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Abstract 
Code-switching (CS), an alternation between two or more languages or 

language varieties, has long been researched in language education. A great 

number of studies by applied linguists have explored the reasons for, and the 

potential usages of code-switching in foreign language education over the 

past years. This study explores the perceptions of English language learners 

across various proficiency levels concerning teachers’ use of CS, in this 
case Farsi in English classrooms. It also examines the roles and functions of 

CS in the classroom. Fifty teachers and 105 language learners from 

University of Tehran Language Center (UTLC) in Tehran, Iran were 

involved in this study. The necessary data were obtained through 

questionnaires. The results suggested that the Elementary (EL) learners 

seem to benefit from the teachers' use of first language in class, whereas 

English-only classroom is preferred by Intermediate (IN) and Upper 

Intermediate (UI) ones. It was also revealed that maximum exposure of the 

learners to the target language seems necessary. The results suggest that, 

concerning the learners' levels (EL, IN and UI), teachers’ and learners’ Code 
Switching can work as a useful language teaching strategy. The findings of 

this study can have implications for English as a Foreign Language (EFL) 

classrooms and can be used by language teachers. 
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INTRODUCTION 
Researchers have always been interested in code-switching (CS) and 

the interchange between languages. Richards and Schmidt (2010) 

define code as “a term which is used instead of language, speech 
variety, or dialect. It is sometimes considered to be a more neutral 

term than the others” (p. 87). The concept of code was first 

introduced by Bernstein (cited in Jingxia, 2010). Moreover, Nunan 

and Carter (2001) characterize CS as “a phenomenon of switching 
from one language to another in the same discourse” (p. 275). This 
research interest is intensified when it is realized that not only English 

is spoken in the EFL classroom, but also first language (L1) can be 

used. In addition, researchers have become more curious about merits 

and demerits of using L1 when they were involved in doing CS while 

teaching in the EFL classroom. In FL classrooms worldwide, using 

CS is a frequent practice.  

English has been practiced as a foreign language in Iran and the 

necessity of learning it is growing every day. But there have always 

been heated controversies regarding using L1 in the EFL classroom 

setting. Recently, teachers have been expected to teach good quality 

English through English only classrooms because they have low 

chance of getting English input from the environment (Chi, 2000; 

Cook, 2001). However, Nordin, Ali, Zubir, and Sadjirin (2013) assert 

that there are some cases in which teachers have no choice except 

resorting to CS that “always comes with a price” because many 
teachers believe that CS should not be supported. 

The present study intends to look for making a contribution to the 

way CS has been viewed, in general, and the various functions using 

CS in foreign language education can have, in particular. A major 

objective of the study is to make recommendations for teachers of 

foreign languages according to the results of the analyses regarding 

the students' personal attitudes across various proficiency levels 

toward teachers’ CS. As teachers’ CS and the students’ attitudes 
across various proficiency levels toward this phenomenon have been 

scantly paid attention to systematically in foreign language 

classrooms, the study seems to be of significance. 
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LITERATURE REVIEW 
Code-Switching is a dynamic phenomenon of language use as a result 

of which the definitions of CS have alternated during time. Ting-

Toomey and Chung (2005) refer to CS as switching to another 

language or dialect to control intergroup distance. Also, Cook (2000) 

concludes that CS is the process of “going from one language to the 

other in mid-speech when both speakers know the same languages” 
(p. 83). Levine (2011) called it a code choice which is made by the 

speaker. 

There have been heated debates between proponents of the L2 

norm and supporters of teacher CS practice. Chowdhury (2013) 

asserts that from the emergence of Grammar Translation Method to 

Communicative Language Teaching various teaching methods have 

witnessed two opposing sides regarding the use of L1 in the 

classroom. Proponents of TL only, prescribe an inflexible diet of the 

FL for students of a foreign language. They believe that use of the 

native language in the FL classroom can be counter-productive, 

dissuade learners from acquiring the target language (Cook, 2001; 

McMillan & Rivers, 2011). Those who believe L1 should not be used 

in the FL classrooms agree with Krashen's (1982) “comprehensible 
input” which asserts that language which is slightly beyond the 
student’s current level of competence should be used i.e. we should 
go for meaning.  

According to Richards and Schmidt (2010), comprehensible 

input hypothesis is “spoken language that can be understood by the 
listener even though some structures and vocabulary may not be 

known. According to Krashen’s theory of language acquisition 
(1982), Comprehensible Input is a necessary condition for second 

language acquisition” (p. 108). Central to Krashen’s comprehensible 
input hypothesis is the belief that maximum exposure to the target 

language structures is critical in ensuring successful language 

acquisition.  This belief implies the omission of the L1 in the 

language classroom as it was believed that using L1 could hinder the 

development of proficiency in the second language (Then & Ting, 

2011). Also, it is believed that exposure to the appropriate sample of 

language is conducive to learning and development (Skiba, 1997). In 

the same vein, Cheng (2013) suggested in a quantitative research that 

maximum exposure of the TL was essential. 
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Moreover, Ellis (2008) asserts that teachers' use of CS is still a 

sophisticated issue and raises a lot of challenges. Further, its use 

depends on the instructional context and also concerned with the 

interactionist viewpoint, in which learners must be exposed to 

maximum TL. As Cook (2001) states, strong and weak versions of 

this monolingual rule, being “taken for granted as the foundation of 
language teaching” (Cook, 2001, p. 404), influenced later language 
teaching approaches and methodologies like the audio-lingual method 

and task-based learning. This trend is a reflection of the doctrine that 

Macaro (2001) calls a maximal position, in which the L1 is 

necessarily an evil rather than a pedagogical resource. In addition, 

Sert (2005) argues that when a teacher makes a habit of clarifying 

instruction in L1 after introducing it in L2, there is a chance that 

learners, assured of receiving the L1, ignore the L2 instruction. 

 Contrary to the belief that L1 use is destructive in the foreign 

language classroom, many researchers are now arguing that L1 can be 

beneficial as a cognitive tool that aids in TL learning (Dailey-O’Cain 
& Liebscher, 2009). These claims have encouraged them to argue in 

favor of some sort of principled switching between first and second 

language use in the foreign language classroom. However, according 

to Skiba (1997), CS is not a language interference as it supplements 

and facilitates speech. For instance, where it is used due to lack of 

language knowledge, CS ensures flow of speech rather than 

presenting an interference in language. In this regard CS is more of a 

supporting toolbox in exchanging information and in social 

interaction. Likewise, Sert (2005) concludes that using CS bridges the 

gap between known and unknown and is an important tool in teaching 

language if used efficiently. 

A number of researches have indicated that CS does not 

necessarily show the lack of competence but it can be considered as 

nobility for communication (e.g., Hansen 2003; Shin 2005). Although 

it might interrupt the flow of the conversation, it still provides 

opportunity for students to learn (Skiba, 1997). Some researchers 

(e.g., Cook, 2001; Macaro, 2001) support principled and judicious use 

of the L1 as a sign of responsive and effective teaching for which 

educators should not be embarrassed. Cook (2001) has questioned the 

norm of monolingual education in FL classrooms and has 

recommended. that teachers had better aim. to. “create. bilinguals” 
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instead. Also it is argued that if the ultimate goal of language 

instruction is to create bilinguals, then the aim of incorporating 

systematic CS behavior into the classroom is both worthy and 

appropriate. 

In a study by Ahmad and Jusoff (2009) on students of low 

English proficiency, it was shown that students support CS mainly for 

understanding teachers’ instructions, learning vocabularies and 
improving their English generally. Besides these various functions, 

CS provided students with affective supports and learning success. 

There existed a significant relationship between teachers’ CS and low 
proficiency learners’ positive affective states as Ahmad and Jusoff 

(2009) argued, “the more teachers code-switch, the stronger is the 

learners’ affective state” (p. 51). This is based on the responses of the 

participants who indicated that CS by teachers enabled them to feel 

more comfortable and less anxious during lessons as they were able to 

comprehend the L2 input. In addition, most participants have 

attributed their language learning success to the use of CS by 

teachers. 

Concerning affective state, Yao (2011) believes that teachers can 

enliven their class using various methods, one of which is shifting 

codes to tell a joke. In the same study when it comes to students’ 
perception of teachers’ CS, she asserts that students mainly support 
teachers’ using L1 because of several reasons: they desire that 
teachers make use of L1 to explain the cultural topics, grammatical 

and lexical items, and points concerning the lesson content. Also 

students want their teachers to use L1 to clarify what they want 

students to do and to engage their attention. By using CS on the part 

of the teacher, students are more encouraged get the better feedback. 

Telling a joke in L1 enlivens the class and the learning atmosphere 

became more interactive. Further, a study by Jingxia (2010) on 

Chinese universities suggests that teachers and students are nearly of 

the same attitudes toward using CS to Chinese in the classroom. The 

teachers (80%) and students (66%) testify the positive attitude which 

both of them share. 

In a study by Nordin et al. (2013) on students at tertiary level, the 

functions of the CS favored by the students at 40% and above were as 

follows: giving instruction, giving feedback, checking 

comprehension, explaining new words, explaining grammar, helping 
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students feel more confident and comfortable, explaining differences 

between first and second languages, discussing assignment, test, and 

quizzes. In this study the students maintained that using CS for 

explaining new words and helping students feel more confident was 

more important. In addition, Alenezi (2010) suggests that even though 

most of the students agree that using one language is useful for their 

learning, they support CS for some main reasons: it makes it easy to 

understand, it dismisses any confusion. Along with this study, Then 

and Ting (2009) also conclude that on the condition that the 

proficiency level of the students in the target language is not 

sufficient, CS is a necessary tool for teachers to facilitate students’ 
comprehension of the content area. 

 

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 
The present study attempts to make a contribution to the views on CS, 

in general, and different functions of using CS in foreign language 

education, in particular. More specifically, a primary goal is to make 

recommendations for teachers of foreign languages, based on the 

results of the analyses of personal attitudes of students across various 

proficiency levels toward teachers’ CS. Much less attention has been 

systematically paid to the study of teachers’ CS and their students’ 
attitudes across various proficiency levels toward this phenomenon in 

foreign language classrooms. A considerable number of researchers 

(e.g., Alenezi, 2010; Evans, 2009; Rezvani & Rasekh, 2011; Yao, 

2011) have investigated the students’ perception of CS but, to the 
knowledge of the researchers, none of them has been conducted 

across various proficiency levels of English. This study will 

investigate and show students’ attitudes to CS to find out how 
learners view switching between Farsi and English in EFL classrooms 

and when and why teachers and learners switch codes. Thus, this 

study is an attempt to investigate whether learners’ code-switching 

perceptions differ across various proficiency levels of English. 

 

METHOD 

Participants                                                                                                                                            
A total number of 105 students were approached to participate in this 

study. These participants, selected based on the availability criterion, 

were all from two branches of the same English language institute, 
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University of Tehran Language Center (UTLC) located in Tehran and 

Karaj, Iran. The participants were adult male and female students 

whose ages ranged from 20 to 50. Their genders have been taken into 

account as a variable.  

 

Instrumentation 
For the purpose of this study, a closed 35-item Persian questionnaire 

was administered to student participants with a standardized five-

point Likert scale for all of the items (see the appendix). A CS 

Perception Questionnaire (see the appendix) was developed by the 

researchers. The items in the questionnaire, specifically the functions 

of CS were adopted from the functions of CS based on current views 

of CS in target language classrooms found in the literature. The items 

for each section in the CS questionnaire were then grouped into 

narrower categories (as Part 1: Teacher’ persona (9 items), Part 2: 
Subject access (11 items), Part 3: Classroom management (8 items), 

and Part 4: CS for interpersonal relations (7 items)) to identify and 

explore the relevant correlations and discrepancies in the data.  

 

Data Collection Procedure 
Upon obtaining approval to conduct this research from the 

supervisors of UTLC, the research was conducted at the two selected 

branches. In order to increase the internal validity of the study, all the 

participants, i.e., teachers and students, were advised to feel free to 

take part. To accomplish this objective, the researchers went to each 

class personally and required the teachers to spare five minutes of 

their class time to this study.  After receiving the consent, the purpose 

for conducting this research was explained to the students. A consent 

form including short demographic information such as name and e-

mail address was distributed among those students who showed their 

willingness to participate in the study. Their e-mail addresses were 

used to send them the questionnaire for collecting the necessary data. 

The completed questionnaires were to be e-mailed back to the 

researchers later. 

 

Data Analysis 
Since the data did not meet the assumptions of the parametric tests, 

especially the assumption about normally distributed data, non-
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parametric data analysis tests were used. Moreover, the data obtained 

were ordinal. Therefore, non-parametric data analysis measures had 

to be employed. To answer the research question, the Kruskal-Wallis 

test (a non-parametric alternative to parametric one-way analysis of 

variance) was used which is a rank-based nonparametric test that can 

be used to determine whether any statistically significant differences 

are present between two or more groups of an independent variable 

on a continuous or ordinal dependent variable. The scores are 

converted into ranks and mean ranks are compared for every group 

(Pallant, 2013). In the case of this study, EL, IN and UI are the three 

groups of the independent variable. 
 

RESULTS 
The results of the Kruskal-Wallis H test showed that there was a 

statistically significant difference in students’ perception of this 
phenomenon across different proficiency levels (elementary, 

intermediate and upper-intermediate). Table 1 shows that the 

Elementary group recorded higher median score (Md=98) than the 

other two proficiency levels which recorded median values of 76 for 

Intermediate and 80 for Upper-intermediate levels.  

 
Table 1:  Comparison of views towards CS across proficiency levels 

Group N Median 

Elementary (EL) 35 98.00 

Intermediate (IN) 35 76.00 

Upper-intermediate (UI) 35 80.00 

Total 105 81.00 

 

Furthermore, as shown in Table 2, for three subparts of CS (Subject 

access, Class management and Interpersonal relationship), the EL 

students had the highest median compared to the other two groups of 

IN and UI.  

 
Table 2: The Frequencies of Medians of CS Parameters across the Three 

Proficiency Levels 

 
Group 

EL IN UI 

Teacher persona > Median 22 14 16 

<= Median 13 21 19 
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Subject access > Median 24 10 16 

<= Median 11 25 19 

Class management > Median 24 13 13 

<= Median 11 22 22 

Interpersonal 

relationship 

> Median 23 9 18 

<= Median 12 26 17 

Total > Median 25 11 16 

<= Median 10 24 19 

 

As to teacher persona, which refers to the personality of the teacher, 

the three groups’ medians were 22, 14, and 16 for EL, IN and UI 

students respectively. Also, for subject access, which means whether 

the use of L1 facilitates learning and teaching particular language 

skills, the medians for the three groups were 24, 10, and 16, 

respectively. In the case of class management, i.e., the degree to 

which the students preferred CS for class management, the medians 

were 24, 13, and 13 for the three groups of students respectively. 

Finally, regarding interpersonal relationship, which is the relationship 

developed between the teacher and the students, the medians are 23, 

9, and 18.   

As indicated in Table 3, there were significant differences among 

the three groups of students with respect to three of the parameters, 

i.e., 'subject access', 'class management', and 'interpersonal 

relationship' as the p values turned out to be far less than 0.05. 

However, there was no significant difference among these three 

groups of students regarding 'teacher persona' (p = .259). 

 
Table 3: The chi-square results regarding the four CS parameters 

 
Teacher 

persona 

Subject 

access 

Class 

management 

Interpersonal 

relationship 
Total 

Chi-Square 2.70 9.13 15.63 10.52 12.41 

Df 2 2 2 2 2 
Asymp. 

Sig. 
.259 .010 .000 .005 .002 

a. Kruskal-Wallis Test 

b. Grouping variable: group 

 

In order to know about the level of the students' attitudes towards CS, 

the responses made by the three groups of EL, IN, and UI students, to 

each item were analyzed. To do so, the percentage of each option, i.e., 
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'strongly disagree', 'disagree', 'not sure', 'agree', and 'strongly agree', to 

each item of the questionnaire was calculated. This would help to 

come to an understanding of possible differences among the students' 

perception of CS across various proficiency levels. Table 4 indicates 

all the percentages. Further explications are given below the table. 

 
Table 4: Students’ attitudes toward CS across various proficiency levels 

Items Strongly 

disagree (%) 

Disagree  

(%) 

Not Decided  

(%) 

Agree  

(%) 

Strongly agree  

(%) 

EL IN UI EL IN UI EL IN UI EL IN UI EL IN UI 

1 27.8 14.3 22.2 11.1 14.3 11.1 19.4 17.1 22.2 16.7 17.1 25.9 25 37.1 18.5 

2 27.8 48.6 44.4 25 22.9 29.6 22.2 20 11.1 8.3 5.7 3.7 16.7 2.9 11.1 

3 44.7 28.6 25.9 13.9 20 18.5 11.1 31.4 33.3 30.6 11.4 18.5 0 8.6 3.7 

4 69.4 42.9 40.7 8.3 17.1 25.1 5.6 20 11.9 13.9 8.6 3.7 2.8 11.4 18.5 

5 41.7 68.6 48.1 22.2 20 25.9 11.7 2.9 7.4 13.9 8.6 11.1 11.1 0 7.4 

6 17.8 60 55.6 25 22.9 25.9 16.7 8.6 7.4 13.9 5.7 11.1 16.7 2.9 0 

7 11.1 2.9 0 11.1 2.9 7.4 13.9 11.4 11.1 13.9 11.4 18.5 50 71.4 63 

8 13.9 31.4 29.6 30.6 42.9 29.6 16.7 5.7 22.2 5.6 11.4 7.4 33.3 8.6 11.1 

9 5.6 0 7.4 2.8 14.3 18.5 27.8 22.9 11.1 27.8 22.9 37 36.1 40 25.9 

10 11.1 25.7 14.8 19.4 25.7 37 8.3 14.3 14.8 13.9 25.7 11.1 47.2 8.6 22.2 

11 25 65.7 37 36.1 22.9 33.3 13.9 5.7 22.2 11.1 5.7 0 13.9 0 7.4 

12 50 65.7 40.7 25 20 44.4 11.1 5.7 7.4 5.6 8.6 3.7 8.3 0 3.7 

13 38.9 45.7 70.4 19.4 40 14.8 16.7 5.7 7.4 11.1 5.7 3.7 13.9 2.9 3.7 

14 30.6 37.1 37 13.9 34.3 29.6 25 14.3 18.5 8.3 8.6 11.1 22.2 5.7 3.7 

15 52.8 60 88.9 22.2 28.6 0 5.6 2.9 7.4 2.8 5.7 3.7 16.7 2.9 0 

16 13.9 31.4 29.6 19.4 34.3 33.3 19.4 20 7.4 19.4 14.3 14.8 27.8 0 14.8 

17 16.7 22.9 11.1 19.4 34.3 40.7 19.4 28.6 29.6 16.7 11.4 7.4 27.8 2.9 11.1 

18 19.4 34.3 22.2 30.6 42.9 33.3 19.4 17.1 25.9 11.1 5.6 11.1 19.4 0 7.4 

19 11.1 11.4 11.1 11.1 25.7 3.7 13.9 11.4 29.6 13.9 28.6 25.6 50 22.9 29.6 

20 8.3 2.9 3.7 2.8 11.4 14.8 30.6 20 25.9 27.8 31.4 40.8 30.6 34.3 14.8 

21 25 40 48.1 19.4 17.1 22.2 25 22.9 7.4 13.9 14.3 11.1 16.7 5.7 11.1 

22 25 37.1 48.1 25 28.6 33.3 22.2 20 7.4 11.1 11.4 3.4 16.7 2.9 7.4 

23 14.4 45.7 81.5 19.4 42.9 11.1 19.4 2.9 7.4 2.8 8.6 0 13.9 0 0 

24 19.4 42.9 37 13.9 20 25.9 22.2 25.7 18.5 16.7 11.4 7.4 27.8 0 11.1 

25 13.9 40 51.9 25 34.3 11.1 25 22.9 22.2 13.9 0 11.1 22.2 2.9 3.7 

26 19.4 51.4 40.7 25 25.7 33.3 25 17.1 14.7 5.6 5.7 7.4 25 0 37 

27 13.9 45.7 37 30.6 22.9 37 13.9 20 7.4 19.4 11.4 7.4 22.2 0 11.1 

28 19.4 42.9 40.7 22.2 8.6 22.2 5.6 22.9 11.1 11.1 8.6 7.4 41.7 17.1 18.5 
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29 33.3 74.3 63 30.6 14.3 14.8 19.4 11.4 18.5 5.6 0 3.7 11.1 0 0 

30 47.2 71.4 59.3 22.2 20 14.8 13.9 5.7 14.8 8.3 2.9 7.4 8.3 0 3.7 

31 36.1 2.9 48.1 33.3 51.4 22.2 13.9 37.1 11.1 2.8 29 14.8 13.9 5.7 3.7 

32 36.1 57.1 48.3 38.9 34.3 11.1 11.1 5.7 29.6 8.3 2.9 0 5.6 0 0 

33 27.8 42.9 44.4 25 31.4 14.8 22.2 14.3 18.5 19.4 11.4 14.8 5.6 0 7.4 

34 16.7 28.6 37 19.4 28.6 22.2 19.4 20 14.8 19.4 17.1 11.1 25 5.7 14.8 

35 19.4 40 25.9 27.8 28.6 22.2 19.4 14.3 11.1 19.4 11.4 18.5 13.9 5.7 22.2 

EL=Elementary, IN=Intermediate, and UI= Upper-intermediate 

 

As indicated in Table 4, the upper-intermediate (UI) group had the 

highest strong disagreement percentage with Item 15 of the 

questionnaire, i.e., sing Farsi to start new topic by teacher, with a 

percentage of 88.9, while, the elementary (EL) and the intermediate 

(In) groups showed a strong disagreement to this Item with 

percentages of 52.8 and 60 respectively. Compared to the other level 

groups, the IN group strongly disagreed with Item 29, which is 'The 

use of Farsi by the teacher encourages students’, participation in 
classroom activities' with a percentage of 74.3. Regarding the same 

Item, the EL and the UI levels expressed 33.3% and 63% strong 

disagreement respectively. The EL group strongly disagreed with 

Item 4, which is 'Teacher's CS demolishes L2', and the relevant 

percentage was 69.4 while the IN and UI groups strongly disagreed 

with this Item with percentages of 42.9% and 40.7% respectively. On 

the other hand, the UI group did not at all strongly disagree with Item 

7 which dealt with their preference of the fact that 'the teacher should 

minimize the use of the students' first language during lesson'. With 

respect to the same Item, the El group showed 11.1% strong 

disagreement and the IN one only 2.9% strong disagreement. The 

same held true about Item 9, 'using CS when students are not capable 

of expressing themselves in English'. The IN group showed no strong 

disagreement, while the EL group declared 5.6% and the UI one 7.4 

% strong disagreements. Finally, as shown in Table 5, the average of 

the strong disagreement percentages of the EL group concerning all 

the Items in the questionnaire turned out to be 25.85%. Those for the 

IN and UI groups were 38.94% and 38.61% respectively. 

  With respect to the percentages of those students who disagreed 

with the Items of the questionnaire, it should be stated that the IN 

group expressed the highest disagreement to Item 31, which said 
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'Using Farsi to build/strengthen interpersonal relationships between 

the teacher and students' (51.4%). While the EL group showed 33.3% 

disagreement and the UI only 22.2% disagreement. It was also found 

that 44.4% of the students in the UI level disagreed with Item 12, i.e., 

'Teacher uses Farsi to explain new words'. As to the same Item, the 

EL and the IN groups expressed 25% and 20% disagreement 

respectively. Moreover, another highest disagreement percentage 

leveled against any of the Items by the level groups was 38.9% for 

Item 32 of the questionnaire, 'Using Farsi to receive feedback from 

teacher' by the El group, while the other two level groups, i.e., IN and 

UI, showed 34.3% and only 11.1% disagreement to this Item. The 

lowest percentage of disagreement made by the EL group was 2.8% 

which was expressed in the case of Item 9, 'using CS when students 

are not capable of expressing themselves in English', the lowest 

percentage for the IN group was 2.9% for Item 7, 'prefer the teacher 

to minimize the use of my first language during lesson', and the lowest 

one for the UI group was 0% declared on Item 15, 'Using Farsi to 

start new topic by teacher'. Table 5 indicates that average 

disagreement percentage of the EL group concerning all the Items in 

the questionnaire turned out to be 21.34%. That for the IN group was 

25.89% and the one for the UI group was 22.71%. 

  To the other end of the continuum of the Likert scale options 

used in the questionnaire, the UI group showed the highest agreement 

among all percentages. This happened in the case of Item 20 of the 

questionnaire, 'I use CS when explaining difficult words and sentences 

to my peers', with a 40.8% agreement. As to the same Item, the EL 

and the IN level groups expressed 27.8% and 31.4% agreements 

respectively. The IN group showed no agreement to Item 25, 

'Teachers who use CS can better evoke responses and reactions from 

students', while the EL group showed a low agreement of 13.9% to 

this Item and the UI group only 11.1%. Moreover, the UI group 

expressed no agreement to Items 11, 'Teacher uses Farsi to explain 

meaning of sentences and translation', 23, 'Teachers who use CS can 

better direct students', and 32, 'Using Farsi to receive feedback from 

teacher'. These three Items also were very poorly welcomed by the 

other two groups. The percentages for the EL and IN groups for Item 

11 were 11.1% and 5.7% respectively. To Item 23, the EL group's 

agreement was only 2.8% and the IN group's agreement was 8.6%. 
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Finally, 8.3% of the responses made by the EL group supported the 

agreement with Item 32 and just 2.9% of those made by the IN group 

was in favor of this Item. The results indicated in Table 5 reveal that 

the average percentage of the El group's agreement with all the Items 

of the questionnaire was 13.26%, that for the IN group was 11.43%, 

and for the UI group it was 11.30%.  

Regarding strong agreement with the Items, Item 7, 'prefer the 

teacher to minimize the use of my first language during lesson', 

turned out to have the highest percentages for all the three groups. 

The strong agreement percentage for the El group was 50%, for the 

IN group 71.4%, and for the UI group 63%. The EL group showed a 

0% strong agreement to Item 3, 'Teachers who use CS are deficient in 

English'. The IN group expressed a low percentage of 8.6% strong 

agreement to this Item and the UI group indicated just 3.7% strong 

agreement to the Item. The IN group did not at all strongly agree with 

Items 5, 'CS should be included as an integral part of the FL lesson', 

11, 'Teacher uses Farsi to explain meaning of sentences and 

translation', 12, 'Teacher uses Farsi to explain new words', 16, 

'Teachers who use CS can better clarify the lesson substance taught', 

18, 'CS will facilitate the language learning process', 23, Teachers 

who use CS can better direct students', 24, 'Teachers who use CS can 

better engage students’ consideration and attention', 26, 'It is more 

effective and time-saving for the teacher in explaining what s/he is 

teaching', 27, 'It allows me to focus better on the content of learning 

and to reduce distraction', 29, 'The use of Farsi by the teacher 

encourages students’ participation in classroom activities', 30, 'The 

use of Farsi by the teacher makes me feel more confident and 

motivated in learning English', 32, 'Using Farsi to receive feedback 

from teacher', and 33, 'Teacher uses Farsi to express empathy or 

solidarity toward student'. The UI group also expressed 0% strong 

agreement to Items 6, 'The use of my first language by the teacher 

helps me to enjoy the lesson', 15, 'Using Farsi to start new topic by 

teacher', 23, 'Teachers who use CS can better direct students', 29, 

'The use of Farsi by the teacher encourages students’ participation in 
classroom activities', and 32, 'Using Farsi to receive feedback from 

teacher'. It is interesting that the percentages of other level groups to 

almost all these Items were also very low. Table 5 shows that the 

average percentage of the El group's strong agreement with all the 
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Items of the questionnaire was 21.12%, that for the IN group was 

8.82%, and for the UI group it turned out to be 12.27%. 

 
Table 5: The average of the percentages of the students' attitudes towards 

CS across various proficiency levels 

Students' Proficiency 

Levels 

Strongly  

Disagree 

Disagree Not  

Decided 

Agree  Strongly  

agree 

Elementary (EL) 25.85 21.34 17.31 13.26 21.12 

Intermediate (IN) 38.94 25.89 15.67 11.43 8.82 

Upper-Intermediate 

(UI) 

38.61 22.71 15.67 11.30 12.27 

 

 

DISCUSSION  
The research question in this study sought to explore the perceptions 

and beliefs of selected students about their use of CS in Iranian EFL 

classrooms in two branches of a language center. The findings were 

analyzed for three proficiency levels of EL, IN and UI students 

regarding their perceptions and beliefs toward code-switching.  

Based on the students’ responses to the questionnaire, it was 
found in the current study that EL students had positive opinions 

toward the use of CS in general, and teacher CS in particular which is 

in agreement with Ahmad and Jusoff's (2009) findings which showed 

learners support CS in ELT classrooms. The finding for the EL 

students suggested that students agreed with their teachers' use of 

Farsi while teaching English and about half of them considered 

teachers who used CS were quite proficient in English. Another 

finding was that most of the students believed that Teacher's CS did 

not affect the languages. Surprisingly, it was found that half of the 

students agreed and the other half disagreed with CS to be included as 

an integral part of the ESL lesson.  So, in this case both languages are 

preferred. This can be interpreted as EL students showed more 

positive attitudes towards the teachers who employed Farsi in their 

English language teaching. 

In keeping with Yao (2011), this study found that CS can be a 

useful tool for pupils’ language learning when it comes to 
understanding grammatical rules better. Furthermore, it is also 

indicated that it can be useful to explain instructions in pupils’ L1, 
when instructions in the TL are too complex but this function of CS 
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should be practiced with too much care as two third of the students 

disagreed with teachers’ explaining instructions in pupils’ L1. This 
result further supports the idea of Wright (2010) who believes the 

reason for this is that as the pupils are receiving instructions in their 

L1, they do not need to attend to the TL and thereby, they learn less 

English. 

Elementary students reported to have positive view toward CS as 

a useful technique when they need to gain better comprehension 

mainly while providing students’ comprehension improvement as 
well as giving classroom procedures. This was in line with several 

researchers’ findings (e.g., Ahmed & Jusoff, 2009; Ellis & Shintani, 

2013; Hamidi & Najafi Sarem, 2012; Macaro, 2005). It can therefore 

be assumed that the teachers should not take it as a burden on their 

shoulders not to use L1 in EFL classes when dealing with Elementary 

students. 

Also, the results support Ahmed and Jusoff (2009) that CS helps 

facilitate the flow of classroom instruction since the teachers do not 

have to spend so much time trying to explain to the learners or 

searching for the simplest words to clarify any point. This in turn 

prevents from confusion that might arise. The most obvious finding to 

emerge from the analyses is that proficiency (perceived competence) 

in a foreign language had an effect on students’ perceptions of and 
attitudes toward using CS both by teachers and learners. Furthermore, 

it also had an impact on students practicing CS and the prevalence 

with which they used in it. Students who perceived that their 

competence in the foreign language was high had less favorable 

perceptions of teachers and students’ CS and also had less favorable 
attitudes toward CS by both intermediate and Upper-intermediate 

groups than Elementary students who considered their competence 

low in the language. In addition, the high perceived language 

competence group was also less likely to engage in CS and did so less 

frequently which match those observed in earlier studies (e.g., Ariffin 

& Husin, 2011; Bailey, 2011; Then & Ting, 2009; Yao, 2011). 

Another important finding with respect to the proficiency was 

that virtually no differences were found between the Intermediate and 

Upper-intermediate students' perception of CS to the large extent 

which shows when learners reach a certain level of proficiency, i.e. 

Intermediate, they do not tend to support CS either by teacher or 
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classmates. CS was therefore considered as an inevitable and 

conscious choice when the students did not understand the message 

when working with Elementary students that the teacher wanted to 

convey during class which supports the findings of Agneta and Ana 

(2010), but this function for Intermediate and Upper-intermediate 

levels is not required and they prefer anything to be explained in 

English. 

In addition, as with previous studies, this study revealed that low 

proficiency students’ benefit mainly from CS utilized as tool, both 

when used by the teacher, as well as by the students themselves. On 

the other hand, High proficiency students seem to prefer an English 

only classroom for the most part. So, it is clear that as the proficiency 

level of students goes higher, they need less CS. It is not easy to adapt 

the lessons in a way that meet every learner’s individual need as high 
proficiency learners benefit more from lessons held in only the TL, 

while low proficiency learners benefit from lessons when the L1 is 

used as a tool in the language classroom. This may lead to teachers’ 
obligation to use learners’ L1 because most of the time there are low 
proficiency learners in risk of failing the course. However, teachers 

should try to inspire students to rephrase or paraphrase the language 

used in the TL, as a strategy to motivate them to use English, if they 

practice CS owing to the fact that they are not understandable. Also, 

according to these data, it can be inferred that maximum exposure to 

the TL is crucial. This finding supports the Interactionist Viewpoint, 

in which leaners' exposure to maximum of TL is emphasized. 

  

CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS 
In this study, the aim was to investigate the possible differences 

between students across various proficiency levels’ perception of CS 
in EFL classroom. The findings suggest that, in general, it may be 

illogical to expect the exclusive use of the TL in the FL classroom 

because teachers are expected to use every possible tool within their 

disposal to fulfill their duty of educating their students and to ensure 

the smoothness of classroom interaction. In this regard, CS can be 

considered as a precious asset for bilingual teachers in foreign 

language classrooms especially when it comes to reducing the stress 

of learners and enhancing teacher-student relationship. But finally, 

this is the teacher who decides whether L1 can be used in the class or 
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not. Moreover, although most of the teachers agree that CS has some 

applications in the classroom, it is highly recommended that they 

receive enough training about its usages and the advantages that they 

can gain in their teaching foreign language.  

At least the results from the current study imply that teachers’ CS 
in the classroom is not harmful to the learning process. This implies 

that it is possibly less logical to criticize teacher code-switching. 

These findings may help us understand that despite the number of 

objections against using CS, if judiciously used, it can be a precious 

tool within teachers and students’ access. As reported earlier CS can 

be employed as a tool for enhancing students' learning. Therefore 

teachers can benefit from the findings of the current study.  

The study dealt with three levels of proficiency, i.e., El, IN, and 

UI. This can be as its delimitation. Further studies can be carried out 

by taking care of other proficiency levels. Moreover, the majority of 

the learners were adult students. Other research studies can be 

conducted with other age groups.   

 
Bio-data 

Abbas Ali Rezaee is an Associate Professor at the Department of 

English Language and Literature, Faculty of Foreign Languages and 

Literatures, University of Tehran. His main research interests are 

language teaching and testing. He has published extensively in 

national and international journals. He has also supervised many 

M.A. theses and Ph.D. dissertations in TEFL and Applied Linguistics. 

Moreover, he has presented papers and workshops in many 

conferences.  

Sajjad Fathi is an M.A. graduate in TEFL from the University of 

Tehran. He did his B.A. in the same field in Imam Khomeini 

International University, Qazvin. He is currently a Ph.D. candidate at 

Islamic Azad University. His main research interests are English 

Language teaching and SLA. 
 

 



250                                                A. A. Rezaee & S. Fathi 

References  
Agneta, A., & Ana, B. (2010). A study of teachers’ code-switching in six 

Swedish EFL classrooms. Retreived from: 

http://dspace.mah.se/bitstream/ handle/final.pdf.  

Ahmad, B. H., & Jusoff, K. (2009). Teachers’ code-switching in classroom 

instructions for low English proficient learners. English Language 

Teaching, 2(2), 49-55.  

Alenezi, A. A. (2010). Students’ language attitude towards using code-

switching as a medium of instruction in the college of health sciences: 

An Exploratory Study. ARECLS, 7, 1-22. 

Ariffin, K., & Husin, M. S. (2011). Code-switching and code-mixing of 

English and Bahasa Malaysia in content-based classrooms: Frequency 

and attitudes. The Linguistics Journal, 5(1), 220-247. 

Bailey, A. A. (2011). Codeswitching in the foreign language classroom: 

students' attitudes and perceptions and the factors impacting them 

(Unpublished master's thesis). The University of Toledo, US. 

Cheng, X. (2013). Research on Chinese college English teachers’ classroom 
code-switching: Beliefs and attitudes. Journal of Language Teaching 

and Research, 4(6), 1277-1284. 

Chi, W. C. (2000). The Importance of bilingual teachers to Chinese-

oriented AMEP Learners. Paper presented at AMEP Conference, 

Australia. 

Chowdhury, N. (2013). Classroom code-switching of English language 

teachers at tertiary level: A Bangladeshi perspective. Stamford Journal 

of English, 7, 40-61. 

Cook, V. (2000). Second language learning and language teaching. Beijing: 

Foreign Language Teaching and Research Press and Edward Arnold.  

Cook, V. (2001). Using the first language in the classroom. Canadian 

Modern Language Review, 57(3), 402-423. 

Dailey-O’Cain, J., & Liebscher, G. (2009). Teacher and student use of the 
first language in foreign language classroom interaction: Functions and 

applications. In Turnbull, M. & Dailey-O'Cain, J. (Eds.), First 

language use in second and foreign language learning (pp. 131-144). 

Bristol: Multilingual Matters. 

Ellis, R. (2008). The study of second language acquisition. (2nd ed.). New 

York, NY: Oxford University Press. 

Ellis, R., & Shintani, N. (2013). Exploring language pedagogy through 

second language acquisition research. New York, NY: Routledge. 

Evans, M. (2009). Using stimulated recall to investigate pupils' thinking 

about online bilingual communication: Code‐switching and pronominal 

address in L2 French. British Educational Research Journal, 35(3), 

469-485. 



                Language Learners’ Perceptions of Teachers’ Code-switching           251 

Hamidi, H., & Najafi Sarem, S. (2012). A closer look at some reasons 

behind code-switching: A case of Iranian EFL classrooms. ELT 

Voices–India, 2(5), 89-102. 

Hansen, J. (2003). The development of bilingual proficiency: A sequential 

analysis. International Journal of Bilingualism, 7(4), 379-406. 

Jingxia, L. (2010). Teachers’ code-switching to the L1 in EFL classroom. 

The Open Applied Linguistics Journal, 3(10), 10-23. 

Krashen, S. (1982). Principles and practice in second language acquisition. 

Oxford: Pergamon Press. 

Levine, G. S. (2011). Code choice in the language classroom. Bristol: 

Multilingual Matters. 

Macaro, E. (2001). Analyzing student teachers’ codeswitching in foreign 

language classrooms: Theories and decision making. The Modern 

Language Journal, 85(4), 531-548. 

Macaro, E. (2005). Codeswitching in the L2 classroom: A communication 

and learning strategy. In E. Llurda (Ed.), Non-native Language 

Teachers (pp. 63-84). Boston, MA: Springer. 

McMillan, B. A., & Rivers, D. J. (2011). The practice of policy: Teacher 

attitudes toward “English only”. System, 39(2), 251-263. 

Nordin, N. M., Ali, F. D. R., Zubir, S. I. S. S., & Sadjirin, R. (2013). ESL 

learners' reactions towards code-switching in classroom settings. 

Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences, 90, 478-487. 

Nunan, D., & Carter, D. (2001). The Cambridge guide to teaching English 

to speakers of other languages. Cambridge: Cambridge University 

Press. 

Pallant, J. (2013). SPSS survival manual. Berkshire: McGraw-Hill 

Education. 

Rezvani, E., & Rasekh, A. E. (2011). Code-switching in Iranian elementary 

EFL classrooms: An exploratory investigation. English language 

teaching, 4(1), 18-25. 

Richards, J. C., & Schmidt, R. W. (2010). Longman dictionary of language 

teaching and applied linguistics. (4th ed.). London: Pearson Education. 

Sert, O. (2005). The functions of code-switching in ELT classrooms. The 

Internet TESL Journal, 11(8). Retrieved from 

http://iteslj.org/Articles/Sert-CodeSwitching.html 

Shin, S. J. (2005). Developing in two languages: Korean children in 

America. Clevedon: Multilingual Matters. 

Skiba, R. (1997). Code-switching as a countenance of language interference. 

The Internet TESL Journal, 3(10). Retrieved from 

http://iteslj.org/Articles/Skiba-CodeSwitching.html 

Then, D. C. O., & Ting, S. H. (2009). A preliminary study of teacher code-

switching in secondary English and science in Malaysia. The 



252                                                A. A. Rezaee & S. Fathi 

Electronic Journal for English as a Second Language, 13(1). Retrieved 

from http://www.tesl-ej.org/wordpress/issues/volume13/ej49/ej49a3/ 

Then, D. C. O., & Ting, S. H. (2011). Code-switching in English and 

science classrooms: More than translation. International Journal of 

Multilingualism, 8(4), 299-323.  

Ting-Toomey, S., & Chung, L. C. (2005). Understanding intercultural 

communication. New York, NY: Oxford University Press. 

Wright, W. E. (2010). Foundations for teaching English language learners: 

Research, theory, policy, and practice. Philadelphia, PA: Caslon 

Publishing. 

Yao, M. (2011). On attitudes to teachers’ code-switching in EFL classes. 

World Journal of English Language, 1(1), 19-28. 

 

Appendix 

 
Stddents’ Questionnaire 

Students’ Attitude toward Code switching 

 نظر دانشجويان زبان راجع به استفاده از زبان فارسی در کلاس
ففففف  ف  تتتتت تت تبب تتتت تت تتت تت تتت  ووه هه هههههه هه ه نظظظت ت يي بب ت ببببت ت لللل به ع

لل پپپخ خه ييي  دد دلاس سببن ننگگ  

ييي *    ااااا اببن ییییی یی یلاس سببن ننگگ ا ا ا ااا ااااا امم بب بين ن فف فف ف ففف د کفف
يي ععع 5ععع  ااخ خخخخخ خخت يي 1، ، ،گگ گ ننننب نممي .رر ر  

 

ييي يي  5 4 3 2 1 يي فففففگ گگگگگ گببن نن ف  تتتتت تت تبب تت تت تتت  اا
وويح حهه  ت

1 

تتتته ی ییلات  5 4 3 2 1 نن ن  نن ففففف، به  ف  تتتتت تت تبب تت تت تتت  اا
پپپپپپ  پ

2 

ففففف، ،ل 5 4 3 2 1 ف  تتتتت تت تبب تت تت تتت  وويح حههاا يي يي ت ي يي مم  3 

ففهسسس سسس سس  5 4 3 2 1 ففففف، ممممث  ف  تتتتت تت تبب تت تت تتت  اا
وويح حهه  ت

4 

تتتتت ههی یببن  5 4 3 2 1 وويح  ففففف، به ت ف  تتتتت تت تبب تت تت تتت  اا
پپپپپپ ييي پ  ررررر ر رنگگ

5 

ه هههت فعععهه هه  5 4 3 2 1 ففففف ممم ه ف  تتت تت تبب ت تت تتتتت  تت
مم مهه کککک سسق  ک   فعععيت هه

6 

ييی  5 4 3 2 1 ااا ففففف نننن ننننن نن نن ي ف  تتت تت تبب ت تت تتتتت  تت
تت تتتت تتت نننن  ن  ييي ينگززز ز زعتممم ب يي  زببن نن

7 

ههه ههههه هه هههبط بين  5 4 3 2 1 تتتتت تت تببن ییییی یی یلاس ه تت
تت ششش ققی  ااااا ا اننن نننن هههه ه   

8 

ااا 5 4 3 2 1 بببی ییوووو ووووووو وو وو ففففف  ففففف فف  فف  9 

يي ييس 5 4 3 2 1 يي يي يي بببی شششع ع ففففف  ففف فف  ففففف فف فف  10 

ه هه هه هن  5 4 3 2 1 ييی یببن ننگگییی یی یلاس ههي ااا زببن " ففط"ي 11 
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تت تتت تت فففف فيششش  ييي ييف يي  ان
ففففف ب 5 4 3 2 1 ف  تتت تت تبب ت تت تتتتت  ببتگگ تت رری بيين ممممم يي هه

ننججيين  بب بب
12 

بب  5 4 3 2 1 تتت تت تببث ثثثثث ثثثث ثثث ثث ثثثث تکککفف ف ففففن  تت
نن فففف ف ااف  

13 

نن 5 4 3 2 1 فففف ف تتت تت تببن ننننن نننن نننن ننننن ننععل للف تت  14 

تتتيس سببن ننههههه هه ههههه هه ههتتت 5 4 3 2 1 ه هه هين  دد اااهههه ه
نن  تت تن ننن  فففف فسس سس سسس ننی یی ییینفف  نن (می ین ممن

)گگتن ججک  

15 

هه هننن نننننن  5 4 3 2 1 بببب بنللل ل للل ل ن ببببب  ببب بب  ببببب بب بب
 کککککک ککت

16 

فففف فيکنکک  5 4 3 2 1 تتتيس سببن ننف ففففف هه  ف  اااهههه هه هه هبب
ووه ههنن نننننن نن به ن نن ت يييين تت ت ننبب ججج جججج ججج جن  

17 

نن  5 4 3 2 1 يييين تت ت بب نن  فففف فيکن يي ييف ففففف ي ف  اااهههه هه هه هبب
وويح حهنن تتتسس سسس سس ت  مممم 

18 

ييمم  5 4 3 2 1 نن هههه ه ب فففف فيکن ففففف ففف ف  ه هه هه هبب ييی ههي ااات
اانش  نن ن نن ن ن بب پپپخ  ه هننن نننننن  نن ن نن ببعث شش يييين م

نننن نهنن  

19 

نن نن  5 4 3 2 1 فففف فيکن ه هه هسس سس سببه ههههه هه ههف اااهههه ه
نن ببب ااا ا ککککمم مي اا اا ييي ا  انگگ

20 

نن  5 4 3 2 1 فففف فيکن ه هه هسس سس سببه ههههه هه ههف اااهههه ه
ييي ينهه کککککککک ککت يي  ان

21 

تتتتت تت رررر رننن نن نن نلاس ببثث ثثثب ببن ن 5 4 3 2 1 ر رر تت
 زببن نيررر

22 

تت تنظظظ  5 4 3 2 1 مم مممت  يييي يم  ييي ي ففففف ي ف  تتتتت تت تبب تت
ففمم تتت تت ب تت  

23 

نن نن نببن  5 4 3 2 1 ن تتتتت تي ت  ا ا ووحح حححه ه بببی ت تت تتتتت  وت
ننن ننفه  ن  و و وو وووظ ظق تت تت تت نن نن نننن ن ففففف ففن

ففف  ججيی یي

24 

تتتتت تت تبب 5 4 3 2 1 ييي يي تت يي ييی یببن نن ااا نن ي فففي ففففف،  ف 
 ررحح حيکنن

25 

يي يلاس ههی یببن  5 4 3 2 1 پپ يي نن ففففف ببجج ججج ججج ف  تتتتت تت تبب تت
بببب ييي   انگگ

26 

ه هننن نننننن  5 4 3 2 1 يييي ي ييي ي ففففف ي ف  تتت تت تبب تتتتت تت تت
نن پپپ پپ پپ کککک کن پ پپ   بپ

27 

تتت تت فف 5 4 3 2 1 ننتت فففف ف بببب نککت تتف بب  يي  اا بببی ت ررر   28 

ييتر رری  5 4 3 2 1 يييي يه هههه ه ب ييي ي ففففف ي ف  تتتتت تت تبب تت
بببب تتتحح ححح ح ححححح ححع  ييی  ااا  مممممی ي

29 

م  5 4 3 2 1 ههه ههههه هه هه ههس سس ففففف ه ف  تتت تت تبب تتتتت تت تت
ببب  ب

30 

ففففف فف هگگگگ گگس تتتيح حهههه ههتتت ککت 5 4 3 2 1 ف  ر رر ربب 31 
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نن فففف ف ااف  

ييي  5 4 3 2 1 تتت تت رر رر رببن ررررر ر رنگگ ت تت نن نننيح حييهم م
نن فففف ف ييش ششف تتت دد   

32 

تتت تتط ط ططط طط  5 4 3 2 1 ت تت کککی ی بب ببب بن ننننن نننن نن 
ب فففف فيکنن سست تت ييي  ييف يي  زببن نن

33 

بببی ههکککيي زممنی یه  5 4 3 2 1 تت تت  تت مم خخخکک کککک کک کممه ی 
فففف فيکنن ففففف ففف ف  وويه ههه هه هبب  ت

34 

نن،  5 4 3 2 1 بببب ييي  بب بببن ننگگ ييتم مظظظظظ ظظ  قققق ن من نممنی یق 
فففف فيکنن ففففف ففف ف  اا ابب  

35 

 
 


