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ABSTRACT:

Research about code switching (CS) is very important in the domain of linguisucs and
language education, especially in the 4.0 digital era. This article enumerates the outcome of
many researchers on how learners switch code from the target language to their mother tongue
during group work, so that we can suggest policies about teachers’ adequate attitude towards
their learners’ using first language (L 1) in the classroom in this age.
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L. Introduction

Research about code switching (CS) is very
important in the domain of linguistics and language
education. Code switching ability plays an essential
role for a person to carry out his/her learning
process within the bilingual, multilingual and
mulucultural  community.  While with some
theorists, CS has been believed to be a result of
poor proficiency with one language (Skiba. 1997),
Duran (1994) affirms that it can be a
communicalive strategy. ‘code-switching seems to
serve important communicative and cognitive
functions". In fact, if a speaker applies CS flexibly.
he/she can communicate effectively. On the other
hand, 1f he/she abuses code switching, he/she may
not acquire the coruniunicative purpose.

As educators, we should be conscious of the
need to thoroughly explain and understand this
bilingual phenomenon. in order to deal with it in our

instructional context. This article enumerates the
outcome of many researchers on how learners
switch code from the target language to their
mother tongue during group work, so that we can
suggest teachers’ adequate attitude towards their
leamers' using first language (L1) in the classroom.

2. Studies on code switching in group work
and why speakers code switch

Many researchers have studied on the
effectiveness and limitation of group work in
English classes (Long & Porter, 1985, Chen & Hird.,
2006. Le, 2009 among others). They agree that
group work creates chances to use the target
language, enhance learners’ courage and dynamic
acnivities. However, Le (2009) finds that her Istand
2nd year Enghsh major students overuse their
mother tongue with awareness when working in
groups and they rely on Vietnamese to keep their
discussion going on. In my opinion, in an EFL
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classroom where the learners share the same L1, it
18 impossible (o elinunate using their mother tongue
or code switching. Instead, we should find out
effective solutions 10 limut using L1. Jacobson
(1976) argues that there are negative attitudes
towards the phenomenon of CS as this issue may
cause the feeling of ‘inferiority and alienation” for
speakers due 1o the state of not being as good as
other people, and making listeners less friendly or
sympathetic towards the speakers,

On the other hand, several researchers have
found the benefits of maintatning L1 in developing
social, cognitive and metalinguistic abilities
(Zelasko, 1998, Portes, 2002), Tarone and Swain
(1995) suppose that students have the tendency to
use L1 in classrooms more often in higher grade
levels, when they encounter many new words and
more difficult academic tasks. In some aspect, we
should sympathize with these learners, who feel
easier when they speak their native language to
achieve their communicative purpose and
comprehend the knowledge they need. C. William
Schweers (1999) convinces us that L1 has an
important and ‘facilitating® role in SL and FL
classrooms. His research on how frequently and for
what purposes the teachers use Spanish in their
classes persuades that L2 can be learned through
being aware of the similarities and differences
between L1 and L2. He also beheves that using L1
leads to positive atutudes toward the EFL process
since they can express their own cultre.

3. Studies on why speakers code switch

Holmes (1992) observes and transcribes the
dialogue using CS from English to Maori among
three speakers to clarify the function of CS, that is
to build intimate interpersonal relationship among
speakers in a bilingual community. He says that CS
is a tool to create Linguistic solidarity for them,
especially among the speakers sharing the same
ethno-cultural identity. Gysels (as cited in Duran,
1994) reveals two purposes when speakers switch
codes: for filling a linguistic/conceptual gap, or for
other multiple communicative purposes. Duran
(1994) supposes that one of the reasons for us to use
interlanguage and code switching is not (o debate,
erase, or cause cognilive confusion to each
language. This idea may be surprising, but he has
his strong argument for one language may help the
other, or both languages together may creale new
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idea, image, thought, etc. As a result, this seems to
have a function of facilitating and supporing
thinking and communication.

Tn his study, Eldridge (1956) concludes the four
functions of CS. ‘Equivalence’ is first function,
giving the learners the chance (o contime
expressing their ideas by using the native
equivalent of a cerain lexical item when they do
not have the competence for explaining that item in
the target language. The second function is ‘floor-
holding’, helping the leamers to avoid gaps in
communication when they cannot remember the
suitable target language at the moment of speaking.
However, Eldridge finds that the overuse of LI in
this way may have its drawback, for the
dependence on L1 may result in the leaners’ loss
of fluency. The next is ‘reiteration”, which uses L1
to reinforce, emphasize, or clarify the message that
has already been transmitted in the 1target
language. With this function, the message is
transferred exactly or the learners can indicate that
they have understood the content. The last function
is called ‘conflict control’, swilching codes to
transfer or vary the utterance meaning for the sake
of the speakers’ needs, intention or purposes. CS,
therefore, may help avoid mjsunderstanding in
communication.

Besides, David Atkinson (as cited in C. William
Schweers, 1999) shows us the cases when speakers
switch code such as eliciting language, checking
comprehension and cooperating in groups, etc. He
reasons that leamers can sometimes compare and
correct their answers, or explain a part of the lesson
to their peers better than teachers by CS to thewr L1.
Ncoko, Osman, & Cockeroft (2000) show the strong
influence of the communication setting on the
frequency of learners' code switching. They find
that leatners switch codes to establish their
solidarity and identity in the community. They give
examples to conclude that a speaker can switch
codes to quote directly what another person says In
a language different from the language he/she is
using. They also explore that a person switches
codes to identify the proper language with his/her
listeners and to be sure that the listeners understand
what he/she is talking. Heredia & Altarriba (2001)
show the evidence that leamers code switch when
they know that the people they are talking (o
understand what they are saying. This implies that
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the language they are using at that time is
meaningful in a specified situation. They also find
that learners switch codes frequently when they
learn new words, when they do not know a word in
the larget | or cannot r ber the word
they have already leamt before.

Having some smilar observation on the
leamers’ use of L1 during their group work,
Bassano (2003) recognizes that when working
mdependently in groups, ESL (also EFL) learners
sharing the same L1 tend to use that language
among themselves. They also have the same
tendency when they are asked to perform a task
that is beyond their ability such as using too
complex English language, too difficult process or
topic, and when they are afraid of making mistakes.

We can draw a sound conclusion from the
studies that teachers should observe to find out the
reason why their learners switch codes or use
mother tongue. When code switching is used., it
may cause negative atutudes or bad impressions for
participants in the conversation. However, the
feeling does not seem to exert any refraining force
on the code switching practice as long as it is
performed in an informal, relaxed atmosphere and
especially among members of a group. It has been
presented that the usc of code switching is
dispensable to every uuterance in the speech
contexts It is considered in any conversation as a
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CHUYEN POIMA :
TIM HIEU SU ANH HUGNG CUA NGONNGU ME PE
POI VGINGUGI HOC NGOAI NGU
TRONG KY NGUYEN $0 4.0

® NGUYEN TRUGNG QUYNH NHUE
Khoa Ngoai ngd, Trudng Bai hoc bBa Lat

TOM TAT:

Nghién citu vé chuyén d8i ma (CS) rit quan trong trong inh vy ngén ngit hoc va gido duc
ngdn ngit, diic biét trong ky nguyén s& 4.0. Bai viét iy liét ké k&€t qui cda cic nha nghién
cttu vé cdch ngudsi hoc chuyén ma tir ngén ngif dich sang ti€ng me dé khi ho lam viéc nhém,
11 46 c6 thé ggi ¥ cc chinh sdch vé thdi d6 phi hgp ciia ngudi day d8i véi ngudsi hoc sit dung
tiéng me @& (L1) trong 16p hoe ngén ng trong thdi dai nay.

Tv khéa: Chuyén ddi ma, gido duc ngdn g, ngon ngit hoc.
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