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FOREWORD

These proceedings feature 335 papers out of 531 papers presented at the The 61
TEFLIN International Conference. Enmeshed in the theme, “English Language Curriculum
Development: Implications for Innovations in Language Policy and Planning, Pedagogical
Practices, and Teacher Professional Development”, the papers present different lines of
scholarship which address such topics as (1) language policy, (2) language planning, (3) needs
analysis, (4) language syllabus and lesson planning, (5) language materials evaluation and
development, (6) instructional design and language teaching methodology, (7) instructional
media and technology, (8) language classroom management, (9) language testing and
assessment, (10) language program evaluation, and (11) teacher professional development.
The proceedings are alphabetically organized based on authors’ names.

All the papers in these proceedings were not peer-reviewed, but the papers published
in these proceedings met the basic requirements set out by the committee. All the papers do
not exceed a total of five pages (including tables, figures, and references). In the editing
process, the editors extended the maximum page limit up to six pages in order to include more
papers.

Neither the Conference Committee nor the Editors are responsible for the content,
outlook, opinions, and arguments made in the papers. The sole responsibility concerning the
ethical aspect, validity of methodology, and political views in the papers rests with the
individual authors. '

Finally, we would like to extend our sincere gratitude to all of the paper presenters
who have shared their bright and inspiring ideas at the conference, and to the board of
reviewers and editors who have worked hard in screening all the submitted abstracts. We do
hope that readers enjoy reading the papers in the proceedings and find them enlightening and
useful.

Surakarta, 7 October 2014
. The Committee
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CODE-SWITCHING IN ENGLISH LANGUAGE TEACHING :
FROM THEORY TO PRACTICE

Margana
English Education Department
Faculty of Languages and Arts
Yogyakarta State University
margana@uny.ac.id

Abstract: In English language teaching and learning in expanding English speaking countries such as Indonesia,
teachers of English at any level of education should not be worried about the utilisation of code-switching
practices from English to Indonesian or vice versa on the grounds that code-switching (CS) practices serve a lot
of functions. Such practices are supported by some convincing theories, which claim that CS could be applied as
a strategy to sustain the classroom communication between English teachers and their students. In other words,
code-switching is of great use for both English teachers and students to cope with language barriers when they
are involved in communicative events on the grounds that CS practices are initiated by some reasons and
functions. This suggests that CS should be flexibly conducted in English language teaching and learning as CS
could be a means of enriching the lexical items of the target language and reinforcing the lexical items of the
home language as one of the functions of CS practices. Such a language enrichment facilitates students to deal
with a language mediation activated in the communication practices. In reference to the issue, this paper attempts
to theoretically justify the application of CS practices in terms of the reasons for and functions of CS and to
clearly give examples of how to utilise CS in English language teaching and learning.

Keywords: Code-switching, English Language Teaching

Introduction

In the context of a bilingual society, for example, the Indonesian society, the utilisation of two or more
codes in communication practices becomes a common trend as the inter-lacutors tend to perform two codes
when they are involved in some communicative events. This relies on the theory that activating two codes in
communication practices cannot be avoided when the interlocutors have more than one code, which exists in
their mind (Wardhaugh, 2010 and Margana, 2012). This suggests that use of two codes in a series of
communication practices becomes common behaviours among bilingual including English-Indonesian
bilinguals. Such practices are labelled with the term code-switching. This statement is supported by some
scholars one of whom is Grosjean (2001:145) who claims that code-switching serves a striking aspect in
bilingual societies in which the interlocutors alternate one code with another code in the same conversational
events.

Use of two codes in some communicative events by bilinguals occurs not only in some natural settings
but also in formal ones (Margana, 2013). This implies that CS is not only utilised in daily life conversational
practices as found in social communication practices but also employed in educational ones. More specifically,
code-switching practices are widely utilised by English teachers or even English lecturers when they are
involved in classroom communications. This relies on the convincing theories that CS serves multi functions in
instructional practices. Cook (2001) advocates that CS can be a strategy to sustain the communication practices
in classroom when they face a stagnancy in a particular code due to psychological or non-psychological factors.
For example, when an English teacher finds a difficulty to express a particular technical term, she/he may code-
switch from English to her/his first language or vice versa in order to sustain the communication.

As a matt€r of fact, use of code-switching in educational contexts becomes a controversial issue among
scholars. According to Nation (1997), the target language, for instance English, has to be exclusively used in
classroom communications by English teachers as the exclusive use of English could provide students with a
good model of English so that they would be accustomed to using English as a means of communication
practices depending upon the contexts of communication. Added to this, the exclusive use of English in
classroom communication inspires students to willingly practice their English. It also facilitates students to
acquire the linguistic components such as grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation, and others on the grounds that
students are always stimulated with the English expressions. The exclusive use of the second language (L2)
without re-course to the first language (L1) in the English teaching and learning process is believed to provide
students with real L2 utterances, enabling them to achieve maximum L2 proficiency (Nation, 1997). This
statement refers to an uncorvincing assumption, which claims that students should get a comprehensive input in
the target language as it would accelerate students to acquire English language proficiency.
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The above statements are questioned by a great number of scholars since the exclusive use of English
does not guarantee the success of acquiring the target language. Guthrie ( 1984), for example, argues that the
exclusive use of the target language in English language teaching and learning would not guarantee greater
intake in the target language. In support of this, Dickson (1992) also questions whether the quantity of the input
of the target language would be as beneficial as the quality of the input of the target language. In line with the
statement, Skinner (1985) strongly claims that the exclusive use of the target language is believed only to hinder

may only divest students’ strategies to learn the target language. In support of the statement, Pillay and Wha
(1997) assert that since second/foreign language learners are in the process of becoming bilinguals, they attempt
to expand their skills and strategies (i.e. code-switching) when they are involved in second/foreign language
teaching and learning.

With regard to the second argument, it is obvious that switching from one language to another language
is believed to be effective and efficient in continuously establishing classroom communication practices. To
some extent, the inclusion of students’ first language can be utilized to clarify points of grammars, to arrange
tasks, to give instructions, to check comprehension, to sustain discipline, and to conduct classroom activities
(Cook, 2001). Added to this, CS can be employed in classroom communication when English teachers attempt to
focus on form (Robinson and Long, 1998). To sum up, use of CS in second/foreign language teaching is
believed to be beneficial on the grounds that CS serves to explain new congepts, to engage and maintain
students’ concentration & interest levels which encourage them to learn more, to lower stress levels, and to
provide an atmosphere more conducive to language acquisition (Margana, 2005). '

In reference to the above arguments, this paper deals with theoretical Justifications of the use of CS in
English language teaching and learning followed by the examples of CS in classroom communication practices
as performed by English teachers. This is of great importance for English teachers to really know the concept of
CS as used in classroom communication practices. |

Theoretical Justifications of CS in Educational Contexts

As previously explored, use of CS in classroom communication confers some convincing benefits
which are theoretically justified. This suggests that CS practices are not randomly conducted but they are
"constrained by some reasons and functions. In terms of reasons, Auer in Margana (2013) proposes two main
reasens for CS in a classroom communication setting: discourse-related and participant-related switching. The
former serves as a supply for marking off different kinds of discourse utterances within a communication
sequence while the latter deals with participant linguistic preferences or proﬁciéncy:._Th'is implies that English
teachers do code-switching practices from English to Indonesian or vice versa because they want to get their
message across to their students without disregarding student language preferences or competencies. In relation
to reasons for CS, Margana (2013) documents nine feasons for the application of CS by English teachers in
classroom communications at senior high schools in Yogyakarta. They include (1) insufficiency of students’
English mastery, (2) inadequate knowledge of code-switchers (English teachers), (3) unavaﬂability of particular
lexical items of the activated languages, (4) language stagnancy, (5) the coverage of the semantic features of the
code-switched language, (6) the emotional conditions of the participants, (7) the closeness of the language and
culture, (8) the tiredness of langtiage, and (9) class situations. ; it il

In reference to the functions of CS, Brice and Brice in Margana (2013) document ten functions of CS
practices by Spanish-English tjilingual teachers in ¢lassroom communication. The functions include (1) to
respond to students’ qifestions, (2) to give tasks to students, (3) to ask factual questions, (4)__fo check vocabulary,
(5) to reiterate a statement, (6) to give further information, (7) to check comprehension, (8) to provide feedback
to students, (9) to give indirect task requests, and (10) to review content of the lesson. ‘In relation to those
functions, Rollin-lanziti & Brownlie (2002) classify three communicative functions of CS practices by French-
English bilingual teachers: ( 1) drganizing the class, (2) responding to students’ requests, and (3) expressing state
of mind. The first communicative function includes giving instructions, motivating students, planning activities,
delivering the lesson, giving feedback, checking comprehension, and dealing with classroom equipment. The
second function is classified into answering student questions in their first language about the second language
and translating upon student request. The third function comprises creating humour and expressing emotions
(anger, like, dislike, etc). In addition to those functions, Merrit et al. (1992) offer a linguistic insecurity function.
This refers to the teachers’ strategy to control utterances by employirig ‘CS in order to effectively maintain
classroom communication. Fly-Mattsson and Burenhult ( 1999) offer another function of CS, which is topic
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switch. This means teachers utilize CS to switch from one topic to another topic. In addition, they suggest that
second language teachers may switch from the target language to the first language when they explain
grammar/structure. Reyes (2004), also found CS functioned as a discourse marker, where certain linguistic items
were inserted in the other language without adding to the content of utterances. With regard to the function of CS
in educational contexts, Margana (2013) proposes two main functions of CS which include academic and non-
academic functions. The former is concerned with the use of CS in instructional practices while the latter is
concerned with discourse makers. The instructional practices deal with classroom management and material
presentation.

Examples of CS in Classroom Communication Practices

In reference to the explanation above, it is evident that CS can be one of the strategies to deal with the
process of English language teaching and learning at any level of education on the grounds that CS confers some
convincing justification. In line with the issues, the following provides some examples of use of CS as employed
by English teachers when they are involved in classroom communication practices. The following only deals
with some functions of CS for the content-orientation.

a. Making a clarification
In classroom communication practices, CS is employed by English teachers to make a clarification of a
particular message as exemplified below.

(01) Teacher  : You may add your elaboration sentences. For this group, this group argument paragraph. And
for the last, recommendation. You may elaborate of the main idea from the draft. Any
question from you? Okay, paham belum maksudnya (‘okay, do you understand the point’)?
Sini mengembangkan thesis (‘here develops thesis’) (Margana, 2012)

b. Reiterating particular message
CS practices are commonly done to reiterate particular message as found in the texts presented. The
examples of reiteration are presented below.
(02) Teacher : Do you understand about these situations? Okay, now, supposc you are a radio announcer,
choose one from these situations. Jadi pilih satu dari tiga situasi ini (‘so choose one of
these three situations’). Do you understand what I mean? Do you understand? Okay, now, 1
will give time for 10 minutes. (Margana, 2013)

c. Enriching students’ vocabulary

In classroom communication, English teachers use CS to enrich students’ vocabulary. This is usually
conducted by alternating English with Indonesian for the sake of finding the equivalent meaning of particular
lexical items.

(03) Teacher : You know this word. Invade..invade. Have you heard invasion?
Student s Ya
Teacher  : Yes. This is the noun of invade. What is invade? Invasion itu (‘that’) the noun of invade.

Kalau (‘if’) invade kata kerjanya apa (What is the verb’)? Apa to invade itu (‘What is the
Indonesian word of invade’)? (Margana (2013) %
d. Explaining grammar e
To some extent, students find dlfﬁcu]tles in coping with the grammar of the target language as it deals |
with systemic knowledge, which requires a serious and clear explanation from their English teacher. Therefore, .
to minimise the misconception of the grammar, the English teacher code-witches from English to Indonesian as’
exemplified in the following constructions. &
(04) Teacher ..»Noun kalau dalam satu kalimat itu fungsinya sebagai subjek atau objek (‘What is the
function of noun/in a sentence as a subject or object”). And then how about noun phrase? You
know phrase? Phrase kalau dalam bahasa Indonesianya (‘What is the Indonesian word of
phrase’). 4 phrase di sini adalah (A phrase here means ..."). A phrase is a group of words_
sebagai subyek (‘as subject’) or object (‘object). Sekelompok kata, tidak ada verbnya
(“There is no verb in a group of words’). (Margana (2013) .

e. Making an inference :

In the process of English language teaching and learning, very often the English teacher makes an
inference of the materials. In order to facilitate students to keep the memory in long-term space, the English
teacher uses Indonesian to make an inference. He/she usually alternates English with Indonesian as exemplified
below.
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(07) Teacher : A beautiful girl sitting under the tree is..... Gadis cantik yang duduk di bawah pohon itu
adalah...(* A beautiful girl sitting under the tree..”) Any question so far? You get the point of
noun phrase? Intinya tahu ya. Dari satu kata dikembangkan menjadi noun phrase (‘You
know the point’). Jadi inti katanya adalah kata benda itu sendiri (‘So, the point is the noun
itself”), the noun itself. A group of words which functions as a noun. Kata bendanya ..
(“The noun is..”). (Margana (2013)

Conclusions and Pedagogical Implications
In reference to the above explanation, it is evident that switching from one language to another

language becomes general trends by bilinguals including English-Indonesian bilinguals as what English teachers
of any level of education do. This suggests that CS should be positively viewed on the grounds that CS practices
are not randomly utilised by English teachers when they are involved in classroom communications. This relies
on the convincing theories as explored by great number of scholars who urge that CS serve many functions. In
other words, CS practices confer some benefits of the part of English teachers and students as CS practices could
facilitate them to sustain the communication practices. Added to this, CS can be a strategy to do with the
language stagnancy or language dis-fluency due to insufficient lexical items of in a particularly domain.

Realising that CS confers some functions in the English language teaching and learning, English
teachers and students should not be worried about use of CS in classroom communication practices. In other
words, CS practices should be tolerated as it can be one of the strategies for English teachers and students to
successfully manage classroom communications. Added to this, English teachers are encouraged not to
exclusively use English as a means of classroom communications when they observe that students periorm
insufficient English fluency and have insufficient English mastery. The exclusive use of English without
recoursing use of their first language is believed to hinder students’ acquisition of the target language. To sum
up, CS is still applicable for English language teaching and learning at any level of Education provided that CS
is not randomly conducted. When the students perform the excelent English mastery enabling them to
exclusively use of English as a means of classroom communication practices, English teachers may gradually
minimise use of CS in classroom communication.
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