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INTRODUCTION

Stuttering is a highly variable speech disorder, which is characterised by predominant 

overt features (repetitions, prolongations, pauses, and blocks), and hidden covert fea-

tures (behavioural changes, affective, and cognitive reactions) [1]. From the perspective 

of adults who stutter (AWS), the stuttering moments are anticipated before the onset of 

dysfluencies [2-4]. The possibility of such instances may actuate the AWS to use coping 

strategies [5-8]. In persons who stutter, avoidance and escape behaviours are often re-

ferred to as secondary behaviours. The escape behaviours are eye blinks, head nods, or 

interjections, and they occur when the person wants to terminate the stutter [9]. How-

ever, avoidance strategies arise to prevent the onset of dysfluencies. Such strategies in-

clude avoiding eye contact, specific situations, conversational topics and changing spe-

cific words, or trying some new words to cope with the anticipation and occurrence of 

stuttering [5,7,10-13]. Interestingly, bilingual adults who stutter (BAWS) when antici-

pating stuttering may adopt a riveting speaking strategy, for example, switching words 
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from one language to another. Medina et al. [14] and Ganesh 

[15] agreed that language switch is one of the fluency strate-

gies exhibited by BAWS to avoid stuttering. However, most lit-

erature regarding bilingualism and stuttering majorly focused 

on the variability of stuttering across languages [16-20]; and 

the influence of linguistic factors on bilingual stuttering 

[21,22]. Furthermore, the characteristics of switching between 

languages in BAWS are relatively less explored. This behaviour 

of switching between languages is often called code-switching 

(CS) or language switching (LS) [23]. 

CS is a communication strategy
CS is the well-known traits in the speech pattern of bilinguals 

[24]. According to Poplack [25,26], the alternation of two lan-

guages exhibited at the discourse level, sentence or constitu-

ent level, is called CS. Das [27] referred CS and CM a commu-

nication strategy followed by bilinguals in communication 

discourse. Because, it helps to fulfil certain objectives such as 

signalling social relationships and language preferences, ob-

viating difficulties, framing discourse, contrasting personal-

ization and objectification, conveying cultural-expressive 

message, giving special effect to some key words of the utter-

ance, lowering language barriers, maintaining appropriate-

ness of context, and reiterating messages [28]. CS might be 

caused by linguistic, psycho-linguistic, and socio-pragmatic 

factors in bilinguals [29]. 

Linguistic factors affecting CS
Researchers believe CS frequently occurs due to low language 

proficiency [29-32]. Consequently, Gollan and Ferreira [33] 

reported that balanced BAWNS tend to switch languages 

more often than unbalanced bilinguals. The balanced bilin-

guals may often switch languages for their convenience, as 

they were equally proficient in both languages [34,35]. Fur-

thermore, a way to delineate the effect of language proficiency 

in LS is to study highly proficient BAWS in two languages. 

Socio-psycholinguistic factors affecting CS
Despite language proficiency and competence, it may depend 

on cognitive factors such as cognitive control functions, cog-

nitive flexibility, the general level of cognitive abilities, and 

personality traits [30], social factors, including social roles, 

pragmatic-contextual aspects [36,37], and semantic factors 

[38-40]. The semantic factors include loan words, conscious 

lexical borrowing from another language, and lack of equiva-

lent words in one language for some ambiguous or abstract 

words in another language. For example, an English phrase, 

‘Do not use plastic’, may express in Kannada as ‘plastɪk balake 

madabaradhu’. Furthermore, Timm [41] reported that Mexi-

can-American and Spanish-English bilingual speakers 

switched to their L1 (first language) Mexican or Spanish to ex-

press personal feelings; further, during a conversation about 

their cultural aspects, the individuals switched to L2 (second 

language), which is English. Therefore, CS may depend on 

personal factors. Furthermore, it is necessary to study the in-

terindividual differences which induce CS.

Inter-individual differences in CS 
Although the CS would be expected in most of the bilinguals, 

the reasons for using CS varies across each individual. Few 

studies from normal-speaking individuals showed the rea-

sons for LS. Such as, Bhatia and Ritchie [42] reported that 

quotations, reiteration, hedging, interjections, idioms and 

deep-rooted cultural wisdom are the major factors which 

generate CS. Weston [43] predicted CS may depend on indi-

vidual social and life-history traits, such as domestic lifestyle, 

spousal nationality, and immediate social network. Further, 

Itmeizeh and Badah’s [44] reported that young bilingual 

adults felt more confident when they code-switch. Further-

more, it was stated that CS occurs when there is a difficulty in 

retrieving words [45]. 

 In the Indian context, a recent study [46] on Hindi-English 

bilinguals reported that CS might depend on an interlocutor 

with whom the individual interacts. Furthermore, the study 

showed the type of education, residential status, migration 

history within the country, level of affluence, parents’ or 

spouse’s occupation and educational history, parents’ or 

spouse’s attitudes towards L2 usage and proficiency might in-

fluence the CS. Few other studies revealed CS and CM were 

used to fill the lexical gaps in different discourse functions 

(narration and conversation) [36,47-51]. Similarly, Hegde et 

al. [52] found that CS occurs to complete the lexical gaps in 

complex discourse functions, while assessing the various 

types of CS, in Kannada-English bilinguals. Moreover, fre-

quent CS was reported in literate Kannada-English bilinguals 

living in Karnataka due to abundant English-borrowed words 

in their linguistic repertoire [53]. However, the self-reports are 

better for understanding the individual differences in LS [29]. 

A recent survey documented the self-reported attitudes of 

young and middle age of Kannada-English BAWNS towards 

their CS behaviour [54]. The results showed both groups iden-

tified situational demands are the most probable reason for 
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CS. Further, the relationship between age, proficiency, accept-

ability judgments and attitudes toward CS on young and mid-

dle age Kannada-English BAWNS report regardless of age and 

proficiency a positive attitude exists on them towards their CS. 

Moreover, there was a higher acceptance rate for CS sentences 

than non-switched sentences were reported in Kannada-Eng-

lish bilingual adults. However, the underlying causes for CS 

other than situational demands and semantic factors (fulfill-

ing lexical gaps), are undetermined. Further, the studies have 

done on Kannada-English BAWNS were majorly focussed on 

the types of CS and self-reported attitudes of CS, therefore 

there is a need to identify the factors involved in CS of Kan-

nada-English bilingual adults. 

In the stuttering literature, few investigations attempted to 

probe the self-reports of BAWS on their LS behaviours world-

wide [14,15,50,51,55,56]. Firstly, Klugman [55] identified that 

African-English BAWS uses CS behaviour as their avoidance 

strategy, corresponding to their self-reports. However, it was 

not reported by bilingual adults who do not stutter (BAWNS). 

On the other hand, in the same study, a higher frequency of 

disfluencies and speech rate was noticed, during English lan-

guage (L2) conversation in BAWS. However, a relationship be-

tween dysfluency, speech rate, and CS behaviours in BAWS 

would have been clearly stated. Similarly, a study on fifteen 

Lebanese English BAWS (11 males; 4 females) explored the 

avoidance behaviours using an interview method [56]. The 

results found that 90% of Lebanese-English BAWS rephrased 

or replaced a word from another language or synonym from 

the same language vocabulary. It was suggested that the Leb-

anese BAWS used CS, not due to a lack of linguistic profi-

ciency but as avoidance behaviour. In addition, most BAWS 

self-confirmed their intentional use of LS was to avoid stutter-

ing. Further, a recent qualitative study by Medina et al. [14] ex-

plored fluency-inducing strategies used by twenty Spanish-

English BAWS in the age range of 18-61 years, using open-

ended questions. The results suggested three major themes, 

which emerged from participants’ responses regarding self-

reported coping strategies, such as clinical techniques, fo-

cused breathing, and idiosyncratic practices. Among these 

strategies, the idiosyncratic practices included physiological 

changes, listener-focused strategies, emotional regulation, 

and switching words. When the authors asked about CS use, 

half of the participants said they switch languages to induce 

fluency. Finally, the study concluded a need for individual-

ized client thorough assessment of avoidance and escape be-

haviours (especially on CS behaviours) and customized treat-

ment programs for bilinguals who stutter. Following that, a 

similar qualitative study on Indian-American BAWS reported 

that CS is to cope with dysfluent utterances [15].

Furthermore, in the Indian context, a study [51] predicted 

that Tamil-English BAWS use CS while conversing in a second 

language, based on the scores of the Matrix language frame-

work (MLF) model [57]. Further, the authors reported that 

BAWS uses more CS than BAWNS based on descriptive 

scores. However, the scores were not statistically significant. 

Similarly, when assessed for the nature of CS behaviours, 

multilingual adults who stutter were found to have more CS 

behaviours than multilingual adults who do not stutter [50]. 

The important point from the limited available evidence is 

that Indian BAWS use CS as their coping strategy, and the CS 

behaviour in BAWS is more than in BAWNS. However, most 

studies mentioned above are unpublished and have yet to 

study LS behaviour exclusively. Hence the validity of those 

study results could be better. Furthermore, there is a dearth of 

evidence in Kannada-English BAWS related to CS. Therefore, 

further research is needed to compare the LS behaviour be-

tween Kannada-English BAWS and BAWNS to resolve the dis-

crepancies in the existing literature. 

Need for the present study
In addition, there seems to be obscurity in the speculation of 

CS as a coping strategy in BAWS. Further, the only underlying 

factor identified behind this avoidance strategy was dysfluen-

cies. However, before culminating the LS behaviour to avoid 

dysfluencies in BAWS, it is necessary to find the underlying 

other factors of CS in BAWS. Further, we need to exclusively 

study whether the factors involve in the switching behaviour 

of BAWS are similar to BAWNS or not. As mentioned above, 

CS in bilingual adults may depend on cognitive, linguistic, so-

cial, and situational factors [42]. Furthermore, LS may appear 

under voluntary control. However, the CS is intentional or un-

intentional in the daily life of BAWS was unrevealed. There-

fore, it has a high empirical need to investigate the self-per-

ceived reasons for CS in BAWS. Further, Ganesh [15] denoted 

that studying the coping characteristics using a qualitative 

method is essential than a quantitative one, providing partici-

pants with a fact-based response. However, quantitative 

scores are equally important in measuring coping frequen-

cies. Therefore, one of the CS studies suggests incorporating a 

questionnaire-based self-report assessment helps to under-

stand the participants’ perceptions of their LS behaviours [29]. 

A Bilingual switching questionnaire (BSWQ) [29] was devel-
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oped to understand the inter-individual differences and to 

identify self-perceived LS across various factors. The BSWQ 

reflects the important reasonable factors for CS under four 

constructs. The questions involved in the questionnaire ex-

plain the tendencies of L1 and L2 switch (linguistic reasons), 

contextual (socio-linguistic reasons), and awareness of their 

switching behaviour (intended or unintended). Thus, it helps 

explore CS’s linguistic, socio-linguistic, and psycho-linguistic 

aspects. Therefore, exploring the self-perceived LS behaviour 

using BSWQ in BAWS and BAWNS will help overcome indi-

vidual variability. Also, we need to understand the frequency 

of switching behaviour across stuttering severity in BAWS. It 

provides information regarding the usage of LS in each sever-

ity group. The questionnaire clarifies whether BAWS inten-

tionally uses LS behaviour or is just a natural phenomenon 

that occurs unintentionally. However, the reason behind the 

intentional switching may not be explained. Furthermore, the 

comparison between BAWS and BAWNS on a specific ques-

tion called conscious switching may show the frequent volun-

tary (conscious/intended) switching group. Therefore, it may 

help to discuss and subsequently study the possible reasons 

for frequent conscious switching in both the groups. Overall, 

the current study facilitates a clear-cut understanding of the 

various factors involved in the LS behaviours of BAWS and 

BAWNS. Moreover, questionnaires-based research has not 

been exclusively done on LS in Kannada-English BAWS. 

Present study
The current study aimed to investigate the self-perceived CS 

behaviours between Kannada-English BAWS (experimental 

group) and BAWNS (control group). Also, in the current study, 

an attempt was made to objectively document and compare 

the frequency of CS behaviour between BAWS and BAWNS 

using the BSWQ. Further, the current study includes highly 

proficient bilingual adults in both languages. Since the CS of 

Kannada-English bilinguals is often reported due to less profi-

ciency in either of the languages [48,53]. It is pertinent to 

know the reasons for switching when there is no influence of 

low language proficiency in BAWS and BAWNS. Further, there 

is a need to understand how the frequency of CS behaviour 

differs across stuttering severity. Hence, the research ques-

tions of our study were as follows: (1) Does the overall switch-

ing frequency of self-perceived CS behaviour differ between 

BAWS and BAWNS? (2) Does BAWS and BAWNS differ in the 

frequency of switching behaviour across four switching con-

structs? (3) Is there any relationship between the stuttering 

severity and CS behaviour? Accordingly, the main aim of the 

current study was to investigate the self-perceived CS behav-

iour between BAWS and BAWNS. Specifically, the first objec-

tive was to investigate the frequency of overall CS behaviour 

between BAWS and BAWNS. The second objective was to in-

vestigate the frequency of CS behaviour between BAWS and 

BAWNS across four constructs; L1 switch, L2 switch, contex-

tual switch, and Unintended switch. The third objective was 

to investigate the correlation between the stuttering severity 

and overall mean switching scores. Based on the objectives 

listed above, it was hypothesized that there is no significant 

difference in overall mean switching scores between BAWS 

and BAWNS. The second hypothesis was that there is no sig-

nificant difference between BAWS and BAWNS across four 

switching constructs; L1 switch, L2 switch, contextual Switch, 

and Unintended switch. The third hypothesis was that there is 

no significant correlation between stuttering severity and 

overall mean switching scores.

METHODS

Research design
A cross-sectional survey design was employed for this study. 

Ethical consideration
Ethical approval was obtained from the All-India Institute of 

Speech and Hearing ethical research committee.

Participants
Recruitment

A total of 60 Kannada-English bilingual adults, aged between 

18 and 40 years, participated in the study. The study employed 

convenience and purposive sampling for selecting the partici-

pants. Group I included of 30 BAWNS with a mean age of 

25.76 (SD = 3.33), while Group II, the experimental group, had 

30 BAWS with a mean age of 25.63 (SD = 2.52). There were 28 

males and two females (ratio = 14:1) in each group, as the au-

thors had taken age and gender-matched groups. The group I 

participants (BAWNS) were recruited from Mysore and Ban-

galore. Subsequently, group II participants (BAWS) were re-

cruited from the All-India Institute of Speech and Hearing, 

Mysore, where they enrolled on their stuttering assessment. 

The group II participants were diagnosed with stuttering in 

primary outpatient speech and language evaluation depart-

ment of the institute by a qualified speech language patholo-

gist using Stuttering Severity Instrument (SSI-4) [58]. How-
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ever, the author confirmed group I, with no stuttering, based 

on the interview. Further the groups I and II participants were 

informed about the study details, tasks and procedures, and 

informed consent was taken from all the participants (Groups 

I & II) who volunteered to participate in the study. The partici-

pants (Groups I & II) did not associate with cognitive, hearing, 

or neurological impairments. Further, the obtained informa-

tion regarding age, gender, and known language (First lan-

guage [L1] & Second language [L2]) in BAWNS (Refer to Table 

1a). In BAWS, the collected information on age, gender, years 

of stuttering experience, family history, speech therapy, co-

morbid conditions, and known languages (L1 & L2) (Refer to 

Table 1b). Moreover, none of the BAWS had a treatment his-

tory, and nine had a positive family history. 

The first author administered the SSI-4 in L1 and L2 to doc-

ument the stuttering severity. The SSI-4 is a comprehensive 

measure which evaluates various aspects of stuttering, includ-

ing frequency, duration, physical concomitants, and natural-

ness of speech. It provides quantitative measures that may 

help clinicians diagnose, plan treatment, and track progress 

over time. It is one of the widely used assessment tools for 

stuttering. Furthermore, it has only the monolingual Ameri-

can-English normative. However, it was considered for assess-

ment due to no established norms for Kannada-English bilin-

guals [59]. Of the 30 BAWS, twelve participants’ severity was 

diagnosed as mild, fourteen as moderate, and four as severe 

Table 1a. Demographic details of bilingual adults who do not stutter

Participant Age Gender History of any medical 
conditions

Language proficiency 
in L1

L1 proficiency overall 
mean score

Language proficiency 
in L2

L2 proficiency overall 
mean score

1 22 Male Negative Native-like proficiency 4 Good 3.25

2 25 Male Negative Native-like proficiency 4 Good 3.5

3 33 Male Negative Native-like proficiency 4 Good 3.25

4 24 Male Negative Native-like proficiency 4 Good 3.5

5 21 Male Negative Native-like proficiency 4 Good 3

6 22 Male Negative Native-like proficiency 3.75 Native-like proficiency 3.75

7 37 Male Negative Native-like proficiency 4 Good 3.5

8 29 Male Negative Native-like proficiency 4 Good 3.5

9 27 Male Negative Native-like proficiency 4 Good 3.5

10 23 Male Negative Native-like proficiency 4 Good 3

11 26 Male Negative Native-like proficiency 4 Native-like proficiency 3.75

12 26 Male Negative Native-like proficiency 4 Native-like proficiency 3.75

13 23 Male Negative Native-like proficiency 4 Good 3

14 26 Male Negative Native-like proficiency 4 Good 3.5

15 25 Female Negative Native-like proficiency 4 Native-like proficiency 4

16 29 Male Negative Native-like proficiency 4 Good 3.5

17 28 Male Negative Native-like proficiency 4 Good 3.5

18 24 Male Negative Native-like proficiency 4 Good 3.5

19 25 Male Negative Native-like proficiency 4 Native-like proficiency 3.75

20 22 Male Negative Native-like proficiency 4 Good 3.5

21 27 Male Negative Native-like proficiency 3.75 Good 3.5

22 25 Male Negative Native-like proficiency 4 Good 3.5

23 24 Male Negative Native-like proficiency 4 Good 3.5

24 24 Female Negative Native-like proficiency 4 Good 3.5

25 29 Male Negative Native-like proficiency 4 Native-like proficiency 3.75

26 25 Male Negative Native-like proficiency 4 Good 3

27 23 Male Negative Native-like proficiency 4 Good 3.25

28 25 Male Negative Native-like proficiency 4 Good 3.5

29 25 Male Negative Native-like proficiency 4 Good 3.5

30 29 Male Negative Native-like proficiency 4 Good 3.5
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Table 1b. Demographic details of BAWS

Participants Age Gender
Age of 

stuttering 
onset

Family history 
of stuttering

Treatment 
history

SSI-Score 
in L1

Stuttering 
severity in 

L1

SSI-Score 
in L2

Stuttering 
severity in L2

Language 
proficiency 
Kannada

L1 
proficiency 

overall 
mean score

Language 
proficiency 

English

L2 
proficiency 

overall 
mean score

1 23 Male 3 Negative Absent 25 Moderate 27 Moderate Native-like 
proficiency

4 Good 3.5

2 22 Male 4 Positive Absent 24 Moderate 25 Moderate Native-like 
proficiency

4 Good 3.5

3 34 Male 3 Negative Absent 19 Mild 22 Mild Native-like 
proficiency

4 Good 3.5

4 24 Female 2.5 Positive Absent 29 Moderate 26 Moderate Native-like 
proficiency

3.75 Good 3.5

5 25 Male 3.3 Negative Absent 39 Severe 36 Severe Native-like 
proficiency

4 Good 3.5

6 26 Male 3 Negative Absent 18 Mild 22 Mild Native-like 
proficiency

3.75 Good 3.5

7 22 Male 6 Negative Absent 32 Severe 38 Severe Native-like 
proficiency

4 Good 3.5

8 28 Male 4 Positive Absent 23 Mild 24 Mild Native-like 
proficiency

4 Good 3.5

9 25 Male 3.5 Negative Absent 30 Moderate 31 Severe Native-like 
proficiency

3.75 Good 3.5

10 22 Male 4 Negative Absent 31 Severe 29 Severe Native-like 
proficiency

4 Good 3.5

11 26 Male 6 Negative Absent 22 Mild 24 Mild Native-like 
proficiency

3.75 Good 3.5

12 27 Male 3 Positive Absent 21 Mild 23 Mild Native-like 
proficiency

4 Native-like 
proficiency

4

13 22 Male 4.5 Negative Absent 25 Moderate 27 Moderate Native-like 
proficiency

3.75 Good 3

14 24 Male 4 Negative Absent 28 Moderate 29 Moderate Native-like 
proficiency

3.75 Good 3.5

15 26 Male 4 Negative Absent 29 Moderate 31 Moderate Native-like 
proficiency

3.75 Good 3.5

16 26 Male 6 Negative Absent 22 Mild 24 Mild Native-like 
proficiency

3.75 Good 3.5

17 27 Male 12 Negative Absent 19 Mild 21 Mild Native-like 
proficiency

4 Good 3.5

18 22 Male 2 Positive Absent 28 Moderate 29 Moderate Native-like 
proficiency

3.75 Good 3.5

19 28 Male 3 Negative Absent 25 Moderate 29 Moderate Native-like 
proficiency

4 Good 3.25

20 29 Male 4 Negative Absent 29 Moderate 31 Moderate Native-like 
proficiency

3.75 Good 3.5

21 27 Male 6 Negative Absent 18 Mild 22 Mild Native-like 
proficiency

4 Good 3.5

22 25 Female 3.2 Positive Absent 24 Mild 24 Mild Native-like 
proficiency

3.75 Good 3.5

23 29 Male 3 Positive Absent 25 Moderate 28 Moderate Native-like 
proficiency

4 Good 3.5

24 26 Male 4 Negative Absent 19 Mild 24 Mild Native-like 
proficiency

4 Good 3.5

25 25 Male 6 Negative Absent 33 Severe 39 Severe Native-like 
proficiency

4 Good 3.5

26 26 Male 9 Negative Absent 29 Moderate 30 Moderate Native-like 
proficiency

4 Good 3

27 25 Male 2 Positive Present 31 Moderate 29 Moderate Native-like 
proficiency

4 Good 3.25

28 26 Male 3 Negative Absent 21 Mild 24 Mild Native-like 
proficiency

4 Good 3.5

29 26 Male 3.3 Negative Absent 29 Moderate 31 Moderate Native-like 
proficiency

4 Good 3.5

30 26 Male 2 Positive Present 22 Mild 21 Mild Native-like 
proficiency

4 Good 3.5
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stuttering. The SSI-4 scores slightly varied between L1 and L2; 

however, there were no changes in the severity. The partici-

pants were native speakers of Kannada (L1), with English ac-

quired as the second language (L2). Further, Language Profi-

ciency Questionnaire Indian version (LEAP-QI) [60] was ad-

ministered to both groups to understand their linguistic back-

ground and language proficiency. They had good speaking, 

understanding, reading, and writing abilities in both lan-

guages. The self-reported overall language proficiency scores 

of BAWNS and BAWS were given in Table 1a and 1b. Further, 

all had native-like proficiency in L1 but good proficiency in 

L2. Furthermore, the current study wanted to include only 

highly proficient Kannada-English bilingual adults (groups 1 

& 2) in both languages; since the CS of these bilingual adults 

was often reported due to less proficiency in either of the lan-

guages. Moreover, it is pertinent to know the reasons for CS 

when there is no influence of low language proficiency in 

BAWS and BAWNS.

Self-assessment questionnaire 
The BSWQ [29] is a quantitative self-rating measure to assess 

the self-perception about LS. The questionnaire was used pre-

dominantly in the literature to characterise LS behaviours. It 

contains twelve questions to which the participants rate their 

perceptions using a five-point rating scale (1-never, 2-very in-

frequently, 3-occasionally, 4-frequently, and 5-always). It as-

sesses four constructs about LS as (i) L1 switching tendencies 

(tendency to switch from L2 to L1; L1-switch); (ii) L2 switch-

ing tendencies (tendency to switch from L1 to L2; L2-switch); 

(iii) contextual switch, which identifies the frequency of 

switches usually triggered by a particular environment, topic, 

or situation; and (iv) un-intended switch, which measures the 

awareness and intention of the LS behaviour. 

Switching constructs
The CS construct is a measure of switching patterns influ-

enced by sociolinguistic factors related to specific situations, 

people, or topics in which the bilingual speaker usually 

switches. It includes, L1 switch, L2 switch, contextual switch, 

and Unintended switch [29].

L1 switch (L2 to L1) and L2 switch (L1 to L2) tendency

“L1 switching tendency” refers to the propensity of an indi-

vidual to switch from their second language (L2) to first lan-

guage (L1) during communication. However, the L2 switching 

tendency is the inclination of an individual to switch from L1 

to L2 [28]. This construct helps us understand the switching 

tendencies from the second language to the first language (L1 

switch) or vice versa (L2 switch). It provides the self-perceived 

information of BAWS and BAWNS about their switching fre-

quencies in each language. Also, it shows the preferred lan-

guage transfer, either from L1 to L2 or L2 to L1, in both groups. 

Furthermore, it proclaims whether the switching frequencies 

between both groups differ for the L1 switch and L2 switch. 

These two constructs help measure the competency, profi-

ciency, and semantic differences between L1 and L2 [28]. For 

example, suppose a Kannada-English bilingual speaker tries 

to express the phrase, “I have a sophisticated experience in 

college”, and he or she may say, “I have olle college experi-

ence” (L1 switch). It may be due to their less proficiency in the 

English language. Thus, they do not have the word “sophisti-

cated” in their linguistic repertoire and end in CS.

Contextual switching

“Contextual switching” refers to the act of adjusting one’s lan-

guage, tone, or communication style based on the context or 

situation in which they are speaking. In this construct, we can 

find whether LS depends on contextual factors [28]. It pro-

vides the switching patterns influenced by sociolinguistic fac-

tors related to specific situations, people, or topics in which 

the bilingual speaker usually switches. For example, suppose 

a Kannada-English bilingual speaker is speaking in Kannada 

with a colleague who is also a native Kannada speaker acci-

dentally when another colleague (non-native speaker of Kan-

nada) may join their conversation. In that case, the group may 

continue their conversation in English. The automatic lan-

guage switch occurs to satisfy the conversation partner and 

shows contextual or situational roles in CS. Further, it may 

help assess which group (BAWS or BAWNS) has a greater ten-

dency to contextual switching.

Unintended switching

The phenomenon known as “unintentional switching” occurs 

when someone speaks in an alternate language or dialect 

without realizing it [28]. It refers to involuntary switching, to 

put it another way. Yet, the construct indirectly counts the 

number of behaviors that are voluntary. Because intentional 

or voluntary switching occurs if the number of unintentional 

switching decreases. Therefore, present switching construct 

shows whether the individual engages in voluntary or invol-

untary switching behaviour. Also, it may show differences be-

tween the two groups in their intentional switching. For ex-
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ample, a BAWS may intentionally switch words from L1 to L2 

if he or she has difficulty initiating the respective word (nI..nI..

nIru can change to Water).

Each construct contains three questions. The scores range 

from 0 to 60. The higher the BSWQ scores, the more frequent 

LS behaviours. Furthermore, these constructs showed a high 

factor simplicity S (0.89), moderate inter-factor correlation 

(0.14 to 0.33) and greater reliability (0.80) in Catalan-Spanish 

individuals [28]. The questionnaire facilitates an explicit un-

derstanding of self-perceptions of bilingual adults about their 

CS. Moreover, it improves the understanding of CS in relation 

to sociolinguistic and linguistic factors. It also aids in describ-

ing the unique variations among bilinguals for their CS. Thus, 

the BSWQ fits in assessing the self-perceived CS behaviours 

between Kannada-English BAWS and BAWNS.

Written permission was obtained from the original test au-

thor to adapt and modify the original BSWQ for Kannada-

English Bilingual population. The first author modified the 

questionnaire based on the specific language of interest. For 

example, the original question, ‘When I cannot recall a word 

in Catalan, I tend to produce it in Spanish immediately’; the 

modified question, ‘When I cannot recall a word in Kannada, 

I tend to immediately produce it in English’. All the twelve 

questions were modified. Further, the BSW questionnaire for 

Kannada-English bilinguals was content validated by five bi-

lingual Kannada-English speaking speech-language patholo-

gists with five years of experience in the speech and hearing 

field. The content validation was done using a three-point rat-

ing scale (0-not appropriate; 1-appropriate; 2-most appropri-

ate), resulting in appropriate to Kannada-English speaking bi-

linguals. Further, the item-level content validation index (I-

CVI-0.98) was obtained based on the expert’s scores. With ref-

erence to the cut-off scores of item-content validation index 

(I-CVI), 0.98 is highly satisfactory [61]. Therefore, the modified 

questions of BSWQ (12-questions) to assess the Kannada 

English-speaking bilinguals are satisfactory. Refer to Table 2 

for the modified BSWQ of Kannada-English bilinguals and I-

CVI scores. Furthermore, the authors ensured that the modi-

fied questions were clear, concise, and easily understandable 

by Kannada-English bilinguals. Also, the authors gathered 

good verbal feedback on the clarity, relevance, and compre-

hensibility of the questions from the content validators.

Administration of self-perceived rating scale
The BSWQ was administered individually to BAWS and 

BAWNS. The participants were seated in a quiet room, briefed 

about the procedure, and instructed to choose the most rele-

vant answer to the questions. If any question required clarifi-

cation, it was explained by the first author without any bias, in 

a neutral tone. To assess the test-retest reliability, the BSWQ 

was re-administered to 10 participants from each group after 

10-12 days of interval. The scores for each question, construct, 

and the total were calculated for every participant. Further, 

the scores were tabulated and subjected to statistical analysis.

Statistical analysis
Shapiro Wilks test results indicated a normal distribution. 

Hence, an Independent sampled t-test was performed to 

Table 2. Items of Kannada-English BSWQ 

Items
Number of 

experts 
agreed

I-CV (Items 
agreed/Number 

of experts)
Overall I-CV

I do not remember or I cannot recall some Kannada words when I am speaking in English language. 5 1 0.98

I do not remember or I cannot recall some English words when I am speaking in Kannada language. 5 1

I tend to switch languages during a conversation (for example, I switch from Kannada to English or vice versa). 5 1

When I cannot recall a word in Kannada, I tend to immediately produce it in English. 5 1

When I cannot recall a word in English, I tend to immediately produce it in Kannada. 5 1

I do not realize when I switch the language during a conversation (e.g., from Kannada to English) or when I mix the two 
languages; I often realize it only if I am informed of the switch by another person. 

4 0.8

When I switch languages, I do it consciously. 5 1

It is difficult for me to control the language switches I introduce during a conversation (e.g., from Kannada to English). 5 1

Without intending to, I sometimes produce the English word faster when I am speaking in Kannada. 5 1

Without intending to, I sometimes produce the Kannada word faster when I am speaking in English. 5 1

There are situations in which I always switch between the two languages. 5 1

There are certain topics or issues for which I normally switch between the two languages. 5 1
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compare the mean scores of L1 switch tendency, L2 switch 

tendency, contextual switching, unintended switching, and 

overall switching between BAWS and BAWNS. Further, the 

Mann-Whitney U test was performed to compare BAWS and 

BAWNS in a specific question (Question number seven, refer 

to Table 2), as it showed non-normality (W = 0.91; p= 0.01). 

One-way ANOVA was performed to compare the total mean 

scores across the stuttering severity. Inter-class correlation 

with a two-way mixed effects model was used to analyse the 

reliability.

RESULTS

Comparison of mean BSWQ scores between BAWNS and 
BAWS
Our first objective was to investigate the frequency of overall 

CS between BAWS and BAWNS. Further, we hypothesized that 

there is no significant difference between BAWS and BAWNS 

on overall CS frequencies. The descriptive results (overall 

mean scores) of BAWNS and BAWS on BSWQ are presented in 

Table 3. The descriptive results suggest more frequent switch-

ing of languages in BAWNS compared to BAWS. However, the 

inferential results of the overall mean switching scores indi-

cated no significant difference [t (58) =-2.396, p=0.20] be-

tween BAWNS (M =35.73; SD =5.26) and BAWS (M =32.90; 

SD=3.77). Therefore, the first hypothesis is accepted.

Second objective was to investigate the frequency of switch-

ing across four constructs between BAWS and BAWNS. Fur-

ther, we hypothesized that there is no significant difference 

across constructs. Table 4 represents the total mean scores, 

standard deviation, and effect size of four constructs (L1 

switch, L2 switch, contextual switch, and unintended switch) 

of BSWQ. It shows the higher mean score of L1 switch (M =  

9.73, SD = 2.07) in BAWNS than BAWS (M = 8.13, SD = 1.57). 

Further, inferentially, the results were statistically significant [t 

(58) = -3.262, p= 0.00; d = 0.87]. The descriptive mean scores of 

L2 switch constructs were also found to be greater in BAWNS 

(M = 9.33, SD = 1.51) than BAWS (M =  5.80, SD = 1.58), and the 

results were statistically significant [t (58) = -8.825; p= 0.00; 

d = 1.48]. On the contrary, the mean scores (descriptive statis-

tics) of contextual switching were more for BAWS (M = 11.10, 

SD = 2.07) than BAWNS (M = 9.03, SD = 2.51). Also, inferential 

results showed statistically significant difference [t (58) = 3.475, 

p= 0.00; d = 0.39]. Further, higher mean scores (descriptive 

statistics) were found for unintended switching in BAWS 

(M = 7.87, SD = 1.27) than in BAWNS (M = 7.63, SD = 1.99). 

However, the inferential results showed no significant differ-

ence [t (58) = 0.540, p= 0.591]. In addition, a specific question 

in unintended switching called “When I switch languages, I 

do it consciously” had higher mean scores in BAWS (M = 4.27, 

SD = 0.64) than BAWNS (Mean = 2.40, SD = 1.17). Further, the 

individual scores of the questions between BAWS and BAWNS 

were given in Table 5. Moreover, the inferential results showed 

statistically significant difference (z = -4.827, p= 0.00; d = 0.95). 

The constructs with significant values had a large effect size, 

except for the contextual switch (moderate effect size). Thus, 

BAWS and BAWNS have significant differences in three 

among the four switching constructs. Additionally, there was 

a significant difference found in three out of the four con-

structs, hence the second hypothesis is rejected. Figure 1 

shows the mean scores for conscious switching of BAWS and 

BAWNS.

Relationship between mean BSWQ scores and stuttering 
severity
The third objective was identifying the relationship between 

stuttering severity and CS behaviours. Further, the hypothesis 

Table 3. Overall mean switching scores of BAWS and BAWNS

BSWQ

BAWS BAWNS

Mean 32.90 35.73

Standard deviation 3.77 5.26

Median 34 35

Minimum 25 24

Maximum 40 47

Table 4. Total mean scores of four different constructs of BSWQ

L1 switch tendency L2 switch tendency Contextual switching Unintended switching

BAWS BAWNS BAWS BAWNS BAWS BAWNS BAWS BAWNS

Mean 8.13 9.73 5.80 9.33 11.10 9.03 7.87 7.63

Standard deviation 1.57 2.18 1.58 1.51 2.07 2.51 1.27 1.99

Test statistics (Independent sample T test) t (58)= -3.262 
p=0.00

t (58)= -8.825 
p=0.00

t (58)=3.475 
p=0.00

t (58)=0.540 
p=0.591
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made was that there was no relationship between them. In or-

der to identify the effect of stuttering severity in LS, the BAWS 

were grouped based on their degree of severity, such as mild, 

moderate, and severe. The descriptive results (scores of each 

construct and overall switching mean scores) of BAWS across 

mild, moderate, and severe degrees are given in Tables 6 and 

7. The results showed a more remarkable LS behaviour as the 

stuttering severity increased. Using, one-way ANOVA, a sig-

nificant difference (F(2) = 5.606, p= 0.00) across mild (M = 3 

1.00; SD = 4.02), moderate (M = 33.74; SD = 2.67), and severe 

stuttering (M = 37.25; SD=2.63) in overall switching scores (re-

fer Table 8). Furthermore, an attempt to compare scores of 

each construct across stuttering severity found a significant 

difference for the constructs L1 (F(2)= 4.81, p= 0.01), L2 (F(2)=  

9.84, p= 0.01), and contextual switching (F(2) = 3.31, p= 0.05). 

However, unintended switching (F(2) = 1.02, p= 3.71) did not 

differ significantly (refer Table 9). Further, the data were sub-

jected to post hoc analysis. The results of the Bonferroni test 

(refer Table 10 for each construct of BSWQ) identified a signif-

icantly greater LS behaviour in BAWS with severe stuttering 

compared to mild stuttering (α/3 = -6.250, p= 0.00) in overall 

switching. Additionally, for each construct, there was a signifi-

cant difference between moderate and mild for the L1 switch 

(α/3 = -1.58, p= 0.01), severe and moderate for the L2 switch 

(α/3 = -2.93, p= 0.02), and severe and mild for the contextual 

switch (α/3 = -3.66, p= 0.05). Therefore, the third hypothesis is 

rejected. 

Test re-test reliability
A test re-test reliability was performed for 10% of the partici-

pants (BAWS and BAWNS) across time (two weeks). Intra-

class correlation coefficient results indicated excellent reli-

ability for BAWS (r = 0.94) and BAWNS (r = 0.96).

DISCUSSION

The present study was primarily initiated to understand the 

self-perceived CS behaviour between bilingual adults who do 

and do not stutter using a self-report questionnaire. The 

BSWQ provided a conception of individuals’ thoughts on their 

CS. Further, the questionnaire provided a discernment to es-

tablish a distinction between BAWS and BAWNS based on 

their self-perspective of CS behaviours. In addition, a specific 

question in BSWQ examined the intentional CS in BAWS. 

Moreover, the present study examined how stuttering severity 

might affect CS.

Table 5. Scores between BAWS and BAWNS on a question “When I switch 
languages, I do it consciously”

Sl.no BAWS BAWNS

1. 4 2

2. 4 3

3. 4 1

4. 4 1

5. 4 1

6. 5 1

7. 5 2

8. 4 2

9. 4 2

10. 4 3

11. 3 3

12. 5 5

13. 5 2

14. 5 3

15. 5 5

16. 4 3

17. 4 4

18. 4 4

19. 4 2

20. 4 2

21. 4 5

22. 5 2

23. 5 2

24. 3 2

25. 3 2

26. 4 2

27. 4 2

28. 5 1

29. 5 2

30. 5 1

Figure 1. Mean score of a question from Unintended Switching between 
BAWS and BAWNS.
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Comparison of mean BSWQ scores between BAWNS and 
BAWS
The overall mean scores of BSWQ were not significantly dif-

ferent between BAWNS and BAWS. However, higher mean 

scores of overall switching were noticed in BAWNS. The near 

to equal overall CS in BAWS and BAWNS may be because 

switching between Kannada and English languages in literate 

bilinguals is often noticed in Karnataka [53]. The Kannada 

speaking individuals have abundant English-borrowed words 

in their linguistic repertoire. Therefore, both groups would 

Table 6. Scores of BAWS in different constructs of BSWQ across severity

Sl.no Stuttering 
severity L1 switch L2 switch Contextual 

switch
Unintended 

switch
Overall switching 

scores

1. Mild 8 6 11 8 33

2. Mild 6 4 12 6 28

3. Mild 8 6 8 7 29

4. Mild 5 5 7 8 25

5. Mild 5 4 8 8 25

6. Mild 8 7 13 8 36

7. Mild 6 5 13 9 33

8. Mild 6 5 9 8 28

9. Mild 6 5 10 9 30

10. Mild 9 5 10 10 34

11. Mild 10 7 11 7 35

12. Mild 9 5 12 10 36

13. Moderate 7 6 12 10 35

14. Moderate 10 4 12 10 36

15. Moderate 11 4 12 8 35

16. Moderate 9 9 12 6 36

17. Moderate 8 6 10 6 30

18. Moderate 9 8 6 7 30

19. Moderate 9 7 9 6 31

20. Moderate 8 6 12 8 34

21. Moderate 7 5 10 6 28

22. Moderate 8 6 11 8 33

23. Moderate 9 6 12 9 36

24. Moderate 8 6 11 7 32

25. Moderate 8 5 14 7 34

26. Moderate 9 8 12 7 36

27. Severe 10 10 12 7 39

28. Severe 10 7 14 9 40

29. Severe 8 4 14 9 35

30. Severe 10 3 14 8 35

Table 7. Overall mean scores of BAWS in BSWQ across stuttering severity

Stuttering 
severity N Mean Standard 

deviation
Test statistics 

(One way ANOVA)

Mild 12 31.00 4.023 F (2) =5.606

Moderate 14 33.74 2.673 p=0.00

Severe 4 37.25 2.630

N, number of BAWS.

Table 8. Bonferroni p value scores across different degrees of stuttering

α/3 p-value

Mild-Moderate -2.286 0.265

Moderate-Severe -3.964 0.128

Mild-Severe -6.250 0.00

p<0.05 shows statistically significant. 
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have identified frequent LS behaviours in their daily life. An-

other reason could be the higher proficiency of known lan-

guages, both groups may possess similar levels of proficiency 

in each language they speak. When individuals are equally 

fluent in known languages, they may naturally switch between 

them [34]. Both the groups had similar proficiency levels 

across languages (refer Table 1a and 1b). Furthermore, CS of-

ten occurs in response to social cues or situational demands. 

BAWS, regardless of stuttering, may switch languages to ac-

commodate the linguistic preferences of their conversation 

partner, or to express certain cultural views that are more ef-

fectively conveyed in one language over another [50]. Simi-

larly, BAWNS exhibits CS due to social preferences [42]. Here, 

question 3, 11, and 12 points switching during conversation 

with another person, and found to have similar scores in 

BAWS and BAWNS. In addition, the bilinguals (BAWS and 

BAWNS) typically demonstrate enhanced cognitive flexibility, 

which allows them to seamlessly switch between languages 

[28]. This cognitive ability may not always be directly influ-

enced by stuttering and thus CS could remain consistent 

across both groups. The questions 6 and 8, indicates cognitive 

control of switching across languages, further, it indicates 

similar scores between the two groups. However, there is no 

questionnaire-based study in stuttering literature to support 

the indistinguishable LS behaviour between bilingual adults 

who do and do not stutter. 

Though the overall switching did not differ between the 

groups, the results indicate a difference in three out of four 

switching constructs of BSWQ. The first result includes an in-

creased L1, and L2 tendency switch in BAWNS than BAWS. 

There has been some discussion in language literature con-

cerning the underlying reasons for the higher frequency of 

switching behaviour (L1 switch; L2 switch). It is majorly re-

lated to linguistic factors (competence and proficiency) [28]. 

As the current study employed proficient and highly compe-

tent speakers (BAWNS) of L1 and L2, this could be one of the 

factors contribute to higher frequency of L1 and L2 switching 

tendency. Though the BAWS also had higher proficiency 

across languages, the fear of negative reactions from listeners 

may contribute to less frequency of L1 and L2 switching ten-

dency. However, the authors found no supporting evidence in 

stuttering literature. The additional factors may contribute 

switching tendency, include socio-pragmatic [49], cognitive 

[30], semantic [38-40], and socio-psychological, such as social 

roles, social dominance, message intrinsic considerations 

(e.g., repetition, or clarification) [42]. 

Secondly, there was a significantly increased contextual 

switching noticed in BAWS than BAWNS. It indicates that the 

BAWS use their switching behaviour in particular situations or 

environments more than BAWNS. The observation of fre-

quent contextual switching in BAWS could be influenced by 

several factors. Such as, the fluency variability, social factor, 

coping strategy, and cognitive flexibility. Kannada-English 

BAWS may experience variability in stuttering between their 

languages [16,17]. They might find it easier to express them-

selves fluently in certain contexts or topics in one language 

compared to another. Contextual switching allows them to 

choose the language where they feel more fluent, reducing 

the likelihood of stuttering. On the other hand, it also relates 

to the socio-pragmatic factors [42,49]. In response to social 

Table 9. Scores of each construct across stuttering severity

L1 switch tendency L2 switch tendency Contextual switching Unintended switching

Mild Moderate Severe Mild Moderate Severe Mild Moderate Severe Mild Moderate Severe

Mean 7.16 8.75 9.00 5.33 6.43 3.50 10.33 11.31 14.00 8.16 7.56 8.50

Standard deviation 1.69 1.12 1.41 0.98 1.67 0.10 2.01 1.92 0.00 1.19 1.36 0.70

Test statistics  
(One-way ANOVA)

F (2) =4.81 
p=0.01

F (2) =9.84 
p=0.01

F (2) =3.31 
p=0.05

F (2) =1.02 
p=3.71

Table 10. Bonferroni p value scores across different degrees of stuttering

L1 switch L2 switch Contextual switch

α/3 p-value α/3 p-value α/3 p-value

Mild-Moderate -1.58 0.01 -1.10 0.14 -0.97 0.58

Moderate-Severe -0.25 1.00 2.93 0.02 -2.68 2.21

Mild-Severe 1.83 2.91 1.83 2.95 -3.66 0.05

p<0.05 shows statistically significant. 
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cues or the linguistic preferences of their conversation part-

ners, the BAWS may engage in contextual switching to adapt 

to the language choices of them. As the stuttering varies 

across situations, the BAWS may try to cope with dysfluencies 

using switching behaviours [14,15,50,51,55,56]. In addition, 

BAWS may find contextual switching less demanding in terms 

of cognitive resources, thereby reducing the likelihood of stut-

tering. However, no studies have exclusively focussed on the 

perception of BAWS in various switching constructs to sup-

port the current results. 

Results from the fourth construct (unintended switching) 

indicated that BAWS and BAWNS did not significantly differ. 

Additionally, it is interesting to note that a specific question 

regarding the intended use of LS (question number seven) re-

vealed that BAWS used CS more voluntarily than BAWNS. No 

support for this claim is available from previous stuttering lit-

erature. However few studies [14,15,50,56], have shown the 

use of voluntary CS to avoid dysfluencies whenever BAWS an-

ticipate to stutter or during times of stuttering. On the other 

hand, it may also depend on the individual choices [41], and 

environmental needs [43]. 

In addition, question number seven is one of three items for 

unintentional CS. Also, the score of it was added to the other 

two other questions scores (numbers six and eight) to get the 

total scores of unintentional CS between groups. This brings 

us to the point of scoring and significant difference. Neverthe-

less, the total unintentional CS scores did not differ statisti-

cally, despite the seventh question’s results showing a statisti-

cally significant difference. In summary, we hypothesize that 

the results on the other two questions offset the notable differ-

ence observed in question number seven.

Relationship between mean BSWQ scores and stuttering 
severity

Further, the results of the within-group comparison indicate 

there was an effect of stuttering severity in LS behaviours. That 

is, the BAWS with severe stuttering switch languages more fre-

quently than those with mild stuttering severity in overall 

switching scores and contextual switching. A trend was no-

ticed that as stuttering severity increases, so does the fre-

quency of CS behaviours. Because, the bilingual adults with 

severe stuttering may frequently tend to reduce the dysfluent 

utterances than mild, as they have higher dysfluency rate. 

Furthermore, the dysfluencies vary across person, places, or 

situations [1]. Therefore, they may frequently use language al-

ternation to eliminate or avoid the dysfluencies across situa-

tions. Additional findings indicate that LS increases with stut-

tering severity, as seen by the higher L1 and L2 switching ten-

dency in the severe group compared to the less severe group. 

There has been some discussion in the aphasia literature con-

cerning the severe impairment effect on LS [45,48], yet there 

needs to be a consensus regarding the stuttering severity and 

LS frequency. 

Test re-test reliability
The test re-test reliability was done to ensure the responses’ 

stability. Accordingly, the current results suggest an excellent 

test re-test reliability for both groups. It indicates that partici-

pants are highly consistent with their responses across time. 

However, this observation was previously addressed only in 

BAWNS [29].

Limitations 
The study has a few limitations. Firstly, it is a preliminary at-

tempt to study CS in stuttering with a questionnaire data 

without an external speech measure to validate the results, 

thus it is difficult to make specific conclusions. Another limi-

tation was that the female participants were relatively less 

represented than males in the present study. It may be due to 

the lower prevalence of stuttering in females than in males. 

The study did not involve any qualitative descriptive data 

from the participants. A clear understanding would exhibit if 

each BAWS provided a reason for their CS through an inter-

view. Though one of the constructs in BSWQ reveal the in-

tended switching behaviour in BAWS, it is still inconclusive 

whether voluntary or involuntary to avoid dysfluencies. Fur-

thermore, we relied on stuttering guidelines that have been 

established for monolingual English speakers, however our 

participants were bilinguals.

Future directions
It is important to examine the nature, types, and patterns of 

CS behaviours in BAWS. Furthermore, a self-perceived de-

scriptive data will add on to the reason of intentional switch-

ing behaviour in BAWS. Nevertheless, we will awn these limi-

tations with our detailed ongoing quantitative and qualitative 

investigation on CS and CM behaviours in BAWS.

Additionally, future research should examine the factors 

that influence CS in multilingual adults who do and do not 

stutter with differential levels of language proficiency in both 

languages. The current study studied CS only in Kannada and 

English (linguistically unrelated languages) speaking BAWS. 
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However, future studies should focus on investigating the fre-

quency of CS in BAWS who speak related languages, for in-

stance, Kannada and Tamil, because linguistically similar lan-

guages may produce more confusion and, thus, more disflu-

encies than different languages [22]. In the same way, the 

similarities between languages increase the frequency of 

code-mixing (CM) and CS in bilinguals [31,32,53]. Therefore, 

it would be necessary for future research to investigate the fre-

quency of CS, the relationship between CS and dysfluencies, 

and factors influencing CS in BAWS who speak related lan-

guages.

CONCLUSION 

Only a handful of existing studies have attempted under-

standing the CS behaviours in BAWS. The current research 

note is the first to facilitate understanding of four switching 

constructs between BAWS and BAWNS. It highlights more 

tendencies of LS (L1 to L2; L2 to L1) between two languages in 

BAWNS, but increased contextual switching in BAWS. Further, 

the current report highlights the intended use of CS behav-

iours in Kannada-English BAWS with a good sample size. 

However, the reason for the intended CS to avoid dysfluencies 

should study further. 

Clinical Implications 
The CS may hinder the clinician’s estimation of stuttering se-

verity and frequency in BAWS. Thus, it is essential to probe 

every BAWS, whether they do conscious LS to avoid dysflu-

ency, during their fluency assessment. Therefore, it enhances 

the basic understanding of LS and its purpose in BAWS.

Further, when assessing stuttering severity and frequency in 

BAWS, it is crucial to identify in both the languages (L1 and 

L2) with the general guidance to limit voluntary CS. Further-

more, a way to resolve the involvement of switching behav-

iour, would be to ask the BAWS to speak in one language at a 

time (L1 or L2) while collecting samples for stuttering assess-

ment, and followed by another language. So that the clini-

cians can calculate the accurate frequency and severity of 

stuttering across languages (L1 and L2) in BAWS. Researchers 

who studied Kannada-English bilingual stutterers also 

claimed that the frequency and severity of dysfluencies need 

to be enquired about individually across languages [16,17]. 

Moreover, the study will help understand the BAWS’s self-

perceived thoughts about their CS behaviour. Further at-

tempting to use known languages as a communicative strat-

egy to avoid or compensate for the dysfluencies emphasises 

the understanding of coping behaviours that BAWS accom-

modates. Additionally, the LS behaviours benefit fluent utter-

ance from the perspective of BAWS. We want to advocate that 

these avoidance strategies (LS behaviour) may reduce dysflu-

encies; but do not enhance fluent communication. Further-

more, these avoidance behaviours are unhelpful in the long-

term management of stuttering [13].
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