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Classroom-based research in bilingual settings

i
 is now entering its third decade. Its origins

lie in studies which were carried out in bilingual education programmes in the United
States in the latter half of the 1970s. Over the course of the last twenty years or so,
research in this area has taken a number of significant theoretical and methodological
turns. These developments have been partly due to the interdisciplinarity of the work
undertaken and to intersecting currents of influence from fields of social science research
which began to emerge in the 1970s, particularly conversation analysis, interactional
sociolinguistics and microethnography (see page 4 for further details). They are also due
to the gradual diversification of research sites. As research began to be taken in different
historical locations and in different educational contexts in Africa, Europe, North
America (including Canada), South America, South and South East Asia, we began to see
different kinds of research questions being asked.

EARLY DEVELOPMENTS
The first significant breakthroughs were made when researchers began to work with audio-
recordings of classroom interactions and when analyses took a more linguistic turn.
Researchers such as Milk (1981, 1982), Sapiens (1982) and Guthrie (1984) were among
the first to adopt a more linguistic approach in their work. Milk and Sapiens focused on
the Spanish/English discourse of Mexican-American teachers in two different secondary
schools in San Jose, California. Guthrie conducted a comparative study of two teachers
(one bilingual and one monolingual) working with Chinese learners in a Californian
elementary school. These researchers gave particular prominence to the analysis of
classroom discourse functions. Their aim was to throw light on the ways in which teachers
and learners were getting things done bilingually. They were also concerned about the
language values being transmitted to the learners through the communicative practices of
the teachers. In their analyses of their audio-recorded data, they drew on descriptive
frameworks developed by linguists who were working on monolingual discourse. For
instance, Milk (1981) used an adapted version of the classroom discourse model proposed
by Sinclair and Coulthard (1975). The original inventory of 22 classroom discourse acts
compiled by Sinclair and Coulthard was adapted so as to focus on the patterns of code-
switching in the data.

I discussed the methodology of these studies (along with some of the research findings) in
an earlier research review (Martin-Jones 1995), so I will not replicate this here. I will just
note here that this work was constrained by the approach adopted to discourse analysis.
Analyses were oriented toward cataloguing and quantifying. The focus was still on
individual acts rather than on the sequential flow of classroom discourse. The main
preoccupation was with teacher talk and the analysts’ interpretations of the functions of
teachers’ utterances tended to be privileged.

In monolingual and bilingual classrooms, teachers and learners exchange meanings with
each other in intricate and highly routinised sequences of interaction. They attend to
each others’ contributions to the interaction and, in a bilingual setting, they also attend
to each  others’ proficiency in the languages involved in the interaction. What was still
lacking in the early studies of bilingual classroom talk was an account of what Mehan has
called: “the mutual synchronization of behaviour” (1981:40).

THE INTERACTIONAL TURN: MAJOR DEVELOPMENTS

The late 1970s saw a surge of interest in the dynamics of spoken interaction. The
impetus for this was the seminal work of Erving Goffman (1967; 1981) and the
development of the new social science fields of ethnomethodology (Garfinkel, 1972),
conversational analysis (Sacks, Schegloff and Jefferson, 1974),  interactional
sociolinguistics (Gumperz 1982) and microethnography (Erickson and Shultz 19981).



The impact of these approaches to the analysis of talk was already evident in studies of
bilingual classroom discourse conducted in the early 1980s (see, for example, Zentella
1981; Erickson and Mohatt 1982; Erickson et al. 1983 and Moll et al. 1985 ). Attention
shifted away from the communicative functions of individual utterances to the sequential
structures of classroom discourse. The focus was now on the joint enactment of teaching
and learning by bilingual teachers and learners rather than just on teacher talk. The
contexts for teaching/learning were no longer seen as given but as constituted through
interaction and therefore continually open to change and negotiation.

This concern with the situated and sequential nature of classroom discourse has continued
to be a central feature of most research carried out in bilingual settings. With the
diversification of research sites in the late 1980s and early 1990s and with the refinement
of approaches to the study of bilingual codeswitching (Auer 1984; Heller 1988),
considerable advances have been made in this field. In the first section below, I will give
examples of studies which have foregrounded the situated nature of bilingual classroom
talk, drawing attention to the ways in which meanings are negotiated moment by moment
in bilingual classroom interactions. In the second section, I will look at research which has
focused on timing and synchrony in classroom interactions, and, in particular, on the
accomplishment of cultural congruence. In the third section, I will turn to analyses of
recurring patterns of codeswitching particularly those which recur across sequential
structures of classroom discourse (eg. initiation-response-evaluation sequences). I will
show that the identification of such patterns of codeswitching has led researchers to look
for explanations beyond the immediate context of the interaction, beyond the school, in
the wider social and political context.

My decision to organise this part of  my review into three separate sections does not
imply that these dimensions of bilingual classroom discourse are unrelated. In fact, most
of the studies referred to below take account of all three dimensions of bilingual discourse:
its situatedness, synchrony and sequentiality. Unfortunately, because of the scope of this
review, I am unable to  provide a full account of each of the studies mentioned or to give
examples of real classroom discourse practices. I therefore refer my readers to the
researchers’ own accounts. I have also had to be selective in the range of studies
mentioned. The field is growing rapidly. The range and quality of the work undertaken to
date is impressive. I have tried to capture some of this range in the studies selected.

Foregrounding the situated nature of bilingual classroom talk
The interactional sociolinguistic approach developed by John Gumperz (1982) has been
particularly influential in studies of classroom discourse carried out in bilingual
settings, especially his notion of  “contextualization cue” (1982: 131). According to
Gumperz, contextualization cues are any choices of verbal or non-verbal forms within a
communicative encounter which interlocutors recognise as ‘marked’, that is, choices
which depart from an established or expected pattern of communication.
Contextualisation cues range from phonological, lexical and syntactic choices to different
types of codeswitching and style shifting. They also operate at the prosodic,
paralinguistic, kinesic and gestural level. An interactional sociolinguistic approach to
classroom discourse analysis foregrounds the ways in which teachers and learners draw on
contextualisation cues and on the background knowledge that they bring to different
communicative encounters. (Background knowledge is also characterised in this research
literature as frames, scripts, schemata, structures of expectation or members’ resources).
These cues and knowledge resources are seen as the key means by which participants in
bilingual teaching/learning encounters negotiate their way through an interaction, make
situated inferences as to what is going on and work out their respective discourse roles.

There is now a growing body of classroom-based research on the use of codeswitching as a
contextualisation cue. We now have ample examples in the research literature of teachers
using code contrast as a resource for demarcating different kinds of discourse: to signal the
transition between preparing for a lesson and the start of the lesson; to specify a
particular addressee; to distinguish ‘doing a lesson’ from talk about it; to change footing



or make an aside; to distinguish quotations from a written text from talk about them; to
bring out the voices of different characters in a narrative; to distinguish classroom
management utterances from talk related to the lesson content.

When codeswitching occurs in classrooms as a contextualisation cue it frequently co-
occurs with other cues, particularly prosodic cues or non-verbal cues such as a change in
eye gaze direction or gestures.This may well be a distinctive feature of bilingual classroom
discourse, particularly in situations where teacher talk predominates.

Teachers codeswitch to get their points across but they also attend to the language
proficiencies and preferences of the learner(s). Auer (1984) provided a useful distinction
between two kinds of codeswitching which enables us to take account of this. He identified
two main orientations to the use of code contrast as a contextualisation cue: discourse-
related and participant-related codeswitchingii

. Discourse-related switching is speaker-
oriented: it serves as a resource for demarcating different kinds of utterances or stretches
of discourse within an interactional sequence. Participant-related switching is hearer-
oriented: it takes account of the hearer’s linguistic preferences or competences. Although
this distinction was first formulated in community-based research on bilingualism, it is
particularly relevant to the analysis of bilingual classroom discourse and has been taken up
by  researchers in different educational settings (Arthur 1995, 1996; De Mejia 1994;
Martin 1997; Martin-Jones 1995; Nussbaum 1990).

Participant-related codeswitching predominates in some bilingual classrooms, especially in
primary school contexts (see Merritt et al. 1992; Arthur 1995, 1996; Ndayipfukamiye
1996; Bunyi 1997; Martin 1997). It occurs when teachers provide translations,
reformulations, clarifications and explanations for learners. It also occurs when teachers
try to make links between the cultural content of lessons and learners’ life-worlds outside
the classroom (Canagarajah 1995; Ndayipfukamiye 1996). Or, it can be manifested in
occasional switches in teachers’ discourse (eg. on question tags) aimed at encouraging
contributions from learners or checking on understanding (Arthur 1996).
As Nussbaum (1990) points out, teachers and learners can engage in participant-related
codeswitching. But, because most of the research so far has been done in classroom
contexts where teacher-led discourse predominates, the evidence of spontaneous
switching by learners is still rather slim. Certainly, teachers’ attitudes to learner switching
vary considerably: some studies describe classrooms where learners’ persistent use of L1 is
accepted by teachers because this enables learners to make contributions (see Lin 1990,
1996; Rubagumya 1993; Camilleri 1996). In other classrooms, learner codeswitching is
either discouraged or proscribed. Arthur (1996) describes the discourse rules of the two
primary classes she studied in Botswana as follows: “Codeswitching from English to
Setswana as a facilitative strategy was used exclusively by the teachers...The discourse
rules internalised by the learners deny them the freedom to use their first language as a
means to increase their participation” (1996:24-5). In yet another context, Canagarajah
(1995) reports that learners in English classes in Jaffna switched into Tamil in secretive
exchanges when their teacher was not paying attention. In this way, they helped each
other to make sense of the lesson content.

These different uses of code-switching as a contextualisation cue have been documented
in diverse bilingual learning environments. However, as Auer (1990) points out, it is
impossible to compile a comprehensive inventory of the functions of codeswitching. The
number of possible functions is infinite. Speakers are continually creating new ways of
drawing on code contrast as a communicative resource.The aim of studies in this area
should instead be to provide detailed accounts of the specific interactional practices that
have evolved in particular classroom settings in particular cultural and historical contexts.
Because of the fine-grained nature of the interactional sociolinguistic approach to the
study of bilingual classroom interaction, extensive use is made of audio-recording.
Particular teaching/learning events are transcribed and analysed in detail. A further
distinctive feature of this approach is that care is taken not to privilege the analyst’s
interpretation of the meanings generated by codeswitching. In most studies of this kind,



the researchers check their interpretations by asking the participants in the events
recorded to listen to the audio-recording. The aim is to achieve as much convergence as
possible between the participants’ understandings of what was going on in the event and
those of the analyst.

Investigating the accomplishment of synchrony in bilingual interactions
The microethnographic approach to social interaction (Erickson & Shultz, 1981) was
developed alongside the early work in interactional sociolinguistics. There is a similar
emphasis on the situated and sequential nature of classroom discourse. By the early 1980s,
recommendations were being made about how this approach might be applied to studies in
bilingual classrooms (Mehan, 1981; Moll, 1981; Moll et al. 1985; Trueba and Wright,
1981)

Microethnographic studies focus especially on rhythm, timing and the manner in which
different participants succeed in synchronising their contributions with those of others.
Particular attention is given to the ways in which non-verbal cues co-occur with verbal
ones and to the manner in which these constellations of cues are interpreted. As
Hornberger (1995) noted in her recent review of ethnographic and sociolinguistic
research in educational settings, microethnography preserves some of the elements of
earlier work in the ethnography of communication (e.g. Hymes 1968). The focus of the
interpretive work is still on key events and the participant structures within them.
However, microethnography aims for detailed insights into the interactional processes
involved in such events while the ethnography of communication focused more on the
constituent components of speech events.

The methodology of microethnographic studies overlaps with that developed in
interactional sociolinguistic work. In fact, the two areas of work are often thought of as
one and the same. However, microethnography involves more use of video-recording.
This is because of the emphasis given to capturing the full range of non-verbal
contextualisation cues which co-occur with verbal cues at particular moments of the
interaction. The transcription work is also more detailed because of the need to take
account of non-verbal cues.

Microethnographic work in educational settings has been particularly successful at drawing
attention to cultural congruences (or incongruences) which emerge in interactions
between teachers and learners. I will briefly mention here two illustrative studies carried
out by Erickson and colleagues. The first was an early comparative study of two first
grade teachers working with Native Canadian children on an Odawa reserve in Canada
(Erickson and Mohatt 1982). One teacher was from the local Odawa community and the
other was not. This study involved participant observation and close analysis of video-
recordings made over the course of a year in the two teachers’ classrooms. The aim of
the analysis was to identify the salient features of the interactional styles of the two
teachers. It focused on the ways in which they moved around the class; how closely they
positioned themselves with regard to the learners and the rhythm and the timing of the
classroom activities. Erickson and Mohatt showed that the Odawa teacher’s style was
more congruent with the interactional conventions that the children were familiar with in
home and community contexts. However, this teacher’s style was also shown to be quite
variable: she moved in and out of different ways of teaching. In addition, Erickson and
Mohatt found that, during the course of the year, there were signs of changes in the style
of the non-Odawa teacher: she accomodated more to an Odawa style as the year went on.

The second study was conducted by Erickson, Cazden, Carrasco and Maldonado-Guzman
(1983) in two first grade classes of a bilingual education programme in Chicago (see also
Cazden et al. 1980). The teachers and learners in these classes were all Mexican-
Americans.  The classes were positively evaluated by parents who opted for bilingual
provision for their children whenever possible. In this study, the aim of the investigators
was to provide a detailed microethnographic account of the interactional styles of these
two successful bilingual teachers. Whilst there were differences between the teachers in



their approach to classroom organisation, there were also similarities in the ways in which
they managed the classroom interactions. According to Cazden et al., (1980) the teachers
had a culturally-specific style which conveyed carino (affection). This was manifested in
particular constellations of verbal and non-verbal cues in the teacher-learner interactions
that were video-recorded. These cues included: use of terms of address which were familiar
to the children, frequent use of diminutives, regular reminders to the children that they
should observe community norms of respeto (respect), references to the families known
to the teacher and non-verbal expressions of carino.

Identifying and accounting for patterns of codeswitching across the sequential
structures of classroom discourse

As I have already indicated, Mehan (1981) was one of the first to call for qualitative
ethnographic research in bilingual education classrooms. In an early paper on this topic,
he emphasised the contingent nature of classroom discourse. He noted that young learners
not only learn lessons but also have to learn the complex interactional routines of each
classroom. Different teachers engage in different practices.   Practices also vary across
different types of teaching/learning events. In the same paper, Mehan also noted that, in
bilingual classrooms, learners have the additional challenge of working out the local
codeswitching practices. He stressed the need to take account of learners’ contributions to
teaching/learning exchanges, even when the talk is heavily teacher-dominated, in order to
gauge how well bilingual children are faring with the communicative challenges of bilingual
classroom life.

Since this paper by Mehan (1981), there has been considerable interest in the
accomplishment of reciprocity in bilingual classroom exchanges and in the management
of turn-taking in more than one language (Zentella 1981; De Mejia 1994; Martin 1997).
The focus of studies in this area of work has been on tracking codeswitching across the
sequential structures which recur in particular types of teaching/learning event (e.g.
Initiation-Response-Evaluation (IRE) exchanges), trying to establish if any patterns of
codeswitching predominate and trying to account for these patterns. In the pages which
follow, I will describe in some detail, three studies, carried out in different sites, which
illustrate particularly well the types of insights which can be gleaned from this type of
research.

A study by Zentella (1981) focused specifically on the ways in which teachers and
learners attended to each others’ language choices in bilingual classroom exchanges. Her
study was based in two classes in a transitional bilingual program in New York: one third
grade and one sixth grade class. The learners and teachers were all of Puerto Rican origin.
For the children in the third  grade class, this was their first experience of a bilingual
program. Despite the novelty of the experience of bilingual schooling, most of the
children were already attuned to the patterns of codeswitching associated with different
classroom events. They distinguished with ease the ritualised teacher/learner exchanges
from more spontaneous one-to-one classroom conversations with adults. In the more
ritualised Initiation-Response-Evaluation exchanges, the dominant pattern observed in
these classrooms was that the learners followed the teachers’ choice of language. When
initiating exchanges, the teachers’ choice of language was most often determined by: (1)
the language in which the lesson was ‘supposed’ to be taught; (2) the teachers’ perception
of the linguistic capabilities of the children being addressed.

In fact, the learners in these two classes varied considerably in their linguistic capabilities:
some were dominant in English and some in Spanish. This uneven distribution of
competences was revealed in occasional ‘marked’ switches away from the language of the
preceding exchanges. On occasions such as these, the teachers responded in one of two
ways: either by following the child’s choice of language or with a mixed utterance, part
Spanish/part English. Table 1 below shows Zentella’s summary of the interactional
patterns which recurred across her corpus of bilingual discourse. The first pattern



documented in Table 1 is the one which predominated, interrupted only by occasional
codeswitches in teacher initiations when reformulations were provided.
Table 1.

Rules governing language
choices

Teacher
initiation
language*

Student reply
language

Teacher
evaluation
language

1. Teacher and student:
   “Speak what you are
   spoken to” or “follow the
   leader”

English

Spanish

English

Spanish

English

Spanish

2. Teacher: “Follow the
    child”

English

Spanish

Spanish

English

Spanish

English

3. Teacher: “Include the
   child’s choice and yours”

English

Spanish

Spanish

English

Code-
switching

Code-
switching

*The teachers also code-switched for translation during initiations
(adapted from Zentella 1981:119)

What emerged from Zentella’s study was a clear picture of the ways in which teachers and
learners attended to each other’s language choices and dealt with the problem of unevenly
distributed competences. The teachers’ switching was clearly motivated by their concern
to facilitate comprehension.  As one of Zentella’s teachers put it: “Sometimes I have to
be bouncing from one language to the other...but that’s the only way sometimes they’ll
understand” (1981: 119).

Zentella’s analysis of the code-switching practices in her audio-recorded corpus was
grounded in the ethnographic work she had carried out in the two classrooms. She found
that the two teachers in her study had clearly contrasting patterns of code-switching. In
approximately 8 hours of recorded classroom interaction, one teacher code-switched 127
times and the other only 26 times. Zentella was able to explain these differences in the
bilingual discourse of the two teachers because she had built up a profile of their language
histories, their educational backgrounds, their values and their attitudes to bilingual
communication in the classroom. She also described in detail the circumstances in the
classes in which they were teaching.

I turn now to a  second study carried out in a very different setting. Lin (1990)
investigated patterns of code-switching in English language lessons in Anglo-Chinese
secondary schools in Hong Kong. Four different classes were audio-recorded. They were
all large classes and the  interactions between teachers and learners were again
predominantly teacher-led. There was frequent code-switching between English and
Cantonese because the learners had considerable difficulty understanding and using
English.

Lin made audio-recordings of selected teaching/learning events and looked closely at the
bilingual interactional work that the teachers and learners were doing in different events.
She observed that the teachers made ample use of Cantonese in teaching English
vocabulary and grammar and noted that they did so “in highly ordered patterns of
alternation between English and Cantonese” (Lin 1990: 115). The pattern of alternation



observable in the discourse of one of the teachers was as follows: the teacher first
introduced a grammar point in English (the pupils’ L2 or second language), then repeated
the point and/or elaborated on it in Cantonese (their L1 or first language). Then, key
elements were reiterated in English (L2). Lin commented as follows on the consistency of
this routine in the teacher’s discourse:

It is unlikely that these patterns have evolved only by accident. Rather they seem
to reflect the teacher’s response to some conflicting demands on her. On the one
hand, they reflect her attempt to fulfill the requirement of teaching L2 grammar in
L2; that explains why she always presents the examples and teaching points in L2
first and last. On the other hand, they reflect her attempt to ensure thorough
understanding of the teaching points by reiterating and elaborating them in L1
between the L2 initial and final presentations (the L2-L1-L2 sequence)
(Lin 1990: 116).

In a later study, Lin (1996) conducted a second stage analysis of a corpus of bilingual data
gathered in an earlier study by Johnson (1983, 1985). These were audio-recordings which
had been made in five content lessons (geography, history, maths, science and social
studies). Again, Lin investigated  the distribution of Cantonese (L1) and English (L2)
across the Elicitation-Response-Evaluation structures of the classroom routines. She
found that the following pattern predominated:
Teacher  -  Elicitation (L2-L1)
Students -  Response  (L1)
Teacher  -  Evaluation  (L1, L2)     (Adapted from Lin 1996: 72)
Lin showed that the teachers’ acceptance of responses from students in Cantonese served
as a means of empowering the students to contribute to the co-production of the body of
knowledge officially sanctioned for that lesson. However, at the same time, the pattern
of codeswitching between English and Cantonese in the teachers’ contributions to these
exchanges gave clear messages to the learners about the relative value of English and
Cantonese as a language of learning. Lin dubbed this type of bilingual classroom
communication: “Cantonese-annotated English academic monolingualism” (1996: 70).
She argued that: “the main purpose of using Cantonese (L1) is not to establish bilingual
knowledge of academic terms but to expediently annotate English (L2) key terms, key
statements, or texts to students who have limited English linguistic resources” (Ibid).

A further pattern of codeswitching identified by Lin in this corpus was frequent
codeswitching into English on single lexical items, usually key terms for the lessons
recorded. There was no parallel pattern of switching into Cantonese in stretches of
English discourse. Lin (1996) argued that this provided further evidence of the dominance
of English as the language of academic learning.This pattern of switching on single lexical
items or key terms has been documented in many studies of bilingual classroom
interaction (e.g. De Mejia 1994; Martin-Jones 1995; Martin 1997), especially in
locations where there is a sharp differentiation in status between the languages or where
most of the texts used and produced are in the dominant language (Camilleri 1996; Martin
1997).

The third study I turn to here is one I carried out here in Britain with Mukul Saxena in the
early 1990siii

. It was based on three years ethnographic work carried out in two inner city
primary schools in the North West of England. These were schools where a majority of
the children spoke a Pakistani variety of Panjabi and where, on entering school, a
significant proportion of the children needed some support with the learning of English as
a second or third language. In both schools, bilingual classroom assistants had just been
appointed to work alongside monolingual English-speaking class teachers in the reception
classes (the first year of primary schooling). The classroom assistants spoke Panjabi,
Urdu and English and one had a fluent command of written Urdu.

The main focus of our study was on the bilingual routines emerging in the two classes in
teaching/learning events which were conducted bilingually. We audio and video-recorded



different types of bilingual teaching/learning events across the curriculum. As part of the
wider study, we traced the patterns of codeswitching across turns in one particular type of
bilingual teaching/learning event: these were events where the bilingual assistants were
working ‘in tandem’ with the  monolingual teacher. These included story-telling sessions,
maths and science activities, and teaching/learning events which involved practical hands-
on experience, such as baking, art work and seed- planting.

What was common to all these ‘jointly managed’ teaching/learning events was that the
monolingual teachers assumed the principal speaking rights. As we have shown elsewhere
(Martin-Jones 1995; Martin-Jones and Saxena 1996), the monolingual English-speaking
teachers allocated turns to the bilingual assistants when they felt it necessary for their
words to be reformulated in Panjabi. They also took the floor and switched back to
English whenever they deemed it to be appropriate. The patterns of codeswitching across
turns were thus shaped by the monolingual participants in these events. Although we had
established through our interviews with them that both monolingual teachers were
committed to encouraging the bilingual assistants to develop ways of working bilingually
in class which would have concrete benefits for the bilingual children, they were actually
constraining the contributions that the bilingual assistants were able to make in Panjabi to
joint teaching/learning activities such as these. In the events we observed and analysed,
the bilingual practitioners were being positioned as assistants through the discourse
practices of their monolingual colleagues, while at the same time quite clear messages
were being given to the children about the relative value of the languages being used and
about the status of each bilingual assistant within the classroom hierarchy.

FUTURE DIRECTIONS?
As I have endeavoured to show in the previous section, we have been able to develop a
much better understanding of the range and complexity of the cultural and
communicative processes at work in bilingual and multilingual classrooms, since the
interactional turn in research in these settings. We now have powerful analytic tools for
our accounts of teaching/learning events that are accomplished bilingually (or, indeed,
with more than two languages or language varieties). As research sites have diversified, we
have had broader and richer insights into the ways in which bilingual teachers and learners
draw on the verbal and non-verbal resources available to them within the communicative
cycles of classroom life.

Future studies in this area are likely to move in one of two broad directions:(1) there will
be research which continues to refine the analytic tools developed so far, probing yet
further the dynamics of bilingual classroom interaction and perhaps throwing more light
on the way in which codeswitching contributes to the scaffolding of joint knowledge
construction. (2) There will also be research which takes a more critical turn, grounding
micro-analyses of bilingual discourse practices within wider social and historical accounts.
I am using the term ‘critical’ here in the sense of aiming to reveal links between  bilingual
discourse practices,  ideologies about legitimate forms of bilingualism or monolingualism
and the reproduction of asymmetrical relations of power between groups with different
languages and different forms of cultural capital. (For examples of studies conducted in
this more critical vein, see the collection of papers edited by Martin-Jones and Heller
1996).

Reviewing general trends in research on codeswitching, Gal (1992) drew a distinction
between two broad research goals: (1) aiming for universalising explanations which “focus
on the perspective of the speaker and listener” (1992: 135); (2) aiming for historically
contextualised explanations. Pursuing the second goal means taking account of the
perspectives of the speaker and listener but also attempting to interpret and explain
bilingual discourse practices with reference to their specific social and historical location.
Research in bilingual classrooms also appears to be moving in these two broad directions:
with some researchers concentrating on providing fine-tuned analyses of how teachers
and learners accomplish lessons in two languages; while others also try to explain why the
codeswitching practices observed in particular historical locations are the way they are.
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