Consequently, ‘learners can proceed to further learning of the language
without having first mastered fully what they ought to have mastered’ (1989, p. 2). Year after year, they find
themselves building on a language they do not really understand. This may be the situation in which students find
themselves when it comes to the reading skill. One factor that may influence reading acquisition is the use of L1.
Although this is by no means the only influencing factor, it may turn out to be a critical one, especially since the
policy decrying its use has been promoted by the Ministry of Higher Education (Ministry).
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Therefore, the degree and relevance of L1 use, limited or otherwise, will be investigated in this study.Tertiary
education in the UAE has become a concern for the country, with the English programs consuming one-third of
the tertiary budget (Bardsley 2009; Fox 2008; Gallagher 2011). With UAE citizens’ higher education being
funded by the government, the application rates for final-year UAE students at 95% and 80% for female and male
students, respectively, are some of the highest in the world (Abu Dhabi Week, 2011). The program’s effectiveness
has also come into question, and in 2008, the diploma-level students’ pass rate for English international
benchmark exams was less than 50% at one of the major tertiary institutions in the country (Taylor 2008). Several
researchers have investigated motivational as well as emotional and cultural factors that may have influenced L2
acquisition, but with proficiency exams playing such a critical role in a student’s academic future, the use of these
exams has been selected as a primary tool for this study. While researching this topic, | encountered a perplexing
statistic that warranted further study. Students entering the University had averages that were at or above the 90"
percentile but could still not pass a proficiency exam. This fact prompted my interest in this topic: These students
had come from high school with ‘A’ averages, yet they were not able to pass the exam, a fact that suggested that
they had not been learning English effectively and may have simply been rote memorizing material in preparation
for the exam, or that they had just been pushed through the system. After having entered the University, they
found themselves unqualified to enter into their English-medium majors and, as a result, their academic progress
had been delayed.

1.2 Criticism of Proficiency Exams in the Literature

Proficiency exams and more specific language assessment exams are useful in that they ... yield information that
can help decision makers allocate resources on the basis of merit, rather than lineage or patronage’ (Spolsky &
Hult 2010, p. 456). They are given by outside organisations that should not have a conflict of interest and should
therefore be fair and unbiased in scoring. While some advocate the idea of proficiency exams, others have pointed
out these same exams can be used for “... purposes other than those for which they were designed, often with
unintended negative consequences to various groups of test takers’ (Spolsky & Hult 2010, p. 456). The actual way
an exam will be used is dependent on a variety of factors, some of which include the financial or political
atmosphere. All exams have their detractors and shortcomings; however, doing away with these critical
assessment tools would yield far more negative consequences. The proficiency exams have experienced their fair
share of criticism in reference to whether multiple-choice test items are chosen for convenience and question
context (Farhady 2005), which underscores the critical question of whether content or language is being tested
(Butler & Stevenson 2001; Carrasquillo & Rodriguez 1995; Mohan 1986).

One explanation that attempts to respond to the content requirement is from Short (1993), who contends that
‘language and content are intricately intertwined; it is difficult to isolate one feature from the other in the
assessment process. Thus, teachers may not be sure whether a student is simply unable to demonstrate knowledge
because of a language barrier or whether, indeed, the student does not know the content material being assessed’
(p. 629). Criticism of these proficiency exams notwithstanding, they retain their value as a measure of
standardization. Given the globalization of the academic marketplace, such tests are needed to ensure general
linguistic competency within the student populace. The ease of access to education available to all UAE citizens
may be a contributing factor to the overall poor quality of English proficiency (O’Sullivan 2010). UAE students
do not always feel the need to achieve high grades in English, and most students do not prioritize the need to
achieve English competency as they do with the maths and sciences (Farah & Ridge 2009).

As mentioned earlier, students at the Foundation level achieve an average of 95% or better at the secondary level,
and yet their English proficiency level is not high enough to qualify them to enter their major area of study (Farah
& Ridge 2009; Gallagher 2011). Students have been promoted to the next level for years without the requisite
English skills, and this is now coming to a head at the tertiary level, where vast amounts of research are being
dedicated to ’re-teaching’ students the language skills necessary for academic life. Instructors find themselves
struggling to prepare students whose language skills are far below college level to take college-level language
proficiency exams. Additional research reveals proficiency exam score results in tertiary levels, but most of these
have taken place in other countries, such as Australia, for example (Humphreys & Mousavi 2010; Storch & Hill
2011).

The test/retest design has been predominant, and it has been found that studying in an English-medium
atmosphere resulted in improved scores (Storch & Hill 2011), an observation that reflects cited studies on the use
of L1 to help teach L2 previously mentioned..
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Although these studies have been valuable in helping interested parties to better understand the field, they do not
provide a comprehensive view of the topic as pertains to this study since they were conducted in an English
environment (one in which English is the country’s primary language), a situation that stands out in marked
contrast to the UAE, where Arabic is the official language.

1.3 Research Questions

The Research Questions (RQs) addressed in this paper investigate the issue from a quantifiable perspective by
exploring the concept of use of a student’s first language to learn a target language, and specific attention has been
paid to the process of reading. This paper is based on a larger study undertaken as part of a doctoral thesis (Traish
2014). The study examines whether there is any significant difference between the scores of students exposed to
L1 in reading comprehension classes and those not exposed by using the TOEFL and IELTS, the only two
proficiency exams currently accepted in the University, which are provided by outside organizations, as well as
the scores of the MT exam, a standardized test given by the Department during the middle of the 17-week term.
To establish whether L1 aids students in L2 reading comprehension, the following questions have been posed:

Main Research Question:
Does the instructor’s use of the L1 in class aid students in L2 reading comprehension?

1.1 Is there any significant difference between the TOEFL reading scores of students who are exposed to L1 in
reading comprehension classes and those who are not?

1.2 Is there any significant difference between the IELTS reading scores of students who are exposed to L1 in
reading comprehension classes and those who are not?

1.4 Research Paradigm

Quantification and statistics are often considered a standard measure of validity (Henning 1986), and assessment
and test results to measure achievement are often crucial (Farhady 2005; Kohn 2000). Consequently, quantitative
research for this study has focused on the statistical outcome attained when L1 is used to teach L2 reading.
Through use of the quantitative method, this study explores and assesses the effectiveness of L1. The objective of
this study is to answer the main RQ: ‘Does the instructor’s use of L1 in class aid students in L2 reading
comprehension?” This question has been addressed using the quantitative approach employing two tools: exam
scores at different intervals and non-participant observations of reading lessons. The intent of this study has been
to determine if students who are exposed during one term to an instructor who uses L1 during a reading lesson
will achieve higher scores than students not exposed. To achieve this, data has been collected and analyzed under
controlled circumstances (Duff 2002; Orlikowski & Baroudi 1991). This has been accomplished with the use of
naturalistic settings (Johnson 2004) such as a classroom where one group of students has been exposed to an
instructor using L1 during reading lessons and one control group has experienced limited exposure, if any. Using
quantitative methods, data has been collected and measured to attain a statistically mathematical outcome
(Cunning 2012), which would be needed to answer the main RQ.

One important variable that can affect the outcome of the study is a student’s reading proficiency in L2. To
determine if the variable had influenced test scores, participants have been measured before the variable was
introduced, namely before the term began, using a pre-test, and then again after the variable was used. This was
the first tool used to collect data, and it has entailed large groups of selected participants for whom a variable was
manipulated in the participants’ environment (in this case, the L1) in order to determine whether there was any
relationship between the independent (manipulated) variable (L1) and the participants’ acquisition of L2. The
finding has then been generalized beyond the parameters of the individuals who were participating in the study.
Two groups have been employed, one with a variable that was changed through the use of L1 in the classroom
during a reading lesson, and one without that variable. Then, statistical procedures have been used to determine
whether the relationship was significant, and if it was significant, the consideration has been whether the results
could be generalized (Creswell 2008) to a larger population beyond the immediate group of participants.

1.5 Research Instruments
1.5.1 First Stage: Pre-test

To ensure that students were not preselected to influence outcome and that all participating students were at the
same language proficiency level, the scores of the proficiency exams, which place students in appropriate levels,
was used. One of the first tools used in this study, the pre-test analysis, took the form of results of the TOEFL
proficiency exam.
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This exam includes a Reading section, and results facilitated student placement into the appropriate instructional
level. This tool was useful as a basis for the study’s data collection. The TOEFL tests three skills: listening,
reading, and grammar (structure). The test is given at the beginning of each term over a two-week period to all
students who wish to enter an English-medium major at the University. Most students are newly graduated and
are taking the TOEFL for the first time; some have taken the TOEFL earlier but did not achieve a 500, so they are
attempting it again. The University advertises on its website the dates for the TOEFL, and instructors and
administrative staff help to register students for the exam. The paper-based test (PBT) is administrated on campus
by the American-Mideast Educational and Training Services Inc. (AMideast), an outside independent testing
organisation. TOEFL exam results are received by the University three days later in the form of exam report
forms, which include information on each section’s results (Listening, Structure, and Reading) as well as the
overall score.

Like the IELTS, the University is interested only in the overall score and not individual skill scores. Students that
receive a 500 overall can register for their majors, while students that do not achieve a 500 can enter either the
Foundation programme, an Arabic-medium major, or choose not to register at the University. Participants for this
study have received between a 420-460 overall and have been placed in Level 3. The final tool used in collection
of student data was the gathering and analysis of the post-test, which took the form of either the TOEFL or IELTS
proficiency exam, which provided empirical evidence to help answer all of the questions pertinent to this study.
The University accepts only the TOEFL and IELTS as language proficiency exams. Both exams can be taken on
campus and are scheduled at least twice during the term. Students are permitted to take the test any time during
the term either on or off campus through an authorized exam centre. All results are reported to the University for
recording in the student’s file. TOEFL results are returned to the University within 4 days, while the IELTS takes
13 days. Once scores are reported, the Department records results for students, keeping a hard copy on file. The
vast majority of students graduating from a high school in the UAE are familiar with the TOEFL exam and
attempt to achieve a 500 at the beginning of the term.

This was evident from the majority of students that were taking the TOEFL and the minority that were taking the
IELTS. In recent years (2010), the University has lowered its requirement score for the IELTS from an overall
Band 5.5 to an overall Band 5, the minimum required score from the Ministry. Students found that exiting with
the IELTS requirement was at times easier than the TOEFL, and as word has spread, more and more students
have started to take the IELTS. Evidence of this is found when comparing the percentage of students that have
chosen to take the TOEFL versus the IELTS exams. In autumn of 2010, 9% of students studying in the
Foundation programme exited with the TOEFL exam, and 22% exited with the IELTS. In spring of 2010/2011,
48% of students studying in the Foundation programme exited with the IELTS versus less than 1% with the
TOEFL (UoS.ae).

1.6 Inferential Quantitative Results Analysis

The analyses of the two previous sections have provided empirical evidence for the study and help answer RQ 1,
1.1 and 1.2. Both the midterm exam (MT) grades and the proficiency exam scores have been used to explore the
effectiveness of using a student’s L1 to teach L2. A main objective of the data was to answer a primary question:
‘Was there any statistical difference in the test scores of the classes?” to answer the main RQ: ‘Does the
instructor’s use of L1 in class aid students in L2 reading comprehension?’ If there was a difference, the next
question would ask whether this difference was statistically relevant. The last question that was investigated
sought to determine which class had better exam score results. After analyzing the MT scores for both sections, it
was revealed that the results for the students that did not use Arabic (S52) were higher (13.8200) than those of the
students who used Arabic (S51) (11.1181) by 2.7019. After approximately seven weeks of class, S52, the class
whose instructor did not use L1, outperformed S51, the class whose instructor did use L1. The MT exam was the
first standardized exam that students would have taken in the class, and the numbers showed that in the short term
(approximately seven weeks), the students who were exposed to L1 in the classroom did not perform as well as
those who were not.

Several factors may explain why students performed as they did on the MT exam. One may be that the MT exam
was tied to classroom lessons in that some of the themes and vocabulary were used. This is not to say that the
same questions were found on the MT as were given in the class, rather that the theme that was used in class was
carried forward to the MT. This may have given students an advantage in that they had readings that were
thematically similar and studied certain vocabulary words that would have been practiced in class.
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Given that students were reading thematically similar text in the class, it would be reasonable to assume that some
of the vocabulary words recurred on the MT. This might have given students somewhat of an outline to study for
the exam, which may have led to the higher scores. This surmise may help to explain why some got higher scores;
however, it also leaves open the question of why the other class did not. Both instructors followed the same
syllabus and covered the same material. This means that both classes should have been exposed to the same
material. However, the variable that was not the same was the amount of exposure to L2. The class that received
more exposure seems to have benefited more, but this did not answer the question of whether the difference was
statistically significant. To answer this question, an independent sample t-test was needed, which revealed a
significant statistical difference in MT scores between the two classes.

The independent sample test shows that the non-Arabic group’s MT scores had a statistically significant higher
score than the Arabic group’s scores. The extra exposure may have been a contributing factor to the higher
student MT scores. This is not to say that there may not have been other factors that contributed to the results,
such as motivation; however, neither the classroom observation nor the student guestionnaire has shown any
significant difference between the two classes in student motivation. Neither tool was designed to explore
motivation; rather, the observation confirmed the use or non-use of L1 in the class and tried to identify patterns in
the roles L1 played. The role of the questionnaire was to provide a better understanding of student perceptions and
attitudes. Both the TOEFL and the IELTS exams have been used to answer RQ 1.1 and 1.2, and they have been
analyzed and have yielded some unexpected results. As was the case for the MT, the TOEFL exam reading scores
have shown that the students who were not exposed to L1 in class had a higher mean average than the students
who were exposed to L1 in class. From the previous correlation test that was conducted, a prediction proved
accurate in that in the TOEFL overall scores for S52, the class not exposed to L1 also had a higher mean average
than students exposed to L1.

The assumption that most would make is that this would be followed through on the IELTS exam. Surprisingly,
however, this was not the case in that the IELTS results proved to be more complicated than those of the TOEFL.
To establish whether L1 aided in L2 reading comprehension, the IELTS exams results were also analyzed, and
this analysis revealed that S52, the class that was not exposed to L1 in class, did achieve higher scores on the
IELTS reading section of the exam; however, they did not perform better on the overall. Rather, the class that was
exposed to L1 achieved higher scores overall. This pattern was not the same as was found when analysing the
TOEFL exam scores in that S52 received higher scores for the TOEFL reading section and for the overall TOEFL
exam. One factor that may have contributed to the difference in results is the types of questions that comprised
each exam. Both the MT and the IELTS exams tested similar concepts. Students would have had
practice/experience in answering these types of concepts in class when they were reviewing for the MT as well as
taking the actual exam.

1.7 Quantitative Data Analysis: Inferential Data MT Exam Scores

The next section reports on the results of the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) tests that were
conducted on the students’ reading MT results, which provided empirical data that was used to answer the main
RQ as well as RQ 3. As this research focuses on the impact of L1 in teaching L2 reading, the next section will
examine the MT grades of both classes. Rather than just use the data of the proficiency exam, the MT was used to
give a more detailed picture of the progression of students throughout the term. This was the first tool that
followed the quantitative approach in data collection. The following results assist in answering RQ 1.2: ‘Is there
any significant difference between the MT scores of students who are exposed to L1 in reading comprehension
classes and those who are not?’

Table 1: S51/52 MT Exam Results (2012)

N Mean Std. Deviation
Sec. 51Controlled (Arabic) 16 11.1181 4.09293
Sec. 52 Experimental (non-Arabic) 16 13.8200 3.21469

Table 1 illustrates the mean scores between S51 and S52. The test shows there exists a difference in mean, a
measurement arrived at by taking all the scores of the MT and dividing them by the number of exams, when
comparing the mean scores for S51 (Mean = 11.1181, N = 16, SD = 4.09293) and S52 (Mean = 13.82, N =1 6, SD
= 3.21469) groups. The test shows there is a slight difference in the overall average between S51 (controlled) and
S52 (experimental) groups. The results for S52 are higher (13.8200) than S51 (11.1181) by 2.7019.

107



ISSN 2374-8850 (Print), 2374-8869 (Online) © Center for Promoting ldeas, USA www.ijlInet.com

This test does not answer the question of whether there is statistical difference. In order to determine if there is
any statistical difference and if the difference in mean was statistically significant, another test, the independent
sample t-test, was needed.
Table 2: S51/52 Statistically Significant MT Scores (2012)
MT Independent Samples Test

Levene's Test for t-test for Equality of Means
Equality of Variances
IF Sig. T df Sig. (2- [Mean Std. Error  [95% Confidence
tailed) |Difference [Difference |[Interval of the
Difference
Lower Upper
Equal
variances |.053 819  [2.077 |30 047 -2.70188 1.30111 -5.35910 [-.04465
assumed
Equal
[ ences 2077 [28405 |047  |270188  [1.30111  [5.36537 |.03838
assumed

To answer RQ 1.1: “Is there any significant difference between the MT scores of students who are exposed to L1
in reading comprehension classes and those who are not?” Levene’s test for equality of variances was needed. To
establish whether this difference is statistically significant, independent sample t-tests have been carried out, and
they showed that there exists statistically significant difference in mean when comparing the mean scores of
Sh5land S52 groups (t = 2.077, df = 30, p<0.05). The independent sample t-test answered RQ 3 by showing that
S52 MT scores were statistically significant higher scores than S51, which indicates that the class whose
instructor was not using the students’ L1 (S52) was performing better in the reading skill.

1.8 Inferential Proficiency Exam Results

The next section reports on the results of the SPSS tools that were conducted on the students’ IELTS and TOEFL
proficiency exam results to answer the RQ 1.1 and 1.2 in finding if there is any significant difference between the
TOEFL/IELTS reading scores of students who are exposed to L1 in reading comprehension classes and those who
are not. Both of these proficiency exam results have been analyzed given that they are the only proficiency exam
results that the University accepts for students to enter their English-medium majors. These were independent
exams provided by an outside institution, unlike the MTs that were provided by the University.

Table 3: Independent Sample t-Test for Statistical Significance in IELTS (2012)

|Levene's  Test  forft-test for Equality of Means
Equality of Variances

F Sig. t [df Sig.  (2{Mean Std. Errorf95% Confidence Interval of
tailed) [Difference |Difference the Difference
Lower Upper
Equal  variances| -
IELTS assumed .029 .868 578 17 |571 -.1193 .2064 -.5548 .3162
Reading  Equal  variances - [13.251{586  |.1103 2135 5796 3410
not assumed .559
Esq;ﬂ]e Mt BE 696 161[18  |874 0417 2589 5023 5856
[ELTS AV C .
qua’ varlances 173[17.911/865  |0417 2409 4645 5479
not assumed

To answer RQ 1.2, the independent sample t-test was needed, and the results revealed the difference in mean
between S51and S52 IELTS reading. The test shows that the difference in mean between the two groups is not
statistically significant (t = -578, df= 17, p = .571, 2-tailed). The same test also reveals that the difference in mean
between S51 and S52 IELTS overall average is not statistically significant (t = .161, df = 18, p =. 874, 2-tailed).
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The results have no statistical significance and may be due to chance. It can be assumed that using a student’s L1
in the class to teach L2 did not have any statistical significance towards improving a student’s IELTS reading or
overall score.

Table 4: Independent Sample t-Test for Statistical Significance in TOEFL (2012)

Levene's Test forjt-test for Equality of Means

Equality of]
Variances
IF Sig. t df Sig.  (2{Mean Std. Error95% Confidence|
tailed) |Difference |Difference [Interval of the
Difference

Lower Upper

Equal variances|
TOEFL assumed
Reading  Equal variances

3.234 .085 23 .156 -2.833 1.930 -6.825 1.158

1.468

not assumed 1 344 13.879.201  }-2.833 2.109 -7.360 1.693
Equal variances| -
COEFL  assumed 337 567 || ggl25 183 14727 [10.763 136.894  [7.440
(o Equal variances - |p0.405103 14727 |l0.938  |37.515  [g.061
not assumed 1.346

To answer RQ 1.2, an independent sample t-test was used, which helped to establish if there is any statistical
difference between S51 - Arabic and S52. In reference to the TOEFL reading and overall scores, an independent
sample t-test was used. The independent sample t-test reveals that the difference in mean between S51 and S52.
TOEFL reading is not statistically significant (t = -1.468, df = 23, p = .156, 2-tailed). The test also reveals that the
difference in mean between S51 and S52 TOEFL average is not statistically significant (t = -1.368, df = 25, p =
.183, 2-tailed). The results have no statistical significance and may be due to chance.The tests above have shown
that even though there was a slight difference in mean between the TOEFL reading and the TOEFL overall
average, it may be due to chance, as well as many variables and factors that may have influenced a class or
student’s performance, such as amount of studying, background knowledge, outside help, exposure to L1, or a
variety of motivational factors that were not being tested for this study.

1.9 Inferential Quantitative Results Analysis

The analyses of the two previous sections have provided empirical evidence for the study and help answer RQ 1,
1.1 and 1.2. Both the MT grades and the proficiency exam scores have been used to explore the effectiveness of
using a student’s L1 to teach L2.

A main objective of the data was to answer a primary question: ‘Was there any statistical difference in the test
scores of the classes?’ to answer the main RQ: “Does the instructor’s use of L1 in class aid students in L2 reading
comprehension?’ If there was a difference, the next question would ask whether this difference was statistically
relevant. The last question that was investigated sought to determine which class had better exam score results.

2.0 Discussion and Conclusion

The difference in types of concepts present on the exams may be a contributing factor to the end test results. This
may imply that the students that were not exposed to L1 were able to answer the different types of questions more
accurately than the students that were exposed to L1. The implication of the results leads to the hypothesis that L1
did not aid in the comprehension of L2 reading, as all three reading exam (MT, TOEFL, IELTS) results reported,
and there is a need to establish whether these results are statistically significant or may be due to chance. With the
class that was not exposed to L2 achieving higher scores on the MT, IELTS, and TOEFL reading section of the
exams, and with the class that was exposed to L1 achieving higher scores in the overall IELTS section of the
exams, an independent t-test exam was conducted to determine whether the overall scores were statistically
significantly for either one of the classes. The results have proven that there was no statistical significance in
overall scores for the classes, and that scores are perhaps due to chance. No statistical significance for the four
results was unexpected since initially a pattern seems to have been identified in MT reading, IELTS reading, and
TOEFL reading results, showing that S52, the class that was not exposed to L1, was performing more effectively.

These results have helped to reaffirm the importance of fully conducting all necessary tests to answer the RQs.
Initial response was that there was a difference, and a pattern was found that may prove the difference.
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It cannot be conclusively determined whether this was a chance pattern until all relevant analysis has been
performed; completion of this analysis is necessary to establish reliable results. In conclusion, the study’s results
have not validated the UAE’s assumption that not allowing the use of L1 in the classroom will aid in the
acquisition of L2. However, test scores on MT exams did reveal a statistically significant difference between the
two classes; S52, which is the class that did not use L1, scored higher. With the initial findings implying that the
use of L1 did not aid in the comprehension of L2 reading, tests given to reveal if the results were statistically
significant or if they may be the result of chance revealed no statistical difference between S51, the class that used
L1, and S52, the class that did not use L1. The study has not been able to justify the expenditures needed to
maintain the program. Instead, the study has found that for both proficiency exams, there is no statistical
significance between using L1 in the classroom and not using it.
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Table 1: S51/52 MT Exam Results (2012)

N M| Std. Deviation
e
a
n
Sec. 51 1| 1 | 4.09293
Controlled | 6| 1
(Arabic) .
1
1
8
1
1| 1 | 3.21469
Sec. 52 | 6|3
Experiment .
al (non- 8
Avrabic) 2
0
0

Table 2: S51/52 Statistically Significant MT Scores (2012)
MT Independent Samples Test

Levene's [t-test for Equality of Means
Test for
Equality
of
Variance
S
IF [Sig|T [df [Sig.[Mean Std.  195%
(2- [Difference |Error |Confidenc
taile Differele Interval
d) nce |of the
Difference
Low |Upp
er ler
Equal
varia - - -
nces |.053 '981 2.0 [30 |047}-2.70188 1'30115.359.044
assu 77 10 |65
med
Equal
varia i i i
oy 2.0 Po4|0a7l2.70188  |;°*M5.365 038
77 37 |38
assu
med
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Table 3: Independent Sample t-Test for Statistical Significance in IELTS (2012)

Levene's

Test

for

Equality of Variances

t-test for Equality of Means

[= Sig. t |df Sig.  (2-Mean Std. Error[95% Confidence Interval
tailed) |Difference |Difference of the Difference
Lower Upper
Equal
variances  ].029 .868 -57817 .571 -.1193 .2064 -.5548 .3162
IELTS assumed i
|Reading  Equal
variances notj '559 13.251).586 -.1193 .2135 -.5796 .3410
assumed i
Equal
variances  ].158 .696 .161/18 .874 .0417 .2589 -.5023 .5856
IELTS  assumed
Avg Equal
variances no .173|17.911{.865 .0417 .2409 -.4645 .5479
assumed 1
Table 4: Independent Sample t-Test for Statistical Significance in TOEFL (2012)
Levene's Test for|t-test for Equality of Means
Equality of]
VVariances
IF Sig. |t df Sig. (2{Mean Std.  Error95% Confidence Interval
tailed) [Difference |Difference |[of the Difference
Lower [Upper
Equal
variances |[3.234 .085 -146823 .156  [-2.833 1.930 -6.825 [1.158
TOEEL assumed
|Reacing EsrLij:rllces
not 1_34413.879.201 -2.833 2.109 -7.360 [1.693
assumed
Equal i i
ngr:jamnggs .337 .567 1.36825 183  [14.727 10.763 36.894 7.440
TOEFL
Vg Esrtijg:\ces
not 1.34620'405‘193 -14.727 10.938 37 515 8.061
assumed
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