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ABSTRACT

Despite the availability of research on code-switching (CS) in English language
education, there is scarcity of studies exploring in-depth both teachers’ perceptions
and actual practice of CS in general English (GE) classes. This study aims to
illuminate the multifaceted roles of CS in GE classrooms, focusing on its effects,
functions, and the factors influencing its utilization. To achieve this, a mixed-method
approach was employed. Data were collected from thirty-four EFL teachers at a
university in central Vietnam through a questionnaire. Subsequently, in-depth
interviews were conducted with five teachers, video-recorded class observations
along with stimulated recall interviews (SRIs) involving ten teachers after classroom
observations. The results indicated that the participants had a positive attitude
towards incorporating CS into instructional and communicative contexts.
Furthermore, they expressed a high level of agreement with the positive effects of
incorporating CS in GE classes. The collected data also revealed that the teachers
view CS to their native language as a pedagogical resource, employed to cater to
students’ language learning needs and address classroom management issues. The
teachers exhibited a strong awareness of the various functions served by CS, namely
knowledge construction, dynamic classroom management and affective purposes.
Regarding the practice of CS by Vietnamese EFL university teachers in GE classes,
the study identified four prevalent types: lexical CS, phrasal CS, sentence CS, and
mixed CS. Besides the previously found CS types, the current study recorded two
new kinds of CS by the teachers. Those are mixed CS with teachers’ utterances
switching from the target language to the first language, consisting of lexical, phrasal,
clause switching and discourse marker involving insertion of a specific word in their
utterances. Additionally, the analysis of CS practice showcased that CS in teachers’
speech served multiple functions, including knowledge construction and
transmission, classroom management, and interpersonal relations. The current study
also found teacher-related, student-related and contextual factors that led to the use of
CS of EFL teachers in the GE classes. The teachers’ previous professional
experience, the requirement to fulfill the curriculum contents in constrained time
frame, difficulties in teaching concepts related to the lesson contents, students’ low
level of target language proficiency were the dominant factors leading to CS use by
the teachers in the classrooms. The current study’s findings provide implications
towards managing the factors leading to teachers’ overuse of CS as well as the extent
and how to use CS most effectively in language classrooms.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

This chapter first presents the background of the study, clarifying the practical
and theoretical underpinnings of code-switching, setting the stage for the study. It
then addresses the rationale for this study, elaborating on the significance of
investigating code-switching in the context of teaching English as a Foreign
Language in the world and in Vietnam. The aims, objectives, and research questions
are then presented together with the significance and scope of the study. The chapter
finally gives information of the structure of the thesis.

1.1. Background of the study

Code-switching (CS) has long been used in language classrooms and is
referred to as the spontaneous interchange of two languages between and within
sentences (Horasan, 2014). To be more concrete, CS is the alternating use of between
two or more languages or dialects within a conversation or discourse in the classroom
by any of the classroom participants such as teachers and students (lbrahim et al.,
2013). It is a question for teachers to make a decision on which language to be used
to give instructions in the language classroom because it involves different factors
including teachers’ perceptions, habits and classroom settings. There are multiple
factors that lead teachers to switch codes during the teaching and learning process.
That is the reason why the practice of teachers’ switching between languages in the
classroom has attracted considerable attention from researchers and educational
professionals, especially within the context of teaching and learning English as a
foreign language (EFL).

Several researchers have claimed that switching to the first language (L1) is
beneficial to students. The functioning advantages of CS to L1 include scaffolding
students’ learning, tackling classroom situations and managing interpersonal
relationships in the classroom. In teaching, CS to L1 is used as a tool for teachers to
explain difficult words or new concepts to students (Choi & Leung, 2017; Leoanak &
Amalo, 2018; Nurhamidah et al., 2018; Rasouli & Simin, 2016). Therefore, it is of
common practice when many teachers employ CS to facilitate the teaching and
learning in the EFL classes (Ellis, 2015).

However, there are debates over the advantages of the use of CS to L1. It has
been pointed out that CS in EFL context may not be effective. One reason comes
from the fact that if teachers code switch to L1 often, they are reducing the amount of
the target language (TL) input which tends to be the students’ primary source of
linguistic input in EFL classes (Tas¢1 & Aksu, 2020). Thus, opponents of L1 use in
the language classroom suggest teachers use the TL frequently in the classroom.
Furthermore, switching to L1 somehow reflects the lack of credibility and language
competence of the teachers (Horasan, 2014). This practice of CS might lead to the
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negative effects on students’ learning in the language classroom because the learners
have less exposure to the TL (Modupeola, 2013). Besides, CS may make students
form a habit of translating from L1 into the TL (Humayun & Akhtar, 2016), and it
constrains their learning of the TL (Almoayidi, 2018). However, the overuse of L1 or
CS can lead to a failure to maximize the use of the TL.

Besides, it should be noticed that the monolingual approach is increasingly the
subject of debate, particularly when L1 is used in EFL classrooms where teachers and
learners often share the same L1 (Hall & Cook, 2012). Furthermore, there is a
growing concern about the overuse of CS to L1 or L1 in the classroom because this
might impose negative impacts on the EFL teaching and learning process. To put it
more specifically, using L1 in an EFL classroom can decrease the willingness of
students to speak English and may make students overly dependent (Fatimah, 2016;
Fhitri, 2017; Widia, 2014).

Given all the controversies about CS, it is necessary to examine how teachers
hold their perceptions of CS and how they actually make use of CS in the classroom.
It is of significance to investigate the stakeholders’ perceptions because it to some
extent decides the way people respond to stimuli from the outside world (Lewis,
2001). In the educational context, especially in the EFL context, it is vital to explore
EFL teachers’ perception towards CS to L1 in the classroom to facilitate learning and
teaching effectively.

In Vietnam, teaching EFL is implemented from elementary to tertiary level in
the national educational system. It is stipulated in the decision on the approval of the
project entitled “Teaching and Learning Foreign Languages in the National Education
System, period 2008-2020” as “By the year 2020 most Vietnamese youth whoever
graduate from vocational schools, colleges and universities gain the capacity to use a
foreign language independently” (Decision 1400/QD-TTg by Prime Minister 30th
September 2008). Besides, in the context of EFL classrooms in Vietnam, the majority
of teachers and learners share the same L1, Vietnamese. More importantly, teachers
face many difficulties when teaching only in English in EFL programs since students
struggle with language competency issues and lack motivation and autonomy. (N. T.
Nguyen et al., 2016). Therefore, it is inevitable that they use Vietnamese in English
classrooms to varying extents, thus engaging in practice of CS (Nguyen Quang Tien,
2012). Practically, the use of CS between English and Vietnamese in EFL classes
serves distinct pedagogical functions, presenting a valuable tool for both educators
and learners. English-Vietnamese CS is viewed as a helpful instrument for the
instruction and acquisition of general English in Vietnam, where most in-service
teachers have limited support to achieve and maintain the required proficiency in the
TL while being proficient in the TL can evidently improve the quality of teaching and
learning of foreign languages (Pham Thi Hong Nhung, 2018). In such a context, the



practice of CS in the classroom is reported not to be due to a lack of sufficient
proficiency in English; rather, it fulfills various pedagogical purposes such as
elucidating new vocabulary and grammatical rules, providing feedback, assessing
comprehension, making comparison between English and Vietnamese, establishing
positive relationships between teachers and students, creating a friendly classroom
atmosphere and supporting group dynamics (Kieu Hang Kim Anh, 2010; Le Van
Canh, 2014; Nguyen Quang Tien, 2012).

1.2. Rationale for this study

In tandem with the background above, this present study is driven by the
following major reasons.

First, despite being a common practice, there is a limited body of research on
classroom CS in EFL settings where Vietnamese is learners’ L1. The existing
literature indicates a scarcity of studies exploring the perspectives of Viethamese EFL
teachers on the use of CS in their teaching practices (Glenn, 2006; Grant & Nguyen
Thi Hang, 2017; Le Van Canh, 2014; Nguyen Quang Tien, 2012; Tang, 2003).

Second, a study on CS by Vietnamese EFL teachers is practically significant.
It is hoped to raise their awareness of CS and provide a more in-depth understanding
about the CS practice at the tertiary level in Vietnam. This exploration will benefit
Vietnamese EFL teachers by providing insightful information from which they may
self-reflect on their own teaching practice with regard to the use of L1 and strive for
more pedagogically effective use of CS. Obviously, such information will also
benefit EFL instruction at other educational levels and in other similar pedagogical
contexts.

Thirdly, it is vital that both the teachers’ perceptions and practice be
simultaneously studied because they are inextricably interrelated. Teachers’
perception is a driving force for their actual teaching practice. When exploring the
use of CS, it is necessary to investigate teachers’ perceptions, their beliefs, and
attitudes toward CS, and how these perceptions relate to their classroom practice. The
findings of the actual use of CS by EFL teachers could be used to elucidate teachers’
perceptions of CS.

Fourthly, the findings have practical implications for educators and university
authorities in considering an official policy on language use in EFL classes
concerning, for example, whether to use only English, or a combination of English
and Vietnamese, and in what specific situations.

Finally, I have been working as an EFL lecturer for years and | have observed
that CS has frequently been used in language classrooms. Such a popular use of CS
has intrigued me to grasp a clear understanding of how, when, and why CS occurs,
which would certainly be tremendously beneficial to my own professional
development.



1.3. Aims, objectives and research questions

The current study aims to undertake an in-depth investigation of
Vietnamese EFL teachers’ perceptions regarding the utilization of CS in GE classes
at the tertiary level. Additionally, the research examines the practical implementation
of CS in these classes to gain a deeper understanding of tangible outcomes and
effects. Finally, its aim is to explore the factors influencing the utilization of CS. The
specific objectives are as follows:

First, it is to investigate Vietnamese EFL teachers’ perceptions of and
practice in CS in GE classes at the tertiary level, including three aspects: (a) it
assesses frequency of CS; (b) it probes into the effects arising from teachers’ CS; (c)
it explores the functions of CS.

Second, it is to extend this investigation into the practice of CS use,
uncovering the instances and contexts in which CS is actually employed by
Vietnamese EFL teachers during their teaching sessions.

Third, it is to explore the underlying motivation that drives EFL teachers to
use CS in their GE classrooms, delving into factors that influence these choices.

Derived from the general aim and the specific objectives, the following
research questions are put out:

(1) What are Vietnamese EFL teachers’ perceptions of (a) their frequency of
CS employment, (b) the effects of integrating CS on students’ learning experiences,
and (c) the functions of CS in GE classes at the tertiary level?

(2) How do Vietnamese EFL teachers employ CS in terms of (a) the frequency
(b) the types and occurrences of CS, and (c) functions of CS in GE classes at the
tertiary level?

(3) What are the perceived factors underlying their motivations for CS in GE
classes at the tertiary level?

1.4. Significance of the study

This study has certain theoretical and practical values.

Theoretically, the study contributes to the literature on CS, especially CS in
the EFL context in Vietnam. It provides data to this under-researched area in
Teaching English as a Foreign Language (TEFL) in Vietnam, particularly in GE
classes at the tertiary level.

Practically, this research deepens a better understanding of teachers’
perceptions and practice of CS, which then helps improve English teaching and
learning in Vietnamese context in general and at the research site under focus in
particular. It could offer insights into processes that facilitate effective classroom
discourse and may enhance English language teaching and learning. Furthermore, it
is hoped that the findings may contribute additional evidence to the ongoing debate
on the use of CS to L1 in EFL classrooms. This may provide substantial proof for the
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continuing discussion on whether teachers’ perceptions are accurately reflected in
their actual instructional practices. Then, the study will give implications related to
CS in language classrooms, such as what teachers should do concerning CS to
facilitate EFL students’ learning.

In addition, the current study is to realize the actual practice of CS through
collecting and analyzing data from the perspectives of an insider. In particular, this
study employed SRIs as a data collection tool. As an insider, the researcher has
insight to understand the recorded classroom observations and use this source of
information to conduct the SRIs with the classroom teachers. Also as an insider, the
researcher could highlight and interpret the differences between teachers’ perceptions
and their actual use of CS at the research site.

Lastly, the current study is significant both theoretically and pedagogically in
finding and categorizing the factors leading to EFL teachers’ use of CS in GE classes.
While the literature has documented reasons for teachers to employ CS, the current
study has systematized teacher-related, student-related and contextual factors for their
CS wuse. Thus, this finding contributes to the literature of CS and provides
pedagogical implications for appropriate use of CS.

1.5. Research scope

Guided by the specified research aim and questions, the study is bounded to the
investigation of teachers’ perception of CS and their practice of CS at only one university
in central Vietnam (described in detail in Chapter 3, Section 3.2). This study does not
encompass an investigation of CS in all higher education institutions in Vietnam.

In the EFL context, CS can involve switching from English to the teachers’
mother tongue or from the mother tongue to English. In the current study, only
switching from English to Vietnamese was explored due to the fact that both the
teacher participants and students shared the same L1, which is Vietnamese; thus, it is
feasible and more insightful to document and analyze incidents of CS in this
direction. CS could occur inside or outside the classroom; this study however, focuses
on teachers’ use of CS inside the classroom where the likelihood of switching to L1
has been documented to occur frequently and such a focus illuminates the purposes
and factors leading to CS for better language use by teachers when they are teaching.

Finally, given the various definitions of CS and the closely related concepts
such as “code-mixing” and “borrowing”, all the findings and discussions in this study
are based on the operational definition provided in Chapter 2, Section 2.1.1.

1.6. Structure of the thesis

The thesis is structured in five chapters.

Chapter One introduces the background of the study, the rationale of the
research, the overarching aim, objectives and research questions of the study, the
significance of the study, the scope of the study and the structure of the thesis.
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Chapter Two presents the literature review. It defines the key concept of the
study — “code-switching” and deals with the two guiding notions which serve as the
two pillars of the study, which is “perception” and “practice”. It then described the
context of EFL teaching in Vietnam in general and in GE classes at tertiary level in
particular. The last section critically reviews the previous studies which are closely
relevant to the present study. This chapter justifies the theoretical framework for the
current study and points out the gaps in the literature for the current study to fill.

Chapter Three focuses on the methodology of the research. It presents and
provides rationale for the chosen research design and approaches, outlines the
research setting, details the participants involved, and explains the instruments used
for data collection. Additionally, the chapter elaborates on the procedures applied for
both data collection and analysis.

Chapter Four presents the results of the study and discusses the findings in
light of the previous studies. Based on the collected data, the answers to the three
research questions are consecutively presented.

Chapter Five consists of a summary of the main findings as well as the
significance of the study. It also presents the theoretical, practical and methodological
implications drawn from the findings. The last subsection reflects on the limitations
of the study, from which directions for future studies are put forward.



CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter presents a combination of a systematic and integrative review of the
literature to gain an overview of the most important topics related to CS in language
teaching and to synthesize data that have already been published in the literature
(Kraus et al., 2020). More specifically, it aims to provide an overview of the
theoretical background of CS, including the concept of code and CS, different types
of CS theories of language learning and acquisition, and its relevance in the EFL
classroom setting. Teachers’ perceptions and practice of CS are presented. It then
provides the critical review of the previous studies conducted on CS in EFL
classrooms, focusing on teachers’ perceptions, teachers’ CS functions and teachers’
attitudes towards CS in EFL classroom setting. Finally, the gaps in the existing
literature are identified, and so the space for the present study is established.

2.1. Theoretical background
2.1.1. The concept of code

A code can be broadly defined as a system of signs that are shared and used
among people in a particular community or society to communicate with one another
(Harya, 2018; Wardhaugh, 2006). It can also be referred to as a language or a variety
of languages such as a dialect, pidgin or creole (Wardhaugh, 2006). Mabule (2015)
pointed out that codes reflect values, attitudes, beliefs, assumptions and practice of
the communities or societies in which they are shared. Accordingly, the current study
adopted the definition of code by Wardhaugh (2006), who defined code as a system
of signs such as English or Vietnamese that is used among people for the purpose of
communicating with one another.
2.1.2. The concept of code-switching

Blom and Gumperz (2000) defined CS as an interchange of the languages that
works as an interactional tool for social interactions. CS happens when
communicators want to change topics or when there is a change in their thinking of
the other interlocutor. Similarly, Myers-Scotton (1993) referred to CS as “the
selection by bilinguals/multilinguals of forms from two or more linguistic varieties in
the same conversation” (p.189). According to others, CS has been primarily
understood as the alternative use by users/speakers of two or more languages in the
same conversation, between utterances in a single turn, or within a single utterance
(Garner-Chloros, 2009; Milroy & Muysken, 1995). CS is also defined as “the
systematic, alternating use of two or more languages in single utterance or
conversation exchange” (Hoffmann,1991, p. 50); it happens “between two or more
languages simultaneously or interchangeably within one conversation” (Grosjean,
1982, p. 145). When CS, “[a] speaker can replace words, chunks or a whole sentence
to keep the conversation flowing” (Ustiinel, 2016, p.29).



Despite its appearance long ago, the concept of CS is still of great concern and
research into the topic has still been on-going. Recently, the concept has re-appeared
in the study by Budjana (2022), who defined it as “CS refers to the switching between
two or more languages, dialects, or linguistic registers during a conversation between
people who speak more than one language” (p. 128). Besides the change from one
language, dialect, or speech style to another within a single conversation or speech
event, Aprilia (2023) expanded the concept of CS to involve using two or more
linguistic codes within the same communicative context, “often for specific social or
pragmatic purposes” (p. 9).

With reference to language classroom, the scholars pointed out that CS takes
place in the context of foreign language classroom as “the alternate use of the first
language and the target language, a means of communication by language teachers
when the need arises” (Jingxia, 2010, p. 10).

In other words, CS can take place inside or outside the classroom. For
educational contexts, CS is used in both bilingual or EFL classrooms when teachers
replace words, phrases and sentences by using two languages including the first
language and the target language to keep the conversation flowing.

The literature on CS usually considers a closely related concept - code-mixing.
Code-mixing is also used to describe the alternate use of two or more languages in
interaction. Muysken (2000) pointed out the core distinction between CS and code-mixing
Is where the alternation of the two languages takes place. Code-mixing occurs at various
levels from the lexis within a sentence to clauses and more extended ones in sentences or
utterances. Unlike Muysken (2000), Bhatia and Ritchie (2004) differentiated CS from
code-mixing based on the linguistic units including words, phrases, clauses and sentences.
If it happens across sentence boundaries within a speech event, it is CS. In general, CS is
used to refer to inter-sentential switches, which are alternates between languages at clause
or sentence levels whereas code-mixing happens at the intra-sentential level within a
clause or sentence involving single words and phrases.

Another technical term attended to in the literature on CS is borrowing. CS
involves using two languages in one discourse. Thus, it is somehow considered to be
the act of borrowing in language use. Gumperz (1982, p. 62) viewed borrowing as
“the introduction of single words or short, frozen, idiomatic phrases from one variety
into the other.” This definition of borrowing is also agreed upon by other scholars
(Gafaranga, 2007; Gardner-Chloros, 2009; Poplack, 1980; Milroy & Musyken, 1995)
maintained CS refers to the use of two languages in one clause or utterance while
borrowing makes use of the lexical components from one language to incorporate
them into the lexicon of another language.

Drawing on the literature reviewed, in this study, the concept of CS refers to
the alternate use of the TL, which is English, and the native language, which is
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Vietnamese, in the EFL classes by Vietnamese teachers. Following Muysken (2000),
the current study considers CS at both inter-sentential and intra-sentential levels.
Exploring the use of CS both across clauses and sentences and of single words and
phrases within a clause or sentence, the study aims to dig deep into different levels of
CS in the classroom to obtain a comprehensive understanding of the phenomenon.
Also, this study does not differentiate between CS and borrowing. Thus, the term
“code-switching” will be used as a cover term for any switching between two
languages, regardless of whether it occurs within a sentence or between sentences.
2.1.3. Types of code-switching

CS has been researched from different approaches, such as structural,
sociolinguistic, and cognitive pragmatic. Along with these different approaches,
different types of CS have been identified.

In the structural approach, the linguistic features of CS, particularly the
syntactic constraints that govern CS are the focus. For example, studying Spanish
English data with the same word order, Poplack (1980) classified three types of CS:
tag, inter-sentential and intra-sentential switching.

Tag switching

Tag switching involves inserting single words or short phrases from one
language into a sentence or utterance in another language. These tags often include
interjections, fillers, and discourse markers. Tag switching does not disrupt the
overall syntactic structure of the sentence. For example,

(2.1) She’s coming to the party, sabes?

(She’s coming to the party, you know?”’) (Poplack, 1980, p. 596)

In this example, the sentence is primarily in English, but the Spanish tag
“sabes?” (you know?) is added at the end of the sentence. The tag does not disrupt the
overall sentence structure and is used to seek agreement or understanding from the
listener.

Inter-sentential switching

Inter-sentential switching involves changing languages at the sentence or
clause level. The switch occurs at a boundary between two sentences or clauses.
Example (2.2) illustrates this type:

(2.2) Sometimes I°ll start a sentence in Spanish y termino en Espariol. (Sometimes
I’l start a sentence in Spanish and finish it in Spanish) (Poplack, 1980, p. 584).

In this case, the speaker starts the sentence in English and then switches to
Spanish in the same sentence, at the clause boundary.

Intra-sentential switching

Intra-sentential switching occurs within a single sentence or clause. This type
of CS involves integrating words or phrases from one language into the syntactic
structure of another language. Example (2.3) demonstrates this type:
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(2.3) Leo un magazine. (I read a magazine) (Poplack, 1980, p. 583)

In this example, “Leo un” (I read a) is in Spanish, while “magazine” is in
English. The two languages are mixed within the same sentence.

These examples illustrate how CS can occur at different levels and involve
different degrees of integration between the languages. Each type of CS serves a
specific communicative purpose, whether it is for emphasis, specificity, or simply
because certain concepts are more easily expressed in one language over the other.

Other scholars in the stream of the structural approach, for example, Myer-
Scotton (1993) introduced the Matrix Language Frame Model to predict the forms of
CS utterances. In this model, the two languages involved in a CS utterance are
labeled the Matrix Language or the main language, and the Embedded Language or
the other language of which the role was less important. This Matrix Language model
points out that in a CS utterance, there is a noticeable base language; an asymmetrical
relationship is identified between the Matrix Language and Embedded Language.
However, the model was questioned because in some communities where it is unclear
what the mother tongue is, it is hard to tell what the first and second language are
(Clyne, 1987).

The sociolinguistic approach looks at CS from its social meaning and users’
motivation for CS. Gumperz (1982, p. 95) coined the terms “we-code” and “they-
code”. We-code refers to CS in informal activities and in interactions among in-group
members to express privacy and subjectivity. Unlike “we-code”, “they-code”
switches refer to out-group relations that express distance and assert authority. From
the “we/they code” construct, Gumperz (1982) classified two types of CS: situational
switching and metaphorical switching. First, situational switching includes the social
factors which result in CS. Those factors come from changes in participants or
settings and imply a direct relationship between the social situation and appropriate
code choice that language users make to maintain appropriateness. The other factor
may be related to changes in topic focus rather than the social situation.

However, Gumperz’s classification of CS functions has been criticized. Sebba
and Wootton (1998) argued against the differentiation between the concepts of we-
code and they-code, pinpointing that giving particular social identities to a single
code is not easy. They stated that social identities are always changing because of the
contexts. Kamwangamalu (2010) argued that no speakers use a single register or style
in the different domains or topics where they code-switch. Similarly, Myers-Scotton
(1993) stated that this classification does not take into account the variety of domains,
topics and situations that bilingual speakers encounter. The classification also fails to
acknowledge that the nature of language is dynamic. Boztepe (2003) criticized
Gumpertz’s classification as not truly reflecting the outcomes of speakers’ switches
In a conversation.
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Myers-Scotton (1993) divided CS into three types of: unmarked, marked, and
exploratory choices. First, unmarked CS occurs when speakers expect the code
choice to signal group solidarity and identity. Second, marked choice is the
unexpected form which takes place in the communicative exchange to indicate social
distance between language users. Third, exploratory choice takes place when
speakers are not sure of what is expected from them.

From the cognitive-pragmatic approach, Kecskes (2006, p. 257) introduced a
dual language model which focused “on conceptualization and the manner in which
conceptualized knowledge is lexicalized or mapped onto linguistic forms (words,
phrases, sentences, utterances) and grammatically formulated. Additionally, CS is
classified into insertion, alternation, and congruent lexicalization (Muysken, 2000).
For insertion, a speaker adds a word from one language to utterances in another
language because from the speaker’s thought, the word has no equivalent in the
second language. Another form of insertion involves the reduplication of content
terms in L1 and the transfer of the terms into TL. This happens when the speaker
figures out a conceptual equivalent of the terms in L1 and TL or realizes that those
terms are common concepts. Besides, a speaker uses alternations that include
segments or full sentences of the two languages due to the fact those segments or
sentences are conceptualized in a given language to convey the speaker’s ideas. For
congruent lexicalization, CS takes place when language users are in a situation where
two languages (L1 and TL) share grammatical structures which can be filled lexically
with elements from either language.

In the current study, the CS types classified by Muysken (2000) are adopted
for CS analysis. Muysken (2000) labeled CS as insertion, alternation, and congruent
lexification, which tend to cover all the likely CS in the GE classroom. With
insertion, teachers tend to embed one word in Vietnamese into a sentence that is
being spoken in English or use the content terms in Vietnamese and transfer the terms
into English for conceptual equivalent. Another kind of CS is the alternation or the
use of segments or full sentences from English to Vietnamese to convey the speaker’s
ideas. In the case of congruent lexification, CS occurs when a word or phrase in
Vietnamese is seamlessly integrated into an English sentence by teachers, adhering to
the grammatical structures of both languages. Besides, the current study combined
the classification by Muysken (2000) and Poplack (1980) for comprehensive
documentation of CS types used by teachers. As described earlier, Poplack (1980)
classified three types of CS including tag, inter-sentential (switching involving
changing languages at the sentence or clause level) and intra-sentential switching
(occurring within a single sentence or clause by integrating words or phrases from
one language into the syntactic structure of another language). Adopting the
classification of CS types of both Muysken (2000) and Poplack (1980), the current
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study classified CS into insertion including L (Lexical), alternation with P (Phrase)
and C (Clause/Sentence), and congruent lexification with M (Mix), DM (Discourse
Marker) and T (Tag).

2.1.4. Code-switching in language classrooms

In the educational setting, CS from TL to L1 or vice versa for classroom
interactions and instructional exchanges is quite natural and common (Cahyani et al.,
2016; Levine, 2011). Below are the examples of Vietnamese EFL teachers’ CS in the
English classroom:

(2.4) T: Bdy gio cdc em sé ghi chép bai tdp vé nha, viét bai essay nay vao vor

(Now students, your homework is to write an essay in your notebook)

(2.5) T: What did the father say? Ong b dd néi gi?

(What did the father say? What did the father say?)

(2.6) T: Look at the picture. What is it? What is it?

S: “Viba”

T: “Viba” la cai gi, anyone? (What is “vi ba,” anyone?)

S: Microwave

T: Very good, “microwave,” “microwave oven.”

Source: Adapted from Nguyen Quang Tien (2012, p. 6).

As illustrated in examples (2.4) — (2.6) above, the teacher may use Vietnamese
and English alternatively in the lessons. The teacher’s CS occurs at different levels -
within an utterance as in example (2.4) and between utterances as in examples (2.5)
and (2.6).

In general, CS is used as a means of communication by language teachers
when the need arises, for example, to check students’ understanding or to give
instructions as in the examples cited above. Besides, CS can be triggered due to
various factors concerning the use of L1 and translation in language classes (Lin,
2008). This issue of the use of L1 in EFL classrooms is presented in the following
section.
2.1.4.1. The use of L1 in EFL classrooms

In addition to the ongoing debates about the necessity of employing CS in EFL
classes, empirical studies focused on observing and analyzing how the L1 is used by
teachers. A critical review of the literature provides more comprehensive insights into
the pedagogical and affective aspects of L1 use.

Proponents of minimal L1 use argue that exclusive TL instruction promotes
language immersion and accelerates language acquisition. They asserted that using
TL as the primary medium of instruction encourages learners to engage directly with
the language, leading to greater language proficiency (Cummins, 2005; Crawford,
2004). Research suggests that extensive exposure to the TL can facilitate lexical and
grammatical development (Macaro, 2009). Other arguments against L1 use in the
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classrooms provide more reasons to reduce, if not eliminate the use of L1 in language
classrooms. For example, Cook (2001) stated, “Most descriptions of teaching
methods portray the ideal classroom as having as little of the L1 as possible,
essentially by omitting any reference to it” (p. 404). This argument is grounded in the
idea that separating languages in the classroom helps prevent cross-contamination,
making it easier for learners to internalize a new linguistic system during a lesson
(Faltis, 1990, p. 4). Furthermore, too much L1 use in the classrooms might affect
learners’ linguistic and cognitive development in the TL.

However, a more comprehensive understanding of L1 use can explain its
potential benefits in specific contexts. Recent studies emphasize the pedagogical
advantages of judicious L1 use. Strategic incorporation of L1 can enhance
comprehension, facilitate explanations, and clarify complex concepts, particularly for
lower proficiency learners (Macaro, 2009; Turnbull & Dailey-O’Cain, 2009).
Research indicates that brief L1 interventions can provide linguistic support, reduce
cognitive load, and contribute to improved learning outcomes (Ellis & Shintani,
2013; Lin, 2008). Moreover, the affective dimension of L1 use is crucial. Creating an
inclusive and supportive learning environment by acknowledging learners’ cultural
and linguistic backgrounds can foster motivation and reduce anxiety (Wei & Martin,
2009). Recent studies highlight the importance of building positive learner-teacher
relationships and recognizing the value of students’ linguistic resources, including
their L1 (Lin, 2008; Macaro, 2009).

The issues related to how much CS should be utilized in language classrooms,
and how much CS is useful and for which purpose CS may be useful have also been
documented in the literature (more discussion on the purposes of CS is presented in
section 2.1.3.2.). Several previous studies revealed that, despite the primary goal of
enhancing L2 instruction in the classroom, there is no consensus on the appropriate
proportion of L1 usage in EFL classes. For example, in a study to see the amount of
L1 in student teachers’ CS in a secondary school, Macaro (2001) revealed that the L1
use varied considerably ranging from the complete exclusion of L1 to 23.8% with a
mean of 6.56. The amount of L1 use was not consistent across the lessons. In a
similar vein, Littlewood and Yu (2011) examined the proportion of L1 teachers used
in their lessons and identified that the percentage of L1 use ranged from less than
10% to over 75%. Similarly, Van Der Meij and Zhao (2010) found that CS quantities
by teachers varied with course type. In the context of their study, the teachers were
unaware that “their actual CS practice was seven times more frequent and took ten
times longer than believed” (p. 396). A recent study by Tas¢i & Aksu (2020) was
carried out to explore the use of L1 in EFL classes in the Turkish context, focusing on
the quantity and functions of L1 employed by three primary school EFL teachers. The
qualitative and quantitative analysis indicates that Turkish EFL teachers use a
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comparable amount of L1 (ranging from 21% to 30% of classroom instruction), with
a tendency to use more in lower grades. On the other hand, in a Japanese high school
EFL context, Kaneko (1992) examined the utilization of the L1 in L2 English classes
and found that instructors employed L1 at rates ranging from 51% to 74% in senior
classes and 64% to 83% in junior classes. In Vietnam, Ngo Bich Ngoc and Phuong
Hoang Yen (2018) conducted a study to illuminate the utilization of CS by teachers in
EFL classrooms within a medical college. The findings revealed that teachers
employed their L1 at varying rates, ranging from 19.7% to 54%. The previous
investigations into the L1 use by teachers in EFL classes revealed a significant
variation in the amount of L1, both within similar contexts and across different
contexts.

To be brief, the related literature offers a wide range of perspectives regarding
incorporating the L1 within EFL classrooms. While there is an acknowledgment of
the potential advantages stemming from well-considered and deliberate use of L1, a
cautious stance exists against its excessive utilization or undue dependence. Reaching
a definitive conclusion about how much L1 should be used in EFL classes is,
therefore, challenging. Consequently, the debate should not focus on whether CS is
beneficial but on why, how, when, and to what extent it is meaningful and possible.

The upcoming section will present a comprehensive examination of the
existing body of literature concerning the diverse aims and roles served by CS
between the TL and the learners’ native language. This exploration will shed light on
the multifaceted dimensions of this practice and its implications for effective
language learning.
2.1.4.2. Functions of teachers’ CS in language classrooms

CS manifests as a highly prevalent phenomenon within the language
classroom, well-documented by researchers such as Rathert (2012) and Sert (2005).
Rathert’s (2012) study explored the intricate interplay between the learners’ L1 and
the TL, examining the motivations underpinning teachers’ utilization of CS. Rathert’s
investigation adds a layer of understanding to the varied functions of CS employed by
teachers within the classroom. Specifically, approaching CS from the curriculum,
classroom and interpersonal views, Rathert (2012) found that at the curriculum level,
CS is carried out to provide learners access to language. For classroom management,
CS is carried out as an attention-focusing device to motivate, discipline or praise
learners. At the interpersonal relations level, CS is carried out to personalize and
humanize the classroom by addressing affective factors.

Utilizing the lens of conversation analysis to delve into the complexities of CS
practice within the EFL classroom, Sert (2005) conducted a compelling study that
unveiled how teachers strategically employed CS to enhance the clarity of knowledge
transmission to their students. Essentially, Sert’s findings illuminate a dual-purpose
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deployment of CS. Initially, instruction in the TL lays the foundation. Subsequently,
the teacher adeptly code-switches into the learners’ L1 to ensure a comprehensive
grasp of the intended information and facilitating efficient comprehension. This
strategic alternation aids in breaking down potential linguistic barriers, allowing
students to grasp complex concepts more clearly. However, Sert (2005) also warns
that while this pedagogical strategy of CS enhances comprehension, there exists a
potential drawback: over-reliance on repeating instructions in the native language
could unintentionally lead to a diminishing sense of motivation among learners to
engage with the instruction provided in the TL. This observation underscores the
delicate balance that educators must strike, as while CS can serve as a bridge for
understanding, it should not overshadow the ultimate goal of fostering fluency and
proficiency in the target language.

Sert’s (2005) and Rathert’s (2012) works contributed profoundly to
understanding of CS’s place in language education. They offer valuable insights into
how CS can serve as both a bridge to understanding and a possible hindrance to
language development, prompting educators to navigate its application thoughtfully.
Through their respective studies, these researchers enrich the ongoing discourse on
effective language pedagogy and the intricate role that CS plays within it.

In contrast, Myers-Scotton (1993) introduced a distinctive categorization of
CS practice within the classroom, employing the markedness model including both
the embedded and matrix language. Myers-Scotton’s framework elucidates the
various functions of CS in educational settings. Her taxonomy clarifies how CS can
be utilized as a multipurpose instrument for effective communication, comprehension
assessment, classroom management and the fostering of a bilingual identity. Her
classification system comprises five distinct functions. The first function is the
interpretation and clarification of the subject. In this sense, CS is a powerful tool to
ensure that students comprehend complex or intricate concepts accurately. When a
challenging topic is presented in the matrix language (usually the TL), CS to the
embedded language (often the learners’ native language) can provide an extra layer of
clarity and foster a more profound understanding of the subject. The second function
is the evaluation of comprehension. Here, CS serves as a means for educators to
evaluate the extent to which their students are grasping the material. By introducing
CS, teachers can assess students’ responses and reactions. This function not only
guides the pacing of the lesson but also tailors it to match the students’ level of
comprehension. The third function is affirmation and the stimulation of participation.
In employing CS, teachers create an inclusive and engaging classroom atmosphere.
By switching to a language familiar to the students, educators encourage active
participants, as students feel validated and empowered to contribute to the discussion
or activities. This, in turn, bolsters their confidence and willingness to participate.
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The fourth function, management, focuses on the organizational aspect of CS. In this
role, CS is utilized to direct classroom activities, transitions, and administrative tasks.
By CS, educators can ensure smooth classroom operations, enhancing the overall
learning experience. The final type in Myers-Scotton’s categorization highlights the
function of humor and the manifestation of bilingual identity. CS can create
humorous interactions. Furthermore, by incorporating the learners’ L1, CS can foster
a sense of connection to their cultural and linguistic heritage, contributing to
developing a strong bilingual identity.

Regarding the purposes of teachers’ CS, Ferguson’s study (2009) stood out as
a fundamental framework. Ferguson (2009) synthesized the functions of CS from six
papers on classroom CS which explored how CS was used in various pedagogical
contexts including two articles from Africa focusing on switching in content subject
lessons; two from Taiwan looking at CS in EFL language subject classrooms; and
other two focusing on written CS and CS in UK complementary schools. The author
then unified a focus on the functions of classroom CS by teachers. Although initially
designed for a wide range of learners from young pupils to adults, Ferguson’s original
framework encapsulates overarching functions of language use within the classroom
context. To be more specific, Ferguson’s CS function classification encompasses
three critical components of CS, including CS for knowledge construction, CS for
classroom management, and CS for interpersonal relations (a detailed discussion of
these functions is presented later in this section). These functions tend to cover all
aspects of language switching for the purposes of teaching as well as teachers’
pragmatic strategies for coping with situations in which learners have limited
proficiency in the target language. Besides, according to Ferguson (2009), CS utility
Is present in bilingual and EFL classes as a communicative and pedagogic resource;
thus, exploring the functions of CS in language teaching tends to be of significance to
draw out why and how CS can best serve the language classes. In fact, the
classification of CS functions by Ferguson has proved to be useful in investigating
both teachers’ and learners’ CS practice (e.g., Atas & Sagin-Simsek, 2021; Cahyani
etal., 2018; Gwee & Saravanan, 2018; Hafid & Margana, 2022).

In the current study, the use of Ferguson’s CS function classification is
relevant to analyze and evaluate teachers’ CS utilization as well as the CS types and
patterns recorded in GE classrooms. In other words, adopting the framework of CS
functions by Ferguson (2009), the study is able to draw out the dominant types of CS
in GE classes and to explain why teachers used CS in those recorded ways.
Furthermore, Ferguson (2009, p. 239) stated, “description of the pedagogic functions
of classroom code-switching could usefully be supplemented by methodologies
associated with teacher cognition research (e.g., stimulated recall using lesson
transcripts or video recordings)” which matches well with the current research
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objectives and design focusing on teachers’ perception and actual use of CS. For
these reasons, Ferguson’s (2009) framework is aptly employed as the analytical lens
for the present study.

Renowned for their comprehensive analysis, Ferguson’s CS framework
encompasses three key components - CS for knowledge construction, CS for
classroom management, and CS for interpersonal relations. The following sub-
sections paraphrase these three functions of CS by Ferguson (2009).

(1)  CS for knowledge construction

CS for knowledge construction emphasizes the role of CS as a facilitator for
students to comprehend the subject matter of their lessons. In this way, CS acts as a
bridge, particularly when dealing with complex written texts. It aids in the teacher’s
commentary on text meanings, effectively mediating the content for students with
limited linguistic control over the text’s language. This function empowers learners
by ensuring that the core curriculum is accessible, fostering deeper understanding and
engagement. This function covers a range of strategies to scaffold students’
understanding of academic content. Firstly, CS is a tool for facilitating content
comprehension. When introducing complex ideas or intricate subjects, teachers
switch to the learners’ L1 to provide additional clarity. This is particularly valuable
when students encounter technical terminology or abstract concepts that might be
challenging to grasp solely in TL. CS is also instrumental in reinforcing conceptual
understanding. By using the learners’ L1, teachers emphasize and consolidate the
lesson’s core concepts to ensure students’ understanding and mastery of the subject
matter. Thirdly, CS serves as a means of explaining technical terms. In technical
subjects or disciplines, certain terms might lack direct equivalents in the TL, making
their comprehension challenging. By briefly switching to the L1, teachers can provide
clear and accurate explanations. Lastly, CS supports the process of revisiting topics.
When revisiting previously covered material, teachers may use the learners’ L1 to
recap key points to reinforce their understanding.

From the description of CS for knowledge construction by Ferguson (2009), it is
necessary to define what knowledge in general and more specifically, knowledge in the EFL
classrooms is involved. Knowledge, as implied by Ferguson (2009), includes complex ideas
or intricate subjects that learners are studying. It also involves technical terminology or
abstract concepts that might be challenging to students. Linguistic knowledge of language
lessons comprises new vocabulary or grammatical structures of the target language.

CS for knowledge construction by Ferguson (2009) indicates the process by
which teachers use L1 to explain and scaffold students to understand new concepts,
subject matters, terminology, and vocabulary and grammar in the target language. By
this way, CS improves the learning capacity of EFL learners. Similarly, when
introducing complex new vocabulary, CS is a valuable and time-saving practice since CS
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in the form of a translation and a brief explanation in L1 may help students avoid
misunderstanding. In general, CS for knowledge construction involves an explanation of
new subject matter which could be grammar, vocabulary or concepts related to a lesson
topic by using L1 to contribute to the understanding of new materials (Altun, 2021).

(2) CS for classroom management

Apart from its instructional purpose, CS is employed to motivate, discipline,
and praise learners. It operates as a multifaceted resource for negotiating task
instructions and inviting student contributions to maintain discipline. CS for
classroom management is a dynamic tool to navigate various facets of classroom
dynamics, such as capturing students’ attention or introducing a change in focus
(Ferguson, 2009). This flexibility ensures that students remain engaged and receptive
to different instructional strategies. CS is also invaluable for addressing student
behaviors. Whether it is offering praise for active participation, redirecting off-topic
discussions, or gently admonishing disruptive behavior, CS to learners’ L1 can foster
clear communication and understanding in classroom interactions. It serves to
manage student conduct and maintain a conducive learning environment. Moreover,
CS can promote self-awareness among students. When discussing behaviors or
actions, teachers might code-switch to their L1 to encourage students to evaluate their
behaviors and decisions within the classroom context.

(3) CS for interpersonal communication

This function concerns the emotive and social dimensions of classroom
interactions. Within this function, CS plays a pivotal role in fostering positive
relationships. CS to the learners’ L1 can facilitate rapport-building, individualized
interactions, and deeper involvement, thus creating a warm and inclusive learning
environment. When teachers switch to the learners’ L1, they send a message of
inclusivity. Offering compliments, sharing personal anecdotes, or engaging in
colloquial conversations in the native language can help break down barriers between
teachers and students. This makes the learning atmosphere more approachable and
encourages students to participate more actively. CS contributes to creating moments
of connection that surpass the formal boundaries of the classroom.
2.1.4.3. Teachers’ attitudes toward CS in language classroom

The literature on CS in the EFL context elicits diverse viewpoints,
fundamentally centering around two contrasting perspectives: the negative and the
positive. These perspectives deserve careful and detailed examination in the realm of
language instruction.

As regards the negative realm, concerns arise over the excessive deployment of
the L1 because it can lead to potential diminishment of both the quantity and quality of
exposure to TL in the classroom (Cook, 2001; Crawford, 2004). This stance is
advocated by practitioners, educational experts, and policymakers who support a strict
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separation of the two languages, echoing Cummins (2005), who articulates this
sentiment. Wei and Martin (2009) heighten this opposition by categorizing CS during
language learning as “inappropriate and unacceptable,” warning against the emergence
of a “deficit and dysfunctional mode of interaction” (p. 117). Detractors argue that the
presence of L1 may impede the comprehensive engagement with the TL and hinder
learners’ opportunities for authentic communication (Ellis & Shintani, 2013). This
becomes especially relevant considering the limited TL exposure learners often
encounter outside the classroom environment (Littlewood & Yu, 2011). Notably, in
many EFL settings, the teacher serves as the only source of target language input for
learners, so a heightened infusion of L2 input is essential.

Further, it is observed that frequent CS might foster a dependence on L1, thus
inhibiting learners from developing essential strategies to overcome communication
and comprehension barriers. Learners frequently resort to CS, especially during
collaborative classroom activities, to alleviate the cognitive load entailed in L2
learning. Numerous investigations echo the observation that learners habitually opt
for L1 interaction rather than initiating exchanges in the TL (Littlewood & Yu, 2011).

On the contrary, proponents champion the efficacy of CS in language
classrooms. They strongly reject the characterization of CS as a “defect” tied to
limited language proficiency, as espoused by Poplack (1980, p. 616). Instead, they
advocate viewing CS as a vital communication strategy. Macaro (2001) elucidates the
necessity of CS for effective communication and instruction and views it as an
instrumental communication tool. Macaro (2001) pragmatically states that a complete
prohibition of CS within language classrooms is not feasible. In reality, CS aligns with
pedagogic goals and learners’ communicative aspirations. CS emerges as a potent tool
for learning management, as highlighted by Ferguson (2003). The act of CS to L1
facilitates comprehension of the TL by tapping into learners’ existing knowledge
framework from their native language (Turnbull & Dailey-O’Cain, 2009). The
assertions by Bensen and Cavusoglu (2013) reinforce CS’s constructive potential,
showcasing it as a “bridge” that conveys precise meaning and enhances clarity (p. 78).
Moreover, CS is considered a strategic pedagogical device that educators skillfully
employ to mediate the learning journey for L2 learners (Levine, 2011).

In a nutshell, literature on teachers’ CS in language classes reveals two
opposing views. Opponents argue for a distinct separation between languages to
enhance TL immersion, while supporters highlight the strategic and pedagogical
importance of CS and emphasize its role as a facilitator of effective communication,
comprehension, and learning management.
2.1.4.4. Factors leading to language teachers’ CS

Despite being commonly used in language classrooms, the factors leading to
CS practice have not been systematically compiled. This section thus discussed the
factors influencing teachers’ choice for CS.
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Generally, CS has been referred to as a facilitating factor and a time-saving
strategy (Bhatti et al., 2018) because it makes teaching and learning go smoother. In a
broader context, socio-environmental factors are taken into account when referring to
teachers’ CS. For example, Siong and Min (2017) pointed out that socio-environmental
factors include teachers’ gender, qualifications and ethnicity. In other studies, factors
leading to teachers’ CS however were used interchangeably with the reasons for such
use. For example, Samar and Moradkhani (2014) introduced eight factors for teachers’
CS but actually discussed the reasons for this practice. These authors have found that
teachers code-switched for students the least. Other reasons for CS pointed out by
Samar and Moradkhani (2014) included checking students’ comprehension
task/activity at hand, comparison/contrast between L1 and L2 students’ emotional well-
being and student’s proficiency level. In a rather different perspective, Cahyani et al.
(2018) considered that the teachers’ use of CS could be triggered by their past
experience and the language of that past experience and linked to their subconscious
and cognitive behavior. Thus, they considered those were personal factors more than
audience factors. However, their study did not further explain personal factors; rather it
referred to them as functions interchangeably. In the study by Madani (2019), teachers’
and students’ language proficiency was considered to be a contributing factor to CS. It
was pointed out that 88% of participants’ responses stated that students’ English
proficiency influenced teachers’ use of CS inside the classroom but only 12% of
participants’ answers were related to teachers’ English proficiency.

In general, a synthesis of the factors leading to CS can be drawn from the
literature. One of them is categorized as socio-environmental factors including
gender, qualification and ethnicity of teachers. Another is student-related factors,
referring to the incidents when teachers code-switch for students’ better
comprehension of the lesson contents and because of students’ English proficiency.
The teacher-related factor for CS involves teachers’ past experience, language
fluency and teaching efficiency.

2.1.5. Perceptions and Practice
2.1.5.1. Teachers’ perceptions

In the broadest sense, perception refers to how humans perceive and become
aware of things through their senses - what they see, hear, and understand. It involves
interpreting and making sense of information. Specifically, Rao and Narayana (1998)
defined perception as “the process by which people select, organize, and make sense
of sensory stimulations to understand their work environment or to interpret
information about others” (p. 329).

In the discipline of education, perception is seen as a higher-order cognitive
function, closely intertwined with cognition (Goldstone et al., 2010). These scholars
emphasized that “we adapt our perceptual systems to fit our higher-level cognitive
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needs” (p. 265). In a more specific way, Oikonomou and Patsala’s (2021) definition
of teacher perception encompasses thoughts, opinions, and beliefs formed from both
personal experiences and teaching practice.

Borg (2003, 2009) elaborated on this concept on two tiers. On a macro level,
teachers’ perceptions are interconnected with cognition, as teacher cognition refers to
the hidden cognitive facet of teaching. This umbrella term encapsulates teachers’
perceptions, beliefs, understanding, and interpretations. It signifies teachers’ grasp of
teaching and learning matters, cultivated from their experiences, knowledge,
educational foundation, and prior learning. On a micro level, teacher perceptions can
be deconstructed into two components: one concerning teachers’ convictions and the
other concerning their thoughts and knowledge.

Within the scope of this study, the term “teachers’ perceptions” pertains to
teachers’ thoughts, beliefs, and viewpoints. More specifically, the study focuses on
teachers’ perceptions of CS from the TL (English) to learners’ native language
(Vietnamese) in GE classes at the research site.
2.1.5.2. Teachers’ practice

Different from perception, which indicates belief, interpretation and
understanding of an issue, practice involves realizing or making use of this
understanding. With regards to language education, DeKeyser (2007) defined teacher
practice as ‘specific activities or teaching techniques’ in the foreign or second
language when they are ‘engaged in systematically, deliberately, with the goal of
developing knowledge of and skills in the foreign or second language’ (p. 8).

Further contributing to this notion, Borg (2009) emphasized that teaching
extends beyond mere behavioral patterns and necessitates deliberate and reflective
decision-making processes. In this dynamic, teachers are active decision-makers who
engage in thoughtful behaviors. Interestingly, teachers’ practice holds the potential to
shape their cognition and, conversely, their cognition can influence their practices
(Borg, 2009). As far as CS is concerned, when teachers incorporate CS in their
instructional strategies, this behavioral choice prompts contemplation. They reflect on
the effectiveness of CS in achieving their teaching objectives and assess its overall
utility. Consequently, teacher cognition enters into a bidirectional interaction with
their experiences and practice, generating mutual influence and the potential for
change. Furthermore, in Borg’s (2009) comprehensive perspective, teaching is
elevated from a mere sequence of actions to a cognitive and introspective process. He
emphasizes that effective teaching extends beyond superficial behavioral patterns;
instead, it involves a continuous cycle of purposeful decision-making and reflection.
This illuminates teachers as proactive agents in their classrooms, constantly
considering the most effective strategies to facilitate learning.
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This dynamic between cognition and practice is especially intriguing. Borg
(2009) highlighted that teachers’ practice can actively shape their cognitive
frameworks. When teachers experiment with innovative approaches, such as the
incorporation of CS, they trigger a cognitive response. For instance, when teachers
decide to utilize CS as an instructional tool, they do not just engage in the behavior
itself; they also introspectively evaluate its impact on their teaching objectives and
student engagement. This reflective process directly feeds back into their cognitive
framework, potentially modifying their beliefs and strategies. Consequently, teacher
cognition intertwines with practical experiences in a mutually influential relationship.
This interaction between theory and action suggests a dynamic evolution, where
teaching practice adapts based on ongoing cognitive reflections, while cognitive
frameworks evolve through the application and assessment of new practice.

Within the framework of this study and drawing from Borg (2009), the
concept of teachers’ practice pertains to their real-world actions within the GE
classrooms, specifically concerning the utilization of CS. This refers to instances
where teachers shift from the TL (English) to the learners’ mother tongue
(Vietnamese) during instruction and communication in the GE classes.

2.1.6. Theories of language learning and acquisition in relation to CS

This section presents an overview of the theoretical underpinnings that
contribute to comprehension of CS in both general communication and educational
contexts. CS can be examined from the perspectives of the Sociocultural Theory
(SCT), the Cognitive Processing Theory (CPT), interactional sociolinguistics and
symbolic interaction. However, the two theories SCT and CPT are particularly
pertinent to the objectives of this study. The following section discusses each theory
in detail and justifies why the current study adopted SCT and CPT to illuminate the
social and cultural dynamics influencing teachers’ CS usage and provides insights
into the complex cognitive processes that underpin CS.
2.1.6.1. The sociocultural perspectives of CS

This study adopted SCT (Lantolf, 2000; Swain & Lapkin, 2000) as the
theoretical framework for several reasons. Firstly, SCT offers perspectives on
explaining the role of L1 in the process of learning a target language. As expounded
by Vygotsky (1978), when individuals embark on the journey of acquiring a new
language, they do not revert to their immediate experiences or revisit prior linguistic
development; instead, they employ their internalized L1 as a mediator bridging the
gap between their understanding of the world and the TL.

Secondly, the Vygotskyan sociocultural theory places two fundamental
constructs related to TL learning and teaching: The Zone of Proximal Development
(ZPD) and scaffolding. Vygotsky (1978, p. 86) defined ZPD as “the distance between
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the actual developmental level as determined by independent problem-solving and the
level of potential development as determined through problem solving under adult
guidance or in collaboration with more capable peers”. The ZPD denotes the assistance
of more knowledgeable peers in the learning process of language users. In this way, the
core values of assisting the learners of this theory are connected with CS. As pointed
out by Ustiinel (2016), in the EFL context, “fluency in TL can be regarded as the level
of potential development while the learners’ current level is the one at which they use
code-switching as a resource to reach the level they aim for” (p. 36).

A related concept is scaffolding _ a dynamic process that empowers a novice
to accomplish tasks, solve problems, or achieve goals that would otherwise surpass
their existing capabilities (Wood et.al, 1976). Scaffolding can take place between a
teacher and a student or between peers, as long as there exists an inter-mental zone
(ZPD) wherein one individual provides support to another, resulting in incremental
enhancements of their initial state. As suggested by Swain et.al (2015), ZPD and
scaffolding are conceptually and syntactically intertwined, mutually reinforcing each
other. Scaffolds can assume various forms, including tangible resources, gestures, or
verbal interactions. In this context, this thesis directs its focus toward the use of the
L1 as a means of scaffolding within interactions.

Thirdly, SCT places great emphasis on the role of the learner’s L1 as a
scaffold in the teaching and learning process. According to Vygotsky (1978), the L1 is a
valuable resource that supports the learner’s understanding and acquisition of the TL.
This perspective recognizes that learners bring their existing knowledge and linguistic
abilities from their L1 to the TL learning context. As Vygotsky stated, “the native
language is not simply forgotten or laid aside but continues to play a role as a tool in
acquiring the new language” (Vygotsky, 1978, p. 87). This means that the L1 serves as a
foundation for learners to make connections, comprehend new concepts, and develop
their language skills in the L2. By acknowledging the importance of the L1 as a scaffold,
educators can leverage the learners’ existing language abilities to facilitate their L2
learning, providing support and building upon their linguistic resources.

From the sociocultural perspective, the learners’ L1 serves as a cognitive tool
through which learning is scaffolded and the process of cognitive development is
created socially and culturally (Lantolf, 2000). The inner voice and private speech of
a language user contribute significantly to the way language users think and act. This
is usually performed in L1. Because L1 is usually used for both communicative
interaction and cognitive process regulation, learners must rely on their L1 to assist
their L2 learning (Adriosh & Razi, 2019).

CS has been documented to be used as a scaffolding strategy (Altun, 2021;
Cahyani et al., 2018; Maluleke, 2019; Ustlnel, 2016). However, how CS performs
the scaffolding function varies. For example, Altun (2021) pointed out, “CS strategies
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have the potential to simplify the linguistic context and encourage proficiency in the
L2” (p 23). Cahyani et al. (2018) similarly considered CS a scaffolding technique in
knowledge construction for content lessons because it helps reinforce concepts and
annotate L2 technical terms. In the classroom, teachers switch codes as scaffolding to
help learners conceptualize what the lesson is all about and help them to acquire basic
content knowledge through the use of the learners’ L1 (Maluleke, 2019). With more
specific details, Ustiinel (2016) explained that scaffolding provides clear directions
for learners and clarifies the purpose of the task. Teachers can also be scaffolding via
CS to keep learners on task or offer assessments to clarify expectations among
learners. During teaching, teachers can point learners to worthy sources and help to
reduce uncertainty learners. According to Ustiinel (2016), CS by teachers can
scaffold students via the forms of translating, asking a question in L1 when a student
cannot answer in the TL, eliciting L1 translation, giving feedback and checking
comprehension in L2.

When engaged in activities in TL, learners tend to use L1 to focus their attention
on and exchange target linguistic forms. They also use L1 to establish management
strategies to complete tasks effectively. This is essential to help them understand and
complete tasks. Anton and DiCamilla (1999) pointed out that for mutual assistance, L1 is
often used by the learners to negotiate and evaluate TL knowledge. In the same vein,
Villamil and De Guerrero (1996) stated, “L.1 is an essential tool for making meaning of
the text, retrieving language from memory, exploring and expanding content, guiding
actions through the task and maintaining dialogue” (p.60). Storch and Aldosari’s (2010)
study also found that L1 was used to translate the meanings of TL vocabulary. It is also
argued that L1 has a role in promoting relationships between learners (Anton &
DiCamilla, 1999). While trying to accomplish collaborative tasks, learners tended to
switch to their L1 to initiate and sustain interactions with their partners. Also, CS to L1
helps with the reasoning process. For example, when being confronted by the challenges
of problem-solving tasks, learners may shift to using L1 (Centeno-Cortés & Jimémez-
Jiménez, 2004). This happens because L1 helps them with their reasoning. De Guerrero
(2005) asserted that L1 performs a cognitive function in learners’ silent speech,
scaffolding the thinking and learning processes. In summary, sociocultural theory
highlights the role of the learner’s L1 and CS to learners’ L1 as a tool to scaffold in the
teaching and learning process.
2.1.6.2. The cognitive processing perspective of CS

Cognitive processing perspective holds the view that L1 functions as a bridge for
processing meaning in TL (Macaro, 2009). Language is perceived, processed, and stored
similarly to how other types of information are processed in cognitive processing (Ellis,
2005). In this sense, individuals’ linguistic and communicative skills are triggered by
their past experiences via the interconnection of available languages (Adriosh & Razi,
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2019). There is a connection between L1 and TL in bilinguals’ minds, “they will relate a
word in the foreign language to its translation equivalent in the L1 because the
conceptual system of the learner is L1 based, and the right concept can be reached only
through a word that denotes the concept in the L1” (Kecskes & Papp, 2000, p. 64).
Therefore, the use of L1 during language learning should not be ignored because it is an
essential tool available for bilingual learners, whose brains can mediate semantic
processes for both languages (Butzkamm & Caldwell, 2009). In other words, in the
cognitive processing view, L1 acts as a tool that elucidates, clarifies meaning and
facilitates conceptual understanding in TL. Macaro (2001) argued that the use of the L1
reduces the cognitive burden for learners. The use of L1 is also pointed out to help
counter the limitations due to working memory restriction. Thus, Macaro (2001) asserted
that switching to the L1 can free up working memory so that learners are able to work on
the meaning of larger chunks of language input.

The CPT does not focus on the assisting role of CS to L1 in guiding and
explaining; however, it indicates the roles of CS to L1 in the thinking process in the
way that it helps language users use the resources in L1 to elucidate, clarify meaning
and facilitate conceptual understanding in the L2. These functions are of great help to
teachers when they wish to make the English lessons understandable to their students.
2.1.6.3. Interactional sociolinguistics

CS can be seen from the perspective of interactional sociolinguistics
developed by John Joseph Gumperz (1982). This theory, which delves into the
interplay of linguistics, culture, and interactive conventions, offers a comprehensive
understanding of various interactions, whether they are inter- or intracultural
encounters. Gumperz (1999) asserted that this approach can be applied to any form of
interaction, and studying language in interaction can significantly enrich our
comprehension of verbal exchanges. Gumperz (2001) defined interactional
sociolinguistics as ”an approach to discourse analysis which has its origin in the
search for replicable methods of qualitative analysis that account for our ability to
interpret what participants intend to convey in everyday practice” (p. 215).

The theory is likely to provide insights in studies in sociolinguistics. For
example, Gordon (2011) pointed out that interactional sociolinguistics aims to direct
to the understanding of how interactants signal and interpret meaning in interaction,
integrating linguistic, anthropological and sociological perspectives. Similarly, Foley
(1997) explained that interactional sociolinguistics “is concerned with the place of
language in its wider social and cultural context, its role in constructing and
sustaining cultural practices and social structures” (p. 3). With such an emphasis on
the interplay of linguistics, culture and interactive conventions, this theory is seen to
be capable of uncovering the relationships of language, cultural diversity and social
life, which, therefore can “provide powerful insights into how (intercultural)
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communication proceeds and how differences regarding expectations and
interpretations can lead either to successful interactions or especially to
communication breakdowns” (Toomaneejinda & Saengboon, 2022, p. 158).

Due to the fact that interactional sociolinguistics aims to interpret what
participants intend to convey in everyday practice, the theory can explain the
subtleties of how CS is used as a communicative tool in interaction, helping to
interpret situational meaning, conversational strategies and contextual cues. In fact,
interactional sociolinguistics has been used in studies on CS to focus “on the social
meaning of the switches and on the discourse functions they perform for speakers”
(Kamwangamalu, 2010, p.123). Seen from the interactional sociolinguistic approach,
CS can function as a contextual cue because the language chosen for one speech
activity is seen against the background of language choice in the preceding utterance.
In other words, “the switch matters only when it is seen in its unique sociocultural
context” (Youssef, 2016, p. 19).

Overall, interactional sociolinguistics is more compatible with analyzing
language use in everyday practice and with sociolinguistic studies that explore the
interplay of linguistics, culture and interactive conventions. When employed in
studies focusing on CS, interactional sociolinguistics is directed to the sociocultural
context for language choice as well as the way interactants signal and interpret
meaning in social interaction. The current study took place in an EFL institutional
context with the aim of exploring the perceptions and the actual use of teachers’ CS
in the classroom. More specifically, it examines the functions of CS in teacher’s
classroom language use and the factors leading to CS by teachers. In other words, the
study does not aim to examine how CS is used as a communicative tool in the wider
sociocultural context, nor does it intend to dwell on the linguistic, anthropological
and sociological perspectives of CS. Thus, it needs to resort to more compatible
theories including SCT and CPT to shed light on how the use of L1 is shared by
teachers and students via CS in the classrooms.
2.1.6.4. Symbolic interaction

Symbolic interaction developed by Herbert Blumer (1969) at the University of
Chicago in the 1950s states that people act based on the meanings they ascribe to
things has been used to analyze human interaction. According to Blumer (1969),
symbolic interaction has three core principles: (1) that people act toward things,
including each other, on the basis of the meanings they have for them; (2) that these
meanings are derived through social interaction with others; and (3) that these
meanings are managed and transformed through an interpretive process that people
use to make sense of and handle the objects that constitute their social worlds
(Blumer, 1969, p. 2). With these principles, symbolic interaction suggests that studies
of human behaviors must begin by studying how people associate and interact with
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each other rather than treating the individual and society as entirely separate beings
(Carter & Fuller, 2015).

Mainly used in sociology, symbolic interaction describes how societies are
created and maintained through the repeated actions of individuals through interaction.
Carter and Fuller (2015) stated, “Central to symbolic interactionist thought is the idea
that individuals use language and significant symbols in their communication with
others” (p. 1). Studies using symbolic interaction aim to look for patterns of interaction
between individuals. Methodologically, those studies are considered to take the stance of
the person they are studying and use the actor’s own categorization of the world to
capture how that actor creates meanings from social interactions (Carter & Fuller, 2015).
However, Snow (2021) pointed out, “both symbolic interactionism and Blumer’s work
are purely subjectivist and ideographic” (p. 368).

Symbolic interaction is mainly used in sociology studies, and if it is used in
studies on CS, it could help explore how language choices in bilingual interactions carry
specific symbolic meanings for participants. For example, addressing symbolic
interaction and CS, Nilep (2006) pointed out, “dominant groups rely on norms of
language choice to maintain symbolic domination, while subordinate groups may use CS
to resist or redefine the value of symbolic resources in the linguistic marketplace” (p. 13).
Cossette (1998) employed symbolic interaction to study the language choice in
organizations because switching between one language to another can “only be
understood in the context of the interactive situation in which it is produced” (p. 1362).

Overall, symbolic interaction theory understands human behaviors and stresses
social interaction. To understand humans, it is necessary to understand ‘“elements
such as social roles, traditional structures, rules, laws, purposes etc. that take
emphatic role between people” (Aksan et al., 2009, p.904). It should be used in
sociological studies focusing on human interaction in wider social contexts
considering different social factors. The theory thus may not be meaningful to capture
and explain the purposes of CS used by classroom teachers in an EFL context as in
the current study where the emphasis of human interaction is realized via teachers’
use of L1 and English to work with students on the given lessons. Thus, the study
resorts to SCT and CPT as the theoretical framework described in the following
paragraphs.

In general, the current study used SCT and CPT as the theoretical framework
because these theories of language learning and acquisition shed light on the
interpretation and understanding of the underlying principles behind the use of CS in
the classroom for different pedagogical and social purposes. While the SCT
emphasizes the scaffolding function of CS to L1, the cognitive processing approach
views CS to L1 as a tool that elucidates meaning and facilitates conceptual
understanding in the TL. These two theories bear resemblance to Ferguson’s (2009)
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framework of CS in the way that they point out the functions of CS in the language
classroom; however, Ferguson (2009) focused more on the pragmatic purposes of CS
including CS for knowledge construction, CS for classroom management, and CS for
interpersonal relations. In comparison, according to SCT, the CS to L1 supports
learners to understand and to be able to do the language activities at hand. The
cognitive processing approach sees CS more for meaning and concept understanding
in the TL. The two theories and Ferguson’s framework are thus employed together as
the foundations to explain why GE teachers perceived and employed CS in their
classrooms. In other words, the current study adopted both SCT and the CPT on the
ground that they accommodate both the cognitive motives and language
communication of language teachers to explain for the teachers’ use of CS as
pedagogy practice. As in the context of this study, L1 is an integral part of classroom
language use, SCT can shed light on the reasons why in certain situations or
scenarios, teachers switched to Vietnamese. Switching to L1 by GE teachers can be
viewed from SCT to analyze its effectiveness, and the underlying motivation in cases
where there is evidence of students who show signs of understanding what they
cannot do/learn without the scaffolding via CS to L1 by teachers. From the cognitive-
processing view, the use of L1 is somehow obvious because their linguistic and
communicative skills are triggered by their past experiences in L1.

In brief, both SCT and CPT are able to explain for the use of L1 in CS of
teachers and both theories complement each other in shedding light on the purposes
of CS as a tool for teachers to scaffold learners in the classrooms and on the cognitive
drive that triggers the use of L1 by teachers. Other theories such as interactional
sociolinguistics and symbolic interaction can provide insight into language use in
everyday practice, taking into account linguistic, cultural, and interactive factors and
into language choice in case interactants use CS. In other words, interactional
sociolinguistics and symbolic interaction can explain how CS is used as a
communicative tool in interaction, and interpret situational meaning and contextual
cues associated with CS. These two theories may be able to explain the context of the
interactive situation in which language choice or CS is produced and are applicable to
examine social interaction in wider social contexts. They are however not suitable to
capture and explain the purposes and factors leading to CS used by classroom teachers in
an EFL context where both teachers and students shared the same L1 as in the current
study. In other words, the current study has a more specific focus on the use of CS in the
classroom context and how CS is used in teaching and conveying lesson meanings and
contents to students. Thus, the study resorts to SCT and CPT as the theoretical
framework to focus more on the pedagogical functions of CS. Besides, the combination
of SCT and CPT will illuminate the perceptions and practice of CS by teachers from
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multiple perspectives, including interpersonal and cognitive factors and whether CS is
intentionally and unintentionally made use of. Together with these two theories, the use
of Ferguson’s (2009) framework would then scrutinize the pragmatic purposes of
different types of CS at the level of CS utility.

2.2. Context of teaching and learning EFL in Vietnam
2.2.1. Context of EFL education in Vietnam

In Vietnam, EFL education is characterized by a growing emphasis on and a
pressing demand for adequate English proficiency in various sectors of society.
According to a report by the British Council (2020), the demand for English language
learning in Vietnam has been steadily increasing. English is seen as a vital means of
international communication, business, and career advancement. The Vietnamese
government has recognized this and implemented initiatives to enhance English
language education. The Ministry of Education and Training has launched programs
to improve English teaching methods and provide professional development
opportunities for teachers (Nguyen Cam Nhung & Vu Van Duy, 2019). English is
taught as a compulsory subject in Vietnamese schools from primary to tertiary levels,
with the Ministry of Education and Training setting learning objectives and
curriculum guidelines (Nguyen Mai Hoa & Vo Van Huy, 2019). The importance of
English proficiency is also reflected in national examinations such as the National
Foreign Language Project 2020, which aims to improve English proficiency among
students and teachers nationwide. Furthermore, English proficiency is highly valued
by employers, with job advertisements in Vietnam frequently seeking candidates
proficient in both English and their field of expertise (Le Hung Tien, 2019).

In recent years, communicative teaching approaches have become more
prominent in EFL classrooms in Vietnam. These approaches focus on developing
students’ practical language skills through interactive, real-world, and
communication-based activities. There is a shift from traditional grammar-focused
instruction to more student-centered and communicative language teaching methods
(Nguyen Thuy Vo, 2018). However, challenges still exist in implementing these
approaches due to factors such as large class sizes, limited resources, and the need for
further teacher training (Tran Thi My Huong & Nguyen Thi Ngoc Hoa, 2020).
Despite regional disparities in English proficiency, efforts are being made to ensure
equal opportunities for English language learning across the country, with initiatives
targeting disadvantaged areas and marginalized groups (Tran Thi My Huong &
Nguyen Thi Ngoc Hoa, 2020).

In higher education, EFL students include English and non-English major
students. English majors study language and literature deeply with advanced
proficiency, while non-English majors use English for communication and
professional growth. English major programs offer a rigorous curriculum covering
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linguistics, literature, and language teaching. Non-English majors prioritize practical
language skills, including real-life communication and academic writing (Nguyen
Thuy Vo, 2018).

The next section provides an overview of GE teaching and learning at tertiary
level in Vietnam, the context in which this current study is situated.
2.2.2. Context of GE teaching and learning at tertiary level in Vietham

General English or English for general purposes is supposed to provide language
learners with foundations of basic grammar and communication when learning another
language. It is to “cultivate students’ interest and habits in learning English, enhance
their general language competence for a more accurate and fluent production and
reception of English in dealing with everyday situations” (Chang et al., 2011, p. 271).

GE has been practiced at tertiary level in Vietnam with the aim of developing
the basic language skills including reading, writing, listening, and speaking in English
together with other components of language such as vocabulary, grammar, and
pronunciation like in any GE program. This program is a continuation of EFL in high
school and is also a stepping stone for the learners to be trained in their English for
Specific Purposes (ESP) in their own specialized disciplines.

Since the adoption of the Common European Framework of Reference for
Languages (CEFR), state-run universities have been requested to build new general
English curricula, teaching materials, teaching methodology and assessment practice in
order to help their non-English major student achieve the CEFR-BL1 level - the Threshold
level where language users are expected to be independent users of the language and
have the ability to perform fundamental functions in the language - as a minimum
English language proficiency, equivalent to level 3 in the Six-level framework for
foreign language proficiency in Vietnam (Pham Thi Hong Nhung, 2015).

The specific, detailed curriculum varies from institution to institution in terms
of duration, teaching materials, targeted outcome level, and graduation certification.
At the university where this study was conducted, the English curriculum consists of
two levels — GE and ESP. GE is a compulsory part and is allotted seven credits, or
105 teacher-led hours, though it normally takes from 350 to 400 contact hours of
instruction to obtain the CEFR B1 level. These credits are arranged in the first three
semesters of university degree programs, with the ratio of 2-2-3. The first two credits
in the first semester are for Level 1 (or CEFR Al), another two credits in the second
semester for Level 2 (or CEFR A2), and the last three credits for Level 3 (or CEFR
B1). After completing general English, students may be provided with a 30- or 45-
hour English for specific purposes course (ESP), which is optional, depending on
their major (Pham Thi Hong Nhung, 2015, p. 3).

A more detailed description of the research setting is provided in Chapter 3
(section 3.2).
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2.3. Previous studies relevant to the present study

In recent times, there has been a notable increase in interest in the CS use in
language teaching, bringing attention to this field. Scholars have approached CS from
diverse perspectives, encompassing its pedagogical and sociolinguistic dimensions
(Levin, 2011). Within this landscape, the present study embarks on an exploration of
how instructors harness CS for pedagogical objectives within EFL classrooms at tertiary
level. Consequently, our review focuses on CS in EFL education, organized around
specific themes aligned with the study’s aim and objectives: (1) understanding teachers’
perceptions and use of CS, (2) exploring the multifaceted functions of CS used by
educators, (3) elucidating factors influencing teachers’ decisions to switch languages,
and (4) uncovering the landscape of CS in EFL education in the context of Vietnam.
2.3.1. Studies concerning teachers’ perceptions and practice of CS

Since CS is a common phenomenon in EFL classrooms, quite a number of
studies have delved into this issue to see not only teachers’ perceptions of CS but also
how they saw CS in teaching languages. This section presents the previous studies
which reported positive, neutral and negative teachers’ perceptions and practice of CS.

Teachers’ positive perceptions and practice of CS

CS has been found to be an indispensable means of teaching in language
classrooms across contexts and in various studies (e.g., Adriosh & Razi, 2019;
Ahmad & Jusoff, 2009; Alrabah et al., 2016; Keong et al., 2016; Macaro, 2001; Noori
& Rasoly, 2017; Nurhamidah et al., 2018; Sondang & Bonik, 2018; Songxaba et al.,
2017;). These studies reported teachers’ positive perceptions and practice of CS for
the benefits of CS in facilitating the teaching process and teaching students of limited
language proficiency in the target language.

One typical research on this theme was done by Macaro (2001), which
illuminated the role of personal beliefs in steering CS use, primarily for procedural
instructions. It portrayed CS not merely as a cognitive concept but as an experiential
entity intertwined with teachers’ convictions. Macaro (2001) investigated CS by
teachers in secondary schools and their code-switching between the first language,
English and the second language, French. One key finding from this study was that
the novice teachers made use of the L1 for procedural instructions for activities in the
classroom which they considered necessary in the teaching and learning process.
Macaro (2001) found that the teachers’ use of CS in foreign language classrooms
came from the respondents’ personal beliefs, which influenced their practice of CS.
Macaro (2001) concluded that CS was not only a cognitive concept but existed within
one’s experience. CS involves the interaction, adaptation and adjustment of teachers
to the teaching.

Songxaba et al. (2017) broadened the investigation into teachers’ CS
perceptions by examining its role in Afrikaans second language education with the use
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of questionnaire and interviews. Their research indicated that teachers recognized the
effectiveness of employing CS in second language learning and acknowledged it as a
beneficial strategy for L2 acquisition. Importantly, they emphasized viewing CS as a
deliberate teaching strategy rather than a tool to conceal language proficiency gaps.

Aligning with earlier findings by demonstrating teachers’ positive perceptions
of CS, Ahmad and Jusoff (2009) probed into Malaysian contexts and found it
especially useful when teaching students with lower English proficiency. Teachers
used CS for different reasons, such as managing the classroom, explaining unfamiliar
words, comparing grammar between the native language (L1) and English (L2),
reviewing understanding, and creating a comfortable and stress-free learning
atmosphere.

Exploring CS in the context of Pakistan, Younas et al. (2014) found CS to be
perceived as a favorable strategy by students and teachers. The study captured
students’ preference for CS, considering it an aid in comprehending challenging
concepts. The research emphasized CS’s role in reducing learning challenges,
resonating with the findings of prior studies. The results showed that both students
and teachers had positive views on using CS. Moreover, nearly all students said they
liked it when their teachers used CS. Students believed that it made learning English
easier and less challenging. Teachers mainly used CS when students found it hard to
understand certain English words, ideas, or terms.

Keong et al. (2016) explored how teachers in primary schools in lIrag’s
Kurdish region perceive and use CS from English to Kurdish. To gain insights into
teachers’ CS practice, the study employed a combination of qualitative and
guantitative research methods, including questionnaires and interviews with teachers.
CS was viewed positively as a pedagogical tool, aiding curriculum access, student
engagement, and classroom management. While acknowledging its benefits, the
study also cautioned against excessive reliance on CS to preserve the efficacy of
language learning. The study’s findings show that teachers used CS to access the
curriculum, build relationships with students, and manage their classrooms.
Nevertheless, teachers mostly use CS to share information and give instructions to
students. They also use it to connect with students and keep them motivated, though
to a lesser extent, and for managing their classrooms. Furthermore, they also believe
that teachers should not rely too heavily on CS as it can impact the learning process
and have disadvantages for students.

With the aim of investigating how Afghan native EFL lecturers see CS, Noori
and Rasoly (2017) employed a qualitative research methodology, using semi-
structured interviews with five EFL lecturers to gather data. The study celebrated CS
as a valuable strategy while cautioning against overuse. The findings of the study
indicated that the lecturers had positive views on CS, considering it a valuable
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strategy for facilitating the learning process. However, they also emphasized the
importance of avoiding excessive CS. The study revealed that the lecturers employed
CS for various purposes, including translating difficult concepts, explaining complex
grammar points, providing clarifications, and giving instructions.

Sondang and Bonik’s (2018) study aimed to uncover the teachers’ beliefs and
attitudes regarding the utilization of CS from English to Indonesia as a pedagogical
tool in EFL classrooms. The research involved 40 EFL teachers who completed a 24-
item questionnaire focusing on their roles and beliefs concerning CS in EFL teaching.
The study emphasized CS’s contribution to pedagogical goals, particularly in
complex word explanations and classroom management. Teachers embraced CS,
deeming its benefits to outweigh potential drawbacks. The analysis demonstrated that
teachers used CS as a means to achieve pedagogical objectives and enhance the EFL
teaching and learning process. They employed CS when elucidating complex words,
encouraging student participation, and managing classroom activities. Furthermore,
the teachers believed that the advantages of CS outweighed any potential drawbacks
in the EFL classroom.

Nurhamidah et al. (2018) studied the perspectives of both teachers and
students towards CS and its functions in EFL classrooms with the use of interviews.
The informants of both groups considered CS to hold good functions. This study
highlighted the positive perspectives on CS among teachers and students in
Indonesia. CS was seen as a valuable tool for conveying materials and facilitating
communication. In the interviews, the teachers disclosed that CS was preserved as a
benefit. CS was especially reported to be utilized by teachers for the purposes of
conveying materials and communicating in the classroom.

Similar to the study by Nurhamidah et al. (2018) which found the pros of
using CS in the classrooms, Adriosh and Razi (2019) provided further reasons for
employing CS. These authors used classroom observations and interviews to explore
the use of CS of EFL teachers in Libya. With regards to perceptions, the teacher and
student participants revealed their positive attitudes toward the use of the teachers’
CS because it supported pedagogical and social matters in the classroom. There were
reasons for their holding positive attitudes towards CS. The transcript and interview
answers indicate that Arabic or the first language in the classroom served various
purposes, such as clarification, repetition, recapitulation, and socialization.

In general, teachers’ positive perceptions of CS use in the classroom come
from the fact that it can help teachers to have time to cover the contents of the
curriculum, deal with low level of English proficiency of students, enhance
pedagogical efficacy and students’ confidence. They also viewed CS useful to
translate difficult concepts and when their English proficiency was challenged in
teaching, they switched to L1 to proceed with the lessons.
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Teachers’ neutral perceptions and practice of CS

Different from the studies reviewed in the previous section, some studies however
reported teachers’ perceptions of CS as both a facilitating and hindering tool in the
classroom and tend to indicate teachers’ neutral perceptions of CS (e.g., Bagheri & East,
2021; Burat & Cavusoglu, 2020; McMillan & Rivers, 2011; Song, 2009).

One study in this category was done by McMillan and Rivers (2011), who
made a case to investigate the beliefs of three Bruneian teachers regarding CS use in
the classroom via a questionnaire. McMillan and Rivers (2011) acknowledged the
benefits of CS for language learning but highlighted its potential disadvantages,
including limiting TL practice. This study provided evidence that although CS
supports the language learning process. The authors were concerned about its
negative implications. The perceived disadvantages of CS, as reported in the study,
include the fact that it could deprive students of the opportunity to practice the target
language.

Burat and Cavusoglu (2020) conducted a study examining the perspectives of
EFL teachers on the use of code-switching in classrooms. They administered a
questionnaire to 170 teachers to gather data. The findings revealed that the surveyed
teachers generally held a neutral stance regarding integrating CS in EFL instructional
settings. They tended to use code-switching only when it was deemed necessary.
Similarly, Song (2009) observed that teachers typically demonstrated a neutral
attitude towards code-switching, although some expressed positive views while
others expressed negative ones.

Bagheri and East (2021) accentuated the bidirectional relationship between
teacher perceptions and practice, underlining the need for aligning both. The study did
not favor nor disapprove the use of CS. Instead, it emphasized that teacher beliefs and
experiences shape their classroom practice. This study confirms that teachers’
perceptions and practice are interrelated and mutually affect each other. Teachers’
perceptions are part of their cognition or what they think, know and believe; and it is
thought to impact their behavior or practice, namely, what they do in their classroom
practice (Bagheri & East, 2021; Borg, 2003). The relationship between teacher
cognition and classroom practice is reciprocal since teacher cognition can shape
classroom practice and teachers’ reflections on and experiences in their classroom
teaching can also influence their cognition. It is argued that in educational settings,
identifying and describing the impact of teacher beliefs on instructional actions would
shed light on our understanding of the teaching process (Bingimlas & Hanrahan, 2010).
Besides, Bingimlas and Hanrahan (2010) pointed out that teacher beliefs and
perceptions could be consistent or inconsistent with classroom practice because there is
a complex relationship between them and that “[t]eachers may not be able to articulate
fully the beliefs or theories that underlie their practice or even be aware of them” (p.
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420). According to these authors, the factors that impact the relationship between
teachers’ cognition and classroom practice include their previous learning experiences
as learners, as well as their teaching experiences.

In general, the neutral perceptions of teachers of CS stem from the
acknowledgment that CS both facilitates and hinders language teaching and learning
in the classroom. Teachers opt to employ CS only when it is deemed essential.

Teachers’ negative perceptions and practice of CS

Besides the positive attitudes to CS as presented in the previous sections, CS
was also found to be of negative impact in a number of studies (e.g. Alrabah et al.,
2016; Cheng, 2013; Mahmoudi & Amirkhiz, 2011; Rahimi & Jafari, 2011) since CS
reduced the opportunities to practice the TL in the classroom, demotivated students in
learning the TL and exerted destructive effects on TL learning.

For example, Alrabah et al. (2016) examined how English teachers in Kuwait
use Arabic, their students’ native language, in college classrooms. It aimed to clarify
why teachers use Arabic, understand the factors influencing this choice, and assess
teachers’ attitudes toward using Arabic in teaching EFL. Sixty EFL teachers from a
Kuwaiti college participated. Data was collected through recorded interviews and
surveys. Despite its utilization, teachers exhibited negative attitudes toward this
practice. This study shed light on the disconnection between practice and attitude,
reflecting the need for pedagogical alignment. The findings showed that teachers used
Arabic for teaching and classroom management. Emotional, social, and linguistic
factors influenced their use of Arabic. The teachers had mostly negative attitudes
toward using Arabic in English teaching. This disconnection between classroom
practice and attitudes suggested a need to improve teacher education programs to
equip EFL graduates with effective strategies for using Arabic in EFL contexts.

In the same vein, Rahimi and Jafari (2011) conducted a study in Iran to find
out students and teachers’ perceptions of using CS with the use of classroom
observations. Their research showed that most students and teachers believed they
should use their native language (Persian) less, even when it could help with learning.
They felt this way because they believed that using CS reduced the chance to practice
the target language in the classroom.

Mahmoudi and Amirkhiz (2011) exposed the demotivating impact of extensive
Persian use in Iranian classrooms, cautioning against over-reliance on CS. Mahmoudi
and Amirkhiz (2011) aimed to comprehend the perspectives of teachers and pre-
university students. Their research methods included video recordings, classroom
observations, and interviews. The study’s results pointed out that when the native
language (Persian) was extensively used in the classroom, it had a demotivating
impact on the students. Additionally, the research disclosed that when teachers
frequently utilized Persian, primarily for translating from English, students began to
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expect Persian to be used all the time, leading them to use Persian excessively in their
communication.

Cheng (2013) captured teachers’ awareness of CS’s role but reluctance to rely
on it extensively. Cheng (2013) used questionnaires and interviews to collect data
from 32 college teachers about beliefs and attitudes toward CS in language
classrooms. The study indicated that all the teachers acknowledged the role of the
first language but most of them were reluctant to treat the L1 as a useful pedagogical
resource because they were aware of the destructive effect of classroom CS to L1 and
agreed that foreign language learning could only be realized through the target
language-only method. Similarly, Dweik’s (2000) study conveyed a negative
perception that the teachers who employed CS were seen as less fluent in English.

As can be seen from the review of the studies related to the theme of negative
perceptions of CS in the classroom, the findings have generally pointed out that the
reasons such as limiting TL practice, demotivating students, and destructive effects of
L1 use made teachers perceive CS use as hindrances.

In summary, the studies reviewed in this section revealed mixed perceptions of
teachers of CS with more studies reporting the positive functions of CS than those
indicating the teachers’ neutral perception of CS or the negative impact of this
language-switching mode. The studies also confirmed the dynamic relationship
between teachers’ perceptions and the practice of CS. While perceptions are shaped
by factors like cultural context, learning experiences, and instructional beliefs, they in
turn influence the CS utilization in classrooms. This interplay highlights the complex
nature of CS as a pedagogical tool, ranging from its supportive role in comprehension
to its potential drawbacks in limiting TL practice. Despite divergent contexts, the
studies converge in emphasizing the need for a balanced, strategic application of CS
to optimize language learning outcomes.

2.3.2. Studies concerning functions of CS

The previous studies focusing on the functions of CS in language classrooms
report various functions as pointed out by Ferguson (2009) including CS for
knowledge construction, CS for classroom management and CS for personal
relations. However, most studies reviewed in this section indicate the findings of
mixed CS functions.

Teachers’ CS for knowledge construction and classroom management

The study by Ahmad and Jusoff (2009) enumerated a diverse array of CS
functions but mainly for teaching language elements and managing the classroom, for
example checking comprehension, explaining complex concepts, clarifying new
vocabulary, managing the classroom, creating a relaxed learning atmosphere,
explaining grammar, fostering rapport, and task instruction. Bilgin (2016) uncovered
the prevalent use of CS for teaching grammar, highlighting its pedagogical utility.
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Similarly, lbrahim et al. (2013) and Nabifar (2017) echoed the significance of CS due
to limited proficiency, classroom management, comprehension assessment, additional
explanations, and social interaction facilitation.

Bairmani et al. (2022) focused on lIraqgi professors, revealing CS purposes
encompassing material transfer, clarification, expression ease, emphasis, repetition,
socialization, translation, understanding check, instruction, and topic shift. The
authors examined Iraqgi university professors’ use of CS, focusing on why they code-
switched. The authors used a checklist with eleven reasons for using CS together with
class observations. The findings indicate that CS was a means of transferring the
materials in an understandable and effective way. The lecturers also codeswitched for
clarification, ease of expression, emphasis, repetitive functions, socializing,
translation, checking understanding, giving instructions and topic shifts. In the same
vein, Zhang (2021) reinforced CS functions, including translation, clarification,
humor creation, attention capture, and discipline imposition.

Teachers” CS for knowledge construction, classroom management and
interpersonal relations

One study that found the mixed functions of CS by teachers in the classroom
was done in the Indonesian EFL context. Puspawati (2018) examined the use of CS
as a teaching method in the Indonesian EFL context. CS, particularly inter-sentential
switching, was employed to aid students with lower L2 proficiency. The study found
that CS significantly facilitate knowledge transmission, classroom management, and
teacher-student relations. Data was collected through observations and interviews,
including video recordings of class sessions. Teachers used CS intentionally to
support students’ learning, especially those with lower L2 proficiency. Additionally,
CS was utilized to convey subject matter knowledge, manage the classroom, and
foster interpersonal relationships with students.

A study by Zhang (2021) similarly documented several CS functions,
including translation, clarification, humor creation, attention capture, and discipline
imposition. Specifically, the teachers employed CS to translate, clarify confusing
sentences, shorten the distance between students and teachers, attract students’
attention and impose discipline. This study also recorded the function of teachers’ CS
in creating humor in the classroom.

Temesgen and Hailu’s (2022) study explored the functions of CS in EFL
classrooms. They categorized these functions into academic, managerial, and social
realms. Academic functions involved assessing comprehension, explaining vocabulary
and grammar, and facilitating curriculum understanding. Managerial functions related to
classroom organization and transitions. Different from what was found by Puspawati
(2018), Temesgen and Hailu (2022), Zhang (2021) disclosed the finding of CS in the
social sphere with CS helping nurture connections, foster solidarity, and inject humor by
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teachers in the classrooms. Data collection included audio recordings, observations, and
SRIs with three teachers. CS was notably used to enhance curriculum comprehension,
manage the classroom, and build positive teacher-student relationships.

In summary, the literature on CS functions indicated that educators employ CS
for various purposes reflecting the functions that Ferguson (2009) has classified for
the purposes of facilitating students’ understanding of the lessons, explaining
complex concepts, managing classrooms, fostering social interactions, and enhancing
teachers’ rapport with students.

2.3.3. Studies concerning factors triggering teachers’ CS

Factors influencing teachers’ employment of CS in language classrooms have
garnered research attention (e.g., Kang, 2013; Murtiningsih et al., 2022; Ulfah et al.,
2021). However, few studies have focused on this theme. In a distinct context,
Kang’s (2013) study investigated the determinants of CS among Korean elementary
school EFL teachers. The study reveals the predominance of teacher-related factors
shaping CS behaviors. These educators exhibit a heightened awareness of their
linguistic choices within the educational milieu. The implicated factors include
Immediate classroom exigencies, such as encouraging student participation, ensuring
comprehension, and conveying procedural instructions.

The recent inquiry into CS in EFL classrooms by Ulfah et al. (2021) added
depth to this domain. Their study uncovers an array of factors that trigger EFL
teachers to deploy CS strategies. Rhetorical purposes, distinctions in status and
formalities, incorporation of quotations or proverbs, lexical limitations, varying levels
of students’ English proficiency, habitual use of CS, and the cultivation of a
participatory learning environment were identified as significant drivers. These
findings collectively emphasize the intricate interplay of individual, pedagogical, and
contextual factors that underlie teachers’ strategies.

Murtiningsih et al. (2022) conducted a case study collecting in-depth
interviews and observations with two EFL university teachers in Indonesia. The
results indicate the factors leading to teachers’ CS in the classroom included specific
topics for classroom discussions when they wanted to make teaching and learning
more effective and manage the classroom. The factors that may affect the perceived
presence of codeswitches were found to be related to course type, teacher experience,
and student experience (Van Der Meij & Zhao, 2010).

Budjana (2022) investigated the practice of CS in an English teacher’s
explanation text in TEFL classrooms. Through observations and interviews, the study
points out that CS is triggered by such both internal factors coming from the teacher’s
education, experience, attitude, and translation method and external factors which is
the students’ English proficiency.

In general, the factors leading to CS by teachers have been found to vary from
individual (internal) and external reasons such as pedagogical and contextual factors.
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2.3.4. Studies concerning CS in EFL setting in Vietnam

CS in EFL education began to draw the Vietnamese practitioners’ and
researchers’ attention just approximately a decade ago (Le Van Canh, 2014; Nguyen
Quang Tien, 2012). This area of research has recently become more and more
engaging (Grant & Nguyen Thi Hang, 2017; Luong Quynh Huong, 2022; Ngo Bich
Ngoc & Phuong Hoang Yen, 2018; Nguyen Cam Nhung & Vu Van Duy, 2019).

Nguyen Quang Tien (2012) conducted a study at two different GE classes at
two universities in Ho Chi Minh City, Vietnam. The results indicated some
contextual factors affecting the use of CS. Those factors included class schedules,
learners’ English proficiency levels, cultural values, teacher evaluation systems and
teacher cognition. The findings also revealed that the CS frequency was higher in the
public university than in the private one. The identified reason for these findings was
attributed to the lower English proficiency learners at the public university. Besides,
the study found inter-sentential CS was dominant in comparison with intra-sentential
one. Nguyen Quang Tien (2012) concluded that the EFL teacher used CS as a
communicative and facilitative tool to check and reinforce her Vietnamese learners’
English comprehension and vocabulary acquisition.

Le Van Canh’s (2014) study revealed that Vietnamese EFL teachers often
switched to Vietnamese to check students’ understanding of meta-language as well as
to explain grammatical rules. The teachers in this study were found to have a
tendency to use English first and then translate the message into Vietnamese. The
reason is that they perceived that students with low English proficiency levels could
understand grammar more with L1 support by switching to Vietnamese.

Pham Thi Ngoc Hoa (2015) investigated the CS practice of Vietnamese
teachers in business English classes through students’ perceptions and actual use of
CS in the classroom. The study collected from teachers’ and students’ perceptions via
non-participant observation, SRIs, and focus group sessions. The students reported
positive perceptions of their teachers’ CS. However, they suggested that this practice
should be balanced. Besides, CS was found to serve pedagogical functions including
assisting in constructing content and target language knowledge, managing
classrooms, and facilitating teacher-student relationships. Similarly, Grant and
Nguyen Thi Hang (2017) found teachers’ CS serves both pedagogical and affective
purposes. The data were triangulated from many sets, namely classroom
observations, recordings of classroom, interviews with teachers being observed, and
field notes. The findings indicated that tertiary EFL teachers use CS to give
instructions and to maintain relationships with students.

Ngo Bich Ngoc and Phuong Hoang Yen (2018) examined CS by teachers in an
EFL classroom at a medical college in Vietnam. The research employed classroom
observations and voice recording analysis. Besides, the study reveals that a small
amount of code-switching from English to Vietnamese (40%) was used by the

39



teachers when they were teaching. The findings indicated that when teaching English
to nursing students in this medical college, teachers frequently engaged in CS. They
did so primarily to improve their students’ comprehension and competence in
English. The study suggests the need to raise awareness among EFL teachers
regarding how and when to use CS effectively to optimize their teaching methods.

Nguyen Cam Nhung and Vu Van Duy’s (2019) exploratory study compared the
perspectives of 14 novice teachers and experienced teachers toward CS by the use of
interviews. All the participants held positive attitudes toward CS which was found to be
derived from the need to serve pedagogical functions in L2 classrooms, such as explaining
grammar points, clarifying difficult concepts, checking students’ comprehension, and
dealing with students’ misbehaviors. Besides, Nguyen Cam Nhung and Vu Van Duy
(2019) reported that while CS assisted novice teachers in addressing their anxiety in
delivering instructions, the experienced teachers used CS to deal with their lack of
confidence about their pronunciation and they were afraid of students’ judgments.

Another study carried out in the context of Vietnam that found the positive
effects of CS was carried out by Luong Quynh Huong (2022). This study compared
university students’, teachers’ and educators’ attitudes toward the use of CS and the
functions of CS. This study also focused on the relationship between types of CS used
among the students and their levels of anxiety. The data were collected from five
teachers and educators and 94 non-English major students. The findings revealed that
both teachers and students had positive attitudes toward CS. The participants claimed
CS is an effective tool in explaining grammar or vocabulary, especially with
complicated grammatical points or difficult vocabularies. Besides, giving instructions,
checking understanding, disciplining students, encouraging students, aiding learning
process, saving time, and aiding students with low levels of English proficiency were
the other functions of CS. The results also revealed that one important factor that might
lead to the use of CS was that students with high and moderate levels of anxiety
preferred the use of CS in class because code-switching was a supportive tool to them
to deal with their test anxiety and fear of negative evaluation.

In brief, an array of studies has been so far carried out to explore the topic of CS.
The studies focus on different aspects, such as teachers’ perceptions and beliefs of CS,
the factors that lead to the use of CS, and the functions of CS. The approaches from
which these studies were carried out and the findings from all these previous studies shed
light on this current study, as it will be pointed out in the following section.

2.3.5. Gaps in the literature

The review of the previous studies in this chapter indicates that the existing
literature on CS in global and Vietnamese contexts has primarily focused on teachers’
perceptions and practice of CS, its functions, and factors triggering CS. However,
some research gaps have been identified.
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First, regarding insights and research methods, most of the previous studies
mainly relied on questionnaire only (e.g. Ahmad & Jusoff, 2009; McMillan & Rivers,
2011), interview only (e.g. Nguyen Cam Nhung & Vu Van Duy, 2019; Noori &
Rasoly, 2017; Nurhamidah et al., 2018), both questionnaire and interview (e.g Cheng,
2013; Macaro, 2001; Songxaba et al., 2017), classroom observation (Rahimi & Jafari,
2011), classroom observation and interview (Adriosh & Razi, 2019; Mahmoudi &
Amirkhiz, 2011) to explore how teachers perceived the use of CS in the classrooms.
There tended to be no study that used a combination of a questionnaire with
stimulated recall interview and recorded classroom interaction to explore the factors
related to institutional context, participants’ perspectives and the actual use of CS to
have a deeper understanding of both perceptions and practice of CS by teachers.

Second, regarding the theoretical framework, in some previous studies, the
sociocultural theory was used to explain why teachers code-switched to L1 as a
scaffolding strategy in their classrooms (e.g. Adriosh & Razi, 2019; Ustiinel, 2016;
Wu, 2018). In other studies (e.g. Ellis, 2005; Macaro, 2009; Samar & Moradkhani,
2014), the cognitive processing perspective was employed to explain why language
users CS when using two languages at the same time. Besides, the cognitive
processing perspective was also to explain when and what contexts triggered CS
including handling the task/activity at hand or making comparison/contrast between
L1 and L2. It seems that none of the previous studies adapted a theoretical framework
combining cognitive-processing theory with sociocultural theory to delve into GE
teachers’ CS motives and functions.

Third, there has not been a systematic synthesis of the factors leading to
teachers’ CS in language classes. The previous studies’ themes varied from positive,
neutral to negative perceptions of CS use but did not go into depth to explore the
factors leading to CS by teachers.

Fourth, in the Vietnamese EFL context, research gaps related to CS have also
been identified. More specifically, there is a scarcity of studies to explore in depth
both teachers’ perceptions and actual CS practice in GE classes as well as a lack of an
insider’s perspective on classroom dynamics related to CS. Previous studies in
Vietnamese context mainly focus on the perspectives of teachers toward CS use
(Nguyen Cam Nhung & Vu Van Duy, 2019) or compare university students’,
teachers’ and educators’ attitudes toward the use of CS and the functions of CS
(Luong Quynh Huong, 2022). Other studies by Pham Thi Ngoc Hoa (2015) and Ngo
Bich Ngoc and Phuong Hoang Yén (2018) focused on CS in English for business
classes and in the English classes for medical students. In a different direction,
Nguyen Quang Tien (2012) studied the application of CS by the same teacher
teaching in two different tertiary educational contexts (public and private institutions)
to examine how contextual factors led to teachers’ CS. None has been carried out to
explore both GE teachers’ perceptions and practice of GE in the classrooms.
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This study aims to address these gaps by examining university teachers’
perceptions and CS practice in the GE classes. It seeks to uncover CS types and
functions, their practical use, the intricate connection between teachers’ perceptions
and CS practice and factors triggering CS utilization, contributing to a deeper
understanding of CS in Vietnamese EFL education.

Chapter summary

This chapter initiates by presenting a comprehensive exploration of the central
theme of the study, CS, through an examination of various definitions. Through a
meticulous synthesis of existing literature, an operational definition is formulated,
serving as the guiding framework for the current study.

Furthermore, the chapter delves into pertinent facets such as teachers’
perceptions and practice. It also provides a panoramic view of the landscape of EFL
education in Vietnam, with a focused lens on higher education institutions - the
specific context of this study. A thorough review of previous studies elucidates the
landscape of CS in diverse educational environments globally and within the
Vietnamese context. As a result, critical gaps in the existing literature are illuminated,
setting the stage for the current study’s contribution to this field of inquiry.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY

This chapter describes the methodology employed to address the research
questions specified in the previous chapter. It begins with presenting the rationale and
description of the research design. The chapter then describes the research setting,
participants, followed by a description of the data collection and data analysis methods.
After that the role of the researcher, data collection procedures, the use of quantitative and
qualitative methods, research triangulation are laid-out accordingly. The chapter ends
with the issues of validity, reliability and research ethics.
3.1. Research Design

The present investigation employed a mixed methods design, as outlined by
Creswell (2009), with the integration of quantitative and qualitative methodologies.
The use of a mixed methods design from these distinct sources was to ensure a
comprehensive process of comparison, synthesis, and interpretation of data. Ponce
and Pagan-Maldonado (2015) similarly pointed out that a mixed-methods design
captures the complexity of a research topic thanks to measuring educational
phenomenon with precision and capturing the context of educational phenomenon.
Besides, this design provides multiple perspectives for an educational study which is
considered to be superior to the ones using only quantitative or quantitative approach
(Sahin & Oztiirk, 2019). To be more specific, this approach facilitated a
comprehensive investigation of teachers’ perceptions and implementation of CS in
GE classrooms, aligning with the study’s objectives. A representation of the
comprehensive research framework can be found in Table 3.1.
Table 3.1. Research Design

Mixed methods approach

Data collection Data analysis
Data No. of
Instruments Participants Step 1 Step 2

Quantitative  Closed and open- 34 Descriptive statistical

ended questionnaire analysis (SPSS)

In-depth interview 5 Thematic analysis Data

. . triangulation
i Recordeql classroom 10 Thematic analysis g

Qualitative  observation

Stimulated recall 10 Thematic analysis

interview

In pursuit of the first study objective concerning the examination of teachers’
perceptions, a quantitative approach was implemented through the utilization of a
questionnaire. Additionally, a qualitative dimension was introduced, involving in-
depth interviews and SRIs; which enabled an extensive exploration of participants’
perspectives on CS. Addressing the second research objective, which aimed to
explore teachers’ practical implementation of CS within their educational settings, the
singular reliance on the questionnaire was deemed insufficient. Consequently, in-
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depth interviews, classroom observations with recordings, and SRIs were adopted.
This multifaceted strategy was designed to furnish empirical evidence on not only the
actual employment of CS but also the motives for integrating CS practice.

The integration of diverse research approaches also provides the researcher
with a broader perspective to discern additional insights within the collected data
(Creswell, 2009). Within the context of this study, a qualitative methodology
involving video-recorded observations served as a tool to capture the authentic
enactment of CS by teachers in their genuine classroom settings. This facet was
fortified by subsequent SRIs which were conducted with the participating teachers,
aiming to elucidate the rationale underpinning their adoption of specific instances of
CS in their instructional practice. Consequently, the qualitative data collected from
both observational sessions and interviews helped us better understand the second
research inquiry concerning teachers’ practical implementation of CS.

Lastly, the adoption of a mixed-methods approach vyielded an enriched
comprehension and insight into the data sourced from four distinct channels. This
design was aimed at attaining a higher level of validity through the combination of
qualitative and quantitative data, thereby affording a multiplicity of perspectives for
the interpretation of data and formulation of conclusions. The judicious integration of
varied data collection methodologies and analytical techniques, as evident through
triangulation, not only authenticated potential convergences and divergences within
teachers’ perceptions, practice of CS and factors triggering their CS usage but also
strengthened the overall robustness of the study’s findings.

3.2. Research Setting

The research setting of the current study was at a tertiary institution in the
central area of Vietnam. This tertiary institution undertook the responsibility for
teaching GE to non-English majors who differed in geographical and socio-economic
backgrounds, and specialized majors. The students majored in medicine, economics,
physical education, and humanities, which were different fields other than English.
They have been noticed to vary greatly in terms of English language proficiency
when they enter university. Their motivation of learning English also varies from
case to case. With regards to the proficiency level of most non-English major
students, according to Nguyen Thi Hong Duyen (2021), only 48.3% of students
passed the English-level-3 course. They were learning GE in a compulsory course
before starting to study English for their majors. Each GE class was arranged based
on students’ enrolment in the same or a different major and especially on students’
level of English after the placement test.

At the research site, GE is compulsory in the curriculum and is required to
cover five credits, or 105 teacher-led hours, though it normally takes from 350 to 400
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contact hours of instruction. These credits are arranged in the first three semesters of
university degree programs, with the ratio of 2-2-3. In the first semester, the first two
credits are covered for Level 1 English. In the second semester, another two credits
must be completed for Level 2. The last three credits for Level 3 are for the third
semester. Since the beginning of the academic year 2015-2016, English proficiency
series Life by National Geographic Learning publisher has been introduced as the
principal teaching materials for GE together with the PET series Cambridge
Preliminary English Test (2010) as additional materials. In the third semester (level
B1), students must complete 10 units of Life pre-intermediate for 45 teacher-led
periods (50 minutes each) and 135 hours (50 minutes each) of self-study. Life B1
covers both language knowledge and language skills (See Appendix E).
3.3. Research Participants

The study involved 34 EFL teachers who were responsible for teaching GE
courses at the chosen university. Among these participants, there were 31 female
teachers and 3 male teachers. Their teaching roles encompassed GE courses covering
proficiency levels from Al and A2 to B1. All 34 teachers were approached and
willingly participated in responding to the questionnaire. From this group, five
teachers were invited on the voluntary basis to engage in in-depth interviews. After
obtaining their consent, the researcher explained to them about their identity
confidentiality. Throughout this study, for the sake of confidentiality, these five
teachers were uniformly denoted as Teacher A (TA), Teacher B (TB), Teacher C
(TC), Teacher D (TD) and Teacher E (TE). They were chosen for the in-depth
interviews after they had completed the questionnaire. Their open-ended answers in
the interviews would add more insights and perspectives to the issues related to CS of
EFL teachers which the questionnaire in the form of fixed responses could not obtain.

For the classroom observations with recording, a subset of 10 teachers from
the initial pool of 34 teachers was approached to ask for consent for recording their
classes. They were willing to take part in video-recorded observations, followed by
SRIs. These teachers were denoted as Teacher 1 (T1), Teacher 2 (T2), Teacher 3
(T3), Teacher 4 (T4), Teacher 5 (T5), Teacher 6 (T6), Teacher 7 (T7), Teacher 8
(T8), Teacher 9 (T9) and Teacher 10 (T10). These 10 teachers were different from the
five teachers chosen for the in-depth interviews mentioned earlier in this section.
Since the recordings took place in the natural classroom settings and it required the
consent of the teachers for their teaching to be recorded and for the SRIs after the
recordings, these 10 teachers were chosen on the convenient sampling principle. That
means they were from the pool of 34 participants and they consented that their classes
would be recorded and they would take part in the SRIs. In addition, some questions
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in the follow-up interviews for the SRIs were quite similar to those in the in-depth
interview; therefore, the ten teachers whose classes were recorded and took part in the
SRIs differed from the five teachers participating in the in-depth interviews that took
place earlier. The aim of choosing two groups of teachers to participate in the two
kinds of interviews was to obtain richer data on teachers’ perceptions of CS use.

The chosen sampling method aligns with convenience sampling, as the
researcher had accessible means to solicit consent from the teachers. Besides, their
backgrounds in teaching GE could help the study to collect data which focused on
EFL teachers’ perceptions of using CS in teaching English to non-English major
students at the pre-intermediate proficiency level. These EFL teachers have at least
two-year experience teaching GE classes at university. Their experience in teaching
GE classes was an important factor in this research since with their experience the
teachers were believed to be able to provide their professional opinions about their
practice in the classroom, particularly, the practice of CS.

Qualification-wise, all participants held Master’s degrees in Teaching English
to Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL), with some pursuing or having already
attained Ph.D. degrees. This collective qualification rendered all teachers eligible for
study participation. Importantly, the identities of all participants remained
confidential. Comprehensive details concerning teacher demographics are presented
in Tables 3.2 and 3.3.

Table 3.2. Participants * Demographic Information

Age Gender
Male Female Male Female
N %
(N) (N) % %

22-30 9 26.5

31-40 5 14.7

41-50 12 35.5

Over g 935 3 31 8.8 91.2
Total 34 100 34 100

Table 3.3. Participants’ Years of EFL Teaching Experience and Highest Degree

Years of EFL teaching experience Highest degree
N Percentage
Years N Percentage MA PhD MA PhD
< 2 years 0 0
2 - 5years 4 12
6 - 10 years 6 18 31 3 91.2 8.8
10 — 15 years 4 12
2 15 years 20 59
Total 34 100 34 100

Table 3.2 shows the information of the distribution of female and male
participants (91.2% vs. 8.8%). Most of the participants were at the age of either 41-50
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(35.5%), followed by 22-30 (26.5%) and over 50 (23.5%) and 31-40 (14.7%). Table 3.3
presents a summary of the participants’ years of EFL teaching experience and highest
degree achieved. In terms of teaching experience, the highest percentage of participants,
59% of the total, had a teaching experience of 50 (23.5%) and 31-40 (14.7%). Table 3.3
presentnd in the 6-10 years’ category, accounting for 18% of the participants. Following
that, the 2-5 years and 10-15 years’ categories each consisted of 12% of the participants.

Notably, there were no participants in the < 2 years’ category. Relating to their highest

degree, 91.2% held an MA, while 8.8% held a PhD.

Figure 3.1 presents an overview of the GE class levels typically overseen by the
teacher-participants. The chart illustrates that a predominant number of teachers are tasked
with instructing across all three proficiency levels. Notably, the largest share, constituting
70.59% of teachers, is engaged in teaching students at levels A1, A2, and B1. In contrast,
smaller portions focus exclusively on a single level: 17.65% of teachers are dedicated to
the B1 level, while 11.76% are responsible for both A2 and B1 level learners.

Figure 3.1. English proficiency levels assigned to teachers to teach

B1

A2, B1

A1, A2, B1

0.00% 20,00% 40,00% 60,00%

Among the pool of 34 teachers who took part in the survey, 10 teachers were
invited to participate in the SRIs. They comprised eight females and two male teachers.
Their teaching experience ranged from five to 20 years and they had obtained a master’s
degree in English teaching. The sampling followed the convenient and purposeful
principles (Palinkas et al., 2015). Since these teachers had been approached for consent
to participate in the survey, they were then selected for following class recording and
SRIs because they could provide further insight into teacher CS.

3.4. Data collection instruments

Employing the mixed methods design proposed by Creswell (2009), this study
acquired data through diverse channels: questionnaires, in-depth interviews, video-
recorded classroom observations, and SRIs with the observed teachers, encompassing
distinct phases. A succinct outline of the data collection methods employed in this
research is outlined in Table 3.4.
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Table 3.4. Data Collection Instruments

Instruments Research questions No. of Data collected
addressed respondents
Questionnaire Research question 1 34 Responses via Google
Research question 3 form
. . Research question 1 5 Recordings transcribed
In-depth interviews .
Research question 3
Video-recorded class Research question 2 10 Observation notes;
observation Research question 3 Video recorded;
Stimulated-recall Research question 2 10 Recordings transcribed;
interviews Research question 3

3.4.1. Questionnaire

The utilization of a questionnaire in the present study was predicated on its
capability to gather data from a substantial participant cohort. Furthermore, with the aim
of conducting a statistical analysis of perceptions, a questionnaire facilitated the
acquisition of responses from participants across numerous items and enabled statistical
calculation (Dornyei & Taguchi, 2009), serving the objective of the current study.

The questionnaire is structured into two principal sections. The first section
focuses on participant demographic data. Herein, participants are prompted to supply
particulars encompassing gender, age, years of EFL teaching experience, attained
highest degree, and the proficiency level they are commonly assigned to instruct.

The second section addresses participant perspectives pertaining to the
incorporation of CS in their GE classes. This section is then divided into sections A, B, C
and D. Section A explores teachers’ general attitudes towards CS, section B on the
effects of CS and section C on the factors triggering CS to L1. The contents of the items
were developed with adaptation drawn from the prior research on EFL teachers’
perceptions, attitudes, and practice related to CS utilization within educational contexts.

The design of the questionnaire for sections A, B, and C for the current study
referred to the general foundation of CS which was established by Keong, et al. (2016),
Sondang and Bonik (2018), and considerations of the effects and factors motivating the
incorporation of CS by educators in their classes as identified by Alrabah et al. (2016), and
Ulfah et al. (2021). However, the current study relied on the justification of the context of
the EFL institution where both teachers and students shared one common language which
Is Vietnamese. The items in these sections in the questionnaire reflect the framework of
cognitively-driven strategy in perceptions and an intentional practice by teachers or the use
of CS as a strategy to faciliate classroom teaching. The reasons for this adaption took into
account the contextual features at the current site as described in sections 3.2 (research
setting) and 3.3 (research participants). More specifically, at the research site, the
proficiency level of most non-English major students with only 48.3% of students passing
the English-level-3 course (Nguyen Thi Hong Duyen, 2021) and that the GE teachers are
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tasked with teaching English across all three proficiency levels from Al and A2 to B1.
Section D of the questionnaire includes items on the functions of CS. These items were
developed on the CS function classification by Ferguson (2009), sociocultural theory in
language teaching (Vygotsky, 1986), and cognitive processing perspective (Adriosh &
Razi, 2019; Macaro, 2009). Seen from SCT and cognitive processing perspective, CS is a
purposeful practice because it aims to assist learners in the process of understanding a
language activity that students may not be able to do without the help of certain functions
of CS by teachers. Furthermore, CS supports teachers with their thinking process to
elucidate and clarify meaning and facilitate conceptual understanding. In general, the items
in section D reflect the theoretical framework used in the current study and also refer to
the research’s contextual factors where both teachers and students shared L1 and the low
English proficiency level of the students who tended to need scaffolding to be able to
understand the lessons and related concepts.

Table 3.5 summarizes the structure of the questionnaire. For all the survey
items in sections A, B and C, the participants are requested to choose one level of
value which fits their best on the 5-point Likert scale, ranging from strongly disagree
(1), disagree (2), neutral (3), agree (4) to strongly agree (5) while each items in
section D is evaluated on the 5-point Likert scale, ranging from never (1), rarely (2),
sometimes (3), often (4) and always (5). Besides, for each subsection, the
participants’ further opinion is invited via an open-ended question, where they can jot
down anything they find necessary concerning the issue under focus.

In this investigation, the questionnaire was distributed online through a Google
Form. Employing an online questionnaire offers respondents the flexibility to engage
with it at their own convenience. The questionnaire link was dispatched to educators
via their provided email addresses. In contemporary research practice, online data
collection has gained prominence due to its minimal intrusion on respondents and its
established efficacy (Kumar, 2011). Nevertheless, given the inherent limitations of
questionnaires in grasping the essence of the research phenomenon, it became
Imperative to “attune to the perspectives of the study’s participants” (Creswell, 2005,
p.43). As a result, the inclusion of an in-depth interview and a stimulated recall
interview was deemed necessary to explore participants’ perceptions regarding their
utilization of CS. A comprehensive elucidation of the in-depth interview and
stimulated recall interview methodologies, along with an explanation of their purpose
in complementing the quantitative data amassed through questionnaires, will be
presented in upcoming sections 3.4.2 and 3.4.4, respectively.
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Table 3.5. Summary of Questionnaire

Part/Section No. of Survey Iltems Cluster
Items

I Demographic information 5

11 Perceptions towards CS practice

01 Amount of CS 1 1

02 Specific issues

A. General attitude towards CS in GE classes 2 2,3 Cluster 1
Open-ended question 1 4

B. Effects of CS in GE classes 4 56,7,8,9 Cluster 2
Open-ended question 1 10

C. Factors triggering CS in GE classes 5 11, 12, 13, 14,15 Cluster 3
Open-ended question 1 16

D. Functions of CS in GE classes 20 17,18, 19, 20, 21 Cluster 4

22,23, 24, 25, 26

27, 28, 29, 30, 31

31,32, 33,34, 35
Open-ended question 1 36

3.4.2. In-depth interview

After the quantitative data through Google Forms had been collected and
analyzed, conducting interviews were carried out. The purpose of these interviews
was to acquire qualitative data that could offer a deeper comprehension of the
statistical findings. Interviews, as highlighted in the existing literature, hold
substantial significance as a qualitative research technique through which researchers
directly gather information from participants. Often used in conjunction with other
research methods like surveys, interviews play a pivotal role in uncovering
viewpoints, personal experiences, values, and diverse dimensions within the studied
population (Allmark et al., 2009; Minichiello et al., 2008; Showkat & Parveen, 2017).
Besides, conducting interviews after completing surveys has also been emphasized by
Fraenkel and Wallen (2006) to add richness to data.

To fulfill the study’s objectives, in-depth interviews were conducted. These
interviews primarily took the form of extended, face-to-face interactions. Commonly
being referred to as in-depth or one-on-one interviews, this technique aims to extract
intricate insights and profound understandings of a subject or concept. Participants in
these in-depth interviews were actively encouraged to delve deeply into the subject
matter under investigation.

This method was selected due to its compatibility with the limited number of
participants in this study and its inherent advantages, as outlined in the qualitative
research literature. In-depth interviews are recognized as one of the most effective
means of gathering primary data. Their purpose is to provide comprehensive insights
Into interviewees’ experiences and perspectives on a specific topic. A key advantage
of in-depth interviews lies in their ability to uncover intricate and nuanced
information. In contrast to other interview methods, in-depth interviews are highly
immersive and involve participants in a conversational manner. This approach fosters
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a relaxed environment for data collection, where participants feel comfortable
expressing their thoughts openly (Showkat & Parveen, 2017).

The interviews conducted in this study were organized in a structured manner,
adhering to a set of predefined questions. These questions were formulated in
alignment with the research inquiries and the questionnaire. The interview protocol,
outlined in Appendix B1l, encompassed primary questions supplemented with
prompts for each query. To be more specific, part A questions focus on teachers’
background of language teaching. Part B consists of two groups of questions focusing
on teachers’ perceptions of CS use in GE classes. The contents of these questions
were developed with adaption from what were presented in the studies by Keong et
al. (2016), Sondang and Bonik (2018), and considerations of factors motivating the
incorporation of CS by educators in their classes as identified by Alrabah et al.
(2016), and Ulfah et at. (2021). Beside the interview protocol includes two other
groups of questions related to the factors making teachers switching to L1 and the
purposes of using CS. These items were referred to the function CS classification by
Ferguson (2009), sociocultural theory in language teaching (Vygotsky, 1986), and
cognitive processing perspective (Adriosh & Razi, 2019; Macaro, 2009).

These prompts were designed to assist interviewees in providing responses,
particularly in instances where they faced hesitation or encountered difficulty in
formulating their thoughts. This phase involved five teachers who had previously
completed the questionnaire and willingly agreed to partake in the in-depth interview
process. The interviews were conducted in Vietnamese to ensure the comfort and
flow of thoughts of the participants. However, measures were taken to ensure the
research validity (see Section 3.9.2).

3.4.3. Classroom observation with video-recording

Whereas the two above-mentioned instruments were used to collect data
concerning the teachers’ perceptions of CS, the classroom observation was used to
encapsulate the actual practice of CS in GE classes. Hilberg et al. (2004) stated that
observation can record direct instruction and easily quantifiable behaviors associated
with basic skills instruction and in case of the current study, the CS behaviors of
classroom teachers. In other words, observation was to record the actual use of CS and
to cross-check with data from the questionnaire (See Appendix D1 and Appendix D3).

Ten out of 34 teachers completing the questionnaire were asked for permission
of video-recording their lectures by the researcher. The number of the observed
classes was decided by the convenient sampling principle, depending on the
agreement and consents of the teachers at the research site. Besides, the researcher
has been teaching at the research site and established rapport with the participants to
gain access to data collection. Fortunately, ten teachers among the participants
consented to be recorded and have simulated recall interviews after the recordings.
Besides, the number of recordings from these ten teachers’ recorded classrooms
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would document sufficient occurrences of CS by teachers for data analysis. The
observed teachers were asked for permission and notified of the recording process
prior to the recording process. The rapport was also built up on the confirmation of
confidentiality and the sole research purposes so as to minimize the observed
teachers’ anxiety. For the sake of confidentiality and participants’ privacy, all these
ten teachers were given code numbers from T1 to T10.

The purpose of the video-recorded classroom observation was to collect the
data about the actual use of CS by EFL teachers. Another purpose was to identify the
types and functions of teachers’ CS. The observation was on the teachers’ use of
classroom CS. For the sake of the current study, the researcher decided to record the
whole session of each of the observed class to ensure that the data collected was
informative enough. Each recorded class lasted approximately two hours and thirty
minutes. In total, 10 lessons were recorded.

These videos served as the basis for the subsequent SRIs.

3.4.4. Stimulated recall interview

Stimulated recall interview is one of the introspective procedures in which
participants are encouraged to recall thoughts they had while performing a task by
means of replaying audiotaped or videotaped extracts of the action or using a visual
aid and asking them to recount their actions as they see and hear the recording (Gass
& Mackey, 2000; Lyle, 2003). Besides, this technique has been used by some
researchers, for examples, Meijer et al. (2002) and Samar et al. (2014), to investigate
EFL teachers’ cognition about CS in the language classroom.

In the present study, after the lessons were recorded, SRIs were conducted
with each teacher. These interviews involved the researcher watching the recorded
videos with the teachers and prompting them to recall and describe instances of CS,
both verbal and non-verbal, that occurred during the lessons. To assure the accuracy
of the teacher’s memory, the stimulated recall interview had to be done within two
weeks after the recording process (Gass & Mackey, 2000).

The stimulated recall interview was employed because it could help elicit the
participants’ reflections on using CS, which helps confirm or reject the researcher’s
analysis. Thus, data from SRIs would enable the researcher to triangulate with data
from the questionnaire and classroom observation.

However, a drawback of the stimulated recall interview is that participants might
“invent” explanations about links between the teacher’s intentions and the recorded
behaviors during the interview. Some approaches to dealing with the potential issues were
utilized to lessen the unnecessary explanations. For example, each CS episode was re-
watched for the teacher’s comments. Cognitive information provided by the participants
was only recognized if it was related to a concrete action (Gass & Mackey, 2000).

In this study, it is possible that participants may not have been adept at
identifying instances of CS on their own. Consequently, the researcher assumed the
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responsibility of choosing stimulated recall excerpts from the classroom data, with a
focus on instances of CS that served instructional and communicative purposes. To
conduct SRIs with the observed teachers, significant time was invested in a
meticulous review of the data to identify instances of CS within each observed class.
This stage proved exceptionally enlightening as it facilitated diverse reasons and
captivating responses from participants during the interviews. The availability of
substantial CS-related data enabled teachers to explore their perspectives on why they
resorted to CS within specific circumstances. The SRIs with individual teachers
lasted approximately 60 to 90 minutes each.

In this research, the construction of questions for the stimulated recall
interview drew from the works of Temesgen and Hailu (2022) and Zainil (2017) and
the underlying principles of SCT and CPT, emphasizing the role of L1 in learning
TL. The application of the stimulated recall interview was customized to align with
the specific research objectives of this study. The SRI was constructed into two
sections. The first took the form of SRIs, focusing on recalling what the teacher was
thinking after watching the experts. The second was semi-structured interviews,
involving the teachers’ general practice and perceptions of CS use. During the
stimulated recall session, participants were presented with recorded video material.
Subsequently, the researcher posed questions to them concerning their utilization of
CS in specific instances. This approach aimed to facilitate a more profound
exploration of the underlying factors that influence teachers’ practice, moving beyond
a mere self-reporting of CS application. Moreover, this methodology aimed to
corroborate and reveal any parallels or disparities between the perceptions of EFL
teachers and their actual practice of CS within GE classes. Throughout the interview,
teacher participants were given the option to use Vietnamese for discussions to
enhance their comfort in expressing their viewpoints (Refer to Appendix C1).

3.5. The Role of the researcher

The focal objective of the current study was to attain a comprehensive grasp of
EFL teachers’ perceptions and practical engagement with the use of CS in their
instructional settings. In this context, the researcher’s role was defined as that of an
insider observer and interviewer (Denzin & Lincoln, 2003; Punch, 1998). As a
current GE teacher at the research site, the researcher possesses an extensive teaching
experience. This background is coupled with the researcher’s expertise and
familiarity with employing CS techniques in the context of the present study.
Additionally, the researcher’s existing rapport with the participants may have
contributed to a comprehensive understanding, enhancing data interpretation.

In the current study, the researcher assumed two roles: an insider and an
outsider. As mentioned earlier in this section, the researcher has been teaching at the
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research site and she knew the teaching environment quite well. This knowledge
together with rapport with the participants may have contributed to gain access to data
collection as well as insight for data interpretation. However, the researcher was aware
to adopt the role of an outsider to ensure objectivity of the findings and avoid personal
biases or the possibility that the rapport between the researcher and the participants
could have led to obtaining data that were given to please the researcher. Before data
collection was carried out, the researcher reminded the participants to be natural and
direct in their answers for the purpose of the study and there was no reason to give
answers to please the researcher. When interpreting data, she reminded herself to be an
external teacher looking into the context of teaching in GE classes at the research site.

The researcher also made explicit identification of the researcher’s reflexive
biases, values and personal background which may shape the interpretations during
the study (Creswell, 2009).
3.6. Data collection procedure
3.6.1. Piloting
3.6.1.1. Questionnaire

Before administering the questionnaire to the teacher participants, it is crucial

for the researcher to conduct a pilot study and evaluate various aspects of the
questionnaire design. As Dilman (2000) emphasizes, piloting is an essential step in
questionnaire development to ensure its effectiveness. By conducting a pilot study,
several issues including the content of the items in the questionnaire and format of the
questionnaire, appropriate wording and ordering of the items need to be considered.
This process enhances the validity and reliability of the instrument, ultimately leading
to more accurate data collection and meaningful research outcomes (Onwuegbuzie &
Collins, 2007). By administering the questionnaire to a small sample of participants,
the researcher can gather feedback and evaluate the clarity and comprehensibility of
the questions. This enables the researcher to identify potential ambiguities, confusing
items and then some admen are done. In this pilot stage, ten questionnaires were
given to the volunteered teachers at the researcher site. The teachers had been
teaching English at the institution from five years to 10 years and consisted of both
male and female genders. The purpose of the piloting was to check if any instances of
ambiguity were present. The volunteers had teaching experience in GE classes. They
were familiar with the concept and practice of CS.

Table 3.6 provides the Cronbach alphas for the whole questionnaire, as well as
4 clusters, namely general attitudes towards CS practice in GE, perceived effects of
CS in GE classes, perceived factors triggering CS in GE classes, perceived functions
of CS in GE classes. It was seen that alpha values for the whole questionnaire and for
items were acceptable (o= .855 >.70), yet for items related to perceived effects of CS
(a=.600<.70) did not achieve the required reliability of at least .70 (Hair et al., 2009).
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Table 3.6. Reliability of The Piloted Questionnaire

Overall N of Cronbach’s Nof Cronbach’s Nof Cronbach’s Nof Cronbach’s N of
Cronbach’s Items Alphafor Items Alphafor Items Alphafor Items Alphafor Items

Factors

Alpha General Effects of triggerin Functions
P attitudes CS ggering of CS
CS
77 32 .81 2 .60 5 .86 5 .82 20

On receiving the results from the pilot questionnaire and some suggestions
from three teacher participants, some items in Section B “Teachers’ perceptions
towards effects of CS in GE classes” and Section D “Ts’ perceptions towards
functions of CS in GE classes” were reworded and amended to be more related to GE
classes rather than English classes in general. In section B, item 6 “CS to Vietnamese
can deprive students of exposure to English use in GE classes ” was reworded as “CS
to Vietnamese can limit students’ exposure to English use in GE classes”, item 9
“CS can increase the students’ reliance and dependency on the teacher” was added
and in section D, some items were also designed and rewritten; for example, item 23
“provide prompts for English use in productive skill classes” and item 24 “clarify
difficult language in receptive skill classes” were added to be more suitable for the
purposes of the current study. One more supplementation was that each item in
Section D measures the perceived practice of CS use in terms of frequency based on a
5 point Likert-scale “Never”, “Rarely”, “Sometimes”, “Often” and “Always” in-stead
of perceptions of its quality based on a 5 point Likert-scale “Strongly disagree”,
“Disagree”, “Neutral”, “Agree” and “Strongly agree” as in the pilot questionnaire.

Prior to the delivery to participants, the questionnaire was sent to the researcher’
supervisors for feedbacks. After receiving the feedback, the researcher continued to
rewrite the completed questionnaire that conformed to the research questions and aims.
The second version underwent a thorough review and commentary by two supervisors
and three experienced colleagues. This collaborative effort aimed to enhance clarity,
conciseness, and comprehensibility of all questionnaire items.

Subsequent to the consolidation of feedback, the researcher reorganized
statements and clarified any ambiguities present in the questionnaire (refer to
Appendix A2). With these refinements in place, the questionnaire was then employed
to gather data for the study. The summarized Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficients are
presented in Table 3.7. Notably, in the updated version, the Cronbach’s alpha values
for both the overall questionnaire and each distinct cluster surpassed the required
threshold of 0.70. Particularly noteworthy are the coefficients pertaining to perceived
general attitudes towards CS practice, perceived effects of CS, and perceived
functions of CS. These coefficients exhibited marked improvement compared to the
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original values. For instance, the coefficient for perceived general attitudes towards
CS practice increased from .806 to .865, the coefficient for perceived effects of CS
improved from .600 to .800, and the coefficient for perceived functions of CS
escalated from .813 to .953. Ultimately, the overall coefficient also demonstrated
advancement, rising from .770 to .855.

Table 3.7. Reliability of The Official Questionnaire

Overall N of Cronbach’s Nof Cronbach’s Nof Cronbach’s Nof Cronbach’s N of

Cronbach’s Items Alphafor Items Alphafor Items Alphafor Items  Alpha for Items

Alpha General Effects of trli:aC:?ir; Functions
P attitudes CS ggering of CS
CS
.86 32 .87 2 .80 5 .86 5 .95 20

The pilot phase was crucial for refining the class observation methodology. It
improved the observation sheet, enhanced observational skills, and addressed
technical issues like recording quality. It also served as a test for data quality and
guided the development of analytical frameworks and coding schemes for subsequent
analysis, increasing methodological robustness.

Summing up, the pilot phase’s role as a testing ground significantly elevated the
quality of data collection and strengthened the overall rigor of the main stage of class
observations, which were enriched by valuable experiences and refined strategies.
3.6.1.2 Classroom observation with video-recording

Upon obtaining the necessary consent from the teachers to initiate the video
recording of their classroom sessions, the pilot phase of the class observation
commenced. During this initial stage, two classes taught by distinct teachers were chosen
for recording. The recording encompassed three complete periods, 50 minutes each,
mirroring the classes’ standard duration. This strategic selection of time not only sought
to capture a substantial segment of the instructional process but also to ensure that the
subsequent analysis could be carried out effectively and without undue constraints.
3.6.1.3 Stimulated recall interview

Following the video recording of classroom sessions, the research progressed
Ito an essential pilot phase: the SRIs conducted with two participating teachers. This
phase’s significance lies in its preparatory role for the forthcoming main stage of
SRIs. The pilot phase considerably strengthened the subsequent main stage of SRIs,
particularly in the fine-tuning of questions and the establishment of a comfortable
language environment, which served as a valuable foundation that ensured the
success of the subsequent main stage of SRIs.

During these pilot interviews, the participating teachers’ responses played a
pivotal role in refining the interview questions. Their valuable insights aided in
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restructuring questions for greater clarity and effectiveness, ensuring that the
subsequent official interviews would yield comprehensive and informative responses.
This iterative process was crucial in optimizing the quality of data collection and
promoting a deeper understanding of the teachers’ experiences and perspectives.

Moreover, the pilot SRIs employed the language dynamics. The researcher and
teachers employed a bilingual approach, utilizing Vietnamese and English
interchangeably based on context and comfort. This approach was chosen to facilitate
open and candid communication, enabling the teachers to express their opinions with
ease. This early testing of language dynamics during the pilot interviews allowed for
the identification of any potential challenges or adjustments needed for an execution
of the main interviews.

3.6.2. The main phase

First, the official questionnaire was administered to 34 teachers of GE in the ESP
Department through google form. The response rate was 100% and no response was invalid.

After collecting and analyzing the quantitative data through Google Forms, in-
depth interviews were conducted in 20-30 minutes for each. As aforementioned in
Section 3.4.2, the purpose of these interviews was to acquire a deeper comprehension
of the statistical findings. Specifically, to provide comprehensive insights into
interviewees’ experiences and perspectives on a specific topic, 5 teachers were
invited to engage in in-depth interviews.

Then, to make the process of video-recording occur in the most convenient
way, the researcher informed the teacher participants of the recording and assured
them that they should teach the classes as naturally as they could. Besides, as
mentioned earlier in this chapter, the observed teachers and students were also
informed to use the language to serve their lessons, not the research purpose. They
were also explained that they should engage in the lessons as they usually did. Their
natural language use was what was needed and there was nothing wrong or right with
their natural language use in the classrooms. During the recording process, the
camera was set up in the corner of the classroom without making it interfere with the
teaching process. After receiving the schedules of teacher participants and their
consents, the recordings took place in the natural setting with the technological
support of video cameras. Before video-recording the class, the participant was asked
to sign in the consent letter, data collection for the main study was carried out.

The video camera was placed at a fixed position and was set at a wide enough
angle to video-record the entire class and especially focused on the teacher (Erickson,
2006). As the current study focused on teachers’ talks during the teaching and
learning process, the teacher was equipped with a microphone. Each class lasted
approximately 2 hours and 30 minutes, the researcher decided to record the whole
session and recorded the total of 10 teachers.
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Finally, SRIs were carried out. Before the SRIs, the researcher restated the
purposes of the current study and encouraged the participants to talk naturally about what
was happening in the classroom incidents which had CS. They were also assured to
express their views toward CS use honestly and not to please the researcher. Each
stimulated recall interview lasted about 60-90 minutes and was conducted in Vietnamese
to make the participants feel at ease to give their opinions. Before the interviews, the
participants were ensured that their identities would be kept confidential and encouraged
to elaborate on the instances in which they coded switched to L1 for the purpose of the
current study, not for any others that would do harm to them personally.

The data collection process ended with SRIs with these ten teachers as soon as
the researcher received their consents. The interview started off with a short briefing
stage where the researcher talked about the purpose of the study. During the
interviews, the researcher asked for further clarification and elaboration when new
directions arose, only if they were related to the main themes of the interview.

3.7. Data analysis

In the stage of data analysis, quantitative data was analyzed for the dataset of
questionnaire and qualitative data was analyzed for in-depth interviews, transcripts of
video-recording classroom observation and transcripts of SRIs.

3.7.1. Quantitative analysis

The data collected from the questionnaire were analyzed using the Statistical
Package for Social Science (SPSS), version 22 and Cronbach’s Alpha (o) was .855
for the whole questionnaire. Two types of tests were then applied to analyze the data,
including the Reliability Coefficient Test, the Descriptive Statistics Test and One-
Sample T-test. The analysis involved measuring the levels of Mean (M) and Standard
Deviations (SD) for each item. The satisfaction levels were assessed based on a five-
point Likert scale, which was categorized into specific ranges for each factor.
Furthermore, One-Sample T-test was run to compare one mean score to the test
value, which is 3.0, an average level of a five-point Likert scale. These ranges
encompassed categories such as “Strongly disagree”, “Disagree”, “Neutral”,
“Agree”, and “Strongly agree ”. On the functions of CS in GE classes, each item was
assessed based on a five-point Likert scale, including “Never”, “Rarely”,
“Sometimes”, “Often” and “Always”. To interpret the participants’ perceptions, the
researcher used Moidunny’s scale (2009). More concretely, a mean score between
1.00-1.800 was categorized as “very low”, 1.81-2.60 was low, 2.61-3.20, 3.21-4.20
and 4.21-5.0 were medium, high and very high respectively.

In terms of frequency of functions of CS from questionnaire data, to define
whether the analyzed data was high or low from the range from 1 to 5, the researcher
based on the scale developed by Oxford and Burry-Stock (1995) known as the
Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL). According to this scale, a mean
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score between 1.0 and 2.4 was categorized as ‘low’ usage, scores between 2.5 and 3.4
indicated ‘medium’ usage, and scores between 3.5 and 5.0 denoted ‘high’ usage. The
frequencies of using CS for specific functions was reported by the teachers were
further categorized into different categories, namely CS for knowledge construction
(KC), CS for classroom management (CM) and CS for interpersonal relations (IR).
This grouping allowed for an in-depth analysis of the various functions of CS
employed by the teachers in their GE classes.

The frequency of teachers’ actual CS recorded from the observed classes was
calculated by adopting Tasc1 & Aksu Atag framework (2020). To be more specific,
all the transcripts of the recordings of the observed classes were screened and the
lines/utterances produced by students were deleted because the aim of the current
study was to analyze teachers’ CS. The total teachers’ utterances in both English and
Vietnamese were then calculated by word count. After that the English words were
removed from the total teachers’ utterances to do another word count for the total
Vietnamese words. The percentages of teachers’ CS to Vietnamese were tabulated by
the formula of total number of Vietnamese words multiplied by 100 and divided the
total of teachers’ utterances in both English and Vietnamese.

3.7.2. Qualitative analysis

The analyses of the qualitative datasets were based on the basic concepts in
discourse analysis such as ‘utterances’, ‘speech acts’, ‘turns’ (Hurford et al. 2007;
McCarthy, 1991), and the syntactic concepts such as ‘word’, ‘phrase’,
‘clause’/sentence’ (Quirk et al.,1985) to identify the interlocutors’ turns of speaking
and to categorize the CS in terms of types.

In transcribing the video-recorded classroom interactions, to ensure
consistency of the transcription, the researcher applied rules as follows:

(@) Each observed class was transcribed as a single unit on a separate word file;

(b) All utterances were written out in full. When two words are contracted and
uttered as one as in “we’re” and “I’lI” these are counted as two words;

(c) However, contractions of the verb and the negative such as “don’t” are
counted as one word (Hubbard, 1998, p. 248)

The video-recordings of classrooms were transcribed following the
transcription conventions, adapted from Dressler and Kreuz (2000), Du Bois (1991)
and Ustlinel (2016) (see Appendix C2).

Thematic analysis is a widely utilized approach for analyzing qualitative data,
including interview transcripts and observation schedules, with the aim of identifying
commonalities, relationships, and differences across a dataset (Marshall & Rossman,
2016). As described by Marshall and Rossman (2016, p. 127), the term “thematic”
signifies the process of identifying aggregated themes within the data. In the current
study, data were gathered through video-recorded classroom observations, SRIs and
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in-depth interviews, thus the thematic analysis framework was employed to examine
the teachers’ perspectives on CS. The data were read and re-read to compare with the
coding presented later in this section (see Figure 3.3). This approach facilitated the
exploration of both the similarities and differences between teachers’ perceptions of
CS and their actual practice. The adapted steps of the analysis of video data and
interviews data are illustrated in Figure 3.2 and Figure 3.3 respectively and described
in detail in the subsequent sections.

To start the data analysis, the researcher first opened the video recordings. The
procedure for the analysis of the current study followed the guidelines of constant
comparative method and the analysis model proposed by Powell et al. (2003). Figure
3.2 illustrates the procedure for analyzing video data.

Figure 3.2. Procedure for analysis of video data
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Step 1: Intensively viewing recorded video

The researcher viewed and reviewed the recorded videos to familiarize with
the data for an initial understanding of the contents. Then, the researcher wrote
descriptive notes for video-recorded materials and selected the extracts of recorded
teachers’ CS practice for further reference.

Step 2: Transcribing extracts containing CS utterances

The discovered extracts with the teachers’ CS utterances underwent review in
this step. Additionally, the teachers’ utterances in Vietnamese were translated into
English. In order to offer context for the CS utterances, the antecedent and
consequent sentences of every teacher’s utterance were also transcribed.

Step 3: Identifying CS instances.

To determine the purposes and effects of CS, each episode with CS utterances
was watched and cross-referenced with the transcripts and analytical notes. The CS
patterns found from the observation data were examined. These instances were then
further refined and categorized by comparing with the situations in which utterances
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containing CS occurred. Additionally, analytical notes were made to help identify
conceptual links among CS types/patterns in the instances or extracts.

Step 4: Assessing the coding scheme’s reproducibility

To assess the acceptable reliability of codes. another coder was given the set of
codes, their definitions, coding instructions and examples illustrating codes (Hruschka et
al., 2004), This was done in order to determine wether “a single coder may be reasonably
confident that his or her coding would be reproducible” (Campbell, p.297).

Step 5: Comparing and identifying CS extracts and categorizing the functions
of classroom discourse of CS

To develop a more in-depth understanding of how CS was used, the extracts
with which CS occurred by context were tabulated to discern CS types and functions
(Sandelowski, 2001). CS utterances identified in all the teachers’ utterances were
scrutinized and grouped according to the categories in which they occurred. This
grouping helps to find the possible functions of classroom discourse involving CS.

In this study, the categories and functions of CS were then viewed and coded
with three key themes with reference to Ferguson’s (2009) CS framework, including
CS for knowledge construction (KC), CS for classroom management (CM) and CS
for interpersonal relations (IR). To be more specific, if an extract recorded teachers’
explaining a new concept related to the lesson topic, for example, a float in a parade
or vocabulary such as the word “live on”, it is categorized as CS for knowledge
construction. If an extract recorded a teacher’s instruction for a lesson procedure, for
example, the next activity to do and where to look for information about the lesson,
the extract is coded in the category of CS for classroom management. Lastly, if an
extract shows a teacher’s praise on students’ performance or using humor, it belongs
to the category of CS for building interpersonal relations.

Besides, to document teachers’ CS occurrences, the current study adopted the
coding methods by both Muysken (2000) and Poplack (1980) which classified CS
into insertion, alternation, and congruent lexicalization and switching at various
levels; namely, lexical, phrasal, clause/sentence, discourse marker, tag switching. The
frequency of teachers’ CS was calculated after all of the students’ utterances from
each classroom transcript were removed; then all the English utterances by the
teachers were screened and deleted. The remained Vietnamese utterances by the
teachers were then coded into insertion including L (Lexical), alternation with P
(Phrase) and C (Clause/Sentence), and congruent lexification with M (Mix), DM
(Discourse Marker) and T (Tag). The total occurrences of teachers’ CS types were
summed up from all the tabulated numbers of each classroom transcript and made
into percentages for each type of teachers’ CS.

A few categories of words in the transcriptions are worth special mentioning.
“Ok” (Okay) “A” (Ah), “Um” (Uhm) are typical discourse markers in Vietnamese.
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These were categorized as discourse marker switching (DM). This is the researcher’s
analytical decision due to the vital pragmatic status of these discourse markers and
the pervasive use in the data collected.

Next, the researcher transcribed the data in order to become familiar with the
stimulated recall interview data and in-depth interview data. Ten interviewed
teachers’ names were referred to as codes, e.g. Teacher 1, Teacher 2 for their
confidentiality. The ten interviewed teachers’ names were referred to as codes, e.g.
T1, T 2 for their confidentiality. Similarly, TA, TB were coded for the five
interviewed teachers. The following figure describes the procedure for analysis of
stimulated recall interview and in-depth interview data:

Figure 3.3. Procedure for analysis of interviews
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Step 1: Analytical immersion

All the interview transcripts were reviewed several times to familiarize the
researcher with the data and find the immersed categories and themes in them
(Auerbach & Silverstein, 2003; Braun & Clarke, 2006). The process of viewing and
reviewing each participant’s report gives the researcher an understanding of their
beliefs and perceptions, how they really utilize CS, and what influences them. The
segmenting unit of analysis chosen for this study is the meaning unit, which is known
as extracts. In other words, any “segment of text that is comprehensible by itself”” was
the unit of coding, regardless of the length (Tesch, 1990, p.116). In other words, the
words, phrases, or sentences that are directly related to the experiences of the
participants were noted and highlighted. For example, a meaning unit in which a
teacher code-switched to explain a concept was chosen as one extract. The process
continued until a number of relevant extracts from all the transcripts were produced.

Step 2: Coding and comparing coded data segments within an interview

In the study, interview transcripts were analyzed to understand why teachers
engage in CS practice. The analysis followed a structured approach, starting with
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broad themes such as CS to engage students in classroom interactions and then
breaking them down into subthemes. The coding process was guided by SCT and
CPT to explore how teachers used CS as a strategy. The emerged coded themes
included mediating students’ language using various linguistic cues, simplifying
vocabulary, translating complex words, and using CS to L1 as a scaffold to help
students understand lessons and new concepts.

Importantly, the coding was performed on Vietnamese transcripts to preserve the
original meaning of the responses, but the conceptual labels used for presenting the
study’s findings were in English. These conceptual labels were refined and contrasted
with each other to ensure precision and to establish the interview’s main theme. To
ensure that the conceptual labels accurately represented the data, they were also cross-
referenced with the data segments. Throughout this process, analytical notes were taken
to aid in rewriting and organizing the findings for presentation (Boeije, 2002).

Step 3: Comparing coded data segments across interviews

With the aim of further refining and categorizing the codes of the entire
database, fragments from the teacher interviews that had been given the same codes
were compared.

Step 4: Assessing the coding scheme’s reproducibility

In order to ascertain the reliability of data coding and because only one coder
may not be reasonable in providing coding to be reproducible (Hruschka et al., 2004),
the set of codes, their definitions, coding instructions and examples illustrating codes
were given to another coder for the purpose of assessing the acceptable reliability of
codes. The other coder was an English language lecturer and had experience with
coding as well as doing research since she had completed their doctoral study. The
two coders were working on some samples for coding to agree with the themes and
then compared the final data coding. The percent agreement reached 90%, which was
considered to be good for content analysis (Mackey & Grass, 2015).

Step 5: Identifying categories

In this step, all the codes were examined along with the analytical notes to
identify the connections among the codes and compared with the data to ensure that
they reflected the meaning of the data set.

Step 6: Identifying broader categories and reporting findings

In this last step, the identified categories were again scrutinized to identify
connections with the theoretical frameworks, as shown in Chapter 2.

3.8. Research triangulation

Guba (1981) defined the practice of triangulation as the use of different types

and sources of data, diverse collection methods and various theoretical perspectives
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to cross-check data and interpretations. To enhance research credibility, it is
suggested that researchers use data collection method triangulation and data analysis
triangulation (Guba, 1981; Seale, 1999). In this study, the four triangulated data
collection methods included questionnaire, in-depth interviews, classroom
observations and SRIs. Data from the questionnaire provided numerical information
that quantified the participants’ perceptions of classroom CS and their reported use of
CS, the reasons and purposes of CS. The in-depth interviews and SRIs were to grasp
further understandings of teachers’ CS. The recordings of the classrooms were
analyzed to see the patterns and functions of different types of CS. The extracts from
the classroom recordings were scrutinized for the CS patterns and functions. The
SRIs with the teachers served the purposes of illuminating why the teachers code
switched in the instances and the functions of the CS. In other words, the quantitative
data were used to corroborate the interpretations of the qualitative data from
classroom observations and teacher interviews and vice versa. The combination of the
four data sources was to cross check how teachers’ perceptions of CS and practice
corroborated. It also helped to minimize the bias in retrospective self-reporting data
from the interviews.

3.9. Research reliability and validity

3.9.1. Reliability

The current research adopted several measures to ensure reliability of data and
findings, especially consistency (internal reliability), dependability and replicability
(external reliability) (Dornyei, 2007; Zohrabi, 2013). Firstly, except for the
demographic questions, all the items in the questionnaire were designed in closed
format, using the five Likert scale. The collected data from the questionnaire were
then transferred to an SPSS for analysis, which is supposed to achieve reliability of
data analysis. Besides, SPSS was used to calculate the Cronbach alpha () of all items
as well as of separate clusters to test the reliability of the questionnaire.

Furthermore, the process of data qualitative analysis from class observations
and interviews was carried out carefully to guarantee the reliability of data findings.
All the interviews were recorded and kept so that the re-analysis and replication of
the data could be implemented by any independent investigator. This measure was a
vital factor to increase the internal reliability of the current study’ s data and findings.

With regards to external reliability, the current study followed the
recommended aspects of inquiry, including the status of the researcher, the choice of
informants, the social situations and conditions, the analytic constructs and premises,
and the methods of data collection and analysis as suggested by Nunan (1999).
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Specifically, the status of the researcher was explained to the participants of the study
and their consent forms were obtained before data was collected. The choice of the
participants was adopted from the convenient sampling with their agreement and
availability at the research site for data collection and their teaching experience and
background ensured diversity so that their perceptions could reveal different
perspectives on CS. Besides, the reliability of this study was strengthened by
methodological triangulation, including questionnaire, audio-recorded classroom
observation, and SRIs. The data analysis was carried out in both quantitative and
qualitative approaches.

3.9.2. Validity

The validity of this study has been fortified through various means. Initially, to
ensure the content validity of both the questionnaire and interview protocols, the
literature in the research field was sought, as emphasized by Zohrabi (2013). The
comprehensive feedback from two supervisors, distinguished English language educators
with hands-on experience in general English classes, was particularly instrumental in
refining the data collection tools. Since the interviews were conducted in Vietnamese, the
original transcript of the interviews in Vietnamese and the translated transcripts into
English were sent to the participants for feedback to avoid misinformation. The
participants agreed with both versions of the interview transcripts.

Furthermore, the validity of this study was substantiated by the alignment
between the research questions and their practical utility, as well as by the
implications provided to administrators, teachers, and other stakeholders. This
congruence highlighted the credibility of the study’s outcomes. The study’s validity
was also evident in its potential to be applied beyond its immediate context. The
relevance of the findings to different settings or subjects, known as external validity,
as discussed by Zohrabi (2013), signifies the broader applicability of the research’s
insights. Lastly, the study confidently asserts the pertinence of its findings to the
specific research site, benefiting not only the teachers, administrators, and students
within that environment but also contributing to the wider academic community. In
essence, the study’s multifaceted approach to validation, ranging from content
validity to practical utility and generalizability, firmly establishes its credibility and
relevance.

3.10. Ethical Considerations

In the current study, the data was collected based on the ethical principles
suggested by Golafshani (2003). All the participants were voluntary and their identity
was kept confidential. First, a consent letter was given to the participants to read and
tick the options in the letter if they agreed and signed the letter (see Appendix F).
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This letter also informed the participants of the purpose of study, how data would be
collected and their permission for the use of the video-recorded lessons. To ensure the
confidentiality of the participants, their names were replaced by codes such as T1 and
T2, etc. and the respondents to the questionnaire were also guaranteed to maintain
anonymous. Besides, the researcher was aware that the recording might have affected
the classroom teachers’ behavior; thus, she tried to insist the teachers to teach the
classes as naturally as they usually did as possible. She also assured the participants
to have the right to withdraw from the study at any time. The students were also
informed of the recording and explained that only the language use in the classroom
was recorded for the research purpose and their identities would not be revealed.
Chapter summary

The chapter unfolds with a meticulous delineation of the research design,
followed by insights into the selected research setting. Additionally, an explanation of
the study’s participant composition is provided. Central to this methodology is the
strategic selection of data collection methods. The data collection procedure is
dissected, with details concerning the precise steps undertaken to accumulate the
necessary information. Notably, this chapter explains the harmonious integration of
guantitative and qualitative methodologies, which were strategically employed to
comprehensively analyze the collected data. Equally significant is the chapter’s
attention to reliability and validity to emphasize the measures undertaken to ensure
the credibility of findings. Ethical considerations are also addressed to ensure the
utmost integrity in research conduct.

The upcoming chapter will present and interpret the study’s findings which
will be scrutinized in the light of the theoretical framework in Chapter 2.
Furthermore, a comparative analysis of the findings vis-a-vis prior related studies will
be conducted.
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CHAPTER 4
FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION
The chapter begins by presenting both quantitative and qualitative results

obtained from questionnaire, interview, and SRIs data. Discussion is also provided to
explore the perspectives of Vietnamese EFL teachers concerning CS in GE classes.
The second section delves into the findings from classroom observations, offering
tangible evidence of how Vietnamese EFL teachers incorporate CS in real GE
classroom settings. The analysis of data from observations and SRIs will be used to
highlight instances of CS in GE classes. The final part of the chapter is dedicated to
uncovering the factors that drive teachers to use CS.
4.1. Vietnamese EFL teachers’ perceptions of CS

This section reports the results of the questionnaire, in-depth interview data and
the SRIs to answer the first research question: What do Vietnamese EFL teachers
perceive of (a) the frequency of CS employment in GE classes (b) the effects of
integrating CS on students’ learning experiences, and (c) the functions of CS in GE
classes at tertiary level? The gathered questionnaire data underwent rigorous
statistical analysis, while the qualitative data stemming from the in-depth interviews
and SRIs were analyzed thematically.
4.1.1. Perceived frequency of CS employment

Figure 4.1 encapsulates the frequency concerning the utilization of CS in GE
classes.
Figure 4.1. Frequency of using CS in GE classes

always never || rarely
0% 3% 9%

sometimes

usually 31%

57%

The statistical analysis reveals a wide range of responses from surveyed
participants. About 57.1% of respondents reported that they frequently used
Vietnamese in their teaching, while approximately 31.4% said that they occasionally
code-switched to Vietnamese. In contrast, 9% reported rare use of their language in
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GE classes. Interestingly, none of the surveyed educators expressed complete
aversion to CS, as no respondents claimed to abstain entirely from its use.
Additionally, roughly 3% of the respondents consistently advocated for CS by
regularly employing it in their classrooms.

Concerning the qualitative layer of our investigation, the insights gleaned
through in-depth interviews offer invaluable depth to understanding the respondents
of CS in the GE classes. A unanimous consensus emerged since all the participants
attested to the integration of CS in their GE classes, constituting 100% of the
interviewees. Their perspectives illuminated diverse rationales that underpin this
practice, as conveyed by their individualized statements.

Take for instance the reflections of Teacher E, who shared, “I usually resort to
CS, to Vietnamese, when | discern a genuine pedagogical need within a given
lesson.” This is echoed by Teacher C, who also iterates her strategic use of CS. As
Teacher D articulated, “My employment of CS is judicious and strategic, particularly
when explicating intricate grammatical structures or vocabulary. For instance, when
confronted with students grappling to grasp a certain concept, | might swiftly
introduce a succinct explanation or translation in Vietnamese to facilitate
comprehension.” Further enriching this discourse, Teacher D’s perspective comes to
the fore, “My utilization of CS is confined to instances where | firmly believe it can
serve as a strategic tool for enhancing my students’ comprehension of the material at
hand.”

4.1.2. Perceived effects of CS use on students’ learning experiences
4.1.2.1. Vietnamese EFL teachers’ general attitude towards CS

The responses of the surveyed teachers to a pair of statements within the
inaugural cluster of the questionnaire, furnish the dataset concerning their
overarching disposition towards CS in GE classes. The tabulated presentation of these
outcomes is showcased below.

Table 4.1. Descriptive Statistics of Two Sub-Clusters of Teachers’ General Attitude
Towards Cs

No. Statements Min Max Mean  SD P-
value
1. CSisan integral part of the GE classes 3 5 3.82 72 .00

CS should be a common practice in GE

2 5 3.47 .66 .00
classes

Table 4.1 presents descriptive statistics and the results of a one-sample T-test
for cluster 1 (N=34) regarding teachers’ views on CS in GE. For statement 1, “CS is
integral to GE classes,” the mean is 3.82 with a standard deviation of 0.72. Statement
2, “CS should be common in GE classes,” has a value of 3.47 and a standard
deviation of 0.66. These values indicate strong consensus among the teachers (N=34),
reflecting a positive attitude toward CS in GE. The low standard deviations (0.72 for
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statement 1 and 0.66 for statement 2) signify consistent agreement. The one-sample
T-test shows a significant difference between the sample mean and the test value of 3
(p=.00 < .05). This suggests that EFL teachers strongly believe that CS is a firm part
of GE classes (M=3.82, p=.00) and it should become common practice (M=3.47,
p=.00). In summary, the data robustly indicates that EFL teachers uniformly embrace
CS as a crucial element of GE classes.

The insights into the teachers’ perceptions regarding the utilization of
Vietnamese within GE classes were drawn from the follow-up interview data. The
teachers’ viewpoints, extracted from these in-depth interviews, are substantiated
through the subsequent direct quotations. For example, Teacher A affirmed, “Since
the students of GE classes are normally low in proficiency and have mixed levels, if |
don’t code switch, a lot of them may find it difficult to understand the lessons” (6
August 2022). In the same vein, Teacher B emphasized, “in GE classes, teachers and
students share the same cultural background and especially the same native
language, so CS is an integral part in teaching and learning the TL. CS is used to
effectively tackle some pedagogical and communicative issues in GE classes’” (10
August 2022). Teacher C added, “To some extent, CS in GE classes can be
unavoidable, especially when clarifying complex concepts or instructions that
students might find challenging to grasp in English alone ” (14 August 2022).

In other words, the teachers did not just confirm the necessity of CS in GE
classes but also provided justifications for their confirmation.

In the exploration of educators’ perceptions concerning the prevalence of CS,
some teachers acknowledged its intrinsic presence within the EFL teaching realm.
They viewed it as an inevitable instructional tool within GE classes, yet CS should
not be regarded as a common practice and should be used judiciously for the sake of
the effectiveness of CS use. Teacher E expounded, “It depends on the class level as
well as parts of the lesson. Normally, in class with high level of proficiency like level
3, the use of CS may be less often than in class at level 1 or 2 or at mixed levels.”
(TE, 26 August 2022). Echoing this practice, Teacher C emphasized, “When | notice
students experiencing significant challenges, | use CS strategically. | ensure that CS
is used as a scaffold rather than a crutch, gradually reducing its frequency as
students gain confidence” (TC, 14 August 2022).

Further insights were gained from two educators who considered CS practical
in the Vietnamese context. They contended that exclusively English-based
classrooms might not suit Vietnamese EFL learners whose language abilities remain
evolving due to limited exposure beyond the classroom. One of these participants
articulated, “The non-English major students’ speaking and listening skills are not
well developed; they thus may not understand when their teachers use English only.
Accordingly, | think CS is suitable for Vietnamese students to understand the
lessons ” (T2, 13 October 2022).
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The results indicate that the surveyed Vietnamese EFL teachers exhibited
strong consensus in favor of using CS in GE classes, as indicated by survey results
and follow-up interviews. The teachers viewed CS as an essential instructional tool,
especially in GE classes with diverse English proficiency levels. They recognized its
appropriateness, contingent on factors such as student proficiency and topic
complexity, employing it as a scaffold for effective learning. Some teachers stressed
the practicality of CS in the Vietnamese context, given students’ limited exposure to
English outside the classroom.
4.1.2.2. Perceived effects of integrating CS on students’ learning experiences

This section expounds upon the findings related to the perceived effects of
incorporating CS on students’ learning experiences, as reported by the surveyed
teachers. To comprehensively explore this facet, the data from the questionnaires, in-
depth interviews, and SRIs were aggregated, analyzed, and subsequently interpreted.
From the collective datasets of the questionnaires, two overarching themes and their
respective sub-themes emerged. Additionally, further themes, derived from the
Insights obtained during the in-depth interviews and stimulated recall sessions, were
subsequently presented to provide a more holistic depiction of the multifaceted
impact of CS on students’ learning.

Perceived positive effects

The data extracted from the questionnaire discern perceptions that CS yields
advantageous outcomes in GE classes. The presentation of these outcomes is
encapsulated in Table 4.2, where Descriptive Statistics Test and One-sample T-test
results are showcased. Table 4.2 displays the descriptive statistical summary of the
data stemming from two distinct sub-clusters, specifically Sub-cluster 2. Table 4.2
also presents the outcomes of the One-sample T-test analysis for both sub-clusters
(N=34), specifically concerning the teachers’ perceived affirmative effects of
integrating CS. The analysis utilizes a test value of 3.0 as a reference point for
comparison.

Table 4.2. Descriptive Statistics of Two Sub-Clusters of Teachers’ Perceived Positive
Effects of CS

No. Statements Min Max Mean  SD P-
value
7 CS can foster a friendly atmosphere in GE 5 5 353 93 00
classes.
8 CS can facilitate students’ learning in GE 3 5 388 59 00
classes.

Regarding statement 7, which addresses the potential of CS to create a
harmonious environment in GE classes, the data showed a mean of 3.53 and a
standard deviation of 0.93. Similarly, Statement 8, focusing on CS’s capacity to
enhance students’ learning, had a mean of 3.88 and a standard deviation of 0.59.
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These statistics indicate strong agreement among educators regarding both
statements, signifying a positive view of CS’s pedagogical benefits on student
learning. The one Sample T-test results revealed a significant difference between the
sample mean and the established test value of 3 (p = .00 < .05), highlighting
substantial consensus among EFL instructors for both statement 7 (M = 3.53, p = .00)
and statement 8 (M = 3.88, p = .00). EFL educators, as reflected in the survey data,
hold positive perceptions regarding the positive outcomes of integrating CS into
student learning experiences.

These survey responses align with remarks provided by the participants during
in-depth interviews and stimulated recall interview sessions. These interviews
revealed different perspectives on the strategic use of CS, emphasizing its value in
enhancing comprehension, fostering a conducive classroom atmosphere, and
engaging students cognitively in the learning process. Regarding language learning
facilitation, insights from both in-depth interviews and SRIs indicated a prevailing
consensus among teachers. They recognized that employing CS from the TL to L1
was a viable pedagogical approach, particularly for clarifying content or addressing
classroom challenges while acknowledging its potential impact on L2 acquisition.
Teachers resorted to CS selectively when needed in their instructional practice.

Insights from SRIs and teacher responses highlight the benefits of using CS in
teaching. Specifically, Teacher C and Teacher D emphasized how using Vietnamese
alongside English enhanced student comprehension of complex GE concepts. CS
helped convey nuances of Vietnamese culture, aiding students in understanding
difficult concepts. Similarly, Teacher A and Teacher B in in-depth interviews stated
that CS improved student comprehension, created a friendly classroom atmosphere,
and boosted student confidence in communication. This view was shared by Teacher
2, Teacher 3, and Teacher 4 from the SRIs who emphasized CS’s role in facilitating
students’ cognitive processes, enhancing lesson comprehension, and strengthening
language proficiency.

In specific scenarios, topics with heightened cultural relevance or complexity
were better understood when discussed in Vietnamese. This approach not only
increased students’ interest and motivation but also highlighted how CS facilitated
cognitive engagement. For example, Teacher 2 noted that using Vietnamese to
explain challenging lesson contents increased students’ enthusiasm for reading
comprehension tasks. Teacher 3 emphasized that CS to Vietnamese was a means to
ensure students’ understanding of the lesson’s objectives.

Quialitative interview data reinforced the advantages of CS to Vietnamese in
creating a friendly classroom atmosphere. Teacher 1 believed that students might feel
more comfortable communicating in Vietnamese, while Teacher B observed that
students’ native language discussions led to better participation and deeper subject
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understanding. Teacher T10 explained that transitioning to Vietnamese helped
students grasp complex concepts, boosting their confidence and involvement in class
and fostering a friendly classroom atmosphere. This viewpoint was supported by
other teachers, such as Teacher 8, who saw CS as essential for creating a supportive
and inclusive learning environment (SRI. 11 November 2022), and Teacher E, who
noted that CS helped build relationships with students, making them more
comfortable sharing in their mother tongue (TE, 26 August 2022).
Perceived negative effects

The results gleaned from the survey data apprehend a collective perception
that CS bears disadvantageous outcomes in GE classes. The demonstration of these
outcomes concerning the teachers’ perceived negative affirmative effects of
integrating CS is displayed in Table 4.3. Table 4.3 showcases the summary of the
descriptive statistical data and that of One-sample T-test for three sub-clusters (N=34)
belonging to cluster 2, with a test value of 3.0 as a reference point for comparison.
Table 4.3. Descriptive Statistics of Three Sub-Clusters of Teachers’ Perceptions of
the Negative Effects of CS

No Statements Min Max Mean SD P-
value

CS can reduce the opportunities for EFL

5 learners to listen and to understand English. 2 S 341 83 00

6. CS can limit students’ exposure to English 5 5 359 74 00
use in GE classes.

9. CS can increase the students’ dependency on 3 5 353 66 00

the teacher.

Statement 6, concerning the impact of CS on EFL learners’ access to English
use and English amount in GE classes, had a mean score of 3.59 (SD = 0.74).
Statement 9, highlighting CS’s potential to increase student dependence on teachers,
had a mean value of 3.53 (SD = 0.66). Statement 5 received a mean score of 3.47 (SD
= 0.83). The statistics indicate a significant consensus among teachers, supporting the
notion of pedagogical disadvantages associated with the use of CS in students’
learning experiences. Furthermore, the one-sample T-test results indicated a
statistically meaningful distinction between the sample mean and the test value of 3
(p=.00 < .05). This result reveals that EFL teachers strongly believe that integrating
CS in GE classes can prevent their students from opportunities to practice listening
comprehension skills in English (M=3.47, p=.00); and that CS takes away the
opportunity for their students to be exposed to English use (M=3.59, p=.00) and also
negatively increased students’ level of dependency on their teachers (M=3.53, p=.00).
These results show that EFL teachers are clearly aware of the perceived negative
effects of integrating CS on their students in GE classes.

Comments in both the in-depth and SRIs corroborate the survey findings. The
interviewed teachers expressed concerns about the negative consequences of
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excessive CS use. They acknowledged that relying on CS had drawbacks, including
increased student dependence on teachers, reduced opportunities for EFL learners to
engage in English listening and comprehension, and limited access to English use in
GE classes.

Regarding students’ inclination to become overly dependent on their teachers,
insights from both in-depth interviews and SRIs with teachers revealed a widespread
consensus. Teachers widely agreed that excessive use of teacher-led CS could lead to
over-reliance on students’ L1. They recommended using CS sparingly, especially
when students had no trouble understanding the lesson in English.

Teacher C pointed out, “Students tend to be lazy and hesitant to contribute in
the target language, impeding their progress.” Teacher 5 shared, “When | switch to
Vietnamese, | often encourage students to return to English or try to understand
context before using L1 explanations.” Teacher A added, “excessive switching to
Vietnamese can hinder language skill development, as students tend to rely on
translation.” Teacher 7 suggested that teachers guide students to deduce word
meanings from context before resorting to L1 translation.

Regarding the second negative effect of using CS, the interviewed teachers
strongly agreed that it diminished EFL learners’ opportunities to engage in listening
and comprehending English. Teacher C pointed out that this reduced exposure could
impede students’ development of English listening skills and discourage them from
attempting to communicate in English.

Teacher D noted that language practice opportunities in the classroom were
partly missed due to the frequent use of CS. Teacher 4 expressed concern, “It may
reduce learners’ chances to listen, understand English, and be exposed to authentic
English usage in GE classes. Students may become passive and not make efforts to
learn English authentically since teachers use Vietnamese to explain everything.”

The third negative impact of CS identified by interviewed teachers was its
limitation on students’ access to authentic English in GE classes. All teachers shared
the perspective that CS was generally undesirable. Teachers A and E justified their
views by explaining that shifting from English to Vietnamese would hinder students’
English practice, especially for those with high proficiency levels who would miss
opportunities to practice English.

Many teachers also viewed CS as interference from students’ first language.
For example, Teacher 4 explained, “Excessive use of Vietnamese leads to
overdependence on direct translation from the mother tongue to English, impacting
sentence structure.” Similarly, Teacher 6 elaborated, “Students are likely to apply
grammatical rules from their first language to English.”

In the following section, novel themes that emerged during the in-depth
interviews and SRIs are elucidated and expounded upon.

Students’ increased engagement in tasks and better task performance
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Some participants pointed out that giving instructions and providing
explanations in the students’ native language were seen as an effective strategy. They
believed that this approach helped students with limited English proficiency
overcome language barriers, thus facilitating better information comprehension and
task performance. This perception was substantiated by their classroom observations.
Two teachers corroborated this notion by stating, “lI have observed increased
engagement and enhanced performance among students who initially faced
challenges with English-only instruction”. One teacher added, “My students exhibit
improved accuracy in completing exercises and activities from the textbooks”.

In line with this perspective, the interviewed teachers maintained a favorable
viewpoint regarding their students’ eagerness and readiness to engage in Vietnamese-
instructed tasks or activities. They noted that their students exhibited improved
responsiveness, with quicker questioning and answering. Furthermore, they observed a
reduction in students’ reluctance to respond to their teachers’ prompts. “Students’
reluctance to answer teachers’ questions is due to the fact that students understand
Instructions in Vietnamese. This is the understanding that alleviates students’ tense of
learning and absorbing English when they listen to the teacher” (T3, 17 October 2022).

Students’ increased motivation and inspiration to learn the TL
The majority of teachers noticed a significant increase in their students’

motivation and enthusiasm for learning the TL after a 4-month course. Students no
longer feared learning English because they could understand their teachers’
instructions in Vietnamese. Interestingly, students expressed that learning English in
such a supportive environment had boosted their motivation and interest, both in and
outside the classroom. They emphasized that a sense of belonging was fostered when
lectures included Vietnamese-based instructions.

This perspective was echoed by the teachers. Teacher 4 stated:

CS can be seen as a strategic way to capture students’ attention and maintain their
interest in lessons, especially for those unfamiliar with the TL. In practice, students’
motivation appears to increase during my lessons. (T4, 20 October 2022).

Teacher 5 added:

My students mentioned that my clear instructions and cultural-related
lessons explained in Vietnamese made it easier and quicker for them to grasp
English. Importantly, they no longer worried about how difficult English
was. (T5, 23 October 2022).

Relations between the perceived effectiveness of CS and students’ proficiency level
Teachers’ perceptions of CS effectiveness in GE classes were assessed in

relation to their students’ proficiency levels. In stimulated-recall interviews, the
teachers discussed how CS impacted students with varying proficiency levels.

For beginner and low-proficiency students, CS was viewed as a valuable
scaffold that offered crucial support and clarified complex concepts in their native
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language. It was seen as a bridge between the TL and the students’ existing skills,
enhancing comprehension and reducing anxiety. As students progressed to
intermediate and advanced proficiency levels, the necessity for CS decreased.
Teachers expected these students to have a solid TL grasp and encouraged more
extensive English-language practice.

In the interviews, teacher 6 stated, “switching to the native language is
valuable for transferring knowledge to students with low proficiency. However, its
use should decrease gradually as students advance (T6, 28 October 2022). Similarly,
teacher 7 noted, “CS depends on students’ proficiency levels. It should decrease in
higher-level classes ” (T7, 7 November 2022).

Overall, the teachers held a positive view of CS, considering it a tool for
creating a supportive and inclusive learning environment. However, some expressed
concerns that excessive CS could hinder students’ language progress. Therefore, they
advocated a balanced approach, gradually reducing CS as students’ proficiency
improved to promote language learning and acquisition in GE classes.

In summary, both survey data and interview data indicated that EFL teachers
generally hold a positive view of CS in GE classes. Teachers recognized CS’s
potential benefits in creating a harmonious classroom environment, enhancing student
learning, and facilitating language acquisition. They also emphasized its role in
promoting cultural understanding, stimulating cognitive engagement, and fostering a
friendly and inclusive classroom atmosphere. Furthermore, the findings from the
interviews and SRIs revealed the teachers’ perceptions that CS, when strategically
employed, positively impacted student engagement, motivation, and performance,
with its effectiveness varying based on students’ proficiency levels. The teachers
recognized the importance of using CS as support while also considering its gradual
reduction as students advanced in language proficiency.

In addition, there was a substantial congruence between the findings from the
survey data and insights obtained through interviews regarding negative perceptions of
CS in GE classes. These shared negative perceptions revolve around concerns related
to student dependence on CS, diminished opportunities for active listening and
comprehension in English, and constraints on access to authentic English resources.
4.1.3. Reported functions underlying the utilization of CS

The frequency of CS usage for various functions reported by teachers in GE
classes was quantitatively analyzed by calculating the mean and standard deviation of
questionnaire responses. Subsequently, a One-Sample T-test was conducted to
determine if there was a significant difference between the observed frequency of CS
usage and a test value of 3.0. Table 4.4 provides a comprehensive summary of the
results pertaining to the overall frequency of CS usage across the three sub-clusters
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Table 4.4. Descriptive Statistics of Frequency of CS Use by Teachers

Sub-clusters Min Max Mean  SD P-

value
1. Knowledge construction 2.00 4.50 3.49 .64 .00
2. Classroom management 1.00 4.60 3.00 87 .88
3. Interpersonal relations 1.00 4.80 3.18 .94 .28

The mean values for the first, second, and third sub-clusters were 3.49, 3.00,
and 3.18, respectively, placing them from the medium to high usage range on the
Oxford and Burry-Stocks’ scales. This suggests that EFL teachers in GE classes tend
to use CS from a moderate to high frequency. One-sample T-test results revealed that
the p-values for the second sub-cluster, “classroom management,” and the third sub-
cluster, “interpersonal relations,” were both greater than 0.5 (p = 0.88, p = 0.28),
indicating neutral agreement among EFL teachers regarding CS usage for these
purposes. In other words, teachers neither strongly favored nor opposed CS for these
functions. In contrast, the p-value for the first sub-cluster, “knowledge construction”
was less than 0.05 (p = 0.00), indicating strong agreement among EFL teachers for
the use of CS in knowledge construction. This implies that CS is frequently employed
by teachers for this purpose.

In summary, the data suggests that while CS is frequently used by teachers to
facilitate knowledge transfer, its use for classroom management and interpersonal
relations does not evoke strong agreement or disagreement. Detailed descriptions of
descriptive statistics data and One-Sample T-test results for each cluster and sub-
cluster are provided in the following sections.
4.1.3.1. Reported use CS for knowledge construction

The survey data regarding the functions related to knowledge construction and
are presented in Table 4.5, followed by teachers’ responses from the in-depth
interviews and SRIs.

Table 4.5. Descriptive Statistics of Teachers’ Reported Use of CS for KC

In GE classes, . p-
I switch to Vietnamese to... Min Max Mean D value

17. explain complex grammatical points. 3 5 4.21 .69 .00

18. explain pronunciation aspects. 2 5 3.76 .70 .00

19. explain new vocabulary. 3 5 3.85 .56 .00

20. give Vietnamese equivalents during tasks. 2 5 3.62 .70 .00

21. introduce unfamiliar materials/topics. 2 5 3.74 .79 .00

22. scaffold the learners. 2 5 3.32 .84 0.32

23. prowde. prqmpts for English use in 2 5 329 100 096
productive skill classes.

24. clarify difficult language in receptive skill 2 5 376 82 00
classes.

25. emphasize the pedagogical focus of the 2 4 315 74 257
lesson.

26. activate students’ long-term memory. 2 5 3.56 71 .00

76



Table 4.5 exhibits the descriptive statistics of the data from the first sub-
clusters and One-sample T-test results for the first sub-clusters (N=34) with respect to
Ts’ reported frequency of CS use in GE classes. As summarized in Table 4.5, the
results indicate that teachers tended to frequently code-switch to Vietnamese for
various teaching purposes in GE classes, with both medium and high rates of usage.

Within the first sub-category of knowledge construction ten functions were
identified. Notably, the function of explaining complex grammatical points received
the highest mean value at 4.21, indicating its frequent use. Similarly, other functions
such as explaining new vocabulary, clarifying difficult language in receptive skill
classes, explaining pronunciation aspects, introducing unfamiliar materials/topics,
and providing Vietnamese equivalents during tasks also had relatively high mean
values of 3.85, 3.76, 3.76, 3.74, and 3.62, respectively.

Additionally, the function of activating students’ long-term memory achieved
a mean value of 3.56, indicating frequent usage, although it fell within the high-use
group. Conversely, statements such as scaffolding learners, providing prompts for
English use in productive skill classes, explaining new vocabulary, explaining
pronunciation aspects, and emphasizing the pedagogical focus of the lesson received
medium mean values of 3.32, 3.29, and 3.15, respectively, suggesting they were used
at a moderate frequency.

Notably, the SD for the function of providing prompts for English use in
productive skill classes reached 1.00, indicating varied responses from teachers, with
minimal consensus on its usage. In other words, this function was not considered a
major aspect of L1 (Vietnamese) use among the teachers. Furthermore, the results of
one-sample T-tests revealed statistically significant differences between the sample
mean and the test value of 3 for the following statements: 17 (M= 4.21, p=.00), 18
(M= 3.76, p=.00), 19 (M= 3.85, p =.00), 20 (M= 3.62, p=.00), 21 (M= 3.74, p=.00),
24 (M=3.76, p=.00), and 26 (M= 3.56, p=.00). This indicates that EFL teachers
strongly agreed with the perceived frequency of CS use for knowledge construction
functions. Conversely, the p-values for statements 22, 23, and 25 were 0.32, 0.96, and
2.57 (p>.05), indicating that EFL teachers’ responses to these statements in the
questionnaire were close to neutral agreement. This suggests that EFL teachers held a
neutral perception toward these reported functions.

In summary, the data strongly indicate that CS for explaining complex
grammatical points, pronunciation aspects, new vocabulary, providing Vietnamese
equivalents during tasks, and introducing unfamiliar materials/topics were
consistently used at a high level by EFL teachers in general English classes, while the
remaining functions were employed occasionally.

Upon analyzing the data from the in-depth interviews, several sub-themes are
validated by the teachers’ comments. The two topics most frequently discussed were
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the explanation of grammar points, and clarification of the meanings of new
vocabulary. Additionally, the sub-themes of scaffolding students’ learning and
activating their long-term memory were also brought up during the in-depth interviews.

Regarding the explanation of grammar points, all interviewed teachers
believed that their use of CS also aided students in understanding English grammar
concepts. They expressed the view that employing CS to switch to Vietnamese was
particularly beneficial for instructing English grammar. They elaborated on how
certain grammatical concepts could be better clarified through the use of CS to
Vietnamese, as illustrated in their remarks.

Teacher E mentioned that she frequently code-switched while teaching
grammar the most. Similarly, Teacher C stated that the lessons where she used
Vietnamese the most are probably grammar lessons. Teacher D reported a similar
practice where she found herself switching to Vietnamese while teaching grammar
when her students found it difficult to grasp in English.

In connection with the explanation of new vocabulary, the teachers’ responses
in the in-depth interviews and SRIs were confirmed as indicated in the questionnaire,
emphasizing the common employment of CS to the native language in teaching new
vocabulary. Reflecting this consensus, both Teacher 3 and Teacher 1 noted that they
frequently utilized CS while teaching vocabulary. Teacher 3 highlighted this by
stating she tended to employ CS more during grammar instruction and reading
activities, especially when encountering new words and expressions. Teacher 1 also
reported the same behavior.

Regarding scaffolding students in language learning and acquisition, all
interviewed teachers emphasized the value of using CS to the native language,
especially for students with lower proficiency levels. For example, teacher 4
explicitly stated, “CS should be utilized as a scaffolding technique to provide step-by-
step guidance and support during tasks” and teacher 5 said, “CS proves to be
particularly useful when guiding complex activities or tasks . The teachers tended to
see switching to the native language as akin to a scaffolding technique, offering
temporary support for students’ learning and acquisition of the TL.

Furthermore, one teacher said that her ultimate aim was to ensure that all
students, regardless of their English proficiency levels, could comprehend her
lectures. Therefore, she occasionally used CS as a resource to accommodate students’
language and content knowledge, especially when addressing intricate or culturally
specific topics. According to teacher C, “Using CS helps students with lower
proficiency levels understand what | am teaching, enabling them to follow the lessons
effectively ”. Additionally, teacher D expressed support for CS, believing it could aid
all students in accurately grasping the lesson, regardless of their English proficiency.

Pertaining to clarifying difficult language in receptive skill classes, two teachers
concurred that they frequently employed CS strategically during listening and reading
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activities. By furnishing explanations or translations in the students’ native language,
CS proved instrumental in enhancing students’ understanding of challenging content
and fostering thoughtful comprehension. The following comments, recorded during the
in-depth interview and stimulated recall interview, illustrate how teachers utilized CS
to elucidate complex language in receptive skill classes.

Teacher A stated, “As for listening activities, | often use CS to provide quick
definitions or explanations in Vietnamese in case vocabularies in the listening tasks
were challenging or unfamiliar to my students. This helped them grasp the meaning
and context of the words they may not have learnt before. (TA, 6 August, 2022).

Sharing the same view, Teacher 5 reported, “For me, when my students started
doing listening exercises, | switched to Vietnamese to explain the complex
instructions. By doing this, my students can easily understand what they will solve in
this exercise. (T5, 23 October, 2022). In addition, when mentioning reading skills, all
teachers also contented that they tended to clarify the meanings of new words. This
practice facilitated a better understanding of the text’s content and improved reading
comprehension for non-English major students. Teacher 6 commented:

Abstract or complex concepts in the reading material should be translated into

Vietnamese. For me, when being provided with clear and understandable

explanations, students have an overall knowledge relating to the text. It is

useful for them to bridge the gap between the learners’ existing knowledge and

the new information. (T6, 28 October, 2022).

Moreover, two teachers shared the notion that CS could serve as a strategy to
activate students’ long-term memory during their teaching. When instructions were
given in the native language, students could easily connect new information with
previously learned concepts or experiences. They also explained that switching to the
native language could help students improve memory recall and enhance their
understanding. Another teacher also believed that CS to Vietnamese helped students
bridge the gap between their current learning and their pre-existing knowledge. She
added, “On a number of occasions, utterances in Vietnamese can help students
picture themselves in the scene and think twice whether Vietnamese people use those
expressions” (TA, 6 August, 2022).

In summary, there was an obvious alignment between the survey data and
interviews regarding the frequent use of CS for specific functions such as explaining
grammar points and clarifying new vocabulary. Additionally, both sources of data
converged in highlighting CS’s role in scaffolding and supporting lower proficiency
students and its effectiveness in clarifying complex language in receptive skill classes.

However, a noticeable discrepancy emerges concerning functions related to
providing prompts for English use in productive skill classes and emphasizing the
pedagogical focus of the lesson. To be specific, the survey data provided some
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indication of the frequency of CS usage for these functions, but the interviews did not
offer specific insights or elaborate on how teachers employ CS for providing prompts
in productive skill classes or emphasizing the pedagogical focus of the lesson.
4.1.3.2. Reported use CS for classroom management

CS to the native language (L1) is reported to be used by EFL teachers as a
classroom management strategy. This section begins with the results of descriptive
statistics and One-Sample T-tests, followed by the findings from the in-depth
interview and SRIs data. Table 4.6 presents the descriptive statistics for the data from
the second sub-cluster and the results of One-Sample T-tests for the second sub-
cluster (N=34) regarding teachers’ reported frequency of CS in GE classes.
Table 4.6. Descriptive Statistics of Teachers’ Reported Use of CS for CM

In GE classes, . p-
I switch to Vietnamese to... Min Max Mean SD value

27. organize classroom tasks and activities. 2 5 3.32 73 .01

28. maintain classroom discipline. 1 5 291 97 .598

g ~ encourage students’ participation in classroom 3 5 365 60 00
activities.

30. remind students of lessons/learning focuses. 1 5 3.00 .95 1.00

31. provide instructions and commands 3 5 3.56 .61 .00

Table 4.6 presents data indicating that within the second sub-category of
classroom management, EFL teachers reported their switching to Vietnamese at
medium and high frequencies for delivering 5 functions. The mean scores for these
functions fell within the medium-use group (ranging from 2.91 to 3.32) and the high-
use group (ranging from 3.56 to 3.65). In particular, maintaining classroom discipline
and reminding students of lessons/learning focuses had mean values of 2.91 and 3.00,
respectively, indicating a medium frequency level of usage by EFL teachers for these
2 functions. Organizing classroom tasks and activities received a mean score of 3.32,
also suggesting medium-frequency usage. On the other hand, encouraging students’
participation in classroom activities obtained a mean score of 3.65, and providing
instructions and prompts had a mean score of 3.56. Both of these functions were
reported to be used at a high frequency. Furthermore, the data showed low standard
deviation (SD) values for all statements, indicating minimal variance in agreement
levels among the teachers regarding these functions.

In addition, the results of One Sample T-test indicate that the p-values of
statements regarding encouraging students’ participation in classroom activities and
providing instructions and prompts are less than 0.5 (p=.00) whereas those of
organizing classroom tasks and activities, maintaining classroom discipline and
reminding students of lessons/learning focuses are greater than .05 (p =.00). This can
be concluded that the EFL teacher had an agreement that switching to Vietnamese
would help them encourage students’ participation in classroom activities and provide
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instructions and prompts while they were not so sure about the use of CS for the
functions of maintaining classroom discipline and reminding students of
lessons/learning focuses. In summary, the collected data indicate that EFL teachers
frequently used CS to encourage students’ participation in classroom activities and to
provide instructions and prompts.

In summary, the alignment between the survey data and interviews highlighted
the consensus on the use of CS for encouraging student participation and providing
instructions and prompts. However, there were discrepancies in the level of detail and
emphasis on functions related to maintaining classroom discipline and reminding
students of lessons. The survey data suggested that EFL teachers had a neutral
agreement regarding the use of CS to maintain classroom discipline, manage
classroom behavior. However, the interviews did not provide specific insights into
this function. Similarly, the survey data indicated a neutral agreement among EFL
teachers regarding the use of CS to remind students of lessons or learning focuses.
Once again, the interviews lacked specific insights into this aspect. The interviews
also revealed how CS may be employed to redirect students’ attention or refocus their
learning objectives during lessons.
4.1.3.3. Reported use of CS for interpersonal relations

EFL teachers reported that they often employ CS to their students’ native
language as a strategy for building interpersonal relations with students. This section
illuminates the results of descriptive statistics and the One-sample T-test regarding
teachers’ reported frequency of CS to Vietnamese in GE classes for the affective
reasons, along with data from the in-depth interviews. Table 4.7 displays the
descriptive statistics for the data in the third sub-cluster and the results of the One-
sample T-test for the third sub-cluster (N=34) regarding teachers’ reported frequency
of CS in GE classes.

Table 4.7. Descriptive Statistics of Teachers’ Reported Use of CS for IR

In GE classes, Min Max Mean SD P

I switch to Vietnamese to... value

28. build a friendly atmosphere. 2 5 3.29 1.00 .09

29. provide praise, remarks on students 9 5 362 74 00
performance.

30. build interpersonal relationships between the 1 5 396 102 14
teacher and students.

31. create a comfortable learning environment. 2 5 3.85 74 00

32. facilitate interaction. 2 5 3.71 .83 .00

In Table 4.7, data on the five functions within the third sub-category, of
interpersonal relations, ranged from medium to high usage among teachers (mean
score of 2.26 to 3.29 and mean score of 3.51 or higher). The most frequently used
function of CS was to create a comfortable learning environment (M= 3.85, SD=.74),
followed by facilitating interaction (M= 3.71, SD= .83) as the second most frequently
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used function, and providing praise and remarks on students’ performance (M= 3.62,
SD= .74) as the third. Conversely, the use of CS for building interpersonal
relationships between the teacher and students and for building a friendly atmosphere
respectively had mean scores of 2.26 and 2.29, indicating low usage levels. The p-
values for these two functions were greater than .05 (M=2.26, p=.09; M=2.29, p=.14),
indicating a neutral agreement among EFL teachers regarding the frequency of CS for
building interpersonal relationships and creating a friendly atmosphere.

In contrast, the p-values for the remaining functions were .00, signifying a
statistically significant difference from the test value of 3 (p=.00 < .05). This suggests
a high agreement among EFL teachers regarding the frequency of CS usage for
creating a comfortable learning environment, facilitating interaction, and providing
praise and remarks on students’ performance.

Survey data findings were confirmed by interviewed teachers who believed CS
reduced cognitive loads for students, fostering a more comfortable and conducive
learning environment. For example, Teacher E highlighted that her students learn
better when comfortable, so they switch to Vietnamese for challenging content to
avoid demotivating them. Similarly, Teacher C insisted that the code switched to
establish warm relationships with her students as local EFL teachers with shared
cultural backgrounds.

In short, there is alignment between the survey data and follow-up interviews
regarding the use of CS for certain functions within the sub-category of interpersonal
relations. Specifically, all sources of data confirm that EFL teachers frequently use
CS for the following functions: creating a comfortable learning environment,
facilitating interaction, reducing cognitive loads for students, providing praise and
remarks on students’ performance. However, there are mismatches in the survey’s
perception of CS usage for building interpersonal relationships and creating a friendly
atmosphere. The survey data suggest a low level of CS usage for building
interpersonal relationships between teachers and students. This indicates that,
according to the survey respondents, CS is not frequently employed for this purpose.
However, the interviews provide comments from teachers who emphasize the
importance of CS in establishing warm relationships with students. Similarly, the
survey data suggest a low level of CS usage for building a friendly atmosphere in the
classroom. Survey respondents did not strongly support the idea that CS is commonly
used for this function. In contrast, the interviews provided comments from teachers
who discuss using CS to create a comfortable and friendly atmosphere.

4.1.4. Discussion on teachers’ perceptions of CS in GE classes

This study started with the first aim of exploring teachers’ perceptions of CS.
Perception is a form of high-level cognition and perception and cognition are more
closely related (Goldstone et al., 2010). Thus, examining teachers’ perceptions of CS
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would provide insights into explaining their actual use of CS in their classrooms.
Besides, teacher cognition can shed light on the unobservable cognitive dimension of
teaching (Borg, 2003). From this aim, questionnaire, in-depth interviews and SRIs
were employed to explore the Vietnamese EFL teachers’ perceptions of CS in GE
classes. Teachers’ perceptions in the current study include their beliefs, opinions and
thoughts of CS from the TL (English) to the learners’ L1 (Vietnamese) in GE classes
at the research site.
4.1.4.1. Reported frequency of CS use

It should be noticed that CS originally refers to the way people change from
one language to another to help the interlocutors or those in the process of
communication to understand their message clearly (Blom & Gumperz, 2000;
Grosjean, 1982; Warhhaugh, 2006). In this sense, teachers are likely to perceive the
use of CS as necessary for their own communication and for the sake of students’
understanding and engagement in the lessons. It could be because of the facilitating
role of CS that in the current study found the majority of teachers (57.1%) reported a
medium level of CS use, while only 8.6% indicated rare usage through the
questionnaire data. In the in-depth interviews, all teachers emphasized their regular
use of CS in GE classes, underscoring the intentional and strategic nature of their CS.
Some researchers (e.g. Grosjean, 1982; Jingxia, 2010;) consider that CS takes place
as a means of communication by language teachers when the need arises; this notion
indicates CS is used either intentionally or just naturally as part of communication.
The perceptions of the interviewed teachers in the current study however associate
CS with a way or method serving pedagogical purposes. Thus, none of the responses
from the questionnaire revealed the level of never using CS in the GE classes. This
aligns with the findings of Noori and Rasoly (2017), which also showed very low
percentages of teachers who claimed never to use CS in their classrooms. While
Noori and Rasoly (2017) solely used semi-structured interviews, the current study
employed both questionnaire and in-depth interviews to confirm CS frequency among
teachers, and it found no instances of teachers claiming to “never use CS.”
4.1.4.2. Reported positive perceptions of CS

The literature has documented various studies’ findings that show teachers’
positive perceptions of CS (e.g. Adriosh & Razi, 2019; Alrabah et al., 2016; Noori &
Rasoly, 2017; Keong et al., 2016; Sondang & Bonik, 2018) because of the role CS in
facilitating the teaching process and teaching students of limited language proficiency
in the target language. It could be the similarities of the context of TEFL in these
studies with the current one that the finding of the current study strengthens the
previous studies’ results of teachers’ positive perceptions of CS in the classrooms. To
be more specific, in the current study, both the survey data and interview findings
strongly indicate that EFL teachers maintain a consistently positive attitude towards the
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use of CS in GE classes. They view CS as an inevitable phenomenon and a valuable
instructional tool in these classes. In the questionnaire, the majority of teachers
responded that incorporating CS into TL teaching and learning in GE classes should be
embraced (M=3.82, SD=0.72, p=0.00). These quantitative findings align with the
qualitative results, which confirm that CS is considered a valuable instrument in the
process of acquiring the TL. It plays a crucial role in enhancing the clarity of
explanations and comprehension; this means that teachers can switch to a language that
students are more proficient in to ensure that instructions and explanations are
understood effectively. Furthermore, switching to L1 is perceived by teachers as a tool
for facilitating student learning, fostering a friendly learning environment, and reducing
the pressure associated with learning the TL.

However, thanks to the use of different tools to collect data as in the current
study, the findings show some more findings regarding EFL teachers’ perception of
CS. The results from the questionnaire, in-depth interviews and SRIs showed that
there are both positive and negative perceptions of the EFL teachers about the use of
CS and its influence on English learning in the classes. A few of the teachers viewed
their use of CS in the EFL classroom as an undesirable solution because they believed
that it would result in a decline in the use of English for students with high
proficiency level. In the questionnaire, the teachers agreed that L1 use in the
classroom would have a negative impact on the standards of English. However, the
data from the in-depth interviews and SRIs justify the teachers’ comments about CS
use. They asserted that the switching to L1 was employed only when necessary.

Regarding studies implemented to explore teachers’ perceptions of CS in the
Vietnamese EFL context (e.g. Grant & Nguyen, 2017; Luong Quynh Huong, 2022;
Nguyen Cam Nhung & Vu Van Duy, 2019; Pham Thi Ngoc Hoa, 2015), the results
have documented teachers’ positive perceptions of CS in the classroom; however,
their perceptions of the benefits of CS varied. To illustrate, Pham Thi Ngoc Hoa
(2015) emphasized in her study that some of the EFL teachers felt strongly that CS is
useful when communicating procedural instructions. They also realized the benefits
of utilizing CS when teaching certain units in which “their interactions with the
students seemed to confirm the need for CS to accommodate their different language
strengths and varying levels of content knowledge” (Pham Thi Ngoc Hoa, 2015, p.
134). In comparison, Luong Quynh Huwong (2022) found that both teachers and
students had positive attitudes toward CS, claiming CS as an effective tool in
explaining complex grammar or vocabulary; checking for understanding; expressing
terms with no equivalent in L1, and aiding students with low level of English
proficiency. The positive perceptions of the experienced teachers in the study by
Nguyen Cam Nhung and Vu Van Duy (2019) come from the thinking CS could help
them “deal with their lack of confidence about their pronunciation and avoid
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students’ judgements” (p. 66). In comparison, the positive perceptions of CS of the
teachers in the current study indicates the roles CS to help teachers to achieve
pedagogical objectives, providing instructions and increasing students’ motivation to
complete the assigned tasks. This result indicates EFL teachers’ favor of CS use with
students with limited English proficiency to overcome language barriers. This finding
aligns with the conclusions drawn by previous studies conducted by Grant and
Nguyen (2017) and Pham Thi Ngoc Hoa (2015), which also emphasized that CS was
perceived as an effective strategy for encouraging student participating in textbook
exercises and various activities.

While most of the previous studies reported positive perceptions of the functions
of CS in the classroom (e.g. Adriosh & Razi, 2019; Grant & Nguyen, 2017; Keong et
al., 2016; Luong Quynh Huong, 2022; Noori & Rasoly, 2017; Nguyen Cam Nhung &
Vu Van Duy, 2019; Pham Thi Ngoc Hoa, 2015; Sondang & Bonik, 2018) regarding
curriculum covering, dealing with low language proficiency of students, teaching
difficult concepts, the current one found that one more factor that led to EFL teachers’
positive perceptions of the use of CS in the GE classes was it could enhance the
motivation and inspiration of non-English major students to study English. This finding
could be explained by the fact that the common problem of non-English major students
was the lack of motivation or showing minimal interest in studying English (Nguyen
Thi Hong Duyen, 2021). Additionally, given that English is a compulsory subject at the
research site, students, particularly those with limited proficiency in the TL, often have
a tendency to study to cope with exams (Nguyen Thi Hong Duyen, 2021). To elaborate
further, non-English major students with lower English proficiency levels frequently
encounter difficulties in comprehending English lessons or instructions. CS into
Vietnamese, therefore, serves as an effective means to help students grasp the content
of the lesson and prevent them from falling behind in understanding the teacher’s
instructions, ultimately igniting their enthusiasm for learning. This finding was not
found in the previous study by Nguyen Quang Tien (2012), who conducted research on
CS in the same context of English teaching in Vietnam.
4.1.4.3. Reported negative perceptions of CS

The use of CS has been debatable in the EFL context because of its
detrimental effects on students’ learning of the TL. For examples, Alrabah et al.
(2016), Cheng (2013) and Mahmoudi and Amirkhiz (2011) and used both
questionnaire and interview to explore the topic of CS found that the use of CS in the
language classes reduced the opportunities to practice the target language,
demotivated students in learning the TL and exerted destructive effects on TL
learning. In the current study, quantitative and qualitative results highlight that
excessive use of CS was considered to impede students’ learning, as it is widely
believed that all the teachers noted that frequent CS hindered students from practicing
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the target language (M= 3.59, SD=.74, p=.00), increased the students’ reliance and
dependency on the teacher (M=3.53, SD=.66, p=.00) and reduced the opportunities
for EFL learners to listen and to understand English (M= 3.47, SD=.83, p=.00).
Moreover, different from the previous studies by Alrabah et al. (2016), Cheng (2013),
Mahmoudi and Amirkhiz (2011), in this study, the findings from the following
interview sessions exhibited the deeper insights into the participants’ negative
perceptions of switching to L1. They expressed that excessive CS can lead to an
overreliance on the students’ native language, which can hinder the students’ progress
in acquiring the target language. That is, students may become too comfortable with
using their native language and may not make sufficient efforts to improve their skills
in the language being taught.

A novel finding was highlighted in the current study is that repeating instructions
in the L1 may lead to linguistic confusion among students as presented by teachers in the
follow-up interviews. Many teachers commented that they might face some challenges
associated with CS in language teaching. When students are accustomed to instructions
being translated into their native language, they may lose interest in listening to previous
instructions, resulting in negative consequences for learning. This can also confuse
students, making it difficult for them to grasp the intended meaning. Furthermore, they
emphasized that if CS is used too often, students may have limited exposure to the TL.
This reduced exposure can slow down their language acquisition and proficiency
development. However, they also recognize the advantages of using CS to L1 in
facilitating language acquisition for students. This acknowledgment is influenced by
teachers’ perception of students’ limited proficiency, and the majority of learners see
their studies more as a coping with the tests than an effort to master a foreign language.
This understanding is the reason why teachers emphasize the importance of opting for
language switching to effectively convey lesson content to students. Therefore, CS is
believed to be an effective strategy for teachers in supporting weaker students, especially
those facing difficulties in learning.

It should be noticed that the negative effects of CS use have been found related
to language teachers’ concerns about breaking school rules (Cheng, 2013), worries
about weakening English proficiency (Dweik, 2000) and demotivation among
learners (Mahmoudi & Amirkhiz, 2011), feelings of guilt (Rahimi & Jafari, 2011),
frustration or fear of negative evaluation (Luong Quynh Huong, 2022; Nguyen Cam
Nhung & Vu Van Duy, 2019). In comparison with the findings of the current study’s,
there are both similarities and differences in the perceived negative effects of CS.
This could come from the fact that the data of the current study and the related
previous ones were obtained from different research methods and participants. For
example, Cheng (2013) and Dweik (2000) only focused on teachers and others
involved both teachers and students (Mahmoudi & Amirkhiz, 2011). As such, the
findings in the perceived negative effects of CS varied in educational settings. To be
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more specific, in Vietnamese EFL educational settings, there are no language policies
or regulations discouraging or prohibiting CS. Consequently, teachers prioritize
meeting the needs and preferences of their students rather than being concerned about
language policy issues. This is the reason why the teachers in the current study did
not perceive any negative aspects of CS related to language policy concerns, as found
in studies by Cheng (2013) and (Rahimi & Jafari, 2011). Furthermore, the current
study did not see any answers from the teachers mentioning the inferior complex of
CS use in the classrooms or any frustration experienced by the teachers.

In a word, in an EFL context, where teachers and students speak the same
language, it can be challenging to avoid L1 use. Thus, the surveyed EFL teachers in
the current study believed that the practice of CS was essential for teaching as it
embraced quite positive pedagogical values. Derived from a mixed method, the
current study showcases generally both positive and negative viewpoints of CS in
EFL classrooms. To put it another way, Vietnamese EFL teachers recognized its
benefits in facilitating language learning and teaching but also emphasized the need
for balance and avoiding CS overuse.
4.1.4.4. Reported frequency of CS use for different functions

One more aim of the current study was to explore teachers’ perceptions of the
frequency of using CS for some functions in their classes. It relied on the
classification of Ferguson’s (2009) which focused on the pragmatic purposes of CS
including CS for knowledge construction, CS for classroom management, and CS for
interpersonal relations. These purposes tended to cover all aspects related to the
values as well as the reasons for CS use in the classroom. The study’s findings reveal
that Vietnamese EFL teachers’ perception that they utilized CS for three primary
functions, encompassing academic, managerial, and social roles, as outlined in
Ferguson’s (2009) framework. Data from the questionnaire indicated that the teachers
reported a medium level of CS usage in their GE classes. Specifically, they expressed
a neutral agreement with the integration of CS in classroom management (M= 3.00,
SD = 0.87, p = 0.880) and interpersonal relations (M= 3.18, SD= 0.94, p= 0.28). In
contrast, they strongly favored the use of CS for knowledge construction (M= 3.41,
SD= 0.64, p= 0.00). These findings provide valuable insights into the nuanced ways
in which EFL teachers employ CS in language education, emphasizing its role in
knowledge construction. These findings are in alignment with prior research by Pham
Thi Ngoc Hoa (2015), which also employed questionnaires to examine teachers’
perceptions. This study reported that teachers considered CS as a versatile and
valuable strategy for various purposes in English language classes, facilitating
knowledge construction, classroom management, and the creation of a positive
learning environment.

When compared to studies conducted in the global EFL context at the tertiary
level, the current findings are in line with research outcomes reported by Keong et al.
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(2016), Songdang et al. (2018), and Ustiinel (2006). These studies indicated that EFL
teachers generally reported a moderate level of CS usage in their classrooms, with
usage frequencies around 50% for curriculum access, 46.07% for classroom
management, and 49.5% for interpersonal relations. This alignment in findings
suggests that EFL teachers, both in the broader context and at the tertiary level
specifically, recognize the significance of CS and employ it strategically for various
instructional purposes. Consequently, these results strongly assert the prevalence of
CS as a common and widely accepted language teaching phenomenon in the EFL
context, especially when teachers and students share the same native language.

The reported frequency of CS for knowledge construction, classroom
management and interpersonal relations is further discussed in the subsequent
sections.
4.1.4.4.a. The use of CS for knowledge construction

Both quantitative and qualitative findings of this study offer a comprehensive
understanding of how Vietnamese EFL teachers employ CS in GE classes.
Quantitatively, the study identified various functions of CS within the knowledge
construction category. These functions include explaining complex grammatical
points, introducing new vocabulary, clarifying challenging language in receptive skill
classes, explaining pronunciation aspects, introducing unfamiliar materials or topics,
and providing Vietnamese equivalents during tasks. These functions ranked high in
terms of usage frequency. These quantitative results align with the qualitative data,
which emphasized the effectiveness of CS in explaining grammar, teaching
vocabulary, scaffolding students’ understanding, and clarifying challenging language
during listening and reading activities. These findings are somewhat contrast with
previous research (Keong et al., 2016), which showed a low percentage of CS used
for explaining confusing grammatical points (40%), introducing new vocabulary
(20%), clarifying difficult language (25%), and Songdang et al. (2018), which
revealed percentages of 57.5% for new vocabulary, 62.5% for grammatical points,
and 50% for difficult language. However, this study uncovered a higher frequency of
sub-functions of CS compared to previous research, possibly due to differences in
classroom context and student proficiency levels.
4.1.4.4.b. The use of CS for classroom management

Classroom management is another classroom matter which teachers might rely
on CS (Ferguson, 2009). In the current study, as highlighted in the findings of the
questionnaire presented in Table 4.6, all of the EFL teachers reported that they
frequently employed Vietnamese to facilitate various aspects of classroom
management. Specifically, tasks such as maintaining classroom discipline, reminding
students of lessons or learning focuses, and organizing classroom tasks and activities
were reported to occur at a medium frequency level. In contrast, encouraging
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students’ participation in classroom activities and providing instructions and prompts
were noted as high-frequency functions. The qualitative findings confirmed these
guantitative results.

In other words, EFL teachers expressed that they used CS as a tool for
effectively managing their classes and encouraging students with lower proficiency
levels to engage in various tasks and activities. The more specific findings related to
CS for classroom management in the current study may be attributed to the context of
the current study, where non-English major students tend to be passive and reliant on
traditional teaching styles. They are accustomed to Vietnamese-based instructions
and often engage in tasks or activities when nominated by their teachers.
4.1.4.4.c. The use of CS for interpersonal relations

The third CS classification of CS by Ferguson (2009) was for interpersonal
relations related to the emotive and social dimensions of classroom interactions.
Switching to L1 may facilitate rapport-building, individualized interactions, and
deeper involvement, thus cultivating a warm and inclusive learning environment. The
current study shows that, as presented in Table 4.7, EFL teachers employed CS in
various ways to manage interpersonal relations within the classroom. These functions
ranged from medium to high usage, with the most frequently used function being the
creation of a comfortable learning environment. This was followed by facilitating
interaction and providing praise and remarks on students’ performance. The
qualitative findings from in-depth interviews provided further support for the
quantitative data. Teachers emphasized the significance of creating a comfortable and
supportive learning atmosphere through the use of CS. They believed that CS could
reduce cognitive loads for students and contribute to making them feel more secure
and comfortable, ultimately enhancing the learning process. These findings are
consistent with previous research, such as the study by Sondang & Bonik (2018),
which reported that creating a comfortable learning environment (47.5%) was the
most common function, followed by facilitating interaction (45%) and providing
praise and remarks on students‘ performance (42.5%). Similarly, in the study by
Keong et al. (2016), creating a comfortable learning environment (60%) and
providing praise and remarks on students’ performance (45%) were frequently
reported functions.

Overall, despite different opinions on the use of CS in GE classes, all teachers
agreed that, depending on the students‘ needs and their proficiency in English, it is
challenging to avoid incorporating CS in GE classes, especially for non-English
major students struggling with English comprehension. Furthermore, all teachers in
the current study acknowledged that the use of CS should be approached judiciously,
purposefully, and deliberately in GE classes, although determining what qualifies as
wise use can be challenging. The current study revealed that teachers primarily
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favored the use of CS in classrooms for three purposes: academic, classroom
management, and socializing. However, teachers’ perspectives varied depending on
the specific purposes for which CS might be applied. The findings of the current
study showcased that CS was most frequently used to deliver lesson content to their
students. The subsequent section will present and analyze incidents of EFL teachers’
CS practice in the actual classrooms from the video-recording classroom observations
and the findings from stimulated recall interview analysis.
4.2. Vietnamese EFL teachers’ practice of CS in GE classes

This section analyzes the data from the ten observed classes and data from
SRIs with ten observed teachers to answer the second research question: How do
Vietnamese EFL teachers employ CS in terms of (a) the frequency, (b) the types and
occurrences of CS, and (c) the functions of CS in GE classes at the tertiary level?.

The section starts with an overview of the classroom lessons of ten teachers from
a university in central Vietnam. Then the identified CS patterns with the frequency of
occurrences and extracts illustrating each pattern are presented. Finally, the frequency of
the functions used for specific teaching purposes in the ten observed classes categorized
into three themes, as proposed by Ferguson’s model (2009) is tabulated and analyzed and
also confirmed by the observed teachers’ comments recorded in SRIS.
4.2.1. Overview of the observed GE classes

In ten observed classes with more than 40 pre-intermediate English learners,
the lessons primarily covered reading, listening, vocabulary, grammar, and
pronunciation. However, the teachers led discussions and prompted students with
questions. Students’ responses were often short and sometimes in their native
language. Four out of ten teachers used a combination of CS and various teaching
techniques to introduce more student-centered activities. CS was consciously used to
explain grammar and unfamiliar vocabulary, maintain lesson flow, teach vocabulary
and pronunciation, and encourage student participation. Details of the observed
lessons and classes are provided in Appendix D5 and Appendix D6.
4.2.2. Frequency of code-switching in GE classes

It appears that, in the current study, the observed teachers did not
predominantly use English during their classes. The CS percentages were calculated
by determining the ratio of Vietnamese words to the total number of words spoken by
the teacher during the 150-minute lessons, as shown in the second column of Table
4.8. The results, depicted in the last column of Table 4.8, indicate that the most
teachers’ CS percentages were relatively high, suggesting frequent use of Vietnamese
alongside English. Table 4.8 illustrates the variability in CS frequencies among the
teachers in their GE classes.
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Table 4.8. Percentages of Teachers’ Code-Switching

Teacher Nurr_\ber of words English Vietnamese words Percent_age_of

used in 150 minutes words code-switching
T1 10212 6970 3242 31.7%
T2 11917 6184 5733 48.1%
T3 14358 3480 10878 75.0%
T4 7629 4434 3195 41.9%
T5 9420 2818 6602 70.1%
T6 14517 3424 11093 76.4%
T7 9748 1872 7876 71.9%
T8 9922 3755 6167 62.2%
T9 9968 1991 6989 70.1%
T10 9145 1357 7788 85.2%

Overall, data from Table 4.8 reveals that the percentage of CS varies significantly
among the teachers. For instance, Teachers T3, T5, T6, T7, T9, T9 and T10 were
observed to switch into L1 frequently during their classes. These teachers used a
remarkable number of Vietnamese words alongside English, resulting in CS percentages
ranging from 70.1% to 85.2%. Some teachers, for example, T2 and T8 used CS
moderately, 48.1% and 62.2% respectively, which suggests that they did switch from
English to Vietnamese fairly often but not as frequently as the other teachers. T1 and T4
were the teachers with the lowest CS percentages, at 31.7% and 41.9%. This means that
more English words were used than Vietnamese words during their classes.

The SRI analysis yielded contrasting results compared to the observed classes
analysis regarding teachers’ beliefs about language use. While all teacher participants
agreed that students should be exposed to the TL frequently, their views on the ideal
proportion of English and Vietnamese differed. T1 did not specify percentages for
language use when asked, but T3, T5, T6, T7, and T9 proposed a 50% English and
50% Vietnamese distribution for classroom instructions. However, these proposals
did not align with their actual practice. During interviews, they explained that they
switched to Vietnamese to teach grammar and explain difficult vocabulary,
particularly to support non-English major students who might struggle with English-
based instructions and complex concepts.

Data from observations, however, showed that CS from English to Vietnamese
was used frequently. Some teachers expressed varying opinions about CS frequency
during video-recorded observations. For instance, Teacher 3 stated, “My belief about L1
and TL use depends on each class and specific situations” (T3, 17 October, 2022), while
Teacher 7 noted, “I aim for a 50% English and 50% Vietnamese balance when teaching
pre-intermediate proficiency students” (T7, 7 November, 2022). Noticeably, T1 and T4
mentioned in the interviews that the normal amount of CS use in the classroom (not
more than the amount of target language use) was considered beneficial as long as the
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TL was still become the primary language in the classroom. They believed that an
English teacher should use 70% of the TL and 30% of the native language. Their belief
aligned with what they were observed to practice CS in their classes.
4.2.3. Occurrences of CS used in GE classes

The analysis of teachers’ recorded discourse in class uncovered distinct
instances of CS practice. The classification of types of CS was adopted by both
Muysken’s (2000) and Polack (1980) presented in the section of qualitative analysis.
Table 4.9 displays the distribution of these occurrences for each teacher (the number
of instances of each level of CS used by each of the ten teachers has been shown as a
percentage of the overall instances of CS by the teacher)
Table 4.9. Frequency of Cs Occurrences in The Ten Observed Classes

Recordings L P C M T DM Total
C1l 2 5 38 71 4 5 125
c2 15 13 98 121 3 7 257
C3 6 5 19 100 3 6 139
C4 2 8 66 73 2 4 155
C5 11 4 31 83 3 7 139
C6 6 2 75 144 4 11 242
c7 28 28 124 137 2 8 327
C8 10 18 52 114 5 10 209
C9 6 5 69 110 3 6 199
C10 13 14 103 165 6 9 310
Total No. of
Occurrence 99 102 675 1118 35 73 2102
S
% 4.7 4.9 32.1 53.2 1.6 3.5 100

As can be seen from Table 4.9, mixed switching was predominant, followed
by clause switching and then phrasal switching and finally lexical switching.
Specifically, mixed switching was the most frequently employed technique among
teachers in the ten observed GE classes, accounting for 53.2%. The second-highest
percentage was for clause switching, utilized by all observed teachers, at 32.1%.
Phrase switching and lexical switching were present in the classes at average
percentages of 4.9% and 4.7%, respectively. Discourse markers and tag switching
constituted the lowest percentages, indicating their least frequent use, at 3.5% and
1.6%, respectively, in the ten observed classes. The detailed descriptions of teacher
CS occurrences found in this study will be illustrated with the extracts from video-
recorded lessons in the following sections.
4.2.3.1. Lexical code-switching

The lexical switching pattern were recorded in the instances when the
teacher’s discourse was predominantly in English and a single word in Vietnamese
was used to give the Vietnamese meaning of new words, or new terms. The following
example presents this pattern of teacher CS.
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Extract 1: Class recording T7

T: ...So we have this word, yes, the canal in Vietnamese, kénh dao.

(Observation, 5 November 2022)

Extract 2: Class recording T1

T: The float. Ah, yes, the float. So, we have in Vietnamese, xe hoa. Let’s have
a check. (Show answer on slide) Yeah, the float. (Observation, 5 October 2022)

In extract 1 and 2, the teachers wanted to see if the students understood the
meaning of the words “canal” and “float . They switched to Vietnamese to translate
the English word into Vietnamese to provide the Vietnamese equivalent of the word.
In other words, T2 and T1’s switchings involve part of an utterance, more specifically
a lexical word in this case. Later interviews with the participants (T7 and T1) have
shown that they tended to employ lexical CS when they think that the lexical units
including single words which are complicated for the students to understand. It
indicates that CS was believed to ease students’ comprehension of the complicated
meaning of the vocabulary and to save time. In other words, the teachers can use
lexical code to explain the meanings of certain words they found difficult for students
to know the meanings.
4.2.3.2. Phrasal code-switching

The phrasal switching pattern was the least frequently found in the ten
observed classes. It occurred in the instances when the teacher’s discourse was in
English and an incomplete sentence or phrase in Vietnamese was used to give the
Vietnamese meaning of new word, new term and new concept. Below are the
examples from the recorded classroom observation which illustrates the CS pattern of
phrasal CS:

Extract 3: Class recording T5

T: ... an adjective we say it giant, the giant machine mdt cdi ¢6 mdy khong I6.

(Observation, 21 October 2022)

Extract 4: Class recording T9

T: Here (moving to next slide) the last structure cdu triic cudi. I’'m flying to

Mars tomorrow morning. I’m taking the 7:30 rocket. So this is a boy yes and

this is his rocket. (Observation, 12 November 2022)

In extract 3 and 4, the teachers were speaking in English, and he inserted the
Vietnamese words “mét cdi ¢6 mdy khong 167, “cdau triic cuéi”. In other words,
T5’and T9’s switchings involving part of an utterance, i.e., phrasal word in this case,
occurred within an utterance.

The choice of phrase code switching in this case shows that the teachers
shifted to Vietnamese when the expressions they want to make in English involve
more than one word. In the examples above, while “mdt cdi cé6 mdy khong 16” (the
giant machine) contains “giant”, a high level word, and so can be unfamiliar with the
students, “cdu tric cuéi” (the last structure) may not be so complicated and
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practically does not need an equivalent translation into Vietnamese in this case.
Interview data have confirmed that apart from the beliefs that the phrases can be
difficult for the students to understand, the teachers can also use phrase CS as a habit,
for its own sake without thinking much about the complexity of the lexical units.
4.2.3.3. Clause code-switching

The sentence switching pattern includes instances in which teachers, within an
utterance, were speaking in English but changed into Vietnamese. CS in this case
happens at the sentence level and sentences in Vietnamese are translated from the
preceding English utterances or the sentence in Vietnamese is a statement with extra
information incorporated into the preceding English utterance. Below are examples
from the current study’s classroom recordings:

Extract 5: Class recording T8

T: ...a leaving party for a work colleague. A work colleague, /6p minh thi

chwa ai di lam nén la chiea c6 dong nghiép. Néu ma ai dé roi di thi minh t6

chure tiéc chia tay. Yes, a leaving party for a work colleague la tiéc chia tay

véi dong nghiép (Observation, 9 November 2022).

Extract 6: Class recording T 5

T: What does it mean by to compost? To compost la gi? ((waiting for students’

response)). Compost vira la danh tir vira la dong tir. Danh tir nghia la phdn bon,

phan tron, dong tir nghia la bon phdn. (Observation, 21 October 2022).

In extract 5, the teacher switched to Vietnamese to explain the concept of
“leaving party for a work colleague” at the sentence level. The teacher first
introduced the term in English, “a leaving party for a work colleague” and used
Vietnamese to clarify the meaning of “a work colleague”, “Iop minh thi chua ai di
lam nén la chwa cé dong nghiép” and then immediately provides a translation in
Vietnamese, “tiéc chia tay véi dong nghiép “. In extract 6, the teacher initiated the
discussion in English by asking for the meaning and then seamlessly transitioned to
Vietnamese, stating “To compost la gi?” for better comprehension. The teachers’
switchings at clause level showed that teachers are likely to provide more information
about the new terms. The follow-up interview data have shown that the beliefs that
these shiftings from English to Vietnamese between different sentences and within
sentences were used strategically as a linguistic scaffold, making the unfamiliar term
more accessible and facilitating the learning process.

Extract 7: Class recording T5

T: Rumbling Falls cave was probably my biggest achievement as a caver...So

the word you need to pay attention to is... achievement. Trong cau nay, cac

ban chi ra cho cé tén riéng xudt hién & ché nao? (Observation, 21 October

2022).
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Extract 8: Class recording T1

T: Yeah. What do you think of the home in the photo? Cho cé mét tinh tir mo

ta. (Observation, 5 October 2022).

In extracts 7 and 8, the teachers’ shifting from English to Vietnamese occur
between different sentences. Like teachers’ switches in extracts 5 and 6, the sentence
or clause in Vietnamese “Trong cdu nay, cdc ban chi ra cho cé tén riéng xudt hién &
ché ndo? in extract 7 and clause “cho c¢é mét tinh tir mé ta” in extract 8 are right after
the English sentence or clause to add more information. Later interviews with the
teachers revealed that the cases of CS in extracts 7 and 8 were intentionally used by
the teachers. They believed that by CS, their students might understand the task and
participate in learning activities.
4.2.3.4. Mixed and other types of code-switching

Mix code-switching

The mixed switching pattern, mixed switching, was the most frequent CS type
in 10 observed classes, found in instances when there was a combination of lexical
and phrasal switching and even sentence translation within a teacher’s utterance.
Some examples are presented below.

Extract 9: Class recording T10

T. OK, we start with the vocabulary related to talk jobs, cong viéc. So in the

UK, some jobs are difficult to fill because it’s not enough people qualified to

do them ((the teacher writes on the board)) qualify to do something. Qualify

tue la minh dwoc dao tao, minh co b&ng cép dé lam mot cong viéc gi do. Vi du
nhir engineer thi phdi ¢é bang vé kj su, architecture thi phdi c6 bang vé kién

tric suw... (Observation, 12 November 2022).

Extract 10: Class recording T7

T: “Solve mathematical problems” la gidi cdc bai toan; “second” la gidy, cum tir

“in a second” & day c6 nghia 13 mét cdach nhanh chéng; vira 1di ban méi gap cum

tir nay 1a “make a mistake ”, mdc I6i. Instructions 1a gi? Ioi chi dan, 167 hiéng

dan; NASA 1a cum tir viét tit ciia National Aeronautics and Space Administration,
céi nay 1a Co quan Hang khéng va Vii tru Hoa Ky, minh hay goi tit 1a Na Sa do;

Humanoid Robot 1 76 bot giong nguoi; cum tir “International Space Station” 1a

tram khong gian quoc té, tram nay hién nay dang hoat dong nha; repetitive Ia tinh

tir ¢6 nghia Ildp di ldp lai, ghi tir can than dé hoc cac ban nha, Astronaut 1a phi

hanh gia. (Observation, 5 November 2022).

Structurally, the languages of both English and Vietnamese do not occur in an
utterance equally. There may be two cases that happen when both languages are
involved within an utterance or between utterances. The first case happens when
English is the base language and Vietnamese is the embedded language. The second
case involves Vietnamese as the base language and English as the embedded language.
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Extract 9 above, indicates that the teacher’s insertions involve words, phrases, or even
sentences. As is observed in extract 10 above, several kinds of switching were
employed by the teacher. In other words, M switching including lexical (instructions,
astronaut), P (International Space Station) and C (NASA is the abbreviation) were
used to illustrate the lesson and the purpose was to explain new concepts and make
sure the students understood the new vocabulary to read the article.

The use of mixed CS in extract 9 could be explained that it was for explaining
a complex grammar structure. In the interviews, some teachers said that this
utilization of CS assisted students in grasping their understanding. Similarly, CS
incidents in extract 10 indicate the complexity of the lesson content with various
technical terms to explain to students; thus, the use of CS was referred to as a way to
enhance students’ understanding, as reported in the interviews.

Discourse marker code-switching

The discourse marker switching was observed to be used by the teachers. The
observed teachers inserted the word Okay (Ok), A (Ah), O (Er), Um (Umm) at the
end, in the middle or at the begin of each utterance. The following extracts from the
classroom observations are examples of this pattern:

Extract 11: Class recording T10

T: O. Let’s invite some ideas. Give me what you think. Yes. What do you

think? Is it Um rude to ask people’s age and why? (Observation, 15 November

2022).

Extract 12: Class recording T6

T: Now. Um, think about is it common in your country in Vietnam to change

jobs? You think is it common in your country in Vietnam to change jobs? Yes

or No? (Observation, 26 October 2022).

In both extract 11 and 12, the teachers’ switching involved Vietnamese discourse
markers O, Um. They were inserted into the beginning of the utterance. It could be that
the language use habit from Vietnamese was transferred into the use of English.

Extract 13: Class recording T3

T: Let’s go back to the first question (looking at question on the board), which

stage of life are you in at the moment? (looking at students), which stage, so

among these...stages (laughing), so which stage are you in? ...young...Okay,
are you in the childhood stage? no, not at all, Okay, teenager? no, young adult,

Okay, you are, when you are twenty something, you are at the adult stage

(Observation, 15 October 2022).

In extract 13, “Okay” was continuously used by T3. It seemed that T3 was
observed to speak a new utterance in the same turn without waiting for Ss’ response.
This meant that “Okay” was used for not checking Ss’ understanding or accuracy. In
other words, their unconscious use of the word “Okay” was for moving their next
instruction or maintaining the flow of their instruction.
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Tag code-switching

The tag switching pattern was practiced in the observed classes. The teachers’
utterances were switched with single words/phrases such as “ding khong or ding
chua” (right), “duwoc chua” (all right). The extracts below illustrate the use of tag
question code switched to L1 by the observed teacher.

Extract 14: Class recording T8

T: get up, diing khéng? nhung ma day minh s& ¢ get off 1a xudng tau, get off,

dung khong? (Observation, 9 November 2022).

As can be seen in extract 11, the tag “dung khong” was inserted by the
teachers perhaps to engage the students in the lesson or to check if the students
understood what the teacher said. It could have been a familiar way for the teacher’s
CS to interact with the students in the class as reported in SRIs with teachers.

Overall, the observational data exhibits the classification of CS types reviewed
in the literature. The current study adopted the classification Muysken (2000) and
Poplack (1980). With this combined classification framework, the study identified CS
in the form of insertion including L (Lexical), alternation with P (Phrase) and C
(Clause/Sentence), and congruent lexification with M (Mix), DM (Discourse Marker)
and T (Tag). The recorded classroom discourse indicates two new kinds of CS in
teachers’ utterances in the current study. The first is mixed CS when the teachers’
utterances switched from TL to L1, including lexical, phrasal, and clause switching.
The second is discourse marker, involving the insertion of the word “Okay” at the
end, in the middle, or at the beginning of each utterance by the teachers.

4.2.4. Pedagogical functions of CS employment in GE classes

As presented in Chapter 2, the current study adopted SCT in language teaching
(Vygotsky, 1986), cognitive processing perspective (Adriosh & Razi, 2019; Macaro,
2009) with a combination with Furguson’s (2009) framework of CS functions to view
CS in the classroom. Viewed in this theoretical framework, CS is a purposeful
practice that assists learners in understanding classroom activities requiring the
support via the use of CS by teachers. As for teachers, CS is a tool to clarify meaning
and facilitate students’ conceptual understanding. This section presents the findings
from classroom recordings indicating how teachers employed CS to assist students in
knowledge construction, manage classrooms and establish interpersonal relations.
4.2.4.1. Observed use of CS for knowledge construction

The section begins with the findings of frequency of CS used in the ten
observed GE classes and continues with the extracts from video-recordings
illustrating each function and accompanied with the observed teachers’ comments
noted from SRIs.
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Table 4.10. CS for Knowledge Construction

To To To clalfify the _

explain To check To explain meaning of To give
Func students’ L . new task
tions ~ 9ramm under pronunciati - recapitula vocabulary instructio Total

at-ical - on aspects te .

. -standing (explanation/ ns
points the lesson .
translation)

C1 10 5 9 9 12 6 51
c2 37 7 9 15 44 11 123
C3 18 5 7 11 26 5 72
C4 17 6 9 11 21 7 71
C5 22 2 8 9 28 6 75
C6 31 4 17 13 40 10 115
Cc7 44 13 14 27 61 14 173
C8 21 9 7 10 34 7 88
C9 20 9 10 15 35 6 95
C10 26 8 16 27 44 12 133
Total
No.of 246 68 106 147 345 84 990
Occur
rences
% 24.8 6.8 10.6 14.7 34.7 8.4 100

It can be seen from Table 4.10 that the CS was used by the GE teachers most
frequently in order to serve the function of clarifying or explaining meanings of new
words or concepts, at 34.7 % in the ten classes in total. The second highest frequency
of CS use is the function of explaining grammar structures by the teachers, which
reached 24.8 %. CS was moderately used to review the newly acquired knowledge
for the students and to explain pronunciation aspects, accounting for 14.7 % and 10.6
% respectively. The least used CS by the teachers was for helping students check
student’s understanding and to give task instructions, making up 8.4 % and 6.8 %
respectively in the ten video-recordings of the observed classes.

Nearly all the teachers were observed using CS when addressing content-
related matters. This included clarifying the meanings of new words and concepts,
providing pronunciation instructions, explaining grammar points, checking students’
understanding, and reviewing the recently studied materials.

Concerning clarifying the meaning of new vocabulary, through observation
analysis, teachers tended to explain the meaning of words, parts of speech, and word
forms by giving Vietnamese equivalents or translating utterances into Vietnamese
after reading them in English loudly or providing more relevant information for
clarifying the meaning of words. The following extracts are from the classes of
teachers T3, T4, and T6, demonstrating their actual practice of CS in the classrooms:
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Extract 15: Class recording T3
T:. OK, campervan ((writing campervan on the board)) minh che cadi chir
camper & dau di, con lai chit van ¢ dang sau d thi cdi chit van nay & mot chiéc
xe 16 ché ma ngwoi My ho hay ding. A van nghia la tir ma ngwoi My hay
diing thay vi chiéc xe binh thuong ngudi ta sé goi la coach, hodc la bus. So,
campervan thi cdi kich ¢& né giong véi chiéc xe 16 chd vdy nhung ma ngudi ta
bo nhitng cdi ghé ¢ trong cdi chiéc xe dé di va nguwoi ta sé...doi ndi thit &
trong chiéc xe, nguoi ta sé...dé co dung tir, dé cé dién dat cho cac ban hiéu,
tire 1d nguoi ta sé trang tri, trang tri ni that thi khong diing, nguoi ta sé... bé

tri cdi bép, réi la cdi giwong ngii & trong cdi chiée xe do, néu ma ban vira di

du lich, vira dn uéng ngi nghi trong chiéc xe do, thi cdi dé la xe cdm trai.

((looking at the book)) (Observation, 15 October 2022)

In the process of teaching vocabulary as illustrated in extract 15, T3 adeptly
employs mixed switching, shifting from English to Vietnamese, to enhance students’
understanding of the term ‘“campervan.” The teacher initiates the explanation in
English, introducing the term and then transitioning to Vietnamese to provide a more
detailed insight. This shift serves to clarify the American usage of the term “van” in
reference to a 16-passenger vehicle. Then she introduces synonyms like “coach” and
“bus” to reinforce the students’ understanding. Moreover, she switches to L1 to
elucidate specific features of a campervan. This includes details about interior
rearrangement, Kkitchen setup, and bed arrangement, providing a comprehensive
understanding of the concept. During SRIs, she also explained that this use of CS is
not only effective in conveying meaning but also in associating the new term with
familiar ones, facilitating a more seamless integration of the new vocabulary into the
students’ language repertoire. The judicious use of language alternation considers the
diverse linguistic backgrounds and proficiency levels within the classroom, fostering
effective vocabulary acquisition among students.

Extract 16: Class recording T5

T: You know the rain? You will get wet, if you don’t have a tent... léu, trai.

Right, so it means tent ((writing on the board)) va éng nay bé trén chiéc xe hoi

nay. Drive to the mountain. Ldi xe dén khu vue mién nii and have a camping

trip there. Va c¢é mét chuyén cam trai ¢ dé ((raising his hand)) The third

person, what does she like? And, now, who is she? Who is she? She is... a

national airline, very good, very good. And what is her job ((moving to the

center)) What is her job? ((raising his hand)). Raise your hand, if you know her
job. She’s a flight attendant. She’s a flight attendant ((moving to the board and
writing)) You know? flight attendant? Flight attendant means ((writing
something on the board)) ... a person who works on the plane and serves the
passenger ((moving his hand)) Who is in Vietnamese tiép vién hang khéng.
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Yes, nhu vy c6 nay co co hdi 1a go sightseeing ...di ngdm canh go sightseeing
(writing on the board). Nhu vay 1a nhiing tir vung lién quan t&i travel, vé
holiday, go sightseeing (writing on the board) (Observation, 21 October 2022).

In the extract 16, the teacher is engaging the students in a discussion about
travel-related vocabulary and professions. The teacher introduces the concept of
camping by discussing the need for a tent during rain, explaining the word “tent” in
Vietnamese (“léu“ or “trai*). The teacher emphasizes the importance of having a
tent to stay dry during camping trips. The teacher then shifts the focus to a person
driving to the mountains for a camping trip and prompts the students to identify this
person’s occupation. The students correctly identify the person as a flight attendant
working for a national airline. The teacher reinforces the vocabulary related to air
travel by explaining the term “flight attendant” in both English and Vietnamese (“tiép
vién hang khong ). The teacher elaborates on the flight attendant’s role, describing
them as people who work on the plane and serve the passengers. The teacher
introduces the phrase “go sightseeing” and translates it into Vietnamese (“di ngdam
canh®), broadening the students’ travel-related vocabulary. In SRIs, the teacher
commented that they switched to L1 consciously to provide translations and
explanations in Vietnamese and that the teacher transmitted knowledge of travel-
related terminology and professions to students
Extract 17: Class recording T6

T: Ok, next, live on, ((writing on the board)), live on thi ban sé thdy la sau chir

live on, nguoi ta ghi gi, every month, they lived on Rich’ salary and saved

among us. ((looking at the book)). Titc la hang thing thi ho chi song dia vao
lwong cua ban Rich thoi va ho sé tiét kiém cdi tién lwong cua ban Amanda

((underline “live on” on the board)). Live on ¢é nghia la séng dwa vao, séng

nho vao ai do ((looking at the student)). For example, ((writing on the board))

| am a new graduate. | still live on my parents. Ah, nghia la em la sinh vién
vita mdi tét nghiép ra truong nén em van con song dwa vao ba me em...

(Observation, 26 October 2022).

In this instructional scenario, as exemplified in extract 17, the teacher switches
from English to Vietnamese to clarify concepts for the students and facilitate their
understanding. The teacher initiates this bilingual approach by using Vietnamese to
elucidate the meaning of the phrase “live on,” offering a direct translation and
highlighting its significance by underlining it on the board. This language alternation
extends to providing examples, with the teacher illustrating the concept in both
English and Vietnamese, thereby reinforcing understanding through repetition.
Moreover, the teacher uses Vietnamese to provide a more detailed explanation of the
meaning of “live on”, ensuring a thorough understanding of the term. Additionally,
when giving an example, the teacher code-switches, saying, “For example, | am a
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new graduate. | still live on my parents” and then provides an explanation in
Vietnamese, “Ah, nghia la em la sinh vién viea méi tot nghiép ra truong nén em van con
song dwa vao ba me em” and then provides an explanation in Vietnamese, making the
language more understandable and applicable to real-life situations. After watching the
video-recorded lesson, Teacher 6 expressed her desire for all students, especially those
with lower proficiency levels, to grasp the meanings of new vocabulary. Consequently,
she frequently switched to Vietnamese or provided Vietnamese equivalents. She further
commented that this intentional CS was aimed at making the lesson more accessible to
students with varying levels of English proficiency, thereby contributing to a more
inclusive and engaging learning environment.

When being asked to give comments after watching the video, the majority of
teachers expressed a common practice in which they typically resorted to CS to
Vietnamese for teaching new vocabulary after initially providing explanations of the
word meanings. Instead of elaborating in English, which could be time-consuming,
they directly translated the vocabulary into Vietnamese. To illustrate further, when
T8 reviewed the video, he acknowledged that VVietnamese could be employed in such
cases to translate an English word. He commented, “I will explain the difficult or new
words using Vietnamese. However, first | should provide explanations in simple
English to help students understand easily. If they still struggle to understand, then |
will resort to using Vietnamese. ” (T8, 11 November 2022).

Relating to explaining grammar points/grammar structures, it seems that
teachers code-switched to Vietnamese while giving instructions that entailed
explanations of English grammatical rules. In most situations where teachers
switched to Vietnamese in the form of phrasal lexical CS (in extract 18) and mixed
CS to deliver instructions on an English grammar point, they usually introduced the
grammatical rules in English and then elaborated the rules in Vietnamese. This
practice is exemplified in the following extracts 18 and 19:

Extract 18: Class recording T8
T: So now | will highlight all the verbs... in the paragraph, and you tell me
which one is... present. Lived, died, trained, worked, ah... climbed, was,
was, didn’t have, helped, uh... works, is... Yep! Which verbs... are in
present tense? Which one?... (pointing at the slide) Here. Is [Ss: works.]
and... [Ss: works.] works. Thé con cdc déng tir con lai?... Minh nhdn thdy la
phan I6n 1a né déu cé ed ¢ phia sau. Thi dé la gi?

S: Qua khu.

T: Qué khur, qua khir gi?

S: Qua khir don

T: (smiling) Okay! This one... We have... was born, grew up, was, had... [S:

to become]. No, to become. Sau to thi dong tir bat budc phai dang... nguyén
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mau roi. Ah... gave, was, saw, [S: loved] ... loved, [S: built] ... built, good,
ah... [S: wasn’t] wasn’t, [S: went] went, [S: had] had, [S: didn’t win] yah
didn’t win, [S: entered] entered, um... are... Nhu vay trong nay chi cd.. duy
nhét [S: are] mot dong tir are dugc chia & hién tai con lai déu 1a qua kht.
Vay can cu vao trong hai cai doan nay thi... dong tir nhu thé nao thi dugc
chia & qua khtr, n6 dién ta cai gi thi n6 dugc dat, dugc chia & qua khu.

S:(...)

T: Vi du nhu 1a Martjan was born in Afganistan... sinh ra & Afganistan. Grew

up... truong thanh 16n 1én & tha do... [Ss: (...)] Yup! N6 dién ta cai gi?...

[Ss: (...)] Thi né dién ta qua khir chtr cai gi cua... yes (giggling). Yes, mot

hanh dong dién ra hoic 1a mét trang thai & qua khu. (Observation, 9

November 2022).

Extract 19: Class recording T4

T: ...And now. And now, we continue with the two basic phrasal verbs which

are very important, very very basic but very very important that you need to

use them in your real life, it means like +Ving, nhd nha like + V-ing céc ban
biét roi, nhung ma would like thi phai di véi tir loai gi nhi? Vi du “l would like

....”, I'would like to play tennis” hoac “I like playing tennis”, téi thich choi

tennis, choi rdt nhiéu (Observation, 15 October 2022).

As evident in extracts 18 and 19, the two observed teachers were instructing
their students on grammar, embracing all stages of presentation, practice and
production. At each stage, they preferred to utilize Vietnamese to ensure their
students grasped the form, meaning, and function of the new grammar points they
were teaching. After explaining the meanings and forms, they alternated between
English and Vietnamese to assess comprehension and prompted students to practice
the new grammar. In extract 18, during the pre-teaching stage, teacher 2 asked her
students to identify verbs in the past form. Instead of persisting in English, she
transitioned to Vietnamese to elucidate the grammar points and clarify their usage.

Another example is illustrated in extract 19 in the practice stage. In a similar
way, Teacher 4 mostly switched to Vietnamese when she was explaining English
grammar rules. In extract 19, teacher 4 started her instruction in English, and then she
switched back and forth “would like cong voi danh tir dang gi nhi?” (What kind of
noun do you use with “would like”?).

These situations were corroborated by Teacher 8 and Teacher 4 when they
reviewed the video extracts. In these scenarios, Teacher 8 commented: “My students
don’t appear to grasp my explanations in L2 well, and | have to switch to Vietnamese
to provide a clearer explanation.” (T8, 11 November 2022). Teacher 3 also
announced: “I switch from English to Vietnamese to clarify crucial points that might
lead to student misunderstandings “ (T3, 17 October 2022). Sharing the same idea, T1
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also expressed her idea that as an experienced teacher, she realized that the non-major
English students had low proficiency levels in English and more importantly, they
studied English for passing the final exam, which focused on the grammatical points.
T1 stated, “I thought that using Vietnamese to give clear explanations so that they
could understand thoroughly and could motivate them to take part in classroom
activities” (T1, 13 November 2022).

In the observed classes, it was evident that teachers resorted to CS to explain
grammar points and clarify challenging concepts. All ten teachers confirmed that they
used CS to facilitate students‘ understanding of lesson content and ultimately help
them succeed in their exams. This practice was reaffirmed by the interviewed
teachers’ comments. Teacher 9 elaborated, “I can frankly say that, during English
lessons | mostly used Vietnamese while teaching both grammar and new concepts
because | wanted to help my students can understand the key knowledge to pass the
tests successfully” (T9, 14 November 2022). In a same vein, Teacher 10 said, “Given
the differences between Vietnamese and English, when | taught my students about the
placement of English adjectives, they struggled to comprehend English grammatical
structures. Therefore, | had to use Viethamese to make it more accessible to them”
(T10, 17 November 2022).

In relation to teaching pronunciation aspects, teachers mentioned that they
used Vietnamese when instructing students on English pronunciation. They did this
when helping students learn how to pronounce English words correctly or when
correcting their pronunciation. For instance, in Extract 20, the teacher asked her
students to read new words from a reading passage aloud. As can be seen, Teacher 2
used a mixed CS pattern to teach students the correct pronunciation of these words.
The following extracts from class observations and stimulated-recall interviews
exemplify this situation:

Extract 20: Class recording T2

T: ... the word “meter” the stress falls on the first syllable, so you should

pronounce it as /’mi:t ar/. Meter cdc em sé doc la /’mi:t ar/...

T: ... the noun “referee” co phai doc la /refo ‘r1:/ khong em? ... (checking a

student’s pronunciation of the word “referee.” The correct pronunciation of

“referee” is /refo ‘rr:/... “Referee” doc la /refo ‘ri:/, nhan am tiét thi 3

(Observation, 11 October 2022).

As illustrated in the above extract 20, the teacher first showed the class how to
pronounce the word “meter” in English. She used Vietnamese for instruction and then
switched to English to model the pronunciation of the word. In another situation, the
teacher started calling on some students to read aloud the words to check their
pronunciation. Following that, the student was asked to continue to read these words.
However, when the student mispronounced the word “referee,” the teacher
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intervened, transitioning from English to Vietnamese to remind the students to read
the word “referee” again. In SRI, T2 commented that she also noticed correct
pronunciation, so she switched to Vietnamese to teach her students to read the words
exactly. Similarly, when being asked to give comments on the recorded activity relating
to practice pronunciation, Teacher 1 also stated: “Yes, | am teaching new vocabularies in
the article. My focus is checking whether my students pronounce these words exactly or
inexactly. Moreover, | have to switch to Vietnamese to show how my students have to
read and correct their pronunciation” (T1, 13 November 2022).

In connection with the practice of checking students’ understanding, clause CS
occurrences appeared to be the primary way to explain the lesson content and to
check whether students grasp the meaning of the new vocabulary and concepts, as
evident in the following extract (Extract 21) and the SRIs with T3.

Extract 21: Class recording T3

T: Okay number four, number four, sir dung néing heong tir mét troi, thi mdy

ban sé goi la gi?

Ss: Solar energy.

T: Pung rdi, solar energy is the energy from the sun, okay. Néing liwong tir gi6

la gi?

Ss: Wind energy

T: When we say something cheap or expensive, so we usually match with the

cost or the price. Gid cd phdi khong? Va gia nhién liéu la gi?

S : Fuel cost

T : Va thai ra khi carbon dioxide sé la ... ?

S: Carbon emission (Observation, 5 November 2022).

It appears that this teacher intended to assess students’ grasp of newly
introduced vocabulary related to the lesson topic of energy and environmental
concepts. The teacher checks the students’ comprehension by transitioning from
English to Vietnamese. T3 post questions about solar and wind energy, fuel cost, and
carbon emissions in Vietnamese, such as “nang luong tir mat troi la gi?”, “nang
lwong tir gio la gi?”’, “gia nhién liéu la gi?”, and the students accurately respond,
indicating an understanding of the introduced terms. During the SRIs, T3 shared her
thoughts on this technique: “When I intend to check my students’ acquisition of new
vocabulary, | switch to Vietnamese to check their comprehension” (T3, 17 October
2022). As can be reported from the interviews with T3, the reason for using CS was
to ensure students’ understanding of the content knowledge, which indicates teachers’
intentional practice of CS. The CS in Extract 21 and the answer in the interview
indicate that the teachers’ questions were mainly related to the contents of the lesson
and the use of L1 by the teachers was to double-check and to ensure students’ grasp
of what was being taught.
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Regarding the recapitulation of recently covered content, the observed type of
CS used by the teacher is primarily mixed CS. In extract 22 and through SRIs with
T4 the evidence indicates that the teacher revisits the lesson in English and then
transitions to Vietnamese to explain and reinforce the newly learned knowledge for
the students.

Extract 22: Class recording T7

T: Okay. So let’s see. The general information about the use of “will”, “be
going to”, and “the present continuous tense”. “Will” is commonly used for
future predictions, promises, and instant decisions. “Be going to” is utilized
for premeditated plans and intentions. The present continuous tense is
employed for fixed arrangements. Nhuw vdy ddy la phan tong két ding
khéng, minh cé thé dimg will, a will thi ((pointing at the slide)) ci nay minh
can dé y neé, la cdi dién ta mét quyét dinh nhanh ngay tai thoi diém néi.
Minh ¢6 thé dimg cdu tric be going to dé néi vé mét cdi intention, va minh
6 thé ding present continuous dé néi vé nhitng hanh déng hodc ¥ dinh da
dwoc 1én ké hoach truée. (Observation, 5 November 2022)

In this situation, T7 is reviewing three ways to express future actions in
English, focusing on the use of “will,* “be going to,” and “the present continuous
tense”. The teacher starts by pointing to the slide, emphasizing that “will” is
appropriate for expressing quick decisions made at the moment of speaking.
Subsequently, the teacher highlights the “be going to” structure, indicating its use for
expressing intentions or plans for the future. Finally, the teacher mentions the present
continuous tense, suggesting its application for discussing plans already in progress at
the current moment. Following that, T7 switches to Vietnamese to summarize the key
points. T7 opts to use L1 so that students can mediate the learning process by making
use of their existing linguistic knowledge, leading to effective L2 acquisition. In
SRIs, T4 further affirmed her practice of using Vietnamese to reinforce her students*
understanding of future forms. This ensures that students fully comprehend the
distinctions between “will,” “be going to,” and the present continuous tense. Sharing
the same idea, after watching the video-recorded extract of teaching grammar, T7
remarked that he intentionally shifted to Vietnamese to offer a review of the lesson,
thereby clarifying the students’ understanding (T7, 7 November 2022).

Extract 23: Class recording T5

T: Now, c6 sé nhdc lai vé mdt ¥ nghia nay. Take a risk cé nghia la minh mao

hiém. Mao hiém la gi? Mao hiém la minh thiee hién mét viéc gi d6... ma minh

biét la né cé nguy co that bai... hodc la ¢6... nguy hiém... dén... dén sirc khoé,
tinh mang gi do. Challenge... Every cave gives you a new challenge...

Challenge, something very difficult to do... thdch thirc... mot thir rat la khé dé

lam... Achievement... success in something. Su thanh cong... trong mot cdi viéc
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gi do... sau... rdt nhiéu... cong sirc va... né lwc (Observation, 21 October 2022)

In this excerpt, the teacher is reviewing recently introduced vocabulary to
reinforce students’ understanding. The use of CS from English to Vietnamese allows
the T5 to provide additional explanations for her students. By revisiting the words and
concepts in both languages like “Take a risk,” “Challenge,” and “Achievement”, T5
aims to solidify the students’ grasp of the material, making it more accessible and
relevant. Her comment below from SRIs highlights the reasons why she chose to use
the L1. She confirmed that she intended to summarize the given points in Vietnamese
to ensure better comprehension, particularly for those who might encounter difficulties
understanding it in English. “After explaining in English during the initial stage of my
lecture, | consistently transitioned to Viethamese to provide additional clarification for
my students” (T5, 23 October 2022).

Concerning the practice of providing task instructions, data from class
observations and SRIs attest that switching to Vietnamese is a means by which the
teachers provide task instructions. Specifically, some of the teachers in this study
used mixed CS to give activity instructions. For example, T4 switched to Vietnamese
to give instructions for reading comprehension (extract 24). Besides, T3 translated
their instructions into Vietnamese (extracts 25) before their students did a listening
comprehension task.

Extract 24: Class recording T4

T: You are going to read an article that people living and working in

Pennsylvania, and you have three different jobs that refer in the article, namely

businessman, trainee driver and farmer. Viéc dau tién la cdc ban sé doc et

qua. Nhw vdy trong khi doc chung ta sé co hai ky thugt. SKimming and
scanning ((the teacher writes on the board)). Skimming 1a ching ta doc heét dé
ldy y chinh ciia mét doan. Khi doc ludt thi ching ta sé khéng dé y t6i nhing
cdi tir mdi, toi nhitng cdi ma cau triic ma chiing ta khéng hiéu ¢ trong bai va

chiing ta chi doc dé nam dwoc cdi Y chinh ciia toan dogn. Scanning ciing 13

doc lwdt, nhung ma ching ta doc ludt @é lam chi? Dé ldy cdi chi tiét. Vay thi

bdy gio' theo cdc ban néu nhw minh muén doc w6t dé minh xem thir la cdi
doan nao néi vé businessman, doan nao néi vé trainee driver, doan nao néi vé
farmer thi chung ta sé sir dung skimming hay la scanning?

Ss: skimming (Observation, 18 October 2022).

In this extract, the teacher is guiding students in a reading comprehension
exercise on the topic of occupations. To aid students in understanding and developing
reading skills, the teacher has employed CS to introduce two techniques: skimming
and scanning in English. The teacher then seamlessly switches to Vietnamese to
reinforce the concepts and ensure that the students fully understand the application of
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skimming and scanning in the context of the reading exercise. The teacher then
switches to Vietnamese to reinforce and check the students’ understanding. In SRIs,
the teacher explained that the deliberate use of CS made the instructions more
accessible, ensuring no misunderstandings and facilitating a smoother learning
experience.

Extract 25: Class recording T3

T: ...now you are going to listen. Now you are going to listen to the paragraph,

related to directly to the picture. chiing ta sé nghe doan vén lién quan dén birc

tranh. And you have to answer three questions. Now read the questions
thoroughly and try your best to understand the questions and content of the
listening. Come on! Poc qua va cé ging dodn ndi dung bai. Read read read

Doc cdu hoi, before you listen, truoc khi nghe. Do you understand what you

are going to do? Poc va hiéu, néu khéng hiéu cdu nao thi cdc ban phdi hoi

minh (Observation, 21 October 2022).

In extract 25, Teacher 3 was observed conducting a listening comprehension
activity. After providing instructions in English, T3 also transitioned to Vietnamese
to ensure that all students followed along and participated in the activity. T3 switched
to Vietnamese after asking: “Do you understand what you will do?”. This suggests
that T3 intentionally code-switched at this point.

In the SRI, T3 commented that because some students were often reticent
during classes, switching to Vietnamese was a way to check students’ comprehension
and a strategy to motivate them to participate in the exercises. This approach was
seen as a means to engage students who might need more time to speak up during
periods and to construct reading and listening skills for students. The teachers’
remarks in the SRIs aligned with this practice. Teacher 4 also reported: “Well, |
always feel they need to use English, but in some situations, | would prefer
Vietnamese, in particular, in the case of explaining some complex instructions to
students so they can do exercise” (T4, 20 October 2022). Also, after watching the
recorded listening lesson, Teacher 5 stated: “Because pupils’ English competence is
not very strong, | had to switch to Viethamese anytime | needed to make my
instruction well-understood ” (T5, 23 October 2022).
4.2.4.2. Observed use of CS for class management

This section is divided into two parts. The first part presents the frequency of
CS used for classroom management, while the second part lists extracts that illustrate
the functions of CS, along with the teachers’ explanations.
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Table 4.11. CS for Classroom Management

To organize To get To give
Functions classroom students’ comrgan ds Total
activities attentions

C1 13 10 9 32
C2 24 23 21 68
C3 14 12 6 32
C4 14 14 11 39
C5 14 12 5 31
C6 20 25 17 62
C7 26 31 32 89
C8 26 16 20 62
C9 21 24 21 66
C10 33 32 32 97
Total No. of 205 199 174 578
Occurrences
% 35.5 34.4 30.1 100

As shown in Table 4.11, CS for classroom management was dispersed in the
ten video-recorded classes. The teachers predominantly switched to L1 to organize
tasks/activities. Furthermore, CS was also used to encourage students to pay their
attention to the lessons and give commands. The frequencies of CS for these specific
teaching purposes were rather similar, with 35.5% for organizing tasks/activities such
as pair/group work, 34.4% for getting students’ attention to lessons and 30.1% for
giving commands.

The next section gave a picture of CS practice related to these functions and
supported by teachers’ comments in SRISs.

In the context of organizing classroom activities (group work or pair work),
the common use of mixed CS patterns suggested that teachers tend to ask their
students to do activities in group or pair work. This highlights the role of CS in
promoting students’ engagement in class activities. Data from classroom observations
and SRIs exemplified this situation.

Extract 26: Classroom recording T4

T: Alright. You got time to discuss with your friends and | need two groups

dealing with question 20 to 22 and two are there with 23 to 25. Yeah. Cho c6

hai nhém nao... um... [] lam phan... tir cdu 20 t6i cdu 22... 3 cdu ha... va hai

nhém lam céu 23 dén céu 25.

Ss :(Discussing)

T: Now, quickly, nhanh Ién cac em

Ss: (Raising hand)

T: Yes. Em, please. La 20 dén 22 ding khong? Okay. 23 dén 25? (Choosing
student)

One more? Mot nhom niva? (Waiting for the students’ response)

Ss: (Raising hand)

T: Okay. 4 groups. C6 c6 di bén nhéom cho phin nay (Observation, 18
October 2022).
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Extract 27: Class recording T3

T: Ok, so, do you think what is the topic? Only one word. Bai tip nay lam

theo cip. You and you, please. Hai ban ngdi gan nhau s& 1a mot cip... Roi méi

cdp viét ra cho ¢é mot tir khéa dé thé hién chi dé. On your phone, trén dién

thoai. And then show me after one minute sau mot phut ha (Observation, 15

October 2022).

As can be seen in extracts 26 and 27, T4 and T3 employed CS to organize
group or pair work activities. Initially, they introduced the new activity in English,
instructing students to engage in group work (T4) or pairwork (T3). However, they
subsequently switched to Vietnamese, likely to ensure that all students fully
understood the instructions and felt comfortable participating in the activities. In
SRIs, both teachers expressed the same idea that: “Using CS to Vietnamese in this
context aims to ensure students comprehend their intended message to follow
activities” (T4, 20 October 2022; T3, 17 October 2022).

Regarding the practice of getting students’ attention to lesson content, the
common use of mixed CS patterns suggested that teachers had a tendency to connect
between teachers and students, highlighting the role of CS in promoting students’
engagement in class activities. Data from classroom observations and SRIs
exemplified this situation.

Extract 28: Class recording T10

T: You read, ok to look at these activities at page 34, moi nguoi xem xem

nhitng cai hoat dong trang 34, so we have get to the airport ok? On holiday,

we have crossed the ocean so you get to the railway station and you go out in
the evening to a party or a restaurant. Okay, so what kind of transport or which

way of traveling would you prefer for these activities (Observation, 15

November 2022).

Extract 29: Class recording T2
T: ..Now, 4 questions, cé nhdc lai 4 cdu réi d6, look at A and answer 4
questions, chung ta nhin vao hoat dong trang 89. Who can? Who? Mai
Huong, please. Regular meeting, yes or no? (Observation, 11 October 2022).

In this extract, numbered 28 and 29, the teachers alter to Vietnamese to get the
attention of the students. The transition to Vietnamese at clause level, such as when
saying “moi nguwoi xem xem nhitng cdi hoat déng trang 347in extract 28 “cé nhdc lai 4
cau roi d6” and “ching ta nhin vao hoat ddng trang 89 in extract 29. This CS
technique not only provides clarity in communication but also establishes a connection
with the students by incorporating their native language, making instructions more
accessible and fostering a sense of inclusivity in the learning environment.

Regarding the use of CS for giving commands, the most prevalent form
observed was mixed switching. Both the analysis of classroom observations and
remarks from SRIs provided examples of this practice:
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Extract 30: Class recording T3

T: ((writing “work hard” on the board)) ...Work hard co nghia la gi? ((looking

at the students)), ((underlining the word “hard” on the board)). Nhin lén bang,

nhin lén bang. ((asking the students)) (Observed, 15 October 2022)

Extract 31: Class recording T10

T: Rio...which city ...Rio ho?...((looking at the book)). Keep silent! Ban nai to lén c6

khéng nghe gi noi. Ca Iop im Iing dé nghe ban tra loi. Venice hay 1a New Orleans

S: New Orleans

T: New Orleans, ((writing on the board)) Ok, New Orleans (Observation, 15

November 2022)

As depicted in extract 30, the teacher gives commands by switching to
Vietnamese. After writing ‘work hard’ on the board, the teacher shifts to Vietnamese,
inquiring, “Work hard co nghia la gi?” (What does ‘work hard” mean?).
Subsequently, by commanding in Vietnamese, “Nhin lén bang, nhin lén bang”, the
teacher intends to direct all students’ attention to the lesson. Similarly, in extract 31,
the teacher switches to Vietnamese “ban noi to lén co6 khong nghe gi noi. Ca lop im
ling dé nghe ban tra loi”. These situations align with feedbacks from SRIs: “Using
Vietnamese to capture students * attention and focus on the lesson” (T3, 17 October
2022) and “Sometimes, | switch to Vietnamese to give commands” (T10, 17
November 2022)
4.2.4.3. Observed use of CS for building interpersonal relations

Table 4.12 displays the frequency of CS used in building interpersonal
relations in the ten observed classes for specific teaching purposes in GE classes. The
data indicates the different functions of CS employed by the teachers to foster
relationships with their students.

Table 4.12. CS for Interpersonal Relations

To provide praises

To build friendly To and remarks on
Functions atmosphere by  create/facilitate students’ Total
humor/jokes interactions
performance
C1 8 6 8 22
C2 13 5 19 37
C3 2 4 13 19
C4 2 4 12 18
C5 5 4 10 19
C6 5 5 18 28
C7 11 9 12 32
C8 9 7 14 30
C9 6 4 13 23
C10 9 8 16 33
Total No. of 70 56 135 261
Occurrences
% 26.8 21.5 51.7 100
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As apparent from Table 4.12, teachers used CS the most to give remarks on
students’ performance, at 51.7 %. CS to create a more comfortable learning
atmosphere by using humor was found to record 26.8 %, the second highest frequency.
CS to facilitate interactions was the lowest frequency, accounting for 21.5 %.

The following section delves into the diverse purposes for which CS was
utilized by the teachers in the observed classes. It also sheds light on the teachers’
personal viewpoints regarding their CS practice, as gleaned from SRIs. These
functions encompass employing Vietnamese to provide comments or commend
students’ performance and using humor or sharing jokes to ease students’ anxiety in
English learning.

Within the context of offering remarks or expressing praise for students’
performance, it is evident from extracts 32 and 33, along with insights obtained from
SRIs, that teachers frequently employed both lexical and mixed CS occurrences. These
patterns were used as a means to convey positive feedback and commendations,
ultimately motivating their students to actively participate in class activities.

Extract 32: Class recording T7

T: Very good. Mouse and horse aren’t as strong. As a lion. Very good. Yes,

good sentence, three bonuses. Cau tra loi tot, ba diém tot (Observation, 5

November 2022).

Extract 33: Class recording T10

T. ... An interesting experience trai nghiém tuyét voi. right. That is good

answer from Hoa. Well done! Rt giéi! (Observation, 15 November 2022).

From extracts 32 and 33, it can be observed how T7 and T10 use CS to L1, such
as “Cau tra loi tot, ba diém tot,” or “Rat giéi” to motivate and encourage student
participation in the classroom. This strategy can create a positive and engaging learning
environment, especially when their students are eager to receive praise and recognition
for their efforts. In SRIs, Teacher 10 stated, “Frankly speaking, my students are passive
in taking part in the tasks. Giving good marks is chosen as a way to encourage students
to raise their hands and enjoy the class activities” (T10, 17 November 2022). T1 also
asserted, “I use Vietnamese to motivate my students to participate in class interaction.
Using Vietnamese might facilitate the learners’ understanding, but they had less
exposure to English practice (T7, 7 November 2022).

In the context of using humor to foster a friendly learning environment, the
extracts from classroom observations are validated by teachers’ comments from SRIs.
The following extract 34 and extract 35 will exemplify this practice.

Extract 34: Class recording T2

T: Now we see this ((moving to next slide)) the woman, right? We are going

to have a baby girl. So we have here the baby inside. So she is so sure about

that the baby, right? Nguoi ndy c6 vé cé du dinh néi ¢é ké hoach réi, so to be
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going to va déng tir nguyén mau dé néi vé dw dinh va ké hoach. Maybe the

man c6 1¢ 1a chong thiy baby girl nén anh 4y méi néi chung ta s& co con gai

né. She’ll be as pretty as you. Cdu nay coé ngot ngao khéng nhi?

Ss: ngot ngao

T: C6 chir. Pdy la khen c¢é nay dep gian tiép ding khéng? va dira bé do sé

dep nhu em vdy. Nhu vay ong nay dung thi will plus infinitive and... sau khi

nghe vo minh noi chung ta co con gai anh oi, bén day sé noi gi nhi? Cau do

NG Con minh sé dep nhw em vdy, cé phdi ngay tai thoi diém néi méi xudt hién

cdu do khong? (Observation, 11 October 2022).

In excerpt 34, T2 employs mixed CS to ensure understanding and add humor to
the lesson. As described in this situation, the teacher humorously suggests, “Maybe this
is her husband. Co thé 1a chong cua ba.” The teacher then asked, “Cau nay co ngot
ngao khong nhi?”. Following that, the teacher uses Vietnamese “Coé chir. Pay la khen
c6 nay dep gian tiép dung khong? and “dira bé d6 s& dep nhu em vay”. This CS use not
only ensures comprehension of the complex grammar points but also infuses humor,
creating an engaging and enjoyable atmosphere for the students. Teacher 2 asserted:
“Yes, incorporating humor related to the topic of lesson is seen as a meaningful tool to
help transmit the lesson content to my student” (T2, 13 October 2022).

Extract 35: Class recording T4

T: Okay. Next. We’re talking about spelling... Ddi véi phan spelling thi chi

C6... dp dung doi voi cac déng tir c6 quy tic. Ca phé sita xin phdi cho. Ca phé

sita xin phdi cho. My favorite drink... It’s easy to remember... thitc uéng yéu

thich ciia Cé...rdt dé nhé cdc ban...Bai vé nay dp dung cho cdc dong tir ¢é

duoi /k/,/11,/[1,/s/,/p/ and /ch/ (Observation, 18 October 2022).

In this scenario, as recorded in extract., T is switching from English and
Vietnamese to explain specific spelling rules related to verbs with endings like /k/, /f/,
/f1, /s/, Ip/, and /ch/. Introducing humor through the rhyme “Ca phé sita xin phai cho.
Ca phé sita xin phdi cho” or saying “thirc uong yéu thich cia C6” can make the
learning experience more enjoyable and memorable for students. In SRIs, teachers
shared: “Incorporating humor related to the lesson topic can effectively engage
students and contribute to a more enjoyable learning process, ultimately enhancing
information retention.” (T4, 20 October 2022).

Concerning the utilization of CS to facilitate interaction between teachers and
students, mixed switching emerged as the most commonly observed form. This was
evident in both the analysis of classroom observations and the insights shared by
teachers in SRIs. This particular practice is illustrated in the following instance:
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Extract 36: Class recording T2

T. On the screen, you can see some photos ((pointing at the slide)) of the

things that appeared in your reading. So can you find me the words to describe

number one? Yah, very quick. Can I invite you? ((inviting student)) Number
one. Let’s see the mask. Mask la gi?

S: Mat na.

T:. Mat na. Yes, that’s so good. So number 2. ((pointing at the slide)) Number

2, What do you see in number 2? What word do you think is for number 2,

Suong?

S: Float

T: Floatlagi?

S: Xe hoa

T: Yes, the float. So we have in Viethamese, xe hoa. And Number 3 is

something that you use for decoration in special events. Can | invite you?

((inviting student))

S: candles.

T. Candles. L?

S: Nén

T: Nén? Yes, that is correct... ((showing answer on slide)). Now in Number 4

what do you see? ((pointing at the slide)) We can see a group of people and

one is playing the trumpet and maybe this is the singer. And this is, he’s
playing the cello, right? La gi? ((inviting student))

S: Music band.

T: Music, ban nhac (Observation, 11 October 2022).

In the observed extract, the teacher seamlessly incorporates CS to Vietnamese
to facilitate interaction with the students. The teacher prompts quick responses by
pointing to images on the slide and inviting students to provide the corresponding
Vietnamese terms. For example, when saying the mask “mat na”, float “xe hoa”,
candles “nén”, and music band “ban nhac”, the teacher alters from English to
Vietnamese to engage students actively. In SRIs, the teacher stated: “This use of CS
not only aids in clarifying concepts but also creates a more interactive learning
environment, encouraging students to actively contribute to the discussion” (T2, 13
October 2022).

Table 4.13 displays the frequency of CS used for various functions beyond
those related to knowledge construction and transmission, classroom management,
and building interpersonal relationships. These additional functions were identified in
the ten observed classes and announced by teachers in SRIs.
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Table 4.13. CS for Other Functions

To check To remind To inform To inform
students to

Functions students’ the end of the new Total

attendance stay on the lesson topic/lesson
tasks

C1 8 5 1 6 20
C2 14 6 3 6 29
C3 8 2 2 4 16
C4 9 8 4 6 27
C5 7 3 1 3 14
C6 13 12 6 6 37
C7 12 7 7 7 33
C8 12 6 5 6 29
C9 6 6 5 4 21
C10 15 8 6 8 37
Total No. of 92 63 40 56 251

Occurrences
% 36.7 25.1 15.9 22.3 100

Apart from the functions of CS in GE classes that were identified based on
Ferguson’s categories (2009), the study found new functions for CS, including
checking students’ attendance, reminding students to stay on task, informing the end
of the lesson, and informing the start of a new lesson. These functions were observed
to be dispersed across the ten classes, with varying frequencies of use: checking
students’ attendance (36.7 %), reminding students to stay on tasks (25.1 %),
informing the end of the lesson (15.9 %), and informing the start of a new lesson
(22.3 %). The following section elaborates on these additional functions of CS
observed in the classes

Checking students’ attendance is a common practice in many classrooms. In
the observed classes, all ten teachers used CS in the form of phrasal CS to check
students’ attendance in various stages of the class, including the pre-, while-, and
post-stage. Extracts 37 and 38 provide examples of how teachers, such as T4 and T3,
used CS to determine if any students were absent. This practice was also confirmed
by Teacher 3 and Teacher 4 during SRIs:

Extract 37: Class recording T4

T: Yes, Minh Ngoc are you. Minh Ngoc khéng c6 mdt réi... Minh Ngoc c6

khong. Now, the next one, ban tiép theo (Observation, 18 October 2022).
Extract 38: Class recording T3

T: Finish. Roi, ... Quy. Are you here? Quy vang réi (Observation, 15 October

2022).

In the two extracts from the T4, T3’ lessons, in the while-stage of their lessons,
teachers T4 and T3 called out the names of their students to participate in an exercise.
When there was no response, they used Vietnamese to re-check their students’
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attendance. During the SRIs, both T3 and T4 confirmed that they frequently used
Vietnamese to check their students’ attendance in such situations. Teacher 3 stated: “I
often switch to Vietnamese to check my students’ attendance” (T3, 17 October 2022)
and Teacher 4 also added: “I switch to Vietnamese to check my students ’ attendance.
Checking attendance is an intentional way to remind Ss of joining the class all time”
(T4, 20 October 2022).

More interestingly, teachers resort to CS to inform the break time (Extract 39),
new lesson (Extract 40), the end of the lesson (Extract 41) and to remind students of
completing classroom tasks/activities (Extract 42) are observed to be practiced by the
teachers. The following short extracts clearly illustrate that the teachers used their
native language as a typical way to deal with certain situations.

Extract 39: Class recording T6
T: ... Hey, are you tired? Hungry? So we’ll have a 15 minutes. Moi nguoi sé
nghi giai lao 15 phut bay gid 1a 9 gio cac ban vo hoc lai. (Observation, 26
October 2022).

The teacher shows care for students, asks if they’re tired or hungry, and offers
a 15-minute break. As reported in SRIs, teacher also confirmed that this promotes a
positive learning atmosphere, allowing refreshed and focused students to resume
studies after the break.

Extract 40: Class recording T9
T: (looking at the students and laughing). Alright, today we’re going to step
into a new unit, unit 9. And ah... now, you have some minutes to look at the
title of unit 9. It’s about language and learning. Nhw vdy la hom nay chiing ta
sé budc qua bai s6 9. (Observation, 12 November 2022).

The teacher starts the lesson with a light-hearted approach, creating a positive
atmosphere. The teacher informs the students about the new unit, Unit 9, and its
topic, which is ‘language and learning.” The teacher encourages the students to take a
few minutes to familiarize themselves with the title of the unit. By allowing the
students time to preview the topic, the teacher helps them mentally prepare for the
upcoming lesson, making it easier for them to engage with the new material. During
SRIs, the teacher showed that switching to L1 is used as a habit.

Extract 41: Class recording T8

T: We stop here; we will start again next week. Minh sé dung ¢ day, ching ta

sé bt dau lai tudn téi (Observation, 9 November 2022).

The teacher announces the end of the current lesson, informing the students
that the class will resume the following week. Later interviews showed that teacher’s
switching to L1 as habit to remind their students of their study plan and ensure they
are aware of the class timetable, promoting a structured and organized learning
environment (T8, 11 November 2022).
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Extract 42: Class recording T3

T: Ok, now try to finish as quickly as possible. You only change the form

“verb”. Moi nguwoi cé ging hoan thanh cdi nay cang nhanh cang tot boi vi né

la chuyén hinh thire ciia dong tir théi (Observation, 9 November 2022).

The teacher instructs the students to quickly complete an activity that involves
changing the form of verbs. The teacher emphasizes the importance of finishing the
task swiftly since it only involves transforming verb forms. By encouraging the
students to work efficiently, the teacher aims to enhance their understanding of verb
conjugation and grammar rules. Switching to L1 was used intentionally to emphasize
both speed and accuracy, as reported in SRIS.

4.2.5. Discussion on EFL teachers’ practice of CS

The second objective of this study is to explore the actual utilization of CS by
EFL instructors in GE classes. This section presents the discussion about findings
concerning the concrete application of CS by EFL teachers in GE classes, followed
by a comparative analysis with findings from prior research.
4.2.5.1. Frequency of actual use of CS

Regarding CS actual use in GE classes, it found significant variability in CS
use among observed teachers (Table 4.9). Some, like T3, T5, T6, T7, T9, and T10,
frequently employed Vietnamese alongside English, resulting in CS percentages from
70.1% to 85.2%. In contrast, T2 and T8 engaged in moderate CS, ranging from
48.1% to 76.4%, indicating less frequent but still substantial use of both languages.
T1 and T4 had the lowest CS percentages at 31.7% and 41.9%, emphasizing English
over Vietnamese during instruction. The results for the levels of L1 use in the classes
ranged from 31.7% to 85.2%, indicating that L1 is frequently employed by the
teachers in this research. This finding differs from Ngo Bich Ngoc and Phuong
Hoang Yen (2018), who reported a range of 19% to 57%, but is similar to the results
of Tas¢1 & Aksu (2020) and Littlewood and Yu (2011), who found ranges of 10% to
75%. The variations in these studies may be explained by the fact that the extent of
L1 use depends on specific classroom situations.

To be more specific, this variability is linked to factors such as teachers’
experience, students’ proficiency levels, the specific skills being taught, and the
students’ need for communication with their teachers in each class. Consequently,
extensive L1 use in one class may be more justifiable than in another, depending on
students’ needs and proficiency levels. Teachers can find value in incorporating L1,
rather than prohibiting its use in L2 instruction. However, it remains crucial for EFL
teachers to emphasize and maximize the use of the TL in their classes, while also
encouraging students to use the TL as much as possible.

Evidently, CS was intentionally employed by teachers in this study. The
consistent use of CS by teachers indicates their awareness of the students‘ conditions
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and their belief in the necessity of providing instructions and clarifying lesson content
in Vietnamese. Furthermore, this implies that the course materials for this class of
mixed-ability levels should be tailored to the limited English proficiency of non-
English major students, prompting teachers to choose direct explanations through CS.
These findings suggest that stakeholders should reconsider the students’ English
proficiency levels and may need to modify materials to make them more accessible and
less demanding for the students. It is in accordance with the fact that the non-English
majored students lacked English proficiency and comprehension, so teachers
consciously used CS to help their students understand materials and instructions better.
Furthermore, teachers’ perceptions and practice are considered to be intriguing
and teachers® practice can actively shape their cognitive frameworks and teacher
cognition intertwines with practical experiences in a mutually influential relationship
(Borg, 2009). This study also looked into the dynamic between teachers’ perceptions
and practice of CS in GE classes. Interestingly, there was a contrast between the
observed classroom practice and teachers’ self-reported beliefs. During interviews, all
teachers stressed the importance of frequent exposure to English for students.
However, opinions on the ideal balance of English and Vietnamese in their GE
classes varied. T1 did not specify the rate, while T3, T5, T6, T7, and T9 suggested a
50:50 distribution, which contradicted their predominantly Vietnamese CS in class.
They justified this by using Vietnamese to teach grammar and clarify challenging
vocabulary, especially for non-English major students. Conversely, T1 and T4, with
lower CS percentages, believed in a balanced approach, proposing 70% English and
30% Vietnamese, which aligned with their observed practice. The discrepancy in
EFL teachers’ perceptions and actual use of CS in GE classes in the current study can
be explained by the fact that teaching practices were more compatible with the
contextual factors. At the research site, both the teachers and students shared the
same mother tongue, which is Vietnamese. This factor could have facilitated the use
of the mother tongue, making it likely to happen. It is argued that the use of L1 by
teachers to a certain extent encourages learners to engage directly with the lessons
(Crawford, 2004; Cummins, 2005), provides linguistic support and contributes to
improved learning outcomes (Ellis & Shintani, 2013; Lin, 2008). In the current study,
the extracts (numbers 17- 42) show that the students were engaged in the lessons, and
the teachers’ CS to L1 helped the students to understand concepts, grammatical
points and vocabulary in English that were present in the lessons. However, little was
revealed whether the students performed better in language outcomes when and after
engaging in lessons taught with teachers’ CS. Since the objective of the current study
was descriptive and exploratory, focusing on the teachers’ perception and practice of
CS, not the outcomes of students. This leaves open a question for further studies to
explore the issue of the impact of teachers’ CS on students’ language performance.
Another contextual factor leading to CS in the current study comes from the
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fact that the teachers were teaching GE to students of rather limited levels of English
proficiency. The policy for language use in the classroom by teachers does not strictly
require that teachers have to stick to the TL. The teachers, when dealing with the
arising problems in the classroom such as explaining new concepts, grammar or
vocabulary in the lessons, considered CS to be of use to students’ understanding and
to make themselves clear with the use of L1. Besides, in the current study, the
proficiency level of the students, the topics of the lessons, the influence of the
previous exposure to the use of CS of the teachers, the linguistic and pedagogical
competence of the teachers all played a role. Their actual switching to L1 in other
words obviously more pertain to the real contexts of the classroom despite their high
perceptions of using TL in their teaching.

4.2.5.2. Occurrences of CS patterns in GE classes

Data from classroom observations in this study provide insights into the actual
use of CS by EFL teachers. These findings align with Muysken’s (2000)
classification of CS types. The observation data reveal four distinct CS patterns
employed by EFL teachers: lexical, phrasal, sentential, and mixed CS occurrences.
This supports the idea that CS encompasses various syntactic units, including words,
phrases, sentences, turns, and complete texts, as suggested by Kecskes (2006) and
Muysken (2000). However, the findings are consistent with prior research indicating
that lexical, phrasal, and sentential switching often involving using L1 equivalents for
L2 words are seen in studies by Pham Thi Ngoc Hoa (2015). Furthermore, tag-
switching was also noted as in the previous study by Poplack (1980). Notably, in the
current study, two new kinds of CS were found, including mixed CS in which
teachers’ utterances switch from the TL (English) to the L1 (Vietnamese), and CS for
discourse markers by inserting the word ‘Okay’ at the end, in the middle, or at the
beginning of each utterance by teachers. A novel finding worth discussing is that
SRIs data have revealed that apart from the belief that lexical, phrasal, clause, mixed
CS, or discourse marker CS can be used to make teaching content more accessible to
students, teachers can also employ these types of CS as a habit, for its own sake,
without thinking much about the complexity of the lexical units.

Furthermore, this study observes a particularly high frequency of mixed CS
used by teachers, surpassing other recorded CS types. This finding presents a contrast
to previous studies conducted by Pham Thi Hoa (2015), Sondang & Bonik (2018),
and Ulfah et al. (2021), which found that inter-sentential CS or alternation was the
most frequently used, followed by intra-sentential CS or insertion with lexical and
phrasal elements. There could be several possible reasons for this contrast. It may be
attributed to the context of teaching English as the target language, the teaching
habits of the instructors in the current study, or the lower level of English proficiency
among the students in the observed classes, which may have influenced this mode of
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CS. Furthermore, in comparison to the previously reviewed studies by Sondang &
Bonik (2018) and Ulfah et al. (2021), the current study found that mixed CS was
employed very frequently by the observed teachers. This mixed CS incorporated
elements of lexical, phrasal, and sentence CS in teachers’ speech. The transcripts of
the extracts illustrating mixed CS suggest that teachers employed this mode to serve
the same purposes as other types of CS, such as their instruction repetition, concepts
and complex grammar points explanation. It could be attributed to the teachers’
teaching experience and the teacher’s awareness of their students’ proficiency or the
fact that the students appeared to have difficulty understanding new concepts or
lesson content, leading the teachers to use this type of mixed CS. In other words,
these additional forms of CS contribute to a more comprehensive understanding of
the diversity of CS practice employed by teachers in their instructional settings.
4.2.5.3. Functions of CS in GE classes

Ferguson (2009) classified CS for three main functions: knowledge
construction, classroom management and interpersonal relations. With regard to
knowledge construction, the current study, CS was perceived not only for knowledge
construction between teachers and students but also knowledge transmission from
teachers to students. The extracts (15, 16, 17, 18, and 19) from the recorded
classroom observation provide illustrations of CS for knowledge transmission in
which teachers used L1 to provide explanations of TL vocabulary, grammar points,
concepts related to the lesson topics. There was little construction from students
towards the new vocabulary, grammatical points and concepts in the TL. The teachers
were the ones who transmitted this kind of knowledge to students.

Moreover, the transcripts of the recorded classroom observations indicate that
all the teachers in the current study tended to use CS consciously to provide
knowledge in the students® native language. Ferguson (2009) classified CS in terms
of knowledge construction, classroom management and interpersonal relations but
did not consider whether the use of CS was conscious or by habit, in the current
study, SRIs with the teachers revealed that they seemed to use L1 consciously to
facilitate the lessons.

To be more specific, the recording analysis shows that CS for knowledge
construction and transmission, of which the highest percentage belongs to CS to
clarify or explain meanings of new words and concepts (see Table 4.11). This
function was recorded in extract 15, 16, 17 confirmed by teachers’ comments in SRIs.
This finding reiterates those that were found by Bilgin’s (2016), Ibrahim (2013),
Nabifar (2017), Pham (2015), Schweers (1999), Ustiinel (2016) who studied CS used
in the university classrooms. However, it could be due to the specific context of
teaching homogeneous bodies of students, the current study did not find the function
of CS for bridging cultural gaps as shown in the study of Nabifar (2017), which
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underscored the role of CS in elucidating cultural aspects and idiomatic expressions.

In the current study, CS was also used as a means to assess students’
comprehension. In the SRIs, teachers acknowledged that CS was utilized to ensure
that students had a clear understanding of the activities they were engaged in. An
example of this function can be found in extract 21. There was a similar finding
present in the study conducted by Ngo Bich Ngoc and Phuong Hoang Yen (2018),
where they explained that students needed to comprehend the meanings of content-
specific vocabulary, particularly terminologies. In the context of this study, CS was
frequently used to confirm students’ understanding of the word meanings.

The current study illustrated CS for code transition to L1 employed by
teachers during grammar instruction. As demonstrated in Table 4.11 and exemplified
In extracts 18, and 19, teachers’ CS to L1 was to elucidate grammar concepts. These
extracts indicate the situations in which teachers shifted from using English to
Vietnamese to clarify grammar rules or structures. This finding tended to further
support the function of CS for explaining grammatical points, which aligns with
previous research conducted by Ahmad and Jusoff (2009), Bilgin (2016), Ibrahim
(2013), Nabifar (2017), Rezvani (2011), and Temesgen et al. (2022). These high
similarities in findings of these studies with the current one’s can be explained by the
fact that these studies were conducted in the context of EFL, where both teachers and
students share the same native language.

CS for knowledge construction and transmission was also documented in
teachers’ explaining pronunciation aspects as illustrated in one example of extract 20.
The recordings from the study demonstrate that teachers in the research would switch
to Vietnamese to instruct their students on word pronunciation and to correct their
pronunciation. In interviews, these teachers confirmed that they found it necessary to
switch to Vietnamese to address pronunciation issues, indicating CS consciously.
This particular use of CS to teach pronunciation was not found in the study by Grant
and Nguyen Thi Hang (2017), also conducted in the Vietnamese EFL context,
exploring this function of CS in transmitting pronunciation knowledge.

In addition to the previously identified functions such as clarification of
complex concepts, grammar points, checking of students® understanding, and
pronunciation instructions (found in studies by Makulloluwa (2013) and Ustiinel
(2016), the function of “Recapitulation* emerged as a relatively unique function in
this study as exemplified in extract 22 and 23. Similar to the function of clarification,
recapitulation serves as an alternative method for reinforcing understanding,
indicating that this function is implemented in a distinctive manner. This can be
attributed to the teacher’s aim to ensure the students’ comprehension of the lesson
content. The use of CS by teachers enables the students to exploit their available
linguistic repertoire to mediate the learning process.
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The current study adopted SCT by Vygotsky (1978) as part of the theoretical
framework. More specifically, it referred to the concept of scaffolding from SCT in
the sense that the use of L1 of the teachers can serve to provide assistance to learners
to be able to the tasks at hand. Ustiinel (2016) explained that scaffolding can be used
to provide clear directions for learners and to clarify the purpose of the task. Other
forms of scaffolding by teachers can be via CS to keep learners on task or offer
assessments to clarify expectations among learners. CS by teachers can scaffold
students via the forms of translating, asking a question in L1 when a student cannot
answer in the TL, eliciting L1 translation, giving feedback, checking comprehension
in L2.

The extracts from the classroom recordings indicate the features of
scaffolding. Scaffolding is a key concept in SCT which states that learners‘ L1 serves
as a cognitive tool through which learning is assisted and the process of cognitive
development is created socially and culturally (Lantolf, 2000). CS is viewed as a
scaffolding strategy (Altun, 2021; Ustiinel, 2016) in the forms of simplifying the
linguistic contents, reinforcing concepts, and annotating L2 technical terms to assist
with students’ understanding and recapitulation. Besides, other forms of scaffolding
via CS can be translating, asking a question in L1 when a student cannot answer in
the TL, eliciting L1 translation, giving feedback, checking comprehension in L2
(Ustiinel, 2016). The incidents presented in section 4.2 on teachers’ practice of CS in
GE classes reflects the scaffolding features in SCT. In the observed classes, students
seemed confused when teachers exclusively used the TL. This lack of understanding
hindered them from actively participating in assigned tasks and activities. However,
teachers’ CS use helped students jointly construct meaning. This use of CS to the L1
acted as a supportive “scaffold” (Vygotsky, 1986), providing students with more
opportunities for the TL acquisition.

Viewed from cognitive processing theory, past experiences of language users
can trigger their use of L1 because of the interconnection of available languages
(Adriosh & Razi, 2019). Besides, in the cognitive processing view, L1 acts as a tool
that elucidates, clarifies meaning, facilitates conceptual understanding in TL and
reduces the cognitive burden for users (Macaro, 2001). Different from SCT, the
cognitive processing theory does not consider CS to L1 as scaffolding, however, it
indicates the roles of CS to L1 in the thinking process in the way that it helps
language users use the resources in L1 to elucidate, clarify meaning and facilitate
conceptual understanding in the L2. The CS of the teachers in the current studies
could have been influenced by their past experiences in language learning and
teaching when switching to L1. Alternatively, CS to L1 was a strategy that the
teachers wished to make the English lessons understandable to their students.
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Compared to previous studies conducted in both global and Viethnamese EFL
contexts, the current study reveals a difference. In SRIS, when questioned about the
reasons for switching to the L1, teachers expressed that employing L1 could enhance
students’ understanding and retention of new material. This finding implies that
teachers engaged in CS with the intention of connecting new information to pre-
existing knowledge, aligning with the principles of cognitive processing theory.

CS is also used in classroom management (Ferguson, 2009). While it has been
found that CS was used for maintaining classroom discipline and organizing
classroom tasks and activities, and encouraging students‘ participation in classroom
activities (Grant and Nguyen Thi Hang, 2017; Keong et al., 2016; Pham Thi Hoa,
2015; Sondang & Bonik, 2018), the current study found that CS was considered to
serve more functions than previously found. Another function of CS pertained to
classroom management was shown in extracts 26, 27, 28, 29, 30 and 31. This
function encompassed various aspects, such as instructing students to work in pairs or
groups and organizing specific classroom activities, as demonstrated in extracts 26,
27, getting students’ attention to the lesson (extracts 28, 29) and giving commands
(extracts 30, 31). However, it’s noteworthy that these particular findings were not
present in the studies conducted by Adriosh and Razi Ozge (2019) which were
conducted in the EFL undergraduate context. This suggests that the use of CS for
classroom management may vary depending on the educational level and context.
Additionally, CS was used to check students’ attendance, as evident in extracts 37
and 38. This practice may be influenced by classroom customs or aimed at capturing
students’ attention during roll call. This particular function of CS, as employed by the
EFL teachers in the current study, was less frequent compared to other functions. In
interviews, the teachers explained that they resorted to using Vietnamese to check
students* attendance because their students often missed classes. Consequently, they
felt the need to monitor attendance regularly. This finding could also be explained by
the contextual factor springing from the research site where checking students’
attendance is required and usually done at the beginning or the end of each lesson.
The reason for the use of L1 in checking attendance could be from the habit and the
names of students are in Vietnamese.

Some other identified CS functions related to classroom management from the
current study included informing the break time (extract 39), informing the new
lesson (extract 40), informing the end of the lesson (extract 41) and urging students to
complete classroom tasks/activities (extract 42). Even though these functions were
not seen to be dominant, they were part of the classroom teachers’ discourse. More
exactly, the teachers did routines relating to the classroom management. The teachers
could have used these newly identified functions of CS for the purposes of drawing
attention of the students to these steps of the lessons or these functions of CS have
been the norm of the classroom at the research site. Given the specific context of the
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current study, these functions were identified, which were not observed in previous
studies conducted by Ahmad and Jusoff (2009), Bilgin (2016), lbrahim (2013),
Nabifar (2017), Puspawati (2018), Rezvani (2011), Temesgen and Hailu (2022), and
Ustiinel (2016). These findings underscore the diverse and adaptable nature of CS in
the classroom, as it serves a range of instructional and management purposes.

The third kind of CS classified by Ferguson (2009) was CS for interpersonal
relation, also referred to as the “affective function* or “social/cultural purposes” by
Gumperz (1982). Evidence of this CS function can be observed in extracts 32, 33, 34,
35 and 36. To be more specific, the function identified in the current study was the
use of Vietnamese to facilitate interactions between teacher and students, as
exemplified in extract 36. The next function of teacher’s CS was giving good marks
or praising students’ performance, as observed in extract 32 and extract 33.
Additionally, it was employed to transmit knowledge by incorporating humor or
jokes related to the lesson topic, as illustrated in extracts 34 and 35. In other words, in
the study, Vietnamese was used as a motivational and supportive tool to enhance
student engagement and reduce anxiety in the language learning process. This finding
Is consistent with the results of previous studies conducted by Bairmani et al. (2022)
and Zhang (2021). These studies noted that teachers often used the native language
(L1) to bridge the gap between themselves as authority figures in the classroom and
their students. In SRIs, the teachers in the current study confirmed that they relied on
CS to establish rapport with their students, particularly through the use of humor.
This CS function contributes to creating a more relaxed and friendly classroom
atmosphere, which can enhance the learning experience for students.

In general, from the findings of teachers’ perceptions via the questionnaire and
interviews and the practice of CS via recorded classroom observations and SRIs, it
can be concluded that the current study has documented some differences between
teachers’ perceptions and their actual practice of CS in GE classes. While teachers
generally expressed a belief in the importance of exposing students to the TL,
English, during their instruction, the observed classroom practice contrasted to this
ideal. Some teachers who endorsed a balanced approach in interviews were observed
using predominantly Vietnamese in their lessons, employing CS extensively. This
discrepancy suggests that teachers® theoretical beliefs about language use in the
classroom may not always align with their practical choices. This finding contributed
to the arguments made by the authors such as Bagheri and East (2021), Borg (2003),
Bingimlas and Hanrahan (2010). They argued that teacher beliefs and perceptions
could be consistent or inconsistent with classroom practice because there is a
complex relationship between them. They further explained that teachers might
struggle to express their underlying beliefs or theories that shape their teaching, and
In some cases, they might not even be conscious of these influences. Moreover, the
study revealed that teachers’ CS practice tended to be influenced by some factors that
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may shape teachers’ actual practice, diverging from their stated beliefs. The next
section (section 4.3) will display and discuss these influential factors.

CS originally refers to the way people change from one language to another to
help the interlocutors or those in the process of communication to understand their
message clearly (Warhhaugh, 2006). In this sense, teachers in the GE classroom are
likely to perceive the use of CS as necessary for their own communication and for the
sake of students’ understanding and engagement in the lessons. As perception
indicates thinking of the action and in the current study, teachers’ perceptions of CS
suggest their awareness of the use of CS in the GE classes. This is also supported by
the transcripts as shown in the extracts presented that CS was used for both as a
communicative tool for convenience and for pedagogical purposes.

The current study also adopted SCT (Vygotsky, 1978), with regard to the use
of L1 as a scaffold in the teaching and learning process. CS has been connected with
scaffolding in SCT in the way it assists learners with the current tasks and serves
pedagogical functions (Storch & Aldosari, 2010; Ustiinel, 2016). In the current study,
CS by teachers was seen to help students via the forms asking a question in L1 when
students could not answer in the TL, eliciting L1 translation, giving feedback,
checking comprehension in L2 (Ustiinel, 2016). The pedagogical functions of CS in
the current study were found following the principles of sociocultural theory with
some divergence from scaffolding because the support tended to be more direct to the
students’ immediate need when they learn the lesson rather than strategic support and
gradual withdrawal of teachers’ help as in the original meaning of scaffolding in
SCT.

4.3. Teachers’ perceptions of factors underlying the motivation of teachers to
incorporate CS

This section presents the quantitative data from the survey data and the
qualitative data from in-depth interviews and SRIs to address the third question: What
are the perceived factors underlying their motivations for CS in GE classes at the
tertiary level?

The responses of the teachers to the statements in the third cluster were
collected and subjected to descriptive statistical analysis to determine the mean score
for each statement. Additionally, a One-Sample T-test was conducted to assess the p-
value of sub-clusters within cluster 3. Table 4.14 presents the results of these
statistical tests, providing descriptive statistics for the data from cluster 3 and One-
Sample T-test results for cluster 3 (N=34) regarding the factors perceived by teachers
as motivating them to incorporate CS in GE classes.
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Table 4.14. Descriptive Statistics of Teachers’ Perceived Factors Underlying the
Motivation of Teachers to Use CS

Statements Min Max Mean SD P-
value

11 C_S must be ysed in GE classes due to in-class 3 5 403 63 00
time constraint

CS must be used when students are unable to

express themselves in English

13, _CS mus_t be used when students show 5 5 312 81 40
inattention or boredom.
CS must be used in GE Classes when | find it

14 Gifficult to say it in English, . > 329 106 .16
CS must be used in GE classes due to

15.  students’ low English proficiency which 3 5 4.12 .54 .00

hinders them from understanding English.

12.

w
ol

3.88 .64 .00

Table 4.15 reveals that among five main factors influencing teachers to code-
switch, the mean score of students’ low English proficiency (M=4.12, SD= .54) was
the highest, followed by in-class time constraint (M=4.03, SD= .63), students’ ability
of expressing in English (M=3.88, SD= .64), Ts’ having problems expressing
themselves in English (M=3.29, SD= 1.06) and finally students’ inattention or
boredom (M=3.12; SD=.81. These values strongly suggest that EFL teachers
expressed high agreements with the factors leading to CS by the teachers and those
factors included time constraint, Ss’ ability of expressing in English, Ss’ low English
proficiency and Ts’ own English proficiency and Ss’ inattention or boredom.
Remarkably, the statement of “CS must be used in GE classes when 1 find it difficult
to say it in English” (M= 3.29), with the SD of 1.06, gets the highest value among all
these statements of the cluster 3, showing that the EFL teachers’ opinions spreads out
somewhat largely.

As can be seen from the One Sample T-test results, the p-value of the
statements “students’ inattention or boredom” and Ts’ having problems expressing
themselves in English are .40 (p> .05) and .16 (p > .05) respectively. As such, there
was no statistically significant difference in the level of agreement of EFL teachers
with item 13 (M=3.12, p= .40), item 14 (M=3.29, p= .16). This means that EFL
teachers had a neutral agreement with these items. However, a statistically significant
difference was found with the item “time constraint” (M = 4.03, p = .00< .05), item
“students’ ability of expressing themselves in English” (M = 3.88, p= .00 < .05) and
item “Ss’ low English proficiency” (M= 4.12, p= .00 <.05). This result indicates that
EFL teachers had a tendency to agree strongly with these items.

The data derived from the in-depth interviews and SRIs were integrated and
subjected to thematic analysis. These findings were then interpreted as supplementary
information to complement the survey data. The results indicate that teachers’ beliefs
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regarding CS practice in GE classes have been influenced by several key factors,
including cognitive, linguistic, pedagogical as well as contextual and cultural factors.
4.3.1. Teacher-related factors

4.3.1.1. Previous professional experience

Teachers’ understanding of the role of the L1 in English teaching significantly
influenced their use of CS. For instance, Teacher 2 initially conducted lessons
entirely in English but noticed her students becoming distracted, prompting her to
switch to the L1. Teacher 4’s experience with a solely English listening
comprehension lesson led to a reconsideration of incorporating L1 explanations in
subsequent lessons. Teacher A used L1 when students faced comprehension
difficulties to provide clearer explanations. Similarly, Teacher D recognized the need
for L1 translations to enhance reading comprehension.

Experienced teachers in SRIs affirmed that switching to Vietnamese from
English helped students understand complex concepts. They explained that students
lacked grammatical and social background knowledge, and teaching solely in English
could lead to confusion and dislike for learning English. Teacher 2 stated, “If | keep
teaching grammar and vocabulary in English, they may even hate learning English
more, so | need to switch to Vietnamese to help them understand effectively” (T2, 13
October 2022).
4.3.1.2. Teachers’ difficulty in expressing in English in certain situations

The survey data indicated that teachers had a neutral agreement regarding this
factor. Only a minority of teachers believed that switching to Vietnamese facilitated
explaining words and conveying content to students. This finding was echoed by
comments from two of the observed teachers during interviews. They mentioned that
CS to L1 provided a more comfortable and effective way to express complex ideas,
especially when dealing with challenging concepts or expressions that were hard to
convey in English. They also highlighted situations where finding suitable English
equivalents was challenging, and in such cases, switching to L1 ensure clear and
understandable communication. Teacher E explained, “Sometimes, while giving a
lecture, | encounter situations where certain words are challenging to explain in
English, so | use L1 to ensure that my explanation or message to my students is clear
and understandable” (TE, 26 August 2022).

4.3.2. Student-related factors
4.3.2.1 Students’ lack of language competence

In SRIs, teachers discussed the factor of diverse background knowledge
among their students in GE classes. They highlighted that these classes typically
included students from various backgrounds with varying English proficiency levels.
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Some students had extensive exposure to English, while others faced challenges due
to limited exposure and lack of support. Teachers also mentioned that GE classes
with pre-intermediate proficiency levels were typically composed of two groups: one
group had recently passed the English level 2 course examination according to the
CEFR, and the other group’s entry proficiency level was English level 3.

Recognizing the importance of addressing linguistic diversity within their
classes and fostering an inclusive learning environment, teachers found CS to
Vietnamese to be an effective strategy in such contexts. Providing explanations in the
students’ native language or offering comprehensible input in Vietnamese helped
students with varying language proficiency levels understand complex concepts and
instructions. This enhanced engagement and task completion, ultimately leading to
more effective learning. Teacher 1 explained, “In a mixed-level English class, my
priority is students who lack language competence. To ensure their understanding, |
switch to Vietnamese when giving instructions and explanations. My intention is to
include all students” (T1, 7 October 2022). Similarly, Teacher 3 commented, “In my
English classrooms, | frequently transition from using English to Vietnamese because
students in classes have different English proficiency levels. | have observed that
students with lower proficiency struggle to grasp my explanations when delivered in
English, despite my repeated efforts. Consequently, | resort to using Vietnamese as |
believe that this is the most effective means of ensuring that my students comprehend
the material more easily. (T3, 17 October 2022). The answers of the teachers 1 and 3
indicate that CS could be effective for mixed English proficiency levels of students. It
Is necessary particularly in general English classes which often include students of
rather low English foundations. Besides, the large size of the GE classes with a large
number of students, which is common in the Vietnamese context (Tran Thi My
Huong & Nguyen Thi Ngoc Hoa, 2020) made it a challenge for teachers to use the
TL completely to include all students in their lessons. The answers of Teachers 1 and
3 again confirmed the cognitive values of the use of L1 (Ellis & Shintani, 2013; Lin,
2008) to assist students in their understanding of the lessons.
4.3.2.2. Students’ inability to interact with the lecturers in TL

The inability of students to effectively interact with lecturers in the TL due to
hesitation or lack of confidence is a significant factor that can trigger teachers to
incorporate CS in teaching. When students are hesitant or lack confidence in using E to
communicate or engage with the lesson’s content, teachers may use CS as a supportive
strategy to bridge the gap and facilitate better understanding. This factor was reflected on
Teachers’ insights. They believed that CS to Vietnamese could effectively aid in the
construction of meaning and enhance students’ comprehension during lessons.
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Moreover, they considered it a valuable strategy to address learning difficulties that
students, particularly weaker ones, might encounter in these classes. Teacher 2
emphasized: “It helps weak students to understand any concepts taught” (T2, 13 October
2022). In a same vein, Teacher 4’s contributed: “CS helps weak students to understand
any concepts taught, this suggests that students can get access to content of lessons in
English with teachers’ explanation in Vietnamese” (T4, 20 October 2022).
4.3.2.3. Students’ anxiety of test and assessment
The theme of test and assessment anxiety emerged as a cognitive factor
affecting teachers’ beliefs about the use of CS in the qualitative results. Some
teachers expressed that their students experienced fear and anxiety related to midterm
and end-course tests, which had adverse effects on their cognitive abilities, including
memory retrieval, attention, and problem-solving skills. Consequently, students
struggled to recall the knowledge they had learned for preparing the exams, leading to
results as expected. In response to this, teachers mentioned that they frequently
employed CS to Vietnamese when teaching complex grammar points, challenging
vocabulary, and culturally related texts that were part of the exam content. Their
primary goal was to alleviate the cognitive load on students, boost their confidence,
and prepare them for the end-of-course tests. Teacher 6 emphasized, “l use
Vietnamese to explain complex grammar points, challenging vocabulary, and texts
related to culture, especially when they are part of the exams. My intention is to
reduce the cognitive load on my students, boost their confidence, and ensure they are
well-prepared for the final exams”. In alignment with this view, Teacher 8 asserted,
To prepare for the end-course exams, my main focus is to make sure my
students are equipped with knowledge about grammar, vocabulary, and
even the format of the tests. | switch to our native language at times,
especially when explaining complex grammar rules or challenging
vocabulary. | 've noticed that it helps them grasp the nuances more easily.
For instance, in the observed class, | was teaching the concept of indirect
speech. While | explained most of it in English, | switched to our native
language to clarify it. CS is seen as a valuable tool to aid their
understanding (T8, 11 November 2022).
4.3.2.4. Students’ anxiety to present in English because of their limited ability
Students’ anxiety to present in English was an influential factor that triggered
teachers to switch into Vietnamese in GE classes. This finding was extracted from the
guantitative data. This finding was validated by the teachers’ comments in SRIs.
Approximately 40% of interviewed teachers perceived how their students, regardless
of their English proficiency level, felt anxious and hesitant to participate actively in
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language learning and how embarrassed their students were when being asked to give
their opinions or present a topic in the TL. They worried about making mistakes and
being judged by others. Therefore, teachers should create a supportive and non-
judgmental classroom atmosphere to encourage students to feel comfortable taking
risks and learning from their errors. In such a positive environment, teachers could
help students from “face-saving” cultures, build confidence and actively engage in
their TL learning. By using the students’ native language when necessary, teachers
can create a more inclusive and supportive learning environment, where students feel
understood and motivated. As a result, they feel respected and empowered to
participate actively in their language learning journey, ultimately leading to better
language outcomes. Take for instance the reflections of Teacher 6, who shares:
“When students encounter challenging concepts or struggle to express themselves in
English, using their native language can provide a sense of familiarity and comfort. It
allows them to fully grasp the content and clarify any uncertainties, promoting better
comprehension and confidence in expressing their ideas” (T6, 28 October 2022).
4.3.2.5. Students’ signs of inattention or boredom in the classroom

The survey data reveals that the Ss’ signs of inattention or boredom in the
classroom was perceived to trigger teachers change into the L1. Similarly, the
interviewed teachers’ reflections underscore the role of CS in addressing moments of
inattention or disinterest in the classroom. The teachers emphasize the importance of
using CS strategically to re-engage students and maintain their interest when it appears to
be waning. By briefly switching to the students’ native language to provide context or a
preview of what’s to come, the teachers aim to create anticipation and capture their
attention once more. This approach reflects a proactive pedagogical strategy to keep the
classroom dynamic and the students actively involved in the learning process.
4.3.3. Contextual factors
4.3.3.1. Time constraint

Regarding the in-class time frame, the survey data are corroborated by the
remarks provided by the interviewed teachers. In the in-depth interviews and SRIs, all
the teachers explained that the L1 was used for two inter-related purposes, for
example, to save time and to help the students understand the lessons. A relationship
between the time constraint and the teaching load was also reported by the teachers in
the current study. In order to cope with the teaching content, Teacher B used
Vietnamese as a “savior” to finish the syllabus on time. She stated, “In order to cope
with the teaching content, | use Vietnamese as a “savior” to finish the lesson on
time” (TB, 10 August 2022). Another teacher posed his views, “I do not have enough
time to provide in-depth explanations in English to his students, so utilizing L1 to
explain is my preliminary choice to cover the lesson content and partly my students
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may absorb English from comprehensible input in Vietnamese” (T9, 14 November
2022). Teacher 1 also expressed her opinion that: “I switch into Viethamese when |
realize that CS benefits me; that is to save time”. For instance, | use my L1 in
explaining new grammar points because if | use English, it will take too much time
(T1, 7 October 2022). Four out of ten teachers also reported that CS to Vietnamese
allowed them to save time and effectively manage the limited class time. This approach
was especially beneficial in ensuring that students understood the content quickly,
enabling teachers to progress through the lesson efficiently. Teacher 4 commented, “I
have to switch to Vietnamese first because in some cases students do not have enough
proficiency and | have to expend so much time to make them comprehend the new
material. So | find it better to switch my code to save time”. (T4, 20 October 2022).
Besides, some Ts’ answers made in in-depth interviews support this view, “Time
limitation is one factor. T in GE classes don 't have much time to encourage students to
expose themselves to English. It is faster to explain difficult parts in Vietnamese” (TA, 6
August 2022). “Further CS is believed to save time and effort in teaching since the time
allotted for each level is insufficient” (TD, 19 August 2022).
4.3.3.2. Need to meet curriculum requirements

The need to meet lesson objectives is a crucial factor that leads to CS in GE
classes. Teachers often face the challenge of covering a wide range of content, including
grammar points, vocabulary, and language skills, within a limited class time. In such
situations, CS to Vietnamese can be a practical strategy to ensure that students receive
the necessary information efficiently. CS allows teachers to provide explanations, clarify
concepts, or deliver instructions more rapidly, helping them stay on track with the lesson
plan and meet the specified learning objectives. It can serve as a means to optimize the
use of available class time while ensuring that students receive comprehensive
explanations and support in their native language when needed. Take instances of
teachers’ reflections on this perspective. Teacher A commented, “I consider the lesson’s
objectives to make a decision relating to CS” (TA, 6 August 2022). Teacher E also
contributed, “In my opinion, the objectives of UD also is a factor triggering my switches
to L1 whenever my need arises” (TE, 26 August 2022).
4.3.4. Discussion on factors underlying teachers’ incorporating of CS in GE classes

Regarding the factors that might have contributed to switching to L1 use by
the participant teachers, data from the questionnaire and SRIs indicated teacher-
related, student-related and contextual factors.
4.3.4.1. Teacher-related factors

The current study adopted cognitive processing perspective as a theoretical
framework to explain the use of L1 of the participant teachers. In cognitive processing
theory, L1 is considered to bridge the processing of meaning in TL (Macaro, 2009). In
this sense, individuals’ linguistic and communicative skills are triggered by their past
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experiences via the interconnection of available languages (Adriosh & Razi, 2019). It is
argued that there is a connection between L1 and TL in language users’ minds because
they tend to relate a word in the foreign language to its translation equivalent in the L1
because the conceptual system of the learner is L1-based (Kecskes & Papp, 2000). As
shown in Table 4.15, the teachers’ responses to the item “CS must be used when | find it
difficult to say it in English” achieved the mean score of 3.29, indicating the cognitive
processing in language use of the teachers and switching to L1 tended to be on purpose.
In the interviews, some teachers confirmed that in certain situations, when they found it
challenging to explain words in English; thus, they used L1 to explain to ensure students’
clear understanding of the words.

In terms of teacher cognition, Woods (1996) pointed out that teachers’
cognition of CS depends on certain teaching situations in which the teachers can
apply the knowledge of general pedagogy and of principles of language learning and
teaching. Their cognitive processes prompt them to offer scaffolding and
comprehensible input to students through the use of CS, as well as L2 and L1
translation. In other words, the teacher’s CS the teachers’ CS in this study was shaped
not only by the teaching context but also by their pedagogical knowledge.

The teachers® professional experiences also appeared to affect their perceptions of
CS practice. Some of the teachers retold their experiences with English only instruction
given by their teachers and these experiences made them choose CS. In practice, by
observing the benefits of utilizing CS when teaching, the teacher confirmed that CS was
necessary in certain particular situations. This finding is supported by the studies of Kang
(2013), Richards and Schmidt (2012), Rolin-lanziti and Brownlie (2002)

The convenience of finding suitable equivalents in English to convey complex
concepts clearly is a teacher-related factor that can influence CS decisions. Teachers
are aware of the need for effective communication in the classroom, and when they
encounter challenges in finding appropriate English terms or expressions, they may
opt to switch to Vietnamese or their native language. This decision is driven by the
teachers’ cognitive understanding of the potential barriers that language difficulties
can pose to students’ comprehension.
4.3.4.2. Student-related factors

The survey responses align with the insights gathered from in-depth interviews
and SRIs. These interviews with teachers shed light on the factors influencing their
decisions to code-switch in GE classes, particularly focusing on students® language
competence and their ability to engage in interactions in the target language (L2).
Teachers consider these linguistic factors when deciding whether to use CS as a
pedagogical tool, as indicated in the questionnaire (M=4.12, SD= .54, p=.00).

When teachers recognize a lack of language competence among their students,
they may choose to switch to Vietnamese (the students® L1) to ensure that all students,
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regardless of their English proficiency, can understand the content. Additionally, CS
helps reduce students’ anxiety about speaking in English, creating a more inclusive and
supportive learning environment. According to teachers, students might struggle to
comprehend lessons if taught solely in English, a challenge commonly encountered in
GE classes, as noted by Nguyen Thi Hong Duyen (2021). Therefore, teachers
sometimes need to provide lengthy explanations or repeat them in English, which can
consume a significant portion of limited class time without necessarily enhancing
comprehension. Consequently, teachers opt for CS from English to Vietnamese to
facilitate students’ understanding of vocabulary or grammar points. These findings
align with previous study conducted by Nguyen Quang Tien (2012).

As presented in chapter 2 the teachers in this study were instructing GE
students with relatively low language proficiency levels. As mentioned by Nguyen
Thi Hong Duyen (2021), a significant portion of these GE students struggled to meet
the English language requirements at level 3. GE students in this context often exhibit
passive learning styles, expecting teachers to transmit knowledge to them. These
contextual factors likely contributed to the teachers® use of CS as a pedagogical tool.

Seen from the classroom observations, it was noted that students did not
actively initiate discussions, evidenced by a lack of questions posed by them. Instead,
they primarily responded briefly in either English or Vietnamese when the teacher
asked questions. Thus, the interaction was initiated solely by the teacher. This
observation confirms the prevalent pattern of teacher-student discourse characterized
by initiation, response, and follow-up (IRF), where the teacher holds the initiative. It
was the dominance of IRF that partly caused the teacher to resort to CS to ensure the
students® comprehension of the presented material.

As observed in the video-recorded lessons, teachers’ switching for
encouraging students to give answers and clarifying the meanings of the words was
frequently seen. This finding was evidenced by the students’ silence or no responses
in the observed classes. Teachers expressed concern for students who appeared
disinterested or bored, as confirmed in SRIs. This aligns with De la Campa and
Nassaji’s study (2009), where teachers often weren not fully aware of all the factors
influencing their CS until they saw episodes of their own teaching.
4.3.4.3. Contextual factors

The survey data (M=4.03, SD=.63, p= .00) and teacher interviews both
confirm that time constraints play a significant role in prompting teachers to switch to
L1 during their lessons. This practice, driven by time pressure and curriculum
demands, was evident in both the SRIs and in-depth discussions with teachers.

In the context of GE classes, where there is often a limited timeframe to cover
various language skills, vocabulary, and grammar points, CS to L1 becomes a
practical strategy to efficiently convey information and facilitate learning. Teachers
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employ CS to quickly clarify complex concepts, explain vocabulary, or provide
instructions in a more understandable manner. Additionally, CS allows them to cater
to students with diverse language proficiency levels.

While the findings of this study align with previous research by Nguyen
Quang Tien (2012) and Kang (2013), which also identified time constraints as a
driver of CS, this study places additional emphasis on the relationship between
curriculum requirements and time constraints. It underscores how teachers make CS
decisions based on their awareness of curriculum requirements and the need to
achieve these objectives within the confines of class time.

The “face-saving” cultures is also an influential factor on CS. When teachers
encounter students from “face-saving” cultures, they may be more inclined to use the
students’ native language (in this case, Vietnamese) to avoid embarrassing or
uncomfortable situations for the students. Using the native language can provide a
sense of familiarity and comfort, which helps students save face and maintain their
self-esteem, particularly when they struggle to express themselves or understand
complex concepts in the target language (English, in this case).

Furthermore, EFL teachers in this context often prepared students for
challenging exams. To alleviate students’ test anxiety, teachers used CS to provide
clearer explanations, including vocabulary and grammar structures, in Vietnamese
when necessary. Teachers acknowledged that reducing test anxiety was a factor
driving them to switch from English to Vietnamese.

In brief, the findings of the current study indicate that the teachers’ decisions
to switch from L2 to L1 in their classrooms originated from teacher, student and
context factors that could come from teacher cognition, teachers’ personal
experiences, the low levels of English proficiency of GE students and the requirement
to meet English course level 3 in their outcome after learning the GE program. These
factors could have led to the reality of acceptance of L1 use in the classroom by the
teachers participating in this study as well as their practice of CS in their classrooms.
Chapter summary

This chapter presented the findings collected from triangulated sources
including questionnaire, in-depth interviews, classroom recordings, and SRIs to
address three research questions regarding EFL teachers’ perceptions, practice of CS
in GE classes and factors influencing their switching to the native language. The
findings were then discussed from the perspectives of teachers’ perception and
perceptions and practice interconnect with regards to CS and compared with the
related previous studies. The upcoming chapter will summarize the key findings and
discuss the implications for teaching and learning in EFL context.
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CHAPTER 5
CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS

This chapter summarizes the most important findings from the research. It then
highlights the study ’s contributions from the findings and offers the implications that
these findings hold for the realm of language instruction in the context of EFL in
Vietnam. The chapter also acknowledges the limitations of the research methodology
Finally, it suggests possible directions for future research.
5.1. Summary of the key findings

This study’s primary objective was to investigate EFL teachers® perceptions
regarding their employment of CS within GE instructional contexts. Additionally, the
research sought to elucidate the actual use of teachers’ CS in their classrooms and to
identify the underlying factors prompting the utilization of CS to Vietnamese in the
surveyed setting. Methodologically, data collection was carried out by administering
guestionnaires, in-depth interviews, classroom observations and SRIs. Presented
below are the principal findings gleaned from the current study.

When addressing the initial research inquiry regarding the perceptions of
Vietnamese EFL university instructors concerning CS practice in GE classes for pre-
intermediate level students, the findings from questionnaires, interviews, and recall
sessions indicate a strong consensus among EFL teachers. They all acknowledge the
multifaceted effects and functions of CS. Additionally, a comprehensive
understanding of the intricacies associated with CS is notably discernible within the
surveyed cohort of EFL teachers. The elucidation of these functions showcases their
pedagogical insights and capacity to strategically employ CS as an instructional tool.
The prevailing sentiments reflect a notable inclination toward the positive outcomes
of the judicious use of CS. A noticeable trend emerges, demonstrating a strong
approval of the positive impacts of CS, thereby confirming its alignment with
established teaching principles. However, it’s important to note that among EFL
teachers® responses, a small number held more critical views about including
Vietnamese in these GE classes, reflecting the ongoing debate about the merits and
demerits of using the L1 in second language teaching.

Addressing the second research question regarding the actual use of CS by
Vietnamese EFL teachers in GE classes, through the synthesis of data from classroom
observations and subsequent SRIs, the findings illuminate the prevalent employment of
CS with distinct occurrences, including lexical CS, phrasal CS, sentence CS, mixed
CS, discourse marker CS and tag CS. The teachers’ utilization of CS served various
purposes: clarification of complex vocabulary and grammatical structures, motivation
to foster student engagement, delivery of pronunciation instructions, recapitulation of
key points, assessment of students’ comprehension, direction of classroom activities,
attendance verification, and provision of remarks on students’ performance. This
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multifaceted deployment demonstrates the judicious and intentional manner in which
instructors switch to the L1 to enhance pedagogical efficacy. Furthermore, in SRIs, the
teachers exhibited a conscious and deliberate use of CS in their instructional practice,
expressing awareness and control over its employment.

Concerning research question 3, an explicit agreement arises from all surveyed
instructors regarding the variables influencing CS integration into their lessons. These
factors encompass teacher-related, students-related and contextual aspects.
Interestingly, the instructors® viewpoints about these factors align with the findings
from both SRIs and questionnaire responses. Moreover, the instructors consistently
stress the significance of students’ English proficiency levels as a critical factor in
deciding when teachers need to use CS. It is also worth noting that previous
professional experience and teachers’ difficulty in expressing in English in certain
situations impact how the teachers employ CS. Furthermore, some contextual factors
such as limited class time and curriculum requirements were identified as factors
leading to the teachers’ use of CS in their classes.

5.2. Contributions and implications of the study

This study was conducted with the aim of addressing questions related to EFL
teachers’ perceptions and use of CS within GE classes, as well as the factors
influencing their decisions to switch languages. To achieve this, a triangulation of data
was undertaken, drawing from various sources including questionnaires, in-depth
interviews, video-recorded classroom observations, and SRIs. Through the
comprehensive analysis of these data, this study offers practical, theoretical, and
methodological contributions.

5.2.1. Practical contributions and implications

Previous studies have explored factors leading to teachers’ CS (e.g. Kang, 2013;
Murtiningsih et al., 2022; Ulfah et al., 2021); however, there has been no systematic
synthesis of the factors leading to teachers’ CS in the language classes. The current
study has found three main factors that led to teachers’ CS in GE classes; these are
teacher-related, student-related, and context-related factors. To be more specific, the
teacher-related factors included teacher’s previous professional experiences, difficulties
in using English confidently in teaching and in explaining terminologies and concepts
in the TL. Student-related factors included low proficiency level in English, anxiety in
using English, and their passiveness. Contextual factors consisted of a limited
timeframe to cover the prescribed curriculum contents, teaching to meet the exam
requirements, and face-saving culture in which using L1 could help teachers and
students avoid being embarrassed not to use English well.

First, the implications for teachers can be drawn from the findings from the
classroom observation analysis which provided illustrations of CS for knowledge
transmission, in which teachers used L1 to transmit the knowledge of vocabulary,
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grammar points, and concepts related to the lesson topics. There was little
contribution from students towards the new vocabulary, grammatical points, and
concepts in the TL. Moreover, the transcripts of the recorded classroom observations
indicate that all the teachers in the current study tended to use CS consciously to
provide knowledge in the students’ native language. Notably, Ferguson (2009)
classified CS in terms of knowledge construction, classroom management, and
interpersonal relations but did not consider whether the use of CS was conscious or
habitual. In the current study, SRIs with the teachers revealed that they seemed to use
L1 consciously to facilitate the lessons. The findings of the current study added one
more function to CS in Ferguson’s (2009) classification of CS; namely, CS is used
for knowledge transmission. In other words, regarding knowledge construction, the
current study suggests that CS was perceived not only for knowledge construction
between teachers and students but also for knowledge transmission from teachers to
students. The extracts presented in chapter four indicate the teachers tended to
transfer the knowledge to the students, for example, knowledge of concepts or
grammar and vocabulary, they even though seemed to be conscious and purposeful in
using CS to facilitate and assist students’ learning and understanding.

Regarding the classification of CS types, the current study adopted a combined
framework by Muysken (2000) with Poplack (1980) to document the actual CS. It
found that the teachers’ CS occurred in the form of insertion including L (Lexical),
alternation with P (Phrase) and C (Clause/Sentence), and congruent lexification with
M (Mix), DM (Discourse Marker) and T (Tag). The analysis of the actual use of
teachers’ CS revealed two new kinds of CS in teachers’ utterances in the current
study. The first type was mixed CS. This type happened when the teachers switched
from TL to L1 for lexical, phrasal, and clause switching. The second one involved
discourse markers, when the teachers inserted the word “Okay” at the end, in the
middle, or at the beginning of each utterance by the teachers.

The findings confirm the role CS in the perceptions of teachers as a signigicant
element in EFL instruction. This study aims to contribute meaningfully to the existing
literature on CS in tertiary-level EFL education. In this context, CS acts as a bridge to
help students understand English vocabulary and grammar better. Teachers
intentionally use CS to ensure effective learning and understanding in the TL.
Through a systematic and conscious approach, CS becomes a flexible tool for EFL
teachers to accomplish different teaching objectives. This understanding equips
educators with practical strategies to improve their teaching methods, enhancing the
overall effectiveness of language instruction. Additionally, the study identifies
several functions of CS, including enhancing vocabulary understanding, encouraging
student participation, aiding assessments, and providing pronunciation guidance. By
categorizing these functions, the study offers instructors a comprehensive toolkit to
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optimize the use of CS as a teaching tool. Furthermore, the research emphasizes the
importance of developing heightened metalinguistic awareness among instructors.
This awareness underscores the significance of using CS purposefully and mindfully.
Such awareness is shown to improve language instruction and communication in the
classroom, ultimately leading to a more productive learning experience for students.

From the findings of the current study, it is suggested that teachers should
switch to L1 when it is used as a scaffolding tool to help students understand complex
concepts and structures in the TL. Teachers should notice that scaffolding via L1 is
meaningful only when the situations in the classrooms are really challenging and
there is no sign of students’ understanding. Otherwise, CS to L1 may form a habit of
language use of teachers and hinder students’ TL use.

From the cognitive processing perspective, teachers themselves may find it
difficult to process both languages at the same time when teaching. Thus, in some parts
of a lesson, when they seem to be unable to express themselves to teach in the TL, they
might switch to L1 for classroom management. However, to reduce switching to L1 in
these situations, teachers should prepare their lessons in advance and anticipate episodes
in the lesson that might challenge them cognitively in terms of TL use.

The extracts illustrated in the current study indicate the large amount of L1 use
in the GE classes, unlike what was found from the teachers’ response to the
interviews, indicating their high perceptions of not overusing L1. Therefore, it is
suggested that EFL teachers be exposed more to the TL environment to form the
habit of using the TL more often. When they are used to high frequency of TL use, it
is likely that they practice less CS to L1 in their classes since the current’s study
findings show that previous experience and contextual as well as cultural factors
might influence the way teachers perceive and practice CS.

Second, for students learning general English or English as a foreign language,
CS use by teachers is inevitable in the classrooms. Students thus need to rely on it when
they really need scaffolding from teachers via the use of CS to guide them to understand
key concepts, terminology, and complex grammar structures. However, they should be
aware of the fact that teachers’ overuse of CS may deprive them of the amount of good
quality and quantity of target language input. In case they want to be exposed to more
target language use by teachers, they should inform the teachers of this matter.

Third, for EFL teacher development and training curriculum, there should be
reasonable discussions and instructions related to L1 use and teachers’ CS in the
classrooms. The current study documents frequent use of L1 by the teachers which
deprives the TL input for students but L1 employment tended to assist the students in
various classroom activities. It is thus necessary to provide training to teachers on
how to recognize the classroom situations and activities in which L1 must be
employed as strategies rather than used as a habit. Thus, the training should aim at
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instructing teachers the techniques to use L1 as a scaffolding tool to aid students in
learning so that the strategy can be of practical values. Strategies to avoid over
relying on L1 in the classroom, for example, pausing before you are about to use L1
or learning how to give instructions in the TL should be trained to EFL teachers. With
the recognition that L1 can serve as a valuable tool for learning in these contexts,
training programs should provide practical guidance on incorporating L1 judiciously.
Workshops can play a crucial role in educating instructors about the diverse use of
L1, and encouraging self-reflection, such as through video-recorded classroom
analyses, can deepen their understanding of when and how to effectively integrate L1
into L2 teaching practices. Overall, teacher training should empower instructors with
the knowledge and skills to wisely use their CS in language classrooms, promoting
more effective and context-aware language instruction.

5.2.2. Theoretical contributions and implications

The current study can be said to fill the theoretical gaps as pointed out in
chapter 2. Sociocultural theory was used in some previous studies (e.g. Adriosh &
Razi, 2019; Sasnchez-Garcia, 2018; Ustiinel, 2016; Wu 2018) to explain why
teachers switched to L1 as a scaffolding strategy in their classrooms. In other studies,
(e.g. Ellis, 2005; Macaro, 2009; Samar & Moradkhani, 2014), the cognitive
processing perspective was employed. The current study was based on the principles
of both SCT and cognitive processing theory and the existing body of empirical
research to offer a comprehensive perspective that explores what, how, and why of
CS usage within language classrooms. Integrating these diverse theoretical
viewpoints has guided both the data collection strategies and the subsequent
interpretation of the findings.

From a cognitive standpoint, teachers’ perceptions were notably influenced by
their prior experiences in learning and teaching English through using CS. They
recognized that incorporating CS could alleviate the cognitive load on students when
grappling with new terminologies, content, or grammatical concepts in the English
language. Viewed through the lens of sociocultural theory, an intriguing dynamic
emerged. While it remained challenging to definitively ascertain whether teachers’
internal dialogues or private speech occurred in English or Vietnamese, it was apparent
that CS was employed to scaffold students’ understanding. Mainly, CS was utilized to
expound upon lessons or promptly address matters requiring clarification, often
employing Vietnamese to ensure adequate comprehension. In sum, the study bridges
the gap between these two influential theories, showcasing how they intersect and
mutually inform the practice of CS in language teaching, enriching our understanding
of effective pedagogy within a sociocultural and cognitive framework.

Furthermore, this study provides empirical substantiation that bolsters the
positive influence of CS on language learning outcomes. This empirical support
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aligns harmoniously with established pedagogical principles, reaffirming the notion
that strategic and purposeful employment of CS can effectively facilitate the learning
process. The study’s findings further reinforce the endorsement of the affirmative
effects associated with CS employment, seamlessly fitting within the core principles
of language instruction. This alignment bolsters the theoretical foundation of CS
integration within language education and elevates its significance within the broader
educational context. Lastly, the research uncovers the multidimensional nature of CS
deployment, showcasing its versatility as a pedagogical tool that can enrich various
facets of language instruction. This discovery expands the theoretical framework of
CS, transcending conventional boundaries and presenting a more holistic
understanding of its potential applications.

5.2.3. Research methodological contributions and implications

Different from most of the previous studies which mainly relied on questionnaire
only (e.g. Ahmad & Jusoff, 2009; McMillan and Rivers, 2011), interview only (e.g.
Nguyen Cam Nhung & Vu Van Duy, 2019; Noori & Rasoly, 2017; Nurhamidah et al.,
2018), both questionnaire and interview (e.g Cheng, 2013; Macaro, 2001; Patmasari &
Kamaruddin, 2022; Songxaba et al., 2017), classroom observation (Rahimi & Jafari,
2011), classroom observation and interview (Adriosh & Razi, 2019; Mahmoudi &
Amirkhiz, 2011) to explore how teachers perceived the use of CS in the classrooms, the
current study adopted a multifaceted approach, encompassing diverse methods, namely
questionnaires, in-depth interviews, classroom observations and SRIs. Taken together,
this methodological framework enhances the study’s ability to uncover insights into the
complex landscape of CS employment in EFL education. This comprehensive
methodology ensured a holistic grasp of EFL instructors’ perceptions and practice
concerning CS. The present study employed SRIs, a valuable technique. The
introspection facilitated by SRIs provided valuable insights into instructors’ awareness
and control over CS. This methodological facet focused on the significance of
metalinguistic awareness within educational contexts, highlighting its role in shaping
effective CS utilization. Furthermore, classroom observations combined with SRIs
helped bridge the gap between theoretical perspectives and their practical employment in
the classroom environment. Both the videos and teachers’ comments effectively
illuminated the rationale, purposes, and outcomes of CS usage. This highlights the
potential efficacy of this method for future investigations focused on capturing CS
practice in EFL teaching and learning contexts.

To sum up, the current study contributes by enhancing pedagogical insights,
theoretically by viewing the use of CS in SCT and cognitive processing, and
methodologically by employing triangulated data collection methods. These contributions
enrich the understanding of CS utilization in GE classrooms in Vietnam and provide
valuable resources for both educators and researchers in the field of GE instruction.
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5.3. Limitations of the current study

First, it is imperative to acknowledge that the participant pool was relatively
small within a single tertiary institution, comprising only 34 teachers. This limited
sample size highlights the need for caution when generalizing the findings within and
beyond Vietnam. However, the current study aimed to explore the perceptions and
practice of CS by EFL teachers at a specific institution; thus, a mixed-method
approach was used, integrating a questionnaire, in-depth interviews, video-
classroom recording and SRIs. With data from 10 classroom video recordings, 10
SRIs, and five in-depth interviews with the participants, the triangulated data
analysis enabled the study to provide layers of meanings related to the
phenomenon of CS. Consequently, future research endeavors could consider
extending their investigations across multiple universities to ascertain potential
variations or commonalities in teachers’ perceptions and practice of CS in GE classes
or EFL education in general at the tertiary level in Vietnam.

Second, it is pertinent to highlight certain aspects of the study design that might
have influenced the outcomes. The questionnaire, a central data collection instrument,
might not have comprehensively encompassed all the intricate dimensions of CS. It is
acknowledged that some vocabularies used in the questionnaire might have been
perceived to be biased by the respondents when referring to the drawbacks of CS.
Besides, the scales employed to measure teachers’ perceptions might have elicited
generalized responses, potentially missing out on intricate ideas and viewpoints related to
CS. Additionally, some items within the questionnaire featured multiple prompts, a
characteristic that could have potentially influenced respondents’ choices, introducing an
element of response bias. The collection of data from the questionnaire indicates another
limitation of this tool used in the current study. To be more specific, the questionnaire
included some open-ended items which could have been relocated to the interview to
obtain answers from the respondents.

Third, the study relies on self-reported data, which can be susceptible to bias. The
responses may not fully capture the complexity of in-class behaviors due to social
desirability bias or the limitations inherent in retrospective self-reporting. However, the
current study used various measures to minimize such biases. The participants were
informed clearly the purposes of the study and encouraged to talk naturally and honestly
about their use of CS. They were also encouraged not to please the researcher for any
reason. Besides, the study used the mixed-methods design, and thus, the complexity of
CS behaviors was seen from different perspectives, minimizing the biased understanding
and interpretation.
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5.4. Recommendations for future research

Based on the significance and limitations of this study, the following potential
areas for further investigation can be proposed.

First, examining how teachers* perceptions and practice in CS use evolve as
the students’ advance in both language proficiency and content knowledge
accumulation offers significant insights. By investigating how teachers adjust their
instructional strategies in response to changes in student language proficiency, we can
gain valuable insights into effective pedagogical approaches tailored to diverse
language learners.

Second, adopting a longitudinal research approach could yield comprehensive
findings. Future studies should focus on assessing the long-term efficacy of CS in
language learning and teaching, thereby facilitating a deeper understanding of CS
practice over extended periods. Simultaneously, understanding students’ perspectives
on CS holds significance, as it can influence decisions concerning the use of CS as a
medium of instruction and in classroom environments.

Third, it is prudent to consider engaging diverse stakeholders, including policy
makers and educational authorities, to glean broader insights into perceptions of CS
practice. Additionally, conducting a comparative study encompassing teachers and
students from distinct learning settings or cultural backgrounds would enrich our
comprehension of CS practice while shedding light on variations in language
application across different contexts.

Additionally, a comprehensive investigation of teacher-related factors in
relation to CS is warranted. Variables such as language proficiency, self-reflective
capabilities, and local educational contexts play pivotal roles in shaping CS usage for
pedagogical enhancement. It would also be possible to gain more insight into
teachers’ perceptions and use of CS if future studies could explore how their levels of
experience and gender affect their use of CS.
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APPENDICES

Appendix A: Questionnaire
Al. Pilot Questionnaire for Teachers

Thank you very much for agreeing to take part in this survey. The information
the researcher get from you is significant to the success of this study. All the
information you are going to provide below will be kept confidential and only used

for the research purpose.

In language classes, sometimes teachers and learners shift from one language
to another, for example, from English to Vietnamese. This phenomenon is technically
termed “code-switching” (CS). The aim of this research is to better understand the
EFL teachers’ code-switching practices in the general English (GE) classes. In this
questionnaire, by CS, the researcher means shifting from English to Vietnamese.
There is no ‘right’ or ‘wrong’ answer to any of these questions. Please read each

item carefully before responding.

01.

02.

Demographic information

Please put a tick (v/) in a box that best suits your choice.

e Your gender: Male [ Female [ Other [
e Your age: 22 - 30 [] 31-40 [ 41-50 0 Over 50 [
e Your years of EFL teaching experience:
<2years [] 2<5years[] 6<10years[]10—15years[]>15years []
Your highest degree:
Bachelor [ MA [ PhD [
Others [J; please specify: ........oooeiinnn...
English proficiency level of the learners you are most assigned to teach: (More
than one option)
Al A2 BIl1[J
Your perception towards CS practice

How much do you switch into Vietnamese in GE classes? Please put a tick () in

a box that best suits your choice.

Never (0%) [

Rarely (approximately 1-20%) [

Sometimes (approximately 21-50%) [

Usually (approximately 50-70%) [

Always (approximately 70-100%) [
Your perception to CS in GE classes

For each item below, please tick () in the box that best fits your perceptions

of its quality.

(2) Strongly disagree

(2) Disagree

(3) Neutral

(4) Agree

(5) Strongly agree
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Survey ltems OIARCSORIORES)

A  Your general attitude towards CS in GE classes

2 CS is undoubtedly an integral part of the GE Classes.

3 CS should not be common practice in GE Classes.

4 Your other opinion:

B  On the effects of CS in GE classes OIARCSRIOREIS)

5 CS reduces the opportunities for EFL learners to
listen and to understand English.

6 CS may lead to interference (negative transfer) from

Vietnamese.

7 CS to Vietnamese can deprive students of exposure

to authentic use of English in GE classes.

8 CS can facilitate students’ learning in GE Classes.

9 Your other opinion:

C  On the factors which trigger switching to DA R |@) |5

Vietnamese in GE classes

10 | CS must be used in GE classes due to in-class time

constraint.

11 | CS must be used when students are unable to express

themselves in English.

12 | CS must be used when students show inattention or

boredom.

13 | CS must be used in GE Classes when | find it
difficult to say it in English.

14 | CS must be used in GE classes due to students’ low
English proficiency which hinders them from
understanding English.

15 | Your other opinion:

D  On the functions of CS in GE classes ORI REORES)

In GE classes, | usually switch to Vietnamese to

16 | explain the highly confusing grammar points.

17 | activate students’ long-term memory.

18 | facilitate students’ understanding of teaching points/

instructions in GE Classes.

19 | help students understand the contents of the lessons.

20 | reinforce students’ understanding of the concepts in

the lessons.

21 | explain grammatical points.

22 | explain pronunciation aspects.

23 | explain new vocabulary.

24 | explain the meanings of new language.

25 | introduce unfamiliar materials/topics.
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26 | organize classroom tasks and activities.

27 | maintain classroom discipline.

28 | encourage students’ participation in classroom
activities.

29 | remind students of lessons/learning focuses.

30 | provide instructions and prompts.

31 | build a friendly atmosphere.

32 | provide praise, remarks on students’ performance.

33 | build interpersonal relationships between the teacher
and students.

34 | create a comfortable learning atmosphere.

35 | facilitate interaction.

36 | Your other opinion:

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR TIME.
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A2. Official Questionnaire for Teachers

Thank you for agreeing to take part in this survey. All the information obtained

from this questionnaire will be kept confidential and only used for the research
purpose.

In language classes, sometimes teachers and learners shift from one language to

another, for example, from English to Vietnamese. This phenomenon is technically
termed ‘code-switching’ (CS). The aim of this research is to help us better understand
the EFL teachers’ code-switching practice in the general English (GE) classes. In this
questionnaire, by CS, the researcher means shifting from English to Vietnamese.
There is no ‘right” or ‘wrong’ answer to any of these questions. Please read each item
carefully before responding.

03.

04.

Demographic information

Please put a tick (/) in a box that best suits your choice.

e Your gender: Male [] Female [ Other [
e Your age: 22-30 [ 31-40 [ 41-50 [J Over 50 [J
e Your years of EFL teaching experience:
<2vyears [] 2<5years[] 6<10years[] 10-15years [] > 15 years []
Your highest degree:
Bachelor [ MA [J PhD [J
Others [J; please specify: ........coooeevnnn..
English proficiency level of the learners you are most assigned to teach: (More
than one option)
Al [0 A2 BI[
Your perception towards CS practice

How often do you switch into Vietnamese in GE classes? Please put a tick (v) in

a box that best suits your choice.

Never (0%) [

Rarely (approximately 1-20%) [

Sometimes (approximately 21-50%) [

Usually (approximately 51-70%) [

Always (approximately 71-100%) [
Your perception to CS in GE classes

For each item below, please tick (V) in the box that best fits your perceptions
of its quality.

(1) Strongly disagree

(2) Disagree

(3) Neutral

(4) Agree

(5) Strongly agree
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Survey ltems W@ ]@ @] B
A  Your general attitude towards CS in GE classes
2 CS is an integral part of the GE Classes.
3 CS should be common practice in GE Classes.
4 Your other opinion:
B  On the effects of CS in GE classes D12 ]@) |@ ] (B
5 CS reduces the opportunities for EFL learners to
listen and to understand English.
6 CS to Vietnamese can limit students’ exposure to
English use in GE classes.
7 CS can foster a friendly atmosphere in class.
8 CS can facilitate students’ learning in GE Classes.
9 CS can increase the students’ reliance and
dependency on the teacher
10 | Your other opinion:
C  On the factors which trigger switching to OGO RIORIO)
Vietnamese in GE classes
11 | CS must be used in GE classes due to in-class time
constraint.
12 | CS must be used when students are unable to express
themselves in English.
13 | CS must be used when students show inattention or
boredom.
14 | CS must be used in GE Classes when | find it
difficult to say it in English.
15 | CS must be used in GE classes due to students’ low
English proficiency which hinders them from
understanding English.
16 | Your other opinion:
D  On the functions of CS in GE classes
For each item below, please tick (v) in the box that 11 2| 3| 4| s
best fits your practice in terms of frequency. Yool ) )| )

(1)Never (2)Rarely (3) Sometimes (4)
Often (5) Always

In GE classes, | switch to Viethamese to

17 | explain complex grammatical points.

18 | explain pronunciation aspects.

19 | explain new vocabulary.

20 | give Vietnamese equivalents during tasks.

22 | introduce unfamiliar materials/topics.

22 | scaffold the learners.

23 | provide prompts for English use in productive skill
classes.

24 | clarify difficult language in receptive skill classes.
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25 | emphasize the pedagogical focus of the lesson.
26 | activate students’ long-term memory.
27 | organize classroom tasks and activities.

28

maintain classroom discipline.

29

encourage students’ participation in classroom
activities.

30

remind students of lessons/learning focuses.

31

provide instructions and prompts.

32

build a friendly atmosphere.

33

provide praise, remarks on students’ performance.

34

build interpersonal relationships between the teacher
and students.

35

create a comfortable learning environment.

36

facilitate interaction.

37

Your other opinion:

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR TIME.
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Appendix B: In-depth Interview
B1. In-depth Interview Protocol
Introduction
Thank you for agreeing to participate in this interview. You are willing to share
about the practice of code-switching (CS) in your General English (GE) classes. As
you know, my PhD dissertation focuses on the use of CS in General English classes at
our college. Specifically, it focuses on the instructors’ perceptions of the values of CS
in GE classes, the reasons why teachers switch to Vietnamese in GE classes, and the
purposes when the teachers switch from English to Vietnamese in GE classes.
| have planned this interview to last no longer than one hour. During this time, |
have several questions that | would like to cover. If time begins to run short, it may be
necessary to interrupt you to push ahead and complete this line of questioning. Thank
you for your precious time to participate in this interview.
To facilitate our transcription, | would like to record our conversations today.
As | had told you, the information is confidential and serves the purposes of only my
PhD thesis. It will eventually be destroyed at the most appropriate and earliest time.
Your participation is voluntary, and you may stop at any time if you feel
uncomfortable.
Are you ready for us to begin?
A. Interviewee Background
How long have you been teaching GE classes?
What levels are you usually in charge of — A1, A2, or B1?
B. Perceptions on CS
1. To what extent do you agree to using some Vietnamese when teaching in
GE classes?
Prompts:
Do you think code-switching is unavoidable in GE classes?
2. Do you think code-switching to Vietnamese in GE classes is essential?
Prompts:
In your opinion, what are the values of switching to Vietnamese in GE classes?
To what extent does CS contribute to fostering a friendly atmosphere in class?
To what extent does CS contribute facilitating students’ learning in GE Classes
In your opinion, what are the possible negative effects of switching to
Vietnamese on the students’ learning in GE classes?
Do you think that CS to Vietnamese may reduce the learners’ opportunities to
listen and understand English?
Do you think that CS to Vietnamese may reduce the learners’ exposure to
authentic use of English in GE classes?
3. What are the factors that make you switch to Vietnamese in GE classes?
Prompts:
Is it because class time is limited? Is it faster to say in Vietnamese?
Is it because you find it hard for your students to understand English?
Is it because you want your students to get more involved in tasks/activities?
Is it because you find it hard to express in English?
4.  What are the purposes of your switching to Viethamese in GE classes?
Prompts:
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In order to teach better?

In order to manage the classes?

In order to establish and build relationship with the students?
Post-interview reflections
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B2: Sample of In-depth interview transcription

Interviewee: T3 Date: 14/8/2022

I Interviewer

T Teacher interviewed

I: How long have you been teaching GE classes?

T: 6 years

I: What levels are you usually in charge of — A1, A2, or B1?

T: All of them

I: To what extent do you agree with using some Vietnamese when teaching in GE

classes?

T: To some extent, code-switching in GE classes can be unavoidable, especially when
clarifying complex concepts or instructions that students might find challenging
to grasp in English alone. | agree to using some Vietnamese when teaching in GE
classes to facilitate better understanding of difficult concepts. For instance, when
explaining the nuances of Vietnamese culture that may not have direct English
equivalents, code-switching can help students grasp the intended meanings more
effectively.

T: Do you think code-switching to Vietnamese in GE classes is essential?

I: Yes,

T: In your opinion, what are the values of switching to Vietnamese in GE classes?

I: It enables teachers to provide explanations and instructions that are clear and
readily understandable to students, especially those with limited English
proficiency.

T: To what extent does CS contribute to fostering a friendly atmosphere in class?

I: Code-switching to Vietnamese in GE classes can be essential in certain situations,
such as fostering a friendly and inclusive atmosphere, which can enhance
students’ comfort and confidence in participating.

T: To what extent does CS contribute to facilitating students’ learning in GE Classes?

I: Code-switching can significantly facilitate learning by ensuring that students grasp
key concepts, instructions, and tasks. It’s particularly valuable when dealing
with complex grammar rules, challenging vocabulary, or abstract ideas. By
providing explanations in Vietnamese, students can connect the new
information to their existing knowledge more effectively.

T: In your opinion, what are the possible negative effects of switching to Vietnamese
on the students’ learning in GE classes?

I: Yes, However, excessive code-switching may hinder students’ exposure to
authentic English use, potentially impacting their language acquisition and
listening comprehension skills. Code-switching to Vietnamese in GE classes can
be essential for creating a supportive and inclusive learning environment. For
example, using Vietnamese to greet students or express empathy can help build
a positive classroom atmosphere. However, it is crucial to balance code-
switching with maintaining sufficient exposure to English to promote language
acquisition and comprehension.

: What are the factors that make you switch to Vietnamese in GE classes?

T: Code-switching to Vietnamese in GE classes may be influenced by various factors,
including limited class time, the need for clear and efficient communication, and
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facilitating better student understanding. It could also be employed to encourage
active student engagement in tasks and activities. I may switch to Vietnamese in
GE classes when complex instructions or abstract concepts need clarification.
For instance, when explaining challenging grammar rules, providing native
language explanations in Vietnamese can enhance student comprehension.
Using Vietnamese can foster better engagement and participation from students
who may feel more comfortable expressing their ideas in their native language.
When teachers observe that students are struggling to comprehend English
instructions or explanations, code-switching becomes necessary. It helps
students understand and ensures that they follow the lesson well. Some concepts
or ideas may be challenging to express effectively in English, especially if they
involve cultural nuances or specific terminology. In such cases, code-switching
to Vietnamese can help teachers convey their messages accurately.

I: What are the purposes of your switching to Vietnamese in GE classes?

T: The purposes of code-switching to Vietnamese in GE classes may vary. It could be
used to aid teaching, ensuring that students comprehend the material effectively.
| sometimes use Vietnamese to manage the class more efficiently, and to
establish a stronger rapport with students, promoting a supportive and inclusive
learning environment. For example, using Vietnamese to manage classroom
behavior can quickly address issues and maintain a focused learning
environment. Sometimes, | employ code-switching to share personal
experiences in Vietnamese can create a more personal connection with students,
encouraging them to open up and engage in class discussions. It minimizes
confusion, ensures that all students are on the same page, and maintains a
structured learning environment. This is particularly effective in GE classes
with diverse language backgrounds. Code-switching can also be a way to
connect with students. Students feel more friendly to express their challenges.
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Appendix C: Stimulated Recall Interview Protocol
C1. Stimulated Recall Interview Protocol

Introduction. Thank you very much for having given your consent for your class

on xxx to be video recorded. And thank you for agreeing to take part in the interview
today. Are you ready to begin?
Now, let’s watch this excerpt from the recorded lesson you taught on (date...)

1.

Why did you code-switched from English to Vietnamese in this part of the lesson?
What was the purpose of your code-switching at this moment?

Prompts:

Were your switches to explain grammar?

Were your switches to encourage your students?

Were your switches for other reasons?

. Did you switch between languages or use code-switching intentionally, or did it

occur spontaneously?
Prompts:
If the answer is yes:
2.1. Why did you purposefully switch codes?
2.2. You gave this explanation of the new language first in English, but you
immediately switched into Vietnamese. Can you tell me why?
If the answer is no:
2.3. Why do you think code switching happened that way?

. What were some specific benefits that code-switching offers in terms of enhancing

their understanding in the GE class you taught that was recorded?

. What were the most detrimental aspects of CS to Vietnamese in the GE class you

taught that was recorded?

. Do you have any further comments regarding CS in the lesson that you taught and

we have just viewed?

Other, follow-up questions:

1.

2.

Many language experts and researchers believed that using code switching is a
common and unavoidable phenomenon in the EFL classroom. What are your
thoughts on this belief?

Prompts:

In your opinion, what are the useful aspects of CS in EFL/GE classes?

In your opinion, what are the negative aspects of CS in EFL/GE classes?

What do you think of the frequency of using code-switching in GE classes?

Prompts:

How much in L1 (Vietnamese)

How much in the target language (English)?

How is the frequency of using code-switching in teaching language contents?

How is the frequency of using code-switching in teaching language skills?
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3. Based on your personal experience, do you think code switching is one of the
solutions to address the students’ language learning difficulties?
Prompts:
- If yes, why?
- If no, are there any other techniques or strategies?
4. What are the factors which you consider when using code switching during English
lessons?
5. Could you please suggest some strategies or guidelines on how to employ CS
effectively in the EFL/GE classroom at tertiary level?
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C2. Samples of Stimulated Recall Interview Transcripts
Date: 20/10/2022

Teacher 4
I: Interviewer
T: Teacher

Thank you for agreeing to participate in this interview. Now, please rewatch the
following excerpts and explain the purposes for using code-switching to Vietnamese
in these recorded excerpts.
Extract 1: 03:46/01:52:50

T: Alright. You got time to discuss with your friends and | need two groups dealing
with questions 20 to 22 and two are there with 23 to 25.

Ss: (Discussing)

T: Yeah. Cho c6 hai nhém ndo... um... [] lam phan... tir cdu 20 t6i cau 22... 3 cdu
ha... va hai nhém lam cdu 23 dén cdu 25.

Ss: (Raising hand)

T: Yes. Em, please. La 20 dén 22 ding khong? Okay. 23 dén 25? (Choosing
student)

T: One more? Mot nhom nita? (Waiting for the students’ response)
T: Orange? Yes.
T: Okay. C6 ¢6 dii bon nhém cho phan nay.

T: Why did you switch to Vietnamese here?

I: 1 switched to Vietnamese to instruct students how to complete activities.

T: Did you use code-switching intentionally, or did it occur spontaneously?

I: Yes, | used CS intentionally. When introducing the activity in English, the students
seemed to not understand. Therefore, | switched to using Vietnamese to clarify my
instruction. In essence, if the students didn’t understand, they were unable to
complete the task. Furthermore, in my experience, non-native English-speaking
students did not have enough proficiency. So, | tended to use Vietnamese when
looking at the students’ facial expressions.

Extract 2: 59:08/01:52:50

T: (smiling) Okay! This one... We have... was born, grew up, was, had... [S: to
become]. No, to become. Sau to thi ddng tir bit budc phdi dang... nguyén mau roi.
Ah... gave, was, saw, [S: loved] ... loved, [S: built] .... built, good, ah... /S: wasn 1]
wasnt, [S: went] went, [S: had] had, [S: didn’t win] yah didn 't win, [S: entered]
entered, um... are... Nhuw vdy trong ndy chi C0... duy nhat [S: are] mét dong tir are
dwoc chia & hién tai con lai déu la qua khie. Vay can cir vao trong hai cdi dogn nay
thi... dong tir nhw thé nao thi dwoc chia 6 qud khik, né dién td cdi gi thi né dwoc dat,
dwoc chia o qua khi.

T: Why did you code-switch from English to Vietnamese in this part of the lesson?
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What was the purpose of your code-switching at this moment?

I: In this specific instance, | code-switched to Vietnamese to clarify a complex
grammar rule. | noticed that some students were struggling to grasp the concept
in English, so I switched to Vietnamese to ensure everyone understood.

T: Did you intentionally switch codes or was your code switching spontaneous?

I: Yes, my code-switching was intentional. | had planned to introduce the grammar
point in English first to maintain an English-rich environment. However, when |
saw that many students were still confused, | switched to Vietnamese to provide a
clearer explanation.

I: What were some specific benefits that code-switching offers in terms of enhancing
their understanding in the GE class you taught that was recorded?

T: Code-switching played a crucial role in enhancing students’ understanding. It
ensured that the complex grammar point was not a barrier to their
comprehension. Switching to Vietnamese made my students understand more.

I: Do you have any further comments regarding CS in the lesson that you taught and
we have just viewed?

T: Yes, in my opinion, as observed, CS should be used to support students when
necessary, However, we must be mindful of when and how we employ code-
switching.

Extract 3: 01:19:43/01:52:50

T: You'll listen to the documentary again and answer the question from number one
to number three. Yeah. Va sé nghe lai va tra loi cho c6 ba cdu hoi ¢ trong sach
trang so 57.

T: So question number one. What everyday objects does the speaker talk about?
Everyday objects. Cau sé mét tir chia khod la tir nao nao? Everyday objects... so
thanks... @6 dac gi @6 hdang ngay. Number two. What did he do? Activity. Hoat
dong ding khong? Lam gi? Three. What he wants? Diéu gi muon cho nguoi ta
think about... nguoi ta nghi vé diéu gi. So that is the third question. Listen to it
one more time?

T: Why did you code-switch from English to Vietnamese in this part of the lesson?
What was the purpose of your code-switching at this moment?

I: | switched to Vietnamese to give instructions on how to do listening
comprehension. | intended for my student to understand the instructions to
complete the exercise correctly.

T: Have you observed the effectiveness of using code-switching when giving
instruction?

I: Yes, my students grasped the instructions quickly and actively got engaged in tasks
and activities.

Extract 4: 01:29:43/01:52:50

T: Difficult? Kho v@y?... thank you, chinh xadc la co 3 cai cach phat am do nhung
minh sé, nén xép theo thir t nao?... (grinning) Cdi chi ma hdn, c6 1a it truong
hop nhdt thi minh dwa 1én trude... @é minh logi trir b6t, okay? Nhw vdy cdi ma dé
nhdn dién nhdt doi véi cdc ban... ma ciing it truong hop nhdt la... Roi, /id/, xong
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dén /d/...va... Itl... Truong hop ndo thi phdt am la /id/?
Ss: (Puoi la phu dm t hoac la d.)

T: d hodc la... Réi. Chi ¢6 2 cdi phy am ma dwoc phat am la /id/. Pong tir na0...
CO... cdi dm cudi ciing cua tir d 1a /Hl... hodc la /dl... thi minh sé phat ém, khi thém
ed vao sé phat am 1a... [id/l. Vi du... want, wanted... need, needed. Ré... bdy gio
tai sao ¢é néi a... cai dm cudi chir ¢é khéng néi chﬁ’ cudi. Hai cdi vi du ciia minh
ay, la cdi chir cudi cung nay chinh la cdi cam cudi cia né luén. Nhung c6 nhu’ng
dong tr caz chit cuoi cung khong phdai la t ciing khong phai la d, nhung dm cuoi
cia né van la /t/ va /d/.

T: Why did you code-switch to Vietnamese in this part of the lesson?

. | switched to Vietnamese to teach my students how to pronounce the verb ending

with ED. Using Vietnamese can help students understand quickly.

T: Did you think that it was necessary to use Vietnamese to teach students how to
pronounce the new words correctly?

I: Yes, in some cases, using Vietnamese can be helpful in explaining and practicing
correct pronunciation, especially when dealing with challenging sounds or
phonetic differences between languages. In particular, in today’s lesson,
pronouncing the endings with the “ed” sound can be quite difficult, so | used
entirely Vietnamese to explain it clearly to the students.

Extract 5: 01:49:43/01:52:50

T: (Checking the result) What does it mean to compost? To compost la gi? (Waiting
for students’ response)

T: Compost vira la danh tir vira la dong tiv. Néu la danh tiv thi né sé la phan bon...
phdn bon hitu co ha con dong twr thi sé la qua trinh bién no thanh... thanh phdan
bon.

I: What was the purpose of your code-switching at this moment?

T: Yes, | was teaching new vocabulary and used Vietnamese to explain complex or
difficult words.

I: Yes, as observed, besides the visual aids such as colorful pictures, you still gave
equivalents in Vietnamese?

T: Yes, the majority of non-English major students have a limited source of
vocabulary. Therefore, giving equivalents in Vietnamese makes students grasp the
words’ meaning quickly and exactly.

I: How did you see that?

T: Yes, when understanding the meaning of new vocabulary, students got involved in
the tasks actively and their task performance was better.

Follow-up questions: After reviewing all the excerpts focusing on your use of code-

switching, | would like to present some insights related to the use of code-switching

in the context of non-major English classes at the university level.

I: In your opinion, is code-switching from English to Vietnamese a common
phenomenon in non-major English classes at the university level?

T: Yes, it’s quite prevalent. I’ve observed this phenomenon in my own courses and
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even in the courses taught by my colleagues.

I: Do you engage in code-switching often, and to what degree do you utilize both
English and Vietnamese? Could you offer specific instances or reasons, such as in
teaching skills, vocabulary, or grammar?

T:. My preference is to use English exclusively or at a ratio of 80/20. However, it
depends on the classroom situation, students’ proficiency level. Using English
100% all the time can make it difficult for students to understand. In my opinion,
teachers might use a 50/50 ratio, switching to Vietnamese after speaking in
English. Overuse of Vietnamese can create a sense of reluctance and hinder the
process of students’ language absorption and learning. English is the target
language for the students so | will use English 70% and the remaining 30% | will
use Vietnamese.

I: For example, when teaching vocabulary, | observed that you immediately switched
to Vietnamese without giving the students a chance to respond. Why?

T: In some cases, based on my teaching experience, | found that the level of
vocabulary is much more challenging compared to the students’ current English
proficiency. | will use Vietnamese to introduce them or provide the words
meaning. However, | can adjust the balance between English and Vietnamese
depending on my students’ proficiency,

I: When teaching vocabulary, | noticed that you used visuals and gestures to describe
or explain the words. Why did you switch to Vietnamese right after that?

T: Yes, | understand that through visuals, students can grasp the meanings of words.
But I still switch to Vietnamese to ensure better clarity, as Vietnamese is your
native language, and you’ll understand the words faster.

I: What factors do you need to consider when using code-switching in the process of
teaching non-English major students at the university level?

T: First, the allowed time for each lesson is my concern. If time is limited, | tend to
use Vietnamese more. Then, regarding teaching grammar points, | find it necessary
to use Vietnamese to explain to the students more clearly and understably. For
reading and listening exercises, when the contents are unfamiliar to students | will
provide clear explanations in Vietnamese. If | want the students to have a deeper
and clearer understanding, | will explain more thoroughly in Vietnamese. Besides,
when | notice that students seem distracted, | often use Vietnamese to get their
attention. Providing instruction in Vietnamese makes sure they understand what
they need to do. Because non-English major students have low proficiency level, |
want them to have a clear understanding of the lesson and keep up with the class
progress.

I: Do you think that the teacher incorporates CS into giving their instructions to
students because of language limitations?

T: No, in my opinion, expressing entirely in English would make it more challenging
for students. In cases my intention is to help students understand, the incorporation
of code-switching into my teaching is observed to be the most suitable strategy or
solution. Or when my students look bored or

I: Do you think that the frequency of code-switching change based on the students’
proficiency level?

T: Yes, if students are at higher levels, the percentage of English will be higher.
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However, if students have limited vocabulary and weak language skills, code-
switching is often used during my teaching.

: Do you think that the frequency of code-switching does vary depending on the

specific language skills being taught?

: When teaching grammar, | tend to use Vietnamese more because teaching and

learning grammar require accuracy. For vocabulary, | also use code-switching
quite often. Since students have limited vocabulary, | switch to Vietnamese to
clarify the new vocabulary. Furthermore, | focus on correcting students’
pronunciation errors because correct pronunciation plays an important role in
listening and comprehension of the target language.

- In your experience, what benefits do you think code-switching brings to students in

the process of learning or acquiring the target language like English?

. | believe that CS is seen as a strategy to encourage students to participate in

activities and exercises more actively. When | guide my students in Vietnamese,
they tend to participate more actively. If | use 100% English in my class, my
students might fear giving incorrect answers or doing tasks incorrectly because
their proficiency level is limited. As a result, they hesitate to participate in the
tasks or activities.

I: Yes, can you give more impacts which you view in your class?
T: Switch to Vietnamese creaté a friendlier learning environment in which my

students are less stressful. Although I know that having more exposure to the target
language, English, is necessary, occasionally explaining in Vietnamese helps my
students to understand more and then reduces their anxiety. Notably, the learning
attitudes of students also change. After the English course level 3, my students
have mentioned that they prefer learning English. To some extent, it has created
the motivation of learning English outside the classroom.

: What disadvantages do you see in incorporating code-switching in the process of

learning a foreign language like English?

: Well, when | code-switch, the amount of time students spends listening to English

will be decreased. This is why | prefer maintaining a balance of 70% English and
30% Vietnamese in my teaching. Besides, the students are observed to become
passive and overly reliant on their teacher.

: Do you consider any factors triggering your switch to Vietnamese when giving

instruction?

- Yes, time constraint, students’ proficiency level,
. In your experience, could you provide some suggestions for using code-switching

effectively in teaching English for non-English major students at the university
level?

In my opinion, code-switching has both strengths and weaknesses, but the
advantages outweigh the disadvantages. Therefore, |1 will continue to use code-
switching, but I will adjust the frequency based on the proficiency level of the
class. Alternatively, | may switch between the target language (English) and the
native language (Vietnamese) as needed, depending on the situation and the needs
of the students. To some extent | still believe that code-switching supports the
learning and acquisition of English. Importantly, we need to recognize that code-
switching should only be used as a scaffold during the stage when students have

P17



low proficiency. When students get a higher English level, the employment of CS
should be gradually decreased.
T4’s Signature: e
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Appendix D: Classroom Observation
D1. Classroom Observation Form

Teacher:

Date and Time:

Class

Lesson

Proficiency level

No | Time- | Teaching
stamp focus

Extract

Types

Functions

Notes/Qs

L PO
C [ Ml

L PO
C [ Ml

Lt PO
C [ Ml

) Overall impression

6 Impacts observed
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D2. Transcription conventions

The transcription symbols used in this study are adapted from the previous studies

(Dressler & Kreuz, 2000, Du Bois, 1991; Ustiinel, 2016). It should be noted that:

+ the conventional uses of punctuation are not applied;

+ all the utterances have been transcribed verbatim, so linguistic errors made by the
teachers and students are not corrected;

T Teacher

S Student

Ss Students

[] Overlapping utterances by more than one speaker

. A dot in parentheses indicates silence.

0 Double parentheses mark transcribers’ description of nonverbal events,
such as (cough), (telephone rings), (pause), and the like.

A cat Vietnamese words are italicized.

Go to Hanoi Capitals are used only for proper names, not to indicate beginnings of
sentences.

L a Lexical code-switching

P 4 Phrasal code-switching

C a Clausal code-switching

M 4 Mixed or other types of code-switching
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D3. Sample of Classroom Observation Notes

Teacher: T9

Date and Time: 12/11/2022

Class: AKCB109

Lesson: Language and Learning
Proficiency level: B1

No ;rtgpne‘; Teaching focus Extract Types Functions Notes/Qs
1 | 04:12/ The teacher is T: umhum... In the end, I applied for a job. | L[] P[] | Explaining the
02:08:27 | introducing a new Apply for a job (ngp don xin viéc) in a steel | C 1 ML | meaning
English phrase factory, steel mill. Right? Apply for a job.
“apply for a job”
and providing
examples of its
usage.
2. | 21:26/ The teacher is T. 6 men and 2 women. OK, now listen | L[] P[] | giving instructions
02:08:27 | providing again and check. Va chung ta sé nghe lai m¢ot | C[1 MO
instructions and lan nita dé kiém tra cdu trd 1o cac ban ha.
checking
comprehension after
playing an audio
clip.
3. | 01:10:54/ | The teacher T: And now, in the 5 minutes, | would like | L[] P [0 | Providing
02:08::27 | instructs the you to use the words in the exercise number | C [ ML | instructions and
students to describe | and describe this job. Minh sir dung nhitng facilitating the
five jobs using the cdi tir & trong bai tdp s6 1 va cdc ban sé mé discussion about
words from exercise | ta nhitng cdi cong viéc nay. Vi du nhu, a job  descriptions
number one and hotel receptionist is tiring for example. Just and characteristics
engages in a example, right. And now, four minutes for
discussion about the | you to describe these 5 jobs. Using the
characteristics of words in exercise number one. Trong vong
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each job.

nam phut cdac ban sé mo ta nam cdi cong
viéc chung ta viea co o day. Su dung nhitng
tinh tir ma ching ta c6 trong bai tdp sé 1.
OK? Theo cac ban, what do you think about
a  hotel  receptionist, about  sale
representative, a police officer, a fashion
designer or may be a shop assistant. OK?
What do you think about this job? So which
job is dangerous?

01:25:03/
02:08::27

The teacher
introduces
vocabulary related
to job qualifications
and discusses the
difficulty of finding
qualified individuals
for certain jobs in
the UK.

T: OK, we start with the vocabulary related
to talk jobs. Chuing ta sé bdt ddau véi phan tir
vung lién quan téi chi dé Jobs. So in the
UK, some jobs are difficult to fill because
it’s not enough people qualified to do them.
Thong thuong khi nguoi ta s dung cum tu
qualify to do something co nghia la minh co
i bang cdp. (the teacher writes on the
board) qualify to do something: d@é lam mét
cong viéec gi do. Qualify tiec la minh dwoc
dao tao, minh c¢6 bang cdp dé lam mét cong
vigc gi do. Right? Vi du nhu engineer thi
phdi ¢é bang vé engineer, architecture thi
phdi ¢6 bang vé architecture. Nhu vay & day
nguoi ta dang nodi dén mot cai fact d6 1a gi a:
& nude Anh, UK, ¢é6 mét sé cong viéc la
difficult to fill ¢6 nghia la rat khé dé tim
nguoi boi vi khong co nguwoi ma co du nang
liwe hodc la bang cdp dé lam céng viéce do.
And now | would like you to work in pairs
again. In pairs 2 people right? You will look

L PO
Cuo MO

prompting
students to engage
in pair discussions
and clarifying the
meaning of the
vocabulary,
facilitating
understanding of
job qualifications.
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at this job and you make at least of 5 job that
are most, that are difficult to fill. Cac ban sé
thao ludan voi nguoi ban cua minh va minh
viét ra nam cdi cong viéc theo cac ban ma
rat khé dé ma tim nguoi & nuéc Anh

01:36:29/
02:08::27

T emphasizes the
importance of
understanding
suffixes for word
formation and
expanding
vocabulary.

T: ok, thank you and you are?

S: Nhu Ngoc a

T: Nhu Ngoc, alright (the student turns on her
place). Alright, now you will look at Nhu Ngoc
list of words, right? And here is we have: a
farmer, an economist, very good, scientist. Nhw
vdy chiing ta c¢6 cdc cdi hdu to ist. Driver,
politician la mét cdi hdu t6 khdc nita ma chiing
ta co: ian. Va ban nao c6 thé cho ¢é 1 tir twong
tw voi tir politician nay? Politician la chinh tri
gia, roi cdi tir ndo ma né két thiic bang hdu to
ian nay nita cdac ban?

SS: musician

T: musician. Very good. Um hum... or
electrician va builder (thg xay), trainer. OKk,
that’s very good. D6 la chiing ta c6 mot sé cdc
cdi hdu t6. Assistant, accountant, 1a minh co
thém hdu 1o gi day c&c bgn, ant, right? Vay la
minh ¢6 1, 2, 3 va 4 céai hau t6 ma ching ta c6
thé sir dung dé tao ra nhiing danh tir chi nghé
nghiép

LOO PO
cuo MO

encouraging
students to actively
participate and
engaging in the
language learning
process.

Overall impression: friendly learning environment

Impacts observed: Ss understood lesson and got engaged in the tasks/activities
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D4. Sample Analysis of Classroom Observation

Teacher: T9

Date and Time: 13/10/2022

Class: AKCB109

Lesson Stages in life
Proficiency level: B1

CS cases

Extract

Types

Functions

Notes

1

Alright, now you will listen to the
recording one more time. Chlng ta
sé nghe lai mét lan nira, right? (the
teacher plays the audio)

Clause

Giving instructions

6 men and 2 women. OK, now listen
again and check. Va chung ta sé
nghe lai mot lan nita dé kiém tra cdu
tra loi cac ban ha.

Clause

Giving instructions

At what age did she left school?
Yeah, she left school at 18, right? At
that age, most people left school,
right. Thong thuong chung ta sé sur
dung cai dong tur leave school voi
nghia la chi cac ban he.

Clause

Asking about meaning

Yeah. Very good. Thanks. You got
one. Yeah. Ban noi 1a ban would like
to stay there because this is
environmentally friendly, thdan thién
vOi moi truong.

Phrasal

Clarifying the meaning of new vocabulary

Okay. Thank you. You got one. You
got one em ha. We’ll listen to the
recording about Jaime and (Chad).
Yeah. Minh sé nghe cdi phan tai liéu
lién quan dén Jaime va xem thir ban

Clause

Giving instructions
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tra loi cau nay dung khong ha.

You’ll listen to the documentary
again and answer the question from
number one to number three. Yeah.
Va sé nghe lai va tra loi cho co ba
cdu héi ¢ trong sdch trang sé 57.

Clause

Giving instructions

So question number one. What
everyday objects does the speaker
talk about? Everyday objects. Céau
s6 mét tir chia khod la tir ndao nao?
Everyday objects... so thanks... dé
dac gi d6 hdang ngay. The number
two. What did he do? Activity. Hoat
dong dung khong? Lam gi?

Mixed

Explaining the meanings

Your name is? Orange. Sorry.
Orange. Listen to it one more time
and | will stop right at the piece of
information that we need. Minh sé
ding & diém théng tin ma mdy ban
can ha.

Clause

Giving instructions

Every day we throw away. So thay
vi ndi la. | want to talk about
everyday objects thi.. thi speaker, tac
gid néi 1a we throw away, hang ngay
thi minh ném & rat la nhiéu
everyday objects like wood, old
household appliances, nhitng cai
thiét bi gia dung,

Mixed

Explaining the meanings

10

We’ve got a small activity. | want
you to match the objects with a type

Clause

Informing the new activity
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of rubbish. Minh c6 mét bai tap nho
lién quan toi tir vung cac ban ha.

11

So what do you have? Match. Bdi s6
2 trong sdch trang sé 58. Match the
objects with the type of rubbish. A to
E. A minh c6 electronics. Mdy ban
nho la electronics thoi ha khong co
metal. B glass... of plastic... glass...
[]. C paper and cardboard. D metal
and E plastic. Ten.

Mixed

Giving instructions

12

Jar () new words? Jar is something
we use every day. Jar la chi hé?
Anyone? Individuals, bai nay ca
nhan nao.

Mixed

Asking about meaning

13

What about eight? Eight? Con cdu so
8 nita

Clause

Encouraging Ss’ to answer

14

Okay here. It is E-rubbish. It’s short
form for? E-rubbish la chi hé? E is
for []? Did you read the reading at
home? Bdi nay mdy ban doc ¢ nha
chua?

Mixed

Asking about homework

15

Number four. Number four it is why
is recycling the metal dangerous?
Because it produces a lot of
chemicals with a bad for workers’
health and then it is bad for the
worker. What is it bad for? Number
five minh dat cau hoi la cau hoi la
what... []... [] hay la who ne?

Clause

Giving instruction

16

Number four. Tir cdu sé 4 dén cdu sé

Clause

Encouraging Ss’ to answer
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6 may ban khéng cé ddp dn khdc ha?

17

Okay. So you have any questions for
this one? Phdn nay mdy ban ré chua
hé? Nho... la khi nao a ma cdau hoi
co lién quan toi em... toi kinh nghiém
cd nhdn ciia em &... thi minh sé ldy
thong tin tir bén ngoai. COn cau nay
néu nhu ma c6 hoi binh thuong 1a
what are some environmentally
friendly energy chang han thi em c6
thé 1y vi du 1a solar energy, wind
energy.

Mixed

Checking Ss’ comprehension-Giving instruction

18

We move on to the next activity,
hoat dong tiep theo.

Phrasal

Informing new activity

19

Anyone? Anyone? Co6 ban nao cho
co cau tra loi cho cdau nay khong
nao?

Clause

Encouraging Ss to participate into the task

20

Then | want you to work in groups
and | want two groups going to the
board to give me the answers. May
ban sé thao luan voi ban cua minh
va cho c6 hai nhom lén bang ha.
Two group. Yeah. Hoi nay minh
nghe dwoc cdi gi.

Mixed

Organizing the activity
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D5. Sample Transcript of an Observed Class

Teacher: Teacher 4

Class: AKCB105

Date observed: 19/10/2022

Length: 2 hours 08 minutes 27 seconds

Sound quality: Good. Unintentional noise from conversation between teacher and
student’s parents.

Date checked: 20/10/2022 Teacher’s Signature: ...........................
T: Are you sitting with your group’s members?
Ss: Daco a

T: Yeah. Today we’ve got something special but don’t worry much about it, just
focus on our study, okay? So we will not deal with the practice test. So you
remember the practice test? Mdy ban con nhé bai kiém tra bai practice test hém
truée minh phat khéng?

Ss:Coa

T: Did you do it? Did you do it? My ban 1am xong chua? (Waiting for the students’
response)

Ss: Roi a

T: Yeah. | want you to to keep it in in your bag because we will not deal with this
now. We moved on to our new units that is unit five environment. H6m nay minh
s& hoc bai méi con phan nay néu cudi gid minh con thoi gian minh s& sira. Con
néu khong thi budi sau s& sira. Okay. (Taking out the pencil case)

T: So we move to unit number five, environment. (Taking out the pen) So we have a
question. (Writing on the board) What are you doing... to protect the
environment? [What are you doing to protect the environment?] [What are you
doing to protect the environment?] (Waiting for students’ response)

T: Anyone? What are we doing? What are you doing to protect the environment?
(Waiting for students’ response)

T: Yeah. Anyone? C6 goi tén hay?

S: Suy nghi thém dugc khong a?

T: Yeah. Think about it in one minute and tell me what are you doing to protect the
environment?

T: (Writing the question on the board) Is it important to protect the environment?
Quan trong khong hé?

Ss: (Coming in the class)

T: Is it important to protect the environment? What should... what are you doing to
protect the environment? (Waiting for students’ response)

S: (Coming in the class)

T: (Waiting for the students’ response)

T: What are you doing to protect the environment? (Waiting for students’ response)

T: Give me only one. Ban T.Q.T c6 d6 khong?

S:Dacoda

T: Yeah. What are you doing to protect the environment?

S: Recycling

T: Recycling? How? How do you recycle? (Writing on the board) Recycling,
recycling, how?
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w

: Buying water bottle

: You buy what? Are you buying...

: Water bottle

- You buy a water bottle? What kind of water bottle do you buy?

- | buy water bottles

: Water bottle?

: Recyclable water bottle

- Yeah.

. | buy recyclable water bottle

- Yeah.

. | buy the recyclable bottle

: Okay. So you use the bottles. How many times?

: Three

: Three times. So the plastic bottle?

“Hm

: What kind of bottle that you use?

: Plastic

- Plastic bottle like Aquafina huh? And then you use it three times?

- Yes

- () You use it three times?

- Yes

: Uh-huh. That is [] recycling? (Looking at the student and waiting for the student’s

response) (Writing on the board) Or is it reusing? Reusing? Or recycling?

S: Reusing

T: Reusing you use it as many times as possible. Okay. Thank you, T. You got one [].
I need one more. A girl this time. (Looking at the attendance list) Ban N. P. N. P.
c6 do6 khong? (Waiting for the students’ response)

S:CohaiN.P.a

T: Hai N. P. Ban P. N. P.? Ban N. P.? (waiting for the students’ response)

Ss: Ving a

- O van Véng. Vay ban N.P. con lai nao.

. | recycle materials to make stuff

: Made what?

: New things

: Okay.

. In order not to waste the material

: S0, it’s like recycling. Right. Yeah. And you make what? (Writing on the board)

: Toys

: Make... toys. Yeah. Very good. An example for... recycling is making toys from...

from what em? (Waiting for the students’ response)

: Paper boxes

T: From bottles, paper bottles, paper boxes and plastic bottles. Very good. Thank you
Phuong. (Writing on the board) You got one. From a plastic bottle, and, and
paper boxes, she said so.

T: Yeah. So we have different kinds of things and | want you to remember three Rs.

So... what is the rest R? The rest R, we have recycling reusing and what?
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(Waiting for the students’ response)

T: Anyone? Anyone? | need you to raise your hand, right? Anyone? So recycling,
three Rs mean recycling reusing and re re what?

S: Reducing

T: Reducing. What is the difference between the three R?

T: We’ve got to move on to the next activity. (Opening the slide) You got a quiz to
test. Mdy ban vAn con nhim lan giira recycling reusing and reducing huh so
we’ve got a quiz.

T: Do you have a mobile phone connected to the internet? Each group will have
one... one mobile phone connected to it on the internet to deal with this one []. If
you need help, then ask me. Only one mobile phone in each group. Méi nhém céc
ban chi can mét cdi mobile phone cé internet théi. (Opening the quiz)

T: Uh oh [] ... you got 17 questions in order to test your, your understanding of...
recycling reusing and reducing. (Opening the quiz)

T: Now joinmyquiz.com and then start with that one. (Opening the quiz)

T: Yeah. Mang internet c6 van dé mét xfu. Yeah. Ban vio cho c¢d joinmyquiz.com rdi
cho mi cho ¢6 hay. (Going out of class) (Speaking with student’s parents)

T: Okay. So only four groups. Five. Oh no. Group’s name. Group’s name.
Remember. Tén nhdém cho ¢6 nao. Who is this one?

S: Orange

T: Orange. Yeah. We can. Peace. Milk tea. Red. Very good. Who else? You need
help? C6 ban nao khong vao dugc khong?

Ss: Da khong a

T: Weekend. Orrange. Peace. Milk tea. Red.

Ss: C6 o1 ¢6 hién ID v6i mat khau trén man hinh duoc khong a

T: (Checking the slide) Yeah. Sorry. Next. (Looking around the students) Con nhém
nao khong vao dugc khong? Yeah what happened?

Ss: Em khong vao duogc a

T: You need help? (Going to the students) Is it okay? What is going?

Ss: Gio em vao duoc roi a

T: Oh. (Going back to the stage)

T: Seven (or empty) ... Is it seven? One two three four five six seven eight. Con mot
nhom nita dung khong? You need help?

Ss: Da co

T: (Going down to the students) What’s wrong? Is it okay? Pugc chua?

Ss: Co6 hién tén nhom trén man hinh dugc khéng c6?

T: (Going back to the stage) (Checking the slide) Oh. Nine. Minh c6 chin nhém luén
a?

Ss: Da

T: Oh. Okay. Let’s start with 17 questions in total. 17 cau ha. (Opening the slide)

T: Recycle recycle we have an example on the board. (Opening slide)

T: Okay. Who chooses to do something more than once? To use something more than
once?

S: Khong a

T: No? It is to transform things into materials for new things. Here. Making toys from
plastic bottles and paper boxes, remember? Last question
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Ss: Da

T: Reduce? Reduce? Reduce? Reduce?

Ss: (Choosing the answer)

T: All right van c6 hai nhom sai. Hoi ndy minh vira méi ndi recycle véi transform
things into materials for new things rdi. Pang khéng? So reduce is to use and
produce (newer) things. Next question. (Opening the question)

Ss: (Choosing the answer)

T: Dung dé sai nghe.

Ss: (Choosing the answer)

T: (Checking the result) Yeah. Very good. (Opening the next question) You’re
encouraging. You’re trying to encourage what?

Ss: (Choosing the answer)

T: (Checking the result) Still giving away clothes. Khi ma em cho 4o quan thi em
mong doi ho s& mic 40 quin d6 hay 1a em mong doi ho s& bién cai 40 quan d6
thanh thur gi khac?

Ss: Mac

T: Mic dung khong? Khi nao né 1a nguyén liéu dé bién thanh mot cai gi d6 thi méi 1a
recycling. Ao quan thi ¢6 thé dung dé 1am gi? (Opening the next question)

T: (Itwas... []). Um.

Ss: (Choosing the answer)

T: (Checking the result). Very well then. (Please). Red and weekends. Yeah. Yes.
(Opening the next question)

Ss: (Choosing the answer)

T: (Waiting for students to finish choosing) (Checking the result). Okay. Very good. |
have a question. What does it mean to take short showers?

Ss: Tam nhanh gon hon

T: Isn’t it? (Chuckling) Take short showers. What does it mean? Anyone? Minh hay
biét take showers 1 gi rdi thi bay gio take short showers 12 gi?

Ss: Tam nhanh hon a

T: Quick, quick, very quick, right. TAm nhanh thay vi tim mdt gio' thi minh tim nim
phut. To save water. Thi muc dich chinh ctia minh 13 dé save water ha. Nam phut
thi hoi ngan. Next one. (Opening the next question)

Ss: (Choosing the answer)

T: (Waiting for the students to finish choosing)

T: (Checking the result) Oh. Who choose recycle? Recycle you have to ask some
questions. Néu nhu ban hoi 1a Uhm...dé phan biét dugc recycle véi reuse thi ban
phai tap trung vao muc dich st dung cta ho.

T: Same purpose thi c6 nghia 1a reuse or recycle.? Same purpose? Clothes are... to
wear? Toys are to play... to play what? Same purpose la reuse hay re recycle?

Ss: Reuse

T: Reuse over and over again. Con recycle tic 1a dé cai toys d6 né s& dugce dung va
dé tai ché thanh mot cai khac va in this case minh dem t6i hospital mink mang téi
bénh vién tic 1a minh mudn ho. .. nhiéu may ban nho choi dung khong?

S:Da

T: (Opening the next question)

Ss: (Choosing the answer)

P31



T: (Waiting for the students to finish choosing)

T: (Checking the result)

T: (Opening the next question)

Ss: (Choosing the answer)

T: Have two options. (Opening the next question)

Ss: (Choosing the answer)

T: What does it mean to compost?

Ss: Phan huy

T: Yeah. Phan huy. Come from nature phan huy tw nhién a

T: (Waiting for the students to finish choosing)

T: (Checking the result) What does it mean to compost? To compost la gi? (Waiting
for students’ response)

T: Compost vira 1a danh tir vira 13 dong tir. Néu 1a danh tir thi né sé& 1a phan bon...
phan bén hitu co ha con dong tir thi s& 13 qua trinh bién né thanh... thanh phan
bon. Okay. Compost, vi du nhu 1a left food left-over, vi du nhu ban dn mot qua
t40 va con rudt tdo thi minh sé... n bananas... an chudi thi minh con vo thi minh
s€ dem di compost. Yeah. Pem di lam thanh phan bon.

T: So we have two more questions. Minh con hai cau nita ha. (Opening the next
question)

Ss: (Choosing the answer)

Ss: Lam nhu nay vui a

T: (Chuckling)

T: (Waiting for the students to finish choosing)

T: (What can we do with compost?)

T: (Waiting for the students to finish choosing)

T: (Checking the result) Okay. Very good. Luckily you don’t eat it. Plants eat it, huh.

T: The last question. This is our last question. Let’s see. (Opening the next question)

Ss: (Choosing the answer)

T: (Waiting for the students to finish choosing) (Cleaning the board)

T: (Checking the result) Yeah. So let’s see who win the game. 71% accuracy ttc 1a #
1é phan tram diing cia l6p minh la 71%.

T: Okay. Peace (come first) with Peace. Peace? Only one? Oh. Very good. La chi c6
mot ngudi thoéi ma chién thang tat ca nhitng ngudi con lai. Then, the second one
is Red come with 88% right answer. Milk tea dung nhiéu hon 94% nhung ma ban
cham hon ban con lai so come third.

T: So | want you to clap your hands to congratulate Peace Red and Milk tea. Yeah.
Very good.

T: If you come first, you got five, remember? Second and third, you got three. Hon
50%.. oh... all of us got more than 50 so others... we are one uh we are one do la
nick clone ctia may ban?

Ss: Da

T: So you got two. C6 miy ban bi out ra rdi may ban phai vao lai minh thay vi tri s6
5 la we are one. Okay. See. Yeah. Yeah. So others you got two, remember.

T: And then now after the game we get back to these questions. Roi bdy gio' sau phan
games tra loi cho c6 mét vai y nao. What can you see in the game? Lesson
learned from the game. What do we have? [] em? What do we have in that... [] ...
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game?

T: Do you remember any activities that we can do to protect the environment? | want
you to work in groups and note down some. After that | need two groups going to
the board and giving me different ways to protect the environment from the
game.

T: Bay gio s& la...van 1a ways to protect the environment nhung ma sé& 1a from the
game. Remember? Rodi bdy gid thao luan xem thir hdi ndy dén gid minh choi
game minh con nhé nhirg cai hoat dong gi & trong d6. (Note). C6 can hai
nhom... two groups... [] going to the board... two more groups here.

Ss: (Discussing)

T: (Waiting for the students to finish discussing)

Ss: Hai nhom thoi ha c6?

T: Yeah. Two groups... [].

T: (Waiting for the students to finish discussing)

T: You got two minutes. Mdy ban c¢é 2 phiit ha. 2 phit nira nay.

S: (Discussing)

T: Only two groups... []. You ready? Some, mdt vai thoi chir khong phai 1a tit ca
trong cai game hdi nay ha. Ban nhé dugc cai gi thi cho ¢6 cai d6. (Waiting for the
students’ response)

T: Peace. One more?

S: Em di 1én bang dung khong a?

T: Go to the board.

S: (Going to the board)

T: One more? Okay. Red. Another one. Let’s see () who got more.

Ss: (Writing on the board)

T: (Waiting for the students to finish writing their answer)

S: (Finishing and going back to her seat)

T: Thank you. Three from... your group’s name is?

S: (Going to the board)

T: Thank you, Peace. (Waiting for the student to finish)

T: Thank you and your group...your group’s name is? Remember that. Thank you.

S: (Going back to her seat)

T: (Waiting for the student to finish writing their answer)

T: Okay. So let’s say we’ve got some ideas from Red and Peace. Yeah. Using
reusable shopping bags. Okay. Reusable shopping bags. It can be plastic but we
can use them over and over again so this is good. Reducing plastic bottles how?
To use a reusable.. bottle... Okay. Very good. Composting from leftover food.
Okay. Composting leftover food. Very well done, Piece. You got two.

T: Red. Use paper bags. Do we have that one in the game? Use paper bags.

Ss:Coa

T: Yes. Yeah. C6 khong?

Ss:Coa

T: Okay. (Chuckling) Because it’s your group, right? Give away clothes that we
don’t use anymore. Yeah. Okay. That we don’t use anymore. Make toys from
papers. Yep, c6 khong? (Looking at the students) Trong cai game hoi niy co
make toys from paper khong?
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Ss: Coto bao a

T: Co cai to bdo va minh doan 1a minh s€ minh s& [] tir cai paper d6 minh sé make
toys. Acceptable. Very smart. Turn off light when [] we don’t need them. Okay.
Yeah. Turn off the light when... what is it?

Ss: Don’t need a

T: When we don’t need... [] or when we don’t... [] use.

T: Take short showers. Very good. Yeah. Nhu vay ban c6 nhé doan take short
showers. Okay. Give away... [] 1a away em ha, away. Kiéu minh ting 4 thi minh
s& noi 1a give away toys that we don’t use anymore. Yeah. Dic biét 13 cho miy
ban & hospital, & bénh vién, hoac la orphanages, & chd nao?

Ss: Trai tré mo coi a

T: Trai tré md c6i ha?

Ss: Da

T: Okay. Giveaway toys. Recycle bottles, c6 khéng? Co recycle bottles khong? All
right. Cai cau nay kha 1a tha vi hoi ndy trong game 4. C6 mot cai bién thing rac
roi xong ho bo recycle bottles vao ma rat 1a nhiéu... ma ¢6 nhd 1a ¢ hai nhém
chon la reuse... bottles.

T: So... this one is a... yeah... you got four.

T: You got more. So Peace got two. Red we got four. So remember we have a lot of
things to protect the environment. Nhé ti nira minh cling s€ c6 mot hoat dong
quay trd lai v6i may cai hoat dong nay.

T: So protecting the environment. In the next activity | want you to look at the picture
on the screen. Look at the picture on the screen and it is also in your work on
page 57. Trong sach ctia may ban trang sd... 57, right? We have some questions.
You have some questions.

T: Okay. So the first question is what is Jaime... [] doing? Is he reducing reusing or
recycling? Second question: what do you think of the home in the photo? Third
question: would you like to stay there? And fourth: which of the materials did
Jaime do? Use, sorry.

T: You got one minute to think about it and answer the question. Raise your hand.
Mdy ban sé gio tay trd loi cho ¢é ha. Individual work. Phan nay ldy diém ca
nhan.

Ss: (Answer the questions)

T: Four questions. Question number one. Look at the picture here. You see the
picture? What colors? Do you have color... what?

Ss: Khong thdy mau a

T: No. Yeah. Cai bt lgi cua viéc hoc sach khong mau 4. Yeah.

T: What is he... []? Anyone? (Waiting for the student’s response) What is Jaime
doing? She or he?

Ss: He a

T: He huh. It’s a man. What is he doing? Anyone? (Waiting for the student’s
response)

T: What is he doing? (Waiting for the student’s response)

T: Yeah...Ban V. T. d6 khong? Yeah. Answer the first question. What is (Jaine)
doing?

S: Da... em chua nghira a
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T: What is he doing? Re... c6 c6 ba su lya chon, em chon mét ha. Reducing reusing
hay la recycling?

: Reusing

: Reusing, why? Why? Tai vi sao lai reusing nao?

- Em chua biét a

: Thank you. Do you have any different ideas? Do you have different ideas (Name)?

: Recycling a

: Recycling why?

: Glass bottles on the wall

: Okay. What’s bottles on the wall? Yeah. Here. Glass bottles on the wall. What else
can you see?

Tree
- You see the trees over here?
Yes

: An old tree or a dead tree. Thank you. You got one. Yeah. So number one Jaime is
not reducing... not reusing... but he is recycling. T4i ché tai vi sao minh c6? From
recycled materials so he is... recycling.

T: The second question: what do you think of the home in the photo? Have you ever
seen this kind of home before? Have you ever seen any kind of home before?
Yeah. Anyone? (Waiting for the student’s response)

:Ban T. T. c6 khong?

(Stand up)

: Yeah. What do you think of the home in the photo? Cau hoi s6 2 em ha. (Waiting

for the student’s response). Cho ¢6 mdt tinh tir mo ta.

404 04040 AV

v -

S: Beautiful

T: It is beautiful. Okay. Thém tir nira.

S: Colorful

T: And colorful. Yes. If you use this book, then you can see that it’s really colorful.

You got one. Thank you. So beautiful and colorful.

T: And the third question. Would you like to stay there? [Would you like to stay
there?] Ban T. T.? (Waiting for the student’s response)

Ss: Ving a

T: Absence? Ving ha.

S:Dacoema

T: (Raise to have a voice). Sorry. Would you like to stay there 1a cau héi yes no.

S:Yes

T: Yes. That’s all?

T: Nhé hom trude cd noi khong? Khong bao gidr tra 101 cdu hoi véi mot tir duy nhét.
Phai bia ra. Yes, chua dii dang khong? Néu cau hoi 1a would you like thi s& phai
dau tién 1a phai I would first. R6i xong s& tu dat thém cau hoi gi nao?

S: Because environment is very friendly

T: Because the environment is very?

S: Friendly

T: Very?

S: Friendly

T: Friendly. The environment is very friendly and what does it mean?
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S: Environmentally friendly

T: Ah. Environmentally friendly. Uh. Nhu vAy minh s& dung chi ngit chi hé?

S:ltis

T: It is, it is, it is c6 nghia l1a cai nha d6 dung khong? It is environmentally friendly
dtng khong?

S: Dadung a

T: Yeah. Very good. Thanks. You got one. Yeah. Ban noi la ban would like to stay
there because this is environmentally friendly, thdn thién véi moi truong. Very
good.

T: Last question four. Which of the materials did he use? Can you guess? Cau nay
minh sé doan nay. Can you guess the answer for that question? Anyone?
(Waiting for the student’s response)

Ss: Cardboard

T: Cardboard, what is cardboard? Cardboard chi hé? (Waiting for the students’
response)

T: Cardboard 1a bia cac tong, nhiing cai hop, bia cac tong 4y minh s& dung cardboard.
Glass, thuy tinh nhé ha. Glass ma c6 thém es 1a chi?

Ss: Kinh (Waiting for the students’ response)

T: Kinh mit minh deo ha. Khi ma minh deo kinh thi em nhd 1a glasses. Leather.
Leather la béng da, da thudc 4, khong phai da minh ha, da thudc, tic 1a da da qua
xtr 1y 10i. Metal? Metal? Kim loai. Paper? Easy... gidy. Plastic nhya and wood. So
what do you think? What do you think? He uses... he used... what did he use?
Ban Quang Khai cé khong?

S:Dacoda

T: Choose like two, cho ¢6 hai thir materials.

S: Plastic and wood

T: Plastic and... and wood, are you sure?

S:Yes

T: Okay. Thank you. You got one. You got one em ha. We’ll listen to the recording
about Jaime and (Chad). Yeah. Minh sé nghe cdi phan tdai liéu lién quan dén
Jaime va xem thtr ban tra 161 cdu nay ding khong ha. Cau cudi cung 4.

(Opening the audio)

Track 35 ()

Every day we throw away objects such as wood, old household appliances, and glass
bottles. But an artist from Uruguay called Jaime built a house made from these
types of objects. The house is in Brazil and it has a bedroom, a kitchen, and a
bathroom. There are shelves made from trees and old wood and there’s lots of
light. That’s because Jaime used coloured glass from bottles in the walls. When
people visit the house, Jaime wants them to think about the environment and
about how we recycle and reuse everyday objects.

T: Okay. So what did he used to... what materials he used to make the house? Is it
from plastic? (Waiting for the students’ response)

S:No

T: Oops. Yeah. It is made from wood and glass. Wood. Bé y ha. Céi hinh nay nay.
Wood 1a tir mét cai old tree... dead tree and others things, the wall and windows
are all made up glass... []. You’ll listen to the documentary again and answer the
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question from number one to number three. Yeah. Va sé nghe lai va tra loi cho cé
ba cdu héi ¢ trong sdch trang sé 57.

T: So question number one. What everyday objects does the speaker talk
about? Everyday objects. Cau s6 mot tir chia khoa 13 tir nao nao? Everyday
objects... so thanks... dd dac gi d6 hiang ngay. The number two. What did he do?
Activity. Hoat dong dung khong? Lam gi? Three. What he wants? Diéu gi mudn
cho nguoi ta think about... ngudi ta nghi vé diéu gi. So that is third question.
Listen to it one more time?

Ss: Da

(Playing the audio)

Track 35 ()

Every day we throw away objects such as wood, old household appliances, and glass
bottles. But an artist from Uruguay called Jaime built a house made from these
types of objects. The house is in Brazil and it has a bedroom, a kitchen, and a
bathroom. There are shelves made from trees and old wood and there’s lots of
light. That’s because Jaime used coloured glass from bottles in the walls. When
people visit the house, Jaime wants them to think about the environment and
about how we recycle and reuse everyday objects.

T: Okay. Then | want you to work in groups and | want two groups going to the
board to give me the answers. Mdy ban sé thdo ludn véi ban ciia minh va cho ¢é
hai nhém 1én bang ha. Two group. Yeah. Hoi ndy minh nghe duoc cai gi.

Ss: (Discussing)

T: Okay. Two groups. You want to listen to it one more time?

Ss: Dacoa

T: Yeah.

(Playing the audio)

Track 35 ()

Every day we throw away objects such as wood, old household appliances, and glass
bottles. But an artist from Uruguay called Jaime built a house made from these
types of objects. The house is in Brazil and it has a bedroom, a kitchen, and a
bathroom. There are shelves made from trees and old wood and there’s lots of
light. That’s because Jaime used coloured glass from bottles in the walls. When
people visit the house, Jaime wants them to think about the environment and
about how we recycle and reuse everyday objects.

T: Yeah. That’s it. Very short. Okay. To the board. (Waiting for the students’
response)

S: Em chua xong a

T: No? (Waiting for the students’ response) (Going down to the students)

T: You’re done with that one? Do you discuss it with your friends? You got the
ideas?

S: Em chua nghi ra idea a

T: No ideas? (Bottle question number one right?) Number one. Okay. What about
number two?

S: Adding things to his house

T: Oh. Okay. But add in general, in general, chung chung théi thi s& ding cai d6 dé
lam gi? What is he doing in this photo?

P37



S: Built a house

T: (What). And this one, what’s it? Trees to make what?

S: Shelves

T: (Chuckling) Cai cau thang & trong céi audio &... nhé khong?

S: Em chua nghiraa

T: Oh. Think about it. (Go back to the stage)

T: 2 groups, please. Cho ¢ hai nhém nao. (Waiting for the students’ response)

Ss: (Raising their hands)

T: One and two. Yeah.

S: (Going to the board)

S: 3 cau dung khong c6?

T: Uh. Remember your name em ha.

S: Group name a?

T: Your groups.

Ss: (Writing on the board)

T: (Waiting for the students to finish)

T: Thank you.

S: (Going back to his seat)

T: And what is your group’s name? Your group’s name is? Thank you.

S: Orange a

T: (Checking the answer)

T: Okay. Let’s see your friend’s work. So the first one. You say wood, old household
appliances and glass bottles. Let’s say, wood, household, house, house,
households, appliances, glass bottles. Okay. He built a house made from these
types of objects. He built a house. The same huh. And then want them... people
want them to think about the environment. Okay. And about how we recycle and
reuse everyday objects. Every single word. He wants us to think about the
environment and how we recycle and reuse everyday objects. Ban nay bi sai, sai
ngit phap nhiéu ha. Khong phai ngit phap. What? Chinh ti. And your
environment. .. may ban dé y cho minh chit environment tai vi... environment...
[]1. Okay. Okay. Fine.

T: What is your name? So, we are one, you got three. Friends, we’ll listen to it one
more time.

S: Tén nhom em la orange a

T: Your name is? Orange. Sorry. Orange. Listen to it one more time and | will stop
right at the piece of information that we need. Minh sé dirng & diém théng tin ma
mdy ban can ha.

(Playing the audio)

Track 35 ()

Every day we throw away objects such as wood, old household appliances, and glass
bottles. But an artist from Uruguay called Jaime built a house made from these
types of...

T: Okay. Chinh xac. Minh cé every day we throw away. So thay vi néi la.. | want to
talk about everyday objects thi... thi speaker, tac gia ndi la we throw away, hang
ngay thi minh ném di rat la nhiéu everyday objects like wood, old household
appliances, nhitng cdi thiét bi gia dung, do, dé trong nha 4, household, minh
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khong dung minh virt di, and glass bottle. Chinh xac. Trong trudng hop nay minh
thdy 1a () ci tén cua ngudi nay 1a ()

(Playing the audio)

Objects...

...The house is in Brazil and it has a bedroom...

...The house...

... called Jaime built a house made from these types of objects.

T: Build the house made from these type of objects. Chinh xac tirng ttr luén.

(Playing the audio)

The house is in Brazil and it has a bedroom, a kitchen, and a bathroom. There are
shelves made from trees and old wood and there’s lots of light. That’s because
Jaime used coloured glass from bottles in the walls. When people visit the house,
Jaime wants them to think about the environment.

T: Yeah. Minh nghe doan nay 1 to think about the environment 1a okay, 13 du roi
nay. But, tuy nhién minh c6 thém mét vai chi tiét nho hon.

(Playing the audio)

... and about how we recycle and reuse everyday objects.

T: Yeah. Think about how we reuse and recycle everyday objects. So what do you
think? Can we recycle everyday objects and reuse everyday objects? Yes, or no?

Ss: Yes

T: Yeah. Are you reusing or recycling things in your house? (Waiting for the
students’ response)

T: Who says yes? Raise your hand if you say yes. Recycling and reusing things in
your house.

S:No

T: No? So you say no? Okay. Sorry about that. We move on to the next activity. We
got a reading but before we deal with the reading... Bai doc cia may ban trang s6
58. O nha c6 doc trudc chua? (Waiting for the students’ response)

T: Did you?

(Using the computer)

T: Okay. We’ve got a small activity. | want you to match the objects with a type of
rubbish. Minh ¢6 mdt bai tap nho li€n quan tdi tir vung céc ban ha.

T: So what do you have? Match. Bai s6 2 trong sach trang s6 58. Match the objects
with the type of rubbish. A to E. A minh cé electronics. My ban nhg 1a
electronics thdi ha khéng c6 metal. B glass... of plastic... glass... []. C paper and
cardboard. D metal and E plastic. Ten.

T: Number one to number ten. We have computer. Vi du ha, computer thi s€ la
electronics rubbish. Réac thai gi d6? Electronics? Réc thai chi hé? Electronics?
Pién tir. Yes, 1a computers. Bottle, thi minh c6 glass or plastic... co thé 1a glass
bottle... chai thuy tinh hodc 1a plastic bottle... chai? Chai nhya ha. Three... jar...
[1.. Anyone? Three. (Waiting for the students’ response)

T: Number one to number ten do you have any new words? Tir s6 mét dén sé 10 ¢6 tir
nao tir moi khong? (Waiting for the students’ response)

Ss: Jar a

T: Jar () new words? Jar is something we use every day. Jar la chi hé? Anyone?
Individuals, bai nay ca nhan nao. (Waiting for the students’ response)
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- Jar? (Waiting for the students’ response)
- Jar, jar? (Waiting for the students’ response)
: Yeah. Ban L.T.T. d6 khong? Okay. Number three? A jar is made of?
Glass.
: Glass. Okay. Lo. Okay. Pung roi cdi hii thi né sé dwoc lam tir? B glass, is made of
glass. What about number four?

Metal
S Itis?
D metal
: D metal. Thank you. You got one. Thank you. Cho c6 thém, another one. Another
T., ban B. T. c6 khong?

Coa

: Oh. You’re friends. Huh. So five and six.

Ca

: Sorry? C paper and cardboard. Okay. And six? Is it D? Is it made of?

Metal a

: Metal. Very good. You got one. Thank you.

: Seven and eight? [] TV? [] and cereal box. Tir s6 8 1a cereal may ban ha. Cereal

box [] what do we have? Another one? My ban khong co tu gidc gio tay gi ca.
Ban N. T. Q. d6 khong?

Coa. Aa
- Seven is? A.
: DPoc tir d6 c6 nghe xem thu.
: Electronics
: Elec... electronics. Yeah. And?
Glass
: And glass. Okay. And?
: Plastic
: And plastic as well. And?
Metal
: Metal. Um... []. Actually the computer is also like TV huh. Thank you.
: What about eight? Eight? Con cau s6 8 nita. Eight?
Ca
: C? Are you sure? Cac ban nim chwa?
Yes
: Yeah []. Thank you. You got one, remember. Thuyc ra thi TV véi computer giong

nhau dung khéng nao? So, computer can be A... can be made... can be
electronic... uh... plas rubbish... glass as well... metal and even plastic. Thanh ra
cau sb 1 no hoi thiéu mot ti,

: Nine ten easy. Nine and ten?

:Ca

:Ca
: Okay. C paper and cardboard. Yeah. And the last one ten?
:Ca

T
S
T: Nine is made of?
S
T

T:CoraD?
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S:C

T: Cor...uh... E. Sorry. Yeah. You got one more.

T: Okay. So we have different kind of rubbish. But today we’ve got a reading about
an E-rubbish. What is E-rubbish? [] Everyone? What is E-rubbish? We have in
the reading. (Slide opening)

T: Okay here. It is E-rubbish. It’s short form for? E-rubbish 1a chi hé? E is for []? Did
you read the reading at home? Bai nay mdy ban doc & nha chwa?

T: Not yet? Okay, em.

S: Electronic

T: Electronic. Very good. You got one. Ngay dong dau tién cua bai doc ludn. Po 1a
do you ever throw away any electronic rubbish or E-rubbish? Nhu vay minh cé
dinh nghia cua n6. E-rubbish.

T: Okay. In your book on page 58. Exercise number... [] five. We’ll deal with that
reading only. We have six questions, six questions. | want you to underline the
keywords first, underline keywords, and then, read the text and give me the
information, the information. And I will need two groups go into the board, vdn
la hai nhém ha, one will deal with question number one to number three and the
others deal with question number four to number six. Remember to give me the...
[1 note as well. Nhé 1a cho ¢6 notes. Minh 1ay thong tin tir doan ndo 4, dong s6
mAy ha. Right. You got 5 minutes. Mdy ban ¢6 5 phit dé doc bai. You did that
one before?

S: Davang a

T: Have you finished? Xong réi mdy ban cé thé lén bang ha. One to three, one to
three. (Waiting for the students to finish discussing)

T: Right. Five minutes is over. | need two groups. Yeah. First one? (Choosing the
group)

T: Oh. One and one to three. Four to six? Okay. Four and six?

S: (Going to the board)

T: Mot ban thoi ha? (Nay c6 hoi thém day bén kia.)

S: Davang a

T: Huh?

S: Mot minh em thoéi a

T: A thoi cho may ban ().

T: (Choosing student) Okay. (Waiting for the students to finish writing the answers
on board)

S: Giai thich 1a sao a ¢6?

T: No. Tuc 1a trong bai nim & doan nao. Paragraph number and line number.
(Waiting for the students to finish writing the answers on the board)

S: Em viét tat P 1a paragraph duoc khong c6?

T: P 1 paragraph. Em biét tat 1a para duoc roi. Para one. Line number? Dong sb...
line... four... Yeah. Kiéu nhu vay. (Waiting for the students to finish writing the
answers on the board)

T: Thank you. Oh. Yeah. (Waiting for the students to finish writing the answers on
the board)

T: Okay. So | want you to look at your friend’s work and if you want to change
something go and change it. If you agree with your friends (they will protect). Do
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you have different ideas?

T: So number one. Two different countries around the world. Number one is where
Peter and () follow the... the E-rubbish to. And we have different countries
around the world in paragraph number one-line number four.

T: Two. What he found... what did he find in the organic markets? Old computers,
local markets, organics. And in paragraph number two-line number one.
(Checking on the book)

T: Number three. Why do people melt parts of the broken computers? There’s little
gold inside. Uh-huh. There is... the little gold... [] inside. You know, gold? So
precious that they melted.

T: Number four. Number four is why is recycling the metal dangerous? Because it
produces a lot of chemicals which are bad for workers’ health and then it is bad
for the worker. What is it bad for? Number five minh dat cau hoi 1a cau héi la
what... [] ... [] hay l1a who ne?

Ss: Who a

T: What Not Who. What Not Who. Okay.

T: Number 6. What types of electronic products are environmentally friendly? Solar
energy, wind energy, we have that one in the... [] reading? O trong bai doc
khong?

Ss: Coa

T: Okay. So we have two different countries around the world. Chinh xac. Thousands
of old computers. So old computers are fine. Yeah. Fine. But actually there are
thousands... old computers khong thoi thi minh chua hinh dung ra duogc... cai
luong... cai sd luong cla cai computer. Cac ban thay trong bai ho dung tir gi?
Thousands with s. Thousands of c6 nghia la chi hé? (Waiting for the students’
response)

T: Hundreds of... thousands of... millions of... c6 nghia la hang... [] ngan... [] thi rat 13
nhiéu. Look at the picture. Minh c6 thé nhin thiy tir trong birc tranh ndy. So
thousands of old computers. Why? []?

T: Muc dich d6, thi em sé& thay 1a so they melt some parts of the computer to recycle
the metal... recycle the metal... []. So in general... cii myc dinh 16n nhat &
la recycle metal. Kim loai ¢ bén trong computer [] thi dung dé recycle, tai ché.
Va chil yéu d6 1a gold. Okay. It is totally fine. So we can. You got two.

T: Cai cau hoi... [] why trong cau sd 3 4 la... muc dich... dang hoi dén muc dich cia
ho va minh s& c6 duoc cai chd 1a to recycle the metal em ha. To recycle the
metal. Va cai cau nay little a gold inside may ban s& 1a chi tiét hon. Vay thi
mental trong truong hop nay no la gi? La gold. M6t vi du dién hinh.

T: Number four. Tir cdu s 4 dén cau s6 6 may ban khong c6 dap an khac ha?
(Waiting for the students’ response)

S: Davang a

T: Number four. Stop ngay doan la it provides... produces a lot of chemicals which is
bad for workers’ health. Okay. Thi ban, ho dung ménh dé quan hé which is... bad
for our health... c6 nghia 1a dangerous. So number four is right.

T: Number five. What is it bad for? What is it bad for? (Checking on the book)

T: Is it bad for People’s Health? It is bad for the workers thi nd khong du, khong da em.
Cau nay no 13 general. General. Néu cau hoi 1a who is it bad for thi may ban tra 10 1
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T

T

T

T

T

workers. Okay. Vay thi cau s6 5 minh chua ddng ¥ ha. So bad for their health.

: And the last one. The last one. Environmentally electronics in the future. O dong

cubi cung cia bai doc 4. Ban thiy no 1a electronic products which you can
recycle safely and in the country where they were made. Tai vi sao lai 1a in the
country where they were made? (Waiting for the students’ response)

: Tai vi sao lai nhu vay nao? Tai vi sao d€ xem no la than thi¢t... san pham ma than

thién vo1 moi truong 4 thi nd phai... [] duoc tai ché mot cach an toan nay va tai
noi né duge san xuét ra... em hinh dung ra khong? Tai vi sao lai nhu vay?
Anyone? Anyone? Co6 ban nao cho c6 cau trd 161 cho cau nay khong nao?
(Waiting for the students’ response)

: Yeah. Any ideas? (Checking on the book)
: O dong s6 3 cua doan s6 3 em thay khong? It is... bad for the environment tai vi

sa0? Trude d6 ho dé cap toi 1a send E-rubbish to their country. Cai qué trinh ma
minh véan chuyén... minh ship... minh giri d6 &... nhiing cai rac thai dién tir d6 tir
nudc ndy qua nude khic 1a mot qué trinh gdy 6 nhiém méi truong. Gi nita? Va
cai qua trinh ma san xuat... qua trinh tai, tai ché né rat 1a nguy hiém vi tao ra céac
cai chemicals... hoa chat... khdng c6 an toan ha.

: Thi minh cin phai c6 hai diéu kién dé xem n6 1a environmentally friendly. Thi

nhat ndy... 1a cai 1y do binh thudng moi ngudi hay thay do... safely. Minh chi
nhin dugc cai bé ndi thoi... do 13 no tao ra nhiéu chat doc... va nghi rang... &... tai
vi nhu thé nén n6 khong c6 than thién v6i moi trudng. Tuy nhién, cai thir hai nita
d6 1a n6 phai duoc tai ché ngay tai dat nudc... ngay tai noi ma n6é duoc san xut
ra... boi vi cai qua trinh ma van chuyén tir nuéc nay sang nudc khac thi rat 1a ra.
Do 1a cai ly do... céi ly do.

: Okay. So you have any questions for this one? Phdn nay mdy ban ré chia hé?

Nho... 1a khi nao 4 ma cau hoéi ¢ lién quan to1 em... t6i kinh nghi€ém ca nhan cta
em &... thi minh s& 1ay thong tin tir bén ngoai. Con cu nay néu nhu ma c6 hoi
binh thuong 1a what are some environmentally friendly energy chang han thi em
c6 thé 1ay vi du 1a solar energy, wind energy.

: Nhung ma céu hoi nay n6 la... hin dang hoi dinh nghia va lay tir bai doc ha. 1ay tir

bai doc nén cdu sd 6 d6 em can phai c6 1y do... théng tin tir trong bai. Mic du ban
dua ra solar energy va wind energy 1a rat 1a tot. Nhung ma cau hoi dang néi dén
electronic products thi c6 thé 13 s& cu thé hon 13 solar panels and... electronic c6
thé 1a solar panels. You know panels? La mét thir cu thé... products ma nha. Nén
khi ma doc bai thi nhé 1a gach chan tir chia khoa.

T: Okay. We move on to the next activity, hoat dong tiép theo.
(Opening slide)
T: Okay. You’re gonna have 10 minutes to make a presentation about ways students

can do to protect the environment. Yeah. This course is in groups. Lam viéc theo
nhém cho c6 va speak.

T: Remember at the beginning of our... [] lesson we have different ways to protect the

environment. This time you’re gonna make a presentation. So in order to make a
presentation, we have information and a picture.

Ss: Lam trong bao lau vay c6?
T: Yeah. May ban c¢6 10 phat d€ 1am nhom va ¢6 s€ moi mot vai nhom trinh bay.
Ss: (Group discussing)
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T: Students, students, students. (Cleaning the board) (Arranging the table)

T: Minh lam theo nhém nha. (Waiting for the students to finish discussing)

T: Okay. You got one more minutes. Mdy ban con mét phit nita. (Using the
computer)

T: Okay. You ready?

Ss: Chua a

T: Chua a? (Going down to the students)

T: You’re done with that? You’re done with that?

Ss: Dachuaa

T: Are you in the same group?

Ss: Yes

T: What are you looking for?

Ss: Reserve a

T: Reserve? A reserve.

Ss: Nhdm em thém 5 phat nha c6

T: (Chuckling)

T: Okay. One more minute. One minute only. (Going back to the board)

T: One more minute. One more minute.

T: (Waiting for the students to finish discussing) (Using the computer)

T: Okay. Yeah. We can first.

S: (Going to the board)

T: What is it? Do you have a (script)? Oh. Making a presentation that means you
would speak or you would write?

Ss: Speak

T: Speak. Speak... so [] um, what is his name?

Ss: Hai a

T: Hai. Hai. Ban cua em dang goi nay.

Ss: Phai néi chtr khong viét

T: It’s speech. Minh hoc presentation rdi dung khong? Presentation already.

Ss: Da

T: Yeah. So who can? Who can... change?

T: (Choosing student)

T: Okay. Very good.

S: (Going to the board)

T: Okay. Here. When your friend is talking | need you to listen, okay?

S: Em c6 duoc cam gidy khong ¢6?

T: It’s fine (Chuckling) Khong c6 chi hét hé.

S: (Making a presentation)

T: Aha

T: Recycle?

S: Cycle

S: Cycle. Yes. Cycle.

T: (Recycle)

S: That’s all

T: That’s all? What.. [] do you say.. you want to say to your friends?

S: (Thinking)
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T: Do you have any slogans or something?

S: Let’s protect the environment

T: Okay. Thank you very much. | want you to clap your hands to congratulate me.

S: (Clapping their hands)

T: Okay. So.. Yeah. So we have some sort of slogan. Maybe | can do it, we can do it,
can you do it for example to end our presentation. Thank you, We can. You
deserve five []. (Writing down the point)

T: We welcome the second group. Um.. let me see. One more, one more, one more
group. (Waiting for the students replying)

T: Nho cho ¢6 ha. Presentation tirc 1a minh s€ phai trinh bay. We have to present. So
remember we have introduction. Introduction ctia ban c6 thé hoi ngén mot xiu.
Ban ndi la today we are going to talk about. Okay. And then we move to the body
[]. C6 nghe ban noi first nhung ma c6 khong thdy second nhung ban van liét ké
rat 1a nhiéu y. Okay. Just one, one minus mistake. And then when when it comes
to conclusion, we have someone, something, we have call for action, call for
action. Cai cau cua ban a.. call for action. Ban néi 1a we should protect our
environment ding khong? So that is conclusion in this case trong truong hop
nay. Okay. One more? One more? (Waiting for the students)

T: So remember the introduction body and conclusion. Super students, are you ready?
(Waiting for the students’ response) You want to move here, right? You ready?
Super students? (Waiting for the students’ response) Yeah? You ready? Yeah?
We ran out of time.

S: (Going to the board)

T: Very good.

S: (Making the presentation)

T: (Writing on the board)

T: Thank you.

Ss: (Clapping)

T: Yeah. Very well (Name). You can go back home and sorry. Kings of English.
Okay. So they say let’s work together to protect our planet huh. So we only have
one planet to protect so let’s work together and... Uhm... bai ctia ban ¢6 mot cdi...
ndi dung kha 13 hay mudn gi6i thiéu cho moi nguoi d6 1a reduce our carbon
footprint. Carbon footprint, do you know that one? Our carbon footprints mean
the amount of carbon dioxide that we as an individual release to the environment.
Okay. You deserve five. (Writing down the point)

T: Thank you. Kings of English, right? You have five.

T: Okay. We moved to... uhm. Yeah. Phan con lai, budi sau minh sé& hoc tiép con bay
g10 moi nguoi. ..

S: (Packing stuff)

T: No, no, no, no, no. Wait. Getting back to this one. Méy ban con nhd... this one...
remember? Part 4 listening. Did you do it at home?

S:Dardia

T: Yeah. It’s related to environment []. Quay lai cho c6 miy ban practice test... um
number... [] four [].

S: (Opening the test)

T: Do anyone need the tests? C6 ban nao khong c6... chua c6 tai liéu khong?
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S: (Raising hand)

T: One, two, nhitng ngudi sau ¢6 khong? (Handing out the tests) Absence (Handing
out the test) I’m not sure whether | have enough. Yeah. Anyone? That’s all? May
ban c6 hét rdi dung khong? (Going back to the board) Alright.

T: ROi. Part number four. Ban ndo lam rdi ¢ thé 1én bang 1am, sira bai nay cho co
nao. (Cleaning the board)

T: Bai d6 lién quan dén chu dé gi? Environment. We talk... we have a... an interview
with an environmentalist... environment... environmental... environmentally
friendly and environmentalist called Jane. Bai ndy lam & nha chua? Anyone?

Ss: Rdi a

T: C6 ban ho 1am rdi... uhm... Okay. We’ll listen to it one more time.

(Opening the audio)

T: Hom trudc cb co gidi thiéu may ban 1a & ddy c6 QR code minh co thé scan dé
nghe & nha. May ban c6 scan chua?

S: Chua a

T: Chua, () rira?

(Playing the audio)

Test 1 Part 4. Now turn to part four. Questions 20 to 25. For each question
choose the correct answer. You have 45 seconds to look at the questions for
part four. You will heat (interview) with an environmentalist called Jane.
John: Good morning, Jane. So today you 're going to give us some tips as to
how we can all do our best to protect the environment, aren 't you?

Jane: That’s right, John. There are a lot of reports in the media about how
our world is being destroyed and polluted by man, and although this is true,
there are certainly many things that we can do to improve this situation.
Amongst all the (horror) stories, we need to concentrate on the positive
things that can be done. That way we can all make sure that the future of the
planet is safe.

John: So what can we do, Jane?

Jane: First of all, we need to be better at recycling. Most of us do a bit of
recycling but we are still throwing away things that can be reused. I think
this is because people think it takes time to recycle things properly, but it
really doesn’t. Once you get into the habit, you start to do it automatically.
Did you know it takes a month to create a new way of behaving? That’s not
just true being greener, it works for any habits.

John: Apart from recycling, what else is important?

Jane: Well, saving energy in the home is easy to do. For example, why not
turn off lights when you are not using a room. Also, don 't leave mobiles and
laptops charging overnight. You can also be more careful with the amount of
water you use by having a shower instead of a bath and by not leaving the
tap running when you brush your teeth.

John: | guess at the end your bills will be cheaper too if you do this.

Jane: Exactly people don't realize how much money they are throwing away
by wasting energy on a daily basis. Imagine if you saved one or two pounds
every day on energy. That’s hundreds of pounds a year. You could spend that
on a nice holiday.
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John: But surely it’s up to the government to really make a difference to the
environments.

Jane: The government certainly needs to be more active when it comes to
passing laws to protect the planets. But we all need to do (a bit). Also schools
and parents must educate their children so that the next generation does
better than we have. From my experience, young people are aware of
environmental problems and I think they will be better at saving the planet
than we have been.

John: Jane, thank you so much for your time today. I 'm sure our listeners
will pay attention to what you have said and hopefully we’ll be more
responsible in future.

Now listen again

[]

T: Alright. You got time to discuss with your friends and | need two groups dealing
with question 20 to 22 and two are there with 23 to 25.

S: (Discussing)

T: Yeah. Cho ¢6 hai nhdm nao... uhm... [] 1dm phan... tir cau 20 t&i cau 22... 3 cau
ha... va hai nhém 1am cau 23 dén cau 25.

Ss: (Raising hand)

T: Yes. Em, please. La 20 dén 22 dtng khong? Okay. 23 dén 25? (Choosing student)

T: One more? Mot nhodm nira? (Waiting for the students’ response)

T: Orange? Yes.

T: Okay. C6 ¢6 di bén nhoém cho phan nay.

Ss: (Going to the board)

T: Thank you.

S: (Going back to their seat)

T: Sorry.

Ss: (Going back to their seat)

(Audio playing)

Part 4, now turn to part...

T: Okay. So we have a little bit different for question 22. We have a little bit different
for question number 23. Let’s see.

(Opening the audio)

T: So 20 [] first.

(Audio playing)

Part 4. So today you’re going to give...

T: Yeah. Pau tién doi v6i phan nay thi may ban s& thay 1a mot cai bai noi rat 14 dai va
em s& thay 13 thong tin né s& dugc dé cap tir cau s6 20 tdi cau sb 25 theo ludng...
theo dong cua doan hoi thoai. So néu nhu ciu nao minh 1& khong nghe dugc thi
minh s& bo qua dé nghe tiép ha. Minh dimg c6 stop ¢ cdu d6 ma mat thoi gian va
s& lac ludn. Kiém thong tin ctia nhimng cau con lai.

(Audio playing)

Amongst all the (horror) stories, we need to concentrate on the positive things that
can be done.

T: We need to pay attention to the positive things that can be done. So 20? It is B..
agree? Yeah. It is B. Nhu vay Jane nghi rang nguoi ta can phai lam gi? Can phai

P 47



tap trung vao mat tich cuc cua vén deé.

(Audio playing)

... That way we can all make sure that the future of the planet is safe.

John: So what can we do, Jane?

Jane: First of all we need to be better at recycling. Most of us do a bit of recycling...

T: Yeah. (Cau hoi d&) dé cap dén recycling nhung ma tai vi sao cdu 21 minh khong
c6 chon dugc cau A? Minh s€ gach chan tur chia khoa chd nao nita nao?

Ss: In four weeks

T: In four weeks. Four weeks sé tuong tu vai... one month.

(Audio playing)

...but we are still throwing away things that can be reused. I think this is because
people think it takes time to recycle things properly, but it really doesn 't. Once you
get into the habit, you start to do it automatically. Did you know it takes a month to
create a new way of behaving?

T: It takes a month to create a new way of behaving. Nhu vay la... sorry and...

(Audio playing)

... That’s not just true being greener, it works for any habits.

T: It works for any habits. T{rc 1a minh s& mat mot thang dé hinh thanh mét thoi quen
va trong truong hop nay no la... dang la théi quen positive... tich cuc ha. Céu 21
chon cho ¢c6 cau C.

T: Nhu vy may ban thay 13 minh nghe bai nay minh ciing c6 hoc thém mét chut nira.
Néu nhu minh mudn hinh thanh théi quen nao d6 thi ¢6 gang duy tri cho dit mot
thang dé no thanh théi quen.

T: Rdi 22 A or B? A ha? C4u nay minh sé& phai gach chan tir chia khoa mot chit d6 1a
not mention. Nhu vay minh s€ loai trir bot.

(Audio playing)

John: Apart from recycling, what else is important?

Jane: Well, saving energy in the home is easy to do. For example, why not turn off
lights when you are not using a room.

T: Yeah. Thi nhat d6 13 turn off. Nhung ma turn off what? Light. Turn off light.
Chua co.

(Audio playing)

... Also, dont leave mobiles and laptops charging overnight.

T: Don’t leave mobile or laptop charging overnight. May ban c¢6 nhu thé khong? Sac
pin dién thoai qua dém, c6 khong?

Ss:Coa

T: C6. Xau hay t6t? Don’t. So xau. Khong phai vi minh 1am ma minh nghi né tét nha.
XAu.

(Audio playing)

...You can also be more careful with the amount of water you use...

T: Careful with the amount of water you use. Nhu vay cdu B c6 dé cap toi khong?

S:CoHa

T: Co né. Cau C co6 dé cap toi nhu vay loai. Minh con cau? Cau A... turn off the oven.
Oven? Nén cau s6 22 minh s& chon cho ¢b cau A. Co dé cap to1 wasting water. Cu
thé 1a nhw nao nao?

(Audio playing)
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...by having a shower instead of a bath...

T: Having a shower instead of a bath. C6 nghia la em tdm bang voi sen thay vi tim
bén vi tam bén rat la ton nude.

(Audio playing)

.. and by not leaving the tap running when you brush your teeth...

T: leave the tap running, dirng cé6 mo voi cho nudc no chay. Do you do that?

Ss: Coa

T: Oh. Okay. X4u ha, stra. Nhu vy cau B c¢6 dé cap. Cau C c6 d& cap. Chon cho ¢b
ciu A. Okay. Very well. () for this one, Peace. Rdi 23.

(Audio playing)

...John: I guess at the end your bills will be cheaper too if you do this.

T: Yeah. If you do this at the end your bills will be cheaper too. Nhu viy nguoi
interview néi 1a néu nhu ma 1am viéc do thi [] cai bills ctua minh s& [] ré hon... ¢6
nghia la minh sé save money néu nhw ma minh lam nhitng viéc dé. Thi cau 23 chon
cho c6 cau nao? Céu B.

T: Con cau A ho c6 dé cap dén bills nhung ma né danh lac huéng em. Cau A hin noi
1a nén sap xép dé co it bill hon. it bill hon 14 bill it tién hon? Van chimng d6 bill
nhung ma bill cheaper. it tién hon thi né s& khac véi it bill hon. Cheaper bills. Thi
ban s¢ thay nhimg... n6 s& dé cap t6i nhing tir twong... [] tu trong cau... trong Kkhi

van trong phan nghe ctia minh va nén can than ha.

(Audio playing)

Jane: Exactly, people don’t realize how much money they are throwing away by
wasting energy on a daily basis. Imagine if you saved one or two pounds every day
on energy. That’s hundreds of pounds a year.

T: One or two pounds on energy... on saving energy that is hundreds pound every
year. Tuong tuong xem néu nhu mot ngay ma em tiét kiém mot den hai pounds
dién hodc 1a nang lwong minh dung thi cudi mot nam thi minh s& tiét kiém dugc
hang tram pounds. Vay thi muyc dich cua tic gia [] noi gi? Nguoi ta nén, nén?
(Checking the answer on the board)

T: Ah yeah. Chinh xac. Spend less money on energy. Tic la tiét kiém, ding it théi.
Nhu vay cau A hén s& danh lira em. C6 ban nao chon A khong? Cau A la one or
two pounds in the bank. Giti ngdn hang 1 dén 2 pounds méi ngay. Not right, huh.

(Audio playing)

You could spend that on a nice holiday. |

T: Spend that on a nice, nice holidays cé nghia la cdi tién dé thi em cé thé di du lich.
Okay. Con cau B hin noi 1a go on less expensive holiday thi khong hop 1y ha. N6
dang néi dén tiét kiém ning lugng ha.

(Audio playing)

...John: But surely it’s up to the government to really make a difference to the
environments.

Jane: The government certainly needs to be more active when it comes to passing
laws to protect the planets. But we all need to do (a bit). Also schools and parents
must educate their children so that the next generation does better than we have.

T: The next generation does better than we have nhitng cdi thé hé tiong lai thi lam
tot hon minh.

(Audio playing)
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...From my experience, ...

T: Thi doan d6 mdi believes nay.

(Audio playing)

...young people are aware of environmental problems and I think they will be better
at saving the planets than we have been.

T: The better at saving planet. Co nghia 1a tic gia nghi rang trong tuong lai thi thé hé
tré s& bao vé trai dat tot hon. So 25 chon cho ¢6 cau E. Chinh xéac. With one correct
answers you’ve got three but without your name you got minus one.

T: Nhé khong? []

Ss: Daco a

T: Sorry about that. Okay. Roi. Um... budi sau thi minh s& sira tiép... bai doc nay.
Nhé vé nha doc cho ¢ bai s6 [] 4 ¢ trang sb 62.
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Appendix D6. Overview of observed teachers’ lessons

Teacher  Gender Year_s of Topic of Lesson Lesson foci
experience
Over 10 World party & Holiday Reading
T1 Female ears Skills: Reading Vocabulary (celebrations)
y Grammar (future tense)
Over 5 Coming of age Reading
T2 Female Skill: Reading Grammar (Verbs for rules —ing
years f
orm)
Over 5 Stages in life World Party ~ Reading
T3 Female ears Skill: Reading & Listening  Listening
y Grammar (To-infinitive)
Stages in life Reading & Listening
T4 Female Over 5 SI_<|II: Readmg Grammar (Future simple; Present
years Listening Continuous)
Vocabulary
Challenges Reading
T5 Female ngrgo Skill: Reading Vocabulary
y Grammar (past perfect)
Means of transports Reading
Over 5 Skill: Reading & Listening Grammar (Comparison)
T6 Female
years Vocabulary (transport noun and
adjectives)
Environment Reading
Over 5 Skill: Reading & Listening  Listening
T7 Male -
years Grammar (Conditional
sentences)
Language and Learning Reading
Over 10 Skill: Reading & Listening  Listening
T8 Male .
years Grammar (Conditional
sentences)
Mobile Technology Reading
Over 20 Skill: Reading Vocabulary (internet verbs)
T9 Female N )
years Listening Grammar (Second condition;
Relative and adverbial clauses)
Challenges Reading; Vocabulary (personal
Over 5 Skill: Reading & Listening  adjectives); Pronunciation
T10 Female .
years Grammar (simple past & past

continuous)
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Appendix D7. Overview of ten observed classes
Observed Class: T1

Teacher 1 was a female teacher with 10 years of teaching. The recorded lesson
was on the topic of Stages in Life. The class began with a vocabulary check, where
students identified life events from photos displayed on the screen. Correct answers
earned them bonus points. Next, the teacher introduced new words by asking
guestions and having the students guess their meanings and then reinforcing by
giving the Vietnamese equivalents. The classroom was full of excitement as the
students actively participated in discussions and shared their interpretations. They
then listened to a track, identifying and matching words with corresponding photos,
and translating them into Vietnamese. Returning to the student book, they matched
sentences with places, providing evidence from the text. They listened to a longer
track, pausing to think and predict answers, before listening attentively to the entire
track and checking their responses. Role-play activities and pronunciation practice
followed, with the teacher providing guidance. After a break, the focus shifted to
grammar, as the teacher introduced future tenses through contextual situations. The
students analyzed and applied their understanding of future simple, near future, and
present continuous tenses, followed by grammar exercises and listening practice. The
lesson concluded with a series of fun activities, introducing new phrases and
expressions, while engaging the students in listening tasks.
Observed Class: T2

Teacher 2 was a female teacher teaching unit 6¢ on the topic of World party.
T2 started the lesson with an exciting and interactive game on the Kahoot Website.
The game involved guessing the ages of famous actors and celebrities like Donald
Trump and Katy Perry. Following the game, T2 transitioned into a reading exercise,
where she guided the students in finding important keywords to help them answer
questions about the text. The students actively participated, writing their answers on
the board, and T2 provided gentle corrections, fostering a supportive learning
environment. After a 10-minute break for cleaning, the class delved into a guessing
game. T2 creatively conveyed the names of various Vietnamese and foreign cultural
festivals, such as Hue Festival and Tet Holiday. The students enthusiastically
participated, eagerly guessing and sharing their knowledge about these celebrations.
Continuing with the lesson, the class embarked on a listening exercise, which
featured a conversation between two people discussing celebration. T2 paused the
audio at specific points, allowing the students to focus on answering the related
questions with ease. She corrected each sentence and explained the meanings of
specific words, ensuring the students had a comprehensive understanding.
Throughout the class, her approach kept the class lively and enjoyable, encouraging
the students’ participation and curiosity. T2 persistently encouraged them to
participate and ensured a supportive atmosphere for learning because some students
faced challenges understanding and expressing themselves. In conclusion, T2
conducted a well-prepared and dynamic class on the topic of celebration. Despite
some challenges, the class was an enjoyable and productive learning experience,
leaving the students with valuable insights into cultural festivities and language skills.
Observed Class: T3

Teacher 3 was a female teacher with more than five years of teaching
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experience. With more than 2 hours of lecture, Teacher 3’s English class included
two topics of Unit 6: Part A, change your life and part B, World Party, which had
quite calm atmosphere throughout the lesson. In terms of part A, the content of
Change your life topic consists of 3 main sections including introduction, reading and
grammar. At the beginning of Part A, T3 warmed up with some questions and carried
out a questionnaire survey on the desire for the changes in students’ life such as
personality, habit, living situation, childhood, superpower, stages and wishes, which
got enthusiastic participation from most students in the class. Then, moving on to the
reading section, the class started with the teacher’s instruction about vocabularies,
phrase verbs and a grammar note about a special case of adjective and adverb in some
difficult questions. When finishing reading a story and doing exercises in this section,
students were explained the keys T3. After that, T3 taught her students about the
grammar section: To_infinitive. She explained how to use and how to rewrite this
structure in the sentences in detail through three examples extracted from reading
passages. In regards to part B of unit 6, World Party topic involved 2 main sections:
Reading and Listening. There was an article about a very famous festival which
happens in several cities in the world in the reading section. Beside teaching students
new words, T3 gave information about some interesting features on culture
mentioned in the article. Next, the listening part began with the teacher’s careful
instruction about how to listen and understand the questions, which seemed more
difficult than other parts in the listen. After listening twice, class did exercises and
answered the questions, then, T3 explained all the keys and opened the track for her
students to listen again. In general, during the lecture, the teacher had good
interaction with her students. However, in some parts, students were not too engaged
to participate in class’ activities. T3 not only taught each part of the lesson with
thoroughness by translation, explanations and specific examples, but also corrected
some pronunciation’s mistakes and mentioned basic knowledge about grammar for
her students if necessary.
Observed Class: T4

Teacher 4 was a female teacher with more than five years of teaching
experience. In Ts’ class, the lesson was divided into four main parts, starting with
warm-up activities and ending with the listening part. The teacher had prepared extra
activities like quizzes and presentations to help the students understand the lesson
better. However, the students were not very active during the class. The lesson began
with a general question to introduce the topic of protecting the environment. The
students were great at finding different methods to answer the question. Then, a quiz
was used to help them understand the differences between these activities, and they
did quite well, scoring 71% accuracy. Some students were asked to write down ways
to protect the environment on the board, which improved their memorization skills
positively. During the activity, the students had to answer questions based on the
visuals. A small listening part followed to help them develop their skills, although
they were less active during this segment. The reading part came next, and the
students had time to prepare for a test. Some students were chosen to write their
answers on the board, and they got almost half of them right. To review the lesson,
the students were asked to make presentations, organizing what they had learned into
speeches. Although there was some confusion at the beginning, the students
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completed their presentations perfectly and received the highest score. The last
activity was a listening exercise, where the students listened to an audio clip and
answered ten questions. T4 stopped the video at the answering part for each question
to help the students understand better. Throughout the class, T4 was very active,
helping the students understand the lesson about the environment. She explained
different definitions, provided suggestions, and translated when needed, making the
class engaging and informative.

Observed Class: T5

Teacher 5 started the lesson with some questions related to a photo in the
warm-up section. This helped the students get an idea of the speaking activity. Then
she introduced new words using the photo and hand gestures. The students learned
new phrases by matching them with definitions. Next, she presented 5 questions
about the topic, explained their meaning, and taught the students how to answer them.
They discussed these questions in pairs and groups, with T5 assisting them as they
spoke. In the reading section, T5 taught two techniques to find answers and let the
students choose which one they preferred. She helped them with their answers and
provided advice on doing reading exercises effectively within a limited time. For
grammar, T5 explained the Past Tense, including its form, spelling and pronunciation
rules for irregular verbs, and how to use it correctly. Some students practiced
pronunciation by reading sentences with irregular verbs, and T5 corrected their
mistakes. Overall, T5 created an exciting and positive atmosphere in the class. She
encouraged the students to speak in English and express their thoughts. She cared for
her students and supported them in both individual and group work. T5 used various
methods to explain new concepts, including translations and examples, visual aids,
making it easier for her students to understand the lesson.

Observed Class: T6

T6 began with reading, topic of “means of transport”. She used the
Communicative Language Teaching method, flexibly using L1 and L2 in the teaching
process so that students could both listen to lectures in English but still be able to
understand in the original language. Next, when there was a speaking activity to
warm up in the book, she gave suggestions on the type of vehicle, the price
depending on the purpose, needs and economic conditions that the user has, which
helped the students better understand the activity and also have ideas for their
speaking. After the students had finished preparing their ideas for the speaking, the
teacher called on a few students to answer the questions, corrected what the students
had said and also added new ideas.

In the Reading part of the lesson, she had students learn a few new words,
gave suggestions and introduced the topic of the reading. Then, she explained that the
requirement of the exercise in the book was to connect the passage describing the
means of transport with the corresponding picture of the means of transport so that
everyone could read the article and follow the instruction. After 5 minutes for
students to complete the test by themselves, T6 asked students to give answers and
she also explained some new words in the lesson to the students. The next part of her
lecture was the Grammar of Comparatives, Superlatives, and Equal Comparison.
Since this was the previous knowledge, T6 asked her students about the forms for
each comparison type and wrote them on the board, she also gave examples for each
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type. In order for students to immediately operate the part that had been reviewed, she
gave students practice exercises on the part they had learned and corrected the lesson
to make sure that students understood the knowledge. This was an exercise to rewrite
sentences between comparative forms, so she also gave examples that students could
flexibly rewrite sentences. At the end of the lecture was the Listening part, T6
introduced the second part of the listening lesson to the students and guided them to
listen based on the requirements of the topic. Before listening, she and the students
previewed the questions and answered to pay more attention, she also explained each
question and advised students to always read the questions before listening to
understand the information. After letting the students listen twice according to the
requirement, T6 asked the students to give their answers, then played the audio again
and corrected each sentence with the students.
Observed Class: T7

At the beginning, the teacher and students were doing reading text by
answering questions, learning new words in the text and then listening to the audio of
the text. Then he moved to unit 8, the main content that he and the students would
discuss during the lesson. There are 3 main skills that T7 taught in the lesson about
technology including reading, grammar and listening. In each section, T7 always
gave new vocabulary, phrases, synonyms and antonyms to the students and clearly
explained the meanings to them. After having vocabulary, they began to read the
passage. T7 simultaneously opened audio of the text. And then, some students were
called out to practice pronunciation by reading aloud 1 to 3 sentences and translating
the sentence of the text to Vietnamese to make sure all the students grasp the gist of
the section. T7 also had many different forms of exercise to help students know the
usage of new words, and to check students’ comprehension in the reading and
listening section. Finally, he reopened the audio the second and even the third time to
the students. About the grammar section, he introduced adverbial clauses to the
students. The teacher defined what it is, explained and analyzed types of adverbial
clauses. Then he pointed out the key grammar content in today’s lecture is adverbial
clauses of condition. He focused on the conditional type 1 and type 2. Besides, some
special cases of conditional sentences using “unless”, “provided that” ... also was
discussed to the students. The teacher gave many examples of conditional sentences,
then students practiced giving examples of 2 types of conditions, identifying real and
unreal conditions and converting conditional sentences. The teacher prepared a good
presentation, used some learning methods such as pair work, individual learning
while imparting knowledge to students. Students also cooperated with him by paying
attention to the lecture and raising hands to answer questions. However, the teacher
sometimes missed the ending sounds and usually only sat in one place, rarely
interacting with students. The students’ volume was quite low, unclear, causing the
teacher to ask again and again. After finishing the second reading in unit 8c, the
lecture ended.
Observed Class: T8

T8 began the new lesson about holidays by making several questions related to
the listening section, which may help the students have an overview about the audio
in the listening task. Then the teacher let the students listen to the audio. After the
first time listening to the audio, the teacher detailed more information about the
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audio. Next, he let the students listen to the audio again. After the second time
listening to the audio, T8 and the class figure out information for each person in the
audio. If there was any new word, he wrote it on the board and explained each of
them by using hand gestures, giving examples, and giving Vietnamese definition for
each one. Next, he let the students discuss in a group to answer questions after the
listening part. The teacher walked around the class to assist the student in their
speaking. When the time was over, he invited some students to answer the question.
If they had some new phrases or some new words, he would explain the meaning,
gave examples, and taught them how to use each of them again. He also invited some
students to take examples of each new vocabulary. In the reading section, he offered
her students worked in pairs in three minutes to read and completed the task. He
moved back and forth to help the students if they found it difficult. When his students
finished, T8 invited one student to answer all the questions. Then, he checked the
student’s answer and the answer on the computer. In the grammar section, T8 fully
explained the collocation to his students including the definition, pronunciation, and
examples for each collocation. Then, he continued to introduce Past Perfect Tense to
his students including the form, rules of spelling and pronouncing irregular verbs,
signs of the tense, and how to use past tense correctly. Afterward, the teacher gave
some questions for students to practice more about past perfect tense. Some students
were called out to answer these questions. In the next part, he opened an audio for
students, and they answered the questions together. Some students were also called
out to answer the question. Finally, the teacher gave some examples, distinguished,
and how to use participial adjectives. Overall, T8 has successfully brought positive
energy and funny examples to his students. He also tried different ways of explaining
to make it easy for her students to understand new things in the lesson, especially by
translating and giving examples.
Observed class: T9

T9 began the lesson with the listening part, she has played 2 times the audio.
In the first, everything seems difficult for students to understand. But then, thanks to
her attempt to teach that she played and paused each sentence and let the students
answer many questions, the students finally understood deeper and followed the
lesson. In addtion, while she talked about the listening lesson, she was also explained
for students about many interesting English phrases such as drop out of school, leave
school, or apply for a job. In the second part, they studied compound nouns related to
jobs such as sale representative, police office, fashion designer, etc. The teacher has
invited some students to go on the board to write their answer. With this part, T9 also
helped her students know deeper about characteristics of some job which is
challenging, dangerous or interesting. Then they move to the third part is study
vocabulary related to jobs. In this part, they discussed some jobs that are difficult to
fill in the UK. With this part, she also helped her students have a view of social issues
that notice more about issues around them. Then the teacher taught about suffixes in
job word for students. In the reading session, the main lesson, they read an article that
people living and working in Pennsylvania. With the article, the teacher also gave the
students two important techniques to read, that are skimming and scanning. Two of
techniques are useful and necessary for students to read and do the reading
examinations. The teacher also spent an amount of large time teaching and helping
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students to practice these skills. Regarding grammar sesson, she also reminds her
students about present perfect and past simple. She told about the difference between
present perfect and past simple and gave many examples for students to understand
deeply. Overall, T9 has given many interesting and exciting lessons to her students
with her wide knowledge English. The students in the classroom also focused on
studying and cooperating with the teacher to have successful lessons.
Observed class: T10

T10 began the new lesson by reviewing the several old lessons such as present
simple, and present continuous in order to help students summarize grammar. Next,
the teacher shows an adjective to the students, and some idiomatic phrases have to
use that are related to those adjectives. Then, students do the exercise and connect the
adjectives with the appropriate definitions. Following the lesson, students will hear an
audio track and put the pictures in order, but because the audio is broken, a reading
text is given instead. The task of the reading passage is to arrange the sequence of
events of the story. After the students complete the work, the teacher will correct the
work. The follow-up lesson is a short reading with 5 questions about the last reading.
The teacher walks around the classrooms and has students answer the questions and
translate them back into Vietnamese. Next the lesson, the teacher lets students review
grammar. She asks the students to redefine how the present simple and present
continuous are and give specific examples of each. During the exercise, T10 also
asked about the details including the definition and context of each vocabulary which
helps the student understand clearly and better remember. The interaction between
teacher and student’s influences improving students’ concentration and activation in
the class. At the end of the class, the teacher gave students a pronunciation lesson, she
introduced the best method of listening to students, which is shadowing. Given as an
economical way of dramatically English pronunciation improve, T10 advised her
students to be persistent in practicing this method every single day and alert students
of failure if they give up the practice regularly. At last, she instructed the students to
conduct the shadowing method by letting the students listen to the audio and repeat it,
then adjusting the pronunciation for each student. Overall, T10 gave students a class
with a lively, dynamic, and energetic atmosphere. She helps students better
understand the reading passages, listening and speaking methods, giving definitions
and examples for students to understand and grasp the lesson better.
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Appendix E: Language knowledge and skills specified in Level 3/B1 syllabus

Language knowledge

Grammar articles, tenses, comparisons of adjectives, modal verbs, passive voice, relative
clauses, conditional sentences (zero and conditional)
Vocabulary Words and phrases related to such topics as everyday routines, leisure

activities, medical problems, personal interests, personal qualities, life events
and celebrations, jobs, internet, holiday, sports, transport, expedition,
equipment.

Word building (prefixes, suffixes); word collocation

Pronunciation

Sounds, sentence stress, intonation

Language skills

Speaking - Initiating and closing a conversation
- Turn-taking
- Expressing opinions
- Expressing agreement / disagreement (arguing for and against)
- Checking understanding
- Managing interaction (interrupting, changing topic, resuming...)
- Giving directions
Listening - Listening for word stress and individual sounds; intonation
- Listening for detail; selective listening; listening for gist.
Reading - Scanning for specific details
- Skimming for main ideas
Writing Writing short sentences, writing short dialogues, short diary, informal letters,

short messages. ..

Source: Hughes, Stephenson, and Dummet (2022)
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Appendix F: Consent Form for Participants

CONSENT FORM FOR PARTICIPANTS
Research Title: Code-switching in general English classes: EFL teachers’
perceptions and practice in teaching non-English majored students at Hue
University, Vietham
Contact information: Nguyen Pham Thanh Van, PhD Candidate, Hue University of
Foreign Languages and Interntional Studies, mobile phone number: 0914696962.
Summary of the study: This study aims to explore teachers’ perceptions and practice
of code switching in general English classes. Data will be collected by means of a
questionnaire, video-recorded class observations and SRIs.
Declaration by the research participant
(Please put a v in the box or leave it blank to express your opinion. Thank you.)

] 1 confirm that my participation in this research project is voluntary.

] 1 provide my consent for the information collected from me to be used for the
purpose of this research study and related publications from this project.

L] 1 confirm that | have been informed of the study, and that | have had the
chance to ask the researcher questions about the questionnaire, classroom
observation and interview.

[ ] 1understand that | am free to contact any of the people involved in the research
to seek further clarification and information.

[ ] 1 understand that | can withdraw at any time without giving reasons by
contacting the researcher. If | choose to withdraw, the information | have
provided will be destroyed if it has not already been analysed and aggregated.

1 1 consent to be audio/video-recorded in the class and/or the interviews.

] 1 understand that all information I provide will be securely and confidentially
stored. | will be referred to by a code or a pseudonym in all publications and
presentations.

] 1 understand that | am entitled to access the information I have provided at any
time while it is in storage as specified above.

Name of participant Date Signature
Email address:
Phone number:
Signature of researcher
| believe the participant is giving informed consent to participate in this study
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Appendix G: Raw Statistics

1. RELIABILITY

CLUSTER 1:
Reliability Statistics
Cronbach’s Cronbach’s Alpha Based on N of Items
Alpha Standardized Items
.806 .809 2
CLUSTER 2:
Reliability Statistics
Cronbach’s Cronbach’s Alpha Based on N of Items
Alpha Standardized Items
.800 .801 5
CLUSTER 3
Reliability Statistics
Cronbach’s | N of Items
Alpha
.860 5
CLUSTER 4
Reliability Statistics
Cronbach’s | N of Items
Alpha
.953 20
1. GENERAL ATTITUDES
Descriptive Statistics
N Minimum [ Maximum | Mean | Std. Deviation
S1 34 3 5 3.82 716
S2 34 2 5 3.47 662
Valid N
(listwise) 34
1.GA
One-Sample Statistics
N Mean | Std. Deviation| Std. Error
Mean
S1 34 3.82 716 123
S2 34 3.47 .662 114
1. GA
One-Sample Test
Test Value =3
t df Sig. (2-tailed) Mean 95% Confidence Interval of the
Difference Difference
Lower Upper
S1 6.702 33 .000 824 57 1.07
S2 4.144 33 .000 471 24 .70
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2. EFFECTS

Descriptive Statistics

N Minimum [ Maximum | Mean | Std. Deviation
S3 34 2 5 3.47 .825
S4 34 2 5 3.59 743
S5 34 2 5 3.53 929
S6 34 3 5 3.88 591
S7 34 3 5 3.53 .662
V.alld_N 34
(listwise)
One-Sample Statistics
N Mean | Std. Deviation| Std. Error
Mean
S3 34 3.47 .825 142
S4 34 3.59 743 127
S5 34 3.53 929 159
S6 34 3.88 591 101
S7 34 3.53 .662 114
One-Sample Test
Test Value =3
t df Sig. (2-tailed) Mean 95% Confidence Interval of the
Difference Difference
Lower Upper
S3 3.325 33 .002 471 18 .76
S4 4.614 33 .000 .588 33 .85
S5 3.323 33 .002 529 21 .85
S6 8.704 33 .000 .882 .68 1.09
S7 4.662 33 .000 529 .30 .76
FACTORS
Descriptive Statistics
N Minimum [ Maximum | Mean Std.
Deviation

S8 34 3 5 4.03 .627
S9 34 3 5 3.88 .640
S10 34 2 5 3.12 .808
S11 34 1 5 3.29 1.060
S12 34 3 5 4,12 537
V.alld.N 34
(listwise)
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One-Sample Statistics

Mean Std. Std. Error
Deviation Mean
S8 34 4.03 627 .108
S9 34 3.88 .640 110
S10 34 3.12 .808 139
S11 34 3.29 1.060 .182
S12 34 4,12 537 .092
One-Sample Test
Test Value =3
df Sig. (2-tailed) Mean 95% Confidence Interval of the
Difference Difference
Lower Upper
S8 9.574 33 .000 1.029 81 1.25
S9 8.035 33 .000 .882 .66 1.11
S10 .849 33 402 118 -.16 40
S11 1.618 33 115 294 -.08 .66
S12 12.127 33 .000 1.118 .93 1.31
FUNCTIONS
Descriptive Statistics
N Minimum [ Maximum | Mean | Std. Deviation
FUNCTION 34 1.75 4.45| 3.2529 72047
KCT 34 2.00 4,50 3.4059 .63673
CM 34 1.00 4.60 3.0235 .86936
IR 34 1.00 4.80 3.1765 .93519
V_alld_N 34
(listwise)
One-Sample Statistics
N Mean Std. Std. Error
Deviation Mean
FUNCTION 34| 3.2529 72047 12356
KC 34| 3.4059 .63673 .10920
CM 34| 3.0235 .86936 .14909
IR 34| 3.1765 .93519 .16038
One-Sample Test
Test Value = 3
t df Sig. (2-tailed) Mean 95% Confidence Interval of the
Difference Difference
Lower Upper
FUNCTION 2.047 33 .049 .25294 .0016 5043
KC 3.717 33 .001 .40588 .1837 .6280
CM .158 33 .876 .02353 -.2798 .3269
IR 1.100 33 279 17647 -.1498 .5028
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KCT

Descriptive Statistics

P 63

N Minimum [ Maximum | Mean [Std. Deviation
S13 34 3 5 4.21 .687
S14 34 2 5 3.76 .699
S15 34 3 5 3.85 .558
S16 34 2 5 3.62 .697
S17 34 2 5 3.74 .790
S18 34 2 5 3.32 .843
S19 34 2 5 3.29 1.001
S20 34 2 5 3.76 .819
S21 34 2 4 3.15 744
S22 34 2 5 3.56 .705
Valid N
(listwise) 34

One-Sample Statistics
N Mean | Std. Deviation Std. Error
Mean
S13 34 4.21 .687 118
S14 34 3.76 .699 120
S15 34 3.85 .558 .096
S16 34 3.62 .697 120
S17 34 3.74 .790 .136
S18 34 3.32 .843 145
S19 34 3.29 1.001 72
S20 34 3.76 .819 140
S21 34 3.15 744 128
S22 34 3.56 .705 121
One-Sample Test
Test Value = 3
t df Sig. (2-tailed) Mean 95% Confidence Interval of the
Difference Difference
Lower Upper
S13 10.240 33 .000 1.206 .97 1.45
S14 6.380 33 .000 .765 52 1.01
S15 8.917 33 .000 .853 .66 1.05
S16 5.167 33 .000 .618 37 .86
S17 5.424 33 .000 735 46 1.01
S18 2.238 33 .032 324 .03 .62
S19 1.713 33 .096 .294 -.06 .64
S20 5.447 33 .000 .765 48 1.05
S21 1.153 33 .257 147 -11 41
S22 4.625 33 .000 .559 31 .80
CS FOR CM
Descriptive Statistics

N Minimum | Maximum | Mean [ Std. Deviation
S23 34 2 5 3.32 127
S24 34 1 5 291 .965
S25 34 3 5 3.65 597
S26 34 1 5 3.00 .953
S27 34 3 5 3.56 .613
Valid N
(listwise) 34




One-Sample Statistics

N Mean | Std. Deviation Std. Error
Mean
S23 34 3.32 127 125
S24 34 2.91 .965 .166
S25 34 3.65 597 102
S26 34 3.00 .953 .164
S27 34 3.56 .613 105
One-Sample Test
Test Value = 3
t df Sig. (2-tailed) Mean 95% Confidence Interval of the
Difference Difference
Lower Upper
S23 2.595 33 .014 324 .07 .58
S24 -.533 33 .598 -.088 -42 .25
S25 6.319 33 .000 .647 44 .86
S26 .000 33 1.000 .000 -.33 .33
S27 5.319 33 .000 .559 .35 7

CS FOR INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS
Descriptive Statistics

N Minimum [ Maximum | Mean | Std. Deviation
S28 34 2 5 3.29 1.001
S29 34 2 5 3.62 .739
S30 34 1 5 3.26 1.024
S31 34 2 5 3.85 744
S32 34 2 5 3.71 .836
Valid N
(listwise) 34
One-Sample Statistics
N Mean | Std. Deviation| Std. Error
Mean
S28 34 3.29 1.001 172
S29 34 3.62 739 127
S30 34 3.26 1.024 176
S31 34 3.85 744 128
S32 34 3.71 .836 143
One-Sample Test
Test Value =3
t df Sig. (2-tailed) Mean 95% Confidence Interval of the
Difference Difference
Lower Upper

S28 1.713 33 .096 294 -.06 .64
S29 4.872 33 .000 .618 .36 .88
S30 1.507 33 141 .265 -.09 .62
S31 6.685 33 .000 .853 .59 1.11
S32 4.924 33 .000 .706 41 1.00

P 64






