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The Effects of Code-Switching on Students’ Grammar Understanding in Kazakh
Secondary English as a Foreign Language Classroom
Abstract

This study explores the effects of teacher-led code-switching on students’ grammar
comprehension in English as a Foreign Language (EFL) classrooms in Kazakhstan. A mixed-
method approach was employed, combining a teacher questionnaire (N = 107) and a quasi-
experiment with tenth-grade students (N = 22). Drawing on Vygotsky’s Sociocultural Theory
and Myers-Scotton’s Markedness Model, the research investigated whether incorporating
students’ first language (Kazakh) supports grammar learning. The experimental results showed
that both groups improved, but the code-switching group demonstrated slightly greater gains and
reduced score variability. Survey findings revealed that most teachers consciously or habitually
use code-switching and consider it effective, particularly for complex grammar topics. The study
concludes that code-switching can serve as a valuable pedagogical tool, especially for learners

with limited English proficiency, and recommends its strategic use in grammar instruction.

Keywords: code-switching, grammar comprehension, EFL classroom, Kazakhstani

education, first language use, bilingual instruction, teacher strategies



Kon aybicThIpYIbIH Ka3aK OpTa MeKTeOiH/Ieri aF bIIIIBIH TiJli MOHIHAeri T[PaMMaTHKAJIBIK
TYCiHiKKe Jcepi

Angarna

by 3eprrey KazakcTanaarb! aFbUTIIBIH TUTIH 1mIeT T petinge okpiTy (EFL) cabakTapsinma
MYFaJIiMHIH KOJ-CBUYMHT KOJIJIaHYbI OKYIIBLIAp/IbIH IPaMMaTHKaHbl TYCIHY1HE Kajail acep
€TETIHIH 3epTTel 1. 3epTTey OaphIChIHA apajlac dIC KOJIIAHBULIbI: MyFallIMJIEpTe apHaIFaH
cayanHama (N = 107) xonHe 10-chIHBIT OKYIIbIIApbIHA apHAJIFaH KBa3U-3KcriepuMeHT (N = 22).
BBITOTCKUNIIH 95IeyMETTIK-M9/IeHU TeopHsichl MeH Maiiepc-CKOTTOHHBIH OENTUTIK MOJIei
Heri3iHje OKYIIbUIAPAbIH aHa TiTiH (Ka3ak Tijl) rpaMMaTHKaHbl YHpPeTy1e KOIaHy THIMILIIT
KapacTeIpbUIabl. HoTuxkenepre cyiieHcek, eKi TOM Ta ajiFa KbUDKbIFAHBIMEH, KOJ-CBHUNHT
KOJIIaHBUIFaH TONTAFbl OKYIIBUIAPABIH HOTHKENIEP1 CAIl JKOFaphbl OOJIIbI HKOHE HOTHUKE
allbIpMaIlbUIBIFBI a3ai1pl. CayamHama KOPBITHIHBICH OOMBIHINIA MYFATIMICP/IIH KOIIILIIr KO-
CBUYMHITI CaHAJIbI TypJie HEMece JaF/Ibl PeTiH e KOJIJTaHAThIHBIH JKOHE OHBI dcipece KypAeni
rpaMMaTHKAaJBIK TaKbIPBIITAP.IbI TYCIHAIPY/IE THIM/L IeN CAHAUTHIHBIH KOPCETTi. 3epTTey KO-
CBUYMHITI IIEKTEYJI aFbUIIIBIH TUILIK A€Hreli 6ap OKyIIblIap YIIiH Maiiiaisl Kypal peTiHae

KapacCTbhIpaJbl ’)KOHC OHBI 'PAMMAaTHUKaAa OKbITYyAd MAKCATThI TYPAC naﬁz[anaHyz[LI ¥CbIHAbI.

Kinm co30ep: ko1 aybICTBIPY, TPAMMATUKAHbI OKBITY, aF BUIIIBIH T1J11 CBIHBITITAPHI,

Kazakcran



Bausinue MEPEKJIIYCHUA KO1a HA IOHUMAHUE TPAMMAaTHKN Y CTYICHTOB B Ka3aXCTaAHCKUX
IIKOJIbHBIX KJIACCAX aHIJIMHCKOI0 I3bIKA KaK HHOCTPAHHOI'O

AHHOTALIMSA

JlanHOe HcclieJoBaHUE MOCBAIIEHO U3YUYCHUIO BIUSHUS UCIIOIb30BaHUSI KOJI-CBUTUUHTA
MpenoaBaTesieM Ha IOHMMaHUE TPAaMMAaTHKH YYaIIUMHCS B KJIACCaX aHTIUHUCKOTO sI3bIKa KaK
unoctpannoro (EFL) B Kazaxcrane. bbut ipuMeHEH CMELIAHHBIH METO/: OTPOC CPEIU YUUTEICH
(N =107) u xBazu-3kcnepumenT ¢ yuenukamu 10 kimacca (N = 22). OcHOBBIBasICh Ha
CouuokynbTypHO# Teopuu Beirorckoro u Monenu mapkupoBanHoctr Maiiepc-CKOTTOH,
HCCIIEIOBaHUE pacCMaTpUBajo, CIOCOOCTBYET JIM UCIOIb30BAaHUE POJIHOTO SI3bIKA (Ka3aXCKOro)
YCBOEHUIO rpaMMaTUKH. Pe3ynbTaThl 3KCIIepUMEHTa MOKa3aJIH, YTO 00€ TPYMIbI IPOABUHYJIUCH,
OJIHAKO TPYyIIa C KOJA-CBUTYMHTOM MPOJEMOHCTPUPOBAIa HEMHOTO JTYUIINE PE3YIbTAThl U 00JIee
oHOpOHBIE Oaisl. OMpoc MmoKasai, 9YTo OOJBIIMHCTBO YUUTEeH 0CO3HAHHO WITN
ABTOMATHUYECKU MPUMEHSIOT KOA-CBUTYHHT U CYUTAIOT €ro 3((PEeKTUBHBIM, OCOOEHHO MPH
O0OBSACHEHHUH CIIOKHBIX TPAMMAaTUYECKUX TeM. B 3akitoueHnne moauepkuBaeTcsi, 4To KO-
CBUTYHUHT MOKET OBITh MOJIE3HBIM MEJarOri4eCKuM HHCTPYMEHTOM, OCOOCHHO ISl YHaIIUXCs C
HU3KUM YPOBHEM aHTIUNCKOTO, U PEKOMEHIYETCS €T0 CTPATETHYECKOe UCTIOIb30BaHUE TTPU

0o0yueHUU TpaMMaTHKe.

Knrouesvie cnosa: xon-nepexintoueHre, 00ydeHrne rpaMMaTiKe, K1acChl aHTJIUHCKOTO,

Kazaxcraun



CHAPTER 1
Introduction
The role of English is recognizable in communities, workplaces, and institutions

worldwide. However, the perceptions of apparently similar roles of English are not necessarily
the same everywhere. In multilingual Kazakhstan, English has officially become a third language
alongside the state language of Kazakh and the official language of Russian. In Kazakhstan,
English is taught and learned in educational institutions from primary school through to
university, moreover in some international schools and universities English is recognized as a
medium instruction, that means English is used to teach other academic subjects (besides English

itself) in areas where residents’ mother tongue is not English (Macaro, 2018).

Using students' first language (L1) in a second or foreign language classroom has been an
ongoing discussion topic among linguists and researchers. This dispute revolves around two
controversial views, while one camp of researchers advocates for the exclusion of L1 in the
classroom, another group of researchers considers L1 as a supportive tool to learn foreign

languages (Jingxia, 2010).

Krashen (1985) was among the proponents of exclusive target language exposure in L2
learning, positing that minimizing the use of the L1 maximizes L2 immersion and learning.
Conversely, there are applied linguists who advocate for integrating the L1 into L2 teaching
(Jingxia, 2010). Researchers like Yao (2011) emphasize the efficacy of teachers' code-switching,

stating that it can efficiently aid in teaching and explaining grammar and vocabulary.

Utilizing the L1 in L2 classrooms appears to facilitate comparison and contrast between

languages, enabling learners to relate new knowledge to familiar concepts (Brooks-Lewis, 2009).



However, the extent of L1 usage can yield both positive and negative outcomes. While L1
incorporation aids in understanding grammar and complex concepts (Akulova, 2019), excessive
reliance on the L1 may limit exposure to the L2 (Fang and Liu 2020; Resmini, 2019; Zhou and

Mann 2021).

From a pedagogical perspective, code-switching to the L1 can facilitate discussions about
cultural and grammatical disparities between languages, fostering heightened language awareness
among learners, and it is viewed as a motivational tool while acknowledging the importance of the

L2.

Code-switching has been defined in several ways by different researchers over time,
depending on the point of view of their study. Sometimes the terminology overlaps, and sometimes

the terminology is used differently by different researchers (Milroy & Myusken, 1995).

In the realm of code-switching research, there have been varied interpretations of the term.
Gumperz (1982) defined it as "the mixing of passages from two distinct grammatical systems or
subsystems within the same conversation.” Cook (2016) conceptualized code- switching as the
"transitioning between languages during a conversation when both speakers’ own knowledge in
those languages”. In essence, code-switching involves altering from one language to a second,
even a third, within dialogue or a statement. In educational settings for foreign languages, it
specifically designates the shifting usage of both native and target language, often applied by

language teachers as a communication strategy when necessary.



1.1 Problem Statement

The Altynsarin National Academy of Education (2022) proposed methodological
guidelines for organizing the foreign language learning process in Kazakhstani schools. These
guidelines include a table (Table 1) outlining both the coursebook content level and the expected
proficiency levels in foreign languages by grades. However, a diagnostic proficiency test
conducted by the researcher revealed that many students did not meet the expected curriculum
standards for their level. This challenge in teaching English may lead to frequent use of classroom
code-switching, mostly by teachers. To verify the aforementioned problem statement regarding the
mismatch between students’ actual and expected English proficiency levels outlined in the
methodological guidelines in the context of the current research, a diagnostic English proficiency
test was administered to 10th-grade students at the school. The total number of test takers was 87,
from four classes. The test was sourced from liteka.ru, a website offering CEFR-aligned
assessments.

The results shared a mismatch in the school where the study was conducted: A2 level -
40% (n=35); B1 level holders made 54% (n=47), and there were 5 students with B2 level, 6%. As
data showed, the majority of students performed at the B1 level or below.
Table 1.
Language proficiency levels according to the model curriculum for the "Foreign Language"

subject

Grade Proficiency level

English

2 Al low
3 Al mid




Al high
Low-mid A2
Mid-high A2
Low B1
Mid B1

© o0 N o o1 b

High B1
10 B2 low-mid
11 B2

Code-switching in foreign language classrooms has been widely researched from multiple
perspectives and in diverse educational contexts, including Kazakhstan. Notable studies have
explored students' attitudes toward Kazakh-English code-switching (Akynova et al., 2014; Seidin
et al., 2021), along with linguistic and sociological investigations into socio-psychological
dimensions of this phenomenon.

Even though a huge number of studies have been conducted on code-switching, the author
believes that the pedagogical usage of code-switching to enhance grammar comprehension in
English as an EFL classroom, especially in the Kazakhstani context of secondary schools, remains
underexplored. This study aims to fill the gap by investigating the potential impacts of code-
switching on learners’ understanding of English grammar.

1.1 Purpose of the Study

The purpose of the study is twofold:

1. Toidentify the functions of code-switching in the secondary school EFL classroom in

Kazakhstan.



2. To investigate the effects of teacher-led code-switching on students’ grammar
comprehension in EFL classrooms where students share the same mother tongue

(Kazakh).

By examining whether the strategic use of students’ first language (L1) improves or hinders
grammar acquisition, the study aims to provide insights into the role of code-switching as a

teaching strategy.

1.2 Research Objectives

1. Toreview and synthesize the existing literature related to code-switching, its types and
functions, as well as impacts on language proficiency, with a specific emphasis on
grammar.

2. Tocollect and analyze questionnaire data about code-switching from the teachers’
perspective

3. Toidentify and evaluate the effects of teacher-led code-switching on students’ grammar
acquisition through an experimental design, comparing results from pre-tests and post-

tests.

1.3 Hypotheses:

Upon reviewing previous studies, the study is guided by these two hypotheses:

HO: EFL students understand English grammar better when the teacher switches codes to students’

L1 during the explanation.



H1: EFL students understand grammar topics better when the teacher explains grammar only in

the target language (English).

1.4 Research Questions

To address the hypothesis, this study explores the following research questions:

1. What are the reasons for which English language teachers code-switch in the EFL
classroom?
2. How does the practice of code-switching influence the grammar understanding of

students in Kazakh secondary school language classrooms?

1.5 Limitations of the study

This study acknowledges two main limitations. First, the findings cannot be generalized
due to the small sample size. Only 22 students from a single school participated in the
experimental part of the study. Although 107 EFL teachers from various regions of Kazakhstan
responded to the questionnaire, bringing diverse teaching experiences, the sample remains
insufficient for drawing nationwide conclusions.

Second, there may be confusion regarding terminology. In recent literature, terms such as
translanguaging are often used to describe the use of L1 in foreign language classrooms.

However, this study deliberately uses the term code-switching to define this process.
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CHAPTER 2
Literature Review

2.1 Introduction

This chapter presents a thorough overview of previous literature by scholars from different
contexts, which sheds light solely on the phenomenon of code-switching in EFL classroom, its
dynamics in the regards of other related terms; as well as its functions in English as Foreign
Language classroom (EFL), moreover the influence of using code-switching on teaching English
grammar to non-native students was analyzed. The state of teaching English as a foreign language
and legislation on the English language in the Kazakh education system have been reviewed to set
the background.
2.2 Theoretical Framework

This study is theoretically grounded in Vygotsky’s Sociocultural Theory (1985) and the
Markedness Model by Myers-Scotton (1993). These theories provide a solid base for
understanding how code-switching can facilitate grammar learning in EFL classrooms.

Vygotsky’s Sociocultural Theory (1978) underscores the social nature of learning, positing
that cognitive development is shaped by social interactions. A central concept in this theory is the
Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD), which defines the difference between what a learner can
do without external assistance and what they can achieve with the help of a more knowledgeable
person (Zamarripa, 2006). Scaffolding, a fundamental term within Vygotsky’s framework, refers
to the provision of temporary help that is reduced gradually as learners achieve autonomy (Wood
etal., 1976). These scaffolding techniques align well with code- switching, where teachers or more
competent peers support, hence facilitating learning in a foreign language classroom. On top of

that, ZPD emphasizes the necessity for learners to engage
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with language in a social and interactive environment (Vygotsky, 1978). Code-switching facilitates
a deeper understanding and meaning-making in language activities by enabling learners to connect
their first language with the foreign language (Swain, 200). Vygotsky’s theory (1978) posits that
learners can progressively acquire the linguistic tools essential for academic success through these
social interactions.

Alongside Vygotsky’s work, Myers-Scotton’s Markedness Model (1993, 2002) offers a
framework for understanding rational choices regarding code-switching. This model suggests that
speakers navigate between marked and unmarked codes in their linguistic repertoire.

Unmarked code refers to those codes that are viewed as neutral or socially accepted in a given
context, whereas marked codes deviate from the norm and serve specific communicative functions
(Myers-Scotton, 1993). The Markedness Model is based on Rational Choice Theory, which suggests
that individuals choose. Within the Markedness Model, code-switching is seen as a deliberate choice
that learners make to meet their immediate communicative needs. In EFL classrooms, code-
switching can occur when the Matrix language (target language) becomes too difficult and confusing
to understand. Switching to their L1 allows learners can achieve better understanding and conceptual
clarity, hence promoting language acquisition (Myers-Scotton, 1998).

The combination of code-switching with Vygotsky’s Zone of Proximal Development and
Myers-Scotton’s Markedness Model highlights how code-switching can be employed as an effective
tool in the EFL classroom. Strategic use of code-switching acts as a mediating tool, offering learners
essential support to navigate cognitive and linguistic challenges in learning foreign languages. This

study integrates Vygotsky’s Sociocultural Theory with Myers-Scotton’s
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Markedness Model to illustrate how code-switching serves as a mechanism for enhancing
language development through social and cognitive support.
2.3 The State of the English Language in Kazakhstan

Due to globalization, English has become the world's dominant language; interest in and
demand for this lingua franca have been expanding across various sectors worldwide, and
Kazakhstan is no exception. The promotion of English in education, business, science,
technology, and international collaborations has been actively supported by policies at the state
level. In 2007, the former President of the Republic of Kazakhstan, Nazarbayev introduced the
trilingualism policy in his address to the nation, this policy was directed to promote the use of
three languages: Kazakh as the state language, Russian as the language of international
communication and documentation (as is common in post-Soviet countries), and English is
considered a tool that encourages a successful integration into the global economy (Karabassova,
2020; Kugukler, 2020; Terlikbayeva & Menlibekova, 2021).

The cultural project of «Trinity of Languages» aligns with the state’s aim of joining the list
of «World's 50 most developed countries», underscoring the country’s commitment to
multilingualism and global competitiveness.

Kazakhstani students learn English as a core subject in mainstream schools from second
grade to eleventh grade. By the end of the school, students are required to get the CEFR B2 level.
Moreover, specialized schools such as NIS, BIL were pioneers in multilingual education in
Kazakhstan (Irsaliyev et al., 2017). Pilot programs of teaching subjects in English were
conducted. Including BIL, 33 specialized ‘Daryn’ schools for gifted children were designated to
implement trilingual education and start teaching several subjects in English beginning in the

2007-2008 academic year. Nowadays, the mentioned schools, alongside other private
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international schools adopted English not only as a subject but the language to teach STEM subjects,
providing Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL).

The impact of these specialized schools has been significant, with many students
demonstrating improved English proficiency and academic performance in subjects taught in
English. However, the scalability of these programs to the broader education system remains an
ongoing challenge. The shift towards EMI in mainstream schools faced obstacles, such as
insufficient teacher proficiency in English, lack of appropriate training, and concerns about the
readiness of students to cope with the complexities of learning through a foreign language. As a
result, the government decided to postpone the full implementation of EMI in secondary education
until these challenges are addressed (Kaiypova & Kim, 2024).

Notwithstanding the failure of implementation of EMI in secondary education in state
schools, the Ministry of Education and Sciences initiated an intense application of English as a
Medium of Instruction (EMI) in the higher education system to fulfill the requirements of the
Bologna declaration (Gaipov et.al, 2024). EMI refers to teaching academic disciplines in English
within university settings where English is L2 or L3, and the surrounding sociolinguistic
environment is multilingual (Curle et al., 2020a; Dafouz & Smit, 2020; Macaro et al., 2018;
Goodman et.al, 2024). While some universities have fully embraced EMI from the outset, others
have adopted a gradual approach, and core subjects are taught beginning from the second or third
year of study.

The status of English in Kazakhstan educational system is further evidenced by its inclusion
as one of three required sections in the postgraduate program (Master’s, PhD) entry tests, and
admission tests to higher education (UNT) can be taken in English (Kaiypova & Kim, 2024). In

addition, the Unified National Test (UNT), an exam for admission to higher education
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organizations in Kazakhstan, started being offered in English. Only Kazakh and Russian were
available before, but because of the increase in the number of trilingual schools, students were now
able to take the test in a more comfortable language for them. In 2021, the number of test- takers in

English reached a total of 350 students (Prime Minister’s Office 2021).

2.4 Code-switching vs Translanguaging

Several overlapping terms are often used to describe language alternation alongside code-
switching. One that has gained increasing attention in recent years is translanguaging. Although these
concepts are closely related and have mutual characteristics (Garcia, 2009; Goodman & Tastanbek,
2021; Lewis & Baker, 2012), they differ in their theoretical view, purpose, and characteristics of
classroom activities. In this study, I chose code-switching as the main central issue of the research. At
first sight, they seem as the same term that can be applied interchangeably, even some researchers
claim that code-switching is a part of translanguaging alongside translation (Yakshi, 2022), but it is
not. Translanguaging, as introduced by a Welsh teacher, Williams, in 1994, is a broader pedagogical
aspect that encourages fluid language use, allowing learners to draw on their entire linguistic repertoire
to input and output knowledge in different languages (Garcia, 2009). For instance, students read in
English (input) and write in Welsh (output) or vice versa (Baker, 2011 as cited in Garcia & Wei, 2014).
Unlike code- switching, which involves switching between discrete languages, translanguaging is
viewed as the integration of languages in a holistic manner, often going beyond single words or
phrases (Garcia & Wei, 2015). In the CS practices, languages are seen as separate systems, used
alternately to support comprehension or communication. In contrast, translanguaging sees all languages

a speaker knows as part of a unified repertoire.
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Code-switching is applied in the classroom to clarify complex grammar or vocabulary by
switching switching to L1; to manage classroom behavior, and fill the gaps in understanding, while
translanguaging aims to encourage students using all linguistic resources (L1, L2, gestures, visuals)
to aid comprehension, subsequently lowers anxiety, for example, by allowing L1 use in
brainstorming or drafting ideas in their L1. Moreover, code-switching mostly happens
spontaneously and functionally, while translanguaging is always planned, intentional, and strategic.

They should not be considered as synonymous, as they lead to distinct types of classroom activities.

CS activities focus on structured language switching for comprehension and

communication, such as:

A. Clarification Requests

When introducing a new word (e.g., appreciate), the teacher asks

«Appreciate cosiniy magvinacwin 6inemis e, 6ararap?» (Do
you know the meaning of the word «appreciate»?)

Students respond «baranay» (value)

B. Grammar Comparison

When the teacher explains negative forms of the past tense, the teacher writes:

«Nobody came to her birthday party, and she was deeply disappointed (English)».

(Onviy myzan Kynine ewikim Keameoi, ycane onvly Kammol Konini Kanowl. (Kazakh).
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Students and teacher discuss how in English, negative pronouns like nobody or nothing are not

used with negative verb forms, unlike in Kazakh.

C. Role-Play with code-switching

Scenario: A customer (student) at a «restaurant» struggles to order in English:

«l want to order ...um... kpesemku Kanati 6o1aowi, teacher?»

Waiter (peer student)/Teacher: Shrimps! I’d like shrimps, please.

This spontaneous switch helps fill lexical gaps and maintain communication.

Translanguaging activities focus on fluid language use to deepen understanding and creativity.

A. Bilingual Brainstorming

Before writing an essay\making a project on pollution, students:

e Discuss causes/solutions in Kazakh/Russian in groups.
e Compile key terms in English (such as «trash», «recycling»)

e Write the essay\start the project in English using their notes

B. Translanguaging Storytelling

Students create a story where:

e Dialogue is in English (Hello! How are you?)
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e Narration uses L1 (“Cooan keitin 6amoip kammot Kopkbin kemmi.” «And then the hero

was very scared»).

e Later they translate the full story into English. This activity uses translanguaging

validates L1 as a scaffold for L2 output.

While translanguaging has been recognized as beneficial in bilingual or multilingual
educational settings, its application is often suited to contexts where learners are proficient in
multiple languages (Baker, 2011). EFL classrooms, particularly those involving learners with
limited proficiency in the target language, may not be ideal for the full integration of
translanguaging (Liu, 2023). Code-switching, on the other hand, can be more easily adapted to EFL

contexts, and more appropriate (Gabry$-Barker, 2020).

2.5 The Concept of Code - Switching

The phenomenon of code-switching has long been a subject of academic interest across
various disciplines, including sociology, politics, multilingual education, and language teaching. In
this literature review, | primarily focus on code-switching from the TEFL perspective.

The term «code-switching» is derived from two elements: code, which means language
(Johanet, 2017), and switch, which can be synonymous with alter or change. Gumperz (1982)
defined code-switching as “the juxtaposition within the same speech exchange of passages of
speech belonging to two different grammatical systems or subsystems”.

Grosjean pioneered (1982, as cited in Nurhamidah et al. 2018) in referring term of
«code-switching» to language alternation who used code-switching referring to language
alternation, however, code-switching was first coined by American linguist Haugen in 1956 to

describe person’s capacity to alter languages and dialects. He also mentioned that bilingual
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speakers add utterances from a language they have not fully assimilated to his speech while
speaking (Abdulla & Abbas, 2024).

More recent definitions emphasize its occurrence in multilingual settings. Rahayu and
Margana (2018), Cook (2016) define it as the simultaneous use of two or more languages within a
single conversation or monologue where both speaker and listener share the same languages. Lin
(2013) specifically refers to code-switching in the foreign language classroom as the alternation
between a learner’s native language and the target language. Similarly, Richards and Schmidt
(2002) describe it as a linguistic behavior where a speaker starts in one language and shifts to
another mid-conversation. Bullock and Toribio (2009) further highlight that this phenomenon
occurs primarily among bilinguals, as they can switch codes without any effort. It is common in
multilingual societies or countries, such as Kazakhstan, Malaysia, Saudi Arabia, Turkiye,
Tanzania, where attempts to switch to EMI (English as a medium of instruction) at different levels
of education are recognized.

In the context of foreign language teaching, studies suggest that teachers often use students’
L1 due to limited proficiency in the target language and based on students’ other needs, and it is
found as a means of communication in the EFL classroom.

2.5.1 Types of code-switching. Poplack (2000) proposed the classification of code-
switching: inter-sentential, intra-sentential, and tag-switching.

Inter-sentential code-switching occurs when a speaker completes a full sentence or clause in
one language before switching to another. This results in two or more separate sentences in
different languages (Pharamita et al, 2021; Shalihah & Rosa, 2021; Sudarmawan, 2022; Ali et al,
2023). This type of switching demands an upper level of multilingual proficiency, since it

necessitates the production of complete grammatical structures in both languages (Ali et al,
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2023; Jingxia, 2010). Yletyinen (2004) observed that this form of CS is commonly prevalent in
secondary and high school settings, particularly when teachers deliver the content in the target
language (L2) and later on clarify or summarize it in the students’ native language (Sudarmawan,
2022). This approach in the classroom is expected to facilitate barrier-free comprehension, and also
can encourage students' responses and participation (Markhamah & Kardena, 2023; Nashruddin et.,
2024).

An example extracted from Myrzabek et.al (2024):

Mazan Kazaxcman ynamaiowl. JKok, acok, 1'm a huge fan of my country. No.

(I don 't like Qazagstan. No, no, I'm a huge fan of my country. No.)

The speaker first expresses a full sentence in Kazakh, then switches to English while
negating the initial statement. This transition between sentences clearly exemplifies inter-
sentential switching.

Another type of code-switching is intra-sentential which refers to occurrence of language
alternation within a single sentence or clause. It often requires speakers to shift between
grammatical systems without pause, often mid-thought. This type of switching demands the
highest level of fluency, as it involves navigating the syntax of both languages simultaneously
(Zirker, 2007; Suhardianto & Afriana, 2022; Aliaskar, 2024). According to Yletyinen (2004), this
types of frequently occurs during grammar lessons. For example, teachers might explain concepts
in Finnish but provide examples in English. it is common during exercises or grammar instruction,
where teachers must be proficient in both languages (Poplack, 1980). Intra- sentential switching
also helps learners understand challenging vocabulary or abstract concepts (Markhamah &
Kardena, 2023).

An example:
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Hy nagHo, MEHIH eciM/Ie TO UTO MbIH/a BOT cTyaeHueckuii sports facilities
MaraH KbIMOAThIpaK KOPiHIi.

(Okay, I remember that here sports facilities for students seemed to be more expensive for
me) (Myrzabek et al, 2024).

This utterance shifts between Russian, Kazakh, and English within one sentence, illustrating
intra-sentential switching at multiple points.

The last, tag switching involves inserting a single word or short phrase (tag) from another
language into a sentence. Tags are typically interjections, fillers or idiomatic expressions (e.g.
«you know, «I mean») (Wei, 2000; Yletyinen, 2004; Novianti & Said, 2021). Since tags are
syntactically independent, they can be placed freely in a sentence without affecting its structure
(Jingxia, 2010, Mabule, 2015). Teachers often use tag-switching to emphasize a point, clarify a
statement, or guide student attention (Novianti & Said, 2021; Suhardianto & Afriana, 2022).

An example extracted from Myrzabek et al. (2024):

Ah. By the way, kaman keneni?

The speaker begins with English interjections and then switches to Kazakh and then
switches to Kazakh to ask a question, showing how tag-switching functions in natural discourse.

2.5.2. The functions of code-switching in an EFL classroom. Code-switching has been
widely studied in the context of bilingual and multilingual education, as well as in foreign
language teaching, especially English as an ESL and EFL classroom. In EFL classrooms, it serves
multiple pedagogical and communicative functions, facilitating both language learning and
classroom interaction. Numerous scholars have debated its role, with some viewing it as a barrier
to language immersion, and hinders the process of learning (Zhu, 2008, Jingxia, 2010), whereas

others argue that it can be seen as an effective language teaching tool when used
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purposefully and in a balanced way to avoid excessive reliance on L1 (Alrabah et al., 2015;
Hazaymeh, 2022; Alnefaie & Gupta, 2024).

Several researchers have categorized the usage of code-switching differently. As an
illustration for this, Ustiinel (2016) revised the previous authors’” works and summarized that CS
can be applied (a) to act as a “we-code” for solidarity, (b) to clarify or check for understanding,
(c) to contrast variable meanings in L1 and L2 and to anticipate likely sources of confusion for
learners; to annotate, explain and exemplify (L2) terms and academic content; students can
switch to L1 to ask for help from teacher or peers and respond to teacher questions (Guthrie,
1984; Ndayipfukamiye, 2001; Cameron, 2001; as cited in Usttinel, 2016). Later on in the book
she examines the first-hand data in the context of Turkish students categorizing the functions of
code-switching into three main areas, code-switching for curriculum access, classroom
management, and interpersonal relations. CS facilitates curriculum access by helping students
understand the subject matter, scaffolding knowledge, encouraging participation, clarifying
meaning through translation, and checking comprehension. In terms of classroom management, it
plays a pivotal role in signaling topic or task shifts, and getting students’ attention. In addition,
CS serves interpersonal functions by building group solidarity and rapport.

Similarly, Geregiher and Amaha (2024) aligned with Ustiinel’s (2016) categorization,
emphasizing the university first, second, and third-year-students use their mother tongue
(Ambharic) primarily for interpersonal relations, classroom management, and curriculum access.
Notably, they highlight curriculum access as the most dominant function, a perspective that
closely aligns with Blackman (2014), who also identified curriculum access as the primary role

of code-switching in educational settings.
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Yletyinen (2004) examined the use of CS in EFL classrooms in Finland and listed fifteen
functions, six of which were solely initiated by teachers; and other two shared by both teachers and
students. These included explanation, requesting help, transition between activities, and clearing
misunderstandings. Additionally, teachers used CS to check students’ understanding and facilitate
grammar translations and explanations. By reviewing prior research by Canagarajah (1995) and
Merritt et al. (1992), Yletyinen pinpointed that the role of CS in EFL classrooms may vary from its
functions in ESL settings.

Likewise, Nurhamidah et al. (2018) explored CS in Indonesian EFL classrooms by
analyzing literature and interviewing teachers. Their findings indicated that CS served multiple
utilizations, such as providing translation when students struggled to express ideas in the target
language (English), checking comprehension, giving directions, and managing the classroom.
Teachers also use CS to provide feedback, explain differences between L1 and L2, and discuss
assignments. An important discovery was that teachers may switch languages when content
delivery is prioritized over the development of language-applying skills. Their literature analysis
and findings were consistent, reinforcing the practical role of CS, and supporting its usage in EFL
teaching,

Switching to L1 can be beneficial for students when communicating with both teachers and
peers, to clarify what is being talked about to avoid possible miscommunication and confusion;
especially if the topic is difficult to comprehend (Moore, 2002). Moreover, it was found students’
mother tongue is more likely to assist them when a group task is assigned, as discussing in L1 is
easier for them and less time-consuming. Prior linguistic knowledge in the mother tongue may

serve as a scaffolding tool in the foreign language learning process. (Nurhamidah et al., 2018).
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Novianti & Said (2021) conducted research in two schools in Indonesian schools and
listed several functions of code-switching in the classroom interaction between teacher and pupils
observing the classrooms, they are: a) Reiteration b) Message Qualification c) Personalization d)
Referential e) Expressive f) Poetic Based. The most frequently occurring function was message
qualification (50%), where teachers switched codes to clarify lesson content. Reiteration (20%)
was the second most common, as teachers repeated or translated information to enhance
comprehension. Personalization, referential, and poetic functions occurred less frequently, each
accounting for approximately 10% of instances.The results of aforementioned study are on the
same page with Nur © Ain (2018) and Mujiono’s (2013) conclusions. Specifically, expressive,
poetic and referential functions were discovered in this study, which align with Nur * Ain’s
classification. Additionally, study findings corroborate Mujino’s (2013) claim that teachers
employ code-switching for a number of reasons, including clarification, humor, and emphasis
through repetition, all of which were observed in this study..

2.6. The Impact of Code-Switching on Target Language Learning in EFL
Classroom. The pedagogical role of code-switching, especially in EFL classrooms remains a
subject of ongoing scholarly debate. A dichotomy between scholars who argue that code-
switching hinders second language acquisition by reducing exposure to the target language
(Chaudron, 1988; Halliwell & Jones, 1991), and proponents who advocate its strategic value as a
scaffolding tool, in particular in multilingual settings (Cook, 2000; Stern, 1992). This chapter is
aiming to analyze empirical research on the effects of CS on language learning and competence,

with specific attention to its influence on grammar competence.
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2.6.1 Positive Effects of Code-Switching on Language Learning. One of the most widely
documented benefits of code-switching is its ability to enhance comprehension and classroom
engagement. Younas et. al (2020), Mushtag and Rabbani (2020) pinpointed that code- switching
creates a welcoming and conducive environment to active learning, also fosters student
participation and easing communication barriers, especially in multicultural contexts. Further
evidence by Du (2009) referencing Gardner and Maclintyre (1993) highlights that language anxiety
can significantly hinder second language acquisition. Allowing L1 in the EFL classroom can thus
serve as a mechanism to boost students’ willingness to communicate (Sato, 2023). Moreover,
Olivera (2020) found that in Filipino-English bilingual classrooms, students reported feeling more
confident and less anxious when teachers alternated between languages, as it allowed them to
express ideas in their first language (L1) before transitioning to English.

Beyond emotional aspects, it was observed that code-switching was crucial in multilingual
settings where teachers and students came from different linguistic backgrounds (Markhamah &
Kardena, 2023). Idana (2021), in her study during the COVID-19 pandemic, concluded that code-

switching helped students to understand in online EFL classes.

Islam (2014) also supported the view that code-switching acts as a cognitive bridge
between L1 and L2, facilitating the processing of complex information. This argument is
strengthened by Stern (1992) and Cook (2000), who advocated that strategic L1 use in teaching can
clarify difficult concepts that might remain opaque if explained solely in the L2. Ahmad and Jusoff
(2009) observed that 71.6% of Malaysian EFL learners demonstrated improved understanding of

complex concepts when instructors used code-switching to clarify instructions.

These findings are reinforced by Hazaymeh’s (2022) survey, in which a majority of

teachers agreed that code-switching not only promoted bilingualism (69.57%) but also helped
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dispel ambiguities in lesson content (75.22%). Alzahrani (2023), in addition to these discoveries,
emphasized that CS practices are able to enhance student comprehension and engagement by
helping to translate idioms, explaining grammatical structures and creating a more inclusive

atmosphere.

CS has been viewed to facilitate vocabulary acquisition coupled with aiding comprehension.
It was demonstrated in Tian and Macaro’s (2012) and Lee and Macaro’s (2013) works, that Chinese
and Korean EFL learners performed markedly better in lexical retention tests when teachers used CS
to present unknown concepts and terms. These results were supported by research Namaziandost
et.al (2019) conducted, where Iranian students scored higher in post-test when code-switching was
used to translate difficult vocabulary.

CS also plays a crucial role in lowering speaking anxiety besides cognitive advantages,
especially among low-proficiency learners who relied on their L1. Maleki and Varzandeh (2016)
further noted that code-switching increased fluency by alleviating communication apprehension,
allowing students to participate more actively in class discussions. Han and Filippi (2022) found that
bilinguals who code-switched on regular basis exhibited better cognitive control, mostly if the tasks
require attention-switching and inhibition of irrelevant information. This reveal is evidence that
code-switching has also been associated with improved mental flexibility.

Cummins (2007) and Levine (2003, 2011) similarly posited that judicious use of L1 can scaffold higher
levels of cognitive and linguistic development in L2 learning context.

Regarding communicative strategy, Sato (2023) shared that when learners were allowed to use their

L1 for clarification or cultural expression, their willingness to communicate in English boosted.

Altogether aforementioned studies came to the conclusion that CS can be a strategic
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tool, not merely for cognitive development but also for facilitating meaningful communication in target
language.

2.6.2. The Impact of Code-Switching on Grammar Learning. Usage of L1 assists in
grasping structural differences between students’ native and target languages more efficiently than
relying merely on L2 explanation, (Cole, 1998). One of the pioneer methods of language teaching,
such as the Grammar-Translation Method (GTM) is deeply rooted in the practice of code-switching.
Giao and Hoa (2004), Stern (1991) described these methods as utilizing L1 to clarify L2
grammatical structures and to emphasize linguistic contrasts, respectively. The practical value of
code-switching has been seen in concrete classroom examples, for instance explaining the English
copula «<am>» or adjective-noun order differences between Arabic and English. These teaching
strategies are further supported by empirical research: Chang (2011) observed that college students’
grammar retention improved when L1 explanations were integrated, in contrast to the
Communicative Approach, which emphasizes solely L2 use. Accordingly, Hidayati (2012) found
that code-switching enhanced student engagement and grammatical understanding, especially when
teachers used to clarify complex rules. More recently, Kani (2024) explored that teaching past tense
through inter-sentential code-switching between phrases in L1 and L2 was more successful than
intra-sentential switching because it created a more pronounced contrast between two languages.
This viewpoint was reinforced by Ahmad and Jusoff (2009), who pointed out that students
frequently preferred using L1 to explain intricate grammar rules, which improved their
understanding and engagement.

2.6.3. Negative or Mixed Opinion on the Effects of Code-Switching. Notwithstanding its
benefits, code-switching is still subject to criticism. A recurring concern is that over-reliance on L1

may result in L2 practice, as noted by Sakaria and Priyana (2018), who discovered that
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certain students become dependent on code-switching instead of interacting with the target
language. Furthermore, institutional policies often label code-switching as a «taboo» practice
(Mushtaq & Rabbani, 2016), creating tension between its pedagogical value and perceived validity.
The advantages of code-switching seem to differ among language skills: although it significantly
enhances vocabulary and reading comprehension, its impact on listening and writing is less evident
(Alzahrani, 2023).

On the other hand, some studies question the efficacy of CS in grammar instruction.
Alseweed (2012) and Almansour (2016) observed no significant improvement in the grammar scores
of Saudi university students when instructors utilized CS, suggesting that excessive reliance on L1
may hinder internationalization of the second language. Viakinnou-Brinson et al. (2012) contend that
target language only instruction resulted in better long-term grammar retention among French
learners, though they recognized that code-switching could reduce immediate anxiety. These
contrasting viewpoints and findings indicate that the effectiveness of CS in grammar instruction is
likely to be contingent upon contextual variables, including learners’ proficiency levels and the

complexity of the grammatical structures being taught.
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CHAPTER 3

Methodology
3.1  Research Design

To have a detailed reflection of the effects of teachers’ code-switching on students’ English
grammar comprehension, quantitative research design was employed. Quantitative approach allowed
to obtain more insights on this research scope through quasi-experiment and broad perspectives
through the survey (Oranga & Matere, 2023).

3.2  Participants

The participants of the study were divided into two groups:

1. EFL teachers - 107 English teachers from different regions of Kazakhstan, with varying
teaching experience, participated in the online questionnaire. They were selected randomly, with the
only criteria being that they teach at secondary school and work with Kazakh students.

2. School Students - A total of 22 tenth-grade students from two classes (10A,10 V) at a
boarding school in Almaty engaged in the quasi-experiment. They were selected through convenience
sampling, which aligns with the principles of quasi-experimental sampling method (Creswell, 2009).
Students had similar language proficiency levels with minimal variation.

3.3 Data Collection Tools & Analysis Procedure

The data was collected via two key components:

1. Questionnaire for EFL teachers that consisted of 15 diverse questions: multiple-choice,
open-ended, Likert scale questions, along with two questions about teaching background. It
was designed to explore teachers’ views and experiences with code-switching. The survey
was held online via Google forms due to its simplicity and accessibility for participants
(Prabawati et al, 2021). The questionnaire data was analyzed mostly manually with the

assistance of Excel and ChapGPT.
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2. Quasi-experiment was conducted with two 10h-grade classes, pre-test administered to both
groups to assess initial grammar knowledge on topics such as relative clauses; determiners
- pronouns - quantifiers; wishes; pre-determiners; determiners/quantifiers. To save time,
the pre-test included questions on all five topics at the outset rather than before each
grammar lesson. The control group received instruction incorporating code- switching
(which was an ordinary teaching approach for them), while the treatment group received
English-only instruction. The post-tests including grammar understanding questions on
each topic separately were administered in the end (Use of English) to measure changes in
grammar comprehension. The test questions are available in the Appendix. The pre- and
post-test results were analyzed to determine the effectiveness of code-switching using t-
test. The course lasted for 8 weeks, with a total of 8 academic hours of instruction.
3.4 Ethical Considerations
This study followed the ethical guidelines as outlined by the Research Ethics Committee of
SDU University. Data collection began right after official approval was obtained. All participants were
provided with information including the purpose of the study, procedures, and their rights, including
the right to refuse participation at any time with no penalties and negative consequences. Students
received information in person, while parental consent was collected electronically via Google Forms,
as students study at boarding school and their parents live in different cities. The consent form
template was provided by SDU University and later it was translated into Kazakh and modified by the
author. By signing the form, participants and their caretakers agree that their rights will be upheld
throughout the research process. The form includes components such as the identification of the
researcher and institution, sample selection criteria, purpose of the study, acknowledge of potential
benefits and risks to participants, assurance of participant confidentiality, and contact information

(Creswell, 2009). Parents have got acquainted with the terms of participation and confirmed consent
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by clicking the "I have read the terms and agree” button. Data confidentiality was ensured - no
personal identifiers (names, emails) were collected, and test results were securely stored and
accessible only to the researcher and research advisor. Upon research completion, raw data will be
deleted following ethical guidelines.

3.5 Validity and Reliability

In this research, a grammar test was used as both pre-test and post-test to measure students’
grammar comprehension before and after implementation of code-switching. The test was piloted with
a small group of students (not part of the main study sample) to check clarity, timing and consistency
of item responses. Based on the pilot results, minor results were made to improve the test’s reliability
(Cohen et al, 2007).

Content validity was ensured by designing the test based on the grammar topics taught in the
curriculum, aligned with the learning objectives for the students’ level. Having teachers or subject
matter experts review the test and determine if it is a sufficient sample of the content and objectives to
be tested is fundamental method for content validity assessment (Ary et al., 2009). Therefore, the test
items were also reviewed by two experienced EFL teachers to confirm that they appropriately covered
key grammar areas.

Construct validity was considered by ensuring that the test truly measured grammar
understanding, rather than vocabulary knowledge or reading comprehension. Instructions and test

format were kept simple to avoid confusion and focus on grammar structures.
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CHAPTER 4
Results

This section presents the quantitative findings related to the professional background of
participants, their practices regarding code-switching, and their perceptions of using the native
language (Kazakh/Russian) in English language instruction. The data were collected from a sample
of 107 English teachers through a combination of closed-ended and open-ended survey items and the
quasi-experimental study conducted with two tenth-grade groups (Class 10A and 10V) at a boarding
school in Almaty. Descriptive statistics, including frequencies, percentages, means, and standard
deviations, are used to summarize the closed-ended responses, while thematic analysis is applied to
data to identify recurring patterns and viewpoints.

Survey results

The following tables provide detailed insights into the participants' academic qualifications,
teaching experience, language use in the classroom, awareness of code-switching practices,
perceived effectiveness of L1 use in grammar instruction, and their perspectives on students’
dependency on their native language when learning English. A separate thematic analysis of open-
ended responses further enriches the interpretation of the survey results.

The participants’ academic qualifications showed that the majority (66.4%) held a
Bachelor’s degree in English, followed by 19.6% with a Master’s degree in Education. A small
proportion held degrees in unrelated fields (2.8% Master’s and 9.3% Bachelor’s) or had completed a
pedagogical retraining program (1.9%). Participants had an average of 6.67 years of teaching
experience (SD =5.95). Regarding professional categories, most respondents were regular teachers
(49.5%), while others were teacher-moderators (29.9%), teacher-experts (13.1%), teacher-interns

(3.7%), teacher-researchers (2.8%), or master teachers (0.9%).



Table 2

Professional Background of the Sample

Sample characteristics n

% M SD

Academic Degree

Master in Education
Bachelor in English
Master (but not in Education) 3
Bachelor (but not in Education)
Pedagogical Retraining Program 2

Teaching experience in years

19.6
66.4
2.8
9.3
1.9
6.67 5.95

Teaching category

teacher-intern 4
teacher 53
teacher-moderator 32
teacher-researcher 3
teacher-expert 14
master teacher 1

3.7
49.5
29.9
2.8
131
0.9

Note. N=107

Findings showed that most participants used Kazakh or Russian either "sometimes"

(42%) or "always" (28%) during English instruction. A smaller percentage reported using L1

"occasionally” (22.5%), while very few used it "very rarely" (7.5%). Notably, no participants

indicated that they never used L1 in class.

Table 3

Frequency of Kazakh/Russian Language Use in English Classes
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Frequency of Use n %
Always 30 28
Sometimes 45 42
Occasionally 24 22.5
Very rarely 8 75
Never 0 0
Note. N=107

When asked about their awareness of code-switching, responses were nearly evenly split:

46.7% consciously switched to Kazakh or Russian during lessons, whereas 53.3% reported doing

so automatically out of habit. Regarding the effectiveness of switching to L1 for explaining

grammar, 72% believed it was effective, while 28% did not find it beneficial.

Table 4

Participants’ Awareness of Code-

Switching and Its Perceived Effectiveness

Questions Responses n %
. . Yes, | do consciously 50 46.7
Are you conscious when you switch to | do it automaticall q
Kazakh/Russian in the EFL class? 0 It automatically as code- 57 53.3
switching is habitual
Do you think it is effective to switchto L1 s
. . . 77 72.0
while explaining a grammar topic?
No 30 28.0

Note. N = 107.

Thematic analysis revealed clear divisions between groups. Among those opposing L1

use, major themes included promoting English-only instruction for immersion and habit

development (37.5%), the need to consider students’ language proficiency (16.1%), and a belief
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that grammar should primarily be taught in English (17.9%). Among those supporting L1 use,

common themes were enhanced student comprehension (18.6%), the importance of comparing

English with the mother tongue (18.7%), perceived overall effectiveness (18.7%), and easier

explanation of difficult grammar concepts.

Table 5

Thematic Analysis of Open-Ended Responses about the Use of L1 in Grammar Explanation

Group Theme Example Response Frequency %
No Comfortable teaching in It is comfortable for meto 3 54
group  English only conduct the lessons only in
English
English-only instructionto ~ The more students hear 21 375
support immersion English, the more familiar
it becomes
Student needs to be familiar
with the context
Students should think in
English
Students should adapt to
English
Examples are enough to Grammar needs to be 5 8.9
explain grammar explained through examples
Huge gap between Kazakh ~ Kazakh and English have 4 7.1
and English grammar different constructions
Level of student must be It depends on students' 9 16.1
considered level of proficiency
English-only policy Grammar should be taught 10 17.9
in English only
Explaining everything by 4 7.1
Lacks efficacy translating is not the best
way
Yes Better comprehension Students understand better 11 18.6
group  Importance of comparison It is important to explain 11 18.7
with mother tongue through comparison with
the mother tongue
| use students' L1 when |
compare English grammar
with native language
grammar
Effective strategy It is an effective way 11 18.7



Students understand
quickly in native language

Easier to explain Easier to explain 6 10.2
Use of native language to The child must first 3 51
scaffold initial understand the rules in his
comprehension own language, and then in
target language
Grammar is similar The pronunciation of some 4 6.8
between English and letters and some
Kazakh grammatical topics and
words are similar
Difficulty of grammar topic  Some grammar can be 5 8.5
difficult
L1 support for low-level The students' level is not 8 13.6
students high enough to understand
me in English

Almost half (45.8%) of the teachers believed that code-switching improved students’
understanding of grammar. Meanwhile, 46.7% thought it helped only sometimes, and a small
proportion (4.7%) perceived no impact. A few respondents (2.8%) reported uncertainty.
Table 6

Perceptions of Code-Switching’s Role in Grammar Comprehension

Response Option n %
Yes, it enhances understanding 49 45.8%
No, it has no effect 5 4.7%
Sometimes it helps, but not always 50 46.7%
I’m not sure 3 2.8%
Note. N = 107.

Regarding the contextual application of grammar after code-switching, 41.1% of
participants observed that students applied grammar rules more effectively. However, 13.1%
believed that code-switching mainly benefited lower-level students, and another 13.1% felt it
was more effective only for higher-level students. A minority (12.1%) still reported frequent

mistakes despite code-switching.
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Table 7

Teachers’ Perceptions of Code-Switching and Students’ Ability to Use Grammar in Context

Response Option n %
Yes, they use the rules more effectively 44 41.1%
No, they still make mistakes with those rules 13 12.1%
Only helpful for lower-level students; less effective for stronger 14 13.1%
students

Only effective for higher-level students; beginners tend to rely too 14 13.1%
much on L1

Not sure 14 13.1%
Note. N = 107.

When asked about students’ reliance on L1, 29.9% of teachers agreed that students often
relied unnecessarily on Kazakh/Russian, while 29.0% believed that students actively tried to use
English. Others noted reliance on L1 only for complex grammatical topics (20.6%) or when
students lacked confidence or had low proficiency (15.9%). Only 4.7% of participants indicated
they were uncertain.

Table 8

Teachers’ Perceptions of Students’ Overdependence on Kazakh/Russian When Learning English

Grammar

Response Option n %
Yes, they often rely on Kazakh/Russian even when not necessary 32 29.9%
No, they try to use English as much as possible 31 29.0%
They only rely on L1 for complex grammar concepts 22 20.6%
When their level of English is low or they lack confidence 17 15.9%
Not sure 5 4.7%

Note. N = 107.
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Quasi-experiment results

The purpose was to investigate the effect of teachers' code-switching on students'
grammar comprehension in EFL classrooms. Class 10A received instruction that included code-
switching between English and Kazakh, while Class 10V was taught using English only. Both
groups completed the same pre-test before the intervention and post-tests after each grammar

lesson. Total score for the test was 35.

The descriptive statistics show improvements in both groups after the intervention. The
code-switching group (10A) had a mean pre-test score of 23.9 with a standard deviation (SD) of
8.44, which increased to a mean post-test score of 30.5 (SD =4.90). In comparison, the English-
only group (10V) started with a higher pre-test mean of 26.58 (SD = 4.68), and improved to

31.42 (SD =2.97) in the post-test (Table 9).

Table 9

Descriptive Statistics of Pre- and Post-Test Scores

Groups Tests Mean SD

Pre-test 23.9 8.44

Control Group: 10A
(Code-switching)
Post-test 30.5 49

Treatment Group: Pre-test 26.58 4.68
10V (English-only)

Post-test 31.42 2.97
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The standard deviation in both groups decreased from pre- to post-test, particularly in the
code-switching group, indicating more consistent performance after the intervention. This
suggests that the use of code-switching may not only enhance grammar comprehension but also

reduce performance variability within the group.

To determine whether the improvement in grammar scores was statistically significant, a
paired samples t-test was conducted for each group. In the code-switching group, the difference
between pre-test and post-test scores was statistically significant (t(9) = 2.68, p = 0.025).
Similarly, in the English-only group, a significant difference was also observed (t(11) =2.87,p =
0.015). These findings indicate that both teaching approaches led to improved grammar

understanding.

Table 10

Paired Samples T-Test Results

Groups t-value p-value Significance

Control Group: 10A  2.68

(Code-switching) 0.025 Significant (p < .05)
Treatment Group:
10V English-only) - 5 g7 0.015 Significant (p < .05)

While both groups showed statistically significant gains, the code-switching group achieved a
slightly higher average gain of 6.6 points, compared to 4.84 points in the English-only group. This
difference suggests that incorporating learners’ native language during grammar instruction may have

provided scaffolding that enhanced students’ comprehension and engagement.
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CHAPTER 5

Discussion

The aim of this study was to investigate the pedagogical role of teacher-led code-
switching in enhancing grammar comprehension among Kazakhstani secondary school students
learning English as a foreign language. Through both teacher surveys and a quasi-experimental
design, the study examined the functional uses of code-switching and its measurable impact on
learners' grammar acquisition. The findings confirm that code-switching can be a valuable

instructional strategy when applied purposefully in EFL settings.

5.1 Interpretation of Key Findings

The results of the quasi-experiment indicate that both the code-switching group (10A)
and the English-only group (10V) improved their grammar scores over time. However, the code-
switching group showed a slightly greater average gain (6.6 points vs. 4.84) and a noticeable
decrease in standard deviation, suggesting more consistent student performance post-
intervention. These results support the notion that code-switching may enhance comprehension

while reducing learner disparities, particularly in classes where students share the same L1.

These findings are consistent with Vygotsky’s Sociocultural Theory, which posits that
learning occurs most effectively when learners are scaffolded within their Zone of Proximal
Development (ZPD). In this study, code-switching provided such scaffolding by allowing
students to access complex grammatical content through their more familiar native language. As
students internalized these structures, they required less L1 support, as reflected by the

convergence of post-test scores.
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In addition, the results align with Myers-Scotton’s Markedness Model, which suggests
that speakers make rational language choices based on social and communicative goals. Teachers
in the control group likely chose to switch codes strategically—often when students showed
signs of confusion or disengagement—using the L1 to restore classroom clarity and maintain

lesson flow.

The teacher survey further supports these interpretations. Over 70% of participants
agreed that code-switching is effective for explaining grammar, and many reported using L1
either consciously or habitually. Teachers emphasized that L1 explanations were particularly
helpful for low-proficiency students and complex grammar topics. These perspectives reinforce
earlier research by Yletyinen (2004), Nurhamidah et al. (2018), and Hazaymeh (2022), who
emphasized the pedagogical benefits of code-switching for curriculum access and classroom

management.

5.2 Comparing with Prior Studies

The findings of this study echo those of Ahmad & Jusoff (2009) and Chang (2011), who
reported improved grammar retention when L1 was used for clarification. Similar to Kashi
(2024), who found inter-sentential code-switching to be more effective for tense instruction, this
study indicates that allowing teachers to switch into L1 at key moments can enhance rule

explanation and learner comprehension.

Conversely, the study does not fully align with research by Alseweed (2012) or
Viakinnou-Brinson et al. (2012), who reported no significant benefits of code-switching for

grammar learning. This discrepancy may be due to contextual differences. In Kazakhstan, where
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English is a third language and most students share the same mother tongue (Kazakh), the
controlled and purposeful use of L1 may function more effectively than in more linguistically

diverse classrooms.

5.3 Implications for EFL Teaching in Kazakhstan

The findings underscore the importance of contextualizing language pedagogy. In
multilingual societies like Kazakhstan, exclusive English instruction may not always be the most
effective method, especially when learners lack confidence or foundational skills. Strategic use
of code-switching can support comprehension without compromising target language exposure,

especially during complex grammar lessons.

Furthermore, the study highlights the need for teacher training programs to include
awareness of L1 integration strategies, helping educators distinguish between productive code-

switching and excessive reliance on translation.
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CHAPTER 5

Conclusion

This study investigated the use of teacher-led code-switching as a pedagogical strategy to
support English grammar comprehension in Kazakhstani EFL classrooms. Drawing on data from
a quasi-experiment with tenth-grade students and survey responses from over 100 English
teachers, the research sought to determine whether incorporating students’ first language

(Kazakh or Russian) during grammar instruction enhances or hinders learning outcomes.

The quasi-experimental findings revealed that both groups—those taught through
English-only instruction and those taught with code-switching—showed statistically significant
improvements in grammar test performance. However, the code-switching group demonstrated
slightly higher gains and a reduction in score variability, suggesting that the use of L1 helped
standardize understanding across students. Survey responses further confirmed that the majority
of teachers view code-switching positively, particularly for explaining difficult grammar

concepts and supporting lower-level learners.

These findings support theoretical perspectives from Vygotsky’s Sociocultural Theory
and Myers-Scotton’s Markedness Model, both of which emphasize the social and cognitive
benefits of strategically adjusting linguistic input to learners’ needs. In the context of
Kazakhstani secondary education, where students often have limited exposure to English outside
the classroom, code-switching may offer an accessible scaffold for developing foundational

grammar competence.



43

While this study does not discount the value of immersive, English-only instruction, it
suggests that a flexible, context-sensitive approach—one that permits judicious use of the L1—
may be more effective for achieving grammar comprehension, particularly in beginner and

intermediate EFL settings.

Thus, the study concludes that while code-switching can be a valuable instructional
strategy to scaffold learning, especially for beginners, its use should be strategic and adapted to
students' proficiency levels. Effective English teaching in multilingual contexts like Kazakhstan
requires a balanced approach that leverages the benefits of L1 while promoting gradual transition

toward greater use of the target language.

5.1 Limitations and Further Recommendations

The study offers valuable findings, especially in the Kazakhstani context; however, it is
not without limitations. The sample consisted solely of Kazakh secondary school teachers, and
results cannot be generalized to other levels of different regional contexts. In addition, data
collection relied only on self-reported practices, which may not fully capture teachers’ actual
classroom behavior. Even though attempts to distinguish borders among terms have been made,
it remains blurry.

Future studies could benefit from triangulating data through classroom observations or
students’ perspectives to better capture the dynamics of code-switching. Also, class observations
can be done to find out the characteristics and patterns of classroom code-switching and other
related terms, and defining their distinctions in the classroom practice could also deepen the

subject.
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Appendix A
Electronic Parental Consent in Kazakh
Kaiibipssl KyH, KypMeTTi aTa-aHa!

Cizain OaylaHpI3/IaH aFBUIIIBIH TUTI ca0aFbIH/A Ka3aK TiJiH KOJIJIAHBI OKBITY
OKYIIIBLIAP/IbIH aFbUIIIBIH TPAMMATHKACHIH TYCIHYIHE KaJlali 9Cep €TETIH 3ePTTeyre KaThICybIH
CypaiMbI3. 3epTTeyre KaThICy 9p OKYIILIHBIH 63 ePKiHJIE.

3epTTeyAiH MaKcaTbl — MyFajliM cabaKTa aFbUIIIBIH TUTIH TEK aFbUILIBIH HEMece Ka3ak
TiJTIHIH KOMETIMEH OKBITKAH/1a, OKYIIbUIAPABIH TPAaMMATHKAHbl KAHIIAIBIKTHI MEHIEPreTiHIH
HeMece KeJIepri )kacalThIHBIH aHbIKTay. by 3epTreyre 20-Fa )KybIK OKYILBI KAThICAbI. 3epTTey
notmkenepi SDU University -na KopranaTelH MarucTpIIiK JUCCepTalnsaa KO IaHbLIa bl

banaHpI3bIH OCBI 3epTTEYTe KaThICyblHA pyKcaT OepCeHi3, IMarHOCTUKAIBIK TECTTED
TaIlCBIPHII, aFBUILIBIH T1JI1 TPAMMAaTUKAChIH TYCIHY Typajbl cyx0at Oepetin 6onaabl. bananapra
TICUXOJIOTHSUIBIK, (PU3UKANBIK Kayin 0oaMaiiabl. 3epTTey YHPEHIIIKTI TAOUFU KOHTEKCTTE OTETIH
0oJ1a bl

Ci3 Oy 3epTTey/eH Tikenel nmaija Kepe aaMaichl3, TereHMeH OalaHbI3bIH 3epTTey
KATBICYIIBICHI OOTTYbl MEKTENTE aFbUIIIBIH TUTIH YHPETYAET1 ONKBUTBIKTap bl TONTHIPYFa KOHE
OHBIH 3epTTEY CcaJachlH KEHEUTYre KOMEKTEeCe/l IeN YMITTEHEMIH.

Kypmernen, Inkop Monnaranuesa
AoGaii areragarsl PMMMU arbUTIibIH T111 MyFaTiMi.

BanaupI3a6IH aThI XKOHI1

TaHbICTBIM jKOHE KemiciMiMal OepeMiH

v
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Appendix B

Teacher’s Questionnaire
(an already existing questionnaire was adopted (Jingxia, 2010). Cohen et al. (2011))
Description
AFBUIIIBIH T1J11 cabaFbl OapBICBIHIA MYFATIMIED Keiie Oip TIJACH eKIHIII TITe aybICybl MYMKIH
(MBICaITBI, aFBUIIIBIH TUTIHEH Ka3ak TUTiHE). bys1 KyObLIbIC KO aybIcThIpY (code-switching) mem
aTajaJibl, IFHU Oip ceilliemie HeMece TEeKCTTE €Ki HeMEeCe OJIaH Jia KOl TiJIJIi aybICHIN KOJIIaHy
ypaici.
For example:

JEYMyranim: "Okay, let's start. What is the past tense of ‘go"?"

"Oxyurel: "binmeriMin... By irregular verb xoit, no?"

{” Myramim: "Ho, nypeic! ‘GO’ - Oy1 AyphIC €Mec eTiCTiK, COHIbIKTaH past tense — ‘went'.

I.  Personal Background
1. BimimMini3
L] Hez[ar Or'MKa rbUIIMAaPbIHBIH MaI‘I/ICTpi
L] Hez[ar Or'MKa rbUIbIMAAaPbIHBIH 6aKaJ'IaBpLI
e baxkanasp (mearoruka eMec)
e Maructp (negaroruka emec)
e [legarorukansik KaiiTa qaspiay KypChIHBIH cepTH()HUKATHI

2. EHOek eTiniHI3 Hele KbuT (aif)?

3. BimikTinik caHaTBIHBI3

® 1iejaror-uedep



o1

® [ieJaror-3epTreyui
® [Ic/Iaror-capariibl
® [Ie/Iaror-MoIepaTop
® [emaror
e [lemaror-craxep

I1. Questions

4. ArpuTIIbIH cabarbIHIa Ka3ak (OpBIC) TIIH KAHIIAIBIKTBI KU1 KOJITaHACKI3?

Ore xui
Anpga-canma
Cupex

Ote cupek

Emxkaman

5. Cabakra Ka3akx TuTiHe (OpBICIIaFa) caHabl TypAe Oiin aybicachi3 6a ?

Wo, MeH caHalbl Typ/ie icTeiiMiH
MeH YILIiH T ayBICTBIPY 9IE€TTErl HOpce OOJIFaHIBIKTaH MEH OHbI aBTOMATTHI TYPJIe

’KacallMbIH

6. OKYI_HBIJ'IapFa T'paMMAaTHUKaHbI TYCiHILipl" CHAC, Ka3aKIIaHbI KOJIIAHY T'PAMMATHUKaHbI

TYCIHAIPY/IIH THIM/I1 >KOJIBI JIen oimaiicel3 6a?

%)

Kok

7. Ua nen xayan OepceHi3, Here oJiail oiaichI3?

8. Xoxk nen xxayan GepceHi3, Here ofail oinaich3 ?
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9. MyraniMHIH aFbUIIIBIHHAH Ka3aK (OpPBIC) TUTIHE aybICYBI OKY MPOLIECiHE Kaylaid acep erei?

oTe an bl
nangainl
BIKIHAJIBI JKOK

SUSAHAbI

10. CabaxTa MyFamiMHIH Ka3aK/OpbIC TUIIHE aybICybIHA KaHal (haKTopIiap acep eTyi MyMKiH?

(bipuemieyin TaHai anaceI3)

CTYAICHTTEPiH aFbUIIIBIH TLUTiH )KETKIJIIKCI3 MEHTepyi

MYFaJIIMICPAiH aFbUTIIBIH TUTiH )KETKIJIIKCI3 MEHrepyi

Ka3aK >KOHE aFbUILIBIH TUIIEPiHIH JIMHTBUCTUKAIIBIK KYHEIepi apachIHIarbl KAIIbIKTHIK
OKBITBUIATHIH TaKbIPBINTHIH KYPIEILIIT

MOJIEHHM HaKThl YFBIMAAPbI TYCIHAIPY KaKETTUIIT

CBIHBINTHI 0aCKapy HEMeCe TOPTINKE MIAKbIPy

nepekcis (abstract) Hopcenepi TYCIHAIPY KaXKeTTLTIT

Other:

11. Cabakra MmyFaiaiMHIH Ka3aK/OpbIC TUTIHE aybICy KaHAai KbI3MET aTKapasbl?

(bipueweyin Tannail anacel3)

rpaMMaTHKaHbl TYCIHAIPY
KapbIM-KaThIHAC KYPY
alaHIaymbUIBIKTHI (anxiety) 6acy
azinney

CTYACHTTCPIC OMIIATHUA KOPCECTY
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TaHBIC €MeC CO3JIePAl ayaapy

OKYIIBUIAPFa TYCIHY KUbIH OOJIFaH Ke3/1e KOMEKTECY

ITYJIBI CBIHBIN 00JICA, CBIHBITITHI 0ACKAPY/THIHBIITAHABIPY YIIIH

TYCIHTEH/IIT1H TEKCEPY

KalTanay (aFbUIIIBIHIIA HOPCEHI TYCIHIIPAIHI3, KeHIH Ka3aKIia KauTaaaichi3)
KaTaH eCKepTy Kacay

METaJUIMHTBUCTUKAJIBIK CAHAHBI JAMBITY (€Ki TUIIH KYPhUTBIMBIHIAFbI APAChIH/1aFbl
YKCACTBIKTap MEH ailblpMaIlbUIBIKTap )

HYcKay Oepy (Tarcbipmanap/ibl OpbIHAAY KOJIBIH TYCIHIIPY)

Other:

12. Ka3ak (opbIC) TiJIIHE KO/ ayBICTHIPY OKYIIBLIAP IIH aFbUIIIBIH TPAMMATHKACHI €peXKeNepiH

YKaKChI TYCIHYiHE KOMEKTEece i e oiaiceI3 6a?

Wo, Oyt TyciHy i apTThIpaIbI
Kok, acepi k0K
Keiine kemekTeceni, Oipak opKaiiaH emMec

HakTb xayaObIm 5k0K

13. I'pamMmMaTuka yipeTyae Ko aybICTRIPY/IBI MaliJaTaHy, TPaMMAaTHKAHbBI TEK aFbUTIIBIH TUTIHE

OKBITKaHFa KaparaH/Ja OKYILbUIAp YUIIH KaHIIAJBIKTBI THIM/L Jen oiaichI3?

TomnpIkTall KeaiceMiH
Kemicemin

belitapan
Kemicneimin

Mynnem kemicrenmin
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14. I'pamMaTuKaHbl TYCIHIIPY YILIiH Ka3aK (OpbIC) TUIIH Nai1anancanbl3, CTYJCHTTED jKaKChIpaK

Tycineni me?

TounbIKTall KericeMiH
Kenicemin

beitrapan
Kenicmeimin

Mynaem kemicelMin

15. ToxipuOeni3 OoiiprHIIa sxayan OepceHis: code-switching KonmaHsIn yipeTiaren

IrpaMMaTHUKAJIBIK TaKBIPBIIT CTYJCHTTCPI'C OJI epemenepni KOHTCKCTTC KaTeCiS KOJIIaHYyTa

KoeMmeKrTeceal Me?

Wo, onap epexenepi THIMIIPEK KOTaHAbI

Kok, omap omi 1e coJl KaTeMKTEP i JKacaiapl

Tek ToMeHTi IeHT el IeTi CTYICHTTEp YIIiH; 03bIK OKYIIbLIAP a3bIpaK Maiiia Kepe/i.
Tex xorapsl JeHreii crynenTTep yuuiH; XKanagan 6acrayuisuiap aHa TuliHe KeOipek
cyieHeni

CeniM/Il eMecCHiH.

16. Oxyubliap aFrbUILIBIH T1JT1 TPAMMATHKACBIH YHPEHTeH Ie Ka3aK TiliHe (OpBICIIaFa) KaXKeTci3

TBIM KeIl cyiieHeni me?

No, onap kebiHece aFbUIIIBIH TUTIH KOJIJIaHa alaThlH 0oJica /1a, OFaH TOYEI/Il.
ok, omap MyMKIHAIriHIIIE aFbUIIIBIH TUTIH KOJIaHYFa ThIPHICAIIBI.

Kypneni rpaMMaTukansik yreIMAapMeH OeTne-0eT KenreHae FaHa.

Tin genreinepine ceniMmciz Oonranga

CeniMi emecnid



Appendix C
English Grammar Test for 10th Grade Unit 6 and 8

Name: Date:
Total Score /40

Part 1: Relative Clauses (10 points)

A. Fill in the blanks with an appropriate relative pronoun or adverb (who, which, where,
when, whose, why). (5 points)

1. The book, was written by J.K. Rowling, became a bestseller.
2. I'meta qirl father is a famous musician.

3. The city we spent our holiday was beautiful.

4. That is the reason | decided to leave early.

5. 2005 was the year they won the championship.

B. Join the sentences using relative pronouns. (5 points)
6. She has a friend. He speaks five languages.

—

7. 1'watched a movie last night. It was very scary.

—

8. This is the museum. Van Gogh’s paintings are displayed here.

—

9. My teacher gave me a book. Its cover is blue.

—

10. They met in 2010. That was the year they moved to London.

—
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Part 2: Determiners (5 points)
A. Circle the correct determiner and write a sentence using it. (5 points)
16. (Whole / Every) student in the class participated in the event.
17. (Either / Both) of my brothers play the guitar.
18. There were (few / little) seats left in the concert hall.
19. There was (much / many) interest in the concert.

20. Has (anyone / no one) seen my concert ticket?

Part 3: Pronouns & Quantifiers (10 points)

A. Fill in the blanks with an appropriate pronoun or quantifier (nobody, ourselves,
everyone, that, those). (5 points)

21. We really enjoyed at the concert last night!

22. was interested in the boring lecture.

23. who attended the concert loved the band’s performance.
24. The dress you bought is beautiful!

25. | prefer shoes over there.

B. Choose the correct answer. (5 points)
26. How (many / much) songs do you know by heart?
27. There was (few / little) applause after the performance.
28. | looked (anywhere / everywhere) but couldn’t find my ticket.
29. He has (anyone / no one) to go to the concert with.

30. The artist spent (much / many) years painting this masterpiece.
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Part 4: "l wish™ and "If only."

A. Fill in the blanks with the correct form of the verb in brackets. (5 points)

1. lTwishl (not/eat) so much cake. Now I feel sick!

2. Ifonlyl (have) more time to study for my exams.
3. lwish he (help) me with my homework more often.
4. If only they (not/move) to another city last year.

5. lwishl (can) speak Spanish fluently.

B. Rewrite the sentences using "l wish™ or "If only.” (5 points)

She didn’t study hard, so she failed the test.
— If only she had studied hard.

1. I don’t have enough money to buy a new phone.

—

2. We arrived late at the airport and missed the flight.

—

3. I regret not calling my friend on her birthday.

—

4. My brother doesn’t help with the chores.

—

5. She ate too much chocolate and now has a stomachache.

—
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