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Abstract

This study was undertaken in a public university in Malaysia which prescribes English

as the medium of instruction for all courses taught. However, it has been observed that

this policy has not been fully adhered to. Code-switching (CS) and code-mixing (CM)

of English and Bahasa Malaysia occur extensively in the instructors’ speech in the

classroom. This paper attempts to highlight the frequency of this communicative

behaviour, and both the instructors’ and students’ attitudes towards it. Using self-

completed questionnaires and interviews as methods of data collection, the findings
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reveal that instructors frequently code-switched and code-mixed between the two

languages in the classroom. The analysis shows that the occurrence of these phenomena

was related to the instructors’, as well as the students’ own linguistic competence, and

the purpose of facilitating effective teaching and learning. There is, however, mixed

attitudes towards CS/CM. While both instructors and students agreed that CS/CM can

promote better understanding, the latter, however, students with better English

proficiency felt that such communicative behaviour can be off-putting as it does not

help in improving their linguistic competence in English. The paper, thus, raises some

legitimate concerns of the conflict between the policy and its actual implementation,

which certainly has some implications on language development, teacher education and

policy assessment.
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Introduction

At present, most higher learning institutions in Malaysia have decreed that the language

of instruction in content subject classrooms to be English, which is the most important

second language in the country. The motivation behind the move towards using a

second language in teaching, or content and language integrated learning (CLIL) is first

and foremost to improve the local students’ English language competence as mastery in

the language is an asset in seeking employment in the globalised economic world

(Mahathir, 2003). In addition, the vast amount of information is currently available in

English. Thus, it is hoped that the availability of English and more exposure to the

language in the classroom can contribute to the students’ English language competence,

which is the key to access information in a variety of fields and also to facilitate the

acquisition of knowledge.

However, like other CLIL policy in other countries, the implementation of the

CLIL approach in Malaysia can pose a problem. Instructors not only have to master the

content knowledge, they also need to have the ability to use English, which is also their
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second language, to deliver the content. Students, too, face challenges when the second

language is used as the medium of instruction.

The present study was carried out to investigate the CLIL learning environment, in

particular, the language use in the classroom instruction, in a public university in

Malaysia. Although English has been prescribed as the medium of instruction, in

practice, it has been observed that this policy has not been fully adhered to. A mixed

code of English and Bahasa Malaysia (BM), the latter being the mother tongue of most

instructors and students, is used extensively in most content-based lectures in the

classrooms. This paper explores the extent to which English and BM are mixed in the

classroom instructions and both instructors’ and students’ attitudes towards this

communicative behaviour. In particular, it concerns with students’ perspectives of the

language use in the classroom and its impact on their study and language development.

The findings can be of paramount significance to both content and language instructors,

students, and also policy makers in terms of the role of English in the university’s

instructional settings.

Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL)

The topic of CLIL  has been discussed in the literature on classroom instruction

practices, although different labels have been used to describe the practice: content-

based instruction, theme-based language teaching, topic-based language teaching,

discipline-based ESL instruction, teaching content through English, English across

curriculum, integrated curriculum, interdisciplinary teaching, just to name a few. The

notion of CLIL and its goals seem to be ‘diverse’ (Sopia et al., 2010, p. 47), having

‘many faces’ (Mehisto et al., 2008, p. 12) and is rather hard to obtain explicit

statements regarding the exact goals pursued (Puffer, in press). However, the

converging feature of CLIL is that the content of a subject/course is taught through a
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second/foreign language.

The curricular model of CLIL is based on five dimensions relating to culture,

environment, language, content and learning (Marsh, Majlers & Hartiala, 2001). The

cultural dimension aims at building intercultural knowledge and understanding, hence,

developing students’ intercultural communication skills. The environmental dimension

aims to prepare students for internationalisation, as students, having gone through the

CLIL process of learning are supposed to be multilingual. As for the language

dimension, by exposing the target language in learning, students’ competence in the

target language should be improved in terms of oral communication skills, multilingual

interests and attitudes. On the other hand, the content dimension provides different

opportunities in studying the subject content such as the target language terminology.

Last but not least, the learning dimension practices various methods and forms of

learning which allows students to use individual learning strategies.

In the light of these dimensions, Mehisto et al. (2008, cited in Sopia et al., 2010, p.

48) suggest a 4C’s framework as an underlying principle for the quality practice of

CLIL: the inter-relationship among content (subject matter), communication

(language), cognition (thinking and learning) and community (co-existence within a

learning group, classroom and community in local and global context). In short, for

effective CLIL to take place, the pedagogical practice needs to integrate learning

(content and cognition) and language learning (communication and community).

This paper focuses on the integration of content and cognition in pedagogical

practice from the students’ perspectives of the language use in the classroom since

researches on this topic have been very scanty as opposed to those that look into the

CLIL students’ academic performance and language performance (Varkuti, 2010;

Wesche, 2002; Haunold, 2006).
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Code-Switching and Code-Mixing in the Classroom

Empirical studies have demonstrated that it is quite difficult to find classroom discourse

fully in a single language. Even in a CLIL setting,  other languages understood by the

speakers may be used, thus, switching and mixing between the languages are common

(Martin 2005; Arthur & Martin, 2006; Mahadhir & Then, 2007; Flowerdew & Miller,

1992; Mustafa & Al-Khatib, 1994).

Milroy and Musyken (1995, p. 7) define code-switching as “the alternative used by

bilinguals of two or more languages in the same conversation.” The switching of

languages can occur either at intersentential level (code-switching, CS henceforth), or

intrasentential level (code-mixing, CM henceforth). Garcia (2007), following her work

on the validity of language boundaries prefers the term ‘translanguaging’ to show that

languages are not ‘hermetically sealed units’. Translanguaging goes beyond CS/CM as

bilinguals use languages based on prestige, appropriateness, preference, ability and

other factors. Thus, Garcia suggests that translanguaging is the normal practice of

“bilingualism without diglossic functional separation” (2007, p. xiii). In this paper, the

term CS/CM is used to describe any kind of language alternation between the two

languages, English and Bahasa Malaysia (BM).

Functions of CS/CM in Classroom

Research has shown that speakers code-switch or code-mix for a variety of reasons.

The CS/CM may be discourse-related or participant-related. For example, Kamisah

(2009) in her study of content-based lectures found that CS/CM served some functions

such as signaling topic change, giving and clarifying explanation, enacting social

relationships and aggravating and mitigating messages.

Vigorous influence of science and technology in education is also another factor

contributing to CS/CM behaviour in the classroom. El-Fiki (1999) in her investigation
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of the CM phenomenon in a university teaching context in Libya found that despite the

country’s language policy which promotes the maintenance and purification of Arabic,

CM was a dominant feature in the discourse examined. The study reveals that there was

limited resistance to the English language on technical and scientific topics among the

speakers.

Even in ESL classrooms, CS/CM of English and a mother tongue can also be

found. For example, Merrit et al. (1992) found that CS/CM between English and the

mother tongue in three Kenyan primary schools occurred when teachers wanted to

reformulate information, bring new content information, attract students’ attention and

substitute words. Canagarajah (1995) reported on the micro- and macro- functions of

CS/CM in Sri Lankan ESL classrooms. The former includes classroom management

and content transmission, and the latter includes social issues outside the classroom that

may have implications on education.

Attitudes towards Code-Switching and Code-Mixing

Luna and Peracchio (2005) claimed attitudes towards CS/CM as the extent to which

individuals perceive CS/CM to be a desirable practice. Although in some communities

CS/CM has been the norm rather than the exception (Grosjean 1982), studies have

shown that there are varying attitudes towards this communicative behaviour (Kachru,

1978; Grosjean 1982; Gumperz, 1982). For example, Sanchez (in Cheng & Butler

1989, p. 298) argued that CS/ CM could “take away the purity of the language”. On the

other hand, Poplack (1979, p. 72) felt that it is “a verbal skill requiring a large degree of

competence in more than one language, rather than a defect arising from insufficient

knowledge of one or the other”.

Studies have revealed that attitudes towards these communicative behaviour can be

formed by factors that are either community-specific such as the language status and
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appropriateness, or individual speaker such as the degree of proficiency and personal

judgment on the language use. For example, some people accept CS/CM as a natural

phenomenon that occurs in any scheme of bilinguality. CS/CM is accepted as a style of

communication and it is regarded as common speech behaviour among the speakers.

The use of CS/CM, thus, is regarded neither better nor worse than a single code. On the

other hand, positive attitudes towards CS/CM has been attributed to communicative

strategy and a resource for effective communication (Koziol, 2000; Yletyinen, 2004),

social group reinforcements (Grosjean, 1982; Zuraidah, 2003) and social prestige

brought by the value of the language(s) used (Gibbons, 1983; Asmah, 1992).

Meanwhile, negative attitudes towards CS/CM are associated with bad manners,

language pollution and linguistic incompetence (Grosjean, 1982).

In the CLIL classroom context, there have been arguments for and against the use

of CS/CM as bilingual pedagogy. Those who see CS/CM as a normal communicative

behaviour in bilingual classroom claim that it can be a useful tool in teaching. For

example, Rollnick and Rutherford (1996) contend that CS/CM helps the learners to

explore their ideas. In their study of science classrooms, they claim that by CS/CM,

learners are able to expose their alternate conceptions of the subject learned. This is

supported by Amin (2009) who put forward that CS/CM to students’ own languages

allow them to draw on useful sense-making resources. This is in line with Hornberger’s

(2005, p. 605) earlier suggestion that “bi/multilinguals” learning is maximized when

they are allowed and enabled to draw from across all their existing language skills (in

two+ languages), rather than being constrained and inhibited from doing so by

monolingual instructional assumptions and practices’.

In addition, Lin (2005, p. 46) claims the practice of CS/CM as “local, pragmatic

coping tactics and responses to the socioeconomic dominance of English in Hong
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Kong, where many students from socioeconomically disadvantages backgrounds with

limited access to English resources struggled to acquire an English-medium education

for its socioeconomic value”. Arthur and Martin’s (2006) study on interactional patterns

in CLIL in Brunei lends support to this. They found that CS/CM is employed to

facilitate students’ comprehension and to provide bilingual support. Teachers in the

study perceived the use of CS as hearer-oriented, that is, taking into account the

students’ competence in the target language. Other support for the “pedagogic validity

of CS/CM” (Arthur & Martin, 2006, p. 907) are increasing students’ inclusion,

participation and understanding in learning process, as well as developing relationships

between the participants, conveying ideas more easily and accomplishing lessons (Lin

& Martin, 2005; Arthur & Martin, 2006).

Despite the pedagogical validity of CS/CM, there is a dilemma among teachers

between “access to meaning and access to English” (Setati,et al., 2002, p. 140). This is

because although they can reformulate the concepts in the students’ mother tongue,

students need to receive and produce the content in English as it is the language that

they will be assessed. The practice of CS/CM in class might jeopardise students’ ability

to answer examination questions in pure English.

In addition, Payawal-Gabriel and Reyes-Otero’s (2006) study shows another

disadvantage of CS/CM in the classroom. The study claims that the practice of CS/CM

by mathematics teachers in their instructions was said to negatively affect learning.

Their analysis reveals that teachers’ CS/CM confused students and consequently

affected their lesson comprehension.

The practice of CS/CM in the classroom has also been negative viewed by

bilinguals themselves. Shin (2005, p. 18), for example, notes that “bilinguals may feel

embarrassed about their code switching and attribute it to careless language habits”.
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Similar views on the practice CS/CM in Malaysia has also been reported by Martin

(2005, p. 88), that “the use of a local language alongside the ‘official’ language of the

lesson is a well-known phenomenon and yet, for a variety of reasons, it is often

lambasted as ‘bad practice’, blamed on teachers’ lack of English-language competence

… or put to one side and/or swept under the carpet”.

The Study

The present study attempts to highlight the frequency of instructors’ CS/CM in the

classroom and both the instructors’ and students’ attitudes towards it. The paper, thus,

addresses the following questions:

1. To what extent does CS/CM exist in the language of instruction?

2. What are the instructors’ attitudes towards CS/CM in the classroom context?

3. What are the students’ attitudes towards CS/CM in the classroom context?

The participants, both instructors and students, were pre-determined and chosen based

on their ability to provide opportunity to achieve the objectives of the study. Thus, they

were only selected if they responded positively to the invitation to take part in the study

and consented to the data collection and analysis. Altogether, 6 instructors and 163

students were involved in the study. Table 1 summarises the background of the lectures

and the participants’ English Language competence. The information on the

participants’ English Language competence is particularly important as it may be able

to account for the instructors’ language behaviour in the classroom.
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Table 1: Instructors’ and Participants’ English Language Competence

English Language Competence

Instructor Number of Students

Lecture Very

Proficie

nt

Proficie

nt

Less

Proficie

nt

Very

Proficien

t

Proficie

nt

Less

Proficie

nt

Biology √ 4 11 9

Accounting √ 3 11 15

Discrete

Mathematics

√ 7 11 8

Marketing √ 2 10 19

Agricultural

Engineering

√ 2 6 16

Personality

Development

√ 6 11 12

N instructors: 6

N students: 163

Data Collection and Analysis

Information on students’ perception on the frequency of instructors’ CS/CM behaviour

while delivering lectures, and attitudes towards the language situation in the classroom

were gleaned using self-completed questionnaires and interviews. Students were

reminded that their response to the questionnaires should be based on the lecture that

they had just attended. The questionnaire items were adapted from El Fiki’s (1999)

work on CS/CM in a university context and other researchers’ works on language

attitude (Gibbons 1983; Gardner & MacIntyre, 1991). These items were set to gauge

information on the students’ views on the instructors’ language use and their attitudes

towards the use. Interviews were carried out to complement the questionnaire data.

Instructors were also interviewed to get some insights on their language use in the

classroom. Although the interviews were carried out informally and did not take any
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form of structured interviews, they covered the focus of the study, that is, the

instructors’ language use and the underlying factors of the use.

Data from the questionnaire were analysed in terms of simple frequency counts and

percentage. These were complemented by data from the interviews.

Findings and Discussion

The research questions have clearly spelt out the main focus of the study: 1) the extent

to which CS/CM occur in the instructors’ discourse, 2) the students’ attitudes towards

instructors’ CS/CM, and 3) the instructors’ attitudes towards their CS/CM behaviour in

the classroom. Thus, the analysis of the data is reported and discussed under these

topics.

The Extent of CS/CM in the Instructors’ Discourse

The data are reported separately for each individual lecture as every lecture was unique

in terms of its content and the background of the participants. These variables can

contribute towards the CS/CM occurrence in the interactional setting.

The analysis of the data shows a clear pattern of language use by the instructors. It

seems that the extent to which CS/CM occurred in the instructors’ discourse depended

highly first, on the instructors’ competence in English, and second, the students’

competence in English. The following tables show the students’ perceptions on the

frequency of their instructors’ CS/CM in the classroom.

Table 2.1: The Extent of Instructor’s CS/CM

Lecture: Biology (N=24)

Statement Strongly

Agree

Agree Disagree Strongly

Disagree

Mixing English and BM is a common

phenomenon in the lectures I have

attended in this institution.

11 13 0 0
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The instructor’s main language when

delivering lectures is always English.

0 0 0 24

The instructor frequently mixes BM with

English in his/her lectures.

22 2 0 0

The instructor usually maintains the

English terminology but uses BM to give

further explanation.

21 3 0 0

The instructor does not have any

difficulty in delivering lectures in

English.

0 3 7 14

The instructor always switches to BM

when we do not understand the lectures.

13 9 2 0

Table 2.2: The Extent of Instructor’s CS/CM

Lecture: Accounting (N=29)

Statement Strongly

Agree

Agree Disagree Strongly

Disagree

Mixing English and BM is a common

phenomenon in the lectures I have

attended in this institution.

9 13 5 2

The instructor’s main language when

delivering lectures is always English.

19 8 1 1

The instructor frequently mixes BM with

English in his/her lectures.

1 1 16 11

The instructor usually maintains the

English terminology but uses BM to give

further explanation.

15 12 1 1

The instructor does not have any

difficulty in delivering lectures in

English.

28 1 0 0

The instructor always switches to BM

when we do not understand the lectures.

0 1 18 11
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Table 2.3: The Extent of Instructor’s CS/CM

Lecture: Discrete Mathematics (26)

Statement Strongly

Agree

Agree Disagree Strongly

Disagree

Mixing English and BM is a common

phenomenon in the lectures I have

attended in this institution.

12 10 3 1

The instructor’s main language when

delivering lectures is always English.

0 3 5 18

The instructor frequently mixes BM with

English in his/her lectures.

22 4 0 0

The instructor usually maintains the

English terminology but uses BM to give

further explanation.

20 6 0 0

The instructor does not have any

difficulty in delivering lectures in

English.

0 3 10 13

The instructor always switches to BM

when we do not understand the lectures.

12 14 0 0

Table 2.4: The Extent of Instructor’s CS/CM

Lecture: Marketing (N=31)

Statement Strongly

Agree

Agree Disagree Strongly

Disagree

Mixing English and BM is a common

phenomenon in the lectures I have

attended in this institution.

17 10 3 1

The instructor’s main language when

delivering lectures is always English.

11 10 3 7

The instructor frequently mixes BM with

English in his/her lectures.

11 11 4 5

The instructor usually maintains the

English terminology but uses BM to give

12 11 4 4
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further explanation.

The instructor does not have any

difficulty in delivering lectures in

English.

17 10 3 1

The instructor always switches to BM

when we do not understand the lectures.

10 14 4 3

Table 2.5: The Extent of Instructor’s CS/CM

Lecture: Agricultural Engineering (N=24)

Statement Strongly

Agree

Agree Disagree Strongly

Disagree

Mixing English and BM is a common

phenomenon in the lectures I have

attended in this institution.

8 6 5 5

The instructor’s main language when

delivering lectures is always English.

12 8 3 1

The instructor frequently mixes BM with

English in his/her lectures.

2 4 9 9

The instructor usually maintains the

English terminology but uses BM to give

further explanation.

3 4 6 11

The instructor does not have any

difficulty in delivering lectures in

English.

12 9 2 1

The instructor always switches to BM

when we do not understand the lectures.

3 3 8 10
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Table 2.6: The Extent of Instructor’s CS/CM

Lecture: Personality Development (N=29)

Statement Strongly

Agree

Agree Disagree Strongly

Disagree

Mixing English and BM is a common

phenomenon in the lectures I have

attended in this institution.

13 11 5 0

The instructor’s main language when

delivering lectures is always English.

11 9 6 3

The instructor frequently mixes BM with

English in his/her lectures.

7 9 5 8

The instructor usually maintains the

English terminology but uses BM to give

further explanation.

9 7 6 7

The instructor does not have any

difficulty in delivering lectures in

English.

12 13 3 1

The instructor always switches to BM

when we do not understand the lectures.

10 14 5 0

The data reveal a clear pattern of instructors’ language use in the classroom. More than

half of the students claimed the use of both BM and English for classroom instruction

was a common practice in the institution. In fact, the interview data reveal that the

mixture of BM and English was very common in most of the lectures they attended that

they barely realised the occurrence during the lessons. Some even claimed that it is

expected since the mixing of both languages in communication is common among

bilingual speakers in any context of communication.

The analysis also reveals that the amount of CS/CM in classroom was largely

related to the instructors’ and students’ English Language competence. It is found that
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the CS/CM phenomenon occurred more in the Biology and Discrete Mathematics

lectures as the lecturers for these classes were less proficient in English compared to the

other four. The data show that these lecturers normally maintained the English

terminology and technical jargons related to the topics taught. The students also

claimed that English was used when these lecturers read directly from the notes or the

power point presentation. However, when it comes to elaboration and explanation of

the concepts, they tended to code-switch to BM or code-mix both English and BM.

However, some of the students also admitted that the proficient instructors insisted

in delivering their lectures in English and encouraged students to improve their English

Language competence in order to cope with any language difficulties they might face.

This is clearly reflected in the low frequency of CS/CM by proficient instructors

(Accounting and Agricultural Engineering) as shown in Tables 2.2 and 2.5). However,

it is very important to note that instructors’ own proficiency level could not account for

the actual language use in the context of interaction. It is found that even the proficient

instructors were not able to maintain their speech in English and have to resort to BM

because they needed to accommodate students who were not competent in English.

This is reflected in Tables 2.4 and 2.6 that despite their proficiency in English, the

proficient instructors frequently mixed BM and English in their speech when they

perceived students were not able to understand the lectures in English.

Interviews with the instructors reveal that they were aware of the institutional

language policy. However, their language choice and use were largely determined by

their own competence in English and their students. This had led to their CS/CM

behaviour in the classroom instruction. The less proficient instructors normally use both

BM and English in their lectures. However, they would maintain the referential items in

English as these were the key words that students needed to know for the concepts
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learned. On the other hand, the more proficient instructors either gave explanation in

English first and then translated it into BM when required, or straight away mixed both

languages in their explanation. However, like the less proficient instructors, they also

maintained the referential items in English. These claims concur with the students’

perceptions on the language use in the classroom.

Students’ Attitudes towards Instructors’ CS/CM

The analysis of the data reveals mixed attitudes towards the instructors’ CS/CM

behaviour in the classroom. These attitudes were largely influenced by the students’

English Language competence. It seems that the less proficient students held more

favourable attitude towards the instructors’ CS/CM compared to their more proficient

counterparts. Their views are summarised in Tables 3.1 and 3.2.

Table 3.1 Less Proficient Students’ Attitudes towards Instructors’ CS/CM

Less Proficient Students (N=79)

Statement Strongly

Agree

Agree Disagree Strongly

Disagree

I would like the instructor to minimise

their use of BM in his/her lectures.

5 22 34 18

I would prefer my instructor to use only

English in his/her lectures.

3 9 29 38

I need the instructor to use both BM and

English to better understand the lectures.

39 27 13 0

I feel challenged if/when the instructor

use English in his/her lectures.

41 24 14 0

I feel frustrated when the instructor uses

both BM and English during his/her

lectures.

4 18 41 16

The instructor’s mixing of English and

BM is not a problem to me.

42 21 11 5
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When the instructor mixes BM and

English in his/her lectures, I tune out.

3 14 26 36

Table 3.2: Proficient Students’ Attitudes towards Instructors’ CS/CM

Very Proficient and Proficient Students (N=84)

Statement Strongly

Agree

Agree Disagree Strongly

Disagree

I would like the instructor to minimise

their use of BM in his/her lectures.

41 19 18 6

I would prefer my instructor to use only

English in his/her lectures.

46 17 13 8

I need the instructor to use both BM and

English to better understand the lectures.

3 18 42 21

I feel challenged if/when the instructor

use English in his/her lectures.

13 28 34 9

I feel frustrated when the instructor uses

both BM and English during his/her

lectures.

38 28 15 3

The instructor’s mixing of English and

BM is not a problem to me.

7 32 17 29

When the instructor mixes BM and

English in his/her lectures, I tune out.

29 37 7 11

The analysis of the data indicates that the students with less English Language

proficiency were more tolerant to the instructors’ CS/CM compared to the more

proficient group. It seems that the former group favoured the instructors’ CS/CM

behaviour due to their concern in comprehending the lectures. CS/CM was favoured

due to its necessity to aid comprehension. Although it was agreed that most materials

and references are available in English, this group of students felt that their low English

Language proficiency hindered comprehension. Thus, the instructors’ language choice
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seemed to be a practical solution to the problem. Although most of the students agreed

that the use of BM helped them to comprehend the lectures better, they also admitted

that the use of English was also necessary to expose them to their subjects of studies.

However, they were not concerned on how language was used in the classroom. This is

because, in a content-based classroom, the focus is more on meaning rather than the

structure.

On the other hand, the more proficient group held quite unfavourable attitude

towards the instructors’ CS/CM. They felt that the use of BM should be minimised as

students should be more exposed to the English Language since most references are

available in that language. Thus, switching from English to BM to solve comprehension

problems did not seem to be a long-term solution for less proficient students.

Comprehension problems might occur during self-study. This proficient group also

claimed that any input received in English can prepare them not only for self-study, but

also for their future career. It is very interesting to note that these students claimed that

the instructors’ language of instruction can help them develop their English Language

competence to enable them cope in their field of study. They further argued that if

instructors used mixed languages to explain a concept, the explanation would devoid of

the correct structure. In other words, they had not been provided with or exposed to the

correct model of explaining the concepts in English. Thus, they certainly would face

difficulties in the examinations where all answers are required to be written in English.

They further argued that understanding the concept would not be adequate if they were

not able to give the answers in the correct way. Thus, in contrast, the more proficient

group felt that both instructors should focus both on meaning and structure when

delivering their lectures.
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Instructors’ Attitudes towards CS/CM

Despite the claim that CS/CM is typical language behaviour among bilingual speakers

that often happened subconsciously (Blom and Gumperz, 1972; Wardaugh, 1998), the

instructors were aware of their CS/CM behaviour. The interview data have provided

significant insights to the occurrence of this linguistic phenomenon and may be able to

explain its persistence in the classroom.

The less proficient instructors admitted that the inability to maintain their speech in

English was mainly due to their English Language incompetence. They claimed that

they were unable to express their thoughts competently in English and this had led to

the CS/CM behaviour. Thus, it can be said that CS/CM was a coping strategy employed

by these instructors to mask their linguistic incompetence. However, some of the

instructors’ defended their CS/CM behaviour on the ground that knowledge should not

be confined to any language. If English was the only language allowed in the

classroom, students would not be able to acquire knowledge in the field. Furthermore,

they contended that there was no harm in their CS/CM as students were able to cope

with it in the classroom. They argued that comprehending the lectures was more

important than the language structure. In addition, they believed that students would

have their own strategies in coping with their linguistic competence.

The more proficient instructors, on the other hand, strongly believed that CS/CM

should be minimised, if not totally eliminated in classroom instruction. First, they were

totally concerned with the institutional language policy with regards to classroom

instruction. The policy has clearly stipulated that English is the language of instruction.

Thus, by CS/CM, the policy has not been adhered to. In addition, these instructors felt

that students should be exposed to the correct structure of English Language when

dealing with the contents. They seriously claimed that students might have not realised
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that their explanation of certain concepts could become wrong or confusing because of

the wrong language structure used. Thus, although content instructors are not expected

to take the primary role or language instructors, they too should be responsible in

providing the correct model of structure in the classroom. However, the instructors also

admitted that it was impossible to avoid CS/CM because of the students’ low

proficiency in English. Thus, CS/CM might seem to be a strategy to promote fast and

easy understanding among the students.

Implications of the Study

This study has established that CS/CM of English and BM is a common communicative

behaviour in the classrooms despite the overt language policy of the use of English as

the medium of instruction in this university. The report on the speakers’ actual language

use and their attitudes towards the language(s) used is important in determining

whether to support or counterbalance the existing linguistic policy and regulation. The

findings are particularly useful in understanding the extent to which the speakers adhere

to the policy.

Although attitudes towards language cannot be easily measured, the study has

several significant implications on language use in the classroom domain. As observed

by Kamisah (2007), any regulation set by any language policy does not hinder language

creativity and personal choice of the speakers in their context of interaction. This is

because attitudes towards languages are ‘invisible societal pressures’ that interact with

‘visible’ plans organised by policy makers (Kachru, 1987). Thus, the information

gleaned from this study on whether these two forces are in agreement or not can help to

set further plans in treating any conflicts that may exist.

As reported by the findings, the occurrence of CS/CM is largely due to the
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linguistic competence of the participants in the interactional setting. It is found that

instructors’ English Language skills are usually not sufficient enough to carry out the

task of delivering lectures in that language. Students’ English Language skills, too, are

not sufficient enough to handle the curriculum. Thus, the linguistic incompetence of

both the instructors and students need to be addressed. The findings reveal an urgent

need for the instructors to improve their English competence skills. A series of

development courses on English Language proficiency and communication skills in

English could be developed to help these instructors improve their delivery skills in the

classroom.  As for students, EAP and ESP courses need to be developed so that they are

better prepared for the language demands of their study.

The findings of the study also suggest that there should be a clear assessment

towards the implementation of the study. The common and continuous practice of

CS/CM in the classrooms imply that the implementation of the policy has neither been

truly enforced, neither assessed. It cannot be assumed that speakers would just comply

with any policy thrusted on them. Thus, if the policy is to be sustained, for the benefits

of learning and linguistic development of the students and professionalism of the

instructors, there should be continuous and continual assessment of the policy.

Conclusion

This study has provided clear findings of the actual implementation of the institutional

language policy on the medium of instruction in the classroom. CS/CM in both BM and

English emerged as the instructors’ code choice in the classroom instruction. Such

language behaviour seems not to only have undermined the role of English as the

stipulated medium of instruction, but also underestimated the speech behaviour of

bilinguals. There exists a conflict between the language policy and the actual use of
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English and BM in the classroom.

There is also an indication that both instructors and students are not totally

linguistically equipped to support the policy. Lack of English Language competence

both on the parts of instructors and students has been claimed as the major motivating

factor for the CS/CM occurrence. This certainly has a significant implication on their

English Language development skills. Most importantly, the findings have served as a

basis for any language training needs for the instructors to enable them to teach

effectively using English as the medium of instruction. As implied by the students’

response, the language of teaching can affect the process of learning and acquiring

knowledge. Thus, there seems to be an important need for the instructors to pay more

attention to the language used in delivering the content of their lectures to benefit

learning.
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