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ABSTRACT

Code-switching is a prevalent fact in English medium classes in countries where
English language is a foreign language. The principle in English language
institutions requires from their instructors using only English in the classroom, when
the practical observation could differ. Students’ insights and attitudes are worthy of

consideration and should be taken into account.

This study is a trial to go behind the functions of code-switching at an English
medium university in Kazakhstan. It also seeks to investigate the instructors’
attitudes toward their use of code-switching in the class and their students’ attitudes
toward it. To achieve these goals, the data was collected through the gquestionnaire,
which was distributed to 200 students and 50 teachers. The questionnaire was
designed based on Hymes’ (1962) framework. The data was analysed via software

programme SPSS 20.

The data analysis result revealed that the majority of the instructors’ attitude toward
code-switching in the class is negative. Most of the students have negative or neutral
attitudes toward their teachers’ code-switching in the class. In addition, the teachers
claim they try not to code-switch in the class. However, when they code-switch they
identify that they do it mainly to translate and clarify difficult vocabulary and
terminology. Therefore, the main function employed by the teachers is
metalinguistic. Moreover, native language, gender, teaching experience and year of
study had a considerable effect on attitudes toward code-switching. In general, the

teachers fulfil their students’ needs.



Keywords: code-switching, code-mixing, native language, attitude toward code-

switching, functions of code-switching, English medium of instruction.
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Diizenek degistirme, Ingilizce’nin yabanci dil oldugu iilkelerin siniflarinda egitim
dili olarak sikca kullanilan bir fenomendir. Ingilizce egitim veren egitim
kurumlarinin, kurali geregi ogretmenlerden egitimde yalmizca Ingilizce
kullanilmasini1 talep ederler. Fakat, smiflarda bu durum farklilik gosterebilir.
Ogrencilerin, bu konudaki fikirleri ve tutumlar1 dikkate almmaya deger ve hatta
alimmalidir.

Bu c¢alisma, Kazakistan’da Ingilizce egitim veren bir iiniversitedeki 6gretmenlerin
diizenek degistirmedeki islevlerini arastirmak ic¢in yapilmistir. Ayni zamanda, bu
calisma Ogretmenlerin ve dgrencilerin smifta diizenek degistirmeye karsin tavirlarini
bulmay1 amaglar. Bu amaca ulagabilmek icin, 200 6grenci ve 50 6gretmene anket
verilmistir ve veriler bu anket araciligtyla toplanmigtir. Bu anket, Hymes’ in (1962)
modelini temel alarak hazirlanmistir. Veriler SPSS 20 yazilim programiyla analiz
edilmistir.

Veri analizinin sonuglari, bircok dgretmenin diizenek degistirmeye karsi tutumunun
negatif oldugunu agiga ¢ikarmustur. Ogrencilerin gogunun, dgretmenlerinin sinifta
diizenek degistirmesine karsi negatif veya tarafsiz tutumlari olmustur. Bununla
birlikte, 6gretmenler sinifta diizenek degistirmemeye calistiklarini iddia etmislerdir.
Fakat, diizenek degistirdiklerinde bunu genelde zor kelime veya terimleri ¢evirmek
ve acgiklamak i¢in yaptiklarmi belirtmiglerdir. Bu nedenle, 6gretmenlerin yaptigi en
onemli faktorii {ist dilseldir (metalinguistic). Ustelik, ana dil, cinsiyet, egitim
tecriibesi ve egitim yilinin diizenek degistirmeye karsi tavirlar iizerinde ¢cok onemli
etkileri vardir. Genel olarak, 6gretmenler kendi 6grencilerinin ihtiyaglarini yerine

getirir.



Anahtar Kelimeler: Diizenck degistirme, diizenck karistirma, ana dil, diizenek

degistirmeye karsin tavir, diizenek degistirmenin islevleri, Ingilizce dili egitimi.
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Presentation

The chapter aims to introduce the background of the study, the statement of the
problem, the purpose of the study, the significance of the study, and the definitions of
the terms.

1.2 Background of the Study

The main purpose of language is communication (Berns, 1990 as cited in Sreehari,
2012). It is assumed that superior part of the world’s populace is bilingual today
(Grosjean, 2010). Therefore, using two languages in the same society got a norm in
the modern world. Bilingual primarily means someone with possession of two
languages (Mackey, 1962; Valdes & Figueroa, 1994; Wei, 2000). The existence of
two languages in a community is a common situation in many societies (Asali,
2011). Speakers of such communities often use two languages when talking, shifting
between the languages. This fact is recognized as ‘code-switching’/‘code switching’/
‘codeswitching’. Code-switching is popular in countries where two languages are
spoken and in countries with many exterior incomers (Asali, 2011). Code-switching
may also mean mixing varieties of the same language (Wardhaugh, 2006). As
Wardhaugh (2006) stated, this phenomenon is known as diglossia. Code-switching is
often confused with code-mixing although there is a difference between these
notions. While code-switching refers to a mixture of words from different languages
in one sentence, code-mixing means mixture of different lexical units and grammar

(Muysken, 2000).



As Kazakhstan is a multicultural country with more than 120 ethnicities, many
languages are spoken there. Hence, code-switching phenomenon is common in
Kazakhstan. According to language policy in Kazakhstan, the Kazakh language is
proclaimed as a state language, whereas Russian is declared as the language of
interethnic communication, or in other words as lingua franca. It is so because
Kazakhstan was the only Soviet republic in which the titular nationality constituted
less than 50% of the population. Only due to demographic changes of the 1990s,
when ethnic Russians, Greeks, Germans and others migrated to their historical
motherlands, and ethnic Kazakhs from other countries moved to Kazakhstan, the
population of ethnic Kazakhs nowadays constitute 66,1%, ethnic Russians — 21,05%,
and other ethnicities constitute the rest of the population (“The population of the
Republic of Kazakhstan”, 2015). Moreover, geographically Kazakhstan is close to
Russia that made Russian culture influence Kazakhstan. There are many other
languages used in different communities, for example, Uyghur, Azerbaijanian,

Uzbek, and Turkish.

Since Kazakhstan belongs to the expanding circle according to the categorization of
countries with respect to the status and use of English by Kachru (1992), English is a
foreign language in Kazakhstan. The functions of English in Kazakhstan are
restricted to a few specific domains. It is not officially used and does not have an
official status. It is normally used only in communication with foreigners who visit
the country. It is also used in English as a foreign language (EFL) classes and in
English as medium of instruction classes in some institutions. However, English is
popular among young people. They consider English as a language of developed

Western countries. European and American style of leaving and culture are promoted



by mass media and contribute to the esteem to English language among young
people in Kazakhstan (Akynova, 2014). Another factor that influences the popularity
of English in Kazakhstan is that many employers require knowledge of English.
Thus, the English language gives an opportunity to get a well-paid prestigious job.

At the same time, the language policy of Kazakhstan promotes multilingualism. It
develops the state language, preserves the functional importance of Russian,
develops ethnic languages, and fosters the use of English (Nazarbayev, 2007, as cited
in Akynova, 2013). This trilingualism policy was introduced in 2007 by the
government of Kazakhstan and is encouraged at the state level. Therefore, the
popularity of English in Kazakhstan is growing. Consequentially, English language
teaching has also gained importance. In 2004, English language started to be taught
from the second form in 32 schools all over the state. In 2012, there were 165
schools with English classes starting from the second grade. From the 2013-2014
academic year, English has been taught from the first grade, 3 hours a week. In 2010,

there were 7 English-medium schools (Akynova, 2014).

Code-switching has received a great attention from researchers since the 1950
(Ibrahim, Shah & Armia, 2013) and since the 1990s code-switching in ESL and EFL
contexts has been widely examined (Weng, 2012).

Scholars have investigated code-switching from different perspectives, such as
functions (e.g., Rose, 2006), educational effects of code-switching (e.g., Mokgwathi
& Webb, 2013) and attitudes toward it (e.g., Rahimi & Jafari, 2011; Craven, 2011;
Valerio, 2015) in different countries such as China, Turkey, India, African countries,

Spain, and many other settings.



Code-switching is a debatable issue in classroom discourse. Almost all English
language teaching methods have specific rules regarding the classroom language
usage for both teachers and students. Some approaches support the mother tongue
use, whereas others stand for ban it since native language can prevent target language

acquisition.

Eldridge (1996) asserted that with the breakthrough of the Direct Method English-
only policy was maintained in many institutions. Consequentially, it led to
requirement of native English-speaking teachers who usually do not know learners’
native language (Macaro, 2005). It also brought to publication of textbooks on only

English language (Butzkamm, 2003).
1.3 Statement of the Problem

The language policy in English medium institutions calls teachers for using only
English in the class. The observation of the actual classes may show different
practice. Instructors can switch to Russian and Kazakh. English medium teachers are
supposed to have great English language skills. Many people consider code-
switching as a feature of low level of language competence that makes many
instructors avoid code-switching in the class (Palmer, 2009). At the same time, if
students have difficulties with communication in English language, code-switching
may serve as helpful means of teaching and learning (Huerta-Macia & Quentero,

1992).

Students’ insights and impressions are worthy of consideration. Students’ attitudes to
teachers’ code-switching should be taken into account because if their attitude is
negative, it may influence their attitude toward the teachers who code-switch and

their motivation to learn.



Thus, a necessity to inquire into if the use of code-switching in the class is a bad
behaviour or useful teaching technique exists. Teachers should understand functions
of code-switching and students’ attitude toward it to make their lessons more

effective.
1.4 Purpose of the Study

The study aims to reveal functions of code-switching in English medium classes at
the university in Kazakhstan and the teachers’ and the students’ attitudes toward the

use of code-switching by teachers in the classroom.

There are four research questions of the study:
1) What are the functions of the teachers’ code-switching in the class?
2) What are the teachers’ attitudes toward their own use of code-switching in the
class?
3) What are the students ’attitudes toward the teachers’ uses of code-switching?
4) Do the teachers’ attitudes toward code-switching correspond to the students’

attitudes?
1.5 Significance of the Study

Many researchers have paid attention to the functions and role of code-switching in
EFL and ESL, although not much research has been conducted in English medium
classes in countries where English is a foreign language. Moreover, there is no study
investigating both teachers’ and learners’ attitudes toward code-switching in English
medium classes in Kazakhstan. Considering these circumstances, the present study
investigates code-switching in the classes where English is a medium of instruction

in Kazakhstan. The study is a trial to fill this gap. The research is anticipated to be



useful for other researchers investigating this topic. Finally, it will increase our

knowledge of functions of code-switching and attitudes toward it.
1.6 Definition of Terms

Attitude: favourable or unfavourable assessment of something, somebody or
situation (Asali, 2011).

Code-switching: usage of more than one language during the same conversation
(Heller, 1999).

Code-mixing: instances when the lexical units and grammatical features from
different languages perform in the same sentence (Muysken, 2000).

First language (L1)/Native language/Mother tongue: a language that is acquired
from nativity or during the critical period, a language that the one speaks the best
(Bloomfield, 1994). Some people consider notion native language/mother tongue as
identification of ethnicity, while the one may have several native languages by being
bilingual or may have native language different from his/her ethnicity (Davies,
2003).

Second language (L2): a language that is acquired or learned after L1 (Cristal,
2003).

Foreign language: a language that is not usually spoken in a specific country or
social group (Cristal, 2003).

Bilingualism: instances while two languages are used in a country or social group
(Appel & Muysken, 1987).

Multilingualism: instances while more than two languages are spoken in a country

or a social group (Aitken, 1992).



Chapter 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Presentation

The purpose of this chapter is revision and investigation of the literature regarding
the topic. The chapter is devoted to the definition of code-switching, approaches to
code-switching and social functions of code-switching. The chapter also deals with
the literature related to the classroom code-switching, its definition, function,
attitudes toward it, and empirical studies of classroom code-switching in various

contexts.
2.2 Definition of Code-switching

One of the earliest definitions, according to Redouane (2005), belongs to Weinreich
(1953) who describes people speaking two languages as persons switching from one
language to the other due to change in conversation (Weinreich, 1953 cited in
Redoune, 2005). Code-switching can be broadly designated as the employment of
two languages within one conversation (Valdes-Fallis, 1977), or as Heller (1989)
denoted, the usage of more than one language during the same conversation. These
definitions are combined in Muysken’s (1995) one. He defined it as speaking more
than one language during the same talk (Muysken, 1995). More specifically, the term
can be outlined as shift among languages in the middle of speech when interlocutors
know these languages (Cook, 2011), or as Myers-Scotton (1993) defined the choice
of the structure from two or more linguistic variation in the same conversation by

bilingual or multilingual people.



One more phenomenon peculiar to a multilingual is code-mixing. In many papers
code-switching and code-mixing designate the same concept, while in other papers
they imply different concepts (Asali, 2011). Muysken (2000) defined code-mixing as
instances when the lexical units and grammatical characteristics from different
languages perform in one sentence. Similarly, Bhatita and Ritchie (2004) denoted
code-mixing as mixing of dissimilar linguistic elements from different grammatical
systems inside of a sentence. However, because code-mixing is a fussy concept,
Beardsome (1991) rejected the use of this term (Beardsome, 1991). His position is
understandable because some other scholars use the term ‘code-mixing’ to refer such

occurrence as borrowing, transfer, or code-switching (McClaughin, 1984).

Diglossia is one more event of linguistic analyses of code-switching. According to
Ferguson (1959), the term means codified variety of languages that is employed in a
specific occasion (Ferguson, 1959 cited in Wardhaugh, 2006). The main feature of
diglossia is that the varieties of the language are used in different situations. For
instance, some variety can be used in formal occasions such as political speech or
news on television, when another variety can be used in informal situations like
family conversation or movies. Diglossia often does not make a problem for
interlocutors. It can be a problem if it is aimed to diminish areal or social boundaries,

or to unite a sate language (Wardhaugh, 2006).

Although the difference between code-witching and borrowing exists, the terms are
often confused. The similarity of code-switching and borrowing is that they relate to
movement in the language where one lexical unit from another language appears in a

sentence or utterance (Clyne, 1991). The difference is that monolingual and bilingual



speakers can use borrowing, and code-switching can be used only by bilingual or

multilingual speakers (Poplack, 1988).
2.3 Approaches, Types and Social Functions of Code-switching

There are three main approaches to code-switching. Psycholinguistic, linguistic or
grammatical and sociolinguistic. Psycholinguistic approach studies different aspects
of language abilities that allow speakers alternate languages. Linguistic approach
studies the grammatical rules for language shift. Sociolinguistic approach studies the

reasons for code-switching (Appel and Muysken, 1987).

The reasons for code-switching and its functions are topics of discussion in many
studies. One of the earliest works where code-switching was investigated is “Social
meaning in linguistic structures” by Bloom and Gumperz’s (1972). According to
them, there are two types of code-switching: situational, which occurs when the
situation changes, and metaphorical that occurs while changing a topic (Gumperz &
Hymes, 1972). However, in 1982 Gumperz suggested six functions of code-
switching: quotation marking, addressee specification, interjection, message
qualification, and personalization versus objectivization. Quotation marking is a case
when a speaker code-switches to quote or report somebody’s speech. Addressee
specification is a code-switching in order to invite to participate in the conversation.
Interjections are a code-switching for clarification or better understanding. Message
gualification serves a function to qualify a previously mentioned statement.
Personalization versus objectivization indicates the difference between fact and
opinion, if a statement reflects personal opinion or knowledge, and if it refers to

specific instances or to a generally known fact.



In addition, he categorised code-switching into conversational, which occurs when
two languages appear within one utterance or between utterances and situational,
when code-switching depends on a situation (Gumperz, 1982). He also proposed the
concept ‘we-code’ that means the language of minority and ‘they-code’ the language
of the dominant group. Gumperz (1982) stated that in some communities codes are

connected to political and cultural identity.

Similarly, for some scholars the most salient function of code-switching and code-
mixing is identity-making, when a speaker code-switches to show his/her belonging
to some community, religion, etc. Heller (1999) viewed code-switching as a political
strategy. She described the bounds between language and personality in connection
with economics and class. For instance, Arabic and Persian for demonstration of
Islamic identity, French for a sophisticated, diplomatic country image in czarist
Russia that depicted in Tolstoy’s “War and Peace”, and local languages for ethnic or

tribal solidarity in East Africa (Myers-Scotton, 1993).

Mayers-Scotton (1993) shared Heller’s (1999) idea and claimed that every language
in a multilingual community tied with the particular social role (Meyers-Scoton,
1993). Moreover, she distinguished three functions of code-switching: an unmarked
choice, a marked choice, and an exploratory choice (Myers-Scotton, 1993). An
unmarked choice occurs when code-switching is an expected choice, a marked
choice occurs when code-switching is an unexpected choice that aims to show social
distance, and an exploratory choice occurs in situations with ambiguity of option of

a common language (Myers-Scotton, 1993).

10



Poplack (1980) identified types of code-switching as inter-sentential switching, intra-
sentential switching, and tag switching. Intra-sentential switching happens within
clause boundaries and requires competence in both languages in order to integrate
two or more linguistic systems. Inter-sentential code-switching happens in a sentence
barriers. Tag switches are small units from another language. For example, saying,
“you know” at the end of a sentence while speaking another language. Such
expressions are used automatically and can be seen as slips of the tongue (Poplack,

1980).
2.4 Classroom Code-switching

This part is devoted to research that includes studies dealing with attitudes toward
code-switching and code-mixing and their functions in the classroom in different
languages and contexts.
2.4.1 Functions of Classroom Code-switching
Code-switching in the class is the usage of more than one linguistic code by a teacher
or students. It can include code-mixing as well as code-switching (Lin, 1990, 2008).
Even if code-switching may be an automatic and unconscious behaviour, it might
necessarily serve some function. Different scholars report different functions of
code- switching. Ferguson (2003) provided an overview of some recent studies of
classroom code-switching using the following three main categories of functions:

1) Code-switching to evaluate curriculum, when a teacher code-switches to

asses students or their works;
2) Code-switching to manage classroom, when a teacher code-switches to

control students;

11



3)

Code-switching to discuss personal issues, when teacher code-switches
while talking to students on topics not related to teaching or learning

(Ferguson, 2003 as cited in Wei, 2009).

Similarly, Auerbach (1993) included categories mentioned above to his own

differentiation. He suggested such functions of code-switching as:

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)

9)

Discussion of syllabus;

Office work;

Administration of classroom;

Scene setting;

Language research;

Performance of grammar, phonology, morphology, and spelling;
Discussion of cross-cultural issues;

Tasks or hints;

Interpretation of mistakes;

10) Evaluation of understanding.

In contrary, Myers-Scotton (1993) categorized code-switching in the classroom

according to the markedness model, which, however, corresponds to two previous

classifications. Her categorization is as follows:

1)
2)
3)
4)

5)

Interpretation and clarification of subject;
Evaluation of comprehension;

Affirmation and stimulation of participation;
Management;

Humour and sign of bilingual identity.

12



Eldridge (1996) in contrary to previous scholars focused on students’ use of code-
switching and found four functions:
1) Equivalence — using equal lexical units from L1 in target language;
2) Floor-holding — filling the gaps with L1 use;
3) Reiteration — conformation, underling, or clarification of message that was
not understood;

4) Conflict — management of clash use of language.

Hymes (1962) also focused on students’ switching and offered four basic
communicative functions of it:
5) Expressive function that suggests use code-switching to express emotions;
6) Directive function that suggests a speaker’s will to direct someone or to get
the listeners’ attention;
7) Metalinguistic function, which includes the definition of terms, paraphrasing
others’ words, and some metaphors;
8) Poetic functions when during the conversation, the speaker inserts some
jokes, stories, poetic quotations to add a sense of humour;
9) Contact — using code-switching to makes learners have a sense of belonging
or to enhance their activity.
2.4.2 Attitudes toward Classroom Code-switching
Attitudes toward code-switching are diverse. In general, there are two positions
toward code-switching: positive and negative. Some scholars support the idea of
using L1 in the classroom justifying it by its benefits. Others support the idea of
using only the target language in the classroom and put forward other arguments why

the mother tongue should not be used (Bock, Forchhammer, Heider & Baron, 1991).

13



2.4.2.1 Positive attitude toward code-switching in the classrooms

Skiba (1997) reported that code-switching is effective in conveying the meaning.
Comparably, Ahmad and Jusoff (2009) proclaimed the same idea and asserted
various positive functions of code-switching, such as enriching vocabulary and
grammar, relaxing learners that fosters the students’ comprehension. Similarly,
Brown (2006) was also in favour of using the native language in order to facilitate
the process of learning in the classroom and harmonize different capacities of
language competency. Auerbach (1993) likewise touched upon psychological effects
of code-switching. He stated that L1 made learners feel safe and let them express

themselves (Aurbach, 1993).

A number of scholars agreed with the use of code-switching in the classroom. They
maintained the position that code-switching should not be considered as a teacher’s
defect but as a teaching strategy (Chick & McKay, 1999; Schweers, 1999; Burden,
2001; Dash, 2002; Tang, 2002 as cited in Ahmad, 2009). Such parallels are found in
Cook’s (2002) assentation. He declared that teachers’ switching in the class helped
learning the world outside (Cook, 2002). Moreover, the use of students’ native
language in the classroom helped their learning because they feel that their L1
identities are valued (Lucas & Katz, 1994 as cited in Gomez, 2014). Above all, many
teachers found it difficult or even impossible to teach target language exclusively in
the target language (Cook, 2002). In general, the scholars saw code-switching as
facilitating of relaxing and warm atmosphere in the class and easy comprehension.
2.4.2.2 Negative attitude toward code-switching in the classrooms

In contrary to previous views, many scholars believed the use of code-switching in

the classroom may be signal that the lesson goes incorrectly (Willis, 1981). For
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example, Ellis (1994), Cook (2001), and Richards and Rodgers (2001), claimed
code-switching was not always effective. The main reason for that is that using L1
decreases the use of L2 (Cook, 2001). Sert (2005) reported that the students used the
vocabulary of their L1 when they did not know the equivalent in the target language
and it led to students’ loss of fluency. Eldridge (1996) suggested decreasing code-
switching and increasing the use of target language in the classroom. Thus, he did
not support using the native language in a classroom because it hampers the learning
of the target language. However, Osam (1997) criticised Eldridge’s (1996) statement.
Osam (1997) claimed that shifting from one language to another can be called as
“intra language”, which has its own benefits in the class. Cook (2002) also
commented that code-switching in multicultural classroom may be problematic if
there is no mutual language for all the students and if the instructor does not know

the mother tongue of the learners.

There can be various reasons for the negative attitude toward code-switching in the
classroom. Cook (2002) stated that one reason could be that the use of the target
language makes the classroom seem more real and credible. Another reason was that
if a class is multilingual with different first languages, it seems unreal to take into
account all of them (Cook, 2002). One more reason was naturalistic approach to
language teaching, which declares that students should be submerged in the target
language and teachers should provide potential for exposure to the target language
(Krashen & Terrell, 1983). Therefore, opponents of L1 use view considered the only

way in which language should be taught is “no L1 use.”

Thereby, attitudes of the scholars toward code-switching are divided into two.

Likewise, teachers may have different opinion about the use of code-switching in the
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class. They also may have dilemma about using code-switching in the class or not.
Their attitude toward code-switching and functions it applies in the class are
described below.

2.4.3 Research Findings of Previous Studies in Different Context

2.4.3.1 Code-switching in EFL Classroom

There are many studies in the field of classroom code-switching. Most of them have
been conducted in a bilingual setting where English is a lingua franca or a second
language (e.g., Setati, 1998; Uys & Dulm, 2001) and where English is a foreign

language (e.g., Alinezi, 20010; Sampson, 2011; Hait, 2014).

Various studies have been conducted to find out attitudes toward the first language
use in EFL classrooms in Arab courtiers. For example, Al-Nofaie (2010) examined
the teachers’ and the students’ attitudes toward using Arabic in English classes in
Saudi Arabia. She discovered that the attitudes of the teachers and the students about
using Arabic were positive. Moreover, the teachers and the students wanted to use
Arabic in some cases, though the instructors reported they knew the drawbacks of
using native language. In contrast, in Dweik’s (2000) study, the students hold
negative point of view towards the teachers’ use of Arabic because they considered
such teachers as weak in English. Hussein (1999) conducted a research into students’
attitudes toward code-switching in one of the universities of Jordan and its functions.
He found that the students had both negative and positive attitudes. The results
indicated that the major reason for code-switching was the absence of equivalents for
terms and expressions in English (Hussein, 1999). Hait (2014) also examined code-
switching functions in secondary school in Jordan and revealed that students mainly

used code-switching to discuss personal, educational or pedagogical issues.
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Yletyine (2004) in her study about functions of code-switching in EFL classroom in
secondary school in Finland found that teachers used code-switching to help pupils
who were less competent, to mark a shift in the lesson, to move from one topic to
another, to teach grammar because pupils were not familiar with English
terminology. She claimed that code-switching was a useful strategy in the classroom
as it saved time. However, the researcher noticed if code-switching is used a lot, the
pupils may learn to expect that after the teacher said something in English he/she
would repeat it in Finnish (Yletyine, 2004). Thus, they would not pay much attention
to the English instruction, as they knew they would hear the same thing in their
mother tongue (Yletyinen, 2004). Regarding learners’ code-switching she found that
they used it to help pupils and to correct each other. Sometimes pupils whose level
was high used Finnish instead of English to show to the other pupils that they want to
level with them. If they used English, the others might feel that these pupils were

showing off their English skills (Yletyinen, 2004).

Yletyinen’s (2004) findings correspond to Hamidi and Sarem’s (2012) research
results conducted in Iranian EFL classroom in Language Institute. They reported that
the teacher code-switched to make himself understood. The teachers also switched to
joke. On the part of the students, they code-switched mainly to help their
counterparts to correct themselves when they made mistakes. They investigated an
interesting fact. When the teacher code-switched, the students did the same. The
students seemed easier to use the language that they knew better (Hamidi & Sarem,
2012). By contrast, Rahimi and Jafari (2011) in their study on students’ attitudes
toward code-switching found that many students agreed that sometimes teachers and

students should not use Persian, even though it facilitated their interactions. Similar
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to research mentioned above, Moghadam, Samad and Shahraki’s (2012) findings
suggested that the students code-switched to verify comprehension, to ask to clarify
and to socialise due to the lack of vocabulary knowledge. The teacher used native
language to clarify and translate when it was necessary (Moghadam, Samad &
Shahraki, 2012). Fatemi and Barani (2014) studied the influence of teachers’ code-
switching on the vocabulary learning in one of the universities in Iran. They declared
that code-switching in the class was not always a barrier or a problem in language
learning situation, but helpful technique since it made points more understandable
and made the process of tranfering knowledge easier for the teachers (Fatemi &

Barani, 2014).

Camilleri (1996) conducted a research in a secondary bilingual classroom in Malta
where English is a second language. She investigated that Maltese was used to
express amicability and to diminish social distance among class participants. The
researcher assumed that English remained official language, and its use increased the
social distance. Using only English is considered as snobbism in Malta. That is why
code-switching served as a way of escaping looking like snob (Camilleri, 1996). She
asserted that code-switching needed to be considered as communicative resource as
well as a strategy of building special professional identity, to balance the use of

English to look educated and to show Maltese identity (Camilleri, 1996).

A number of studies have been done in African countries. English language is the
official language of learning and teaching there. Most of the code-switching research
carried out there focused on its functions. All of the studies reported that teachers
switched to their native languages during classes. Mokgwathi and Webb (2013)

asserted that teachers did so because learners were not proficient in English and it
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increased learners’ participation and comprehension. At the same time, they
confessed it did not contribute to develop the learners’ proficiency and confidence in
speaking English (Mokgwathi & Webb, 2013). They found that code-switching
enhanced comprehension, increased participation, and expanded vocabulary. Yet
code-switching prevented learners’ confidence in speaking English, those who are
not competent in their native languages felt discrimination (Mokgwathi & Webb,
2013). Rose (2006) obtained that code-switching helped learners to understand better
and to feel free to give their opinion. Uys and Dulm (2011) also focused on functions
of classroom code-switching, and they detected code-switching was used to talk

about the curricular material and to mark interpersonal relation.

Younas, Arshad, Akram, Faisal, Akhtar and Sarfraz (2014) conducted a research to
investigate how EFL teachers affect L2 learners’ learning in the Indian university.
They reported that a majority of students agreed they felt comfortable when the
teacher code-switched because it decreased the pressure of L2 language on students.

Mostly, students felt difficult to understand words, concepts, and terms of L2.

Many studies have investigated code-mixing and code-switching between Spanish
and English. Similar to Yletyinen’s (2004) findings mentioned above, Falomir and
Laguna (2012) noted that the main reasons for code-switching were ease of
expression and economy of speech due to the learners’ limited competence and
insecurity, and translation. It was also used to clarify requirements, to translate
vocabulary and to restructure patterns in conversations (Falomir & Laguna, 20012).
Martinez (2010) shared the similar idea in his study into the significance of code-
switching between Spanish and English in enhancement of educational literacy. He

claimed that code-switching was a tool that helped students to manage
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conversational work (Martinez, 2010). For example, students sometimes used
Spanish when they did not know words in English. In addition, he found six
functions of code-switching:

1) Clarification;

2) Quotations and reported speech;

3) Joking;

4) Marking solidarity;

5) Change of voice for different students;

6) Showing relations of shades of meaning (Martinez, 2010).

Sampson (2011) shared the same idea as Younas et al. (2014). The results of his
research on the functions of code-switching at one of the Colombian schools
suggested that code-switching did not depend on students’ level of English, but
rather served for conveying equivalence, talk about procedures, floor holding,
repeating ideas, and making group relationships. This finding somehow agrees with
Eldridge’s (1996) functions of code-switching in the classroom. He declared that the
prohibition of L1 use in the classroom would decrease communication and learning
(Sampson, 2011). In contrary to Younas at al. (2014) and Sampson (2011), Ramirez
(2012) revealed that less proficient L2 learners switched more frequently than their
highly proficient counterparts did. Their L1s helped them organise ideas, write better
texts, and understand the tasks (Ramirez, 2012). Schweers (1999) investigated
students’ attitudes toward teachers’ use of code-switching at the university in Puerto
Rico. He found out that the majority of the students reported the use of Spanish in
their English classes made them feel more comfortable and confident and helped

them to learn English.
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Gulzar and Qadir (2010) also tried to understand the reasons for teachers’ code-
switching. They conducted a research in Pakistani classrooms and found that the
main reasons for the teachers’ code-switching were socialisation and creating a sense

of belonging.

Another series of research devoted to the phenomenon of code-switching in the
classroom have been done in Turkey. Ustunel and Seedhouse (2005) aimed to
uncover the functions of teachers’ code-switching in a Turkish university EFL class.
They discovered three systematic patterns when the teachers code-switched:
1) Long pauses when students did not answer the teacher’s question in the L2;
2) Encouragement to get the students to speak in the L2;

3) Stimulation learners to code-switch (Ustunel & Seedhouse, 2005).

By contrast, Eldridge (1996) aimed to uncover the function of students’ code-
switching in one of the secondary schools in Turkey. He revealed that the main
reason to switch was to ask for clarification or showing understanding by giving the
Turkish equivalence (Eldridge, 1996). In general, he came up with the following
functions of code-switching: equivalence, floor holding, meta-language, reiteration,

group membership, conflict control, alignment, and misalignment.

A huge number of studies on this topic has been conducted in China, Japan, and
Southeast Asia. Weng (2012) in his study in Taiwan school asserted that code-
switching could be helpful and significant unit for students to learn the language
because it facilitated L2 learning (Weng, 2012). The researcher searched for
functions of code-switching and attitudes toward it. He indicated that the teacher’s
and students’ attitudes were positive. Functions of code-switching fulfilled Hymes’
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(1962) framework, which included expressive, directive, metalinguistic, poetic, and
referential functions to analyse the speakers’ uses of code-switching in classroom
setting (Weng, 2012). Ahmad and shared the same opinion. The researchers
considered code-switching of the teachers as useful teaching technique while dealing
with low level English students. Their study in the University of Malaysia noted that
learners attitudes toward code-switching were positive. The functions of the teachers’
code-switching were as follows: review of comprehension, interpret new vocabulary,
classroom management, creating relaxed atmosphere and showing the difference
between native and English grammar (Ahmad & Jusoff, 2009). Since the majority of
the respondents expressed they felt more relaxed when the teachers code-switched,
code-switching provided a psychologically favourable learning environment (Ahmad
& Jusoff, 2009). This finding goes with Schweer’s (1999) results of the study in
Puerto Rico. He also found that code-switching helped students feel more
comfortable and confident. Then and Ting (2011) suggested that code-switching
facilitated learning. They found that the most prevalent functions of code-switching
were reiteration and quotation (Then & Ting, 2011). Similarly, Tien (2014) found
that majority of pulps in tertiary school in Vietnam wanted the teacher to speak
Vietnamese, and some of them did not comprehend if she explained in English (Tien,
2014). Thus, the function of code-switching was to promote understanding. One

more function of her switching was making the students feel at ease and safe.

In Japan, the situation is almost the same. Craven (2012) detected the high and low
level English proficiency students have different attitudes toward code-switching:
low and mid proficiency students wanted the teacher to use Japanese, while high

proficiency level students did not want the teacher to use Japanese. Moreover,

22



students of all proficiency levels wanted their teacher to understand Japanese.
Critchley (1999) focused his research on the attitudes of Japanese university students
toward code-switching. He found that the majority of students preferred using
Japanese in the class (Critchley, 1999). Berger (2011) claimed that using only
English in the class seemed to be a public tendency that forced teachers to have
classes in English, although the Grammar-Translation Method was still prevailing in

high schools of Japan (Berger, 2011).

Ibrahim, Shah and Armia (2013) looked at the teachers’ attitudes toward code-
switching in the universities in Malaysia. The research demonstrated that although
teachers supported using only English in the class, their attitudes toward code-
switching were positive (lbrahim et al., 2013). In general, they found following
functions of code-switching:
1) Message reiteration: clarification and facilitation of comprehension;
2) Message qualification: using L1 for the better message understanding;
3) Interjections or sentence fillers: switching for better locution, clarification, or
better comprehension;
4) Personalisation and objectivisation: specification of distinction between
thing and view;
5) Quotation: quotations or reported speech;
6) Certain features of Islamic English: changing English to let Islamic proper
nouns and notions to be understood without deformation (Al Farug, 1986 as

cited in lbrahim et al., 2013).

Similarly, Jingxia (2010) reported that the majority of the teachers’ and the students’

attitude toward code-switching was positive and believed that it is beneficial for EFL
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class. The main function of code-switching in the class were giving grammar
instruction, translation of unknown vocabulary items, management, the introduction
of background information, and checking comprehension (Jingxia, 2010). The
students reported some other functions of code-switching: providing understanding
of languages and cultures, jokes and emotions, giving feedback to students,
translation of difficult sentences, creating relaxed and warm atmosphere, stressing on
some points, reported speech, shifting topics, attraction of the students’ attention,
checking comprehension. The researcher also revealed points that provoked code-
switching:

1) Teachers considered the distance between the languages;

2) Pedagogical materials;

3) Lesson content and objectives;

4) Teachers’ English proficiency and department policy on target language use;

5) Traditional teaching methods; 6) Testing system (Jingxia, 2010).

Similarly, Cheng (2013) investigated Chinese teachers’ attitude toward classroom
code-switching. In contrary to Jigxia (2010), his findings suggested that most of the
teachers kept negative attitude because if the students code-switched, their language
competence could be doubted, and they would break the school regulation. Similarly,
in Chowdbury’s (2012) study, conducted in Bangladesh school, the teachers believed
they better did not switched in the class, although the students possessed a positive
attitude toward it. The survey revealed the motives for teachers’ switching:

1) Easy to communicate;

2) Explanation;

3) Classroom management;
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4) Translation of vocabulary.

Akynove, Zharkynbekova, Aimoldina (2012) studied the phenomenon of code-
switching at one of the universities in Kazakhstan among students of English
language department. They found out that the students’ attitudes toward code-
switching were positive and code-switching helped the students feel less stressed. At
the same time, many students saw code-switching as negative phenomenon. The
researchers assumed that negative attitude might be reflected by the university rules
that try to encourage students to use target language exclusively. The majority of
students believed that code-switching promoted effective learning of a foreign

language (Akynova at al., 2012).

Another research has been conducted by Akynova, Aimoldina and Agmanova (2014)
among students from different departments learning English as a foreign language.
The researchers found that although some students considered code-switching as
negative factor in the class, the attitudes of the majority of the students were positive.
The students stated that code-switching contributed to successful second language
acquisition. In other words, students learnt difficult words and concepts faster, and
explanation of difficult parts of the grammar in the native language assisted in
acquiring the English (Akynova et al., 2014). They claimed that code-switching was
a facilitating tool in second language acquisition (Akynova et al., 2014).

2.4.3.2 Code-switching in Classes where English is a Medium of Instruction
Some researches have been conducted in English medium schools and universities.
The main function of code-switching in these studies was clarification for
understanding, and attitudes toward code-switching in the class of the majority of

participants were positive. Liang (2006) conducted a study in a Chinese high school.
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The major function of code-switching he found was translation of unknown
vocabulary. Another noted function was clarification for understanding. There were
some reasons for using L: they did not want to look like boasters, especially when
they were among friends who did not know English level was not high. They also
seemed scared to make mistakes and being made fun of (Liang, 2006). Likewise,
Alinezi (2010) investigated students’ attitudes toward code-switching among
students studying medicine in Kuwait University. Most of the students chose code-
switching for better comprehension. The students reported that they respected the
instructor more if he/she used code-switching in teaching (Alinezi, 2010). Similar
findings had Olugbara (2008). The researcher investigated the effect of IsiZulu-
English code-switching in the rural community of the province of South Africa. The
majority of the students that preferred code-switching explained that it made
materials easier to understand (Olugbara, 2008). Rukh, Saleem, Javeed and
Mehmood (2012) investigated business students’ attitudes toward English-Urdu
code-switching. The students preferred their teachers to use code-switching as it
made it easy for them to understand and they felt at ease in the classroom. In
addition, they did not consider that a teacher was less proficient if he/she switched to
L1. The overall attitude of the students toward teachers’ code-switching was positive
and they considered it beneficial for their L2 learning (Rukh at al., 2014). Alenzi
(2010) also conducted his research on attitude toward code-switching in the Kuwait
University. He reported that the majority of the students chose code-switching as
some data needed to be interpreted in Arabic for better understanding. The teacher

who used code-switching had a higher status among the students (Alinezi, 2010).
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Atas (2012) conducted a study in Middle East Technical University. He found out
various functions of code-switching, such as dealing with a problem, dealing with a
lack of response, dealing with a procedural problem in the task, exemplifying,
clarifying, making compliments, personalising, inviting for participation, explaining,
eliciting, checking for understanding, lexical compensation, managing the
progression of talk, humour, complaining, the progression of talk, humour,
complaining, displaying understanding. In most cases, code-switching was used to

fill a linguistic gap.

In contrary, Valerio’s (2015) findings differ from all research findings mentioned
above. The researcher studied attitudes of the students of Quirino State University
toward Filipino-English code-switching. The respondents considered a student who
talked purely in English was more intelligent than those who mixed languages. They
believed that students who mixed their dialects and English had poor communication
skill. Moreover, the students suggested code-switchers to take additional speaking

lessons (Valerio, 2015).
2.5 Conclusion

The conclusion to be drawn from these studies is that code-switching in the
classroom takes place for various purposes such as educational, social, and
psychological. For instance, teachers and learners code-switch to explain lessons, to
cast humour, to give instructions, to express emotions, to show solidarity, and
clarifying understanding. Although some teachers’ and students’ attitudes toward
code-switching are negative, most of the respondents’ attitudes are positive. The
majority of the studies focused on code-switching between different languages in

EFL contexts or in English medium classes in ESL context although English as a

27



medium of instruction is widely introduced into various non-native English-speaking
countries. This fact inspired the researcher for the present study to investigate the

functions of code-switching in a Kazakhstani English medium classroom.
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Chapter 3

METHOD

3.1 Presentation

This chapter describes the methodology employed in this study, context, participants,

instruments of data collection, data analysis, and the procedure of the study.
3.2 Research Design

The present study is a case study which adopts quantitative data collection
procedures. A case study is one of five (narrative, phenomenology, grounded theory,
ethnography, case study) approaches to qualitative research categorised by Creswell
(2007). The purpose of the case study is to find a holistic description of language
learning or use within the specific population or setting (Mackey & Gass, 2005 as
cited in Atas, 2012). The researcher in case study investigates a bound systems or
multiple bound system over time, through detailed, in-depth data collection involving
multiple sources of information: observation, interviews, audio-visual material, and

documents (Creswell, 2007).

Quantitative research provides findings about correlations among measured variables
and testing hypotheses to interpret, to predict and to control appearance (Leedy &
Onnrod, 2005 as cited in Olugbara, 2008). In quantitative research, information is
converted into numbers, tables, into numbers, tables, charts and frequencies that are
statistically tested in accordance to some standard, for example, norm, average,

percentiles and tendencies (Neurnan, 2006 as cited in Olugbara, 2008). One of the
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main aims of quantitative research is that it the power for constituting data on big

amount of participants (Bryman, 2000 as cited in Olugbara, 2008).

Thus, the quantitative approach for data collection is used in this study to enhance
the accuracy of the results. The eventual data is analysed using percentages to

examine the distinctions in the performance of the participants.
3.3 Context and Participants of the Study

The research was conducted in Kazakh-British Technical University (KBTU). KBTU
is a state university that offers bachelor, master and doctor programmes in various
departments. The programmes are offered in three languages: Kazakh, Russian, and
English. The University was established 2001, in accordance with the Memorandum
of Understanding between the Ministry of Education of the Republic of Kazakhstan
and Science and the British Council. KBTU is considered as one of the best
universities in Kazakhstan. The university is recognized by British higher education.
The instructors of the university are from the UK, the USA, Russia, and Kazakhstan

(“History of Kazakh-British Technical University”, 2015).

The sample includes 50 local teachers and 200 students who volunteered to
participate in the study. The majority of the teachers has (60%) doctor degree and
the rest (40%) has master degree. Their teaching experience varies from 1 year to 25
years. More than half of the teachers (60%) are females and males constitute less
than half (40%). This number is not equal because in Central Asian countries usually
women work as teachers. The gender of the students’ is almost equally shared:
55.5% of them are males and females constitute 49.5%. The students do their

bachelor degrees at such departments as Oil and Gas Engineering, Information
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Technology, Digital Media Technologies, Business, Economics, and Maritime
Academy. The teachers teach courses at the same departments. Almost half of the
students are in their third year of studying, the rest are in first, second and fourth year
of studying. The participants, both teachers and students, have different ethnicities
and different native languages. In total, there are 204 Kazakhs, 36 Russians and 12
members of the other ethnicities. The Russian is native for 197 of them, for 50 of
them the Kazakh language is native, and for 3 of them another language is native.
Therefore, most of the instructors (74%) are Kazakhs but Russian dominates among
native languages (90%). Similarly, the majority of the students (82.5%) are Kazakhs

but for most of them (76%) native language is Russian.

Even though ethnicities are different, for the majority of the participants native
language is Russian. It is so because in Soviet period the main language of
instruction in educational system was Russian. In the capital of Soviet Kazakhstan
Alma-Ata (now Almaty) there was only one secondary school where the language of
instruction was Kazakh (“Think Globally, Teach Locally: English in Kazakhstan”,
2010). Moreover, the population of ethnic Kazakhs constituted less than half of the
population (“The population of the Republic of Kazakhstan”, 2015). Hence, many
people in Kazakhstan with Kazakh or another ethnicity do not usually know their
native languages in a high level and use Russian as their native language. Russian
language became a native language for many ethnic Kazakhs, Koreans, Tatars,
Germans, Greeks, and other ethnicities. Table 1 demonstrates the summary of the
teachers’ background information and Table 2 demonstrates the summary of the

students’ background information.
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Table 1. The summary of the teachers’ background information

Characteristics Categories Frequency (N) Percentage (%0)
Gender Male 20 40
Female 30 60
Degree of Master 20 40
education PhD 30 60
Teaching 1-5 years 15 30
experience 6-10 years 10 20
11-15 years 6 12
16 years or more 19 38
Ethnicity Kazakh 37 74
Russian 7 14
Other 6 12
Native language Kazakh 5 10
Russian 45 90
Other 0 0

Table 2. The summary of the students’ background information

Characteristics Categories Frequency (N) Percentage (%0)
Gender Male 99 55.5
Female 101 49.5
Year of studying 1% year 49 24.5
2" year 40 20
3" year 91 45,5
4" year 20 10
Ethnicity Kazakh 165 82.5
Russian 29 145
Other 6 3
Native language Kazakh 45 22.5
Russian 152 76
Other 3 1.5

3.4 Instruments

The data was collected through two separate sets of questionnaires: for teachers (See

Appendix A) and for students (See Appendix B).

The questionnaire designed for the teachers (Appendix A) consists of two parts:

1) Background information;

2) Functions of code-switching and attitudes toward it.
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The first part deals with the participants’ background and comprises nine personal
questions, whereas the second part investigates functions of teachers’ code-switching
in the classroom and their attitudes toward their use of code-switching. It consists of
ten items investigating functions of code-switching and eight items investigating

attitudes toward code-switching.

The questionnaire designed for the students (Appendix B) has the same structure as
the teachers’ one. The first one deals with the students’ background and comprises
seven items, while the second part deals with the participants’ attitudes to the
teachers’ use of code-switching and its functions in the classroom. It is made of the
same ten items as in teachers’ questionnaire investigating functions of code-

switching and eight items investigating attitudes toward code-switching.

In order to investigate the functions of code-switching, Hymes’ (1962) framework
was employed in developing the questions as the conceptual framework. Hymes’
(1962) framework is frequently used in research investigating functions of code-
switching and it involves almost all basic functions of code-switching found by code-
switching/mixing:
1) Expressive function — using code-switching to express emotions;
2) Directive (Conative/Pragmatic/Rhetorical/Persuasive) functions — using
code-switching to direct someone or to get the listeners’ attention;
3) Metalinguistic functions — using code-switching to explain the definition of
terms, paraphrasing others’ words, and metaphors;
4) Poetic functions — using code-switching to joke, to tell stories, to quote, and

to add a sense of humour;
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5) Contact — using code-switching to make learners have a sense of belonging

or to enhance their activity.

The questions investigating the participants’ attitudes are adapted from the survey
instruments used by Rukh, Saleem, Javeed and Mehmood (2012) and Alenezi
(2010). Items were modified to meet current study requirements and context. The
changes were minor so that they did not seem to influence validity and reliability.
The questionnaire is designed in a form of a 5-Likert scale from “Strongly agree” to
“Strongly disagree”. The original questionnaires were written in English language.
To make sure that the participants fully understand them, the questionnaires were
translated into Russian. The researcher with cooperation of translator whose L1 is
Russian translated the questionnaires into Russian. To make sure that that the
translation was accurate, the philologist of Russian language whose L1 is Russian
and who does not know English language revised the questionnaires and made some

corrections on language use.
3.5 Data Collection

Based on the research questions involved in this study, the research design was set up
as follows. At first, the researcher piloted the questionnaire to check their reliability.
A limited number of students who did not participate in the study answered the
questionnaires. The students confirmed that it was clear as they could answer all the
questions without any major problems. Yet some modifications were made based on
their feedback. Thus, the printing types of letters were changed and more instructions

for better understanding were added.
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Then, the questionnaires were distributed to the students and to the teachers.
Completion of the questionnaire was conducted under control of the instructors after
a brief introductory talk explaining the completion process to the participants. After

the confidential completion of the questionnaires, the copies were returned.
3.6 Data Analysis

The data was analysed quantitatively. The quantitative data collected through
questionnaire was analysed via Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS)

software programme, version 20.0.

The demographic data gotten from the first part of the questionnaires was analysed
using descriptive statistics. The data about functions of code-switching and attitudes
toward it gotten from the second the second part of the questionnaire was analysed
through SPSS to find frequencies, percentages, means and standard deviations for
each response of the gquestions. Later on correlations between variables were found
out with a help of Ordinary Least Squares method, which is used in econometrics.
The aim of this method is to find a regression line so that sum of perpendicular
distances between each observed data point and the corresponding point on the
regression line is minimum. After that a correspondence between two groups of

participants, the teachers and the students, were calculated.
3.7 Conclusion

The chapter presented overall research design and methodology used in the present
study. The data collection process was explained. Then the context and background
information about the participants of the study were provided. After that, data
collection instrument and data collection procedures were presented. Finally, the

analysis of the data was explained.
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Chapter 4

RESULTS OF DATA ANALYSIS

4.1 Presentation

This chapter provides the findings and discussions of the analysis of the collected
data that investigated the functions of code-switching in the class and attitudes
toward it among students and teachers of Kazakh-British Technical University in

Kazakhstan.

4.2 Results related to the first research question:

“What are the functions of teachers’ code-switching in the class?”

The data collected through the questionnaires has been analysed by SPSS 20
software programme and showed that teachers mainly avoid code-switching. In reply
to the first two items, which elicits respondents’ using code-switching for Expressive
function, the data shows that while 10% of the teachers report that they code-switch
to express emotions and feelings, 90% of them state they do not code-switch to
express emotions and feelings. The students’ responses correspond to teachers’ ones.
Thus, 14% of the students claim that teachers use code-switching to express the
emotions and 10.5% of the claim the teachers code-switch to express feelings and
22.5% decide to be neutral about this statement. However, 62.5% of the students
report that the teachers do not use code-switching for expressing emotions and 64%

of them state the teachers do not code-switch to express feelings.

In response to the second pair of questions, which elicit respondents’ using code-

switching for Directive function, the data reveals that the teachers have almost the
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same answers as for the Expressive functions. Whereas 8% of the teachers state they
code-switch to give tasks, 2% of them are neutral, and 90% of the teachers report
they do not code-switch to give tasks or instructions. However, the students’ answers
differ. The students’ responses are almost equally shared. Therefore, 34.5% of the
students report that the teachers code-switch to give tasks, 32.5% of them state they
code-switch to give instructions and 18% are neutral. Yet, 47.5% of the students state
that the teachers do not code-switch to give tasks and 49.5% report the teachers do

not code-switch to give instructions.

The third couple of questions are related to Metalinguistic function according to
Hymes’ (1962) framework. In response to these questions, the data shows that 38%
of the teachers state they use code-switching to translate vocabulary and 48% report
they use it to translate and clarify terminology. Still, 62% of the teachers assert they
do not code-switch to translate and clarify difficult vocabulary and 52% of them say
they do not code-switch to translate and clarify terminology. As for the students, the
majority of them state that the teachers use the native language for translation and
clarification of difficult vocabulary and terminology. Thus, 75% of the students
report that the teachers code-switch to translate vocabulary and 74% report the
teachers code-switch to translate terminology, whilst 11% disagree that teachers
code-switch to translate vocabulary and 17% disagree the teachers code-switch to

translate terminology and 14% are neutral about the this statement.

In response to the next couple of questions, which elicit respondents’ using code-
switching for Poetic function, the data shows that only 4% of the teachers affirm they
code-switch to joke with students, 4% decide to be neutral, and 92% of the teachers

state they do not code-switch to joke around with students. In addition, 6% of the
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teachers are neutral about code-switching to say poetic quotations, 94% of them
assert they do not code-switch to say poetic quotations, and none of them agree they
code-switch to quote. The students’ responses correspond to teachers’ ones. Hence,
10.5% of the students claim that teachers use code-switching to joke, 8% of them
claim that teacher’s code-switch to quote, and 12% are neutral. Yet, 77.5% of the
students report that the teachers do not use code-switching to joke around with them

or to say quotations.

The last couple of questions are related to Contact function. In response to these
questions, the data shows that 6% of the teachers state they code-switch to raise
participation, 12% of the teachers report they use code-switching to create a sense of
belonging and 2% are neutral about code-switching to raise participation. While 92%
of the teachers report they do not code-switch to boost students to participate, 88% of
them assert they do not code-switch to create a sense of belonging. The students’
responses correspond to teachers’ ones. Therefore, 7.5% of the students claim that
teachers use code-switching to boost students to participate, 19% are neutral about
this statement, 15% of the students say the teachers code-switch to create a sense of
belonging, and 14.5% are neutral about this statement. However, 73.5% of the
students say that the teachers do not use code-switching to make them participate in
the class and 62.5% of them report the teachers do not switch to create a sense of
belonging.

Therefore, according to the analysis results the teachers usually do not code-switch.
Mainly, they use code-switching to translate and clarify difficult vocabulary and
terminology. Thus, the most frequent function of code-switching in the class is

Metalinguistic. Nevertheless, some students report that the teachers code-switch to
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create a sense of belonging and to give tasks. Therefore, Contact and Directive
functions of code-switching are also frequent in the class and the least frequent

functions are Emotional and Poetic. Table 3 demonstrates the participants’ replies.

Table 3. Distribution of the Respondents Related Functions of the Teachers’Code-
switching in the Class.

ltems SA+A % Neutral %o D+SD %

Ts Ss Ts Ss Ts Ss

| use mixture of

1 languages to express my 10 14 0 22.5 90 63.5
emotions.
| use mixture of

2 languages to express my 10 10.5 0 25.5 90 64
feelings.

3 | use mixture of 8 | 345 | 2 | 18 | 90 | 475

languages to give tasks.

| use mixture of
4 languages to give 0 32.5 10 18 90 49.5
instructions.

| use mixture of
languages to translate

> and clarify difficult 38 7 0 14 62 1
vocabulary.
| use mixture of

6 languages to translate 48 74 0 9 52 17

and clarify terminology.

| use mixture of
7 languages to joke 4 10.5 4 12 92 775
around with students.

| use mixture of

8 languages to say poetic 0 9 6 135 94 775
guotations.
| use mixture of

9 languages to boost 6 7.5 2 19 92 735

students to participate.

| use mixture of
10 languages to create a 12 23 0 14.5 88 62.5
sense of belongings.
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4.3 Results related to the second research question:
“What are the teachers’ attitudes towards their own use of code-

switching in the class?”

The analysis of the teachers’ questionnaire investigating shows that the 92 % of the
teachers believe that teaching courses only in English language is beneficial to
students. 58% of them consider that using code-switching does not make courses
easy to understand for students, 34% of the teachers’ opinion is neutral about this
statement and only 8% of them agree that code-switching makes courses easy to
understand. 8% of the teachers prefer using code-switching, 4% are neutral and 88%
do not prefer to use code-switching in the class. 86% prefer using only English in the
class, 6% of the teachers are neutral about this point and 8% of them do not prefer
using only English in the class. 64% of the teachers think that code-switching leads
to the weakness of students’ English, 26% are neutral and 10% disagree with this
statement. 6% believe that code-switching in the class strengthens students’ English,
28% of them are neutral and 66% do not think code-switching strengthens English.
10% of the teachers feel more comfortable in communication with their students in
their native language, 10% are neutral about this point, and 80% reported they do not
feel comfortable using native language while communicating with the students. 88%
of them feel more comfortable communicating with the students in English, 6% are
neutral and 6% do not feel comfortable using English with their students. Table 4

represents the analysis of the teachers’ attitudes toward code-switching in the class.

Table 4. Distribution of the Teachers’ Respondents Related to the Attitudes toward
their own Code-switching.

Items SA+A | Neutral | D+SD
% % %
1 Teaching courses only in English 92 4 4
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language is beneficial to students.

2 Teaching courses in English and a 8 34 58
language other than English makes it
easy for students to understand.

3 | prefer teaching courses using mixture of 8 4 88
different languages.

4 | prefer teaching courses only in English. 86 6 8

5 Using a mixture of languages leads to the 67 26 10
weakness of students’ English.

6 Using a mixture of languages strengthens 6 28 66
students’ English.

7 | feel more comfortable when | 10 10 80

communicate with my students in
language other than English.

8 | feel more comfortable when | 88 6 6
communicate with my students in
English.

4.4 Results related to the third research question:

“What are the students’ attitudes toward the use of code-
switching?”

The analysis of the results of the students’ questionnaire reveals that the majority of
the students’ attitude is negative. As Table 5 depicts, 73.5% of the students believe
that English-only approach is beneficial to them, 10.5% are neutral, and 16% do not
agree with this point. Almost half of them are not sure if code-switching makes
courses easy to understand. Therefore, 35% agree that code-switching makes courses
easy to understand, 45.5% of them are neutral about this points. In addition, many of
the students are not sure they want their teachers to code-switch. Hence, 27% of the
students prefer the teachers to code-switch, 40% of them are neutral, and 32% do not
want their teachers to code-switch. At the same time, 55% of the students report they
want teachers using only English in the class, 27% are neutral, and 13% do not prefer
teachers to use only English in the class. The students’ opinion about code-switching

leading to the weakness of English is also shared. Thus, 34.5% agree that code-
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switching makes their English weak, 32% are neutral, and 33.5% do not think the
same. Nonetheless, 18% believe code-switching strengthens their English, 37% are
neutral about this point, ant 45% report that code-switching does not strengthen their
English. Almost half of the students are not sure if they feel more comfortable with
communicating with the teachers in the native language. Therefore, 22% state they
feel more comfortable with communicating in the native language with their
teachers, 45.5% are neutral, and 32.5% do not feel comfortable communicating in the
native language with their teachers. Similarly, 41% of the students feel more
comfortable with communicating with their teachers in English only, 52.5% of the
students are neutral about this statement, and 6.5% do not feel more comfortable with

it. Table 5 demonstrates the students’ distribution of the responses.

Table 5. Distribution of the Students’ Respondents Related to the Attitudes toward
the Teachers’ Code-switching

Items SA+A | Neutral | D+SD
% % %
1 Teaching courses only in English language 92 4 4
is beneficial to students.
2 Teaching courses in English and a language 35 45.5 19.5

other than English makes it easy for
students to understand.

3 | prefer teaching courses using mixture of 27 41 32
different languages.

4 | prefer teaching courses only in English. 55 27 13

5 Using a mixture of languages leads to the 27 41 32
weakness of students’ English.

6 Using a mixture of languages strengthens 18 37 45
students’ English.

7 | feel more comfortable when | 22 455 32.5

communicate with my students in language
other than English.

8 | feel more comfortable when | 41 525 6.5
communicate with my students in English.
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4.5 Results related to the fourth research question:
“Do the teacher’ attitudes toward code-switching correspond to the

students’ attitudes?”

The results revealed that generally the teachers share their opinion with the students
regarding functions of code-switching in the class. The students and the teachers’
attitudes toward code-switching in the class are almost the same. Thereby, the vast
majority of the participants both the teacher and the students believe that teaching
courses only in English language is beneficial to students. Most of the teachers think
that code-switching does not make courses easy to understand for students. However,
half of the students are neutral about this point and a limited amount of the students
believe that code-switching makes courses easier for understanding. The vast
majority of the teachers do not want to code-switch in the class and prefer using only
English language. While almost half of the students are neutral about the teacher’
code-switching, still the majority of them wants the teachers to use only English in
the class. Many of the teachers suppose that using code-switching leads to the
weakness of students’ English. Yet the students’ opinion is almost equally divided by
three. Thus, some of them agree that code-switching makes their English weak, some
think the opposite and the rest are neutral. Most of the of the teachers do not think
code-switching strengthens students’ English and less than a half of the students
share his opinion. The vast majority of the teachers feel more comfortable
communicating with the students in English. However, the half of the students are
neutral about this point and less than a half feel more comfortable with

communicating with their teachers in English.
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Therefore, the teachers’ attitude toward code-switching seems to be very negative,
When the students’ attitude is more or less neutral. Nevertheless, the majority of the
both, the teachers and the students, attitude toward code-switching is negative and
they prefer using only English in the classroom. Comparing students and teachers’

attitudes through statistical analysis is depicted in Appendix |.
4.6 Results of analysis of correlations between variables

The analysis reveals that the most frequent function of the code-switching in the
class is Metalinguistic. The analysis also shows that the most important factors
affecting code-switching are native language and gender. Therefore, such variables
as native language, gender and using code-switching for translating and clarification
difficult vocabulary and terminology are highly correlated with preference for using
code-switching at significant 1% level. This finding is depicted in the table in
Appendix D. The table demonstrates the correlation matrix of different variables for

both groups of participants: the students and the teachers.

The analysis also finds out that the second and third frequent functions of code-
switching are Contact and Directive respectively. The teachers use code-switching to
give tasks and invite for participation. There was found a correlation between native
languages, gender and using code-switching for giving tasks, which belongs to
Directive function and using code-switching to boost participation, which belongs to
Contact function with preference for using code-switching at significant 5% level.

This finding is also depicted in the table Appendix D.

The impact of personal characteristics such as native language, gender, year of

studying and ethnicity on preference of code-switching was analysed through
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examining different measures of variables and using data set collected by 250

questionnaires.

The extent to which determinants of preference for code-switching for students differ
from those for teachers was analysed through two sets of regressions. The data was
divided into two categories of students and teachers, and run the regression for each

of them separately.

In the empirical model, code switching(CS) depends upon different variables which
represent native language (Kazakh), gender (Male), year of studying (Y) and
ethnicity (E).

CSi = Ci + BuLi + BiaGi + BizY; + BiaEi + &

Where i denotes the person (i=1... 200 for students, i=1... 50 for teachers).

Estimates with fixed effects specification for preference for code-switching of 200
students are reported in table in Appendix E. As this table shows, the most
significant determinants of preference for code-switching in the sample are year of
studying, native language and gender. Native language and year of studying are
significant at 1% level and gender is significant at 10% level. Ethnicity is not
significant, which means that preference for code-switching is not affected by
ethnicity. The preference for code-switching is affected by native language, year of
study and gender respectively. The coefficients of Kazakh as native language and
Male are positive. It means any increase in these variables leads to increase in
preference for code-switching. This significance also implies that those whose native
language is Kazakh prefer code-switching in comparison to those whose native
language is Russian, and males prefer code-switching in comparison to females. On
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the other hand, the coefficient of Y is negative. It means the students with lower year
of studying prefer code-switching more than those with higher year of studying.

The result of running regression for teachers is reported in table in Appendix E. This
table shows that the most significant determinants of preference for code-switching
in the sample are native language and gender. Native language is significant at 1%
level and gender is significant at 10% level. Experience and ethnicity are not

significant.

It means that preference for code-switching is not affected by ethnicity, but it is
affected by native language and gender respectively. The coefficients of Kazakh as
native language and Male are positive. It means that any increase in these variables
leads to increase in preference for code-switching. Experience is not significant but
its negative coefficient implies the teachers with lower experience prefer code-

switching in the class more than those teachers with higher experience.

Therefore, native language and gender affect preference for code-switching for both
students and teachers. In addition, the students’ preference for code-switching is also
affected by their year of studying and the teachers’ preference for code-switching is
affected by their experience.

4.7 Conclusion

The statistical analysis revealed that although the teachers try not to code-switching
often, the most frequent function of code-switching in the class is Metalinguistic.
Contact and Directive functions of code-switching are also frequent in the class and
the least frequent functions are Emotional and Poetic. Most of the teachers’ and the

students’ attitude toward code-switching are negative. Nevertheless, many of the
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students hesitate to decide if they prefer their teachers to code-switch in the class or
not. Some variables such as native language, gender, experience and year of studying

affect the responses.
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Chapter 5

DISCUSSION, CONCLUSION, IMPLICATIONS AND

RECOMENDATIONS

5.1 Presentation

This chapter provides the discussion of the results in the light of research question by
considering relevant literature, conclusions, limitations and delimitations,

implications, and recommendations for a further research.
5.2 Discussion of the Results

The results of the analysis of the questionnaire investigating functions of the
teachers’ code-switching in the class shows that the most common function of code-

switching are as following.

The most frequently used function of code-switching by teachers is Metalinguistic as
they code-switch to translate and clarify difficult vocabulary and terminology. This
function of code-switching had the highest frequency among the participants.
Perhaps, this is because teachers might find it difficult or even impossible to teach
exclusively in the English (Duff and Polio, 1990). Another rationale might be that
clarifying and translating can be a useful strategy in the classroom as it saves time
(Yletyinen, 2004). The use of Metalinguistic function is goes along with many other
findings (Eldridge, 1996; Hussein, 1999; Liang, 2006; Ahmad & Jusoff, 2009;
Jingxia, 2010; Martinez, 2010; Atas, 2012; Chowdhury, 2012; Falomir & Laguna,

2012; Hamidi & Sarem, 2012; Moghadam, Samad & Shahraki, 2012; Weng, 2012).
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For example, Liang (2006) detected that the major function of code-switching was
unknown vocabulary, or Hussein (1999) found that the most important reason for
code-switching was the lack of equivalents in students’ L1 for English terms or
expressions. Similarly, Atas (2012) also found that code-switching was used to fill a
linguistic gap. Likewise, Moghadam, Samad and Shahraki (2012) found that the

teacher code-switched because of clarification and translation into L1.

The second and the third highest functions of the teachers’ code-switching in the
class are Contact and Directive since some students state that the teachers code-
switch to create a sense of belonging and to give tasks. Some researchers have also
suggested these functions of code-switching (Camilleri, 1996; Yletyinen, 2004;
Ustiinel & Seedhouse, 2005; Weng, 2012; Rose, 2006; Gulzar & Qadir, 2010;
Jingxia, 2010; Sampson, 2011; Moghadam, Samad & Shahraki, 2012; Mokgwathi &
Webb, 2013). For instance, Camilleri (1996) investigated that code-switching was
used to decrease the social distance between the teacher and the learners, or Atas
(2012) also revealed that teachers code-switched to deal with classroom discipline, to
give tasks and invite for participation. Mokgwathi and Webb (2013) found that
teacher code-switched to increase learners’ participation that suits to Contact
function. Similarly, Rose (2006) obtained that code-switching helped learners to feel
free. Likewise, Gulzar and Qadir (2010) revealed that the main function of the
teachers' code-switching were socialization and creating a sense of belonging.
Ustiinel and Seedhouse (2005) also found that one of the teachers’ function of code-
switching was encouragement to get the students to speak. Jingxia (2010) also
revealed that teachers code-switched to create a humorous atmosphere and to reduce

the distance between the languages.
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Finally, the last common functions of the teachers’ code-switching are Emotional
and Poetic. These functions of code-switching had the lowest frequency among the
participants. The use of these functions has been found in many other studies
(Jingxia, 2010; Martinez, 2010; Then & Ting, 2011; Atas, 2012; Hamidi & Sarem,
2012; Weng, 2012; Ibrahim, Shah & Armia, 2013). For instance, Hamidi and Sarem
(2012) reported that the teacher code-switched to joke. Similarly, Martinez (2010)
found that one of the functions of classroom code-switching was joking and teasing.
Jingxia (2010) also reported that the students asserted such situations of code-
switching as expressing emotions and creation a humorous atmosphere. Then and
Ting (2011) found that the most prevalent functions of code-switching were
reiteration and quotation. Likewise, lbrahim, Shah and Armia (2013) reported that
one of the function of classroom code-switching was direct quotations or reported

speech.

The results of the teachers’ questionnaire investigating their attitudes towards their
own use of code-switching in the class indicated that the teachers’ attitudes toward
their own code-switching in the class in negative. Thus, the vast majority of the
teachers believe that teaching courses only in English is beneficial to students.
Moreover, they suppose that using code-switching leads to the weakness of the
students’ English proficiency level. In addition, they assert they feel more
comfortable using only English when communicating with their students. The vast
majority do not believe that using code-switching makes materials easy to
understands or strengths students’ English level of proficiency. This finding goes
along with some researchers’ findings (Chowdhury, 2012; Cheng, 2013; Mokgwathi

& Webb, 2013). For instance, Mokgwathi and Webb (2013) reported that teachers
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confessed code-switching did not contribute to developing the learners’ proficiency
and confidence in speaking English. Likewise, Chowdhury (2012) found that even
though the students possess a positive attitude toward code-switching, the teachers

did not prefer code-switching in the classroom.

At the same time, this result does not coincide with many other research findings
(Camilleri, 1996; Yletyinen, 2004; Ahmad & Jusoff, 2009; Al-Nofaie, 2010; Jingxia,
2010; Then & Ting, 2011; Akynova, Zharkynbekova & Aimoldina, 2012; Weng,
2012; Akynova, Aimoldina & Agmanova, 2014). For example, Al-Nofaie (2010)
found that even though the teachers were aware of disadvantages of the use of code-
switching in the class, the attitudes of the teachers were positive. Similarly, Fatemi
and Barani (2014) reported that code-switching can be a useful strategy in classroom
activities. Likewise, Ahmad and Jusoff (2009) found that teachers’ code-switching

was an effective teaching strategy.

The reason for negative attitude toward code-switching, avoiding it, and trying to use
only English in the class might be the idea that teaching in English seems to be a
national trend, which pushes teachers to conduct classes only in English (Berger,
2011). Another reason for having negative attitude might be the fact that the students
expected their teachers to speak English. Thus, if they code-switch, their language
competence could be doubted. Dweik (2000) provided arguments for this option. He
found that the students hold negative viewpoints towards the teacher who code-
switched, as they believed their teacher to be incompetent in English. Moreover, they

could break the university language regulation (Cheng, 2013).
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According to the results of the students’ questionnaire investigating the students’
attitudes toward the use of teachers’ code-switching shows that the majority of the
students’ attitudes are negative. Although almost half of them believe that code-
switching strengthens their English proficiency level, most of them do not want their
teachers to code-switch. In addition, many of them could not determine if code-
switching makes learning process easier or what language they feel more
comfortable to communicate with the teachers. These findings correspond to some
others (Liang, 2006; Dweik, 2000; Rahimi & Jafari, 2011) For example, Rahimi and
Jafari (2011) found that majority of students believed that teachers should not code-
switch, even though they it facilitated their interactions. Dweik (2000) reported that

the students hold negative viewpoints towards the teacher who code-switched.

However, these findings are not supported by many other studies (Critchley, 1999;
Schweers, 1999; Olugbara, 2008; Alenezi, 2010; Martinez, 2010; Rukh, Saleem,
Javeed & Mehmood, 2012; Weng, 2012; Akynova, Aimoldina & Agmanova, 2014;
Younas, Arshad, Akram, Faisal, Akhtar & Sarfraz, 2014). For instance, Younas,
Arshad, Akram, Faisal, Akhtar and Sarfraz (2014) reported that a majority of
students agreed they feel comfortable with the teacher's code-switching, because they
feel difficult to understand words, concepts and terms of L2. Similarly, Schweers
(1999) revealed that the majority of the student code-switching made them feel more
comfortable and confident and helped to learn English. Olugbara (2008) reported that
the majority of the students preferred code-switching since it made subjects easier to
understand. Likewise, Akynova, Zharkynbekova, Aimoldina (2012) found that the

majority of students believed that code-switching promoted effective learning.
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The reason for negative attitude toward code-switching and preference of using only
English in the class might be the effect of the prestigious status of English in
Kazakhstani society. Thus, even if the only-English approach may seem difficult to
the students, they would like to prefer it as a sign of high status. Another reason
could be that the students would like to show off as speaking English can make smart
and cool image for them. One more reason for negative attitude toward code-
switching might be reflected by the university rules that try to encourage students to

use only English in the class.

It also was found that those participants whose native language is Kazaks, both the
teachers and the students, prefer code-switching in the class more than those whose
native language is Russian. Male participants, both the teachers and the students,
prefer code-switching more than female participants. This results could be caused by
less number of those whose native language is Kazak and male participants. It also
was found that the students of lower year of studying prefer code-switching more
than those of higher year of studying. As for the teachers, those with smaller
experience prefer code-switching more than those of bigger experience. Perhaps, the
students of lower years of studying have lower level of English proficiency and less
experience of studying in English. Due to this factor, they might prefer code-
switching more than those of higher year of studying whose English level of
proficiency and experience of studying in English might be higher. The reason for
preference for code-switching among less exercised teachers could be the same. Due
to less experience of teaching, they might prefer code-switching in the class more

than those who have bigger experience of teaching.
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5.3 Conclusion

This study attempted to make an analysis in the functions of teachers’ code-
switching in the class at Kazakh-British University in Almaty in the Republic of
Kazakhstan. It also looked into the teachers’ attitudes toward their own use of code-
switching and the students’ attitudes toward the teachers’ use of code-switching.
Besides, it tried to find out if the teachers’ attitudes corresponded to the students’

attitude.

The participants of the study constituted 50 teachers and 200 students. The teachers
taught courses at different departments and had different teaching experience (from 1
up to 25 years) and degree (MA/PhD). The students also studied at different
departments and were at different (from 1 up to 4) years of studying. All of the
participants had different ethnicities but native language for most of them was

Russian.

The study applied quantitative method of data collection. Therefore, the data was
collected through two questionnaires — students’ questionnaire and teachers’

guestionnaire.

The results of the data analysis showed that the most frequently used function of
code-switching by teachers was Metalinguistic since the teachers code-switched to
translate and clarify difficult vocabulary and terminology. Contact and Directive
functions are also used in the class by teachers because some students stated that the
teachers code-switched to create a sense of belonging and to give tasks. Emotional
and Poetic functions of code-switching are used rarely. In general, the teachers

participated in the survey kept code-switching to an effective minimum and do not
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usually used the native language in the class. Most of the teachers’ attitudes toward
their own use of code-switching were negative. They believed that teaching courses
only in English is beneficial to students. Thy also did not believe that using code-
switching made materials easy to understands or strengths students’ English level of
proficiency. On the contrary, they thought that using code-switching led to the
weakness of the students’ English proficiency level. Moreover, they seemed feel

more comfortable using only English when communicating with their students.

As for students, most of them also had negative attitude toward teachers’ code-
switching. Almost half of them believed that code-switching strengthens their
English proficiency level. Many of them also could not determine if code-switching
made learning process easier or what language they feel more comfortable to
communicate with the teachers. Despite of this most of them did not want their
teachers to code-switch. Thus, the teachers mostly cater to the needs of the students.

When the teachers’ and the students’ attitudes were compared, it was revealed that
the students were more positive than the teachers regarding the teachers’ use of code-
switching in the class. It was found that the students kept position that is more

neutral, while the teachers were against code-switching in the class.

It also was found that some personal characteristics such as native language, gender,
year of studying and teaching experience effect on preference for code-switching in
the class. Thus, those participants whose native language is Kazaks prefer code-
switching more than those whose native language is Russian. Males also prefer code-
switching more than females. The students of lower year of studying prefer code-
switching more than those of higher year of studying. As for the teachers, those with

smaller experience prefer code-switching more than those of bigger experience.
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5.4 Implications and Recommendations for the Further Research

The study provides some implications for language policy makers, teachers, and
researchers. Since the results of the study identified limited use of code-switching in
the class and the students’ preference of medium of instruction seems satisfied, the
decision makers should keep their language policy. The teachers should minimise the
use of code-switching in the class and switch only when it is necessary so that the
students would be able to comprehend materials and the teachers talk. The teachers
should also be aware of the cases when they should code-switch so that it could be
beneficial for the students. Observation committee should visit classrooms from time
to time to check if the teachers’ code-switching minimised and if it is beneficial for

the students. The observation committee should also give feedback to the teachers.

The researcher can give some suggestions to minimise code-switching. Firstly, the
teachers can explain and clarify difficult vocabulary and terminology by giving
definitions and synonyms in English. It will make the students get used to only-
English and not to expect translation. In opposite case, the students may learn to
expect that the teachers would translate vocabulary and they will not pay attention to
the English instructions (Yletyinen, 2004). It also will make them not to code-
switch, as they tend to follow their teachers (Yletyinen, 2004). In addition, the
teachers can use visual aids to make materials and their speech more comprehensible.
The researchers can suggest the discussion of new issues regarding the field. It
should be noted that not much research has been done in the issue of code-switching
in the educational space of Kazakhstan. This thesis is an attempt to make a step
towards the explanation of the functions of the teachers’ code-switching in the class

and attitudes toward it and requires further investigation. In order to attain more
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findings, the further research on this issue may include increasing the sample
population and conducting individual interviews. The same may include the different
ages, proficiency level and various speech communities. A further study can

investigate the influence of code-switching on students’ English proficiency level.
5.5 Limitations and Delimitations

It is important to mention that this study has limitations that can be addressed in
future students. The findings of the study cannot be generalised to other contexts. It
is so because of the limited number of participants and not taking into consideration
all possible variables (e.g., proficiency level of the participants, the students learning
styles, the teachers’ believes), which can influence the use of function of code-
switching and attitudes toward it. Moreover, the data was collected only though the

questionnaire that cannot give in-depth results.

At the same time, there are some delimitation of the study. It results can be a
sufficient due to the number of the population regarding the university where the
research has been conducted. In addition, there has not been conducted a study in this
context to investigate teachers’ use of code-switching in the class, their attitude
toward their own use of it and students attitude toward teachers’ code-switching in

the class.
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Appendix A. Teachers’ Questionnaire

This questionnaire is designed to find out your opinion about the language of
teaching at your classes. Please respond to all the questions below carefully and
honestly. Put the tick in the appropriate for u box. This is not a test and there are no
right or wrong answers. Your responses will be kept strictly confidential, and will
only be used for the purpose of this study. Your answers will not prejudice you in

any way.

Section A: Biographical information
1. What is your gender?

[ 1 Female ] Male
2. Education level: LI1Ma/Ms  LIphD

3. Teaching experience:

4. What is your native* language? (*by “native language” we mean a language that you
speak the best and use for thinking)

5. What language(s) do you speak other than your native?

6. To what ethnical group do you belong?

7. Which language(s) you used while teaching courses?

Section B: Teachers’ views about functions of code-switching in classes.
Guideline:

During your classes, you often use other languages (e.g. Kazakh or Russian) in combination
with English. This is known as code-mixing or code-switching. Please read each of the
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following statements very carefully and tick the answer which best describes your degree of
agreement or disagreement.

| use mixture of languages to

9016y A|Buons
9940y
[ed1naN
salbesig
salbesip Ajbuons

Express my emotions.

Express my feelings.

Give tasks

Give instruction.

Translate and clarify difficult
vocabulary.

Translate and clarify terminology.

Joke around with students.

Say poetic quotations.

Boost students to participate.

Create a sense of belongings.

Teaching courses only in English
language is beneficial to students.

Teaching courses in English and a
language other than English makes it
easy for students to understand.

| prefer teaching courses using mixture
of different languages.

| prefer teaching courses only in
English

Using a mixture of languages leads to
the weakness of students’ English.

Using a mixture of languages
strengthens students’ English.

| feel more comfortable when |
communicate with my students in
language other than English.
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| feel more comfortable when |
communicate with my students in
English.

Thank you for your cooperation!
About the author
The author is a MA student at English language teaching department in Eastern
Mediterranean University, Cyprus. She graduated with BA degree in Kazakh Ablai
khan University of International Relations and World Languages, Kazakhstan. She
currently works on her thesis, for which she conducting this survey.
If you have any questions, please, contact the e-mail: Almira-88@mail.ru
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Appendix B. Students’ Questionnaire

This questionnaire is designed to find out your opinion about the language of
teaching at your classes. Please respond to all the questions below carefully and
honestly. Put the tick in the appropriate for u box. This is not a test and there are no
right or wrong answers. Your responses will be kept strictly confidential, and will
only be used for the purpose of this study. Your answers will not prejudice you in
any way.
Section A: Biographical information.

1. What is your gender?

] Female [ Male

2. What is your age?

3. What was your previous language as medium of instruction before you
entered this university?

[] Kazakh

[1 Russian

[ Other (name which one)

4. What your year of studying are you in?
[ First-year

1 Second-year

[I Third-year

1 Fourth-year

5. What is your major?

6. What is your native* language? (¥by “native language” we mean a language
that you speak the best and use for thinking)

7. What language(s) do you speak other than your native?

8. What language(s) do use at your home with family members?

9. What language(s) do you use in communicating with your classmates and
teachers in classes?

10. What is your ethnicity?
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Section B: Students’ views about functions of code-switching in classes.

Guideline:

During your classes, your teachers often use other languages (e.g. Kazakh or
Russian) in combination with English. This is known as code-mixing or code-
switching. Please read each of the following statements very carefully and tick the
answer which best describes your degree of agreement or disagreement.

wn = O o

—+ _— —

- E3 | & | 8 2 | 3

Teachers use code-switching to = S = = & @
®Q @ pu = =

D = (¢o] ) D 1)

< - D (¢>]

Express their emotions.

Express their feelings.

Give tasks.

Give instruction.

Translate and clarify difficult
vocabulary.

Translate and clarify terminology.

Joke around with students.

Say poetic quotations.

Boost students to participate.

Create a sense of belongings.

Teaching courses only in English
language is beneficial to me.

Teaching courses in English and
language other than English makes it
easy for students to understand.

| prefer teachers using mixture of
different languages.

| prefer teachers using only English

Using a mixture of languages leads to
the weakness of my English.

Using a mixture of languages
strengthens my English.
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| feel more comfortable when |
communicate with my teachers in a
language other than English.

| feel more comfortable when |
communicate with my teachers in
English.

Thank you for your cooperation!
About the author
The author is a MA student at English language teaching department in Eastern
Mediterranean University, Cyprus. She graduated with BA degree in Kazakh Ablai
khan University of International Relations and World Languages, Kazakhstan. She
currently works on her thesis, for which she conducting this survey.
If you have any questions, please, contact the e-mail: Almira-88@mail.ru
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Appendix C. Descriptive Statistics

Std.

Items Mean L N
Deviation
Teachers use code-switching to express their 250
emotions. 3.72 1.145
Teachers use code-switching to express their 250
feelings. 3.8 1.054
Teachers use code-switching to give tasks. 3.3 1.273 250
Teachers use code-switching to give instructions. 3.31 1.228 250
Teachers use code-switching to translate and 250
clarify difficult vocabulary. 2.37 0.972
Teachers use code-switching to translate and 250
clarify terminology. 2.46 1.119
Teachers use code-switching to joke with 250
students. 3.87 1.071
Teachers use code-switching for quotations. 3.97 1.06 250
Teachers use code-switching to boost 250
participation. 3.8 0.95
Teachers use code-switching to create sense of 250
belongings. 3.47 1.166
Teaching courses only in English language is
beneficial to students. 250
2.25 1.063
Teaching courses in English and language other
than English makes it easy for students to 250
understand.
2.87 0.881
| prefer teachers using mixture of different
250
languages.
3.09 0.902
| prefer teachers using only English 250
2.4 0.972
Using a mixture of languages leads to the
weakness of students English. 250
3.03 0.953
Using a mixture of languages strengthens
students English. 250
3.32 0.879
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| feel more comfortable when | communicate

with my teachers/students in a language other

250
than English.
3.19 0.866
| feel more comfortable when | communicate
with my teachers/students in English. 250
2.62 0.794

84




Appendix D. Table of Correlations between Variables

Correlations

.. Lo o o

Ethnicity S «© N D

. . r~ — o

Comfortable with English '3 ~ D

Comfortable with _m.:@cmom « = 3

other than English. — ~ 3\

Mixture of languages o . 0 3

strengthens students’English o -~ N

Mixture of languages weakens < S 3

students’English < 0 N

. % % o

| prefer English = * 0

I prefer mixture of different oOJ. 10 g 3

languages o S 3V

Language other than English is M X 3

beneficial to students. o ¥ N

Only in English language is o Te) o
.. ! o

beneficial to students. = o - &

Teachers use code-switching to i =) o

. o = o]

create a sense of belomging. — ) 3V

Teachers use code-switching to '3 N 3

boost participation. — S Y

Teachers use code-switching to m o ™~ 3

quote. o ® — 2

._.mmo:.ma use code-switching to m ™ S 3

joke with strudents. o™ — 2

Teachers use code-switching to b ~ o

translate terminili < % 8 «

ranslate terminiligy. S )

Teachers use code-switching to o © o

o * = Te]

translare vocabulary. ™ e Y

Teachers use code-switching to S X o

. . . * Te]

to give instructions. -~ = Y

Teachers use code-switching to ‘% = o

R [e] N Lo

give tasks. — S N

Teachers use code-switching to S o o

. . o

express their feelings Q N N

Teachers use code-switching to = @ o

. . Lo

express their emotions. Q N 3N

(2] o o

Year of study M 3 3 e

Gender o 5o m

Native native language — m

Correlation | Sig N

native language
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**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

95




Appendix E. Specification for Preference for Code-

switching of Students

Dependent Variable: CS
Method: Panel Least Squares

Total panel (balanced) observations: 200

Variable Coefficient Std. Error t-Statistic Prob.

C 5.814025 0.082041 70.86693 0.0000

E 0.277262 0.241343 1.148829 0.2513

Kazakh 0.766290 0.193606 3.957983 0.0001

Y -0.432292 0.155238 -2.784708 0.0056

Male 0.349793 0.122891 2.846368 0.0670
Effects Specification

Cross-section fixed (dummy variables)

R-squared 0.946025 Mean dependent var 5.559613

Adjusted R-squared 0.931799 S.D. dependent var 3.312513

S.E. of regression 0.865072 Akaike info criterion 2.732418

Sum squared resid 289.6110 Schwarz criterion 3.614100

Log likelihood -566.4425 Hannan-Quinn criter. 3.078686

F-statistic 66.50012 Durbin-Watson stat 1.386410

Prob(F-statistic) 0.000000
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Appendix F. Specification for Preference for Code-

switching of Teachers

Dependent Variable: CS
Method: Panel Least Squares

Total panel (balanced) observations: 50

Variable Coefficient Std. Error t-Statistic Prob.

C 6.131381 0.086253 71.08593 0.0000
E 0.197225 0.233560 0.844430 0.3991
Kazakh 0.590622 0.198557 2.974578 0.0032
Experience -0.250746 0.156075 -1.606573 0.1092
Male 0.163555 0.087452 1.870224 0.0625

Effects Specification

Cross-section fixed (dummy variables)

R-squared 0.966248 Mean dependent var 5.607091
Adjusted R-squared 0.954335 S.D. dependent var 3.277344
S.E. of regression 0.700347 Akaike info criterion 2.346194
Sum squared resid 141.7505 Schwarz criterion 3.389663
Log likelihood -356.8540 Hannan-Quinn criter. 2.759749
F-statistic 81.11148

Prob(F-statistic) 0.000000
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Appendix G. T-test for Students

One-Sample Test

|t] df o 95% Confidence
oA = Interval of the
o o )
3 - Difference
[¢]
Lower Upper
Gender 3.11| 199 1.495 1.43 1.56
Year of study 222 199 2.410 2.28 2.54
Native language 5.25( 199 1.790 1.73 1.85
Ethnicity 1.54( 199 1.205 1.14 1.27
Teachers use code-switching to express their
] 98] 199 3.655 3.50 3.81
emotions
Teachers use code-switching to express their feelings | 1.43| 199 3.740 3.60 3.88
Teachers use code-switching to give tasks 1.98| 199 3.240 3.07 3.41
Teachers use code-switching to give instructions 1.96| 199 3.245 3.08 341
Teachers use code-switching to translate and clarify
- 432 199 2.310 2.18 2.44
difficult vocabulary
Teachers use code-switching to translate and clarify
) 3.81| 199 2.395 2.24 2.55
terminology
Teachers use code-switching to joke with students 1.32| 199 3.805 3.66 3.95
Teachers use code-switching to quote 1.44| 199 3.905 3.76 4.05
Teachers use code-switching to boost participation 221 199 3.735 3.61 3.86
Teachers use code-switching to create a sense of
} 1.02| 199 3.405 3.25 3.56
belongings
Teaching courses only in English language is
- 2.13| 199 2.185 2.04 2.33
beneficial to students
Teaching courses in English and a language other
) _ 1.67| 199 2.810 2.69 2.93
than English makes it easy for students to understand
| prefer teachers teaching courses using mixture of
1.84( 199 3.030 291 3.15
different languages
| prefer teachers teaching courses only in English 1.95| 199 2.340 2.21 2.47
Using a mixture of languages leads to the weakness of
1.01| 199 2.970 2.84 3.10
students’ English
Using a mixture of languages strengthens students’
) 96| 199 3.255 3.14 3.37
English
| feel more comfortable when | communicate with my
] ) 1.43( 199 3.125 3.01 3.24
teachers in language other than English
| feel more comfortable when | communicate with my
1.55( 199 2.560 2.45 2.67
teachers in English
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Appendix H. T-test for Teachers

95% Confidence
Interval of the

Mean .
I¢l df Difference Difference

Lower Upper
Gender 211 | 49 1.459 1.401 1531
Experience 3.22 | 49 2.374 2.251 2.511
Native language 425 | 49 1.754 1.701 1.821
Ethnicity 1.04 | 49 1.169 1111 1.241
Teachers use code-switching to express their emotions 0.78 49 3.619 3.471 3.781
Teachers use code-switching to express their feelings 1.33 49 3.704 3.571 3.851
Teachers use code-switching to give tasks 1.08 49 3.204 3.041 3.381
Teachers use code-switching to give instructions 1.96 49 3.209 3.051 3.381
Teachers use code-switching to translate and clarify difficult 3.32 49 2974 2151 2411
vocabulary
Teachers use code-switching to translate and clarify 151 49 2359 2911 2591
terminology
Teachers use code-switching to joke with students 1.02 49 3.769 3.631 3.921
Teachers use code-switching to quote 1.04 [ 49 3.869 3.731 4.021
Teachers use code-switching to boost participation 121 49 3.699 3.581 3.831
Teachers use code-switching to create a sense of belongings 132 49 3.369 3.221 3.531
Teaching courses only in English language is beneficial to 243 49 2149 2011 2301
students
Teaching courses in English and a language other than 167 49 2774 2661 2901
English makes it easy for students to understand
| prefer teachers teaching courses using mixture of different 054 | 49 2994 2881 3.121
languages
| prefer teachers teaching courses only in English 105 49 2.304 2.181 | 2.441
Using a mixture of languages leads to the weakness of 121 49 2934 2811 3.071
students’ English
Using a mixture of languages strengthens students’ English 0.76 49 3.219 3.111 3.341
| feel more comfortable when | communicate with my 1.97 49 3.089 2981 3211
teachers in language other than English
| feel more comfortable when | communicate with my 108 49 2524 2421 2 641
teachers in English
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Appendix I. T-distribution of Comparing Students’ and

Teachers’ Attitudes

Teachers Students
Null Hypotheses t-stat | decision | t-stat decision
“I prefer teachers teaching courses only
in English” does not affect code- 1.03 | Accept 1.35 | Accept
switching
“Using a mixture of languages leads to
the weakness of students’ English” does 1.21 | Accept 1.01 | Accept

not affect code-switching

“Using a mixture of languages leads to
the weakness of students’ English” does 0.76 | Accept 0.96 | Accept
not affect code-switching

“I feel comfortable with communicating
with my students/teachers in language
other than English” does not affect code-
switching

1.27 | Accept 1.43 | Accept

“Teaching courses only in English
language is beneficial to students” does 2.43 | Reject 2.13 | Reject
not affect code-switching

“Teaching courses in English and a
language other than English makes it
easy for students to understand” does not
affect code-switching

0.54 | Accept 0.84 | Accept

“I feel comfortable with communicating
with my students/teachers in EEnglish” 1.08 | Accept 1.55 | Accept
does not affect code-switching
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