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ABSTRACT 
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The purpose of this thesis is to understand how Finnish EFL teachers perceive code-switching and the 
use of the L1 in their foreign language classrooms. The primary aim is to shed light on how EFL teachers 
view code-switching in general terms and in which situations they assume they use the L1. This thesis 
also aspires to see whether certain demographic features, namely the teachers’ age and the level of 
teaching, affect their views on code-switching.  

The data for this thesis were collected by using an electronic questionnaire including multiple-choice 
and open-ended questions, and it was directed at secondary school and upper secondary school English 
teachers in Finland. The survey reached a total of 59 respondents from all over Finland, ranging from 
recently graduated teachers to those close to retirement. Since the questionnaire combined both 
quantitative and qualitative data, different methods for analysing the data were exploited: descriptive 
statistics were used for analysing the responses to the multiple-choice questions, and the grounded 
theory was applied in the analysis of the open-ended responses. 

The results of the study display that all of the respondents used code-switching in their classes, and 
that code-switching was mostly viewed as a natural part of the foreign language classroom interaction. 
With only a few exceptions to the rule, nearly all respondents claimed to teach grammar in the L1, and 
the use of the L2 was repeatedly promoted in communicative activities and exercises. Most commonly 
the L1 was used for clarifying and translating something the students have trouble understanding in the 
L2. Although there were little differences between the responses of teachers representing certain 
demographic features, some patterns could be detected. Teachers with older age perceived classroom 
code-switching more negatively more often than their younger colleagues, and respondents working in 
secondary schools viewed code-switching slightly more positively than those working in upper 
secondary schools. 
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Tämän tutkielman tarkoituksena on selvittää, miten englantia vieraana kielenä opettavat opettajat 
kokevat koodinvaihdon (code-switching) luokkahuonekontekstissa. Päätavoitteena on ymmärtää, miten 
opettajat suhtautuvat koodinvaihtoon yleisesti ja missä tilanteissa he olettavat käyttävänsä oppijan 
äidinkieltä opetuksessaan. Tutkimus pyrkii myös selvittämään, onko tietyillä demografisilla piirteillä, 
kuten opettajien iällä ja kouluasteella, jossa he työskentelevät, jotakin vaikutusta heidän ajatuksiinsa 
koodinvaihdosta. 

Tutkimuksen aineisto kerättiin sähköisellä kyselylomakkeella. Lomake sisälsi niin avo- kuin 
monivalintakysymyksiä, ja se oli suunnattu suomalaisille yläkoulun ja lukion englanninopettajille. 
Tutkimus tavoitti kokonaisuudessaan 59 vastaajaa ympäri Suomen, aina juuri valmistuneista pian 
eläköityviin opettajiin. Kyselyssä yhdistyi sekä määrällinen että laadullinen aineisto, joten eri 
menetelmiä hyödynnettiin tulosten analysoinnissa: monivalintakysymysten vastausjakaumat 
analysoitiin deskriptiivisen tilastotieteen keinoin ja avovastausten analysointiin sovellettiin ankkuroidun 
teorian menetelmää. 

Tutkimuksen tulokset osoittavat, että kaikki vastaajat käyttivät koodinvaihtoa opetuksessaan ja 
koodinvaihto koettiin luonnolliseksi osaksi luokkahuonevuorovaikutusta. Vastauksissa toistui 
kohdekielen käytön suosiminen puhe- ja kommunikointitehtävissä ja muutamaa poikkeusta lukuun 
ottamatta lähes kaikki vastaajat kertoivat opettavansa kielioppia oppijoiden äidinkielellä.  Yleisimmin 
äidinkieltä käytettiin selventämään ja kääntämään asioita, joiden ymmärtäminen kohdekielellä on 
oppijoille haasteellista. Vaikka eri demografisia piirteitä edustaviin ryhmiin kuuluvien opettajien 
vastausten välillä oli vain vähän eroja, voitiin havaita, että iältään vanhemmat opettajat suhtautuivat 
koodinvaihtoon keskimäärin negatiivisemmin kuin heidän nuoremmat kollegansa, ja vastaajat, jotka 
työskentelivät yläkouluissa, kokivat koodinvaihdon hieman myönteisemmin kuin lukio-opettajat. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

There is ongoing debate over to what extent the first language (L1 henceforth) should be 

incorporated to foreign language studies, even though it has been widely accepted that the 

second language (L2) should be used exclusively as the medium of teaching in a foreign 

language classroom (Turnbull and Dailey-O’Cain 2009, 15). Empirical studies have displayed 

that extensive usage of the L2 has a correlation with learning the language through exposure 

of comprehensible language input (Carroll 1967; Krashen 1986) but the presence of the L1 is 

not necessarily a hindrance in learning a L2 either and it should rather be treated as a resource 

than an obstacle (Cook 2001). In fact, the majority of different teaching methods of the 

twentieth century have rooted for the exclusion of the L1 in pursuit of maximising the L2 input 

and output opportunities, but more resent research and discussion on the topic has questioned 

the presumed counterproductivity of the L1 use in a foreign language classroom and argue for 

the benefits the L1 has to offer for foreign language teaching and learning (Cook 2001; Liu 

2008; Rivers 2011).  

This thesis concerns teacher-initiated code-switching in a classroom context, and more 

specifically, the teachers’ perceptions of code-switching and the usage of the L1 in classrooms, 

where English is taught as a foreign language (EFL). According to Gumperz, code-switching 

can be defined as “the juxtaposition within the same speech exchange of passages of speech 

belonging to two different grammatical systems or subsystems” (1982, 59). In other words, it 

is the practise of altering between two (or more) languages, dialects, or registers in 

conversation. Code-switching is a complex phenomenon, and massive research conducted on 

the topic exhibits that there are various reasons why and when the switch from one language 

to another occurs, and various views of who the interlocutors have to be for the act to be 

labelled code-switching (Cook 2008, Gardner-Chloros 2009; Gumperz 1982). The term most 

commonly refers to a situation where the interlocutors are bilingual and thus fully competent 
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in both languages they use, but that does not always have to be the case. The interest of this 

study reaches beyond the bilingual community and understands code-switching broadly to 

mean all alternation between the L1 and the L2 in the classroom context, even if switching to 

the L1 was due to a lack of competence in the L2. 

Classroom code-switching has been widely studied in different contexts all over the 

world, and this thesis aspires to contribute to this international discussion of foreign language 

teaching and the role of code-switching and especially of the L1 in it. The topic also relates to 

the language teaching instruction and teacher training in Finland. The Finnish curricula for 

basic education and upper secondary school education both lack in their transparency of 

language policy instructions, which might produce heterogeneous language practices in EFL 

classrooms. This thesis may thus have an awareness-rising effect on teachers and how they 

view classroom code-switching in relation to the collective perception of the topic, as well as 

on the consideration of clearer language policy instructions for teacher training programmes 

and school curricula.   

The purpose of this thesis is to understand how teachers perceive code-switching and the 

use of the L1 in their EFL classrooms. The data for the study were collected by using an 

electronic questionnaire including multiple-choice and open-ended questions, and it was 

directed at secondary school and upper secondary school English teachers in Finland. Since the 

questionnaire combined both quantitative and qualitative data, different methods for analysing 

the data were exploited: descriptive statistics were used for analysing the responses to the 

multiple-choice questions, and the grounded theory was applied in the analysis of the open-

ended responses. In the formulation of the questionnaire, the reliability of the results was taken 

into consideration by adopting the alternate forms reliability method in which questions on one 

and the same topic are presented more than once but in a different format.  
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The study aspires to answer the following research questions:  

1) How do teachers perceive classroom code-switching? 

2) In what kind of situations and for what purposes do teachers consider they use the L1? 

3) How do the responses differ in terms of age and level of teaching of the respondents? 

Most of the demographic information the respondents were asked about is not included 

in the analysis of the data, but the age and the level of education (upper secondary or secondary 

school) on which the respondents work were considered relevant factors that might affect the 

results. The age of the respondents of this survey vary from those recently graduated to those 

close to retirement, meaning that the oldest respondents have received their teacher training 

during the 1980’s or 1990’s. “The monolingual principle” (Howatt 1984, 289), or the presumed 

superiority of the L2 over the L1 in foreign language teaching, was commonly adopted as the 

core principle in the teaching methods of the twentieth century (Cook 2001, 404), and the 

teacher training has undoubtedly conformed to the teaching ideals of the time. Therefore, 

language teachers who have completed their teacher training during the last decades of the 

twentieth century, have most likely been taught to adopt the exclusive use of the L2 as the 

principal language policy in their teaching. In more recent times, the presumed 

counterproductivity of the L1 has been questioned, shaping the teacher training to a more 

permissive direction towards the use of the L1 accordingly.  

The evolution of teacher training, especially in relation to the language policy norms, 

might have an effect on the way teachers of different age groups view code-switching. 

Therefore, my hypothesis is that older respondents perceive classroom code-switching more 

negatively than their younger colleagues. Similarly, those respondents who teach in upper 

secondary school level might view code-switching as a less suitable activity for the needs of 

their students than secondary school teachers, since the students’ language proficiency is 
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assumedly greater on a higher level of studies. My second hypothesis therefore is that the higher 

the level of teaching, the more negatively the teachers view code-switching. 

This thesis consists of the following five main sections: theoretical framework, data and 

methods, analysis of the data, discussion, and conclusions. The theoretical framework of this 

study displays an overview of the complexity of code-switching as a term and looks more 

closely into its definition in the classroom context. The debate regarding the use of the L1 in 

foreign language classrooms is presented in greater detail as well, and the role and significance 

of the Finnish curricula in foreign language teaching are discussed. The second main section 

presents the methods used for collecting data in the study and offers an insight into the reasons 

why certain research methods were used over others. Since this study was conducted as a 

survey, the section also describes the demographic features of the respondents. The results of 

this study are presented in two main categories according to the nature of the questions asked 

in the questionnaire, followed by a discussion of the main findings and the possible reasons 

behind them. A set of concluding remarks and suggestions for future follow-up studies 

conclude this thesis.  
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2 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

In this section, essential concepts are presented and some of the terms are more accurately 

defined to suit the purposes of the present study. Being the core concept of this thesis, code-

switching is first presented in general terms and then more specifically in the classroom context, 

followed by an insight into the discussion of the role of the L1 in foreign language classrooms. 

An introduction to the curricula of the Finnish school system and especially the language policy 

promoted in them is presented in section 2.5. Finally, an overview of former studies concerning 

classroom code-switching concludes this section. 

 

2.1 What is code-switching? 

Code-switching is a multi-faceted phenomenon, which engages people into a communicational 

situation where two (or more) languages, varieties, or even dialects or registers alternate in the 

interlocutors’ speech (Wardhaugh 1986, 101–103). As a concept, code-switching is highly 

context dependent, because it can be understood narrowly as alternation between two languages 

only, or broadly as switching from one dialect to another inside one single language as well as 

interchange between two completely different languages. Similarly, code-switching can be 

viewed as a practice applicable among native speakers and non-native speakers alike or 

restricted only to the bilingual native-speaker community.  

To better describe the phenomenon of code-switching, several typologies have emerged 

among linguists. Firstly, code-switching can be divided into grammatical and un-grammatical 

code-switching. According to Poplack (1979), two restrictions must remain unviolated for the 

switch between languages to be regarded as grammatical: the free morpheme constraint and 

the equivalence constraint. The former refers to a situation where “codes may be switched after 

any constituent in discourse provided that constituent is not a bound morpheme” (ibid. 12), 
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meaning that words that can stand alone form a grammatical switch (as in Poplack’s example 

“una buena excuse” ‘a good excuse’), whereas adding an affix to a word in another language 

is considered ungrammatical (“eatiendo” ‘eating’). The equivalent constraint refers to the 

required similarity in the surface structure of both languages for the switch to be grammatical: 

“code-switches will tend to occur in situations where the juxtaposition of L1 and L2 elements 

does not violate a syntactic rule of either language” (ibid. 13–14).  

The division of grammatical/ungrammatical code-switching focuses mainly on the 

structures of the languages in operation, but another pair of different code-switching types, 

metaphorical and situational code-switching, approaches the phenomenon in a more pragmatic 

viewpoint. Blom and Gumperz (as cited in Shin 2010, 93) state that situational code-switching 

transpires when the communicational situation alters, that is if, for example, a new interlocutor 

joins the conversation or there is some other type of change in the setting or topic. Metaphorical 

code-switching, on the other hand, is defined as “a conversational strategy to enhance or 

mitigate conversational acts such as requests, denials, topic shifts, elaborations or 

clarifications” (ibid.). The focus of this thesis, however, does not lie on the different types of 

code-switching, but rather on how code-switching is viewed as a phenomenon among English 

teachers. Therefore, the different classifications mentioned above will not be discussed further 

in the analysis of the present study, but they function more as an illustration of the versatility 

of code-switching. 

 

2.2 Multiplicity of terminology 

Probably due to the vagueness of the concept, a term called code-mixing has emerged alongside 

of code-switching. In most cases, the two terms are interchangeable in meaning, but some 

linguists treat them as separate entities. For example, in Muysken (2000, 1), code-switching is 

“reserved for the rapid succession of several languages in a single speech event” whereas code-
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mixing refers to “all the cases where lexical items and grammatical features from two languages 

appear in one sentence”. In other words, to Muysken, code-mixing is the umbrella term for 

various processes of language fluctuation and code-switching is restricted to mean the 

alternation between structures from different languages, not, for example, insertion of lexical 

items from one language to the structures of the other, or congruent lexicalization, where the 

vocabulary of two languages is used in a structure shared by both languages.  

The correct use of the terminology surrounding code-switching is debatable, and there is 

no exhaustive answer to the question which term should be applied to which situation. To 

Eastman, efforts in drawing clear distinctions between codeswitching, codemixing, and 

borrowing are “doomed” (1992, 1) but Gardner-Chloros occupies a more neutral attitude 

towards the problem:  

CS [code-switching] is not an entity which exists out there in the objective world, but a 

construct which linguists have developed to help them describe their data. It is therefore 

pointless to argue about what CS is, because, to paraphrase Humpty Dumpty, the word 

CS can mean whatever we want it to mean. (2009, 10–11.) 

 

Since code-switching is such a multi-faceted term, it is applicable to various fields of 

linguistic research and the meaning of the term needs to be clearly re-defined in each context 

it is used. In the scope of the present study, there is no need for distinguishing subtleties in the 

code-switching practices of EFL classrooms, so code-switching is the term used to correspond 

to all types of interchange between languages, as long as Cook’s (2008, 107, 176) core 

definition of code-switching, that all participants in the conversation understand both languages 

in operation, is fulfilled. On the other hand, in the context of the present study, the alternation 

from one grammatical system to the other is restricted to understand these systems as separate 

languages, namely the L1 and English, rather than as different varieties or registers of one 

single language.  
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Another term closely related to code-switching is translanguaging, which refers to the 

often simultaneous use of multiple languages in conversation, and it is an extension of the 

concept languaging, which relates to the discursive practices of language users (García & 

Beardsmore 2009, 43—45). Translanguaging can be regarded as an umbrella term for 

multilingual language use which includes code-switching as well, but their difference lies in 

how the languages are realised in the mind, since according to García and colleagues (cited in 

MacSwan 2017, 179), when talking about translanguaging, the human brain is considered to 

have only one linguistic system in which the different languages merge together, whereas in 

code-switching the languages belong to separate linguistic systems. This distinction is not 

clear-cut however, since when talking about code-switching, it has been noted that the different 

linguistic systems do overlap to some extent in any case, and it cannot therefore be regarded as 

being a completely separate entity from translanguaging. MacSwan takes this point even 

further by arguing that “multilingualism, not monolingualism, is universal, and that each of us, 

even so-called monolinguals, has multiple overlapping rule systems acquired through our 

participation in divergent speech communities” (2017, 179). This argument thus suggests that 

no linguistic system, even a monolingual one, remains intact from outside influence.  

Although translanguaging has been increasingly used as the current term in the 

discussion surrounding multilingual communication, code-switching is the term used when 

referring to language alteration in the present study. This choice can be justified by the sake of 

clarity, since code-switching is the term occupied by most of the authors cited here, in earlier 

and more recent works alike. In addition, the linguistic processes taking place in the brain are 

not in the centre of this study, so the definitions separating translanguaging from code-

switching as a phenomenon have little significance in the present context. 

It has been established by Krashen’s (1982) input hypothesis that maximising the input 

of the L2 is of great relevance in foreign language learning, suggesting that the L2 should be 
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the main medium of communication in foreign language classrooms, and the L1 should mainly 

be used as an exception. Therefore, when referring to code-switching in an EFL classroom 

situation, the alteration from one language to another is from the L2 to the L1, since the L2 is 

supposedly the norm, and the L1 functions as a filler language being momentarily switched to, 

for example, in the form of an insertion of a lexical item in the structures of the L2. Equally, 

when defining code-switching, the crucial factor is that both participants can be expected to 

understand the languages in operation, so a switch from the L2 to the students’ L1, a language 

shared by the teachers and the students, reinforces this premise. This thesis focuses on how 

teachers evaluate the role and possible benefits of the L1 use in foreign language classrooms, 

while the language input hypothesis (Krashen 1986) has been widely accepted and executed in 

foreign language teaching. Consequently, the code-switching sequences of particular interest 

in the present study are those of the L1, since the use of the L1 is a deviance from protocol and 

can be expected to be validated by various reasons. 

 

2.3 Classroom code-switching 

Commonly, code-switching is a phenomenon studied and analysed in bilingual settings (Auer 

1984; Auer 1999; Kovács 2001; Muysken 2000; Myers-Scotton 2002) and the narrow 

realisation of code-switching only involves bilingual people competent up to a native speaker 

level of proficiency in both languages they use. Nonetheless, this pre-requisite can hardly be 

met in a foreign language classroom where the second language is only being practised. 

Classroom code-switching can be thus regarded as a sub-category of code-switching in which 

the phenomenon occurs in classroom interaction within the limits of the L2 learner language 

proficiency. Therefore, code-switching should not be restricted to fluent conversational settings 

with bi- or multilingual people, but it can also function as a communication strategy when there 

is a lack of competence in the other language, which is presumably a common reason for code-
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switching among learners in foreign language classroom settings (Cook 2008, 176). 

Furthermore, as Gardner-Chloros (2009, 17) observes, even native speaker bilinguals are often 

unequally competent in the two languages and use code-switching as a communication strategy 

while compensating for a deficiency in the one language with their superior competence in the 

other, suggesting that there is little reason in principle to differentiate their code-switching 

practices from those of L2 learners.  

There is, however, a difference between code-switching and a set of other communication 

strategies in which the speaker falls back to the L1, generally known as transfer (Odlin 1989). 

The critical difference is that in the case of transfer, the interlocutor does not necessarily know 

the language the speaker switches to, whereas for the exchange to be labelled code-switching, 

understanding both languages is crucial (Cook 2008, 107, 176). Therefore, in a classroom, 

where the language teacher shares the competence in the L1 with the students, switching to the 

L1 counts as code-switching and not transfer, even if the reason behind the switch was 

ignorance of the equivalent expression in the L2.   

 

2.4 Use of L1 in foreign language classrooms 

The role of the L1 in foreign language classrooms is under much debate, even though the 

exclusive use of the L2 has been widely accepted as the dominant practice in language teaching 

(Turnbull & Dailey-O’Cain 2009, 15). The communicative approach introduced the benefits 

of comprehensive L2 use in achieving communicative goals in language teaching, and the 

Direct Method, in which translation to the L1 is not allowed, has been widely adopted as a 

teaching method in contrast with the traditional methods, which lean heavily on the L1 (Larsen-

Freeman 2000, 23). Cook (2001, 404) presents an overview of the language teaching methods 

of the twentieth century and concludes that apart from the Grammar-Translation and the 

Bilingual Method, there is little room for the discussion of the role of the L1; either the methods 
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simply advise against the use of the L1 in foreign language classrooms, or the presence of the 

L1 has been completely ignored. Similarly, Howatt (1984, 289) observes that what he calls as 

the “monolingual principle” is the “bedrock notion” of language teaching, and that this 

principle will be difficult to replace with any alternative principle promoting a bilingual 

approach.  

Some researchers argue against the L1 use in foreign language classrooms in pursuit of 

maximising the L2 input (Kannan 2009; Sawir 2005), but other research and discussion on the 

topic has questioned the presumed counterproductivity of the L1 and argue for the benefits it 

has to offer for foreign language teaching and learning (Auerbach 1993; Turnbull and Dailey-

O’Cain 2009). Empirical studies have displayed that the extensive use of the L2 has a 

correlation with learning the language through exposure of language input (Carroll 1967; Wolf 

1977), and some researchers are worried that allowing the L1 usage in foreign language 

classrooms might result in an excessive use of the L1 and thus limit the students’ input and 

output opportunities in the L2 (Chaudron 1988, 124; Turnbull & Lamoureux 2001, 537). This 

concern is acknowledged by those rooting for the inclusion of the L1 in foreign language 

teaching as well, and for example Bhushan (2010, 212) argues that the answer to this problem 

is limiting the use of the L1, not banishing it completely, since a L2-only approach might result 

in “discouragement and frustration of the learners” if their L2 proficiency is not high enough 

to understand everything that has been said. In addition, the exclusion of the L1 might 

contribute to the depreciative implication that the learners’ L1 is somehow inferior to the L2 

(ibid.). 

These issues have been illustrated by a study conducted among Japanese university 

students in an English-only course, where English was the only language allowed and the use 

of Japanese was discouraged. The study revealed that many students found this arrangement 

limiting in terms of their class-participation opportunities and expressing their linguistic 
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identity rather than enhancing their English-speaking skills (Rivers 2011). Similarly, Liu 

(2008) discusses the benefits of including the L1 when learning vocabulary in the L2, because 

unlike in L1 acquisition, people learning a L2 already have a system for conceptualising the 

surrounding world and expressing themselves accurately, so through translation students can 

create associations to their pre-existing knowledge which facilitates memorising the new terms. 

Therefore, incorporating the students’ L1 when teaching vocabulary is often more efficient 

than trying to explain a word in the L2 when the concept itself is familiar to students (ibid., 

67). However, the importance of language input in foreign language studies cannot be 

undermined, and hence the purpose of those who speak in favour of the L1 use in foreign 

language classrooms is not to disregard the benefits of maximal L2 use, but to discuss the 

additional value the L1 can bring into foreign language teaching and learning alongside the L2 

(Bhushan 2010; Cook 2001, 408–410).  

 

2.5 The curricula of A-level English 

It should be noted that in this thesis, the term A-level English does not refer to the grading 

system of the Common European Framework of Reference (CEFR), which uses a six-point 

scale (A1-A2, B1-B2, C1-C2) to describe one’s language competence, but to the different 

levels of language learning in the Finnish curriculum (e.g. A1, A2, B1, B2, B3), in which A1 

is the pupils’ first foreign language, typically English.  

The Finnish school system and teaching is founded on the curricula compiled by the 

Finnish National Agency for Education (Opetushallitus). The most recent versions of the 

curricula taken into operation are the basic education curriculum of 2014 and the upper 

secondary school curriculum of 2015. The basic education curriculum is divided into three 

parts, in which the first one encompasses grades from 1 to 2, the second from 3 to 6, and the 

third from 7 to 9. Since this thesis focuses on secondary and upper secondary school level 
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studies of English, basic education curriculum is in this context restricted to refer to the part of 

the curriculum which only includes grades from 7 to 9. Both the basic education and upper 

secondary school curricula include a section dedicated to foreign languages, and A-level 

English is the first one in both of them.  

Altogether, there is little information about how the languages should be taught in 

general. Mostly the curricula are concerned with the skills the pupils and students should attain 

and the aims they should have. To illustrate, in the part dedicated to A-level English studies, 

the issue of the proportion of English as the medium of teaching is neglected completely in the 

upper secondary school curriculum, and in the basic education curriculum, it is incidentally 

mentioned that “English is used whenever possible” (Finnish National Agency for Education 

2014, 350 [author’s translation]) without any indication of the presumed agent. Is it the 

students, the teacher, or everyone participating in the classroom interaction who is expected to 

use English in every situation possible? How are these situations defined? Are there some 

situations when the use of the pupils’ L1 is allowed or even encouraged, and which situations 

are those? This vagueness in the description of the L2 as the medium of teaching suggests a 

lack of thought surrounding the issue in the first place. This thesis is not primarily concerned 

with the deficiencies of the Finnish curricula, but the topic of teacher-initiated code-switching 

relates to how teachers are instructed (or not) in the matter, and thus calls this issue for 

consideration. The variation in the perceptions teachers might have of classroom code-

switching can partly be explained by the lack of guidance and a set of ground rules for the use 

of different languages in teaching. Currently, a clear framework for the ratio between the usage 

of the L2 and the L1 does not exist, but it is up to the interpretation of teachers. Therefore, the 

choice of one language over the other in teaching is not necessarily based on scientific results 

of what benefits the learning process most but depends on the personal beliefs of the teachers. 
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This point is one of the issues this thesis aims to bring forth and into the consideration of those 

in charge of the planning of foreign language teaching in Finland.  

The lack of instructions is an issue not unique to Finnish curricula and teacher training. 

In the first chapter of his book, Macaro (1997) examines to which extent the National 

Curriculum (NC) for Modern Languages in England and Wales manifests how teachers should 

teach rather than what they should teach. He also draws a comparison between the curricula of 

a few other European countries: France, Italy, and Germany. Germany seems to be the only 

country, in which the use of the L1 in foreign language teaching has been taken into 

consideration. Secondary schools are divided according to the general ability in Germany, so 

depending on the level of the students’ language proficiency, the ratio between the L1 and the 

L2 use should be implemented accordingly. For instance, Macaro demonstrates the 

recommendations for the high ability level:  

[I]n the Gymnasium (grammar school —high ability), L1 should only be used on those 

rare occasions where the learners' knowledge would require excessive L2 use to make an 

explanation comprehensible. L2 is permitted in grammatical explanations where 

contrasts between the two languages are being highlighted. L1 is not permitted on the 

grounds that it saves time. Competency in authentic comprehension situations is only 

possible if pupils are systematically exposed to constant L2 use. If the L1 has to be used 

when mime and contextual clues have failed to put across the message, a gloss should be 

given in L2. (1997, 33–34) 

 

The English and Welsh curriculum, on the other hand, is similar to the Finnish basic 

education curriculum in that it plainly states that the L2 should be the normal means of 

communication, leaving plenty of room for interpretation. In the Italian curriculum, it is not 

explicitly expressed which language should be preferably used in the language activities, but 

given that “teachers are encouraged to offer pupils roles in active dialogues in situations which 

the pupil is most likely to encounter and without having recourse to translation” (ibid. 33), the 

L2 is supposedly the medium of teaching promoted in the Italian language education as well. 

No explicit exclusion nor inclusion of the L1 can be found in the French curriculum either, but 
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the learners are expected to “be led gradually towards distancing himself/herself from the 

mother tongue” (CNDP, 1993: 11 in Macaro 1997, 31) suggesting that the L2 should be 

increasingly dominant as the language studies advance.  

In summary, it appears that even though code-switching and the benefits of both L2 and 

L1 usage have been widely studied, explicit instructions for teachers regarding code-switching 

have not been established in many European countries. This gap might produce heterogeneous 

language practices in foreign language classrooms, resulting in differences in the language 

proficiency of students depending on the teacher and their personal views of code-switching. 

 

2.6 Former studies 

Several former studies concerning code-switching in classroom settings have been conducted 

over the recent decades. Sali’s (2014) study “An analysis of the teachers’ use of L1 in Turkish 

EFL classrooms” was conducted in a Turkish secondary school with three teachers as 

participants, whose L1 was Turkish and L2 English. The study consisted of two parts: in the 

first part, audio-recorded material was collected for 15 lesson hours and the occurring teacher 

initiated code-switching sequences were analysed and categorised, and in the second part, the 

teachers were interviewed about their code-switching tendencies and their views on the usage 

of the L1 in EFL classrooms. In the analysis of the audio-recorded material, the code-switching 

of teachers was classified as having academic, managerial, and social or cultural purposes, 

meaning that teachers switched to their L1 when giving instructions or teaching a certain aspect 

of language (e.g. grammar), maintaining discipline, or establishing rapport with their students. 

The teachers’ perceptions of their code-switching habits proved to be highly in line with the 

results of the recorded material; the teachers said they used the L1 to alleviate the learners’ 

anxiety, to create solidarity, and to ensure student comprehension. Sali’s study has been of 
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special importance to this thesis, since the taxonomy of the code-switching sequences created 

on the basis of the recorded material was adopted in the questionnaire of the present study.  

In Sert’s (2015) book a chapter dedicated to teacher-initiated code-switching includes a 

study in which the data were collected from two intermediate level EFL classrooms in 

Luxembourg by video-recorded material of classroom communication between the teacher and 

students ranging from age 15 to 18. All of the students and the teacher were fluent in 

Luxembourgish, German, and French due to the multicultural nature of Luxembourg, which 

created a multilingual dimension to the code-switching, because depending on the context, they 

would use different L1s (ibid. 4–5). Despite the plurilingual setting, the results of the analysis 

of the video-material were similar with the ones obtained in Sali’s (2014) study: the teacher-

initiated code-switching served to clarify meaning, elicit more answers from students, and 

overall enhance student participation (Sert 2015, 115–126). 

Studies regarding classroom code-switching are numerous, varying from secondary 

school to college or university level of language studies. Some of the research focuses on the 

observational data obtained directly from language lessons, (Sert 2015; Üstünel & Seedhouse 

2005) and some on the attitudes and perceptions of students or teachers towards code-switching 

gathered by a questionnaire or an interview (Chacón et al. 2016; Cheng 2013). Some 

researchers have conducted a comparative study, where both the observational method and an 

interview or a questionnaire are used for gathering data (Baoueb et al. 2012; Duff & Polio 

1990; Makulloluwa 2013; Sali 2014).  

The topic has thus been of interest in various research settings in different parts of the 

world, but Finland, or other northern countries for that matter, have not been widely represented 

in the academic discussion surrounding the issue. Therefore, the relevance of the present study 

is justified by the contribution it has to offer to the international scene of understanding the 

functions of classroom code-switching. Additionally, relating to the debate surrounding the use 
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of the L1 in foreign language classrooms, the aim of the present study is to contribute to this 

debate by shedding light on how English teachers in Finland view this issue, and how they 

conceive their beliefs are executed in their foreign language classrooms. Researchers have 

obtained varying results and conclusions in favour or against the use of the L1 in other 

countries, so it is interesting to see what the consensus in this matter is in Finland.  
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3 DATA AND METHODS 

In this section, the research settings and the method for gathering data are presented in greater 

detail. The study was conducted as a survey using an electronic questionnaire, which includes 

both multiple-choice questions and open-ended questions. Since the multiple choice-questions 

generate quantitative and the open-ended questions qualitative data, a combination of 

descriptive statistics and a more qualitative approach was adopted for the analysis of the data. 

These methods are presented in section 3.1., followed by an overview of the questionnaire used 

for collecting data. A comparison of pros and cons between a questionnaire and a semi-

structured interview offers an insight over the choice of the research method in section 3.3., 

and finally, a demographic description of the respondents concludes this section. 

 

3.1 Quantitative and qualitative research methods 

Quantitative research aspires to describe the relationship between variables, and Eddington 

(2015, 8) illustrates this relationship with the research question “what is the influence of X on 

Y?” in which X represents the independent variable that somehow affects the dependent 

variable Y. In the present study, the independent variable is thus a demographic feature among 

the respondents such as age or level of teaching, which is then assumed to alter the dependent 

variable, the respondents’ perceptions of code-switching. The responses gathered for different 

statements in question 2A in the questionnaire correspond to ordinal data, since the intervals 

between the points representing the level of agreement towards different statements are highly 

subjective and cannot be subdivided into, for instance, ‘one and a half ’ points on a four-point 

Likert-scale (ibid. 7).  

There are plenty of qualitative research methods and theories on which one can base their 

analysis, but the open-ended questions of the present study were analysed in a less pre-

determined manner. The methodology used was the grounded theory, in which the central idea 
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is that the theory evolves simultaneously as the data are being analysed and is therefore in 

constant interplay with the data (Strauss and Corbin 1994, 273–274). In other words, analysis 

goes first, and theory follows in the grounded theory, since the theory is generated by the data, 

or by adopting and modifying the principles of some already existing theories as the data are 

being analysed. In the present study, certain themes that emerged repeatedly in the open-ended 

responses were empirically observed and categorised, and conclusions were drawn from the 

differences and similarities between them. 

 

3.2 Questionnaire 

The questionnaire consists of three parts: the first concerning the respondent’s demographic 

information, the second multiple choice questions, and the third open-ended questions. The 

multiple-choice section includes statements with provided responses on the Likert-scale. In the 

present study, the scale is supplied with options from 1 to 4, with the significance of “I strongly 

agree/disagree” and “I somewhat agree/disagree”. The mid-way choice of not agreeing or 

disagreeing with the statements is purposely omitted to avoid tempting the respondents with an 

easy option of not giving the statements any serious thought and not forming an actual opinion 

for or against them. This decision may of course cause some distortion in the results of the 

survey, if the respondents truly have no opinion on the statements presented and are forced to 

answer against their better judgement. However, the question of language choice is essential in 

language teaching, suggesting that any self-reflecting teacher should be able to answer the 

statements in the limits of the given scale.  

The second part of the multiple-choice questions includes a list of alternatives concerning 

the respondent’s own code-switching habits in the classroom. The alternatives are based on the 

categorisation of Turkish EFL teachers’ code-switching sequences Sali (2014) presented in her 

observational study. The purpose of including these alternatives was to offer the teachers some 
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ideas when code-switching might occur, but without limiting their options to these previously 

identified code-switching sequences, as they could comment on their choices and add their own 

reasons and situations for code-switching in the open-ended questions -section.  

Wrench (2008) presents different methods for ensuring reliability in one’s research: the 

reliability can be enhanced by a test-retest method, in which the one and the same thing is 

measured twice, with certain amount of time between the occasions. Similarly, with the same 

core principle as the test-retest method, the alternate forms reliability method can be exploited 

to measure the same attitude with two separate instruments. If the score between the first and 

the second time of measurement remains similar enough, it means that the respondents have 

been consistent in their answers. This improves the reliability of the study (ibid., 190–191). 

The logic of alternate forms reliability has been adopted in the questionnaire of this thesis, 

since some of the multiple-choice questions and open-ended questions measure approximately 

the same thing but in a different form. Including both multiple-choice and open-ended 

questions with similar content improves the feasibility and reliability of the data gathered, 

because it allows the respondents to elaborate and specify their thoughts and choices in their 

own words as well as exploit pre-structured options based on earlier research. 

 

3.3 Semi-structured interview or questionnaire? 

The data for this thesis were collected by using a questionnaire, but another option was to 

conduct a semi-structured interview, as Sali (2014) did in her study. The benefit of a semi-

structured interview is that it allows the researcher to set the frames for the topic and guide the 

interviewee into a preferred direction, yet simultaneously permits the participants to treat the 

topic from their own perspectives and premises, resulting in open-fashioned responses. 

However, a face-to-face interview has its disadvantages, since the interviewer can 

unconsciously affect how the respondent answers the questions: the interviewer’s subtle 
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gestures can guide the interviewee to respond in a way they interpret is preferred by the 

interviewer, or even as trivial matters as the gender or ethnicity of the interviewer can elicit 

different types of answers depending on the respondent (Wrench 2008, 224). On the contrary, 

in a questionnaire, the researcher is eliminated from the survey situation and is thus not as much 

of a factor affecting the responses as in a face-to-face interview.  

In the present study, the questionnaire was preferred over the interview because of other 

practical reasons as well, such as optimizing time management and maximizing the number of 

participants in the study. Furthermore, a similar balance of structured and unstructured 

responses that would be elicited by a semi-structured interview is attained in a questionnaire 

by including multiple-choice questions and open-ended questions. Of course, the advantage of 

an interview is that possible issues can be directly addressed in the situation itself, enabling the 

interviewer and interviewee to further discuss and elaborate on certain questions and answers, 

whereas in a questionnaire, the questions must be attentively formulated and all the possible 

ambiguities must be eliminated beforehand.  

However, this can be achieved by conducting a pilot survey, as has been done for this 

thesis, following the guidelines Wrench (2008, 222–223) presents in his book. According to 

him, the pilot sample size should be five to ten per cent of the actual target sample size, the 

respondents should correspond to the actual survey population members, and the pilot survey 

context imitate the actual survey conditions. These recommendations were fulfilled in the pilot 

survey of this thesis, since as opposed to the actual sample of 59 English teachers, seven 

students majoring in English, who had completed their teacher training as part of their 

pedagogical studies, were asked to complete the electronic questionnaire and comment on its 

structure and questions. With the assistance of their remarks, the questionnaire was refined into 

its current form in which it was used to collect data for the actual study. The questionnaire can 

be viewed in Appendix 1. 
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3.4 Respondents 

This study is a survey in which the data were collected via an electronic questionnaire. The 

respondents are teachers in Finnish secondary and upper secondary schools, who teach English 

as a foreign language and speak Finnish as their mother tongue or on a native speaker level. In 

most cases Finnish is also the main medium of teaching in their school, since only in three 

cases was the main medium of teaching different from the mother tongue of the respondents, 

and in one instance it was the second language of a bilingual person. Therefore it is safe to 

assume that generally the code-switching taking place in the classroom is between the students’ 

L1 and the L2, since majority of the teachers share their L1 with the main medium of the school, 

suggesting that it is equally the L1 of the students. The sample of the survey is satisfyingly 

exhaustive, since it includes 59 respondents from different regions all over Finland. In fact, 

only two regions (Ahvenanmaa and Kymenlaakso) from the total of 18 were left unrepresented. 

The distribution of the different regions is illustrated in Figure 1. 

 

 

Figure 1. The distribution of the regions of Finland represented by the respondents. 
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Out of the total of 59 respondents, the majority identified themselves as females, with 

ten males (17%) and four (7%) instances where the respondents preferred not to state their 

gender (Figure 2). The uneven distribution of gender can be explained with the fact that 

teaching is a female dominant field in Finland, with 77% of teachers being females in the basic 

education and 69.4% in upper secondary education (Kumpulainen 2017, 43 & 65–66). Because 

of the unbalanced representation of the different genders among the respondents, gender is not 

included as a factor in the analysis of the results.  

 

 

Figure 2. Gender of the respondents. 
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Figure 3. Age distribution of the respondents. 

 

 

 

Figure 4. The work experience of the respondents in years. 
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age group (teachers aged between 35 and 44 years) the majority worked in secondary school, 

and in the first age group (25–34-year-olds) upper secondary school and secondary school were 

almost equally represented (Figure 6). 

 

 

Figure 5. The distribution of respondents according to their level of teaching. 

 

Figure 6. The age distribution of teachers on each level of teaching. 
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English teachers in elementary schools were deliberately excluded from the study; had 

they been included, the language level of pupils would have ranged from beginners constantly 

needing the support of the L1 to pupils with intermediate or advanced level language skills 

capable of attending lessons held mostly in English. The differences in the language 

proficiency of pupils being so significant, the inclusion of elementary school English teachers 

would have rendered the comparison of different levels of study unfeasible in regard to the 

hypothesis that English should not only be the content, but the main medium of teaching in 

EFL classrooms.   
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4 ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 

The results of the questionnaire are analysed in this section and they are divided into two 

subcategories: responses to the multiple-choice questions and responses to the open-ended 

questions. The questions being closely related, however, the responses often overlapped; 

therefore, some of the responses to the multiple-choice questions are also referred to in the 

section dedicated to the open-ended responses. Similarly, the open-ended questions are not 

always separated and treated one question at a time, but the answers are analysed according to 

the patterns emerging from the data. Following each direct quotation of the responses to the 

open-ended questions, there is a capital r and a number in brackets (e.g. R12). The r stands for 

“respondent”, and the number is determined by the order in which the respondent has saved 

their answers to the system.  

 

4.1 Responses to the multiple-choice questions 

The analysis of the two different multiple-choice questions of the questionnaire are presented 

in the following way: responses to question 2A, where the respondents were asked to choose 

the most suitable level of agreement on a four-point Likert-scale to seven different statements 

concerning classroom code-switching, are analysed separately according to two factors, the 

respondents age and their level of teaching. The former is presented in section 4.1.1, and the 

latter in 4.1.2. Responses to question 2B, where the respondents were asked to choose the most 

suitable alternatives for reflecting their own code-switching habits in an EFL classroom, are 

equally presented in section 4.1.2. The demographic features of the respondents only include 

the level of teaching for question 2B, because the teachers’ age was not considered as prevalent 

a factor as their level of teaching in determining for which purposes code-switching is used. 

These purposes are more likely adapted to the needs of the students and their level of language 

proficiency, whereas statements concerning classroom code-switching as a phenomenon 
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presented in question 2A might be more resonant with the attitudes correlating with the 

teachers’ age as well as their level of teaching. In addition, irrespective of the number of the 

question, when the two levels of teaching are compared with one another, the responses of the 

four (7%) teachers who stated to teach in both upper secondary and secondary schools (Figure 

5) were omitted for the sake of clarity.  

 

4.1.1 Question 2A: responses according to age 

 

 

Figure 7. The distribution of responses of different age groups to the statement “code-switching is 

counterproductive” on a Likert-scale of 1 to 4. 
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most common answer “I strongly disagree” of the two previous age groups. Only in the fourth 

age group was code-switching considered somewhat counterproductive, with 42 percent 

choosing the 3rd option. However, in this age group, the majority still shared their opinion with 

the previous age groups, since 50 percent of the teachers aged 55 years and beyond disagreed 

or somewhat disagreed with the statement. Altogether the respondents did not agree with the 

statement, but the older the teachers were, the more positive they were about the 

counterproductivity of code-switching (Figure 7). 

 

Figure 8. The distribution of responses of different age groups to the statement “code-switching makes the 

classroom interaction more natural” on a Likert-scale of 1 to 4. 
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statement was viewed in the fourth age group with teachers aged 55 years and beyond, since 

17 percent chose the option “I strongly disagree” (Figure 8). 

 

 

Figure 9. The distribution of responses of different age groups to the statement “the use of L1 limits the target 

language input and output opportunities” on a Likert-scale of 1 to 4. 

 

The statement “the use of L1 limits the target language input and output opportunities” 

was meat with the greatest number of “I somewhat disagree” and “I somewhat agree” -

responses compared to the other six statements. In all age groups, options 2 and 3 were very 

evenly represented, usually with a few percentage points’ difference between them. Only in the 

third age group of teachers aged from 45 to 54 years was the option “I strongly agree” more 

common than “I somewhat disagree”, with the “I somewhat agree” -option being the most 

popular. The first age group of 25 to 34-year-olds reacted the most negatively with 11 percent 

strongly disagreeing, and only six percent strongly agreeing with the statement (Figure 9).  

11%

39%

44%

6% 6%

44%

38%

13%

8%

23%

38%

31%

8%

42% 42%

8%

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

40%

45%

50%

1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4

25-34 years 35-44 years 45-54 years 55+ years

1 = I strongly disagree  2 = I somewhat disagree  3 = I somewhat agree  4 = I strongly agree

"The use of L1 limits the target language input and output 
opportunities"



31 

 

 

Figure 10. The distribution of responses of different age groups to the statement “the use of L1 benefits the learner” 

on a Likert-scale of 1 to 4. 
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Figure 11. The distribution of responses of different age groups to the statement “I use code-switching intentionally 

for certain educational purposes” on a Likert-scale of 1 to 4. 
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(Figure 11).  
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Figure 12. The distribution of responses of different age groups to the statement “I use code-switching intuitively” 

on a Likert-scale of 1 to 4. 
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Figure 13. The distribution of responses of different age groups to the statement “I try to avoid code-switching in my 

EFL classroom” on a Likert-scale of 1 to 4. 
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4.1.2 Question 2A and 2B: responses according to level of teaching 

 

Figure 14. The distribution of responses to the statement “code-switching is counterproductive” according to the 

level of teaching of the respondents. 

  

“Code-switching is counterproductive” divided opinions on both levels of teaching, yet 

majority of the teachers in both levels strongly disagreed or somewhat disagreed with the 

statement. Among upper secondary school teachers, the level of agreement gradually lowered 

after “I strongly disagree” and “I somewhat disagree” which both scored the same percentage 

of 34, whereas in secondary school, interestingly, the options “I strongly disagree” and “I 

somewhat agree” were almost equally represented (former 39% and latter 35%). Also, the 

number of teachers who strongly agreed with the statement was higher among secondary school 

than upper secondary school teachers, suggesting that secondary school teachers view code-

switching more counterproductive than upper secondary school teachers (Figure 14). 
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Figure 15. The distribution of responses to the statement “code-switching makes the classroom interaction more 

natural” according to the level of teaching of the respondents. 

 

On both levels of education code-switching was considered to render the classroom 

interaction more natural with either strongly or somewhat agreeing with the statement. 

However, secondary school teachers viewed it to be more natural, since none of them 

responded “I strongly disagree” and over half chose the alternative “I strongly agree”, whereas 

16 percent of upper secondary school teachers strongly disagreed, and nine percent somewhat 

disagreed with the statement (Figure 15).  
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Figure 16. The distribution of responses to the statement “the use of L1 limits the target language input and output 

opportunities” according to the level of teaching of the respondents. 

 

Towards the statement “the use of L1 limits the target language input and output 

opportunities” there was more distribution among the upper secondary school teachers, since 

the option “I strongly disagree” was chosen by 9 percent of the respondents, whereas none of 

the secondary school teachers felt that strongly about the issue. Nearly 60 percent of the 

secondary school teachers somewhat disagreed with the statement, thus rendering the majority 

of the responses negative, whereas among upper secondary school teachers the use of L1 was 

considered limiting in the input and output opportunities of the L2, since 19 percent strongly 

agreed and 44 percent somewhat agreed with the statement (Figure 16).  
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Figure 17. The distribution of responses to the statement “the use of L1 benefits the learner” according to the level 

of teaching of the respondents. 

 

In secondary school the usefulness of code-switching was agreed upon, since 74 percent 

somewhat agreed, and 26 percent strongly agreed with the statement. In upper secondary school 

on the other hand, there was once again more variety in the responses: over twenty percent 

expressed somewhat or strongly disagreeing with the statement, whereas the majority, 41 

percent, strongly agreed that code-switching benefits the learner. Similarly, three out of the 

four teachers teaching on both levels of education strongly agreed, and one somewhat agreed 

with the statement (Figure 17). 
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Figure 18. The distribution of responses to the statement “I use code-switching intentionally for certain educational 

purposes” according to the level of teaching of the respondents. 

 

 

Figure 19. The distribution of responses to the statement “I use code-switching intuitively” according to the level of 

teaching of the respondents. 
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The statements “I use code-switching intentionally for certain educational purposes”, and 

“I use code-switching intuitively” produced no remarkable differences between the 

respondents working on different levels of teaching, so the figures representing their 

distribution are analysed here together. Approximately 70 percent strongly agreed and 22 

percent of teachers on both levels of teaching somewhat agreed using code-switching 

intentionally (Figure 18), and almost 90 percent of both upper secondary and secondary school 

teachers somewhat or strongly agreed using code-switching intuitively (Figure 19). 

 

 

Figure 20. The distribution of responses to the statement “I try to avoid code-switching in my EFL classroom” 

according to the level of teaching of the respondents. 

 

In secondary school, almost 80 percent of the responses consisted of the alternatives “I 

strongly disagree” and “I somewhat disagree” whereas in upper secondary school there was 

more distribution in the responses towards the statement “I try to avoid code-switching in my 

EFL classroom”. The polar alternatives “I strongly agree” and “I strongly disagree” both were 

more represented than in secondary school, although in upper secondary school the common 

44%

28%

13%

16%

39% 39%

17%

4%

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

40%

45%

50%

1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4

upper lower

1 = I strongly disagree  2 = I somewhat disagree  3 = I somewhat agree  4 = I strongly agree

"I try to avoid code-switching in my EFL classroom"



41 

 

view towards the issue was negative as well, with over 70 percent somewhat disagreeing or 

strongly disagreeing with the statement (Figure 20).  

 

 

Figure 21. The distribution of the respondents’ code-switching purposes according to their level of teaching. 
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represented alternatives among both secondary and upper secondary school teachers, with 94 

percent of upper secondary school teachers choosing “clarify something” and 81 percent 

“translate something”, and both “clarify something” and “translate something” chosen by 91 

percent of the secondary school teachers.  

Interestingly, there was more variety in the code-switching practices of secondary school 

teachers than their upper secondary school colleagues, since  alternatives chosen by over fifty 

percent of the secondary school teachers included “manage discipline” (83%), “check the 

students’ comprehension” (78%) “give instructions” (74%), “alleviate the stressfulness of the 

learning situation” (65%), and  “talk about learning” (52%), whereas over half of upper 

secondary school teachers only chose the alternatives “check students’ comprehension” (69%), 

“give instructions” (53%), and “alleviate the stressfulness of the learning situation” (53%). 

“Clarify something” and “establish rapport” were the only alternatives slightly more 

represented among upper secondary school teachers (94% the former, 31% the latter) than 

secondary school teachers (91% and 30%), although generally secondary school teachers were 

more represented in all of the alternatives. The least represented options in both levels of 

teaching were “establish rapport” and “praise the students”, with only 31 percent of upper 

secondary, and 30 percent of secondary school teachers choosing the former, and 22 percent of 

upper secondary, and 39 percent of secondary school teachers choosing the latter alternative. 

Altogether, there were no great differences between the responses of the four age groups 

to the statements in 2A: a clear majority of the teachers stated to use code-switching 

intentionally and intuitively (although they were less assertive in their answers in the case of 

the latter), and there was most uncertainty whether the use of the L1 reduces the input and 

output opportunities of the L2, since both answers in the middle, somewhat disagree and 

somewhat agree, were the most common answers given in this statement. Teachers of all ages 

were cautiously positive about the L1 being beneficial to the learner, and generally teachers 
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did not try to avoid code-switching in their EFL classrooms, and they felt quite strongly about 

this issue in each age group. However, teachers of a younger age could be detected to react 

more positively to code-switching in some respects. For instance, teachers in the first age group 

of 25 to 34-year-olds were more strictly against the idea of the counterproductivity of code-

switching than the older age-groups, although the majority in each age group viewed the 

statement more negatively than positively. Code-switching also renders the classroom 

interaction more natural for most teachers, but less so for the fourth age-group (teachers beyond 

55 years of age) than for the other age-groups.  

Generally, there was no great distinction in the responses between the two levels of 

teaching either, since the distribution of both upper secondary school and secondary school 

teachers’ opinions was highly similar in most statements. However, a slightly more positive 

attitude towards code-switching could be detected among secondary school teachers, since  

they were more affirmative towards the usefulness of code-switching and deemed code-

switching more natural and not as limiting in terms of the L2 input and output opportunities as 

upper secondary school teachers. Although secondary school teachers were more positive 

about the usefulness and naturalness of code-switching than their upper secondary school 

colleagues, they contradictorily deemed code-switching slightly more counterproductive than 

upper secondary school teachers. However, the distinction in the distribution of opinions in the 

two levels of teaching towards this statement was small enough not to challenge the conclusion 

that on average, secondary school teachers viewed code-switching more positively than upper 

secondary school teachers. Upper secondary school teachers equally chose less code-switching 

alternatives as describing their own classroom code-switching than secondary school teachers 

in question 2B, suggesting that upper secondary school teachers are less enthusiastic to code-

switch in their classes in the first place, and that the situations in which they use code-switching 

are more limited than among secondary school teachers. 
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In summary, there were little differences between the responses of teachers representing 

certain demographic features, but in some cases the age or the level of teaching of the 

respondents appeared to form a pattern: teachers with older age perceived classroom code-

switching more negatively more often than their younger colleagues, and respondents working 

in secondary schools viewed code-switching slightly more positively than those working in 

upper secondary schools. 

 

4.2 Responses to the open-ended questions 

Altogether, there was a positive attitude towards the bilingual teaching strategy when it comes 

to EFL. To the first question, “should the target language be the only language used in EFL 

classrooms? Why/Why not?”, a clear majority answered ‘no’, and gave various examples 

where the L1 is needed. However, there was some variation in how strictly the issue was 

viewed, since the responses ranged from an assertive ‘absolutely not’ (R3 and R56) to a more 

tentative ‘it would be ideal, but unfortunately it doesn't work with weaker learners’ (R34). Even 

though many teachers mentioned the importance of target language, only two respondents were 

affirmative that the target language should be the only one used in an EFL classroom and did 

not explicitly take the role of the L1 into consideration in their responses, as illustrated in 

examples (1) and (2): 

(1) ‘I think that would be the ideal situation - it is not natural to mix the two codes and one 

could always try to explain in other words, repeat oneself. This way the students would 

be better prepared for real-life situations and learn to ask if they don't understand.’ (R1) 

(2) ‘Different languages and intuitive language use require extensive input.’ (R5) 

 

The heterogeneity of learner groups and issues related to student comprehension were 

mentioned in 22 responses as reasons why English should not be the only language used.  The 
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teachers expressed their concern especially about weaker students and their learning, if they 

were to be taught only in English.  

The most common situation for using the L1, appearing repeatedly in the answers to all 

four questions, was teaching grammar. In fact, in the second question, “do you use L1 in your 

classroom and if so, for what purposes?” 34 respondents out of the total of 59 claimed that they 

use L1 for teaching grammar or explaining grammatical structures and terminology, and in the 

third question, “do you think there are situations (like teaching a certain aspect of English for 

example) in which the one language should be preferred over the other? If so, what are these 

situations and which language should be used and why?”, 33 respondents stated that the L1 

should be used when teaching grammar. Many of the respondents continued to elaborate that 

they see no use in teaching the grammatical concepts in English, because grammar is 

challenging enough as it is, and some students struggle with the terminology in the L1 already. 

Therefore, forcing them to learn the terms all over again in English was considered 

counterproductive, as illustrated by the following examples: 

(3) ‘Grammar is difficult for some students even when using Finnish terms, so teaching it 

in L1 is pretty much a must.’ (R22) 

 

(4) ‘I tend to use L1 when teaching and talking about grammar because I have found that 

many pupils struggle with their grammar and grammatical terminology in Finnish. 

Therefore, I think teaching grammar in L1 in the EFL classroom benefits pupils' 

command of grammar in their L1, thus improving their capabilities of learning grammar 

in L2.’ (R27) 

(5) ‘Especially when teaching grammar. I don't see the point in learning grammar 

terminology in English and on the other hand grammar is somewhat difficult for many 

students so I try to make it as easy as possible by using L1 and the terminology they 

use in their L1 classes.’ (R44) 

(6) ‘I always teach grammar in the students' L1 because so many pupils have trouble 

understanding concepts such as tense even in their L1, not to mention the target 

language.’ (R47) 
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Typically, the grammatical terms are presented in the L1 in the course books, so it might 

be confusing to the students if there is a contradiction between the language of teaching and 

the language in which the topic is covered in their books. However, as illustrated in example 

(7), one teacher who stated she teaches English grammar in English, said that it is not a problem 

exactly because of this reason, since students can consult the book if they need a clarification 

of the terminology in the L1. 

(7) ‘I see no reason to use L1 in teaching grammar, except in super short snippets when 

translating. L2 immersion is important, and typically students can find the same info in 

L1 in their course books.’ (R19) 

In addition to the previous respondent, only one teacher claimed to teach grammar in 

English when asked which language (L1 or L2) should be preferred in which situation and why 

in question number three. These two respondents formed a clear exception to what appeared to 

be a silent agreement that grammar is taught in the L1. The most commonly mentioned 

situation for using English among all of the respondents, on the other hand, was completing 

communicative tasks and exercises for practising the students’ conversational skills and 

compensation strategies. In example (8), one respondent suggested estimating the function of 

the exercise to help choosing which language should be preferred:  

(8) ‘I believe that exercises that are meant to be tackled in L2 should be explained 

preferably in L2, the same applies in if L1 is used to explain something. Only 

English/L2should be used for cultural, communicative, interactive learning purposes.’ 

(R37) 

When asked whether the use of the L1 is useful for the learner in the fourth open-ended 

question, only two respondents (the same ones who were also positive that the L2 should be 

the only language used in an EFL classroom) answered negatively as illustrated in examples 

(9) and (10). 
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(9) ‘No, I think it is just easier for the teacher to make sure everybody has understood 

something - but it is not good for the learner. They should be prepared for real-life 

situations where L1 is not the option.’ (R1) 

(10)  ‘Nope. The more we use the language, the better.’ (R5) 

Although a clear majority accepted the use of the L1 as being useful to the learner, there 

was variety in how strongly affirmative the respondents were towards the issue, similar to the 

responses given in the first open-ended question. ‘Definitely’ (R22) and ‘of course’ (R30 and 

R33) were a few of the most positive reactions to the question, whereas some respondents 

viewed the issue more tentatively, as illustrated in examples (11) and (10): 

(11) ‘To some extent … Naturally, the use of L1 should be limited and carefully considered. 

Apart from the abovementioned cases, I don't use L1 in my classroom - and its role 

diminishes over time in terms of giving instructions as the students gain more skills and 

experience.’ (R21) 

(12) ‘To some extent yes, but if used too much, it doesn't enhance learning L2.’ (R35) 

As displayed in examples (13), (14), (15), and (16), some view the learners’ L1 and other 

languages as a linguistic resource that can be exploited when learning the L2, since by having 

linguistic competence in other languages, the students can build new information on their pre-

existing knowledge:  

(13) ‘It [=L1] is [useful]: we use examples from multiple languages to find similarities 

between constructions or word roots, ideas etc. and to intertwine all language learning 

and general knowledge together.’ (R13) 

(14) ‘It [=L1] is also useful to point out similarities and differences between languages.’ 

(R16) 

(15) ‘Learning is more effective when they can connect the new information with previous 

knowledge in their native tongue.’ (R20) 

(16) ‘I believe that bringing up similarities between languages helps students retain new 

words or grammar.’ (R48) 
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This relates to the idea central to the concept of translanguaging (presented at the end of 

section 2.2) that languages are not separate constructions in the mind, but that they overlap in 

the brain and contribute to a larger, unified linguistic system. 

Many of the responses the teachers gave to the second open-ended question, “Do you use 

L1 in your classroom and if so, for what purposes?” echoed their choices in the multiple-choice 

question 2B, in which they were asked to describe their code-switching practices by choosing 

the best alternatives from a pre-modified list based on the taxonomy of Sali’s (2014) study. In 

fact, seven teachers did not want to elaborate their choices in their own words, but simply 

answered the question ‘look at question 2b’ (R2) or ‘Yes, see above’ (R15). These responses 

relate to the idea of test-retest reliability (presented earlier in section 3.1), in which the same 

thing is measured twice in order to improve the reliability of the research by proving that the 

respondents’ views on an issue do not fluctuate between questions. However, most respondents 

mentioned some of the same instances in their open-ended answers they already chose in 

question 2B, but also added their own alternatives missing from the pre-modified list. These 

new purposes for code-switching not mentioned in 2B included instances such as saving time 

by using the L1, emphasising the importance of the given information (e.g. when discussing a 

deadline), talking about topics non-related to class (e.g. making an announcement or side-

tracking in conversation) and explaining cultural differences between the source and target 

culture. The responses to the second open-ended question therefore imply that the formulation 

of the questionnaire was successful, because the idea between the similarity of question 2B and 

the second open-ended question was to offer the teachers a set of pre-modified alternatives, yet 

also enable them to add instances in which they use code-switching not mentioned on the list.  

When asked to choose the best alternatives to describe their code-switching practices 

from a pre-modified list in 2B, only two respondents chose the alternative “none of the ones 

mentioned above”. In their open-ended responses, however, one of these teachers admitted 
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using the L1 with some students with low proficiency in English. The problem is that s/he did 

not elaborate on how exactly s/he uses the L1 with these students and apparently none of the 

alternatives proposed in question 2B matched her/his code-switching habits, so the answer 

remains quite unclear in this respect. With the other respondent choosing “none of the ones 

mentioned above”, the case was somewhat different because he also chose the alternative “I 

don’t use code-switching in my classes” as the only respondent to do so. Contradictorily, 

however, when answering the open-ended questions, he stated using the L1 in his classes to 

ensure student comprehension (which was an alternative on the list) and going through texts in 

the L1. Similarly, he was strongly affirmative when answering to the question whether the use 

of the L1 is beneficial to the learner. A simple explanation to this inconsistency between his 

answers in question 2B and the open-ended questions was found in his response to question 

four, “Do you think the use of L1 in EFL classrooms is useful for the learner? Why/Why not?”, 

to which he included a post-scripture in Finnish, functioning as a note for the researcher 

concerning her presumed false beliefs of the use of code-switching as a term. The respondent 

refused to understand code-switching as a practice applicable to the classroom context and 

decided to bring the issue forth in his responses to the questionnaire.  

Unfortunately, the failure of achieving a collective understanding of the core concept has 

skewed the results to some extent, because the respondent’s answer in question 2B is erroneous 

in comparison with his later remarks in the open-ended questions. Consequently, the responses 

of this particular respondent could have been removed from the study, but I made a conscious 

decision of retaining them. No data are without shortcomings, and since the reason behind the 

inconsistency between the respondent’s answers could be detected and pointed out and his 

responses to the open-ended questions balanced the distorted ones he gave to the multiple-

choice questions, I did not consider the problems grave enough for excluding the respondent 

from the study. 
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5 DISCUSSION 

To the first research question, “how do teachers perceive classroom code-switching?” there are 

obviously as many answers as there were respondents in the study but to generalise, code-

switching was viewed rather positively than negatively among teachers regardless of their 

demographic features. Some questions caused more distortion than others, but for example 

statements 1 and 2 in question 2A, “code-switching is counterproductive” and “code-switching 

makes the classroom interaction more natural”, received highly similar reactions from the 

majority of the respondents and code-switching was viewed in a positive light.   

For the second research question, “in what kind of situations and for what purposes do 

teachers consider they use the L1?”, the results were extremely unified, since from the pre-

modified list in question 2B, over eighty percent of the teachers on both levels of teaching 

chose the options “clarify something” and “translate something the students don’t understand 

in L2” for the situations when they use the L1, and with the exception of a few teachers, all of 

the respondents claimed to teach grammar in the L1. It is interesting that there should be such 

a strong consensus that grammar should be taught in the L1, when there is no separate mention 

of it in the teaching curricula. The phrase “English is used whenever possible” (Finnish 

National Agency for Education 2014, 350 [author’s translation]) is the only guideline the 

curricula offer, and it does not include grammar as an exception to the rule. Yet, teaching 

grammar in the L1 appears to be a widely adopted  practice in other countries as well, since 

59% of the code-switching instances of Turkish teachers in their EFL classes consisted of 

“explaining aspects of English” and in their interviews, grammar was repeatedly mentioned as 

one of the situations when they switched to the L1 (Sali 2014). Similarly, all of the teachers 

interviewed in Polio and Duff’s (1994, 317) research stated that they used the L1 in their 

grammar instruction. Furthermore, research on cognitive processing has generally displayed 

that absorbing new information is more efficient in the L1 than in the L2, so the choice of the 
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L1 over the L2 when teaching grammar is practical because of its feasibility in enhancing 

learning (Cook 2001, 414–415).  

If maximising the learners’ comprehension of the content is of primary concern in 

grammar teaching and providing L2 input only comes second, the use of the L1 is well justified 

on the grounds of research on the subject. This is still something the teachers have to deduce 

themselves, however, and it seems as though it is assumed in the curriculum that all teachers 

are aware of the effects of language choice in cognitive processing, and of which aspect of 

learning they should value higher, student comprehension or the L2 input. Although most of 

the respondents claimed that teaching grammar in the L1 was the only way for the students to 

absorb the information (and thus valued comprehension over everything else in this matter), at 

least two respondents stated that teaching grammar is possible in the L2 and emphasised the 

importance of language input. Therefore, there is no collective understanding of which 

language should be preferred when teaching grammar, but it is once again up to the teachers’ 

personal beliefs about what is most beneficial for the learner. Clearer and preferably research-

based instructions for the language policy of grammar teaching could alleviate the possible 

confusion surrounding the language choice issue of teachers at least in this particular aspect of 

language teaching. 

Turnbull argues against the use of the L1 in foreign language teaching by saying that:  

 

[W]e do not need to licence teachers to use the L1; many do so in any case. I believe that 

official guidelines that encourage teachers to use the TL create positive pressures for 

teachers, encouraging them to speak as much TL as possible. (2001, 537.)  

In the light of the results and discussion of the present study, I agree with the part that official 

guidelines for language use in foreign language teaching would be much welcomed, but 

limiting them to concern only the target language does little to contribute to the issue of varying 

language practices in foreign language classrooms. As can be seen in the case of Finnish upper 

secondary and secondary school teachers, the guideline in the Finnish basic education 
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curriculum that English should be used whenever possible did not omit the L1 use among 

teachers, and nearly all of the teachers taught grammar in the L1 without questioning their 

choice. This point illustrates why a simple guideline for the promotion of the L2 does not 

suffice, but a more definite set of instructions on the use of both of the languages is needed. 

Otherwise it remains unclear when the use of the L1 is appropriate and when it is considered 

to be depriving the learners of the L2 input, and teachers are left between a rock and a hard 

place when trying to abide the L2-promoting guidelines on the one hand, and comply to the 

realities of varying classroom situations on the other. In addition, the assumption that the 

promotion of the target language-only approach creates “positive pressures [sic]” (Turnbull 

2001, 537) among teachers is debatable. The pressure for striving for a L2 exclusive teaching 

can quickly turn from a motivational principle into a source of guilt whenever teachers use the 

L1 in their classes, and thus affect the teachers’ experience of their work performance 

negatively.  

The third research question concerned the distribution of responses in terms of the 

respondents’ age and level of teaching with the hypotheses that older teachers view code-

switching more negatively than their younger colleagues, and that the higher the level of 

education the respondents teach on, the more negatively they perceive code-switching. As for 

the first part of the question, age appears to play a role in how teachers perceive code-switching 

in EFL classrooms because in some situations, younger teachers with less work experience 

tended to consider code-switching a less counterproductive activity than their older, more 

experienced colleagues. However, one respondent representing the age group of 45–54-year-

olds (the second oldest group) felt differently and argued the following: 

(17) ‘I think code-switching is a natural thing in normal EFL classes. The main goal for me 

is to target the needs of the group I'm teaching. In my teacher training in the 90s, the 

use of L1 was not recommended, but work has taught me to look for a balance between 

the two languages.’ (R33) 
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The respondent shared valuable information behind the reasons why the older age groups 

might consider code-switching counterproductive: during the years of their teacher training, 

the use of the L1 in teaching was discouraged. This reasoning follows the logic of language 

teaching in the twentieth century discussed in section 2.4, where the monolingual principle was 

commonly promoted. Therefore, even though most teachers irrespective of their age stated that 

they use code-switching and find it useful and necessary in some situations, the language policy 

offered to them during their studies might still guide their thoughts to some extent to deem 

code-switching a somewhat negative practice. In comparison, as equally stated in the 

hypothesis presented in the introduction of this thesis, younger teachers who have received 

their university education later in the twenty-first century might perceive code-switching more 

positively, because the common atmosphere around L1 use has been more permissive during 

their studies.  

The monolingual principle is often justified by the virtue of maximising the L2 input, 

with the remark that the classroom situation might be the only opportunity for the students to 

be exposed to the L2 (Turnbull and Arnett 2002, 205). The importance of sufficient L2 input 

was repeatedly mentioned in the open-ended responses of the teachers as well, and the 

statement in question 2A “the use of L1 limits the target language input and output 

opportunities” elicited mixed opinions. The argument of the classroom being the only source 

of L2 input, however, seems somewhat outdated in the era of Internet, where limitless resources 

of English material can be accessed by whomever, wherever, whenever. Additionally, in 

Finland, English can be heard through other media as well. Tv-series, movies, and videogames 

are rarely dubbed (unlike in many other European countries), which exposes Finnish audiences 

to the original language of the program. This means that especially English is present in the 

form of entertainment in the Finnish every-day life, hence the classroom is not the only source 
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of language input. As displayed in example (18), one teacher also acknowledged the issue in 

her response: 

(18) ‘There's so much input of English in the students' daily lives already that a little code-

switching in the classroom isn't going to ruin their learning. Code-switching is natural 

in a bilingual or multilingual environment. And hey, nowadays English is a threat to 

learning proper Finnish and not the other way round!’ (R32) 

 

The concern over sufficient L2 input might therefore be valid in other contexts, but in Finland 

English is so commonplace that if the L1 was to be disregarded in foreign language teaching 

solely based on this argument, it could be considered a rather narrow outlook on the issue. 

Furthermore, as Cook (2001, 409) observes, classroom interaction is a world of its own and 

does not correspond to the real-world L2 interaction topic- or situation-wise anyway, so 

deeming the use of the L1 as a harmful interruption in the natural learning process of the L2 

seems out of place when considering the evident artificiality of the classroom learning 

situation.  

The result for the second part of the third research question, “how do the responses differ 

in terms of age and level of teaching of the respondents?”, confirmed that the respondents 

teaching in upper secondary schools generally view code-switching less positively than 

secondary school teachers. However, since the clear majority of the respondents belonging to 

the two oldest age groups teach in upper secondary schools (Figure 6), it is impossible to say 

which factor affects the result more, the age of the respondents or the level of teaching. In other 

words, do the respondents view code-switching more negatively because of their age and the 

promotion of the monolingual principle during their studies, or because they teach in upper 

secondary schools, where the language proficiency of students is presumably higher than in 

secondary schools, which might encourage the teachers to emphasise the use of the L2 

increasingly? The answer to this question remains out of the reach of the present study, but the 
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correlation between teachers’ age or the level of education they teach on and their code-

switching preferences could be the sole focus of a more topic-specific follow-up study. 

When the opinions towards different statements concerning code-switching in question 

2A were compared between upper secondary school teachers and secondary school teachers, 

there was more distribution in the responses among upper secondary school teachers than 

secondary school teachers. This might be explained with the fact that in Finland, secondary 

school is a part of the students’ compulsory education, whereas upper secondary school studies 

are facultative. Furthermore, students need to apply for upper secondary schools, and they get 

selected according to their previous success at school. Therefore, the sample of students in 

upper secondary school might not be as heterogeneous as in secondary school, which 

automatically includes the whole age group. Equally, in their third-degree studies, students can 

choose between upper secondary school and vocational school, which increases the likelihood 

of certain type of students choosing the one or the other. Especially in those schools where the 

average grade of a pupil must be on a certain level for them to get accepted as students, some 

students are automatically excluded from the school. Therefore, there are upper secondary 

schools where the average grade is generally higher than in some other schools, which can 

explain the distribution in the opinions of teachers; those teaching academically accomplished 

students might feel differently about code-switching if the students are skilful in English and 

do not need much support in the L1, whereas in another upper secondary school where the 

average grade for getting accepted is lower, the level of proficiency in languages might be 

lower as well and the teachers feel a greater need for using code-switching in their classes.   

As observed earlier in connection to the Finnish school curricula, the instructions for 

teachers in which relation they should put the two languages, the L2 and the L1, into use are 

almost non-existent, meaning that the decision has to be made individually by each teacher. 

The autonomy of teachers in this matter is not necessarily a downside, but in order to secure 
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the homogeneity in the quality of language teaching, there might be a demand for uniformity 

in the language policy of foreign language classrooms. In example (19), one respondent 

illustrated a challenge related to this issue:  

(19) ‘It's difficult to break the old habits of the students. Meaning that if they have been 

taught earlier with a lot of code switching that's what they expect and vice versa.’ (R26)   

 

Apparently then, different views of code-switching can render the transition from one teacher 

to another with different standards complicated for the teachers and confusing for the students 

when they are required to behave differently depending on the teacher.  
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6 CONCLUSIONS 

All of the 59 respondents in this study used code-switching in their EFL classrooms to a varying 

degree and for several different purposes. Generally, code-switching was viewed as a natural 

part of the foreign language classroom interaction, and the L1 was considered a useful tool in 

helping the students to scaffold new information and form connections between different 

languages. With only a few exceptions to the rule, nearly all respondents claimed to teach 

grammar in the L1, and in many responses the use of the L2 was repeatedly promoted in 

communicative activities and exercises. Most commonly the L1 was used for clarifying and 

translating something the students have trouble understanding in the L2, and the code-

switching practices altered slightly according to the level of education on which the 

respondents worked. The different demographic features of the respondents did not produce a 

clear distribution or rock-solid patterns in their responses, suggesting that neither age nor the 

level of teaching was as dominant a factor in the choices the teachers made as originally 

hypothesised, but based on the responses to a few statements, some tendencies in line with the 

hypotheses did emerge. For instance, the older the teachers, the more counterproductive they 

perceived code-switching to be, and the higher the level of teaching, the less affirmative they 

were of the usefulness and naturalness of code-switching in the classroom situation.  

On the one hand, strong generalisations cannot be drawn from the results of this study, 

since the sample was relatively small especially when divided according to certain 

demographic features, but on the other hand, the value of this study is not so much reflected on 

the information it can provide on the differences between certain groups of teachers, but on the 

insight of how code-switching is viewed among them in general terms. The research questions 

were therefore answered, and the aims of the study satisfactorily fulfilled. A questionnaire 

proved to be an effective method for gathering data from the different regions of Finland, and 
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the sample, however unsuitable for wider generalisations, was large enough for the purposes 

of this thesis.  

Code-switching is a phenomenon which has evoked a great deal of research in several 

different fields, partly due to the flexibility of code-switching as a concept. In a classroom 

context, it can be studied in the different perspectives of the participants e.g. that of the teacher 

or the student, and the research can focus on the participants’ attitudes towards code-switching 

or observe the actual usage of the L1 and the L2 in the classroom. Since there are various 

viewpoints for approaching the issue of code-switching, the present study could be expanded 

in multiple directions. For example, this study could be taken further by including other 

languages and language levels, such as B3 level French or A2 level Swedish, and transformed 

into a comparative study to observe the differences between the nature and frequency of code-

switching in different languages and levels of study. Equally, the focus could be shifted from 

the code-switching of teachers to that of students, or how students perceive the code-switching 

of teachers, and in which situations they consider the switch to the L1 necessary.  

This thesis focuses only on the teachers’ perceptions of code-switching, which can be 

different from the way they actually apply code-switching into their classroom interaction. This 

deficiency could be overcome with a follow-up study including an observational study such as 

Sert’s (2015) study concerning classroom discourse in Luxembourg or Sali’s (2014) study in 

Turkey, where lessons where recorded and the code-switching sequences were analysed on the 

basis of the video/audio-material. Combining the observational data and the data collected with 

the questionnaire would enable a comparison between the actual usage of the L1 and how it is 

perceived among teachers, offering more information about the accuracy of the perceptions 

teachers have in relation to the reality of their code-switching practices.  

Although all of the respondents expressed to use code-switching in their classes in one 

way or the other, and the majority had similar perceptions of code-switching in that it was 
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generally viewed as a natural activity with a positive effect on the learning situation, there were 

also teachers with completely opposing views and language practices as well as teachers unsure 

whether code-switching should be a part of the learning process or not. This diversity in the 

teachers’ responses displays that the role of code-switching is somewhat neglected in the overt 

discussion surrounding language teaching. Equally, in teacher training, where other theoretical 

aspects of language teaching are taken into consideration, research-based information on the 

effects of the L1 use in foreign language teaching and learning is apparently not a prominent 

topic. By promoting the inclusion of a clear framework for classroom code-switching in the 

teacher training already, a more uniform language policy of the use of the L1 and the L2 could 

be attained. 
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APPENDIX 1. Questionnaire used for collecting data (Adapted from 

the electronic version.) 

EFL teachers’ perceptions of classroom code-switching  

This questionnaire collects data for a Master’s thesis at Tampere University. The aim of the 

study is to determine how English teachers perceive their use of code-switching in foreign 

language classrooms, and what kind of general attitudes they have towards classroom code-

switching. Code-switching is the practice of alternating between two or more languages in 

one’s speech, English and Finnish being the languages in the centre of this study. Other 

relevant terms for the respondents of this questionnaire include:  

EFL - English as a foreign language 

L1 - first language (Finnish) 

L2 - second language (English)  

Participation in the survey is voluntary, and all the information received will be treated 

confidentially and anonymously. Responding to the survey takes about 10-15 minutes. If you 

have any questions concerning the study, or you wish your responses to be removed, please 

contact the researcher by sending an email to iina.kulmakorpi@tuni.fi. 

 

1. Demographic information 

1. Age: _____ 

 

2. Gender  

__ Female 

__ Male   

__ Prefer not to say  

__ Other 

mailto:iina.kulmakorpi@tuni.fi
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3. I teach A1-level English in 

__ Secondary school   

__ Upper secondary school  

  

4. Which region is your school located in? 

__ Uusimaa 

__ Varsinais-Suomi / Southwest Finland  

__ Satakunta  

__ Kanta-Häme 

__ Pirkanmaa 

__ Päijät-Häme  

__ Kymenlaakso  

__ Etelä-Karjala / South Karelia 

__ Etelä-Savo / South Savo 

__ Pohjois-Savo / North Savo  

__ Pohjois-Karjala / North Karelia  

__ Keski-Suomi / Central Finland 

__ Etelä-Pohjanmaa / South Ostrobothnia 

__ Pohjanmaa / Ostrobothnia  

__ Keski-Pohjanmaa / Central Ostrobothnia  

__ Pohjois-Pohjanmaa / North Ostrobothnia 

__ Kainuu 

__ Lappi / Lapland  

__ Ahvenanmaa / Åland 
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5. How long is your work experience as an EFL teacher (in years and months)? 

__________________________________ 

 

6. What is your mother tongue/first language (L1)? 

__________________________________ 

 

7. Is your L1 the same as the main medium of teaching in your school? 

    __ yes 

    __ no 

    __ I am bilingual, and my second language is the main medium 

 

8. Do you teach any additional languages and if so, which one(s)? 

__________________________________ 

 

9. Which language did you major in? 

__________________________________ 
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2. Multiple-choice questions 

2A. Choose the best alternative for each statement according to your personal opinion on the 

scale of 1 to 4. 1 = I strongly disagree, 2 = I somewhat disagree, 3 = I somewhat agree, 4 = I 

strongly agree. 

 

1. Code-switching is counterproductive  

 1 2 3 4 

 

2. Code-switching makes the classroom interaction more natural 

1 2 3 4 

 

3. The use of L1 limits the target language input and output opportunities 

1 2 3 4 

 

4. The use of L1 benefits the learner 

1 2 3 4 

 

5. I use code-switching intentionally for certain educational purposes 

1 2 3 4 

 

6. I use code-switching intuitively 

1 2 3 4 

 

7. I try to avoid code-switching in my EFL classrooms 

 1 2 3 4 
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2B. Choose the alternative(s) that best describe(s) your classroom code-switching as a 

teacher. I use L1 to…  

 

__ give instructions 

__ manage discipline 

__ clarify something 

__ translate something the students don’t understand in L2  

__ establish rapport with the students 

__ alleviate the stressfulness of the learning situation for the students 

__ check the students’ comprehension 

__ talk about learning 

__ praise the students 

__ solicit more learner responses 

__ none of the ones mentioned above 

__ I don’t use code-switching in my classes 

   

3. Open-ended questions 

 

1. Should the target language be the only language used in EFL classrooms? Why/Why not? 

_________________________________________________________________________ 

 

2. Do you use L1 in your EFL classrooms and if so, for what purposes? 

_________________________________________________________________________ 
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3. Do you think there are situations (like teaching a certain aspect of English for example) in 

which the one language should be preferred over the other? If so, what are these situations 

and which language should be used and why? 

______________________________________________________________________ 

 

4. Do you think the use of L1 in EFL classrooms is useful for the learner? Why/Why not? 

______________________________________________________________________ 

 

Thank you for your participation! 

 

 


