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Tez : Ogrencilerde diller aras1 gecis: Ogretmen ve 6grenci

inanglar1 iizerine bir durum c¢alismasi.

Danigmani : Prof. Dr. Aysegiil Amanda YESILBURSA OGRENCILERDE
DILLER ARASI GECIiS: OGRETMEN VE OGRENCI iINANCLARI

USTUNE BIiR DURUM CALISMASI.

Bu durum ¢alismasinda, Tiirkiye’deki bir 6zel lisedeki 6grencilerin diller aras1 gegis
sebeplerinin ve fonksiyonlarinin 6grencilere uygulanan bir anket ve hem 6gretmen hem de
ogrencilerle gergeklestirilen yar1 yapilandirilmis goriismelerin analiz edilerek bulunmasi
amaglanmistir. Othman’in (2015) Machaal (2012) ve Al-Nofaie (2010) aragtirmalarindan
gelistirmis oldugu ve Appel ve Muysken’in (2006) diller aras1 gecis fonksiyonlari modeline
gore organize edilmis diller aras1 gegis anketi araciligiyla toplanan nicel veriler ANOVA ile
analiz edilmis, 12 6grenci ve 4 dgretmen ile gerceklestirilen yar1 yapilandirilmig goriismeler
sOylem analizi yontemiyle degerlendirilmistir.

Arastirmaya, Avrupa Dilleri Ortak Cerceve Programina gore Al, A2, B1 ve B2
seviyelerindeki 217 adet 9, 10 vell. sif 6grencileri katilmistir. Kendilerine uygulanan
anket sonrasinda, farkli seviyelerden rastgele segilmis 12 6grenci ile ve arastirmanin
yapildig1 okulda galismakta olan 4 Ingilizce 6gretmeni ile gerceklestirilen yari
yapilandirilmig goriismelerin tamami yaziya dokiilmiis ve icerik analizi yapilmistir.

Bu karma yontem c¢alismasi kullanilan arastirmada 6grencilerin diller arasi1 gegis
siklig1 ve cinsiyetleri, yaslari, dil yeterlilik seviyeleri, dil 6grenim egitim ge¢misleri,
yurtdisinda bulunmus ya da yasamis olmalar1 arasinda bir baglant1 olup olmadig1 bulunmasi
amaclanmustir.



Yapilan calismanin nicel sonuglari dgrencilerin, Ingilizce derslerinde zor konulari
aciklamak, yanlis anlamalar1 6nlemek, uygun Ingilizce bir karsilik bulamamak, kendini
acikca ifade etmek ve Tiirk¢e (anadilde) tartisilmasi daha uygun olan konular1 tartismak gibi
cesitli sebeplerle diller aras1 gecis yaptigini gostermistir.

Yar1 yapilandirilmis goriisme sonuglarina gore 6grencilerin diller aras1 gegis yapma
nedenleri kelime yetersizligi, kendini agik¢a ifade etmek, duygularini ifade etmek,
aktiviteleri daha kolay yapmak ve sakalasmak, 6gretmenlere gore 6grencilerin diller arasi
gecis yapma nedenleri ise kelime yetersizligi, kendini acik¢a ifade etmek, stresi azaltmak,
sakalasmak, kisisel meseleleri konugmak, dikkat cekmek ve aktiviteleri kolayca yapmak
olarak bulunmustur.

Ogrencilerin diller aras1 gegis yapma siklig1 ile bulunduklari siif seviyesi,
yurtdisinda yasamis olmak ve dil 6grenim ge¢cmisleri arasinda korelasyon bulunmamigsken,
ogrencilerin dil yeterlilik seviyeleri, yast ve yurtdisinda bulunmus olma tecriibesi arasinda
pozitif korelasyon bulunmustur.

Anahtar kelimeler: Diller aras1 gecis, diller aras1 gegis nedenleri, diller aras1 gecis
fonksiyonlari, ana dil kullanimi.
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STUDENT CODE SWITCHING AND STUDENT AND TEACHER BELIEFS
IN A PRIVATE HIGH SCHOOL IN TURKEY: A CASE STUDY.

This case study study aimed to investigate the reasons and the functions of student
code switching and both according to teachers and students in a private high school in
Turkey through the analysis of a questionnaire applied to students and interviews with both
students and teachers. While the quantitative data was collected through Othman’s (2015)
questionnaire which was adopted from Machaal's (2012) “investigation on the functions of
code switching”, and Al-Nofaie's (2010) research on “the role of students' first language in
class” and ordered following Appel & Muysken's (2006) model for functions of code
switching according to the answers from students and analysed by ANOVA descriptive
statistics, the qualitative data was obtained via semi-structured interviews, which were
conducted by 4 teachers and 12 students and analysed by conversation analysis.

217 students participated in the study from 9th,10th and 11th grades from the
predetermined levels according to the CEFR as Al, A2, B1 and B2. Following the
questionnaire, 12 students from different proficiency levels and 4 teachers, who were
currently teaching at the private high school where the study was conducted, were
interviewed. All interviews were transcribed.

Using a mixed method design, the study also aimed to reveal if there are any
significant differences between the frequency of code switching and the learners’ gender,
age, proficiency level, previous EFL learning experience (studying at a middle or high
school before), having been and living abroad.

The quantitative results of the study showed that students code switch for several
reasons such as; explaining difficult concepts, to avoid misunderstanding, not being able to

Vil



find the English (L2) equivalent, expressing oneself clearly and to discuss certain topics that
can be more appropriate to discuss in Turkish (L1).

Analysing the results gained from the qualitative findings, which were obtained from
semi structured interviews, for the reasons of student code switching were found to be
limited vocabulary, expressing oneself clearly, expressing emotions, carrying out tasks easily
and to crack jokes. The findings of the semi structured teacher interviews revealed that the
main reasons for student code switching according to teachers are; limited vocabulary,
expressing oneself clearly, decreasing anxiety, cracking jokes, to discuss personal issues, to
attract attention and to carry out tasks easily.

No correlation was found between the frequency of student code switching and the
learners’ grade, living abroad and previous EFL learning experience, while positive

correlation between the learners’ proficiency levels, age and experience of being abroad.

Key words: code switching,CS, code switching functions, code switching reasons, L1
use.
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CHAPTER 1
Introduction
This chapter consists of four sections. The first part provides information on the
background of the study. The second section explains the purpose of the study. The following
section presents the research questions and the last section concludes the introduction chapter
with the significance of the study.
1.1 Background of the Study
There are approximately 360 million native English speakers and more than 430
million people speaking it as a second language which makes English one of the topmost
spoken languages in the world (Klappenbach, 2019). English has been used as one of the
leading languages in many business sectors. Statistically, English-speaking countries lead in
the global economy (Zamora, 2020). As a result of this, the need and the use of English has
increased.

In Turkey, an OECD member, the situation is no different. Being a fluent speaker of
this language is considered as one of the most necessary qualifications in most business
scopes. “In addition to bringing high status to the individual in social terms, foreign language
proficiency plays an important role in extending job opportunities for individuals” (Ustiinel,
2016, p.6). That might be one of the main reasons why English is considered as one of the
main subjects at all grades of school life in Turkey, which is a country where English is taught
as a foreign language. Starting from primary school and even from kindergarten, especially at
private schools, English is the foreign language scheduled in the curriculum by the Ministry
of National Education all over the country. Starting from 2nd grade with a minimum of two
hours a week, the English lesson hours gradually increase up to 4 hours in governmental
schools. English is a compulsory lesson as a foreign language for 2nd, 3rd and 4th grades two

hours a week, for the 5th and 6th grades three hours a week and for the 7th and 8th grades,



four hours a week in state schools (Karanfil, 2019). According to the information provided by
MoNE foreign languages curriculum for foreign languages, 9th, 10th, 11th and 12th grades’
the curriculums are designed based on four hours of English lessons weekly (MoNe, 2012).
Yet, the weekly hour numbers vary at private schools, which are usually more than the hours
in state schools. Karanfil (2019) stated that in private schools these numbers doubled or
tripled.

The phenomenon of code switching, CS hereafter, has mostly been related to the
weakness or the inadequacy of proficiency or lack of information, sometimes by the school
managements, foreign language departments, some of the teachers and the students. “English
language teachers who teach in monolingual environments have for a very long time been
concerned about reducing or even abolishing student use of the mother tongue in the language
classroom” (Eldridge, 1996, p.303). As Macaro (2005) states the issue of CS is debated as it
reminds grammar translation method to educators and the ones who are conducting
researches. However, the use and the amount of CS has been decided by the school
managements of the foreign languages departments, yet CS referred as “contentious” by
Macaro (2015) because of the fact that some national agencies try to control what is being
done by teachers in the classrooms. He continued “As, unfortunately, teacher autonomy in the
past has not been shored up by strong research evidence, people in power have tried to impose
certain methodologies regardless of the lack of evidence for their propagation” (p.66). With
the light of these statements, it can clearly be understood that teachers should have the right to
be autonymus, which is directly related to CS in ESL classrooms, because when teachers are
under pressure in their working places whether to use L1 and L2 in the same classroom by
CS, it might have an impact in their teaching and it would affect the students inevitably.
Naturally, what is expected from a teacher by the administrations would be using a balanced

amount of L1 and L2 so as to avoid over use of CS in classrooms.



Looking through the literature, it can be seen that in Turkish EFL environments CS is
applied both by teachers and students (Cakmak, 2020; Demirci, 2014; Eldridge, 1996;
Horasan, 2013; Karaca, 2019; Moran, 2009; Yataganbaba, 2014). For example, Bilgin (2015)
worked with five student teachers to investigate their way of thinking in relation to CS in their
classrooms by video recording their classes and interviewing them on their beliefs in CS,
which were followed by stimulated recall interviews. Using thematic analysis, the revealed
findings were that “code switching is more than merely a linguistic matter; it is also indicative
of a number of other dimensions including how teachers define themselves professionally,
teacher beliefs, teacher identity, affective factors influencing teachers, and their relationships
with supervisors” (p.xii).

Another study conducted in Turkish EFL context on functions of student CS was by
Kavak (2016). She observed classes of a private language course for adults for two months.
Through observations, questionnaires and audio recordings it was revealed that CS was not
always connected to learners’ ability levels, but it was used for communicative functions in
the classroom.

CS is observed on situational or contextual basis, and it is a concept that needs to be
analysed from both teachers’ and learners’ perspectives separately and with its various
reasons. Additionally, it should be kept in mind that CS is quite a multidimensional term, and
should be studied from various aspects such as; teachers, students, and their beliefs etc... as
well as CS functions and reasons. There are many studies on CS in the literature around the
world on CS (e.g., Atkinson, 1993; Burden, 2011; Cole 1998; Macaro, 1997 & 2001; Shay,
2015; Weschler, 1997; Willis & Willis, 2007) and Turkey (e.g., Eldridge, 1996; Horasan
2013; Karatas, 2016; Sert, 2005; Tanriseven, 2020; Ustunel, 2004; Yataganbaba, 2014) .
While some researchers analysed the issue only from the teachers’ perspectives (e.g., Duff &

Polio, 1990; Yiltanlilar & Caganaga, 2015; Inan, 2016) others investigated the L1 use in the



classroom from the students’ perspectives (e.g., Galali, 2017; Kharma & Hajjaj, 1989;
Marwa, 2014; Sonmez, 2020; Swain & Lapkin, 2000).

Macaro in a case study, with six student teachers in secondary school level (Macaro,
2001) , investigated the use of L1, which was English, aimed to analyse the amount of L1
usage of teachers and comparatively low levels of L1 use by the student teachers were
revealed. Additionally, it was found out that the amount of teacher students’ L1 use did not
affect the quantity of learners’ use of L1 or L2, which was French. Another study by Macaro
(2020), in which the TL was Spanish, was conducted through an extensive survey that
revealed that greater use of L1 was reported by teachers in England than the teachers in Spain.
He explained that contextual factors such as the national policies and the social value of the
target language being learned helps explaining the differences in teachers’ practices.

Sal1 (2014), conducted a study in Turkish EFL context on “how Turkish teachers of
English as a foreign language (EFL) use the first language (L1) in their classrooms” to
examine the functions of L1 in three EFL classrooms in a secondary school through audio-
recorded observations and semi-structured interviews. The three major functions of teachers'
use of L1 were stated as academic, managerial and social/cultural.

Another example of relevant studies from the literature on student CS was carried out
in Portugese context by Amorim (2021). He investigated CS in student-to-student interaction
to illustrate how students CS from L2 to L1 especially while working together in group work
etc. He stated that either consciously or unconsciously, CS helps students “perform different
pragmatic functions” in the task being carried out. Sonmez (2020) studied the relationship
between CS beliefs of university preparatory students and anxiety in Turkish EFL context.
Using a quantitative data collecting model, she conducted her research on participants from
two separate private universities from three proficiency levels. Analysing the data, one of the

findings revealed that student CS and anxiety were related.



To my knowledge, the current study is one of the few studies that has been conducted
in a private high school in Turkey. It adopts a mixed method approach that not only presents
quantitative data but also qualitative data gathered by means of semi structured interviews to
support the previous one. The semi structured interviews were applied to both students and
teachers to have a broader perspective of their beliefs and the preferred functions of CS. Even
though many studies focused on both teacher and student CS, it can be seen that researchers
have focused more on the teachers’ CS use and its aspects. As the amount of CS has been
determined by the teachers’ attitudes rather than the students’, it is still the teacher who sets
the limits to balance the use of L1 in classrooms. The probability of why it has been searched
in depth has been explained by Boztepe (2009)

“Classroom interaction has long been narrowly defined from the perspective of
teacher talk only. In the same vein, studies of CS in the classroom have for years focused
almost exclusively on teachers' use of alternation” (p.11).

Sal1 (2014) stated that it could be useful in terms of “comparing student and teacher
use” of L1 to focus on L1 learners' views on L1 use. Yet, still a great number of research has
been made aiming to investigate CS from the learner perspective. In the literature, it can be
seen that both teachers and students apply CS in their learning environment with different
purposes. Hence, there is the need to find out the reasons behind L1 usage and its amount in
EFL classrooms so that teachers and the educational institutions can look for ways to benefit
from it.

Many researchers have come to the conclusion that use of L1 is beneficial for various
reasons in language learning (Canagarajah,1995; Eldridge, 1996; Ferguson, 2009; Harbord,

1992; Macaro, 2001; Martin, 2005; Nation, 2003; Sert, 2005; Skiba, 1997; Turnbull, 2000).



Zulfikar (2018) stated that “Using L1 in the classroom does not hinder learning, and
that L1 has a facilitating role to play in the classroom and can help L2 learning and
acquisition” (p.43). Similarly, Mehdi and Miinevver (2011) revealed in their study that “first
language is one of the useful resources that students bring to the L2 classroom and can be
used in a judicious fashion”. Another researcher claiming L1 use in EFL classrooms is
Macaro (2020). He stated that while learning L2, L1 might contribute to the process of
learning. Even though CS studies in Turkish EFLcontext have increased in number, there is
still the need for further research at high school level. More studies have been suggested by
Ustiinel (2004) thus the present study has been designated to find out high school students’
CS beliefs and functions, and to reveal whether it can contribute to EFL classrooms and L2
learning process. The research aspires to find out if high school students and teachers can
benefit from the findings on the amount of CS and the reasons why it is used. In order to
reveal relevant findings 221 students will be asked to complete a questionnaire on the
functions of CS, which will be followed by semi-structured interviews with four teachers and
twelve students to elicit their beliefs and reasons for CS. As mentioned earlier, this study will
provide analysis of both qualitative and quantitative data collected to gather information on
various aspects of CS in the EFL context, such as functions of student CS and its correlation
to age, gender, grade, proficiency level, previous EFL learning experience, having been and
living abroad as well as student and teacher beliefs on CS.

1.2. Purpose of the Study

The use of L1 in EFL classrooms plays a crucial role in EFL context. Thus, finding
out why the members of the EFL classroom switch to L1 is of great importance in terms of
maintaining valuable learning. The purpose of the study is to analyse the reasons for student
CS from English to Turkish in EFL classes in a private high school from the students’ and

teachers’ perspectives. It will also reveal if there is a relationship between CS frequency and



the students' gender, age, proficiency level, previous EFL learning experience, having been
and living abroad. Also, the study aims to investigate whether teachers' beliefs on the reasons
and functions of student CS correspond with the data collected from the students through a
questionnaire and fill the gap in the literature studies on CS in Turkish ELT context,
specifically in high school level. Due to the scarcity of research on CS at private high schools,
this study is also aiming to enable teachers, students and school managements to make use of

CS in EFL classrooms.

1.3. Research Questions

This study will aim to reveal answers to the following research questions.

1. What are the reasons for CS for students?
2. What are the reasons for students' CS according to teachers?
3. Avre there any significant differences between the frequency of student CS

according to their

a. gender?

b. age?

C. grade?

d. proficiency level?

e. previous EFL learning experience (studying at private or governmental middle
schools)?

f. having been abroad?

g. living abroad?

1.4. Significance of the Study
Even though in the last decades, several studies have been conducted on CS, both in
Turkey and all around the world, there is still a lot to investigate, especially at high school

level in Turkish EFL context, as the studies conducted in Turkey have mostly been conducted



at universities until now (e.g., Atas, 2020; Cakmak, 2020; Horasan, 2013; Kavak, 2016;
Sonmez, 2020; Sahin, 2019; Moran, 2009). Therefore, there seems to be a gap in the literature
in terms of high school EFL students’ CS. One of the significant aspects of this study is that
even though there has been an increase in CS research in Turkey, no other studies to my
knowledge in the private high school EFL classroom concept in Turkey have been conducted.
By investigating the functions of student CS, the current study will aim to answer why high
school students who participated in this case study CS in EFL classrooms and if their gender,
age, grade, proficiency levels, previous EFL learning experience and having been or living
abroad are related to their CS frequency. Moreover, the present study will seek answers for
student CS from teachers’ perspectives by supporting the findings by semi structured
interviews.

The data gathered through student questionnaires in this study has been strengthened
by semi-structured interviews which were carried out both by students and teachers, with the
aim of providing an in-depth understanding of student CS reasons, their attitudes towards CS
and students’ beliefs on CS. Using both quantitative and qualitative data collecting methods,
this study will compare the answers got from teachers and the students, to find out if teacher
and student beliefs on CS match.

In addition to the previous significance, this study will contribute to the views in its
setting, which is a private high school in Bursa, and other private high school settings on high
school students’ CS functions and beliefs, which can contribute to the awareness of CS in
high school EFL classrooms. Furthermore, being the first study carried out, the current study
will be the first one to have been conducted at that private high school in Bursa, which
hopefully contributes to L1 use of both students and teacher participants of the study and

provides them insight.



Another significance of the study is investigating when to or whether to apply CS in
EFL classrooms in the light of data collected both from teachers and students with the
intention of contributing to the literature. This study will implement an analysis of student CS

from the aspect of functions, and what is more, beliefs of both teachers and students on it.

1.5. Conclusion

This chapter presented some background information about CS with references to the
relevant literature. Then, the purpose of the study was presented, which was followed by the
research questions of the present study. Following the research questions, the significance of

the study was explained. In the following chapter, the literature review is presented.



10

CHAPTER 2
Literature Review
2.1. Introduction
This chapter consists of five main sections. The first section provides some historical
information about CS and its definitions. The second section gives information about the
place of CS in the EFL context. The third section provides detailed information about
functions of CS, which is followed by the fourth section where information about the types of

CS is presented. The fifth section is on the reasons for CS.

2.2. What is code switching?

Although CS has been a hotly debated topic in sociolinguistics for over four decades,
it is only relatively recent that it has attracted the attention of researchers in the field of
language teaching and learning (e.g., Eldridge, 1996; Macaro, 2005; Ustiinel and Seedhouse,
2005). Hence, at this point it would be pertinent to present a definition of CS in general, and
how it is defined within the specific context of language teaching.

Before explaining the term CS, defining the term “code” is needed. Gardner and
Chloros (2009) defined code as an umbrella term that includes the sub-dimensions of
language. Wardaugh (2010) claims that a code can be defined as a system used for
communication between two or more parties on any occasion. Bernstein (1971) stressed that
in linguistic terms, one code is not superior to another.

The term CS has been defined in numerous ways. One of the earliest definitions of CS
was given by Hymes (1977), who defined CS as “the alternate use of two or more
languages”. Another similar explanation has been made by Jingxia (2010) by referring to CS
“as the shift from one language to another within a conversation or utterance.” According to
Carter and Nunan, (2001) CS is a linguistic phenomenon in which “the speaker shifts from

one language to another in the same discourse”.
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There are more specific definitions of CS as it occurs between the teacher and the
students, or student to student in the language classroom context. As Sert (2005) stated "In
ELT classrooms, code switching comes into use either in the teachers’ or the students’
discourse™ (p.1). However, it can be seen in the functions of CS that, sometimes it occurs
undeliberately even though it is deliberate most of the time. Waris (2012) explains CS as;

“Code switching is a widely observed phenomenon in multilingual and multicultural
communities especially in foreign language teaching. In ELT classrooms, code switching
comes into use either in the teachers’ or the students’ discourse” (124).

Although Wardhaugh (1992) uses the word deliberate in his definition of code mixing
which is usually confused with CS. However, CS does not only occur deliberately. There are
many factors causing the speaker to code switch such as; the interlocutor, social role, domain,
topic, venue, medium and type of interaction (Riehl, 2005). Bokamba (1989) explains the
difference between CS and code mixing with his two separate definitions:

“Code mixing is the embedding of different linguistic units such as affixes (bound
morphemes), words (unbound morphemes), phrases and clauses from a cooperative activity
where the participants, in order to in infer what is intended, must reconcile what they hear
with what they understand.”

He additionally states that “Code-switching is the mixing of words, phrases and
sentences from two distinct grammatical (sub) systems across sentence boundaries within the
same speech event” (p. 279).Whereas Lin (2013) states “Whether we refer to it as code
mixing, switching or alternation, this “code-X" terminology begs the question of whether
language should, in the first place, be conceptualized as discrete “codes” with stable
boundaries” (p.195). Looking through the literature on CS, there are many scientists who
claim that CS and code mixing cannot be considered as the same term, whereas some others

oppose. Horasan (2013), Muysken (2000), and Ustiinel (2016) have all made separate
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explanations for CS and code mixing. ” Appel & Muysken (1987) explained the confusion on
CS which was referred as “being a grammarless mixture™ by Time Magazine at the time
might be stemming from the use of “the term mixing in scholarly discourse”.On the other
hand, Ustunel (2004) stated that CS is also called by different names in the literature such as;
code alteration, language mixing or language alternation. However, in this study, only the
term “code switching” will be used for consistency.
2.3. Functions of Code Switching

Similar to the definition of CS, many categorizations of its functions have been
made by several scientists. As well as common categorizations, some scientists like Macaro
and Hobbs categorized the functions of CS only from the teachers’ perspective. However,
there are many sources in the literature, categorizing the functions of CS from the students’
perspectives.

Bokamba (1989) explains CS as “the mixing of words, phrases and sentences from
two distinct grammatical (sub)systems across sentence boundaries within the same speech
event” (p. 278). Similarly, Myers-Scotton (2006), states that CS is the use of two language
varieties in the same conversation and can occur between speakers, or between sentences in
the same speaker’s turn, or within a sentence.

Appel & Muysken’s (1987) categorization of functions of CS, which the
questionnaire used in this study have been inspired from, is as follows, poetic functions,
expressive functions, directive functions, referential functions, phatic functions and linguistic
functions. Appel and Muysken (1987) did not specify the type of CS functions according to
teachers or students. However, many researchers analysed the function of CS in that sense.
From a distinctive point of view, Macaro (1997) lists the functions of CS after observing the

teachers’ process of teaching for the teachers only as “to give instructions related to
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activities, to translate and check comprehension to give individual comments to students,to
give feedback, to maintain discipline”.

It is believed that there are several functions of CS, some of which have been
categorized by Huang (2008) as: ““a linguistic gap, repeating the same patterns, tattle telling,
translating, attracting attention, expressing emotions, avoiding punishment, turning to the L1
in the existence of native teachers”. Similar to Huang’s eight functions, Saville-Troike (1982)
also put the functions of CS into eight categories which are; “softening or strengthening of a
request or command intensification/elimination of ambiguity, humorous effect, direct
quotation and repetition, ideological statement, lexical need, exclusion of other people within
hearing, avoidance strategy, and repair strategy”.

Even though some of the functions on these lists are similar to each other, some do not
show any resemblance to each other. As mentioned, there are many researchers with different
lists of the CS functions. With twelve different functions on his list Hobbs (2010) has the
longest list of the CS functions. Hobbs categorized CS functions in mostly one-word phrases
which makes it easier to understand: “Opening, warm-up, instructions, explanation, checking
comprehension, translation, timekeeping, praise, elicitation, answering students’ questions
and correction”. In contradistinction from Hobbs list, Flyman-Mattson and Burenhult (1999)
categorized the functions of CS in only three ways: “Affective function, socializing and
repetitive functions”. Reyes (2004) on the other hand, puts CS functions in two categories
only as “situational CS and metaphorical CS”.

Cook (2008), who is amongst the researchers who believes that CS in class is
acceptable lists the CS functions as: reporting someone else’s speech, interjecting,
highlighting particular information, switching to a topic more suitable for one language,
changing the speaker’s role, qualifying the speech, singling out one person to direct speech at,

ignorance of a form in one language (p. 176).
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Twelve functions for teacher CS were concluded by Ustiinel and Seedhouse (2005) as:
“dealing with procedural trouble, dealing with classroom discipline, expressing social
identity, giving an L1 equivalent, translating into the L1, dealing with a lack of response in
the L2, providing a prompt for L2 use, eliciting an L1 translation, giving feedback, checking
comprehension in the L2, providing meta-language information, and giving encouragement to
participate”. Various researchers from both Turkey and around the world, have identified,
analysed and listed the functions of CS from the students’ perspectives (e.g., Elridge, 1996;
Sert, 2005; lliana, 2004; Horasan, 2014; Prelovskaia, 2013).

Elridge (1996) has been one of the few researchers that analysed functions of CS
according to students. According to him, the functions of student CS can be grouped as;
equivalence, floor-holding, reiteration, and conflict control. Sert (1998) explains equivalence
as “equivalence functions as a defensive mechanism for students as it gives the student the
opportunity to continue communication by bridging the gaps resulting from foreign language
incompetence.” The following function is “Floor-holding”, which can be explained as the
learner using L1, when he/she cannot come up with the right word to use at the time of
speaking. 1n other words, the learner uses the floor holding function when he/she cannot
remember a word or cannot find the right structure to use. The third CS function of students is
reiteration. Eldridge (1996) explains it as “messages are reinforced, emphasized, or clarified
where the message has already been transmitted in one code, but not understood” (p.306). The
last student CS function to be discussed is conflict control. Sert (1998) refers to CS as a

strategy to help the student “transfer the intended meaning” (p.4).

2.4. Reasons for code switching
To find out the reasons lying behind CS was one of the main aims of the present
study. Going further deep in research, it was seen that two terms which are functions and

reasons have been used by the researchers in the literature to explain why CS is used. While
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some researchers used the term functions, others preferred to use reasons to mention the
motives for CS. Reasons for CS have been categorized in numerous ways by many scientists
in the literature.

The functions and types of the two teachers’ use of CS for two proficiency levels has
been explained by Greggio and Gloria Gil (2007) from both teachers’ and learners’
perspectives. They claimed that both pre intermediate and beginner group teachers use CS to
facilitate and clarify grammatical structures, rules, words and expressions. Yet, a beginner
group teacher uses CS to mark the beginning of a class and to get learners’ attention too.
Findings from Greggio and Gil (2007) from the learners’ perspective provide data on pre
intermediate and beginner student groups and their CS use. What was revealed in their study
was both level students use CS to maintain the flow of the conversation, to ask for equivalents
and grammatical rules. What was observed in pre intermediate group students was using CS
to fill a linguistic gap.

In the way Macaro (1997) listed the functions of CS only from the teachers’
perspective, Horasan (2014) categorized the reasons of CS based on teachers as: opening,
warm-up, instructions, explanation, checking comprehension, translation, timekeeping, praise,
elicitation, answering students’ questions, correction. Similar to the functions of CS, some
researchers preferred to analyse the reasons of CS from teachers’ and the learner's
perspectives separately, while many preferred to refer to the reasons of CS as a whole.
Morris’ (1997) approach to CS reasons in EFL classrooms from both teachers’ perspectives is
listed as cited by Bilgin (Bilgin, 2015, p.2). Reasons for teacher CS was stated by Morris in
six items as:

“l. Teachers’ limited ability to speak the language they teach.

2. Beliefs that students are incapable of understanding the target language given

because of their limited proficiency level in that language.
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3. Students’ low level of motivation.

4. Teachers’ difficulty managing the class with target language us

5. The intractability of certain teaching methods that privilege the use of mother

tongue.

6. The profession’s traditional emphasis on reading and translation at the expense of

teaching for the development of the ability to communicate”.

The use of mother tongue in language classes has been debated for a while and it can
be seen that the concept of using L1 in EFL classrooms is both a fragile and a contentious
matter. What is more, the concept is multidimensional as the amount of it is crucial both for
students and the teachers, while some oppose to the use of L1 in language classrooms entirely.
“As the use of the mother tongue is a very delicate subject, the right time and place to use it
seems to be rather complex” (Kafes, 2011, p.132). Many studies, as mentioned in the
previous sections, in the literature aimed to find out if the use of L1 is acceptable in EFL
classrooms or not. The ongoing debate on the L1 use in EFL classrooms formed the
discussion on CS in EFL classrooms. Therefore, CS has been analysed through both from
teachers and learners’ perspectives. Attitudes, perspectives, beliefs of CS users in EFL
classrooms have been studied as well as CS functions. What was revealed after many studies
on it, it was seen that CS exists in EFL classrooms and it has many functions, mostly
beneficial. (Cole, 1998; Cook, 2001; Diaz, 2020; Ferguson, 2003; Horasan, 2014; Macaro,
2001,2005; Sert, 2005; Simasiku, Kasanda and Smit, 2015; Yletyinen, 2004).

2.5. Types of code switching

Unlike CS definitions and functions, there are less classification lists on the types of
CS. Bista’s and Poplack’s types of CS are distinctively the most recognized categorizations in
the whole literature which show resemblance. Poplack (1980) classified CS in his study based

on linguistic features as, "switching between sentences, switching in sentence and suffix and
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exclamation switching". Poplack (1980), Bista (2010) and Hoffman (1991) all classified CS
under three main categories, which are almost identical, which shows that there are three main
types of CS in the literature.

Bista (2010) explains inter-sentential, intra-sentential and extra-sentential / tag
switching CS types as follows:

Inter-Sentential CS:

In inter-sentential CS, the language switch is done between two sentences. Inter-
sentential CS can generally be observed in bilingual speakers’ contexts are the ones that this
type of CS can mostly be seen. The speaker makes one sentence in the target language and the
other one in their mother tongue.

An example for inter sentential CS would be;

You don’t study at all. Nasil mezun olacaksin ki? (You don’t study at all. How will you
even graduate?).

Intra-Sentential CS:

Intra- sentential CS on the other hand is usually done unconsciously at the time of
speaking, and the speakers are usually not aware that they switch codes.

For example: You cannot succeed in your exams, ¢iinkii ¢calismiyorsun (You cannot
succeed in your exams, because you don’t study).

Extra-Sentential CS or Tag Switching:

Extra-Sentential or Tag Switching is usually performed by using just one word or
phrase. And, it is a kind of Intra- sentential CS.

For example: Yani what goes around, comes around (I mean what goes around,

comes around).
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2.6. Code switching and EFL

Using L1 in English as a foreign language classes has been debated for a long time,
however, it was not until the last few decades that the number of research conducted on the
issue has increased. Sal1 (2014) states “The sustained debate as to the role of L1 in foreign
language classrooms has sparked considerable research interest in the field of ELT” (p.309).

The debate on the use of L1 in ELT, enabled the debates and research on CS in EFL
context.

For example, in his review of TESOL at 40 years, Canagarajah (2006) underlined that
CS in the classroom necessitated careful thinking about “the appropriate corpus in acquisition
planning in local communities” (p.22). Cook (2001), referred to CS as “a shift between
languages in the middle of conversation when interlocutors knew these languages”. As many
other issues in the literature, CS has been considered as a controversial one, as using L1 in L2
classrooms was even banned throughout the history of language teaching.

Looking through the history of EFL, even though the use of L1 was encouraged when
Grammar-Translation Method was on the rise, there has always been contradiction in the EFL
methodology on the use of L1 in EFL classrooms. The Grammar Translation Method was
followed by the Direct Method, which had some strong opinions as banning L1 in the
classroom environment.

After the Direct Method, there came the Audiolingual Method, which continued to
emphasize the banning of L1 while learning the language. “Repetition and memorization”
were some of the characteristics of the Audiolingual Method, as mentioned by Brooks (1964).
The methods that argued on the benefits of the use of L1 on a limited amount in EFL
classrooms were the Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) and Task Based Method.

Several studies have been made and several ideas have been quoted on L1 use in the

classrooms through the EFL history. Not a final decision has been made, as the subject needs
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to be studied by taking all the variables into consideration as the teachers’ and the students’
beliefs, perceptions, attitudes towards the issue, as well as the classroom environments and all
of its variables. Macaro (2001) stated that “some national curricula appear to be quite
assertive in their recommendations for use of the L1. Some advocate the total exclusion of the
L1 on the grounds that it inhibits L2 acquisition and learning or that it communicates the
wrong messages about the TL” (p. 532).

After the adjustments and changes in the Turkish education system that were made by
MOoNE, the curriculum was designed included more English in the education system and it
was obligatory for all Turkish education institutions to teach English starting from the 4™
grade. The new system also included “a communicative language approach” (Kirkgdz, 2005).

Harbord (1992) states that L1 is a natural communication tool between teachers and
students even though he strictly bans the use of L1 while explaining grammar. Even the
classroom atmosphere and classroom interaction dynamics have an effect on the use of CS in
a classroom both by teachers and the students.

Atkinson (1993), who refers to CS as a “positive resource”, stated that L1 cusage can
be beneficial if it is used in a balanced and appropriate way, however he also mentioned that it
was hard to reach “the right balance or a perfect model” in L1 use. Cook (1991) stated that he
believes that it is a good idea and a method to implement L1 into the activities used in second
language learning classrooms. He even mentions a method that can be used in multilingual
classrooms where the students code switch to learn each other’s languages.

“Although it is not favoured by many educators, one should have at least an
understanding of the functions of switching between the native language and the foreign
language and its underlying reasons. This understanding will provide language teachers with a

heightened awareness of its use in classroom discourse and will obviously lead to better
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instruction by either eliminating it or dominating its use during the foreign language
instruction™ (Sert, 2005, p.1).

As mentioned by Sert (2005), using CS in the classroom environment has and will
have its pros and cons. Throughout the history of ELT, there have been times in the old days
when the use of L1 in ELT classes was not approved, and also considered as inconvenient and
disadvantageous. With the light of the research conducted and the changes in the
methodology and approaches in English teaching, this shallow belief started to change. These
days many researchers, for instance; Burden (2011), Dash and Tang (2002) and Scweers
(1999) state that CS should be allowed whenever necessary with some learners in specific
situations in order to enhance learning.

Weschler (1997) and Willis (1981) are two examples of the researchers mentioning
that the use of L1 can be beneficial in EFL classrooms. Weschler (1997) brings out that L1
can be used during brainstorming in warm-up periods of the EFL classes, while Willis (1981)
claims we can take advantage of L1 on time efficiency. As Skiba (1997) comments, “code
switching is not a language interference on the basis that it supplements speech. Where it is
used due to an inability of expression, code switching provides continuity in speech rather
than presenting an interference in language” (p.2).

Similarly, Cole (1998) claims that avoiding the use L1 can cause “bizarre behavior”
and learning a language is quite hard so it could be frustrating for the learners to be educated
following the principles of direct method, which is target language only, whereas both
students and teachers can save time by using L1 in the classroom.

Teachers will find for themselves when L1 is genuinely needed and beneficial. “By
regularly considering when and how to use L1, and the circumstances under which it will
facilitate student learning without making it an onerous experience, teachers can provide a

safe and stimulating environment for language learning” (Cole, 1998 ,p.12).
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The fact that L1 has been used in EFL classrooms both by teachers and the students
and will continue to be used cannot be denied, and throughout the history of CS it is obvious
that as more research has been conducted, the ideas seem to be altering. By integrating L1 in
EFL lessons and benefiting from it seems to be the growing belief, recognising usage balance
and the reasons behind are crucial. Atkinson’s (1987) list of the necessary uses of CS is
followed by some undesirable results as cited in Demirci (2014);

“a. The teacher and/or the students begin to feel that they have not “really” understood

any item of language until it has been translated.

b. The teacher and/or the students may oversimplify to the point of using crude and

inaccurate translation.

c. Students speak to the teacher in their mother tongue when they are quite capable of

expressing what they mean in the target language.

d. Students fail to realize that during many activities in the classroom it is crucial that

they use only English” (pp. 243-246).

2.6.1. International Studies on CS

There is a considerable number of studies carried out on the topic of CS in the
literature. What has been investigated on CS can be divided into three sections, the ones
conducted on only students, only teachers and both. Through the literature there are examples
of CS research on the amount, functions, perceptions, beliefs and lastly the attitudes towards
it, some of which have only been carried out on students whereas some only on teachers,
while some were aiming to analyse data on both teachers and students in the same study
(Ahmad, 2009; Cole, 1998; Cook, 2001; Eldridge, 1996; Macaro, 2001; Sert, 2005; Stern,
1992; Skiba, 1997; Levine, 2011; 2014).

There are several examples of CS studies around the world from the teachers’

perspectives. Macaro (1997) investigated the beliefs and attitudes of senior teachers in three
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separate groups in Wales and found out that almost 50% of those newly graduated teachers
would use L1 to give and clarify the classroom instructions and feedback, using
questionnaires, semi structured interviews and classroom observations. Algarin-Ruiz (2014),
conducted a study in the USA with the teachers of a K8 school to find out teachers'
knowledge on CS and how they deal with it in the classroom. The results were that teachers
used CS to improve learners’ language and whenever students needed assistance in
vocabulary matters. Cancino and Diaz (2020) aimed to explore CS behaviours of EFL high
school teachers in Chile and found out that L1 holds a significant place in EFL classrooms
and it is used for various reasons. A similar study was carried out by Simasiku, Kasanda and
Smit (2015) with twelve high school teachers in Namibia to find out if CS enhances students’
academic achievement. And the result revealed it definitely did.

Other examples of studies conducted are handling the concept of CS from both
teachers’ and students’ perspectives. (Al-Noifaie, 2010; Dykhanova, 2015; Fachriyah, 2017;
Rathert, 2012). Zulfikar (2018), conducted his study in the Indonesian context. What was
found out was that use of L1 in the classroom is beneficial both for students and teachers in
terms of learning acquisition.

There are also some studies that were conducted to find out information about student
CS. Arenas-Iglesias (2016) conducted a study on “students’ opinions about the use of L1 in an
intermediate level course” in Mexico using a mixed method design at a private university.

Taking all the perspectives ( teachers’, students’ and both) into consideration, it can
be seen through the literature there has been an increase in the number of studies on CS, as the

interest in CS is arousing.

2.6.2. CS studies in Turkey
A great deal of studies conducted in Turkey focused on the perceptions of CS (Uz,

2019; Karakaya, 2019), attitudes towards CS (Cakmak, 2020; Coskun, 2006), functions of it
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(Sert, 2005; Karaca, 2019, Kavak ,2016; Horasan, 2013; Atas, 2012), beliefs on CS (S6nmez,
2020; Bilgin, 2015). However, there is a scarcity in studies conducted at private high schools.
Therefore, this present research is aiming to fill this gap in the literature.

Horasan (2013) conducted a case study to find out the amount of CS for both teachers
and students, in terms of switch types, initiation patterns, and the discourse functions of code-
switching, she also investigated the perceptions of the participants by using conversation
analysis, classroom observations and interviews at a state university in Turkey, which
revealed that CS is considered as a facilitator in class and students use it for equivalence,
while teachers CS to check understanding. Atas (2012), who conducted his study at a
governmental university, and Yataganbaba (2014), who conducted her study at secondary
level, also listed giving equivalence as one of the reasons for student CS in their studies.

Atas (2012) studied the discourse functions of code-switching used by the students
and the teachers in EFL classrooms in a Turkish university through classroom observations
and video recordings. The findings of the study indicated:

1. “teachers and students use code-switching in the classes for educational and social
reasons;

2. the most frequent form of code-switching was observed to be using discourse
markers; and

3. there was not a significant difference in advanced and pre-intermediate levels in terms
of the amounts and functions of code-switching”.

Another researcher contributing to the literature by her study on investigating CS into
the EFL young learner classroom was Yataganbaba (2014). The findings revealed by her
research were from both teachers and students’ perspectives stating both students and teacher
code switched for various reasons such as announcing exam results, practicing vocabulary,

greeting, and asking equivalence etc...
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Othman (2015), whose questionnaire was used, by his permission (Appendix 1), in
this very study to collect quantitative data, conducted a study for his master’s thesis at a
private university in Cyprus with fifty students and nine instructors. He aimed to find out the
reasons and functions of CS for both teachers and students using a mixed method design. The
findings of the study were referential, expressive, directive, and poetic functions were the
most commonly applied means of both teacher and student CS.

Demirci (2014) is one of the few researchers who conducted her study in K8 level in
Turkey. The aim of her study being to find out the perceptions towards L1 use in L2
classrooms and beliefs on CS. Apart from aiming to reveal the teachers’ and the students’
beliefs, she also collected data from the administration of the private school where the study
was conducted.Using a mixed method design what she found was teachers used L1 to
facilitate learning, students thought use of L1 in L2 classrooms had an important role and
teachers’ and the school administration’s perceptions differed on CS.

Seedhouse and Ustiinel (2005) studied CS through classroom observation and found
out by doing conversation analysis that students would CS for educational reasons in the
classroom.

As mentioned, even though there is not much research conducted at high school level
in Turkey, Demirci (2014), has been one of the few researchers who conducted her research at
K8 level. By applying questionnaires, classroom observations and interviews, both teachers’
and students’ perceptions and beliefs on CS were investigated and the indicated results were
that teachers need CS to facilitate learning in the classroom and the use of the L1 had an
important role in both learning and teaching.

The use of L1 has been debated for along time, that might be ne of the reasons of the
concept of CS has been arousing the interest of both teachers and researchers. Apart from the

studies conducted on the use of L1 in language classrooms, CS itself has been being studied
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recently,which is because the studies on it has started lightening up the path and made it

necessary to reveal why and how or to what extend it can be useful.

2.7. Conclusion

This chapter presented information about the theoretical background of CS, functions,
reasons and types of it. Studies in the literature which have been conducted on CS have also
been presented in this chapter. Even though there were numerous studies conducted on the
reasons for student CS, studies conducted at high school levels were hard to find in the
literature. In the next chapter an account into the methodological procedures in the study will

be presented.
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CHAPTER 3

Methodology
3.1. Introduction

This chapter is dedicated to the methodological procedures followed in the current
study. Research setting and research design, information about participant selection and
research instruments are presented along with the description of data collection procedures

and data analysis tools.

3.2. Research design

The current study adopted a mixed method research methodology which used
both quantitative and qualitative research designs. Specifically, it espoused a sequential
QUAN-qual design (see, e.g., Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009) which enabled using qualitative
data (i.e., semi-structured interviews) to provide deeper understanding of quantitative data
(i.e., a survey). Tashakkori and Creswell (2007) explained that “For almost three decades,
various scholars have discussed and debated the concepts, methods, and standards of quality
for studies that utilize a combination of qualitative and quantitative approaches” (p. 7).
However, the mixed methodology concept is still growing. Preferring a mixed methodology
design Dornyei (2007) mentioned, mixed method research enables triangulation in terms of
data collection instruments and therefore “has a unique potential to produce evidence for the
validity of research outcomes through the convergence and corroboration of the findings” (p.
45).
3.3. Research setting

This study took place at a private high school in Bursa, Turkey in the fall semester of
2020-2021 academic year, and it draws on data collected from a total of 16 classes, 217
students, from different English proficiency levels, which were two Al, seven A2, five B1
and two B2 level classes studying at a private high school in Turkey. The study is based on a

student questionnaire (Appendix 2 in English and Appendix 3 in English) which was followed
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by interviews with 4 teachers and 12 students (Appendix 4 semi structured student interview
questions in English, Appendix 5 in Turkish, Appendix 6 semi structured teacher interview
questions and Appendix 7 in Turkish) involved in the study at the same private high school.
The purposes of this study were explained to the students and the teachers who took part in it.
A mixed method approach was utilized in the present study.

All the 9th and 10th grade students participating in this study are taught 7 hours of
English in a week, 5 hours of which is the main course lesson and 2 of which are skills
lessons. 11th grade students are taught 4 hours of English a week. The researcher acted as a
participant and took part in the study both while applying student questionnaires and
interviews. The researcher herself (T2) answered the teacher interview questions in a written
way rather than oral. The researcher herself conducted all the interviews both with teachers
and the students, which were all carried out using the Microsoft Teams programme and
recorded. In this study, questionnaires are supported with interviews. For qualitative data
collecting, a questionnaire was applied and to support the data gained, the quantitative data

was collected through semi structured interviews.

3.4. Participants

A total of 221 students and 4 teachers participated in this study. However, four of the
students participants’ results were excluded from the total participant number. The reason for
that was three of the student participants did not complete the questionnaire and one of them
was an outlier.120 of the participants were females and 97 of them were males. As indiciated
in Table 1, 59 of the participants were 14, 74 of them were 15, 71 of them were 16 and 13 of
them were 17 years old. The participant’s grades were another variable. 85 of them were ot
grade students, 63 of them 10" grade students and 69 of them were 11" grade students. The
participant students’ proficiency levels was also asked to find out if it was a factor affecting

their CS. 23 B1, 70 A2, 72 B1 and 52 B2 students took part in the study.
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Table 1

Demographic information of the student participants

Participant’s Demographics (Groups F %0
Female 120 55.3
Gender
Male 97 44.7
14 59 27.2
15 74 34.1
Age 16 71 32.7
o 13 6.0
9. Grade 85 39.2
Grade 12 gra(cjie 63 29.0
- orade 69 31.8
Bl 23 10.6
A2 70 32.3
English level
nglish feve B1 72 33.2
B2 52 24.0
Studied in private school Yes 201 92.6
before high school No 16 72
Total 217 100.0

Demographic information about the participants is given in Table 1.

There were four English teachers participating in the study, who were all interviewed
about their beliefs on student CS. All teachers who took part in this research were the teachers
of at least two of each level of classes. The interviewed teachers of the study have all been
teaching at private high schools with a minimum 3 years experience, with a total of 7-18 years
of teaching experience. Besides teaching at high school level, previously they all taught at

universities at prep departments between 3-6 years. All teachers interviewed were born and
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raised in Turkey, except for one, T4. T4 was born and raised in Uzbekistan.
Additionally, T4 is the only teacher amongst teachers who took part in the current study that

has an MA degree, which isin ELT. T2, T3 and T4 all had been abroad and stayed abroad for

2-4 years. T1 was the only teacher with no foreign country experience and T2 was the only

teacher with abroad teaching experience. All teachers except for T3, are graduates of ELT,

however, T3 is a graduate of English literature department.

Table 2

Demographic information of the teacher interviewees

T1 T2 T3 T4
Experience 14 years 15 years 18 years 7 years
Grades Taught  University and  University and  University and  University and
high school high school high school high school
BA University and  Universityand  University and  University and
high school high school high school high school
MA X Thesis phase X a Degree in ELT
Born and raised in Yes Yes Yes No
Turkey
Has been & lived No Yes Yes Yes
abroad
Taught abroad No Yes No No
Age 37 38 42 35
Gender Male Female Female Female

Apart from the teachers, twelve students from different English proficiency levels and

grades were interviewed. To be more precise of the grade and the levels of the students; three

students from A1 level, who were studying at 9th and 10th grades, three students from A2

level, who were from grades 9, 10 and 11, three students from B1 level, who students at 9th,

10th and 11the grades and lastly three students from B2 level who were from 9th, 10th and

11th grades. The reason why no students from 11th grades were not interviewed at the Al

level is because there are no Al classes at the high school where the study was conducted.

Amongst the participants, there was one Iranian student who has been studying in Turkey for

more than 10 years, 4 bilingual students, 3 of whom were interviewed, whose one of the

parents are British, however they were all born and raised in Turkey.
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Table 3

Demographic information of the student interviewees

Participant’s Demographics Groups Number of students
Gender Female 6
Male 6
Age 14 3
15 3
16 3
17 3
Grade 9 3
10 3
11 3
Proficiency level Al 3
A2 3
Bl 3
B2 3
Studied in private school Yes 9
before high school No 3
Having been abroad Yes 5
No 7

The students were from English proficiency levels defined as Al, A2, B1, B2
according to the CEFR (Common European Framework). The data analysed in the study was
collected from 2 Al, 5 A2, 4 B1 and 1 B2 classes, which is 16 classes in total.

Table 4

Participant students’ proficiency levels according to CEFR

English proficiency levels 9th grades 10th grades 11th grades
Al 19 students 12 students -

A2 37 students 26 students 16 students
B1 23 students 30 students 19 students
B2 - 16 students 19 students

The proficiency levels of the students were established by the placement test of the
book used by the Foreign Languages Department at this private high school, which is Speak

Out by Pearson Education (available at www.pearsonlongman.com/placementtest).
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Apart from the placement test, individual speaking exam sessions (Appendix 8) were
held for each student interlocutory by two teachers to make sure that the students are placed in
the right level and to evaluate the productive skill of speaking. The only (productive) skill that

has not been evaluated was writing during the level determination process.

3.5. Research instruments

Both qualitative and quantitative methods were implemented during the data gathering
process in order to obtain the necessary data to achieve the findings of the study. The data for
this study was gathered through the questionnaire and interviews. Before applying the
questionnaire on reasons for student CS, all permissions were taken from the concerned
institution, which is the Ministry of Education, and person, who is the principal of the school
where the study was conducted (Appendices 9 and 10). As the quantitative data collecting
instrument, the questionnaire developed by Othman (2015) was applied to 221 students (four
of whose results were excluded). Othman (2015) adopted the questionnaire from Machaal's
(2012) investigation on the functions of CS, and Al-Nofaie's (2010) research on the role of
students' first language in class.

The first part of the instrument aimed to collect quantitative data on demographic
background or the participant students such as their age, gender, grade, proficiency level, EFL
learning background, having been and living abroad. The second part of the questionnaire
consisted of 22 items asking participants about their views on CS reasons. The quantitative
data collecting instrument asked the participants to express their opinions through a Likert-
scale, choosing the prompt that show their degree of agreement on each item presented. The
prompts presented to the students for each item were; “strongly agree”, “agree”, “not sure”,
disagree” and “strongly disagree”. On the other hand, the qualitative data collection

instrument of this study is interviews. Data collection and data analysis took ten weeks in

total.
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3.5.1. Questionnaires

The purposes of the study were explained to students. The reason for the student CS
questionnaire was the qualitative data collection instrument of this study and it was back
translated from English to Turkish. The instrument used was taken from "Functions of Code
Switching: A Case Study" by Othman (2015). Choosing from Strongly Disagree/
Disagree/Not Sure/ Agree/ Strongly Agree, a five-likert scale was used asking the participants
why they code switch to L1. “The reasons offered by the participants were then ordered
following Appel and Muysken's (2006) model for functions of code switching” (Othman,
2015, p. 38).

The questionnaire has 22 items in total. And, all items were grouped into four
categories. In the original study, the data of the questionnaires were analyzed by calculating
frequencies and percentages. “Data elicited from the interviewees were categorized through a
process of qualitative analysis. Moreover, the whole data finally was processed by
triangulating the results of both students' questionnaires and teachers' interviews to draw
closer conclusions on the findings, and to see if there was correspondence between the data
obtained from the students with that of the teachers” (Othman, 2015, p.38). In addition, in the
original study, the researcher included a question that is presented right under all
questionnaire items which is “For what other reasons would you code switch? Please
elaborate”. In the current study that question was not included. The reason for that is because,
randomly selected students from each level were interviewed after the questionnaire was
applied to the participants, with the aim of gathering in depth data on their views on CS. In
this current study, following the data analysis of the questionnaires applied to the students,
interviews both with teachers and students were conducted, and the data was analysed through

conversation analysis to reveal if there is coherence between qualitative and quantitative data.
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3.5.2. Interviews

Semi-structured interviews have been used on a large scale in academic studies. Bilgin
(2016) stated that that was mainly because semi-structured interviews gave both the
interviewer and the interviewee freedom to find out many issues withing the context of the
study (p.107). What Richards (2010) expressed about semi-structured interviews was praising
semi-structured interviews like Bilgin (2015). Richards (2010) explains that semi-structured
interviews enables people to show their “experiences, beliefs, perceptions, and motivations”
in a deeper way than they can do by questionnaires. He also states that even though the
interviewer has some questions prepared on the topic, semi-structured interviews allow new
crucial areas to be discussed by expanding the topic (p.187-188).

As the current research aims to present students’ reasons for resorting to CS, a semi
structured interview is chosen to reveal the participants’ beliefs and perspectives on CS. Semi
structured interviews were applied to both teachers and students and they were conducted
orally in separate sessions and video recorded. Due to the limitations caused by the COVID
Pandemic, the interviews were held online, using the Microsoft Teams programme.

Fourteen students and four teachers were interviewed and all interviews were
performed in L1, to make sure that the interviewees feel confident and comfortable while
giving answers to the questions. 3 students from all levels and grades were randomly chosen,
except for bilingual students. They were selected for the interview on purpose to gather some
information about CS in a bilingual context. The students were asked to volunteer in the
current study’s interview part and they were informed by the researcher that the interviews
were being recorded, and all gave their permission to participate in the study. The interviewee
students were all born and raised in Turkey, except for one, who was born and raised in Iran
and has been living in Turkey for more than eight years now. Two of the interviewees are

bilingual participants (born and raised in Turkey), whose mothers are British and fathers are
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Turkish. As T2 was both a teacher participating in the study and the researcher herself, she

answered the interview questions not orally but in a written way.

3.6. Data collection

The data collection process was designed in two ways. The first step is the
questionnaire completed by the students during their English lessons accompanied by their
teachers. By the data gained from the questionnaires using descriptive statistics the reasons of
students CS in language classes were identified.

The second step was the semi structured interviews with both teachers and students
participating in the questionnaire. The questions of the semi structured interviews aimed to
find out the perceptions and beliefs of both students and teachers towards CS.

All students participating in the study were briefly informed about the questionnaire,
and it was explained to them that their id will not be seen by the researcher or their
answers do not have anything to do with their academic knowledge and will not affect
anything related to their school life. The concept of CS was explained to each class before
they were given the questionnaire, which was presented through google forms. The aim of the
study and how to answer the questionnaire were clearly explained. The students were also
reminded that they did not have to participate in the study, it was emphasized that it was
voluntary.And similar procedures have been followed about the interviews. Both students and
teachers were informed about the study and its aim. The semi-structured interview questions
were sent to the interviewees beforehand, for them to be familiar with and to help them feel
more comfortable while answering.

Only two of the students preferred to answer the interview questions on paper,
because of their internet connection problems. All interviews were video recorded for
obtaining the data in a reliable and practical way. The average time of a student interview was

around twenty minutes and the average time of a teacher interview was fifteen minutes.
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Permission to conduct the study was taken from the school principal. Additionally,
permission was taken from each teacher, who were all previously informed about the study

and its aims, before the questionnaire was utilized in their classes.

3.7. Data analysis

To analyze the quantitative data ANOVA descriptive statistics was used to test
significant differences between the variables. The descriptive statistics and frequency
analysis were applied. All the findings from the quantitative analysis were reported in the
form of tabulation. To report the participants’ demographic information, descriptive statistics
frequency tests were conducted. The Cronbach's Alpha reliability coefficient of the data
collection tool was calculated as .877, and this value being close to 1 indicated that the data
collection tool was reliable.

To find out what the reasons are that make students CS, which is RQ1, the interview
including 22 items were applied to the participant questions. Following the semi-structured
interviews were conducted both with four teachers and twelve students. To reveal the student
CS reasons according to teachers, which is RQ2, four teachers participating in the study were
asked questions to share their beliefs and perceptions on CS. Additionally, twelve participants
from different proficiency levels of English language were interviewed to see the correlation
between CS and gender, age, grade, proficiency level, previous EFL learning experience,
having been abroad and living abroad, which is RQ3.

3.8. Conclusion

In this chapter the details of the research methodology which included information
about research setting, participant selection, data collection procedures, and data analysis
were explained. The next chapter presents the results in accordance with the research

questions.



36

CHAPTER 4

Results

4.1. Introduction

This chapter consists of four sections. The first section reports the findings of
quantitative data gathered through a student questionnaire. The second section presents the
findings of qualitative data collected through interviews conducted both with four teachers
and twelve students. The last section concludes with the summary of this chapter. RQ1 “What
are the reasons for CS for students?” and RQ3“Are there any significant differences between
the frequency of CS or student CS according to proficiency levels?” were assessed both
qualitatively and quantitatively. RQ2 “What are the reasons for students' CS according to
teachers?”” has been answered qualitatively by processing the data gathered from the teacher

interviews by conversation analysis.

4.2. Quantitative Results

Students' questionnaires were processed quantitatively and the data collection tool
used in the study was entered into the SPSS program with a 5-likert type (Strongly Agree,
Agree, Not Sure, Disagree, and Strongly Disagree) coded.

The Cronbach's Alpha reliability coefficient of the data collection tool was calculated
as .877, and this value being close to 1 showed that the data collection tool was reliable.

During the research process, data were collected from 217 students studying at a
private high school in Bursa academic year 2020-2021. However, the data of three students
who filled the data collection tool incompletely and one student determined to be an outlier
were excluded from the analysis. In this context, 217 students constituted the study group of

the research (or sample).
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Student Participants’ English specifications
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Participant’s English specifications Groups f %
| like English Lesson 152 70.0
English lesson conditions I don't like English Lesson 14 6.5
I'm not sure 51 23.5
Necessary 213 98.2
Learning English Unnecessary 1 5
I'm not sure 3 14
Interest in Enalish Yes 207 95.4
nterest in Englis NGO 10 46
Yes 57 26.3
English Skill No 12 332
I'm not sure 88 40.6
Parent’s | Yes 203 93.5
arent s language No 14 6.5
. Yes 137 63.1
Being abroad NO 80 36.9
. Yes 24 11.1
Living abroad NG 103 88.9
Total 217 100.0

Information about the English specifications of the participants is given in Table 5 .

For the data collected in line with the purpose of the study, first of all, outliers and

incomplete data were removed from the data set. In the determination of the outlier,

Mahalanobis Distance values were calculated and values less than .01 probability values in

the chi-square table were evaluated as extreme values. Afterwards, the suitability of the data

collection tool used to benefit from parametric tests to normal distribution was tested. In order

to say that the data are normally distributed, the values of skewness and kurtosis (Skewness,

Kurtosis) should be between -1 and +1 (Huck, 2012). In this context, the results of the

analysis conducted to test the compliance of the total score of the data collection tool to

normal distribution are given in Table 6 and Figure 1.
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Table 6

Results of the data collection tool regarding normal distribution assumptions

- . Shapiro- p
n X sd Skewness Kurtosis Wilk
Sum of the
data 17 7325 1061 -.049 101 995 626
collection . : . )
tool
Histogram —— Normal
L

304

=

T T T T
40,0000 £0,0000 0,0000 100,0000

total

Frequency
|
e

Figure 1. Histogram graphics for the sum of data collection tool

When Table 6 and figure 1 are examined, it is seen that the skewness and kurtosis
values of the data collection tool vary between -1 and +1 and the Shapiro-Wilk test is not
significant, so it provides the normal distribution assumptions (p>0.05). Therefore, parametric
tests were used for the analysis of the data collection tool.

During the analysis process, descriptive statistics (percentage, frequency, mean etc.) -

independent samples t-test and one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) were conducted.
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Descriptive Statistics of all items and total
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n Min Max sd

1. To discuss personal issues 217 1.00 500 |3.63 .94

2. To avoid misunderstanding 217 1.00 5.00 [4.18 .78

3. To make others understand 917 1.00 500 |3.46 1.09
what | mean

4. To attract attention 217 1.00 5.00 1.76 .97

5. To quote something said by 217 1.00 500 3.9 107
others

6. To express loyalty to my 217 |1.00 500 |3.37 |1.08
culture

7. To create a sense of 217 |1.00 500 [270  |1.05
belonging

8. To persuade others 217 1.00 500 [2.82 1.09

9. To discuss certain topics
which can be more 217 |1.00 500 |369 |1.13
appropriate to discuss in
Turkish

10. To_ make the lesson more 917 1.00 500 261 195
enjoyable

11. To crack jokes 217 1.00 500 |3.14 1.27

12. To express myself easily 217 1.00 500 |[3.72 1.09

13. To express personal
emotions (anger. sadness. 217 1.00 500 [3.24 1.10
happiness. etc.).

14. Because | feel comfortable in
using more than one 217 1.00 5.00 [3.45 1.09
language when speaking

15. B_ec_ause it helps explain 917 1.00 500 |4.24 85
difficult concepts

16. Because it helps make 217 |1.00 500 |2.84 |1.05
learning English easier

17. Because it helps carry out 917 1.00 500 1323 1.20
tasks easily

18. Because it decreases my 217 |1.00 500 [354 |1.25
anxiety when speaking

19. Because it is hard to find 917 1.00 500 |3.82 103
proper English equivalents

20. Becaus_e there_are no similar 917 1.00 500 |354 103
words in English

21. Because | think sometimes in
Turkish 217 1.00 5.00 353 1.21

22. For habitual expressions 217 1.00 5.00 345 1.15
Total 217 39.00 105.00 12.61

73.25
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According to the information shared in Table7, it can be stated that according to the

questionnaire applied to 212 students, item 15 was the most chosen one, which says “I code

switch because it helps explain difficult concepts”. Item 15 is followed by item 2 which states

that students CS “to avoid misunderstanding”. Item 19 “Because it is hard to find proper

English equivalents” is the third reason why students CS according to the results of the

questionnaire applied.

4.2.1. Detailed descriptive analysis of all items

Table 8

Item 1: To discuss personal issues

f % X sd
Strongly Disagree 5 2.3
Disagree 21 9.7
Not Sure 59 27.2 3.63 .94
Agree 97 447
Strongly Agree 35 16.1
Total 217 100.0

As demonstrated in Table 8 44.7% of the participants agreed that they switch codes to

discuss personal issues, while 16.1% of them strongly agreed on this. However 7.2% was not

sure about the item. 9.7% of students disagreed to use CS to discuss personal issues while

only 2.3% of them strongly disagreed on the issue.

Table 9

Item 2: To avoid misunderstanding

f % X sd
Strongly Disagree 2 9
Disagree 6 2.8
Not Sure 20 9.2 4.18 .18
Agree 113 52.1
Strongly Agree 76 35.0
Total 217 100.0
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When Table 9 is examined, it can be seen that the majority of students, with 35.0%

strongly agree and 52.1% agree CS to avoid misunderstanding. Yet, 9.2% of the students are

not sure about this. Opposing to CS to avoid misunderstanding with the percentage of 2.8 and

strongly disagreeing percentage is only 0.9%.

Table 10

Item 3: To make others understand what | mean

f % X sd
Strongly Disagree 11 5.1
Disagree 35 16.1
Not Sure 48 22.1
Agree 89 41.0 346 109
Strongly Agree 34 15.7
Total 217 100.0

What Table 10 indicates is that 41.0% of the students agree and 15.7% of students

strongly agree on the issue that they CS to make others understand what they mean. Despite

the answers of the majority of the student group, 22.1% of students are not sure about it.

Whereas 16.1% of the students disagree on using CS to make others understand what they

mean, while 5.1% of them strongly disagree.

Table 11

Item 4: To attract attention

f % X sd
Strongly Disagree 114 52.5
Disagree 56 25.8
Not Sure 35 16.1 1.76 97
Agree 8 3.7
Strongly Agree 4 1.8
Total 217 100.0

The findings which are presented in Table 11 reveals that 52.5% of the students

strongly disagree and 25.8 of them disagree with the idea of CS to attract attention. Yet,

16.1% of them are not sure about this. On the contrary, 1.8% of the students who answered

this questionnaire strongly agree, while 3.7% of them agree that they CS to attract attention.
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Item 5: To quote something said by others
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f % X sd
Strongly Disagree 10 4.6
Disagree 45 20.7
Not Sure 58 26.7
Agree 79 36.4 329 Lo
Strongly Agree 25 115
Total 217 100.0

As shown in Table 12, 36.4% of the students agreed and 11.5% of them strongly

used CS to quote something said by others.

Table 13

Item 6: To express loyalty to my culture

agreed on using CS to quote something said by others, however,20.7% disagreed with this and

4.6% of the students strongly disagreed, while 26.7% of the students were not sure if they

f % X sd
Strongly Disagree 16 7.4
Disagree 22 10.1
Not Sure 74 34.1 3.37 1.08
Agree 75 34.6
Strongly Agree 30 13.8
Total 217 100.0

As can be seen from Table 13, the majority of the students CS to express their loyalty

Table 14

Item 7: To create a sense of belonging

to their culture. Although 34.1% of them are not sure about this. Also, 10.1% and 7.4% of the

students expressed their disagreement on using CS to express their loyalty to their culture.

f % X sd
Strongly Disagree 33 15.2
Disagree 51 23.5
Not Sure 93 42.9 2.70 1.05
Agree 29 13.4
Strongly Agree 11 5.1

Total 217 100.0
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Table 14 shows that the majority of the student group involved in this study are not
sure if they use CS to create a sense of belonging with a percentage of forty two points nine
(42.9%). What is more, students showing disagreement and strong disagreement on this is
23.5% and 15.2%. However, students who indicated agreement is 13.4% and students who
indicated strong agreement is 5.1% of the whole group.

Table 15

Item 8: To persuade others

f % X sd
Strongly Disagree 29 13.4
Disagree 51 23.5
Not Sure 79 36.4
Agree 45 20.7 282 109
Strongly Agree 13 6.0
Total 217 100.0

In Table 15, it can be seen that the majority of the students are not sure about using CS
to persuade others with the percentage of 36.4. The percentage of students disagreeing using
CS to persuade others is 23.5 and the percentage of students that show strong disagreement is
13.4. Despite these percentages, there are still one third of the students who agree that they
use CS to persuade others with the percentage of 20.7 and who strongly agree with the

percentage of 6.0.

Table 16

Item 9: To discuss certain topics which can be more appropriate to discuss in Turkish

f % X sd
Strongly Disagree 11 5.1
Disagree 24 11.1
Not Sure 44 20.3
Agree 80 36.9 3.69 113
Strongly Agree 58 26.7

Total 217 100.0
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The results in Table 16 show that the majority of the students agree or strongly agree
that they CS To discuss certain topics which can be more appropriate to discuss in Turkish
(63.6%). On the other hand, the students who are not sure about this is the 20.3% of the total,
whereas students who disagree or strongly disagree on this is 16.2%.

Table 17

Item: 10 To make the lesson more enjoyable

f % X sd
Strongly Disagree 51 23.5
Disagree 57 26.3
Not Sure 50 23.0
Agree 43 19.8 261 1.25
Strongly Agree 16 7.4
Total 217 100.0

Table 17 shows that most of the students disagree (26.3%) or strongly disagree
(23.5%) that making the lesson more enjoyable is not one of the reasons why they switch
codes while 23.0% of students state that they are not sure about the issue.

On the other hand, 19.8% of the students show agreement and 7.4% of them show
strong agreement on CS to make the lesson more enjoyable.

Table 18

Item: 11. To crack jokes

f % X sd
Strongly Disagree 28 12.9
Disagree 44 20.3
Not Sure 47 21.7
Agree 66 30.4 3.14 1.27
Strongly Agree 32 14.7
Total 217 100.0

Based on the data in Table 18, it can be seen that the majority of the students show
agreement and strong agreement towards the thought that they code switch to crack jokes with

a total percentage of 45.1%, while the total percentage of the students showing disagreement
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and strong disagreement is 33.2% in total. Additionally, the 21.7% of the students say that
they are unsure about using CS to crack jokes.

Table 19

Item: 12. To express myself easily

f % X sd
Strongly Disagree 10 4.6
Disagree 22 10.1
Not Sure 41 18.9
Agree 90 41.5 3.72 1.09
Strongly Agree 54 24.9
Total 217 100.0

According to the percentages in Table 19, 41.5% of the students agreed and 24.9% of
them strongly agreed that they CS expressed themselves easily, but 14.7% of the students
expressed their disagreement, while 18.9% of them were hesitant.

Table 20

Item: 13. To express personal emotions (anger, sadness, happiness, etc.)

f % X sd
Strongly Disagree 12 55
Disagree 47 21.7
Not Sure 62 28.6
Agree 69 31.8 3.24 110
Strongly Agree 27 12.4
Total 217 100.0

The findings which are presented in Table 20 reveals that 44.2% of the students
agreed that they CS to express personal emotions (anger, sadness, happiness, etc.), among
whom 12.4% strongly agree. Even though most students agreed to CS to express emotions, a

total percentage of 27.2 disagreed while 28.6% stated they are not sure about this.
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Item: 14. Because | feel comfortable in using more than one language when speaking

f % X sd
Strongly Disagree 9 4.1
Disagree 33 15.2
Not Sure 68 31.3
Agree 66 30.4 3.45 1.09
Strongly Agree 41 18.9
Total 217 100.0

When Table 21. is examined, the majority of the students express that they feel

comfortable in using more than one language when speaking with a total percentage of

49.3%,amongst whom 18.9% strongly agree.However, 31.3% of the students expressed that

they are not sure,while the minority expressed their disagreement.

Table 22

Item: 15. Because it helps explain difficult concepts

f % X sd
Strongly Disagree 1 5
Disagree 9 4.1
Not Sure 25 115
Agree 85 39.2 4.24 85
Strongly Agree 97 44.7
Total 217 100.0

As shown in Table 22, a considerable amount of students agreed that one of the

reasons why they CS is because CS helps explain difficult concepts.On the other hand, 11.5%

students stated they were not sure,and only 4.1% expressed disagreement.

Table 23

Item: 16. Because it helps make learning English easier

f % X sd
Strongly Disagree 23 10.6
Disagree o1 23.5
Not Sure 98 45.2
Agree 27 12.4 2.84 105
Strongly Agree 18 8.3
Total 217 100.0
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Based on the results in Table 23, it is clearly seen that the majority of the students are
not sure CS makes learning English easier with 45.2%. 23.5% of them disagree on this while

10.6 shows strong disagreement. The total percentage of students agreeing with the statement

is 20.7.
Table 24
Item: 17. Because it helps carry out tasks easily
f % X sd
Strongly Disagree 16 7.4
Disagree 55 25.3
Not Sure 43 19.8
Agree 70 323 3.23 1.20
Strongly Agree 33 15.2
Total 217 100.0

As can be seen from Table 24, a large number of students ,47.5%, believe that CS

helps carry out tasks easily, while 19.8% of them are not sure and 32.7% disagree.

Table 25

Item: 18. Because it decreases my anxiety when speaking

f % X sd
Strongly Disagree 17 7.8
Disagree 33 15.2
Not Sure 39 18.0
Agree 71 32.7 3.54 125
Strongly Agree 57 26.3
Total 217 100.0

The percentages in Table 25 indicates that the majority of students participants agree
and strongly agree that CS decreases their anxiety when they speak (59%).
However, 18.0% of students state that they are not sure about this, while 23% show

disagreement.
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Item: 19. Because it is hard to find proper English equivalents

f % X sd
Strongly Disagree 5 2.3
Disagree 23 10.6
Not Sure 39 18.0
Agree 88 40.6 3.82 1.03
Strongly Agree 62 28.6
Total 217 100.0

As it can be seen in Table 26, a large group of students (69.2%) show agreement on

the statement that it is hard to find proper English equivalents so they code switch.

Yet, 18.0% of the students are not sure of this, and 10.6% disagree and only 2.3%

strongly disagree with the statements as one of the reasons for CS.

Table 27

Item: 20. Because there are no similar words in English

f % X sd
Strongly Disagree 5 2.3
Disagree 32 14.7
Not Sure 62 28.6
Agree 77 35.5 3.54 103
Strongly Agree 41 18.9
Total 217 100.0

Results in Table 27 demonstrate that 35.5% of the students agreed and 18.9% strongly

agreed on the use of CS when there are no similar words in English.On the other side, 14.7%

disagreed and 2.3% strongly disagreed to use CS for this reason. And, 28.6% stated that they

were not sure if this was one of the reasons why they CS.

Table 28

Item: 21. Because | think sometimes in Turkish

f % X sd
Strongly Disagree 16 7.4
Disagree 33 15.2
Not Sure 40 18.4 3.53 1.21
Agree 77 35.5
Strongly Agree 51 23.5
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Total 217 100.0

As demonstrated in Table 28, the majority of the students, with a percentage of 59%,
showed agreement to thinking in Turkish sometimes as one of the reasons for their CS.
However, 15.2% disagreed and 7.4% strongly disagreed with the statement, while 18.4%
expressed they are unsure.

Table 29

Item: 22. For habitual expressions

f % X sd
Strongly Disagree 16 7.4
Disagree 26 12.0
Not Sure 60 27.6
Agree 74 34.1 3.45 115
Strongly Agree 41 18.9
Total 217 100.0

As shown in Table 29, 34.1% showed agreement and 18.9% showed strong agreement
that they CS for habitual expressions, while 12.0% disagreed and 7.4% strongly disagreed.

Still, 27.6% of the students were skeptical about the issue.

4.2.2. Detailed descriptive analysis of CS according to functions

Apple & Muysken's (2006) framework of functions of CS was adopted by Othman
(2015), whose questionnaire including 22 items was used in this study. His study showed that
students swith codes for four functions which are; “ poetic, referential, expressive and
directive”. The questionnaire that Othman used lacked two of the functions of CS which are;
“phatic and metalinguistic” as the “questionnaire did not include items which fall under the

category of these two functions” (p. 59).
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Poetic functions
Table 30

Poetic Function ltems

Items Likert f % X sd
Strongly Disagree 10 16
Disagree 45 20.7
Item 5 Not Sure 58 26.7 3.29 1.07
Agree 79 36.4
Strongly Agree b5 115
Strongly Disagree 51 935
Disagree 57 26.3
Item 10 Not Sure 50 23.0 2.61 1.25
Agree 43 19.8
Strongly Agree 16 74
Strongly Disagree bg 129
Disagree 44 20.3
Item 11 Not Sure A7 21.7 3.14 1.27
Agree 66 30.4
Strongly Agree 20 14.7
Total 217 100.0

It can be seen in Table30 that students code switch for poetic functions.47.9 of the
students participating in this study agreed that they code switch “to quote something said by
others”. 45.1% of the students agreed that they code switch “to crack jokes”. Also, 27.2% of
them stated that they code switch “to make the lesson more enjoyable”.

Directive functions
Table 31

Directive Function Items

Items Likert f % X sd
Strongly Disagree 5 53
Item 1 Disagree 21 0.7 3.63 94
Not Sure 59 27.2

Agree 97 44.7
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Strongly Agree 35 16.1
Strongly Disagree 114 59 5
Disagree 56 25.8
Item 4 Not Sure 35 16.1 1.76 .97
Agree 8 3.7
Strongly Agree 4 18
Strongly Disagree bg 13.4
Disagree 51 23.5
Item 8 Not Sure 79 36.4 2.82 1.09
Agree 45 20.7
Strongly Agree 13 6.0
Total 217 100.0

As can be seen in Table 31, students who took part in this study preferred to code
switch for poetic reasons. The table shows that item 1 which is *“ Students code switch to
quote something said by others” has been the poetic item that has been preferred by the
majority of students participated in the study with a total percentage of 60.8, while item 8,
which is “Students code switch to make the lesson more enjoyable” has been chosen by
26.7%. However, “Using CS to attract attention” which is item 4, has been chosen by only
the 5.5% of the students participated in the study.

Referential functions
Table 32

Referential Function Items

Items Likert f % X sd
Strongly Disagree 11 5.1
Disagree 24 11.1
Item 9 Not Sure 44 20.3 3.69 1.13
Agree 80 36.9
Strongly Agree 58 26.7
Strongly Disagree 1 5
Disagree 9 4.1
Iltem 15 Not Sure 25 11.5 4.24 .85
Agree 85 39.2
Strongly 97 44.7
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Agree
Strongly Disagree 23 10.6
Disagree 51 23.5
Item 16 Not Sure 98 45.2 2.84 1.05
Agree 27 12.4
Strongly Agree 18 8.3
Strongly Disagree 16 7.4
Disagree 55 25.3
Item 17 Not Sure 43 19.8 323 1.20
Agree 70 32.3
Strongly Agree 33 15.2
Strongly Disagree 5 2.3
Disagree 32 14.7
Item 20 Not Sure 62 28.6 3.54 1.03
Agree 77 35.5
Strongly Agree 41 18.9
Strongly Disagree 16 7.4
Disagree 33 15.2
Item 21 Not Sure 40 18.4 353 1.21
Agree 77 35.5
Strongly Agree 51 23.5
Total 217 100.0

The table above reveals the referential functions of student CS. With the percentage of
83.9, item 15, which is “Because it helps explain difficult concepts” has been chosen by most
of the students who participated in this study.

Another referential function of student CS is item 9 “To discuss certain topics which
can be more appropriate to discuss in Turkish” which was chosen by 63.6%. 54.4% of the
students agreed that they tend to code switch as there are no similar words in English, while
59% agree that they use their mother tongue as they sometimes think in their own language.

“Because it helps carry out tasks easily” which is 17, has been considered as another
referential function of student CS according to the students participating in this very study
with a percentage of 47.5. The last referential function of student CS according to the
answers of the students participating in the questionnaire used in the study has been agreed

by 20.7%, which is the belief that it makes learning easier.




Expressive functions

Table 33

Expressive Function Items
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Items Likert f % X sd
Strongly Disagree 2 9
Disagree 6 2.8
Item 2 Not Sure 20 9.2 4.18 .78
Agree 113 52.1
Strongly Agree 76 35.0
Strongly Disagree 11 5.1
Disagree 35 16.1
Item 3 Not Sure 48 22.1 3.46 1.09
Agree 89 41.0
Strongly Agree 34 15.7
Strongly Disagree (16 7.4
Disagree 22 10.1
Iltem 6 Not Sure 74 34.1 3.37 1.08
Agree 75 34.6
Strongly Agree 30 13.8
Strongly Disagree 33 15.2
Disagree 51 23.5
Item 7 Not Sure 93 42.9 270 1.05
Agree 29 13.4
Strongly Agree 11 5.1
Strongly Disagree (10 4.6
Disagree 22 10.1
Item 12 Not Sure @1 18.9 3.72 1.09
Agree 90 41.5
Strongly Agree 54 24.9
Strongly Disagree 12 5.5
Disagree 47 21.7
Item 13 Not Sure 62 28.6 3.24 1.10
Agree 69 31.8
Strongly Agree 27 12.4
Strongly Disagree |9 4.1
Disagree 33 15.2
Item 14 Not Sure |68 313 1.09
Agree 66 30.4 3.45
Strongly Agree 41 18.9
Strongly Disagree 17 7.8
Disagree 33 15.2
Item 18 Not Sure 39 18.0 3.54 1.25
Agree 71 32.7
Strongly Agree 57 26.3
Strongly Disagree |16 7.4
Disagree 26 12.0
Item 22 Not Sure 60 27.6 3.45 1.15
Agree 74 34.1
Strongly Agree 41 18.9
Total 217 100.0
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As can be seen in Table 33, students who took part in this study preferred to code
switch for expressive functions. The table reveals that 87.1% of the students agreed that they
code switch “to avoid misunderstanding”, while 56.7 of them stated their reason for CS as “to
make others understand what they mean”. Students expressing their code switch to express
themselves easily is 66.4%. Item 18 which is “Because it decreases my anxiety when
speaking” has been chosen by 59%, while item 22 “For habitual expressions” follows up by
53% and item 14 “Because I feel comfortable in using more than one language when
speaking” by 49.3.

The table shows that 48.4% of the students agreed that they CS to express their loyalty
to their culture. “To express personal emotions (anger, sadness, happiness, etc.)” which is
item 13 was chosen by 44.2% of the students participating in this study. Lastly, item 7, which
is “To create a sense of belonging” was agreed to be one of the expressive functions of
student CS by 18.5%.

When Tables 33, 34, 35, and 36 were examined it can be seen that the students who
participated in this study expressed that they use all four CS functions, which are referential,
poetic, expressive, and directive.

The independent samples t-test was used in order to answer RQ3 in which the
difference between the student CS frequency scores according to gender, age, grade,
proficiency level, previous EFL learning experience, having been abroad and living abroad
were examined.

The results obtained are presented in Tables 34- 42.

Table 34

CS according to gender

Group n X sd daf t >
Code switching Female 120 73.08 11.21
Male 97 7347 1421 180.17 -23 .82
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When Table 34 is examined, it is seen that there is no significant difference between
CS scores according to gender (t=-.23; p>.05).

One-way ANOVA (one-way ANOVA) analysis was conducted for independent
groups to determine whether the students' CS scores differ according to age. Analysis results
are presented in Table 35.

Table 35

ANOVA results of students' code-switching scores according to age

Sum of Mean

Source of variance df F p
squares square
Between Groups ~ 1806.78 3 602.26 3.942 .009
Code switching Within Groups 32540.28 213 152.77
Total 34347.060 216

When Table 35 is examined, it is seen that there is a significant difference in the code-
switching scores of the students according to their ages (F (3.213)=3.942; p<.05).

Multiple comparison tests were used to determine among which groups these
differences existed. First of all, the results of the Bonferroni test were taken into account
because the requirement of homogeneity of variances for multiple comparisons for students'
code-switching scores was met and the number of participants in the groups was not equal
(Miller, 1977). Results are presented in Table 36.

Table 36

Multiple comparison between groups for CS scores according to students' ages

n=217 14 15 16 17
14 - .07 6.09* -.86
15 - - 6.02* -.93
16 - - - -6.95
17 - - - -

When Table 36 is examined, it is seen that there is a significant difference between the

age groups 14-16 and 15- 16. When the mean differences are examined, it can be said that
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students in the 14 and 15 age group are significantly higher than the scores of the students in
the 16-age group.

One-way ANOVA (one-way ANOVA) analysis was conducted for independent
groups to determine whether the students' CS scores differ according to their grade level.
Analysis results are presented in Table 37.

Table 37

ANOVA results of students' CS scores according to grade

Source of variance Sum of df Mean F p
squares square
Between Groups 831.37 2 415.68 2.654 .073
Code switching Within Groups 33515.69 214 156.62
Total 34347.06 216

When Table 37 is examined, it is seen that there is no significant difference in the CS
scores of the students according to their grade (F (2.214)=3.654; p>.05).

One-way ANOVA (one-way ANOVA) analysis was conducted for independent
groups to determine whether the students' CS scores differ according to their English level.

Analysis results are presented in Table 38.

Table 38
ANOVA results of students' code-switching scores according to English Proficiency
Level
Source of variance sum of df Mean F p
squares square
Between Groups  4106.994 3 1368.998 9.643 .000
Code switching Within Groups 30240.066 213 141.972
Total 34347.060 216

When Table 38 is examined, it is seen that there is a significant difference in the CS
scores of the students according to their English Level (F (3.213)-9.643; p<.05).
Multiple comparison tests (Bonferroni test) were used to determine among which

groups these differences existed. Results are presented in Table 39.
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Table 39

Multiple comparison between groups for CS scores according to English Level

n=217 Al A2 B1 B2
Al - 239 6.19 12.75*
A2 - - 3.80 10.36*
B1 - - - -6.56%
B2 - - - -

When Table 39 is examined, it is seen that there is a significant difference between the
English Levels A1-B2, A2-B2 and B1-B2. When the mean differences are examined, it can be
said that students in the Al, A2, B1 groups are significantly higher than the scores of the
students in the B2.

The independent samples t-test was used in order to see differences between the
students' CS scores according to Private School (studied in private school before high school
(primary school only, middle school only, or both).) was examined. The results obtained are
presented in Table 40.

Table 40

CS frequency according to previous EFL learning experience (studying at private or
governmental middle schools)

Group n X sd df t p
Code switching Studied in Private School 201 73.32 1253 215 .268  .789

Not Studied in Private 16 7244 14.03

School

When Table 40 is examined, it is seen that there is no significant difference between
CS scores according to Studied in Private School or not (t=-.268; p>.05).

Table 41

CS frequency according to having been abroad

Group n X sd df t p
Code switching Yes 137 7177 1316 215 -2.284 .023
No 80 75.79  11.25
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When Table 41 is examined, it is seen that there is a significant difference between CS
scores according to being abroad. (t=-2.284; p<.05). Being abroad no group is significantly
higher than being abroad yes group.

Table 42

CS frequency according to living abroad

Group n X sd df t p
Code switching Yes 24 7275 1561 215 -207 .836
No 193 7332 12.23

When Table 42 is examined, it is seen that there is no significant difference between
CS scores according to living abroad. (t=-207; p>.05).

Since the numbers of some groups in English lesson conditions, Learning English,
Interest in English and parent’s language variables were low (<15), no comparison was made
for these variables.

4.3. Qualitative results

In this section, the results obtained from the qualitative data are analysed in
accordance with the interviews held with a total of 18 participants, amongst whom are 14
students and 4 teachers. Due to Covid-19 pandemic, all interviewees were interviewed and
recorded by using video conferences on Microsoft Teams. Followingly, all interviews were
fully transcribed for conversation analysis.

Interviews have been considered a reliable way to obtain data in depth. That is why
interviews were made use of during the data gathering process of the present study. Another
reason why interviews were preferred is to present quantitative and qualitative data together.
The main purpose of the qualitative part of the current study was to reveal the beliefs of both
students and the teachers about CS descending to details and support quantitative data

findings.
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4.3.1 Findings from Interviews with teachers

The interview aimed to reveal the teachers’ beliefs on CS and students’ CS reasons
according to the teachers. There were six qualitative based questions applied to teachers. All
four teachers first were asked about their education and teaching experiences which was
followed by the second question which was if they had ever worked at an institution that bans
the use of L1 and its effects on student and teacher relationships. They all agreed on the idea
that banning the use of L1 in the classroom creates a stressful classroom environment,
especially for the students. However, T1 commented that he believes it can be beneficial for
the students at some point.

The next question addressing the teachers who participated in the study was if they let
their students code switch during their lessons and their attitudes towards CS. All teachers
except for T1 stated that they felt with CS in the classroom was acceptable when necessary.
They all expressed that they do not show a negative attitude towards student CS in their
lessons and added balancing the amount of CS in class is essential. The results reached by
Sert (2005) and Horasan (2014) who conducted research in Turkish EFL context on CS show
that teacher CS can be used as a beneficial tool. Atkinson (1993) summarised by stating
researchers think that teachers should use English where possible and the L1 where necessary
summarizes the issue.

T1 explained his thoughts on the issue as follows:

T1: “Bence derste diller arasi ge¢is yapiimamali miimkiin oldugu mertebede. Ciinkii
ozellikle bizim gibi iilkelerde giinliik hayatta dile maruz kalamadiklart igin ogrenciler sinif
igcindeki veya hedef dilin kullanildigi zamanlar ¢ok degerli zamanlar ve bunlar anadil
konusularak bosa harcanmamall bence.

“In my opinion, CS should not be applied as much as possible during the lessons.

Because, in countries, especially like our country, as the students cannot be exposed to the
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target language in their daily lives, the period when L2 is used in the classroom is quite
precious and it is not fair to spend that time speaking in Turkish.”

T1 expressed their belief on the reasons why to limit CS in EFL classrooms. They also
expressed their concern on wasting time by using L1 in a language classroom.

Most of the teachers agreed that CS should be applied within limits and cautiously,
and teachers should not CS longer than was necessary. Krashen (1985) insisted on the
importance of target language use to provide more input in the target language and to
maximize the exposure. He supported this hypothesis with a study conducted with
intermediate level students at Ottawa University. The results showed that the students who
took some courses by native teachers and only in the target languages both took successful
results in those courses and improved their proficiency levels in the target languages (Uz,
2019). Similarly, Turnbull (2001) claimed that the teacher’s main role is “to make sure that
the student is exposed to L2 as much as possible”, which is in line with the interviewed
teachers’ beliefs.

Question 4 was “Are there any pros and cons of CS? And if so, what are they?” When
the participants’ replies were coded, it was seen that all of the participants agree that CS has
both pros and cons. Mentioned by all four of the teachers, the pros of CS according to the
teachers interviewed is that it makes the students feel stress-free and it strengthens the
relationship between the teacher and the students. However, it has some disadvantages. Even
though it is agreed that restrictions on L1 usage is not beneficial, the students are ready to take
advantage of a single mother tongue utterance by the teacher and they definitely ask for more
whenever the teacher code switches. Commenting on the pros and cons of CS T2 commented:

T2: “Hem faydalari hem zararlar: oldugunu diisiiniiyorum. Once faydalarindan
bahsedeyim. Ogrenci 6gretmen iliskilerini bence cok olumlu etkiliyor, sumif ortami, bir sinifa

ait olma olayini bence cok pozitif, cok giizel etkiliyor. Zararlari neler? Ogrenciler her zaman
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daha fazlasint istiyor. Tipki ¢ocuklar gibi. Dolayisiyla siz onlara bir duyuruyu Tiirkce
yaptiginiz zaman bir sonraki duyuru yapacaginiz zaman onu da Tiirkge istiyorlar. Veya
smavla ilgili bir sey agikliyorsunuz illa Tiirkgesini de istiyorlar. Dolayisiyla bu is biraz asiyor
hem 6grenciyi hem 6gretmeni diye diisiintiyorum. O yiizden de zararl oldugunu
diistiniiyorum. Ogrenmeyi de geriye ittigini, 6grenmeyi yavaslattigim diisiiniiyorum.”’

“I believe, CS during lessons has both pros and cons. To start with its pros, I think it
really affects student- teacher relationship, classroom environment and belonging to a class
quite in a positive way. What about the cons? Students always ask for more. Just like kids. So,
if you make an announcement in Turkish, they are going to expect the following
announcement in Turkish as well. The same problem applies while giving the details of an
exam. For this reason, these distresses both the teachers and the students, and starts to
become harmful. That’s why I believe at this point, it slows the learning process down.”

As seen in the extract above T2 believes that CS can be both advantegous and
disadvantageous at the same time. All teacher participants seem to agree what Baytar &
Timugin (2014) states,which is ;

“The use of mother tongue (L1) in English as a Foreign Language (EFL) context is a
controversial issue and there has been no absolute research outcome that indicates whether it
should be avoided at all costs or not, but it is an incontrovertible fact that while some of the
teachers avoid using mother tongue in language teaching classroom as they thought that using
L1 hinders the target language (L2) acquisition, the others favor it for variety of reasons”
(p.241). It can be concluded from the teachers’ responses that they all agree on the idea that
CS has both pros and cons. One of the beneficial aspects of CS mentioned was ensuring a
positive and friendly learning environment in the classroom. Yet, all teachers agreed that

students get used to being exposed to L1 and ask for more whenever their teacher code

switches. Yletyinen (2004), in her study conducted in a Finnish elementary school, the
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findings indicated that CS was beneficial and a time saver. However, after the findings she
mentioned that the use and the frequency of CS by the teachers was crucial as once done it
could lead students to be in the expectation of everything to be repeated in L1 after the
explanation made by the teacher in L2.

Table 43

Teachers’ beliefs on student CS

T1 T2 T3 T4

When touse CS  Announcements Announcements Discussions To attract students’
Greeting Non course contenton non course attention

Non course content
content
Positive sides of  Sense of Strengthens Strengthens  Stress-free learning
CS belonging relationship relationship  environment
between teacher  between
Positive learning and students teacher and
environment students
Stress-free
learning

environment

Negative sides of Causing anxiety Having difficulty Lowering the Having difficulty in

CS in balancing L1 amount of balancing L1 and L2
Lowering the and L2 use in exposure to L2use in classroom
amount of classroom
exposure to L2

Frequency Yes Yes Yes Yes

difference of CS

between levels

Attitude towards  Slightly Negative Positive Positive Positive
CS

All teachers were then addressed the question of why their students CS during their
lessons. The findings of the interviews showed a variety of reasons for student CS mentioned
by the teachers who participated in the study. When the respondents’ replies were analysed, it
was observed that the majority of the participants reported believing “limited vocabulary”

being one of the main reasons for student CS. Decreasing the anxiety of the students, cracking
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jokes, and discussing personal issues were the following most common responses of the
interviewee teachers. Attracting attention, expressing oneself easily, and carrying out tasks
easily were the other comments made by the participant teachers. When the interviewees’
replies were coded, a number of codes related were generated. To illustrate these codes were;
limited vocabulary, to attract attention, to express oneself clearly, decreasing anxiety and
stress, jokes, to discuss personal issues and carrying out tasks easily. Accordingly, these
codes were categorised under four sub categories, which were expressive, poetic, referential
and directive. The sub category expressive included limited vocabulary, decreasing anxiety
and expressing oneself easily. The sub category poetic included cracking jokes. The next sub
category referential included carrying out tasks easily. The last sub category directive
included attracting attention and discussing personal issues. The same procedure was applied
during the conversation analysis of the interviews with the students.

To ensure continuity between the quantitative and the qualitative analysis the names of
the sub categories were taken from the questionnaire applied to the students in this study.
Furthermore, the codes emerging, have been named in accordance with the items in the
questionnaire.

Table 44

Functions of student CS according to the data gained through teacher interviews.

Function types Reasons mentioned Total answers from teacher interviews
Expressive functions Limited vocabulary 4

Expressing oneself clearly 2

Decreasing anxiety 2
Poetic functions To crack jokes 2

Referential functions To carry out tasks easily 1
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Directive functions  To attract attention 1

To discuss personal issues 2

All teachers stated their beliefs on student CS, and there were fourteen answers which
shows that the participant teachers mentioned more than one reason for student CS. Even
though all teachers agreed that CS should not be used other than specific cases such as
announcements, greeting students, giving detailed information about theexams etc... T1 was
the only teacher with the slightly negative view on CS in EFL classrooms, mentioning the
difficulty of balancing L1 and L2 usage in his classes. He also mentioned the risk of students’
getting used to being exposed to L1 and demanding more of it in time.

T1:” Tabi degisik sebepleri olmakla birlikte bence ilk sebebi dikkat ¢cekmek icin
genelde yapryorlar veya bir konuyla alakali kisisel goriislerini dogrudan, daha net ve
kestirmeden aktarmak amaciyla da bunu yapryorlar. Bir de genelde espri yapmak igin
arkadaslarina takilmak, onlar giildiirmek amagl yaptiklarin diigiintiyorum. Son olarak
bilmedikleri bir kelime oldugunda direkt Tiirk¢e soru soruyorlar.

“Even though there are several reasons for student CS, I believe the first reason why
students code switch is mostly to attract attention, and to express their ideas on a specific
matter clearly and from a short cut. Additionally, another reason for student CS is to make
jokes and to make their friends laugh. And lastly, when they do not know the meaning of a
word, they instantly start speaking Turkish and ask the teacher.

T1 stated the three reasons for student CS which were; attracting attention, expressing
opinions and limited vocabulary.

T2: “Bence baslica sebebi, espri, komiklik, saka. Bu tarz seyler icin ¢ok fazla
yapiyorlar. Benim en gozlemledigim bu. Ve ya bir kelimenin anlamim bilmediklerinde. Ozel

durumlar igin de ¢ok fazla yapryorlar mesela ézellikle online egitim siirecinde hocam kapi
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caldi gidebilir miyim? Kargo geldi gidebilir miyim? Hocam telefon ¢aldi, hocam yemek geldi
falan gibi. Online siiregte boyle. Yiiz yiize olan siiregte de iste lavaboya gidebilir miyim?
Camu agabilir miyiz? Gibi seyler soylerken kendi dillerini kullanmay1 tercih ediyorlar. En ¢ok
karsilastiklarim bunlar.”

“In my opinion, the major reason for student CS is to make jokes. They do this very
often for humour. That is what | have observed the most, so far. Or when they do not know the
meaning of a word. The students also code switch on exceptional cases especially during
online education periods, such as “teacher can I get the door?”, “Teacher, the mailman is
here, can I leave?”, “teacher the phone is ringing, do you mind if i take it?”, “my lunch is
here”. During face-10-face education the excuses were “Teacher can I go to the toilet?”, “Do
you mind if [ open the window?” etc. These are the cases that I had come across until now.

T2 believed that the most commonly applied reasons for student CS were; humour,
asking the meaning of an unknown word and non lesson content.

T3: “Sebeplerinin en énemlisi toplumsal baski, 6grenemeyecegini diistiniiyor ve
korkuyor. ikincil sebebi de bana kalirsa egitim sistemimizle alakall. bunlari egiten
ogretmenler de bu sistemde yogruldugu icin, maalesef ki 6grencilerimiz, ogretmenlerimiz
mesela miithis gramatik yapilari 6gretsinler ¢ok iyi yapiyor bu ¢ocuk geliyor Bl, B2 seviyesi,
kelime kapasitesi maksimum 100 kelimeyle konusuyor, akademik hi¢bir vocabulary
kullanamiyor o ¢ocuk. Cocuk uygulamayr bilmiyor, yani bilmedigi bir kelime olunca CS
yapryor.

“The main reason is the social pressure; the students think that they cannot learn and
have fear of this. The following reason to me is the education system itself. As the teachers
have been taught in this very system, even though they teach their students higher level
grammatical subjects, even B1 and B2 students have problems with speaking in the target

language, what’s more their vocabulary range is around 100 and they cannot use academic
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vocabulary. So, the students do not know how to apply their knowledge into practice so they
code switch.

T3 expressed that she believed the most common reasons for student CS were social
pressure which was categorized under the sub section of expressive functions.

T4: Bir¢ok sebebi var, bunlarin basinda gelenler benim diisiinceme gore birincisi,
seviyeye gore degisecek olmakla birlikte birincisi bilmedikleri kelime. Ikincisi, oncesinde
almis olduklar: Ingilizceyle ilgili egitim tarziyla ilgili. Cok ¢ok gramer bazli giden égrenci
korkuyor, ciimleyi dogru telaffuz edemeyeceginden korktugu icin tikaniyor ve anadile gegiyor.
Bir digeri ise, sadece korku. Dile karsi, ogretmene karsi, arkadaslarina karsi - alay
etmesinler diye duydugu- korkudan dolay: oluyor.

“There are several reasons to mention, the primary reason, in my opinion, that can
differ according to proficiency levels of the student, is poor vocabulary knowledge. The
following reason is about the education they have gotten. If the students received grammar-
based language education during their school lives, they get stressed about mispronouncing a
word an followingly switch to Turkish. Another reason is, students have fear against their
teachers and friends- have the fear of being mocked by friends.

According to T4 poor vocabulary, mispronunciation and anxiety were the most
common reasons for student CS. Aydin and Zengin (2008) mentioned students being anxious
when they do not know the right pronunciation of a word.

It was revealed after the conversation analysis that, according to teachers interviewed,
CS is used by students mostly for “poor vocabulary knowledge” or “vocabulary deficiency”.
According to the results of the content analysis conducted, codes emerged from the teacher
interviews. The most observed ones in the data were anxiety for L2 usage and humour. The
other common replies on student CS were; attracting attention expressing opinions and

exceptional instant situations.
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Analysing the replies on the question “When do you think L1 use in the classroom is
acceptable or necessary?” It was seen that all four of the teachers who participated in this
study agreed that use of L1 in the classroom environment should be limited and used only on
specific cases such as; announcements,small talk, giving instructions.Three out of four
teachers were for announcements to be made in L1,especially about the exams and
homework, which can be made in L1 to make sure no students are left behind in terms of
being informed,as they have had problems regarding these issues during their teaching
experiences. T1 expressed that he believes that even important announcements should be
made in the target language as it would encourage students to use L2 at all times. Three out of
four teachers replied that using L1 during small talk, especially in the beginning of a lesson ,
is crucial for developing a good relationship between the class and the teacher. However, T1
stated that even though he believes that using L1 while having a conversation with the
students can be beneficial in terms of strong teacher-student relationships, he prefers to push
the students to use target language during class time. It can be seen that all teachers agree on
the belief that use of L1 during class strengthens the teacher student relationship.

Commenting on when is CS acceptable or necessary T3 responded:

T3: “Bence onemli duyurular yapilabilir, ya da sinavla ilgili ac¢iklamalar yapilabilir.”

“Important announcements can be made in L1 or informing the students about an
exam.”

One of the teachers, T1, reported the following about when to CS:

T1: “Mesela bir duyuru yapilacaksa yapilabilir veya ders ¢ok sikici hale geldiyse
sohbet amacli kullanilabilir”.

“For instance, an announcement or when the lesson turns out to be a boring one, L1

can be used to have a conversation.’

Both T3 and T1 expressed that it was appropriate to switch codes on special cases.
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All teachers showed a positive attitude towards the use of L1 on specific occasions
such as making announcements, giving instructions etc. That is to say, teacher participants
believe the use of L1 could be beneficial in some cases.

The last question directed to the teachers was if they think there is a significant
difference between the students’ proficiency levels and their CS frequency. All of the teachers
expressed their belief that lower levels are more likely to code switch reasonably more than
the higher proficiency levels. The tendency of lower-level CS is related to their proficiency
levels as agreed by all of them.

Commenting on if there is a significant difference between the students’ proficiency
levels and their code-switching frequency T2 stated:

T2: Evet var. Daha ileri seviyelerde daha az diller arasi gegis yapilirken daha
baslangi¢ seviyesinde daha fazla diller arasi gegis yapildigint gézlemliyoruz yillardir
ogretmenler olarak. Dolayisiyla boyle bir ters oranti oldugunu diigiiniiyorum ve
gozlemliyorum yullardir.

“Yes, there is. Having been teachers for many years, we have been observing that
lower-level students have the tendency to CS more than the higher-level students. Thus, |
believe there is this inverse ratio between the level and the frequency of CS.

T4: Diisiik seviyedeki 6grencinin bunu yapmasinin bir baglantist oldugunu
diistintiyorum. Yani Al seviyesindeki bir ogrencinin daha stk yaptigint ben kendi adima
gozlemledim.

| believe that lower-level students’ CS and their proficiency level is related. | myself
have observed Al level students CS more often.

As seen in the extracts both T2 and T4 made similar comments on the connection
between lower proficiency levels and the frequency of CS. It can be understood that both

teachers experienced the issue during their teachings.
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The analysis of this question showed that all teachers think proficiency levels and CS
frequency are related. Lower-level students CS more frequently than the ones in higher
proficiency levels according to the teachers. Willis & Willis, 2007 stated that L1 cannot be
avoided in L2 classrooms since it can bring some benefits to the classroom, especially with
beginners. Similarly, the university teachers who participated in the study by Akin (2016)
expressed that the proficiency level was the most important reason for CS. Similarly,
Biiyiikyazi and Solhi (2011) revealed in their study that a large number of teachers allow the

use of L1 especially with low level students.

4.3.2. Findings from interviews with students

There were fifteen open-ended interview questions applied to students. This
instrument aimed to reveal the students’ beliefs on their CS reasons. Additionally, the
instrument aimed to find out the students’ perceptions on CS, their previous EFL learning
experience and their beliefs on language learning. The students interviewed were chosen
randomly from all four levels existing at the private high school the study was conducted.
Amongst the students interviewed, there were three Al students, three A2 students, three B1
students, and three B2 students. All participants were first asked about their previous EFL
learning experience. Nine out of twelve students studied only at private schools where they
got more English lessons than the other three. The second question directed to the students
was if they liked the English lesson or not, which was followed by the question if they
thought English lessons were essential in education. Eleven out of twelve students replied
they did like the English lesson and it was essential. Only one student stated that he did not
like the lesson and did not think it was necessary at all, which was an Al level male student.

The following question in the interview was about doing extra curricular
activities related to English apart from the lessons. Resembling the replies to the previous

questions’ replies again eleven out of twelve students answered that they did. Highlighted
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replies included watching movies and TV series, following some social media accounts on
Instagram and Youtube, and reading in English.

The students were also asked questions about their experience of being and living
abroad. Two out of twelve students lived in other countries, where their mother tongue was
not the native language of the country, they lived in. Ten out of twelve students had the
chance to be abroad more than once mostly, and they all expressed their agreement on its
positive effects on their language development and usage. Furthermore, those ten students
pointed out that being abroad has contributed to their CS frequency in means of feeling more
confident and having the need to code switch as they had no other option than using the
language when abroad. That absolute necessity of using the target language while abroad
contributed to their use of L2, which means less CS during language lessons.

The following question in the semi structured interview conducted was “Do you code
switch in EFL classes?”. All students stated that they code switched in EFL classes. The next
question directed to the interviewees was their thoughts on CS and their attitudes towards it.
All the participant students agreed that CS makes them feel more comfortable in the
classroom during the lessons. However, five out of twelve students stated that they would
prefer classes where teacher code switches less to reinforce learning and push them. Seven out
of twelve students expressed their gladness about being a part of the classes where they can
use L1 freely to code switch referring to it decreasing the stress level during lessons. Lee
(2010) mentioned in his study that while learning CS made students feel more comfortable
and confident. Another finding of his study was that teachers believed that teacher CS would

make students feel more comfortable in classes.
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Table 45

Student Participants’ Beliefs on CS

Participant’s Beliefs on CS Groups f
Attitude towards English lesson Yes 1
No 1
Necessity of learning English Yes 1
No 1
Extra curricular activities related to English Yes 1
No 1
Aptitude’s relation to language learning Yes 7
No 5
Relation between proficiency levels and CS frequency Yes 12
No 0
Thoughts on teacher CS Positive 7
Negative 5

All student interviewees were asked RQ1 “Why do you code switch?”. The results of
the content analysis indicated that from the twelve students interviewed for the study, all gave
at least two reasons for their CS. All the data was analysed taking the twenty-six answers into
consideration. The answers were grouped under the category of functions as themes that were
used while categorising the questionnaire taken from Othman (2015), which had been ordered
according to Appel & Muysken (2006) categorisation as expressive, referential, poetic and
directive.

After the conversation analysis conducted according to the answers received from the
interviewed students, it was seen that there were fifteen expressive, seven referential, three

poetic and one directive reasons as responses from students for student CS.
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Table 46

Functions of student CS according to the data gained through student interviews.

Reasons mentioned Total answers from student interviews
Expressive functions Limited vocabulary

Expressing oneself clearly

Expressing emotions

Finding equivalents

For sense of belonging

Poetic functions To crack jokes
To make the lesson more enjoyable
Referential functions To carry out task easily

To explain difficult concepts
To discuss certain topics which can be more
appropriate in Turkish

Directive functions To discuss personal issues

Expressive functions

Expressive functions were the most commonly stated reasons for student CS
according to the data analysed. The findings from the semi structured interviews with twelve
students revealed that lack of vocabulary was the most given reason for CS When the
interviews were transcribed to be analysed, it was conducted those five out of twelve students
stated that they switch codes owing to the lack in vocabulary knowledge.

Commenting on their reasons for CS one of the participants stated:

S1: “Kelime yetersizligi. Kelime sormak i¢in, kelime bazinda. Bilmedigin kelimeleri
kullanmak icin.”

“Lack of vocabulary. To ask what a word means and its definition. To be able to
use the words that | don 't know the meaning of.”

There was also one participant who stated:

S8: “Uygun kelime bulamadigimda veya kelimenin Ingilizcesini bilmedigimde.”

“When I cannot find the right word or when I don’t know the meaning of a

word.”
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One interviewee noted:
S 11: “Ben genelde ya bir kelimeyi hatirlayamadigimda.”

“I usually code switch when I cannot remember a word.”

S1, S8 and S11 all expressed their need to CS when they do not know or remember
the equivalence of a word. It is implied by the students that they felt more comfortable, when
they learned the meaning of the unknown word in L1.

Most of the interviewees responded to the interview question on their reasons for CS,
which is also research question 1, as poor vocabulary. That is to say, poor vocabulary is the
most common answer in the category of expressive functions amongst the interviewed
students.

“To create a sense of belonging” was another reason under the category of expressive
function commented by the students and another pointed out that they use CS to express
themselves easily.

One of the responds got from a participant student was:

S3: “Arkadaslarim Tiirk¢e konusunca muhabbet icin ben de Tiirk¢ce konusuyorum.”

“When my friends speak Turkish, I speak Turkish too to have some small talk.”

Another interviewed student answered:

S4: “Ogretmen eger gectiyse tekrar Ingilizce konusmak istemiyorum. Belki bu sebep
olabilir. Ya da ortamda Tiirk¢e konusuluyorsa ben de Tiirk¢ceden devam ediyorum. En biiyiik
sebebi bu.”

“The biggest reason is if the teacher speaks in L1, I don’t want to reply in
English.This might be the reason. Or when the other students are speaking in Turkish, | speak
Turkish, too.”

As it can be seen from the extracts, even though S3 and S4 switch codes for

expressive functions, they have different motives to CS. S4 switches to mother tongue if the
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teachers speaks in L1 and states that they do not want to switch to L2, while S3 prefers to
switch codes when their class mates speak in L1.

One student responded:

S11: “Kendini daha rahat ifade etmene yardimci oluyor.”

“It helps me express myself more easily.”

Another participant similarly stated:

S12: “Bazen kendimi tam olarak ifade edemiyorum ve tam olarak anlasiimasini
istedigim i¢in Tiirkce soylemek zorunda kaliyorum.”

“Sometimes I cannot express myself. and | would like to be completely understood, so
1 feel like I have to speak Turkish.”

It can be understood from the extracts that both S11 and S12 uses L1 to decrease the
frustration of not being understood. They state that they want to be understood and that’s why
they code switch.

Some other replies on the expressive usage of CS were because students could not
find the equivalent of the word in English and to express emotions.

Commenting on their reasons for CS, one of the interviewees stated:

S5: “Kelimenin Ingilizce karsiligini bilmedigimde.”

“When I don’t know the word's equivalence in English.”

Another interviewee reported:

S1: “Belki sey olabilir mesela Tiirk¢edeki deyim atasozii gibi seylerin Ingilizcede
olmamast”.

“Maybe it is because some Turkish idioms do not have equivalence in English.”

The use of CS in this sense could be an example of extra-sentential or tag switching,

in which the learners use idioms or idiomatic expressions, when they cannot find the
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equivalent or they prefer to use the expression in L1, as they think it fits the situation better,
or sometimes even for for humour. As exemplified in the literature review, types of CS.

For example: Yani what goes around, comes around (I mean what goes around,
comes around).

The reason why the learner prefers to switch could be humour or not being able to find
the equivalent, or as they mostly expressed during the interviews, because it fits the situation
so well.

As can be seen from the results, expressive functions are the most common reasons for
CS according to the participants in this study.

Poetic functions

Three of the participants replied to this question as to crack jokes which can be
analysed under the category of poetic reasons. The replies of the interviewees on why they
code switch that were analysed under the category of poetic functions of CS were to make the
lesson more enjoyable and to crack jokes.

One of the replies of an interviewee was:

S8: “Espri yapmak igin.”

“To make a joke.”

Another reason mentioned by the interviewees was:
S1: “Derste sakalasirken.”

“While making jokes.”

EXplaining why they code switch, one of the participants replied as:
S12: “Dersi eglenceli hale getirmek icin.”

“To make the lesson more enjoyable.”

It can be inferred from the extracts that all three students use CS for the purpose of

fun.
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Humour is one of the essential elements of classroom interaction and a friendly class.
Without making jokes, students would face boredom in their classes, however joking in TL is
not something frequently even in higher proficiency levels. Braga (2000) stated in his study
which was conducted at beginner level in Brazil, that to create a more comfortable
atmosphere in the EFL classroom CS was used by using humor. Thus, students keep on
making jokes in L1 in their EFL classes as it also creates a sense of belonging in their
classroom between classmates and also showing a loyalty to their culture.

Referential functions

The conversation analysis of the interviews conducted with the 12 students revealed
that student replies on why they code switch also has some reasons that could be categorized
under the sub category of referential functions as the students believe that CS makes carrying
out tasks easier.

One of the interviewees reported that:

S9: “Ben gramatik sebeplerle ¢cok yapryorum sanirim. Anlamadigim yeri sormak igin”

“I think I code switch due to grammatical reasons, to ask about rules etc. I do not
understand.”

As S9 states, they switch codes when they feel the need for further explanation
especially on grammar points. Another reason stated by the students is closely related to the
previous one, which is the students’ belief that CS helps explain difficult concepts. Stating the
reason why they code switch, another student replied as:

S10: “Arkadasim bir seyi anlamadiginda.”

“When a classmate did not understand something related to the lesson.”
Mentioning the reasons of their own CS reason one of the participants reported that:
S5: “Sorulari (0gretmen tarafindan sorulan sorulary) daha a¢iklayict hale getirmek

icin diller arasi gegis yaptigim oluyor.”
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“I code switch to explain the questions asked (by the teacher).”

The last reason stated by the students was the belief of discussing certain topics which
can be more appropriate to discuss in Turkish.

One of the participants referred to their CS as:

S7: “Bir de mesela derin konulardan bahsederken felsefi bir sey anlatirken ya da
haberlerden bahsederken ya da sadece sohbet etmek igin.”

“For instance, while talking about something philosophical or the news or just for
chit chat.”

According to the reponses, there is no doubt that students feel more comfortable while
talking about things that are not related to the lesson content. Talking to both classmates and
the teachers in L1 in an EFL classroom environment also helps them strengthen their bond
with both the classmates and the teacher and it helps mutual understanding as they comment.
Directive functions

Lastly, discussing personal issues was stated as one of the reasons for CS by two
students.

There was also a participant who stated:

S11: “Genel olarak kisisel seyler, ¢iinkii 6gretmen bir sey sordugunda soruyorum

’

biraz zaman alabilir miyim, arastirmak igin.’
“Mostly for personal issues such as can I have some extra time etc.”
The next question asked to the participant students was their attitudes towards teacher
CS. Five out of twelve students responded that they would not prefer the teacher to code
switch during class. The rest of the students expressed that it was okay for the teacher to code
switch especially while giving instructions, making announcements and small talks.

The students were asked about their thoughts on institutions banning the use of L1 and

so CS. Except for one student, all students shared the idea that this would create a negative



78

classroom environment and would cause negative attitudes both towards the lesson and the
teacher. Additionally, eleven students stated that they would not like to be educated at an
institution following the no L1 regulation. Only one of the students expressed that he would
not mind as he was a bilingual person considering himself as a person with two mother
tongues.

The following question directed to the participants was if they found CS useful. All of
the interviewees stated that balance was the key. Excessive use of L1 in the classroom or
banning the use of L1 are both not appreciated by the students involved in this study.

The following question was asked with the intention of having an idea of the current
situation, which is online education during the COVID19 period. The students were asked if
their CS frequency had increased during online education and if yes what could have been the
reasons behind this. Seven out of twelve students responded to this question as no, while three
of them responded to the question positively. And the reason stated by the three students
commented that online education caused them to code switch more during lessons were the
need to speak in L1 during technical problems, which occur several times during one lesson,
personal issues such as getting the door or the need to visit the bathroom etc... However, two
participants expressed that not only them but also the teachers and the whole classroom code
switched more frequently owing to some reasons such as the need to talk, as everyone had to
stay home due to the pandemic and the teachers’ need to be understood and checking
understanding so as the students.

The Final question of the interview was if the students believed there was a
connection between the proficiency level of the students and the frequency of CS. All twelve
interviewee students stated that they believed lower proficiency level students code switched
more often than the ones in higher proficiency level classes and there was a connection

between the students’ proficiency level and the frequency of CS. The interviewed students
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stated that the lower the proficiency level, the more the need to speak your own language,

owing to lack of vocabulary, feeling insecure etc.

Table 47

Quantitative and qualitative results

Findings from student questionnaire

Findings from student interviews

Explaining difficult concepts
To avoid misunderstandings
English (L2) equivalent.
Expressing oneself clearly

Discussing certain topics that can be more
appropriate to discuss in L1

Discussing personal issues
Decreasing anxiety

No similar words in English
Thinking in Turkish

Making others understand what | say

Feeling more comfortable

Cracking jokes

Limited vocabulary
Expressing oneself clearly

Expressing emotions

Carrying out tasks easily

Discussing personal issues

Cracking jokes

Finding equivalents
Sense of belonging
Explaining difficult concepts

Discussing certain topics that can be more
appropriate to discuss in L1

Making the lesson enjoyable

As can be seen in Table 47, the quantitative results that show the finding of the student
questionnaire applied and the qualitative results that were gathered through students
interviews have been compared. The results gathered are mostly in line with each other. There
are several common answers derived from the research such as; “expressing oneself clearly,
cracking jokes, finding equivalents, discussing certain topics that can be more appropriate to

discuss in L1, explaining difficult concepts™ etc.

Table 48

Findings from both teacher and student interviews.

Findings from teacher interviews Findings from student interviews

Limited vocabulary

Expressing oneself clearly

Limited vocabulary

Expressing oneself clearly
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Decreasing anxiety Expressing emotions
Cracking jokes Carrying out tasks easily
Discussing personal issues Discussing personal issues
Carrying out tasks easily Cracking jokes

Finding equivalents
Sense of belonging
Explaining difficult concepts

Discussing certain topics that can be more
appropriate to discuss in L1

Making the lesson enjoyable

Analysing the data gained from both teachers and student interviews, it was revealed
that limited vocabulary, expressing oneself clearly, carrying out different tasks, cracking jokes

and discussing personal issues are some of the common answers.

4.4. Conclusion

This chapter consists of the findings obtained in the current study. For this reason, the
questionnaire analysis results were explained and the participants’ responses from the semi-
structured interviews were integrated with the statistical findings through conversation
analysis. In the next chapter, the findings of the study is discussed with relevant references

from the literature.
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CHAPTER 5

Discussion

5.1. Introduction

The present study which implied both qualitative and quantitative research methods to

reveal answers for the following research questions:

1. What are the reasons for CS for students?
2. What are the reasons for students' CS according to teachers?
3. Are there any significant differences between the frequency of student CS

according to their

a. proficiency levels?

b. grade level?

C. age?

d. gender?

e. having been abroad?

f. previous EFL learning experience (studying at private or governmental middle
schools)?

In this chapter, the results obtained from both qualitative and quantitative data are

discussed with regard to the relevant previous studies from the literature relating to the

research questions.

5.2. Discussion on CS according to students

The first research question attempted to find out why students code switch during their

English lessons. With the aim of collecting data by using a mixed method design, all 217

students were first given a questionnaire, afterwards semi structured interviews were held

with twelve of them. The findings of the present study revealed that students CS for various

reasons. Eldridge (1996), conducted a research in Turkey with high school students and
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during his study he observed one hundred reasons for CS during his classroom observations.
What’s more, Elridge’s study has been one of the few studies in the literature that was
conducted at high school level. The majority of the functions found out in the current study
are consistent with other studies conducted (Al-Nofaie, 2010; Aydin and Zengin, 2008; Bram,
Mety and Wijaya, 2020; Eldridge, 1996; Gumperz, 1982; Hussein, 1999; Malik, 1994;
Othman, 2015; Tabassum and Muhammed, 2020; Yataganbaba, 2014).

Yataganbaba (2014), grouped functions of CS as content-related and other purposes.
Some of the content -related issues mentioned by her were; “giving equivalence, asking for
clarification, translation, asking for grammar explanations” etc. And, some of the reasons for
CS that were referred to as other or social purposes were; attracting attention, teasing a peer,
signalling humorous situations etc. The findings of the present study indicated that students
mostly CS for content-related issues. All the reasons for student CS found in this study can be
listed as; “to discuss personal issues,to avoid misunderstanding, to make others understand
what the speaker means, to attract attention, to quote something said by others, to express
loyalty to one’s culture, to create a sense of belonging, ,to persuade others, to discuss certain
topics which can be more appropriate to discuss in Turkish, to make the lesson more
enjoyable, to crack jokes, to express oneself, for humour, to express personal emotions, to feel
more comfortable, to make explaining difficult concepts easier, to make learning easier, to
carry out tasks easily, to decrease anxiety while speaking, to find equivalents, for not being
able to find similar words in L2, because of thinking in Turkish and for habitual
expressions”.

The quantitative data obtained by the students’ questionnaire revealed that the most
common reasons for student CS were as follows in rank; explaining difficult concepts,
avoiding misunderstanding, not being able to find the English equivalent, expressing oneself

clearly and discussing certain topics that can be more appropriate to discuss in Turkish (L1).
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It was stated by Ustlinel & Seedhouse (2005) that L1 can be used to explain difficult grammar
concepts. Even though their study was on teacher CS, this finding is still applicable to the
findings discussed above. Even if the students do not CS themselves to explain difficult
concepts, they stated that they need teacher CS in those cases. What is more, they CS to
explain to their classmates what was not understood or misunderstood with the intention of
helping each other. The current study also confirms the findings of Al-Nofaie (2010) in this
respect, who revealed explaining difficult activities and explaining grammar were two of the
most preferred reasons for student CS.

The qualitative results drawn from the interviews conducted with the students
indicated that the most preferred reasons for CS were in rank; limited vocabulary, expressing
oneself clearly, expressing emotions, carrying out tasks easily, cracking jokes. Similar to what
Yataganbaba (2014) stated in her study, which was conducted with young learners at
secondary school, it was seen that students CS for content-related issues as well as other
purposes.

Another finding that was gained by both quantitatively and qualitatively indicated
that one of the reasons for student CS is to carry out tasks easily. It can be concluded that the
results of the qualitative and quantitative data go hand in hand on the student CS reason
carrying out tasks easily. There are many studies stating the use of L1 is beneficial while
carrying out complex tasks (Al-Nofaie, 2010; Arenas-Iglesias 2016; Demirci, 2014; Othman,
2014; Storch & Wigglesworth, 2003; Swain and Lapkin, 2000).

The quantitative results obtained from the questionnaire applied to the students
revealed that students code switch as it helps them understand difficult concepts. This finding
is also in line with the data revealed in the interviews. In addition to that, the findings
indicated similar results on this item. Thus, a similar result was found with Simasiku, Liswani

& Kasanda, Choshi & Smit, Talita. (2015) They stated that “It is believed that learners would
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be actively involved in their learning, understand the subject matter better and the difficult
English concepts would be better interpreted by learners in the language that they fully
understand”.

Another finding of the study was CS to avoid misunderstanding. A similar finding was
revealed in the master’s thesis of Atas (2012). He stated that CS was used by students “to
signal the extent of misunderstanding”. As suggested by Aydin and Zengin (2008),
misunderstanding is what students worry about. Bram, Mety and Wijaya (2020) reached a
similar conclusion on avoiding unintended misunderstandings being a common reason for
student CS.

Finding proper Englis equivalents is another function mentioned by the student
participants. The findings of the study of Hussein (1999) at a Jordian University also revealed
that the main reason for student CS was lack of equivalents. Similarly, one of the major
findings of Elridge (1996) was CS by giving the Turkish equivalent of a word in L2 which is
similar to the findings reached. What was revealed in the study of Tabassum and Muhammed
(2020) was that the majority of students CS to overcome when they are incompetent in L2.
This finding is in line with what was found in the present study. Students CS when they
cannot come up with the equivalent of a word in L2 and they also CS when they would like to

express themselves which both can be defined as issues of being incompetent in L2.

5.3. Discussion on CS according to teachers

With the aim of analysing the qualitative data of the present study, four EFL teachers
were interviewed. It was revealed by the interviews made with the teachers that teachers'
beliefs on student CS are as follows: limited vocabulary, expressing oneself clearly,
decreasing anxiety, making jokes, discussing personal issues, attracting attention and carrying
out different tasks easily. The results drawn from the semi structured interviews with four

teachers demonstrated that teachers believe that the main reason for student CS is poor
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vocabulary. This finding is consistent with Algarin-Ruiz (2014) and Sonmez (2020). What is
more, this finding overlaps with both the quantitative results of this study and the qualitative
findings gained through the student interviews. It can be concluded that both teachers and
students consider “limited vocabulary” as one of the main reasons for student CS.

According to what the qualitative and the quantitative data findings indicated, students
CS to express themselves clearly. This finding is consistent with some other studies
(Bergsleithner, 2002; Bowles and Seedhouse, 2007; Celik, 2008; Miles, 2004). Bowles and
Seedhouse (2007) referred to allowing students to express themselves as being one of the
pedagogical keys of the classroom. That is to say, the participating students in the study apply
L1 when they believe they cannot be sure if their language proficiency is not adequate and
feel the urge to be understood.

Being one of the reasons for CS for students decreasing anxiety was revealed both
through teacher interviews and the questionnaire. However, according to the data gained
through student interviews decreasing anxiety was not expressed by the interviewee students
as one of the reasons for CS. Whether CS and anxiety has been related or not has been studied
by many researchers and it was stated that CS lowers learners’ anxiety levels (Arenas-
Iglesias, 2016; Auerbach 1993; Levine, 2003; Hashwani, 2008; Uz, 2019; Cakmak, 2020).

The findings indicated on student CS to attract attention are in line with several
studies (Gumperz, 1982; Malik, 1994; Othman 2015; Alam, 2016; Karaca, 2019). They have
all revealed in their studies which were conducted in different parts of the world that students
CS to attract attention. Even though it was revealed in the quantitative findings that around
25% of students agreed that they CS to attract attention, more than 50% of them strongly
disagreed and disagreed on this. Over and above, none of the students in the qualitative data
gathering, stated that they CS to attract attention. An interpretation for this might be students

do not think that they CS to attract attention or they find it difficult to say this outloud.
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Even though the current study has only focused on student CS and its reasons, a result
deduced from the teacher interviews that is worth mentioning is the participant teachers’
belief in the efficacy of teacher CS while making important announcements and giving
instructions for classroom activities or exams. This finding demonstrates that teachers argue
that there are some cases when CS is essential. This finding reveals a similarity between the
studies of Atas (2012) and Yataganbaba (2014) who both conducted their studies in the

Turkish context.

5.4. Student code switching frequency according to

a. gender?
b. age?
C. grade?
d. proficiency level?
e. previous EFL learning experience (studying at private or governmental

middle schools)?

f. having been abroad?
g. living abroad?

The last research question aimed to reveal how students CS and their grades, levels,
age, gender and previous EFL learning experience are related. Through the literature it can
clearly be seen that the amount of CS differs according to age, proficiency levels, grades,
gender and so on.

One of the aspects this study examined was if there was a significant difference
between CS frequency of students and gender. It was found that there were no significant
differences between gender and CS frequency. This finding is in line with Coskun (2016)
findings on CS and gender relationship. She stated that there was no significant difference

between students’ CS beliefs and their gender. In contrast to what was found, it was revealed
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by Huang and Lyu and Lin (2020) that there were gender differences in the code-switching of
Mandarin-English child bilinguals. Similarly, Kaddoura & Kaddour (2019) found out in their
study, which was conducted with Arabic speakers of Emirati dialect, that gender had an
impact on the case of CS.

There might be several reasons why there was a statistical difference between gender
and CS frequency, one of them being the total number of male and female students. 120
female students took part in the current study, while there were 97 male students contributing
to the study. Additionally, both Kaddoura & Kaddour (2019) and Lin (2020) studied with
specific bilingual groups.

The quantitative data revealed that there is a significant difference between the age
groups in terms of CS frequency. It can be seen that there is a significant difference between
the age groups 14-16 and 15- 16. It can be concluded from the data that students in the 14 and
15 age group code switched more frequently than the scores of the students in the 16-age
group. Ayeomoni (2006) and Kaddoura and Kaddour (2019) both claimed that age has an
impact on an individual's tendency to CS and code-mixing. One of the reasons for this finding
might be related to the grades of the participants. While students aged 14 are mostly 9th
graders, students aged 16 are 11th graders. First of all, 9th graders are the group of students
who come from different schools with different perceptions towards CS, whereas 11th graders
are used to the school’s EFL classroom procedures. Second of all, 9th graders have 7 hours of
English lessons, while 11th graders have only 4. Because of being exposed to the language
and spending more time in English lessons, the 9th graders have the need to CS more
especially for expressive reasons as they are less familiar with their classmates and the L2
teachers.

The findings of the present study indicated that there is no significant difference

between the grade of the students and their CS frequency. What earlier literature indicated is
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that there are not many studies conducted aiming to find the relation between students’ CS
frequency and their levels. Yet, Demirci (2016) stated that all teachers who participated in her
study agreed that L1 usage is needed in lower grades. It should be noted that the grades of
students are directly related to their age. Thus, the aspects of age and grade could be analysed
under the same categorisation. Alahmadi (2015) revealed in his study that young learners CS
more than older people. Even though there are no older people involved in the study, the
study of Al Ahmadi (2015) could still set an example on the issue of age.

Analysing the data collected, it was seen that the proficiency levels of the students
have a role on the frequency of their CS. When the mean differences are examined, it can be
said that students in the Al, A2, B1 groups are significantly higher than the scores of the
students in the B2. It was seen that the quantitative results and the qualitative findings
overlap. The results of the findings of the questionnaire showed that there is a significant
difference in the CS scores of the students according to their English Level. What’s more,
interviews made with both students and teachers revealed that both students and teachers
believe that students in lower proficiency levels CS more than the students in higher
proficiency levels. The results concerning the proficiency levels of the students showed
resemblance with some other studies (Ahmad, 2009; Coskun, 2016; Tien and Liu, 2006). The
findings of the current research seem to be in line with another study (Coskun, 2016). It
shows a significant difference between learners' CS beliefs and their proficiency levels.
However, this finding is not consistent with the data revealed in the study of Atas (2012), as
his research revealed the opposite, which was conducted in a Turkish university.

Another sub-variable to be revealed in the present study was the previous EFL
learning experience of the student participants. No significant difference was found between
having studied at a private or governmental middle or high school. According to the

quantitative data analysed, student participants did not think that attending private or
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governmental middle or high schools contributes to their CS frequency. However, this finding
can be considered as inconsistent with the data revealed in student interviews. When the
interviewees previous EFL learning experience was analysed, it was seen that students at
higher proficiency level classes have attended a private school before they started the private
high school where the study was conducted. In the earlier literature, no studies on the issue
seems to be carried out, for this reason this finding might have a contribution to the relevant
literature.

One of the aims of this study was to reveal if there were any statistical differences
between the participants having been abroad or living abroad and CS frequency. The findings
from both qualitative and quantitative data suggested that students who have been abroad
have positive attitudes towards language learning and are less likely to code switch. Some of
the responses gotten from the students about the issue were having more confidence in
yourself, feeling more comfortable while using L2 and speaking free from the fear of making
a mistake. Students who had been abroad stated that having the chance of using L2 in real life
contributed to improving their speaking skills. In the literature, there seems to be no studies
focusing on the relationship between having been abroad or living abroad and the frequency

of CS.

5.5. Conclusion

This chapter started with the discussion on the functions for CS according to students.
Secondly, reasons for student CS according to the teachers were discussed. Lastly, CS
frequency of students were discussed according to the variables gender, age, grade,
proficiency level, previous EFL learning experience (studying at private or governmental
middle schools), having been abroad and living abroad. Conclusion of the study will be

presented in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER 6

Conclusion
6.1. Introduction

Having been investigated by many researchers, the role and the amount of L1 use in
EFL classrooms is still an engaging issue. In the literature, it can be seen that there are many
researchers who have come to the conclusion that use of L1 could be considered beneficial for
EFL classrooms for various reasons such as; lowering learner anxiety, maintaining discipline,

making grammar more understandable and difficult task easier.

6.2. Limitations of the study

The first limitation is the absence of classroom observation video recordings. The
current study aimed to investigate the functions of student CS in EFL classrooms through a
questionnaire applied to students for collecting quantitative data and interviews held with both
teachers and students to get qualitative data. However, classroom observation recordings
could have been held to support the data gathered to see if student CS functions match. Even
though it had been planned to record some classroom observations in each proficiency level
classroom to see on which cases students felt the need to CS, due to the COVID-19 pandemic,
it was not possible.

The following limitation of the research is the questionnaire applied. More items could
have been included by some adjustments in it. Additionally, phatic and metalinguistic
functions were not given a place in the questionnaire created by Othman (2015). The
questionnaire included the four functions: poetic, expressive, referential and expressive
functions. If the questionnaire adopted from Appel & Muysken (2005), consisted all the
functions of the model developed, more variety of functions of student CS might have been

revealed.
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The present study was carried out at one school only. If it had been carried out in a
different setting such as a governmental secondary school, different results might have been
obtained.

Another limitation of the present study is that only four teachers participated in the
qualitative data gathering process to find out the student CS reasons. The reason for that was
the researcher was one of the teachers who participated in the study and there were only four
English teachers working in the private school where the study was conducted. Interviewing
more teachers to gain more data on student CS could have provided more generalizable data.

Lastly, in the current study only students’ CS reasons and perceptions on CS were
analysed. Further studies may address the issue from both teachers’ and students’ perspectives

to enable making comparisons between them.

6.3. Implications for teaching

One of the major purposes of this study was to analyse student CS from English to
Turkish in EFL classes from the students' and teachers’ perspectives. The results revealed that
there are many reasons why students switch codes in their EFL classrooms such as; limited
vocabulary, expressing oneself clearly, expressing emotions, carrying out tasks easily,
humour etc. as mentioned and discussed in the previous chapters.

CS can be used as a learning tool and a time saver in EFL classrooms, as the results of
this study show that students CS for many reasons and one of the most common one is their
belief that they might learn easier and faster when L1 is used during teaching grammar. As it
can be understood from both teacher and student interviews that, both teachers and students
have a positive attitude towards CS and it is believed to be a useful facilitator in language
learning. That is why school managements and teachers should pay attention to how the
students feel towards their language teachers and the lesson itself when there is English only

policy applied. It can be concluded that students might find it more difficult to connect with
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their teachers when they cannot express themselves clearly. That would motivate the students
towards the language lessons, too.

According to the results of the study, it was revealed that both teachers and students
think that lower proficiency level students have the need to switch codes. So why not turn
using L1 into an advantage by making students feel more comfortable and saving time?

Another finding of this study is that many students prefer to speak in their mother
tongue to avoid misunderstandings or to be understood in a clearer way. In Turkish education
context, we, as teachers, face many students that are too shy to speak even in L1. Expecting
them to speak in L2 during the whole lesson would be nothing but a dream. Instead, by giving
them the opportunity and freedom to switch codes during our classes, as language teachers we
could create a sense of belonging, which is another finding of this study, and show them that
they are safe.

Last but not the least, language teachers should not underestimate the power of humour
in the classrooms. It was revealed in this study that fun is one of the most crucial factors of
the lessons. Many students responded to why they preferred to code switch in EFL classrooms
as “making the lesson enjoyable”.

6.4. Directions for further research

The findings of the current study on student CS have shown that most of the
participants have a positive attitude towards it and they agree that CS in EFL classrooms is
beneficial most particularly while learning new topics or doing different tasks. Therefore,
teachers’ and foreign language departments’ and school managements’ attitude towards
student CS is crucial as they are the ones who decide on the amount of CS in the EFL
classrooms. Specifically private high school foreign languages departments could make use of

the findings of this study to decide upon their CS policy at their institutions.
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The findings of the current study could be useful for both teachers and school
managements of private high schools and guide them on CS approaches both at schools and
EFL classrooms especially in regard to proficiency levels. It seems that different approaches
should be applied, differing according to the student proficiency levels, as there is a
significant difference between the CS frequencies of higher and lower proficiency level
students.

The present study revealed that students CS for various reasons. In addition to that,
many of the participants agreed that they feel more comfortable when their teachers let them
CS in EFL classrooms. Therefore, further research can be carried out to find the connection
between the academic success of students and the frequency of CS.

This study investigated if having been or living abroad is related to CS frequency. The
conclusion reached after the data analysis was that having been abroad has a positive effect on
student CS. Further research could be carried out to find out the reasons and the variables
affecting that relationship and a comparative study could be conducted to see if it is related to

personality etc.
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APPENDICES

Apppendix 1: Permission from the owner of the questionnaire used in the study.

o
B

ayca erol
12.11.2020 Per 09:43

Kime:

Dear Malek Othman,

My name is Ayca Erol. | am an MA student at Bursa Uludag University, Turkey.

Currently, | have been working on my thesis which is a case study on the resons and functions of code switching of Turkish students
at a private high school. During the literature review, | have searched for a reliable and valid questionnaire on the subject.

I would ask for your permission to use your questioannaire | came across during my literature review readings in the study named
"Functions of Code Switching: A Case Study" in my thesis study.

| appreciate your work.

Regards.

Ayca Erol

Génderen Qutlook

L
T

Malek Othman
12.11.2020 Per 11:14
Kime: Siz

Dear Ayca,

| would be glad if my questionnaire is of any help for you. Please make sure you get my name cited in your study. All the best in
your MA studies. Should you need further assistance, do not hesitate to and me.

Regards,

M. Osman

Get Outlook for Android



Appendix 2: Student Questionnaire

Gender: Age:
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Read each of the following items carefully please and tick the answer which
best describes your degree of agreement or disagreement. The information you
provide will not disclosed to anyone and will only be used for research purposes. The
following degrees are used: strongly agree, agree, not sure, disagree, and strongly
disagree. If you code switch to Turkish in classroom, you do so for the following

reasons:
No Item Description Strongly | Agree | Not | Disagree | Strongly
Agree Sure Disagree

1 | To discuss personal issues

2 | Toavoid misunderstanding

3 | To make others understand what
I mean

4 | To attract attention

5 | To quote something said by
others

6 | To express loyalty to my culture

7 | To create a sense of belonging

8 | To persuade others

9 | To discuss certain topics which
can be more appropriate to
discuss in Turkish

10 | To make the lesson more
enjoyable

11 | To crack jokes

12 | To express myself easily

13 | To express personal emotions
(anger, sadness, happiness, etc.).

14 | Because | feel comfortable in
using more than one language
when speaking

15 | Because it helps explain difficult
concepts

16 | Because it helps make learning
English easier

17 | Because it helps carry out tasks
easily

18 | Because it decreases my anxiety
when speaking

19 | Because it is hard to find proper
English equivalents

20 | Because there are no similar
words in English

21 | Because | think sometimes in
Turkish

22 | For habitual expressions




Appendix 3: Student questionnaire in Turkish

Ogrenci Anketi

Cinsiyet: Yas:
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Ingilizce seviye grubunuzu isaretleyiniz: A1 A2 Bl B2

Liitfen asagidaki her bir maddeyi dikkatlice okuyunuz ve bu maddeye hangi derece
katildiginiz1 veya katilmadiginizi belirten cevabi isaretleyiniz. Paylastiginiz bilgiler

kimse ile paylasilmayacak ve sadece arastirma amaci ile kullanilacaktir. Ankette

kullanilmis olan derecelendirme ifadeleri s0yledir: Kesinlikle katiliyorum, katiltyorum,
emin degilim, katilmiyorum ve kesinlikle katilmiyorum. Ingilizce dersinde Tiirkceye

gecis yapiyorsaniz, asagida verilen sebeplerden size uygun olanlari isaretleyiniz.

No Item Description l}:a ej:g!(l:_lfm Katihyorum ngmlll:n Katilmiyorum kaﬁ?{i?}ll)tlsm

1 | Kisisel meseleleri aktarmak
icin

2 | Yanlis anlagilmalari
gidermek i¢in

3 | Smiftaki diger kisilerin ne
kastettigimi anlamasi i¢in

4 | Dikkat ¢ekmek i¢in

5 | Bagka birinin sdylemis
oldugu bir s6zii aktarmak
i¢in

6 | Kiiltiirel aktarim

7 | Aidiyet hissi yaratmak i¢in

8 | Digerler 6grencileri ikna
etmek i¢in

9 | Tiirkge tartismanin daha
uygun oldugu seylerden
bahsetmek igin

10 | Dersi daha eglenceli hale
getirmek i¢in

11 | Espri yapmak i¢in

12 | Kendimi kolay bir sekilde
ifade etmek i¢in

13 | Ne hissettigimi aktarmak i¢in
(kizginlik, iiziintii, mutluluk
VS.)

14 | Konusurken iki dil
kullanirken daha rahat
hissettigim i¢in

15 | Zor konularin agiklanmasnda
yardimc1 oldugu i¢in

16 | Ingilizce 6grenmeyi daha
kolay hale getirdigi i¢in

17 | Etkinlikleri yaparken

kolaylik sagladig: i¢in
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18 | Konusurken gerginligimi
azalttig1 i¢in

19 | Kelimenin Ingilizce
karsiligin1 bulmak zor
oldugu icin

20 | Ingilizcede benzer kelimeler
olmadigi igin

21 | Ciinkii bazen Tiirkce
diistinliyorum

22 | Giindelik kaliplar
kullanirken

Appendix 4: Semi structured interview questions for students

1.  Could you please inform us about your previous EFL learning experience? How
long have you been learning English? Which school have you attended so far? Have
you studied at a private middle school or high school? etc.

2. Do you like English lessons?

w

Do you think it is essential to learn English? If so, why?

4. Do you do any extracurricular activities related to English language? If so, what do
you do?

o

Do you think learning English is directly related to aptitude? If S0, why do think so?

6. Have you ever been abroad for touristic or educational purposes? If so, do you think it
has any effects on learning a language and CS?

7. Have you lived abroad? If so, do you think it has any effects on learning a language
and CS?

8. Do you code switch in EFL classes?

©

What do you think of CS in EFL classes?

10. What are the reasons for your CS?

11. What do you think of teacher CS?

12. What do you think about institutions banning the use of L1 and so CS?
13. Do you think CS is beneficial? If so, why

14. Has your CS frequency increased during online education? If so, what might be the
reasons?

15. Do you think proficiency levels and the frequency of student CS are related?
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Appendix 5: Semi structured interview questions for students in Turkish

1.

10.
11.

12.

13.
14.

15.

Ingilizce 6grenme deneyiminizden bahseder misiniz? Kag yildir ingilizce
ogreniyorsunuz? Hangi okullarda (6zel okul/devlet okulu) egitim aldiniz?

Ingilizce dersini seviyor musunuz?

Ingilizce 6grenmenin gerekli oldugunu diisiiniiyor musunuz? Eger dyleyse nedenleri
nelerdir?

Ders disinda Ingilizce dili ile ilgileniyor musunuz?

Ingilizce 6grenmenin yetenek ile dogrudan alakali oldugunu diisiiniiyor musunuz?
Sizce nedenleri nelerdir?

Hayatinizin her hangi bir doneminde turistik, egitim ya da farkli sebeplerle yurtdisinda
bulundunuz mu?

Hayatinizin her hangi bir doneminde yurtdisinda yasadiniz mi1?

Yabanci dil derslerinde diller arasi gegis yaptyor musunuz?

Yabanci dil derslerinde diller aras1 gecis yapmak hakkinda ne diisiiniiyorsunuz?
Ingilizce derslerinde en ¢ok hangi sebeplerle diller aras1 gecis yapiyorsunuz?
Ogretmenlerinizin diller aras1 gecis yapmas1 hakkindaki diisiinceleriniz neler?

Yabanci dil derslerinde ana dil kullanimi1 yasak olan bir kurumda egitim aldiniz m1?
Bu tarz kurumlardaki dil egitimi hakkinda ne diisliniiyorsunuz?

Yabanci dil derslerinde diller arasi gegisi faydali buluyor musunuz?

Online egitimin hakim oldugu bu dénemde derste anadil kullanma isteginiz/oraniniz
artt1 m1? Eger Oyleyse, sebepleri neler olabilir?

Sizce dgrencinin Ingilizce seviyesinin diller aras1 gegis yapma siklig1 ile bir baglantist
var m1?

Appendix 6: Semi structured interview questions for teachers

Do your students code switch in your classes?

What are the main reasons for student code switching?

What is your attitude towards student CS in your classes?

In which cases do you think your student CS is acceptable?

Do you think student CS in EFL classes are beneficial?

Do you think student CS in EFL classes are disadvantageous?

Do you think proficiency levels and the frequency of student CS are related?

NoookrwbdPE
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Appendix 7: Semi structured interview questions for teachers in Turkish
1. Ogrencileriniz ingilizce derslerinde diller aras1 gecis yapar mi?
2. Ogrencilerin diller aras1 gecis yapmasinin nedenleri nelerdir?

3. Derslerinizde 6grencilerinizin diller aras1 gecis yapmasina karsi tavriniz
nasildir?

4. Sizce diller aras1 ge¢is yapilmasinin kabul edilebilir oldugu durumlar
nelerdir?

5. Sizce Ingilizce derslerinde dgrencilerin diller aras1 gegis yapmasi faydali
midir?

6. Sizce dgrencilerin Ingilizce derslerinde diller aras1 gegis yapmasinin
dezavantajlart var midir?

7. Sizce dgrencilerin diller aras1 gegis yapma siklig1, grencilerin Ingilizce
seviyeleriyle iligkili midir?
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Appendix 8 : Speaking Exam Samples

Speaking exam sample for Al level
Topic:Food

What is your favourite food?

Who in your family does the cooking? Why?
What does healthy life mean for you?

Tell something about your eating habits.
Fast food - slow food. What is your opinion?

Speaking exam sample for A2 level
Topic: Holiday

Which countries/cities are your favorite places to go on holiday? Why?

Have you ever been there?

Do you have any information about those places?

What kind of activities can you do there?

What kind of holiday is your favorite? Camp holiday, beach holiday, adventure
holiday?

Speaking exam sample for B1 level
Topic: Television

e How often do you watch television?

What do you think of the quality of television programmes today?

e What television programs are popular in your country? Why do you think they are
popular?

e Do you prefer TV to Internet? Please support your reasons

e Do you think Internet has replaced TV? Please support your reasons.

Speaking exam for B2 level
Topic: Learning

e People have different learning styles. Some learn best by hands-on experience, others
through reading about things, and others by listening to others talking about things.
Which of these is your optimal learning style? Please support your response with
examples and reasons.

e Some students prefer a lecture-based class (where teachers do all of the talking), while
others enjoy classes where students also contribute to the discussion. Which of these
do you prefer, and why?
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Appendix 9 : Permission from Ministry of Education

PR fr.c.
LR RN BURSA VALILIGE
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7k T
LR e/
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Eomn.; Avea ERQLIm Araghrma foni
MUDURLUE MAKANTDNA

llg: WEll Esitim Bakenhi'mn Arastrma, Yansma ve Sosyal Fflinlk Izinleri  Vénerzesi
konulu 21012020 tarh ve 1363881 (202002) savils Genelgem.

Uludag Universitesi Efitim Bilimleri Enstitisi Yabane: Diller Egttimi Anabilim Diah Insili=z il
Egitimi Bilom Daly Viksek Lizans &francisi Ayea EROLmm... Ofrencilerin  Diller Aram  Gepiz
Vapmaszmm Medenleri Uzerine Bir Durum Galemes" komulu fez gabismasy, Uledzf Universitesi
Rabtorliizi Genel Sabreterlizimm 200082021 tarh ve 23665 sayih yazlan ile bildinbmeaktedic

Uludag Universitesi Egitim Bilimaler Enstitiisi Vabaner Diller Egitimi Anabilim Dal Ingiliz Dili
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Appendix 10: Permission from the principal of the high school where the study was
conducted
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Saym Ayga EROL

Okulumuzda “Ogrencilerin Diller Arast Gegis Yapma Nedenleri: Bir durum galigmast™ adli

Yiiksek Lisans Tez ¢aligmasi i¢in okulumuzda goriintii ve ses kayd almamzda bir sakinca yoktur.

Bilgilerinizi ve gereini arz ederim.
27.08.2021

Tu‘mﬂ(a an SELUUK
Okul Mi'gﬂyﬁ\
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