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This dissertation considers repetition phenomena in Hindi-English bilingual
discourse. Through analysis of everyday Hindi-English conversations, I demonstrate that
code-switching and related bilingual phenomena systematically expand options bilingual
speakers have for structuring discourse, managing interactions, and making linguistic and
social meaning. The systematicity and strategy of Hindi-English code-switching are
particularly apparent in what I term bilingual repetition. In bilingual repetition, the
semantic content of an utterance in one language is repeated in another language, usually
in close proximity to the first occurrence. Bilingual repetition is encountered throughout
South Asian multilingual contexts ranging from casual conversations to printed
advertisements to Bollywood dialogues. I also consider repetition as a discourse-level
areal feature of South Asia. Both monolingual and bilingual repetition phenomena offer
an opportunity to investigate alternatives for making meaning both within and across
languages due to the side-by-side presentation of semantically and formally related
messages. Ultimately, code-switching and repetition in Hindi-English bilingual discourse
emerge as practices that both create and reflect linguistic and social simultaneity.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

OPENING REMARKS
This dissertation considers repetition in Hindi-English bilingual discourse.
Investigation of repetition in Hindi-English bilingual discourse provides evidence that
Hindi-English code-switching is a structured and strategic linguistic and social resource
uniquely available to bilinguals. Through analysis of Hindi-English bilingual
conversation, I demonstrate that Hindi-English code-switching systematically expands
options speakers have for structuring discourse, making linguistic and social meaning,
and expressing communicative intentions in specific ways. Ultimately, Hindi-English
code-switching and repetition in Hindi-English bilingual discourse emerge practices that
both create and reflect linguistic, cognitive, and social simultaneity.
In this chapter, I introduce the general topic area, present an example of the
phenomenon being investigated in this study, and describe how I became interested in the
topic. Next, I outline the research questions pursued in this study and suggest what
studying repetition in bilingual discourse might tell us about discourse more generally. I
end this chapter by sketching the structure of the entire work.

REPETITION IN HINDI-ENGLISH BILINGUAL DISCOURSE
The systematicity and strategy of Hindi-English code-switching is particularly
apparent in what I have termed bilingual repetition. In bilingual repetition phenomena,
1

the semantic content of a message in one language is repeated in another language,
usually in close proximity to the first occurrence. Consider the following example, which
demonstrates the type of bilingual repetition phenomenon under investigation in
this dissertation:
Example 1: Repetition in Hindi-English Bilingual Discourse
1

S

d- do

mahiine

khatam

ho

two

months

finished

become go.PAST.PL

gaye

(.)

‘Two months are finished.’
2

3

already (.)
‘already’
A maiN gayii
I

go.PAST.F

aur

abhii

phirse (.)

and

just now

again

‘I went and again,’
4

S

maiN

aaj

soch

rahii

I

today

think

PROG.F be.PAST.F

thii

((clears throat))

‘Today I was thinking,’
5

aadhaa

semester

khatam

ho

half.M

semester

finished

become go.PAST.M.SG

gayaa,

‘Half the semester is finished,’
6

half the semester is gone.
‘Half the semester is gone.’
(AY/SD – ‘semester’)

In this example, the speakers have been discussing how quickly the semester is passing.
Note that the noun phrases do mahiine ‘two months’ and aadhaa semester ‘half the
semester’ are synonymous in that they refer to the same span of time, and that the noun
phrases aadhaa semester ‘half the semester’ and half the semester are equivalent.1 The
verb phrases khatam ho gayaa ‘is finished’, khatam ho gaye ‘are finished’, and is gone
are also equivalent, though there are small grammatical agreement differences. Bilingual
1

Transcribed dialogue is represented in italic type, while glosses are presented in plain type. Items of
interest are represented in bold italic type. For a full explanation of the transcription system used in this
work, refer to the tables in Appendix A: Transcription Conventions.
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repetition raises interesting questions regarding the nature of synonyms within languages
and equivalents across languages. A thorough exploration of these questions is somewhat
beyond the scope of the present study, though they will be touched upon throughout.
Bilingual repetition involves two distinct categories of communicative practice:
code-switching and repetition. I define code-switching as a single speaker’s (or writer’s)
use of two or more language varieties in a single communicative interaction. Codeswitching can occur intersententially, or between utterances, as well as intrasententially,
or within utterances. I define repetition very broadly as the re-use of a linguistic unit at
any level of organization: phonological, lexical, syntactic, and, most significantly for this
work, semantic.
Bilingual repetition is encountered throughout South Asian multilingual contexts
ranging from casual conversations to radio talk to printed advertisements to Bollywood
dialogues. I first encountered bilingual repetition as a learner of Hindi. Like many
language teachers, my instructors would frequently give the same message in both Hindi
and English, e.g. kitaab khol diijiye ‘open your book’. In this special context of language
learning, ensuring student comprehension seemed to be the goal. But then, as my
proficiency increased and I began watching Bollywood films, I noticed that lines of
dialogue were quite often delivered in both Hindi and English. In the film Chupke
Chupke, for instance, a character says, What nonsense! Kyaa baqvaas! ‘What nonsense!’.
At first glance, such examples appear to be a kind of translation for the benefit of nonEnglish speaking audiences.
As I began considering the use of English in and alongside Hindi in the everyday
speech of Hindi-English bilinguals living in India and abroad, I encountered many
instances of bilingual repetition in code-switched conversations. In these cases, with
speakers similarly proficient in both Hindi and English, it seemed unlikely that bilingual
3

repetition was accommodation used to ensure listener comprehension. This kind of
bilingual repetition is sometimes casually referred to as “self-translation.” The term
translation can be problematic, because it suggests that an interlocutor is in need of
translation in order to comprehend the message. In Example 1 above, for instance, both
speakers are fully competent speakers of Hindi and English (as well as other languages);
the idea that the speaker is bilingually self-repeating for the benefit of a less proficient
listener does not apply in this example. The pervasiveness of bilingual repetition in
everyday conversation as well as constructed representations of speech, e.g. film
dialogues, also made it seem unlikely that instances of bilingual repetition were merely
redundancies or disfluencies.
Indeed, not only is the phenomenon of bilingual repetition widespread among
speakers who code-switch between Hindi and English, it has also been encountered by
other researchers working in a wide range of language contact situations (e.g. Gumperz
1982, Tsitsipis 1998, Gardner-Chloros 2000, Quinto-Pozos 2002, Muysken 2000).
However, mentions in the literature tend to be brief. The few extended discussions of
bilingual repetition that do appear typically analyze it as a strategy of emphasis or
clarification. I argue that bilingual repetition is not adequately accounted for by notions
such as emphasis or clarification.
As for form, bilingual repetition is somewhat like monolingual paraphrase, in that
the two sentences are more or less synonymous, or monolingual reformulation, in that the
form of the message has changed while aspects of the meaning have remained constant.
As for use, bilingual repetition is used for structuring discourse and managing
interactions. It appears to function much like other contextualization cues, in that it
signals information beyond the semantic content of the message (Gumperz 1982). The

4

range of shapes and significances displayed and interpreted by speakers and listeners
suggest that bilingual repetition is structurally complex and multi-functional.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS
Through detailed micro-analyses of Hindi-English bilingual discourse data, I
attempt to demonstrate that repetition in bilingual discourse is a structured, skilled, and
strategic communicative resource and practice. I engage the following questions in
this study:
 How is repetition in bilingual discourse internally organized? What are its formal

features?
 How does repetition contribute to the structuring of bilingual discourse

more generally?
 How does repetition function as an interactional resource in bilingual discourse?
 How does repetition in bilingual discourse exploit similarity and difference,

repetition and variation, in linguistic and social meaning making (Johnstone 1994,
Schiffrin 2006)?
 How does repetition in bilingual discourse relate to larger issues of identity and

socio-cultural meaning and context?
 How does repetition in bilingual discourse allow speakers to display linguistic and

social simultaneity (Woolard 1998, Myers-Scotton 1993)?
Underlying these questions is the assumption that close examination of micro-level
interactions is crucial to achieving richer and more nuanced understandings of macrolevel issues of socio-cultural meaning.
Studies of code-switching are often marginalized from wider theoretical
enterprises within linguistics (Woolard 2004). I seek to close this gap by exploring the
5

extent to which code-switching is unique in the ways it structures discourse and by
considering the relationship of code-switching to other discourse structuring devices,
particularly repetition. Due to the side-by-side presentation of alternative ways of making
meaning both within and across languages, an investigation into the shapes and
significances of bilingual repetition in everyday speech holds promise for contributing to
an understanding of code-switching, discourse structuring, and interactional management
more generally.

ORGANIZATION OF THE DISSERTATION
The dissertation is organized as follows: In this chapter, I have presented the
general topic, an example of the candidate phenomenon, and the questions and goals of
the dissertation. In Chapter 2, I provide the theoretical background to this research. I
review research relevant to the current investigation, including research on repetition in
monolingual discourse, code-switching and bilingual discourse, and bilingual repetition.
In Chapter 3, I provide the sociolinguistic background to this research. I discuss
multilingualism in South Asia and among the Diaspora, linguistic and social outcomes of
centuries of contact between Hindi and English, and attitudes toward Hindi-English codeswitching. In Chapter 4, I describe the Hindi-English data and research participants and
discuss the methods used to analyze the data.
Chapter 5 and Chapter 6 are the heart of the work. In these chapters, I present and
analyze examples from the corpus: I describe the formal features of repetition in bilingual
discourse, placing it in the context of the sequential organization of the turn-taking
system in conversation. I discuss functions of repetition in bilingual discourse, including
its role in structuring discourse. I also discuss interactional functions of repetition and its
role in managing conversations. In Chapter 7, I summarize the major findings and
6

contributions of this dissertation as I explore relationships between repetition in bilingual
discourse and larger issues of identity and socio-cultural context and consider the
significance of repetition in bilingual discourse as a linguistic and social strategy
uniquely available to bilinguals.

7

Chapter 2: Theoretical Background

INTRODUCTION TO THE CHAPTER
In this chapter, I first provide the theoretical background to my study by
reviewing relevant research on two major though distinct categories of linguistic practice:
code-switching and repetition in monolingual discourse. Then I survey the existing work
on bilingual repetition, a third type of linguistic practice representing the intersection of
repetition and code-switching. Finally, I consider whether we can find ways to unify
discussions of monolingual and bilingual discourse by appealing to theories
of contextualization.

REPETITION
Repetition is a universal phenomenon in language use, occurring in all modalities
of human communication and in all societies. Repetition is also ubiquitous, occurring in
virtually all communicative contexts and at all levels of linguistic organization. Societies
differ, however, in how much and what kinds of repetition are acceptably used by whom
and in which situations. Languages also differ in how much repetition is integral to
meaning making and formal requirements. Most existing studies of repetition have
focused on contexts of poetry, verbal art, speech play, ritualized language use,
propaganda and political communication, and in teaching, learning, and socializations. A
wide range of aesthetic, cognitive, rhetorical, and textual functions have been found for
8

repetition. Repetition in everyday conversation, whether monolingual or bilingual, has
received less attention, though there is notable work by Tannen (1987, 1989/2007) and
others. This work is reviewed below.
Although primarily considered a poetic or rhetorical device, repetition emerges as
structured and strategic in everyday conversation, even taking on poetic qualities (Tannen
1989). In his classic essay “Linguistics and Poetics,” Jakobson (1960) identified six
communicative

functions

of

language:

emotive,

conative,

referential,

phatic,

metalinguistic, and poetic. The poetic function, according to Jakobson, puts “the focus on
the message for its own sake” (356). The poetic function projects equivalence from the
axis of selection, i.e. the paradigmatic axis, onto the axis of combination, i.e. the
syntagmatic axis. In other words, words are chosen for both grammatical and aesthetic
reasons. The poetic function plays an important role not only in poetry, but in other kinds
of genres not typically considered “poetic” in nature, including everyday conversation.
In the poetic function, attention is focused on the message through the presence of
parallelisms, i.e. equivalent features, including alliteration, assonance, rhyme, synonyms,
allusions, lexical repetitions, etc. In the presentation and analysis of repetition phenomena
from the corpus of Hindi-English bilingual discourse in Chapter 5 and Chapter 6, we will
see how these parallelisms, as Jakobson called them, appear and are exploited in the
making of linguistic and social meaning.

Definition of Repetition
This study employs a broad definition of repetition to include the re-occurrence of
elements at any level of linguistic organization, including phonology, morphology,
lexicon, syntax, semantics, and discourse. While South Asian languages are replete with
phonological and morphological repetition, e.g. reduplication, these figure less
9

prominently in this study of bilingual repetition. Lexical repetition as well as syntactic
repetition, e.g. parallelism, and semantic repetition, e.g. paraphrase, are central in
this study.

Repetition as Redundant?
In current Western academic culture, repetition is generally proscribed in style
handbooks and by writing teachers. Repetition is considered redundant and should be
avoided, while originality is valued and encouraged (Johnstone et al. 1994, p. 16).2
However, even in Western cultures, repetition is a noticeable feature of all verbal art and
ritualistic uses of language and is prominent in political discourse. It also plays a major
role in situations of teaching, learning, and socialization. And, repetition is a pervasive
feature of ordinary, everyday conversation (Tannen 1987, 1989/2007; Johnstone
et al. 1994).
Repetition in general seems somehow to flout Gricean maxims, particularly the
Maxim of Manner: Be brief and perhaps also the Maxim of Quantity: Do not make your
contribution more informative than is required. Saying something more than once does
seem unnecessary, except in clear cases of other-initiated repair, where the listener has
trouble hearing or comprehending the message. If we assume speakers are adhering to the
Cooperative Principle, then we have to ask why a particular message is repeated. Of
course, the Gricean maxims have been criticized for being culturally biased (e.g. Keenan
(Ochs) 1974), but they have also been found to capture something intuitive about the
assumptions listeners normally make about the way speakers will talk, even across
sociolinguistic contexts. Moreover, those who reject the criticism of the Gricean maxims
2

Johnstone et al. (1994) suggest that originality may be a more recent goal and value in Western academic
culture, with repetition and faithful reproduction previously valued (15).
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as culturally biased argue that Grice’s primitives, e.g. “relevant” or “brief”, are meant to
be defined in local cultural terms rather than in any universal way.
It seems, then, that repetition is not mere redundancy. All interlocutors in all
contexts operate under some set of principles and presumptions about how
communication is typically structured and about how interactions normally proceed
within a given culture or subculture. This is akin to Grice’s Co-operative Principle:
“Make your contribution such as is required, at the stage at which it occurs, by the
accepted purpose or direction of the talk exchange in which you are engaged.” As
philosopher Kent Bach (2006) has noted, the Gricean maxims “are not sociological
generalizations about speech, nor are they moral prescriptions or proscriptions on what to
say or communicate... they are better construed as presumptions about utterances,
presumptions that we as listeners rely on and as speakers exploit” (24). In other words,
these maxims and principles are better understood as describing the assumptions listeners
normally make about the way speakers will talk, rather than as representing prescriptions
for how one ought to talk. Levinson (1983) has also noted that the Co-operative Principle
and Maxims are a specification of “maximally efficient, rational, co-operative”
communication, something that is an idealization (102). Speakers are not claimed to
follow the guidelines exactly, but they have been found to orient toward the basic
principles behind these guidelines.
In short, repeating something that has already been said, whether it involves selfrepetition or other-repetition, somehow seems inefficient, particularly when there has
been no trouble in hearing or understanding. As Levinson notes, when talk does not
conform to these principles, hearers still assume speakers are adhering to the principles at
some deeper level and are making co-operative contributions (102). When the
contribution appears on the surface not to conform to these principles, listeners look for
11

other connections and meanings; these connections have also been called relevance. In
other words, the maxims generate in listeners inferences beyond the semantic content of
the sentences uttered. These inferences are conversational implicatures.
As Levinson (1983) notes, conversational implicatures are non-conventional, in
that they are not part of the conventional meaning of linguistic expressions (120). They
are also non-detachable; they are attached to the semantic content of what is said, not to
the linguistic form. Replacing the words of an utterance with synonyms does not detach
the implicature. Sadock (1978) points out that implicatures are the only kind of pragmatic
or semantic inferences that are freely reinforceable, i.e. conjoining an implicature with an
overt statement of its content does not produce anomalous redundancy. Thus, if repetition
flouts the Maxims of Manner and Quantity, if it violates the co-operative principle, then
the violation will cause listeners to seek meaning beyond the semantic content of that
repeated message without producing a sense of redundancy. Repetition, because it flouts
the Gricean maxims and violates the Co-operative Principle, causes listeners to seek
meaning beyond the semantic content of that repeated message. The fact that implicatures
are reinforceable and can co-occur with an overt statement of their content points us
toward an understanding of why repetition can occur without seeming redundant.

Repetition as Repair?
Repetition figures prominently in repair, the process through which participants
locate and address conversational problems in speaking, hearing, or understanding
(Schegloff et al. 1977). Repair is initiated by marking the trouble source in some way.
When the repairable is marked by the speaker, e.g. by something even as small as a
glottal stop or pause, it is called self-initiation. When the repairable is marked by the
recipient, e.g. through a question word or gesture of confusion, it is called other12

initiation. The outcome of repair, whether successful or not, is the effecting of change.
When the speaker makes the change or correction, it is called self-repair. When the
recipient makes the change or correction, it is called other-repair.
Repair has become an extremely broad category in the literature, including
various adjustments to talk, such as replacement repair, adjustments to planning, such as
background repair, and changes in footing or stance. As in the study of many aspects of
conversation, analysts often confuse structures and functions. From the perspective of
Conversation Analysis, repair has a clearly identifiable, proto-typical sequential structure,
as described above. As discussed in the literature, repair also has innumerable functions.
The core function of repair, however, is to locate and address production or
comprehension problems in conversation. The issues are what counts as a “problem” in
conversation and how problematic sequences are marked in interaction.
Although repetition is one of the formal options available for marking or
addressing problems in conversation and repetition, not all repetition is repair. In her
study of monolingual repetition as paraphrase in Arabic, for example, Johnstone (1984)
found that in the majority of cases “the paraphrase is not a self-correction” (250). She did
find that the two parts, i.e. the first occurrence and the repeat, do “function together as a
cohesive discourse unit” (250). One way to distinguish repetition involving repair from
other kinds of repetition is suggested in Norrick (1987), where he found that recipients do
not generally orient to self-repetitions for self-repair in monolingual speech situations,
implying that recipients may be more likely to respond or react to self-repetition for
purposes other than repair.
In sum, although repair and repetition do frequently co-occur in conversation,
there is no one-to-one relationship between repair and repetition. Assuming that there is a
one-to-one relationship between repetition and repair can obscure the various forms and
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functions of repetition that do appear in conversation. Such an approach may stem from
the assumption discussed above that repetition is somehow unnecessary or inefficient and
therefore must always be marking some kind of trouble in production or comprehension
in conversation.

Monolingual Repetition Phenomena in the Literature
As mentioned above, research on repetition has tended to focus on contexts of
speech play and verbal art and teaching, learning, and socialization. There have been two
main streams of research on repetition in discourse that do not fall into one of the two
categories mentioned. The first is situated within pragmatics and is exemplified by work
by Halliday and Hasan (1976) and Hoey (1991). This approach has primarily focused on
repetition as a discourse-, text-, or information-structuring device. The second stream
comes from socially and interactionally oriented approaches to language and includes
researchers such as Tannen (1987, 1989), Johnstone (1987, 1994), and Schiffrin (2006).
This latter approach has focused mostly on repetition as an interactional and interpersonal
resource. The vast majority of work on repetition, whatever the context, has focused on
monolingual discourse.
Some of the researchers who have worked on monolingual repetition in
spontaneous, everyday conversation from a social or interactional perspective include
Johnstone (1994, 1991, 1987, 1984), Merritt (1994), Norrick (1987), Schegloff (1987),
Tannen (1987, 1989/2007), Tsitsipis (1998), Wong (2000), and Schiffrin (2006). These
researchers approach repetition from various methodological perspectives and have found
a wide range of textual, rhetorical, interactional, cognitive, and aesthetic functions for
repetition in everyday conversation. From this research, it emerges that repetition is a
major discourse-structuring device and important tool for managing communication in
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everyday conversation. However, many of these discussions of monolingual repetition
have focused on enumerating functions of repetition, a task that can never be complete,
especially when we begin to think about language use cross-linguistically.
One of the things that unites these researchers is a general view that repetition is
not evidence of disfluency, lack of creativity, laziness, sloppiness, or pointless
redundancy. Norrick (1987) points out that, in contrast to earlier sporadic research on
repetition, more recent research on repetition recognizes general cognitive and
interactional motivations for repetition in a number of areas, including “in the nature of
conversation itself, in the task of production, in the attempt to render discourse more
coherent and accessible, and in strategies for influencing hearers” (246). Repetition is a
much more fundamental part of human communication than previously thought, and its
forms often appear to be strategic and structured, rather than random.
Norrick (1987) notes, “speakers not only repeat their own words and phrases at
the level of the turn, and their own turns at the discourse level, but they also echo the
wording, rhythms, and turns of their interlocutors” (245). In the structure of conversation,
we thus find both local and more global repetition, both lexical and phrasal repetition,
and both self- and other-repetition. Schegloff (1987), for instance, has noted that recycled
turn beginnings are precise mechanisms of repair in conversation, and Norrick (1987),
upon reviewing existing literature on repetition, found that same-speaker repeats are often
modeled on adjacency pairs from dyadic exchange. Tannen (1987, 1989) argues that
repetition in conversation is a kind of spontaneous formulaicity, or pre-patterning,
available for use in interaction. Brown (2001) suggests that it is a core mental, linguistic,
and social resource that no speaker can do without.
In short, repetition in everyday conversation is pervasive, structured, and
strategic. Repetition is evidence of neither laziness nor sloppiness; it is rather a resource
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speakers can use to structure discourse, manage interactions, and express themselves
creatively through language in everyday interaction.

The Issue of “Exactness” in Repetition
One of the critical issues in studies of repetition is determining what counts as
repetition. Part of the answer to that question depends on “how easily we can identify
something as being ‘another one of those’” (Johnstone et al. 1994:3). Studies of repetition
have tended to privilege form over meaning, focusing on formally “exact” repetition.
However, we know that two utterances, even if formally identical, can never be exactly
the same. But how similar do they have to be to be considered repetition? Asked another
way, how different can they be to still be considered repetition? In other words, how
much similarity is required and how much variation is tolerated in identifying something
as a repeat of something else?
Johnstone et al. (1994) raise a methodologically crucial issue in the study of
repetition when they ask, “But what would we mean, precisely, by saying that some
repetitions are more exact than others? How would we measure exactness?” (15). One
possible solution is to count how many linguistically segmentable forms get repeated. But
this approach is problematic in cases where no segmentable forms are repeated, as in
same-language paraphrase, where the repetition is semantic.
As Gardner-Chloros et al. (2000) and others have pointed out, exact repetition is
fairly rare in everyday conversation.3 As noted, even “exact” repetitions are not exact.
Although the repeat may have the same surface form as the first occurrence, the
repetition is almost always accompanied by differences in intonation, intensity, speaking
3

There are, however, contexts beyond everyday conversation where close repetitions are expected;
examples include classroom settings, waiters reciting “tonight’s specials”, government-mandated airline
attendants’ announcements, formal swearing-in ceremonies, and the recitation of religious creeds.
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rate, volume, and other supra-segmental and prosodic features. Recasting the issue of
“exactness” of repetition in terms of a continuum of similarity and difference instead of a
binary opposition between exact and non-exact is useful here. The issue of “exactness” is
critical in the study of bilingual repetition, where the repetition is semantic and the
change of language makes it unlikely to have the same segmentable forms repeated.
As discussed above, I employ a broad understanding of repetition to include the
re-use of elements at all levels of linguistic organization, though this study focuses on
repetition at the level of the word and above. A broad approach to repetition is important
in that it allows us to consider similarity of meaning as well as similarity of form.
Similarity at the level of form includes phonological and morphological devices, e.g.
alliteration, rhyme, and reduplication, as well as structural devices, such as parallelism
and lexical repetition. Similarity at the level of meaning includes synonymy, paraphrase,
and reformulation and can also include bilingual equivalents and translation. In fact,
repetition phenomena in monolingual discourse very often involve similarity of both
form and meaning; similarity of form is even sometimes encountered in bilingual
repetition phenomena, depending on the languages involved. By taking the focus off
“exactness” and considering both similarity of form and meaning in this study, I am able
to extend the discussion of repetition to include monolingual repetition as well as
bilingual repetition, thereby uniting discussions of monolingual discourse and
bilingual discourse.

BILINGUAL DISCOURSE AND CODE-SWITCHING
Being bilingual provides speakers with additional possibilities for structuring
discourse and managing interactions that are not available to monolingual speakers.
These possibilities include code-switching, both between and within sentences as well as
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both single-word and phrasal items. Monolingual speakers also have a range of styles and
registers available, though restrictions on co-occurrence of these style and register
options prevents them from being used in the same contexts in most cases. In the case of
bilingual discourse in communities where norms permit code-switching, both languages
can co-occur. Of course, bilinguals are faced with managing co-occurrence restrictions on
styles and registers in both of their languages, but access to a range of styles and registers
provides bilinguals with more resources.
In this section, I first define code-switching. I then review relevant literature on
social and discourse aspects of code-switching.

Definition of Code-switching
I define code-switching as an individual speaker’s use of two or more language
varieties within a single communicative exchange or event, including spoken and written
as well as spontaneous and pre-planned communication (Woolard 2004:73-74). Some
researchers (e.g. Kachru 1978) additionally use the term code-mixing to refer to
intrasentential switching, i.e. language mixing within sentences, and to distinguish it from
intersentential switching, i.e. language mixing between sentences. Yet other researchers
(e.g. Auer 1995) use the term code-mixing to refer to both intrasentential and
intersentential switching. I use code-switching to refer to both intrasentential and
intersentential switching occurring in the same spoken or written text.

Code-switching in the Literature
Research on code-switching has expanded greatly since the early 1970s, when Jan
Blom and John Gumperz published an influential study of code-switching between
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standard and regional Norwegian dialects (Blom and Gumperz 1972). Prior to Blom and
Gumperz’s study, code-switching, particularly within sentences, was generally
considered at best evidence of linguistic incompetence and at worst proof of social
aberrance. Uriel Weinreich’s (1953) oft-cited and now infamous quote neatly captures
prevailing attitudes of the times:
The ideal bilingual switches from one language to another according to appropriate changes in the
speech situations (interlocutors, topics, etc.) but not in an unchanged speech situation, and
certainly not within a single sentence (73, emphasis mine).

Code-switching was thought to reflect the inability or unwillingness of a bilingual
speaker to sustain a conversation in a single language. Blom and Gumperz’s study
crucially demonstrated code-switching to be a type of “skilled performance”, thus helping
to establish it as a legitimate research topic (Myers-Scotton 1993).
Research since the 1970s has continued to demonstrate the linguistic skill in codeswitching and other bilingual behaviors, expanding to investigate code-switching as a
strategy for accomplishing communicative and social goals. Three major approaches
reflecting different sets of assumptions about what the most relevant issues are can be
identified in the code-switching literature of the last 20 to 30 years: social, grammatical,
and cognitive aspects of code-switching (Romaine 1995). The first and most well
established area of inquiry involves social aspects of code-switching and bilingual
behavior, with special focus on discovering social motivations for switching. I will
expand on this first concern below. The second concern involves grammatical aspects of
code-switching, including describing linguistic outcomes of language contact (Muysken
2000; Matras 2009), establishing structural constraints on switching languages (MyersScotton 1993; Poplack 1980; Sankoff & Poplack 1981), and attempting to predict where
switches can and are likely occur. The third and more recently developed area of inquiry
concerns cognitive and neurological aspects of code-switching and bilingualism,
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including processing, production, and comprehension. Researchers approaching codeswitching from cognitive and/or neurolinguistic perspectives include Matras (2000),
Bhatia and Ritchie (2008), Abutalebi et al. (2007), and Rodriquez-Fornells et al. (2002).
Early inquiries into the social aspects of code-switching focused on attempting to
explain when and why bilinguals code-switch. Two main types of theories were
advanced.4 The first involved the association of activities with languages, so that “codealternation is contingent on the juxtaposition of two activities associated with different
languages” (Auer 1995:118). In other words, a change in social activity was thought to
trigger a change in code. This approach is closely connected to Blom and Gumperz’s
(1972) notion of situational switching. However, the association of contexts and codes
has not held up empirically, as researchers since the 1970s have discovered that the
relationship between languages and activities is much more ambiguous and flexible in
most bilingual communities than such oversimplifications suggest.
An outgrowth of the activities-and-languages approach has been an attempt to
account for code-switching by associating languages and identities. Following Gumperz
(1982), researchers set out to distinguish “we-codes” and “they-codes” in bilingual
contexts. Claims were made that particular languages index dichotomous aspects of
social life, such as traditional and modern, family and others, public and private, Eastern
and Western, local and national, and so on. However, empirical investigations have
shown the majority of bilingual contexts to be much more ambiguous and complex than
this simple dichotomy suggests. An example is work by Guerra (1995) that showed that
for many bilingual Hispanics, monolingual English or monolingual Spanish count as
“they-codes” whereas Spanish-English code-switching counts as the “we-code”. Guerra’s
work demonstrates an additional problem with the “we-code”/“they-code” dichotomy, in
4

This discussion is based largely on Auer (1995:117-123).
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that the “code” for a community may be a practice, rather than a code in any strictly
linguistic sense. Nonetheless, the association of the codes of code-switching with distinct
social contexts is proving to be a persistent idea among speakers and researchers alike. I
return to this issue in Chapter 3, discussing it in terms of the sociolinguistic context of
Hindi-English code-switching.
The second type of theory advanced to account for code-switching involved what
Auer (1995) calls a “rhetorical functional approach” and was based on the idea that the
juxtaposition of different codes can itself have signaling value. This approach is closely
connected to Blom and Gumperz’s (1972) notion of metaphorical switching and was later
further elaborated by Gumperz (1982). Researchers began creating typologies of codeswitching, claiming that certain speech activities “triggered” code-switching, including,
for example, reported speech, parenthetical insertions or background repair, topic shift,
topicalization, and reiteration. Auer, among others, has criticized this approach, noting a
number a problems typical of studies taking this approach. One problem is that the
typologies often confuse conversational structures, linguistic forms, and interactional
functions of code-switching. Moreover, these ill-defined categories are not grounded in a
theory of interaction, according to Auer. Also, such typologies imply that code-switching
has the same status in both directions, though some researchers have found evidence that
the meaning of direction of code-switching is often somewhat different.
Another problem with many studies of discourse functions of code-switching, as
Auer (1995) argues, is that lists of where code-switching can occur do not tell us much
about why or how code-switching may have conversational meaning or functions in the
first place. As Auer and others have noted, the attempt to associate social activities or
identities or conversational functions with particular language varieties generally yields
taxonomies of code-switching that are primarily descriptive. While description of a
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phenomenon is certainly a critical first step in its analysis, such taxonomies do little to
explain how code-switching can be interactionally meaningful. Also, these associations
frequently break down in actual practice, perhaps because they often confuse structures
and functions, as Auer has pointed out. What is clear from typologies of code-switching
is that it is a multi-functional practice, and there is no one-to-one mapping between the
structures of code-switching and its functions. Moreover, a list of functions can never be
complete. Code-switching in practice tends to be much more flexible and dynamic than
such oversimplifications suggest; code-switching has been found to multi-functional
virtually everywhere it has been encountered.
The term “function” in code-switching studies has been used to include both
descriptions of use, i.e. x is used for y, and explanations for use, i.e. x is used because of
y. It is the difference between “Speaker A used code-switching for reporting speech.” and
“Speaker A used code-switching, because it allowed the speaker to distance himself from
the speech he was reporting.” Social and discourse approaches to code-switching, in
particular, have frequently been characterized by unwarranted psychologization about
speaker intentions; it takes the form of the attribution of unverifiable psychological or
social motives for code-switching. Examples include claiming that a speaker codeswitched, because that speaker could not find the “right words” in one language; or
because that speaker wanted to show affiliation with a particular social group. Prior to
Myers-Scotton’s (1993) work on marked and unmarked code-switching, which I discuss
below, the assumption was that every single switch had to “mean” something.
We can view the attempts to associate language and activities or languages and
identities as ultimately a concern with how code-switching reflects or shapes the
relationship between speakers and social contexts. Researchers taking this approach are
interested in the relationships of speakers to each other as well as the meaning of the
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overall patterns of switching encountered in a community. The approach harkens back to
Blom and Gumperz’s (1972) situational switching. Attempts to associate language and
functions have been more concerned with the relationships between speakers and what is
being said. Researchers working from this perspective are interested in the relationships
between speakers and the code-switching discourse they produce as well as the meaning
of individual switches encountered in this discourse. This approach relates to Blom and
Gumperz’s metaphorical switching.
More recent research on social aspects of code-switching have more or less
continued to follow one of the paths described above, though the research has become
more sophisticated and engages much more empirical evidence. Myers-Scotton (1993a)
has expanded the first area of concern, i.e. relationships between speakers as well as
between speakers and social contexts, by investigating code selection as indexing rightsand-obligations sets (RO sets) among speakers in particular interaction types. Auer
(1984, 1995) has contributed to the second area of concern, i.e. relationships between
speakers and what is being said, by applying micro-analysis to understanding codeswitching in its sequential environment; he has also argued that the interactional approach
should be treated as distinct from social approaches. An additional area of great concern
to researchers working on bilingualism is distinguishing between borrowings and codeswitching, particularly for single lexical items. I return to this question in the next
chapter. Here, I focus on aspects of Myers-Scotton and Auer’s influential work that are
relevant to the current study and then conclude this section below with some general
remarks on code-switching and bilingual discourse.
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Myers-Scotton: The Markedness Model of Code-switching
Myers-Scotton (1983) introduced the Markedness Model as an attempt to account
for language choice and social motivations in code-switching contexts. In this section, I
highlight aspects of this model relevant to the current study, rather than providing a
detailed account of the model. For that, readers are directed to Myers-Scotton’s own
work (1993a, 2006). According to Myers-Scotton (2006), “the Markedness Model tries to
establish a principled procedure that both speakers and listeners use to judge any
linguistic choice that they might make or hear as more or less marked, given the
interaction in which it occurs” (159). That procedure is based on the sense that, for
particular types of interactions, there is a continuum of choices considered unmarked
based on communicative competence and community experience. Unmarked choices are
predicted or expected in specific contexts for particular types of relationships among
speakers, while marked choices are not predicted or expected given the context
and relationship.
Myers-Scotton (1993a:114) lays out the negotiation principle, a cornerstone of the
Markedness Model:
Choose the form of your conversation contribution such that it indexes the set of rights
and obligations which you wish to be in force between speaker and addressee for the
current exchange.

Thus, making any linguistic choice other than the one expected for a particular
interaction, i.e. the unmarked choice, is considered a marked choice and is understood as
an attempt to negotiate a speaker’s identity and relationship to other participants in the
interaction. The Markedness Model also accepts the premise of Rational Choice models,
that actors use cognitive calculations to make the choice that they believe will achieve the
best outcome.
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Myers-Scotton identifies four major motivations for switching in multilingual
communities. The first is exploratory switching, as when speakers meet for the first time
and are unsure which code is most appropriate for that interaction and context. The
second is unmarked sequential switching; this includes switching to accommodate new
conversational participants as well as topic shifts. The third is marked sequential
switching, discussed in the next paragraph. And the fourth is switching as the unmarked
choice; this is discussed below.
Myers-Scotton (1993) writes that “the very recognition and interpretation [of
marked choices] depends on their contrast with the unmarked choice” for that interaction
and “their indexicality of the RO sets for which they would be the unmarked choice”
(131). She claims that all marked choices are motivated by a desire to achieve the same
effect, which is “to negotiate a change in the expected distance holding between
participants, either increasing or decreasing it” (132). She then gives examples of codeswitching as a marked choice used to increase social distance via authority, anger, and
ethnically-based exclusion, among others. Further work in this vein by Myers-Scotton
and others has shown that code-switching may change relationships among speakers or
create new social contexts rather than simply reflecting existing relationships and
contexts. Earlier work on code-switching typically adopted the “language use reflects
society” framework and did not generally recognize that language use is also constitutive
of society, creating and changing social relationships and contexts.
Myers-Scotton also considers code-switching as the unmarked choice, wherein
speakers continuously use two (or more) languages, often intrasententially. In this type of
code-switching, “speakers engage in a continuous pattern of using two (or more)
languages,” often intrasententially, whereas the marked code-switching types “do not
show the same to-and-fro nature” (117). Unmarked code-switching differs from the other
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three types of code-switching, in that that it is the overall pattern of switching which is
socially significant, not any individual switch (149). Reflected in this characterization of
unmarked code-switching is Myers-Scotton’s argument against earlier approaches
claiming that every switch must have a reason or meaning, a line of thought that often led
to unverifiable psychologizing about individual speaker’s motives for code-switching.
Myers-Scotton notes instances of bilingual repetition in her corpus, though she
does not call it this and analyzes it quite differently than is done in this study. All of her
examples of bilingual repetition are categorized as marked choices. She writes, “when a
marked choice carries a repetition or [sic] referential content, this content is redundant, so
the ‘real’ message lies with the change in social distance which the marked choice is
negotiating” (138). Several pages later, she writes that the content of a marked choice is
often a repetition of what was said in the unmarked medium, or that the marked choice
may precede a repetition in the unmarked choice (141). She continues, “Either way, the
speaker makes sure the referential content is understood (by using the unmarked medium,
which other participants presumably understand); and, by using a marked choice, he/she
also makes sure that his/her move away from the unmarked RO set in regard to the
subject at hand registers with the addressee” (141).
I suggest that Myers-Scotton’s approach makes it difficult to reconcile the claim
that code-switching itself is the unmarked choice in a particular context with the fact that
individual switches can still do social, interactional, and conversational work. In
principle, Myers-Scotton’s model does allow for marked switching within an overall
pattern of code-switching as the unmarked code. She (1993:149) notes, for example, that
“individual switches in unmarked codeswitching may have specific rhetorical functions
within the conversational texts,” though “each one does not index a new social message”
the way the various types of marked code-switching do. However, Myers-Scotton does
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not pursue the application of her categories of marked code-switching within cases of
code-switching as the unmarked choice in any robust or principled way. This may be
attributable to the fact that Myers-Scotton is not interested in providing sequential
analyses of individual interactions. Rather, her larger goal is to create a taxonomy of
social motivations for code-switching at the most abstract pragmatic and social levels; the
Markedness Model combined with an acceptance of the basic premise of the Rational
Choice Model described above is intended to be maximally generalizable.
Yet, Myers-Scotton’s emphasis on abstract social motivations and concrete rightsand-obligation sets overlooks the fact that other kinds of norms can be temporarily
established in interactions, however briefly. For example, Schiffrin (1987) notes that
speakers can establish textual norms, even for very short sequences, and then change the
norm for discourse effects. There is no conversational evidence that these effects are
primarily related to RO sets or the re-negotiating of identities or relationships with other
speakers. In short, I would argue that Myers-Scotton’s approach does not adequately
address interactionally meaningful switches within unmarked code-switching. We still
need to account for the choices made and the structured discourse encountered in overall
patterns of code-switching as the unmarked choice. I suggest that a consideration of
discourse aspects of code-switching as distinct from more abstract social aspects, an
approach championed by Auer (1984, 1995, 1998) and lacking in Myers-Scotton’s
approach, can help us better identify and account for meaningful switches within
unmarked code-switching.

Auer: Discourse Aspects of Code-switching as Distinct from Social Aspects
Although other kinds of social knowledge may be necessary to understand fully
the code-switching practices of a community, Auer (1998:1-2) argues and I agree that the
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analysis of code-switching requires first and foremost close examination of the details of
its local production in the emerging conversational context. For Auer (1995),
bilingualism “has its foremost reality in the interactive exchanges between the members
of a bilingual speech community” (116). He pioneered the application of a Conversation
Analytic approach to bilingual conversation, though his analyses are somewhat less
narrow than required by a strict CA approach. Nonetheless, Auer has fruitfully applied
micro-analysis to code-switching data, demonstrating that the meaning and explanation
of code-switching are to be sought and will be found in the context of the sequential
environment in conversation. His approach can be seen as an outgrowth of Gumperz’s
(1982) contextualization cue approach to code-switching.
Conversation Analytic and related micro-level discourse analytic approaches to
code-switching, exemplified by Auer, limit external evidence and insist on the situated
production of meaning, rather than the a priori assignment of any categories. As Auer
(1995) states, “The situated meaning of code-alternation...cannot be stated unless a
sequential analysis is carried out. The same cue may receive a different interpretation on
different occasions” (123). Researchers working within Conversation Analytic and
related approaches are not claiming to be able to predict when and where code-switching
will occur. Instead, Auer and other researchers working within this model emphasize the
local production of meaning and claim to provide more complete and complex accounts
of code-switching as it relates to discourse structure and the context of the
conversation itself.
In short, Auer argues that code-switching can and should be examined more or
less independently of its macro-social embedding and grammatical details. He notes that
the macro-level sociolinguistic context of bilingual conversation neither completely
determines nor fully accounts for regularities and patterns of local code-switching.
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Discourse aspects of switching are thus distinct from social aspects of switching and, as
such, require micro-level analyses of conversational data to understand code-switching
from this perspective. Social approaches, by examining the historical, political, and interpersonal contexts of code-switching, can tell us when code-switching is possible or even
likely in a community, but they cannot tell us where in conversation people are likely to
switch, why those switches can have discourse-related meanings, and why those
meanings are different in different contexts. Conversation Analytic and related sequential
approaches can help us understand how and why particular switches can have discourserelated meanings independent of abstract social and even grammatical factors; the
independence of the discourse-level of code-switching further contributes to an
understanding of the inherent multifunctionality of code-switching. Thus, I suggest that
sequential, micro-analysis of discourse aspects of code-switching as distinct from social
aspects offers us a way to account for interactionally meaningful switching within codeswitching as an unmarked choice. This point is revisited in Chapter 4.

Concluding Remarks on Bilingual Discourse and Code-switching
As noted above, research since the 1970s has demonstrated the linguistic skill
involved in code-switching and other bilingual behaviors and has expanded to investigate
code-switching as a strategy for accomplishing communicative and social goals.
Researchers interested in bilingualism have often argued against “monolinguistics” –
linguistics that takes monolingualism as the norm – given that more than half the world’s
population is bi- or multi-lingual. Romaine (1995:1), for example, opens her book
entitled Bilingualism with the following statement:

29

It would certainly be odd to encounter a book with the title Monolingualism. However, it
is precisely a monolingual perspective which modern linguistic theory takes as its starting
point in dealing with basic analytical problems such as the construction of grammars and
the nature of competence.

She continues, quoting Chomsky’s (1965) delineation of the scope for the study of
language: “Linguistic theory is concerned primarily with an ideal speaker-listener, in a
completely homogenous speech-community, who knows its language perfectly” (3). Of
course, Chomsky’s “ideal speaker-listener” has been criticized by many concerned with
linguistic variation and actual language use. But for those who study bilinguals and
bilingual behavior in particular, Chomsky’s formulation only allows for speaker-listeners
to know one language and has thus contributed to the on-going marginalization of studies
of bilingualism within the field of linguistics.
Gardner-Chloros (1995:68), however, warns against setting up “a new orthodoxy
to replace the old orthodoxy of monolingual norms,” an endeavor she claims has been the
focus of much effort within the field of code-switching studies. As Woolard (2004)
describes it, code-switching bilinguals, once portrayed as incompetent monolinguals,
“have come to look like linguistic Fred Astaires, tapping out multiple codes on flashing
footings, dancing circles around monolinguals” (82). Keeping the critiques from GardnerChloros and Woolard in mind, I suggest that researchers of bilingualism still have much
to discover about the systematicity and strategies involved in code-switching and other
bilingual behavior. Not only are there many questions to be answered about linguistic and
social motivations for code-switching, there are also open questions about the discourse
and interactional effects of code-switching. Undue exuberance about bilingualism and
code-switching can be tempered by connecting with broader theoretical concerns within
linguistics and other fields, something that Woolard (2004) argues for and that I discuss
in this study.
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Most recent approaches to code-switching do agree that it gives speakers
additional resources for making meaning in discourse, interactions, and society. Despite
advances made in code-switching research and the accumulating evidence that codeswitching is skilled performance, structured communication, and strategic behavior, some
bilinguals and many monolinguals continue to consider the mixing of languages to be a
kind of linguistic free-for-all. I will revisit this theme in Chapter 3, when I discuss
attitudes and ideologies about Hindi-English code-switching in South Asia and among
the diaspora.
Some linguists have called for a theory of code-switching that predicts when and
where in society, discourse, and grammar it will occur (Myers-Scotton 1993). Predictive
models are problematic for social phenomena in general and linguistic phenomena in
particular. Levinson notes that a full account of the communicative power of language
can never be reduced to a set of conventions for the use of language, for “wherever some
convention or expectation about the use of language arises, there will also therewith arise
the possibility of the non-conventional exploitation of that convention or expectation”
(112-113). Thus, we will likely never be able to predict fully and accurately when and
where code-switching will occur. However, we can work toward creating models that can
help us understand what is possible in code-switching, i.e. what may occur and what
almost assuredly will not occur, and what is likely, i.e. using statistical modeling and
analysis with appropriate samples. The building of such models must begin with robust
descriptions and analyses of what does occur in code-switching.
Of particular concern in this study is the apparent contradiction in the literature on
social and discourse aspects of code-switching. Code-switching is claimed to be socially
meaningful on some levels but not necessarily on others; it helps accomplish interactional
goals in some situations but not in others. This issue is highlighted in cases where code31

switching itself is the preferred mode of communication, i.e. where code-switching has
become the unmarked choice (Myers-Scotton 1993a, 1993b). In such cases, codeswitching is sometimes claimed to “lose its punch” or to cease signifying socially (Auer
1998, Woolard 2004); it also sometimes described as code-switching for which there are
no identifiable motivations (Gardner-Chloros 1995). Yet, speakers and analysts alike
observe that, even within such a context, code-switching can still have interactionally
meaningful uses and important rhetorical effects in discourse. This observation has
resulted in descriptive taxonomies or typologies of functions of code-switching, as
discussed above.
In short, code-switching emerges as a resource that is always available to
bilinguals in such contexts but is not necessarily always exploited or relevant when it is
used. Broad questions emerge that are relevant to the current study: How do we
determine when and where code-switching is being used to display and interpret
particular meanings? Why and how does code-switching mean interactionally? Why does
it have conversational meanings in some cases, and how do listeners interpret those
meanings? How does it work that code-switching can still have signaling value, even
when code-switching itself is what Poplack (1980) would term the mode
of communication?

BILINGUAL REPETITION
In this section, I first define bilingual repetition as I will be using the term
throughout this work. I then review the existing work on bilingual repetition phenomena,
relating my study to the existing literature.

32

Definition of Bilingual Repetition
In bilingual repetition phenomena, the semantic content of a message or element
in language A re-occurs in language B, generally in close proximity to the first
occurrence. In fact, bilingual repetition is most often local in conversational exchanges,
occurring within the same turn or third-turn in the case of self-repetition and within the
next-turn in the case of other-repetition. Sometimes, due to borrowing, bilingual
repetition also involves same-language lexical repetition. Chapter 5 contains an expanded
discussion of the sequential organization of repetition within the turn-taking system
of conversation.
Thus, as noted, bilingual repetition lies at the intersection of two communicative
practices: repetition and code-switching. This work employs a broad understanding of
repetition to include the re-occurrence of elements at any level of linguistic organization.
Particularly relevant to this study is repetition at the level of meaning. Since we are
dealing with separate linguistic systems, repetition at the level of form is less likely. This
study also employs a broad understanding of code-switching to include both
intersentential and intrasentential switching as well as language mixing at all levels of
linguistic organization.

Bilingual Repetition Phenomena in the Literature
Bilingual repetition phenomena have been reported for a wide range of language
contact situations and in diverse sociolinguistic contexts. Discussions of bilingual
repetition in the literature have tended to focus on situations of learning and socialization,
analyzing bilingual repetition as foreigner talk or accommodation. Bilingual repetition
has also been studied in situations of speech art and verbal play. However, studies of
bilingual repetition phenomena in everyday conversation are comparatively limited, both
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in quantity and quality. The studies that do exist treat it as a strategy of either clarification
or emphasis. The review presented here will focus on existing discussions of bilingual
repetition phenomena in everyday conversation, especially between bilinguals sharing
similar linguistic resources.

Gumperz on Reiteration
The earliest treatment of bilingual repetition in everyday interaction that I am
aware of appears in Gumperz (1982). He calls the repetition of a message in one code in
another code “reiteration”, noting that the reiteration can be literal or somewhat modified
(78). Reiteration, according to Gumperz, sometimes serves “to clarify what is said,” but it
often functions to “simply amplify or emphasize a message” (78). He includes examples
from Spanish-English, Slovenian-German, and Hindi-English code-switching; here I
reproduce his Hindi-English examples:
Example 2: Hindi-English and English-Hindi Reiteration
Hindi-English. Father in India calling to his son, who was learning to swim in a swimming
pool:
Baju-me jao beṭa, andar mat (go to the side son, not inside). Keep to the side.
English-Hindi. Father calling to his small son while walking through a train compartment:
Keep straight. Sidha jao [louder] (keep straight)
(Gumperz 1982:78, original transcription)

Gumperz lists “reiteration” as one of the conversational functions of code-switching,
along

with

“quotations”,

“addressee

specification”,

“interjections”,

“message

qualification”, and “personalization versus objectivization” (82). But he rightly notes that
“a list of functions cannot by itself explain what the linguistic bases of listeners’
perceptions are and how they affect the interpretation process” (82).
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In the case of reiteration, Gumperz finds that “the effect is created by the change
of code itself rather than any other contextual factors” (83). He argues that “the
juxtaposition of two alternative linguistic realizations of the same message...signals
information” beyond the propositional content through contrast (83). In his analysis of
reiteration, although the semantic content of a message remains the same, surface features
do change, making some elements stand out from the surrounding talk. For Gumperz, the
signaling value of reiteration is contrastive. It can be either overt, as with “word-for-word
translation”, or implicit, in the case of “linguistically different but semantically similar
strings” (83). While the overt-implicit dichotomy is unclear, Gumperz does capture the
intuition that, in bilingual repetition, second occurrences of messages can be more or less
similar to first occurrences. Some instances appear to be literal translations, while others
seem to be loose paraphrases. The issue of similarity and difference in bilingual repetition
will be revisited in the analyses of actual data in Chapter 5 and Chapter 6.
Gumperz then problematically claims that one of the two alternative expressions
in cases of reiteration is associated with the informality of home or peer-group relations
and the other with the formality of public or out-group relations, i.e. one iteration is in the
“we-code” and the other is in the “they-code”. As discussed above, the distinction
between “we-code” and “they-code” later proved problematic for a number of reasons.
More current research has established that, in all cases, code-switching exhibits
ambiguity and multivocality (Woolard 2004). I will return to this discussion in Chapter 3,
where I provide the sociolinguistic background for this study.
Whatever criticisms may be placed on Gumperz’s social explanation of
reiteration, his analysis of reiteration stands apart from many subsequent treatments of
bilingual repetition. For Gumperz, it is the contrast between codes that provides the real
signaling value of the message. In other words, the change of code itself is critical in
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creating the discourse and interactional effects of reiteration. This observation plays a
crucial role in my analysis of bilingual repetition in Hindi-English code-switching. In
short, Gumperz is distinctive in attempting to account for why or how changing languages
emphasizes a repeated message. Most other researchers simply note that reiteration or
bilingual repetition plays a role in emphasis, without explaining what emphasis is or how
emphasis could be achieved through bilingual repetition.

Auer on Reiteration
Auer (1995) likewise addresses reiteration, which he defines as “quasitranslations into the other language” (120). He variously describes the purpose of
reiteration as “putting emphasis on demands or requests”, “clarification”, “attracting
attention, e.g. in the regulation of turn-taking”.
Auer notes that “so-called typologies of code-alternation” often confuse
conversational structures, linguistic forms, and functions of code-alternation (120). He
gives the example of reiteration and emphasis. According to Auer, emphasis may be a
function of code-alternation, while reiteration may be a conversational structure.
Reiteration may or may not serve the function of giving emphasis to a stretch of talk. As
Auer argues emphasis and reiteration are categories on quite different levels. Gumperz, in
his early work on reiteration, called it a “function” of code-switching. However, closer
reading suggests that Gumperz meant function descriptively as a use to which codeswitching is put, rather than as an explanation for the purpose of using code-switching.
Auer (1995) also rejects Gumperz’s claim that the signaling value of codeswitching can be found in the juxtaposition of codes. Winford (2003) describes this
approach as an extension of the association of identities and languages approach, though I
would argue that it is distinct from both major streams in code-switching research and
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prior to the languages-and-identities approach. If Auer holds that the juxtaposition-ofcodes approach is an outgrowth of the juxtaposition-of-identities approaches, then we can
understand why he might reject the juxtaposition-of-codes approach.

Tsitsipis on Coupling in Arvanítika-Greek
Tsitsipis (1998) discusses several narrative devices in his study of language shift
in a situation involving contact between Arvanítika (Albanian) and Greek. One of the
devices he identifies is “coupling”, defined as word-, phrase-, and sentence-level codeswitching that consists of “verbatim” repetitions in a language other than that of the
original utterance (74). He observes that Arvanítika couplets are used by speakers in
narratives to foreground significant information. Tsitsipis embraces the “we/they”
opposition, citing it as the decisive contrast underlying coupling. He writes, “the narrators
use the couplets exactly when they place in relief a contrast between past and present
experiences and conditions of life” (75). Although these couplets are used with a wide
variety of topics, Tsitsipis found that coupling is united at a more generally in referring to
past conditions, habits, and speech conduct, implicitly or explicitly contrasted with the
present state of affairs (76). As in Gumperz’s analysis, the contrast between codes is
exploited in linguistic and social meaning making, a point that is central to my analysis of
bilingual repetition in the Hindi-English data.

Gardner-Chloros, et al. on Reiteration in Punjabi-English
Gardner-Chloros, Charles, and Cheshire (2000) undertook a study comparing the
use of discourse features in Punjabi-monolingual, English-monolingual, and PunjabiEnglish bilingual utterances from the same set of Punjabi-English bilinguals. They focus
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on four common types of “transitions”: asides, quotations, reiterations, and the
contrastive conjunction “but”. According to Gardner-Chloros et al., these are features
expected to be marked in both monolingual and code-switched conversational contexts
(1315). Every token of each of the four feature types was classified as either monolingual
discourse, i.e. the feature occurs within a monolingual language environment, or bilingual
discourse, i.e. the feature coincides with a change in language.
In their study, Gardner-Chloros et al. distinguish repetitions from reiterations.
Repetition involves exact or word-for-word repetition, while reiteration is a near
repetition or close paraphrase. Reiteration “entails the repetition of the broad grammatical
structure of the original utterance while deleting, changing or expanding some lexical
entries” (1318). As they note, “the interesting thing about the change of language,
however, is that it means that the speaker, even if they do repeat word for word, in
translation terms, what was said in the other language, is still not using the same words
as before” (1319, emphasis original). They state this another way: “a word-for-word
repetition, if it is in a different language to the original utterance, is by definition no
longer literally a word-for-word repetition” (1322).
Gardner-Chloros et al. identify several functions for reiteration. First, they note
that changing language can serve as a focusing device, since, as they suggest, having to
understand something in two languages requires more thorough understanding (1319).
Second, they describe reiteration as a structuring mechanism, e.g. cohesion, contrast,
foreground, noting that it illustrates the “poetic” nature of ordinary talk (1319, 1322).
Finally, they note that reiteration can serve as a floor-holding or turn-taking device (1320,
1321). They conclude that the impact of reiterations “is different and more varied than
that of word-for-word repetition” (1322). Code-switching, they argue, is an additional
resource, and the introduction of another language can carry a variety of further
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meanings. They write, “codeswitching can... be used within a reiteration as well as the
point where the reiteration starts; in this way, the point at which the switch occurs can
itself introduce additional pragmatic meanings into the discourse” (1322-1323, emphasis
original).
A shortcoming of this study is that the whole notion of word-for-word or exact
repetition is ill-defined. As they note, exact repetition is, by definition, impossible if a
language switch is involved. Although they claim that reiterations have more varied
functions than word-for-word repetitions, the distinction between the two in bilingual
repetition phenomena needs to be more clearly defined. This is the same problem
Gumperz (1982) faced in attempting to distinguish “overt” and “implicit” contrasts, the
former involving “word-for-word translation” and the latter “linguistically different by
semantically similar strings” (84). Tsitsipis faced a similar problem in attempting to
identify “verbatim repetitions” involving a language change. The interplay of similarity
and difference is key to bilingual repetition phenomena; I shall return to this issue in the
analysis Chapters 5 and 6.
Gardner-Chloros et al.’s study is distinct from most other studies of codeswitching, in that it attempts to unify the discussion of discourse by comparing and
contrasting monolingual and bilingual discourse. However, it suffers from some of the
same issues that many other studies do in focusing on functions of code-switching. As
Auer (1995) notes, taxonomies of code-switching frequently confuse structures and
functions of code-switching (120). While it is worthwhile to investigate the multifunctionality of code-switching, lists of functions are primarily descriptive, as discussed
above. Such lists will never be complete and do little to help us understand how and why
code-switching can serve these functions as a discourse-structuring device and be
interactionally meaningful in the first place.
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Myers-Scotton on Repetition and Redundancy in Swahili-English
In her work on Swahili-English contact in Nairobi, Myers-Scotton (1993) also
encountered bilingual repetition. However, all her mentions of bilingual repetition link it
to code-switching as a marked choice. In her discussion of code-switching as a marked
choice, she first notes that often “the message is the medium” (138). The fact that a
marked choice is used at all, whether it complements its referential message or stands on
its own in indexing RO sets, has “a message of its own” (138). With respect to bilingual
repetition, she writes, “when a marked choice carries a repetition [of] referential content,
this content is redundant, so the ‘real’ message lies with the change in social distance
which the marked choice is negotiating” (138).
Myers-Scotton also notes that code-switching as a marked choice can also be used
for “aesthetic effect” (139-140). It often occurs in the retelling of an incident, whether or
not it occurred in the actual incident. Code-switching as a marked choice is also often
used in “structural flagging” (141-142). She further notes that marked code-switching is
often structurally flagged in some way. According to Myers-Scotton, this is not surprising
for marked choices are meant to call attention to themselves. This structural flagging
occurs at different levels. She writes, “The content of a marked choice is often a
repetition of what has already been said in the unmarked medium of the exchange.
Alternatively, the marked choice may come first, with the message repeated in the
unmarked choice. Either way, the speaker makes sure that the referential content is
understood (by using the unmarked medium, which other participants presumably
understand) and, by using a marked choice, he/she also makes sure that his/her move
away from the unmarked RO set in regard to the subject at hand registers with the
addressee” (141).
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However, Myers-Scotton’s analysis of bilingual repetition in her corpus does not
completely work for the Hindi-English data I am considering in my study. For these
speakers, code-switching is the unmarked choice, though this analysis may apply to some
kinds of code-switching in advertising and films in South Asia, where there is concern to
make sure the referential content is understood.

Other Studies of Bilingual Repetition Phenomena
Muysken on Doubling in Finnish-English and Popoloca-Spanish
Muysken (2000:104-5, 107-111, 113, 230-231, 107-109) defines “doubling” as
the repetition of elements in both languages in mixed clauses. He is primarily concerned
with the grammatical details of code-switching and focuses on repeated grammatical
particles rather than longer utterances. He argues that doubling is indicative of
alternation, one of three types of code-switching described in his book. He claims that
doubling involves adjustment in the planning of a sentence (104). Muysken also
discusses what he calls “external doubling”, where the repeated particles are external to
constituents and complement clauses; this type of doubling is also indicative
of alternation.

Mannheim on Semantic Doubling in Quechua-Spanish
Muysken (2000) also cites Mannheim’s (1986a, 1986b, 1987) work on “semantic
doubling”. Semantic doubling involves the use of Quechua/Spanish doublets through
what he calls “relexification”; Mannheim describes this as a kind of semantic rhyme. He
notes that the second member of the doublet needs to be more marked than the first one,
and that being a borrowing is a marked feature of a lexical item. What is particularly
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interesting about Mannheim’s approach is that it posits a markedness hierarchy in the
repeated elements, whereby the first item is less marked than the second. This finding
further suggests that the direction of the switch is relevant, an issue I will revisit in
Chapter 5 and Chapter 6 in the analysis of the data.

Maschler on the Repetition of Discourse Markers in Hebrew-English
Maschler (2000) likewise discusses a particular kind of bilingual repetition
phenomenon, the repetition of discourse markers. She notes that it is common to find a
discourse marker “verbalized along with its functional equivalent” in the other language
in bilingual conversation, typically in the immediate environment (438). For Maschler,
the study of bilingual discourse and discourse markers can shed light on universals and
particulars across languages by illuminating equivalencies across contexts.

Bilingual Repetition Involving Signed Languages
Researchers working on signed languages have also encountered repetition
phenomena. For example, Padden and Ramsey (1998) document what they call
“chaining” ASL classrooms. In “chaining” actions, the teacher first produces a sign, then
fingerspells the related English word, and finally writes it on the board using English
orthography. Although the context does not involve everyday conversation, it is an
interesting instance of repetition of the same semantic concept in different codes and
modalities: ASL, English fingerspelling, and English orthography.
Quinto-Pozos (2002, 2009) discusses what he calls “reiterative code-switching” in
a contact situation involving Mexican Sign Language and American Sign Language. He
found instances of code-switching where each code-switched element was produced
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following articulation of a semantically equivalent sign from the other language (181).
He focused on the code-switching of single signs by participants, rather than on phrases
or longer segments, and described the formal characteristics of the reiteratively codeswitched items. He also explored the possible functions of this type of code-switching,
finding

that

it

serves

various

functions,

including

emphasis,

clarification,

accommodation, identification, and reinforcement, functions quite similar to what other
researchers studying spoken language contact had found.
Quinto-Pozos also notes that there are cases where the function of reiterative
switching is less clear. In some cases, there were “no explicit features [i.e. pauses,
eyegaze] of the code-switched item that would draw attention to it in any way” (186).
However, I would argue, as Gumperz has, that the code-switching itself is the focusing
feature that attracts attention. I return to the topic of code-switching as contextualization
cue below.
Pizer (2008) also encountered instances of participants signing and speaking
aloud the same message in her research on CODAs (children of deaf adults). Whereas the
constraints of spoken language make bilingual repetition a sequential feature, the use of
dual modalities permitted the message to be signed and spoken simultaneously. Indeed, in
Pizer’s data, this type of repetition most often occurred simultaneously. She described
this repetition as “emphasis”, noting that it served to underscore the message
being presented.
While I have been suggesting that “emphasis” is a non-explanatory concept,
“emphasis” is a convenient, intuitive way to deal with something to remain unanalyzed in
a study, particularly when repetition is not the focus of the study, as in Pizer’s work. But
for those concerned with repetition in discourse, “emphasis” remains a primarily
descriptive concept. “Emphasis” appears to point to some sort of marking or markedness,
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though it is not usually discussed this way. We first need to establish what is meant by
emphasis, and what linguistic and non-linguistic means are available for achieving it.
Then we need some way to account the use of bilingual repetition in particular for
conveying emphasis. In short, the questions to be asked are, “What is emphasis? How
and why does bilingual repetition work in achieving emphasis?”
The work of Quinto-Pozos is of particular interest, because it provides evidence
that bilingual repetition phenomena are not limited to spoken language. Pizer’s work is
also of great interest, in that it provides evidence that bilingual repetition phenomena can
also occur across modalities of human language. Considered along with the many
instances of bilingual repetition phenomena encountered in situations of spoken language
contact, bilingual repetition appears to be a universal feature of human language in
contact situations, whatever the modality of the languages involved.

CONTEXTUALIZATION
Code-switching research is sometimes criticized for not connecting to broader
theoretical questions within linguistics. For example, Woolard (2004) calls for codeswitching research “to overcome its marginalization from broader theoretical enterprises”
within linguistics (85). She suggests looking beyond the confines of research on codeswitching to contextualization as one of several “powerful theoretical constructs”
available to us for investigating current questions about the systematicity, strategy, and
skill of code-switching (90).5 Similarly, Auer (1995) proposes adopting the theoretical
5

The other theoretical constructs suggested by Woolard (2004) for investigating code-switching include
footing (Goffman 1967, 1974), voicing (Bakhtin 1981), and indexicality (Silverstein 1976). Codeswitching
has, in fact, been claimed to function as a contextualization cue (Auer 1995), to contribute to a change of
footing in communication, to express multiple voices, and to index social identities and contexts beyond the
communication in which it occurs (Myers-Scotton 1993a, Rampton 1995). Significantly, repetition can also
function as a contextualization cue, contribute to a change of footing through contrast, express multiple
voices locally and more globally, and index information beyond the repetition itself.

44

framework of contextualization for analyzing code-switching, since the meaning of codeswitching “depends in essential ways on its ‘sequential environment’” or conversational
context (116). Advanced initially by Gumperz (1982 and beyond), many others have
fruitfully applied it to various linguistic phenomena. Contextualization “comprises all the
activities by participants which make relevant/maintain/revise/cancel some aspects of
context which, in turn, is responsible for the interpretation of an utterance in its particular
locus of occurrence” (Auer 1995:123).
In terms of repetition in discourse, a repeat always has a different context than the
original utterances. Jefferson (1972) notes that something that is repeated is
recontextualized. This point is a crucial one, because a “true repeat” performs some kind
of operation on its original, spotlighting and affecting the understanding of the original in
some way. One of the analyst’s goals, then, is to discover how repeating something
changes the meaning of both the original and repetition through recontextualization.

Contextualization Cues
Auer (1995) suggests we regard code-switching as a contextualization cue,
defined as surface features of message form such as intonation, rhythm, and gesture that
contribute to the situated production and interpretation of language use (Gumperz 1982).
Contextualization cues allow speakers to signal and recipients to interpret contextual
presuppositions, including “what that activity is, how semantic content is to be
understood, and how each sentence relates to what precedes or follows” (Gumperz
1982:131).
Auer argues that code-switching works in ways that are similar to the other kinds
of cues, citing several important characteristics that contextualization cues share: (i) they
lack referential or decontextualized meaning; contextualization cues and interpretation
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are related through inferencing; (ii) inferencing leads to contextual interpretation either
by contrast or by inherent meaning potential; contextualization cues either establish
contrast and influence interpretation by punctuating the interaction or restrict the possible
inferences about something new to come through an inherent meaning potential; and (iii)
contextualization cues often bundle together, providing interactional advantages for the
participants as well as methodological access for the analyst. Because code-switching
shares these features with other contextualization cues, Auer (1995) argues that it “can
and should be investigated on the conversational level as a contextualization cue” (124).
Code-switching as a contextualization cue has been overwhelmingly accepted in the
literature (Auer 1998).6
The code-switching-as-contextualization-cue approach points us toward a path of
partial understanding. But it still does not fully account for how and why code-switching
can mean as it does, particularly in contexts where code-switching has become the
unmarked choice. I suggest that we look toward an approach proposed by Gumperz
(1982) but dismissed by Auer (1995), that much of the signaling value of code-switching
lies in the juxtaposition of codes. That code-switching exploits the distinctiveness of the
languages involved is particularly clear in cases of bilingual repetition, as I will
demonstrate in Chapter 5 and Chapter 6.

6

See Rampton (1998) for a criticism of the code-switching-as-contextualization-cue approach based on his
finding that code-switching becomes the “main action” in a case of crossing, defined as the sporadic use of
a minority language or style by the majority. In short, the performance is what matters, something quite
different from conversation involving two bilinguals who view one another as peers, if only for
the interaction.
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CHAPTER SUMMARY
In this chapter, I have provided definitions of repetition, code-switching, and
bilingual repetition. I have also surveyed and reviewed the relevant literature on these
topics. In the next chapter, I provide the sociolinguistic background to this study.
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Chapter 3: Sociolinguistic Background

INTRODUCTION TO THE CHAPTER
While the previous chapter provided the theoretical background to my study, this
chapter focuses on the sociolinguistic background. South Asia has a long history of
language contact and represents a particularly rich case study in societal and individual
linguistic and social outcomes of contact. Bilingual and multilingual discourse is an
everyday part of life throughout South Asia, appearing in casual conversations, in media
and music, in public and official discourse, and in print, including journalism,
advertising, and literary genres. Bilingual and multilingual discourse includes various
linguistic practices, such as borrowing, code-switching, and nativized varieties of
English. Repetition phenomena also appear prominently in spoken and written discourse
throughout South Asian multilingual contexts; these phenomena appear to have historical
antecedents reaching back over 1000 years. Bilingual repetition provides a unique
opportunity to consider both bilingual and monolingual discourse due to the side-by-side
presentation of alternative ways of making meaning both within and across languages.
In this chapter, I discuss historical, social, and linguistic factors that have given
rise to Hindi-English code-switching, placing it in the context of relevant research on
outcomes of language contact in South Asia. I begin with brief histories of Hindi and
English in South Asia. I then consider some of the sociolinguistic outcomes of HindiEnglish contact in South Asia and describe aspects of the context of Hindi-English code48

switching in South Asia and among the diaspora. I conclude by considering major themes
and trends in both popular and academic discourses on Hindi-English code-switching in
South Asia and among the diaspora.

BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH OF MODERN HINDI
Hindi is a member of the Indo-Aryan sub-branch of the Indo-European family.
Modern Hindi is a New Indo-Aryan (NIA) language; NIA is the current stage of the
languages of the Indo-Aryan sub-branch dating from approximately CE 1000 (Masica
1991:8). Urdu is often referred to as Hindi’s “sister” or “twin” language, in that Hindi
and Urdu are the same language from a strictly grammatical perspective but rather
distinct languages from lexical and socio-political perspectives. Hindi and Urdu also have
different scripts, the former based on Devanagari and latter on the Perso-Arabic script.
Thus, in grammars and formal linguistic approaches, Hindi and Urdu are often considered
one language, as Hindi-Urdu, while in literary and socio-cultural approaches, Hindi and
Urdu are typically treated as separate languages. The term “Hindustani” frequently
surfaces in discussion of Hindi and Urdu and generally is used to describe a more
“neutral” or “natural” language variety that lies between Sanskritized Hindi and
Persianized Urdu.
Hindi is the most widely spoken language in South Asia. According to the 2001
Census of India, approximately 258 million people speak Hindi as their mother tongue,
another 176 million speak a Hindi dialect, and another 51.5 million speak Urdu.7 This
gives us 485 million Hindi-Urdu speakers in India alone. It has also been reported that an
additional 120 million people speak Hindi as a second language (Wiesenfeld 1999).
7

This includes Hindi plus almost 50 recognized dialects (http://www.censusindia.gov.in/
Census_Data_2001/Census_Data_OnLine/Language/Statement1.htm).
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Hindi is also spoken among diasporic communities around the world, including the
United States, England, Fiji, and several African countries. Urdu is the official language
of Pakistan, with over 104 million L1 and L2 speakers there. Taken together, Hindi-Urdu
is one of the most widely spoken languages in the world, along with Chinese, Spanish,
English, and Arabic (Comrie 1998, SIL Ethnologue 2009).
The Hindi-speaking area, also known as the Hindi belt, covers much of the
central-to-northern part of the Indian subcontinent, including the Indian states of Bihar,
Chattisgarh, Haryana, Himachal Pradesh, Jharkhand, Madhya Pradesh, Rajasthan, Uttar
Pradesh, Uttarkhand, and the Union Territory of Delhi. The map in Figure 5 in Appendix
A shows the states and union territories of India. The map in Figure 6 in Appendix B
additionally shows the Hindi-speaking area as part of a representation of the Indo-Aryan
languages of India. In this map, the Hindi-speaking area, also commonly called the
“Hindi Belt,” is divided into three dialect regions: Rajasthani in the west, Bihari in the
east, and Hindi between these two. In fact, many “dialects” of Hindi are also spoken in
this area, both in the sense of a dialect as a social or regional variety of a language and in
the sense of a dialect as an unwritten though historically related language (Masica
1991:9, 23). The Hindi-speaking area is actually a dialect continuum, so that neighboring
dialects of Hindi are mutually intelligible, while dialects on the extreme western and
eastern sides are not. Of course, the issue of distinguishing languages and dialects is a
thorny one; a thorough treatment of this issue is beyond the scope of the present study.
Against this backdrop of great linguistic diversity, even within the Hindi-speaking
area of northern India, Modern Standard Hindi has emerged and been cultivated on the
basis of Khari Boli, or the Hindi dialect spoken around the Delhi area. Modern Standard
Hindi is the official and the written language of the Hindi areas described above. It is also
the official language of the Government of India, with English designated as an
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“associate language.” Modern Standard Hindi is widely used for government
administration and bureaucratic functions, formal education, contemporary Hindi
literature, and the press. In this study, all participants have had Modern Standard Hindi as
a subject in their English-medium schools, and, indeed, most speakers in India who have
been educated in English will also have been taught Modern Standard Hindi, in addition
to any regional or familial languages. Chapter 4 provides more information on the
sociolinguistic background of the speakers who participated in this study.
In the next sub-section, I briefly trace the emergence of Hindi-Urdu in India. I
then discuss the development of Hindi’s independent identity and further political moves
to cultivate a standard language. The purpose of this section is twofold. First, it provides
readers with the sociolinguistic background of the emergence of Hindi in South Asia.
Second, it demonstrates that Hindi’s lexicon has always been particularly fluid and open
to vocabulary from other sources, so that the ease with which English words are being
incorporated into Hindi should come as no surprise.

Emergence of Hindi-Urdu in India
Old Indo-Aryan became codified as Classical Sanskrit around the 4th century BCE
by Panini, following which it was principally used as a language of literature and
religious culture. The spoken languages continued to evolve into the Middle Indo-Aryan
stage into what are called the Prakrits, or ‘natural’ languages, and eventually into the
Apabhramsas, or ‘corrupt’ languages. By about 1000 CE, the languages of the New IndoAryan group had emerged from their Middle Indo-Aryan ancestors. Modern Hindi-Urdu,
then, is a direct descendent of Sanskrit. Much of the core vocabulary of Modern HindiUrdu, is essentially tadbhava in nature, i.e. descended from Sanskrit but having
undergone a series of sound and often also meaning changes (Shackle and Snell 1990).
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Tadbhava words stand in contrast to tatsama words, lexical items borrowed directly and
unchanged from Sanskrit.
It is generally agreed that modern Hindi-Urdu began taking shape around the 13th
century in and around Delhi, as the local inhabitants came into contact with armies of
Afghans, Arabs, Persians, and Turks following the Muslim capture of Delhi in 1192
(Kachru 2006:2; Montaut 2004:2). The local inhabitants spoke a New Indo-Aryan
language known as Khari Boli; Khari Boli forms the basis for Modern Hindi-Urdu.
Through contact between the local inhabitants and the invading and occupying forces
from Central Asia, a new style of language began emerging. Khari Boli provided the
grammatical frame for this new style, most of the function words, and some of the
content words, while the contact languages, particularly Persian, provided a massive
amount of new lexical items that went well beyond cultural borrowings to include options
for even some basic vocabulary. There is also evidence of bilingualism involving at least
Persian and Khari Boli, the local Delhi dialect, which appears to have contributed to the
increasing mixture of these languages. The origins of modern Hindi in a context of active
lexical borrowing and language contact are particularly interesting in light of
contemporary concerns about the mixing of Hindi and English the incorporation of large
numbers of English lexical items into Hindi as linguistically “impure”.
From the 13th to the 16th centuries, this new style of Khari Boli was developing
into a distinct language variety. It spread as a lingua franca among some of the local
inhabitants and the occupying forces, and speakers began learning it as a second and
eventually a first language. This emerging language was known by many names through
the centuries of its development, including Hindi, Hindui, Hindavi, Rekhta, Rekhti,
Hindustani, and Urdu; many of these names have come to refer to distinct styles of HindiUrdu. By the 16th- and 17th-centuries we find references to zabaan-e-urduu-e-muallaa, or
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“Language of the Exalted Camp” (Masica 1991:29). This name reflects Hindi-Urdu’s
coming-of-age in the imperial army camps and bazaars of Mughal India; it also provided
a new name for this emerging language variety: Urdu. The name also offers historical
evidence of community awareness as well as conventionalization and emerging norms of
this language variety. Masica (1991) notes that the linguistic history of Hindi-Urdu, as
distinct from the socio-political history of Hindi and Urdu, has scarcely been
documented, so we know much less about the linguistic details of its development than
we do about the social details of its spread.
Hindi-Urdu spread as a lingua franca across northern and central India, replacing
Persian in a variety of domains. Beginning in the eighteenth century, Urdu became
generally known by the urban educated population, Muslim and Hindu alike (Metcalf and
Metcalf 2002:134). A reason given for the rise of Urdu during this time was the
increasing artificiality of Persian as a language for literary and other formal purposes in
Indo-Muslim circles during the later Mughal period (McGregor 1993:vii). However,
Persian remained the official language of The East India Company operating within India
until 1835 (Metcalf and Metcalf 2002:66). Persian had grammatical and lexical
consequences for New Indo-Aryan, particularly Hindi-Urdu, though “the lexical impact
of Persian has receded… from what was probably its high point in the eighteenth century,
in most Indo-Aryan languages except Urdu, Sindhi, and ‘Lahnda’” (Masica 1991:50,
emphasis original). As Chatterji (1926:205) similarly notes, many Persian words current
in the eighteenth century did not take root in NIA.
Over time, Hindi and Urdu began to develop somewhat distinct though still
significantly overlapping identities. The British are often blamed for the separation of
Hindi and Urdu, the beginning of the end typically traced to the move in 1800 at Fort
William College to start teaching their administrative staff Hindi and Urdu as
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independent languages with separate scripts and separate textbooks (Montaut 2004:2). Of
course, there were many more factors involved in the development of Hindi and Urdu as
socio-politically distinct languages, but a full account of this is beyond the scope of the
present work. The interested reader is directed to Shackle and Snell’s (1990) introductory
account, Rai’s (1984) comprehensive historical account, and to Faruqui’s (2001)
alternative account of Hindi and Urdu.

Hindi Develops Its Own Identity
The second half of the 19th-century was a significant period for the development
of major modern Indian languages, such as Hindi, Urdu, Bengali, and Tamil. It was
during this time particularly that these languages were defined and codified as they were
put to new uses by missionaries, government officials – both British and Indian, and, of
course, by speakers themselves (Metcalf and Metcalf 2002:119). The middle classes
began actively using these languages for new genres in influential speeches and
publications, including treatises, public addresses, newspapers, and fiction, especially
short stories; literacy was also becoming more widespread. According to Masica
(1991:29), British administrators and missionaries played a particular role in promoting
and creating Modern Standard Hindi by encouraging the development of a new prose
standard in the Devanagari script “on the basis of Urdu”, i.e. on the basis of Khari Boli.
And as mentioned above, the British also began teaching Hindi and Urdu as separate
languages with separate scripts as early as 1800.
Modern Hindi arose in the nineteenth century in part to meet the growing need for
a standardized mode of communication with and among a wider section of the north
Indian population; it gained currency in the period up to the 1860s above all because it
became widely adopted as a medium of education (McGregor 1993:vii). Other factors in
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the establishment and spread of a modern, standardized form of Hindi included the spread
of education, increases in literacy, and competition between Hindi and English as well as
between Hindi and the regional languages and dialects (Masica 1991).
McGregor (1993:vii) notes that the rise of a “modern sense of Indian identity in
north India from the 1860s onward” was a major catalyst for the rapidly expanding use of
Hindi into the late nineteenth century. Official recognition began in northern and central
India in places where Urdu was less firmly established, and by 1900, Hindi had gained an
official place alongside Urdu as a language of the lower courts and government
administration (Metcalf and Metcalf 2002:134). This official recognition crucially took
place in what was once called the United Provinces, now the Indian state of Uttar Pradesh
and an area considered to be the Hindi heartland (McGregor 1993:vii). By this time,
Hindi had also become well established as a medium for journalism and literature. From
this point forward, Modern Standard Hindi continued to expand, both in terms of
numbers of speakers and range of functions. While the modern prose registers of Hindi
and other New Indo-Aryan languages were shaped during the time British rule, the
current stage in the development of NIA has involved confrontation with a full range of
modern functions, some of which were previously covered by English (Masica 1991:63).

A Brief Note on English in India
The history of English in the Indian subcontinent reaches back to the early
seventeenth century, when Queen Elizabeth I granted a trade monopoly over India to the
British East India Company. However, as noted above, Persian remained the official
language of The East India Company operating within India until 1835 (Metcalf and
Metcalf 2002:66). Around the time it was decided that English should be the official
language of The East India Company in India, Lord Thomas Macaulay, a member of the
55

Supreme Council of India, set a goal of creating “a class who may be interpreters
between us and the millions whom we govern – a class of persons, Indians in blood and
colour, but English in taste, in opinion, in morals and in intellect” (729). Accordingly, the
British established English schools throughout India to prepare Indians to become
bureaucrats and workers in the colonial administration. By the time India gained its
independence from British rule in 1947, English had become firmly established as the
language of government administration and official business throughout India. At the
same time, English had also become firmly established as an important language
throughout the world with Britain’s continued role as a global power and America’s
success in World War II and spreading economic, political, and cultural influence. In
short, English came to play a key role in education, government, and business in India,
both before and after Independence.

Hindi Politics and Policy since Independence
Language politics played a major role in the Independence movement and
continued to be critical in the years following Independence. In this section, I turn to a
discussion of language politics in India since Independence, so that we may better
understand how and why English has continued to play such an important role in South
Asia, even after the departure of the British.
As an aspect of resistance to British rule, Gandhi encouraged the use of
“Hindustani” in both the Devanagari and Indo-Persian script early in the twentieth
century as a way to resist the English language (Gandhi 1910). Upon Independence
Gandhi continued to encourage the use of “Hindustani” as way to bring Indians,
particularly Hindus and Muslims, together (Metcalf and Metcalf 2002:243). However,
following Independence, it was determined by the Constituent Assembly that Hindi in the
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Devanagari script would be the official language of the New India, and the constitution
provided a 15-year phasing out period for the transition from English to Hindi to begin in
1950 and conclude in 1965 (Metcalf and Metcalf 2002:243).
The decision to make Hindi the sole official language of India was met with
massive and violently impassioned anti-Hindi movements, particularly in southern India,
where the vast majority of people spoke Dravidian, i.e. non-Indo-Aryan, languages.
Although Hindi and Hindi dialects were spoken by nearly 40% of India’s population, this
still meant that more than half the population of the entire country was facing the
imposition of a language that was not their mother tongue, and for the speakers in the
south, a language that was not even linguistically related to their mother tongues. Those
in the southern parts of India who did not speak Hindi, as well as those in eastern India,
feared that their languages would become subordinate to Hindi and that they would be
disadvantaged in the competition for scarce government jobs (Metcalf and Metcalf
2002:243). A compromise was eventually reached, in which English was retained as an
“associate language” available for official business and interregional communication
(Metcalf and Metcalf 2002:244).
Another result of the linguistic movements organized by speakers of major
regional languages in the period following Independence was the reorganization of India
into linguistic states. India as a Republic first accommodated its sweeping linguistic
diversity in 1956, when it implemented the report of the States Reorganization
Committee and restructured India into 14 states on the basis of major regional languages
(Metcalf and Metcalf 2002:236). As Metcalf and Metcalf (2002:236) note, this
democratic accommodation of linguistic diversity is reflected on Indian currency notes.
Because this is such a telling example of India’s approach to dealing with a multilingual
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society, I have also provided a reproduction of an Indian Ten Rupee note here. On the
front of the most current note (2009), we find only Hindi and English:
Figure 1: Facsimile Reproduction of Ten Rupee Note (Front)

On the back, in addition to Hindi and English, we find fifteen official regional languages:
Figure 2: Facsimile Reproduction of Ten Rupee Note (Back)

Note, however, that, even in this spirit of linguist accommodation, Hindi and English still
dominate (Metcalf and Metcalf 2002:236). It is also interesting to note that “Reserve
Bank of India” is offered as bhaaratiiy rizarv baink ‘Indian Reserve Bank’, with only the
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word “Indian” given in Hindi and “reserve” and “bank” appearing as established
loanwords in the Devanagari script.

The Three Language Formula
The Three-Language Formula represents another attempt by the Indian
government to accommodate linguistic diversity within India while addressing the
practical concerns of a unified nation. Under the formula, school-going children are
required to achieve proficiency in at least three languages: Hindi, the official language of
the Republic of India; English, a national language of India with official associate status,
as described above; and the regional language of the state in which they are receiving
their education, sometimes called the “vernacular”.
Children in a state where Hindi is the regional language can learn another modern
language, either Indian or European, depending on the offerings of their particular
schools. Children also generally learn the language of their parents and grandparents at
home, if it is neither Hindi nor the official language of the state in which they are
residing. People typically consider the languages learned at home, frequently called
family languages, to be their mother tongues.
The ideal outcome of the Three-Language Formula is an educated, proficient
speaker of at least three modern languages: Hindi, considered to be a transregional
language; English, understood to be a transnational language; and a regional Indian
language. The speakers in my study represent ideal outcomes of this approach to
linguistic diversity and language education in India, as described in Chapter 4. All in all,
the program has been most influential on urban, affluent, and geographically mobile
students in India. It has met with limited success in India, due in some part to the south’s
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continued resistance to Hindi, but due largely to continuing inequalities in access to
education throughout India.

Sanskritization of Hindi as a Nationalist Project
Hindu-Muslim politics and an awareness of Hindi’s history have resulted in some
attempts to rid Hindi of its Perso-Arabic and other “foreign” influences. To this end,
words have either been borrowed directly from Sanskrit or built on Sanskrit morphemes
to replace foreign lexical items and to accommodate new concepts. There are often
several Sanskrit-based alternatives circulating for a given concept, making it especially
difficult for any one word to become established widely used. These attempts to
Sanskritize Hindi often have an opposite effect from the one intended. Broadly speaking,
speakers educated in English-medium schools have generally rejected Sanskrit
borrowings and neologisms in favor of English options, and some have even rejected
Hindi altogether for technical, scientific, and business purposes. Sanskritized Hindi is
frequently portrayed as not only unsuitable but also unable to handle modern topics by
these speakers. In a great twist of irony, it appears that the nationalist attempts to
Sanskritize Hindi have further opened the door to the use of English in India and
in Hindi.

Modern Colloquial Hindi
As discussed above, the subdialectal base of modern Hindi and Urdu, including
standard and colloquial varieties, is Khari Boli, an urban composite of dialects spoken in
and around Delhi (Masica 1991:28). Recall that Modern Standard Hindi, as opposed to
the regional or literary dialects, developed through the incorporation of large numbers of
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lexical items from ancestor and contact languages, including Arabic, English, Persian,
Portuguese, Sanskrit, and Turkish, into an Indo-Aryan grammatical frame based on Khari
Boli (Shapiro 1989:5). Hindi is thus historically characterized by a particularly
fluid lexicon.
Kachru (2006:6) notes that as Hindi has developed its own identity during the past
two centuries, its use in new domains has also increased, encouraging the development of
new registers and replacing other language varieties in those domains. As Hindi has
developed its own registers and replaced Persian and English in particular domains, it has
certainly assimilated some of the stylistic and lexical features of the languages replaced.
This process of register development combined with the lexical infusion from both Indian
and foreign sources described above has given “Hindi a rich variety of words, styles and
linguistic registers” (Snell 2004:xii).
A critical outcome of Hindi’s history is that for any given concept, there are likely
to be several alternatives to choose from. An example given by Snell (2004:xii) is “year”.
Hindi has the Persian loanword saal plus the Sanskrit loanword varS and its Hindi
descendent baras. Of course, Hindi is not unique in having different forms for
semantically related concepts from separate historical sources. We can compare the Hindi
case with English, which has both “year” from Germanic and “annual” from Latin (Snell
2004:xii). But Hindi has maintained and continued to add these alternatives to its lexicon
throughout its history. Add English to mix and an educated speaker of both Hindi and
English has at least four alternatives to choose from for expressing the concept “year”
in Hindi.
In this example, saal is an everyday word. It is not particularly marked as Persian,
and it is unlikely that an average speaker of Hindi would readily identify saal as a Persian
borrowing. However, there are other cases where the options are more marked. A good
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example is the concept ‘to decide or settle’. For this, Hindi has several options: tay
karnaa, from Arabic tai; faislaa karnaa, from Arabic faisala; nishcit karnaa, from
Sanskrit nishcit; and, of course decide karnaa, from English decide. Note that all of these
options have been incorporated through the use of the generic verb karnaa ‘to do’. I
return to the use of generic verbs as devices for lexical borrowing below.
This rich lexical history has also given rise to several distinct styles, as mentioned
above. First, there is the Sanskritized style discussed above, which predates the
incorporation of English into Hindi by several centuries. This style is considered by many
to be most appropriate for formal registers of scholarly prose or government
administration. Kachru (2006:6) claims this style portrays “elegance”, though many in
contemporary India would argue that it represents an attempt by purists and conservatives
to rid Hindi of its foreign influences, particularly Perso-Arabic and English influences
(Masica 1991:83). There is also a Persianized style of Hindi, on a continuum with Urdu.
This style projects “refinement in colloquial speech” (Kachru 2006:7). Indeed, Persian
loans tend to be perceived as more colloquial than Sanskrit loans (Snell 2004:xiii),
though they can sometimes be marked as linked to Islam in some way.
The third contemporary style of Hindi is Anglicized, involving English
borrowings, loan translations, and calques. Many claim that this style is the most
“modern” and as such, it is preferred by the youth, urban dwellers, and those who wish to
project themselves as part of the globalized world. However, I would suggest that the
Anglicized style of Hindi additionally gives speakers a way of avoiding lexical items
strongly marked as either Persian-origin or Sanskrit-origin and thus a way to avoid
identifying with either Muslim or Hindu cultures and political debates. The options given
above for the concept ‘to decide’ are a good example of how the English alternative gives
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speakers a way to language marked as either particularly Sanskritized or
particularly Persianized.
In short, the various registers and styles of modern Hindi vary primarily in terms
of lexical choices made by speakers, though there are some additional structural and
stylistic differences. The rich lexical history of Hindi gives speakers the means for
making fine lexical distinctions by choosing among a broad set of alternatives and for
indexing social associations depending on the choices made. The majority of current
speakers of Hindi use a form of the language that is not excessively Sanskritized,
Persianized, or Anglicized. This style has been called Modern Colloquial Hindi. As noted
above, it has also been called Hindustani to suggest its place on neutral territory between
Hindu and Muslim culture.
Masica (1991:83) gives the following examples of compounds mixing
morphemes from different sources collected in Barkhudarov (1963):
Example 3: English-Sanskrit Compound
Digrii-praapt
degree-possessing

“possessing a higher degree”

Example 4: Sanskrit-English Compound
upa-kameTii
sub-committee

“subcommittee”

As Masica (1991) notes, “in the registers of popular journalism and the like, a more
eclectic and spontaneous spirit prevails, and hybrid forms, combining Neo-Sanskrit, NIA,
Perso-Arabic, and English formants, abound” (83). However, for more formal registers,
the creation of words using morphemes from different source languages is less
acceptable, and the prevailing pattern remains one in which words are formed using
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morphemes from a single source language. In these more formal registers, the cooccurrence of lexical items from different source languages is also generally not
considered good style.

SOCIOLINGUISTIC OUTCOMES OF HINDI-ENGLISH CONTACT IN INDIA
As hard as many have worked to erase all traces of it from Hindi, English
unarguably occupies a position of power and prestige in India. As Snell (2004) notes,
“the high status of English in India reflects both a colonized past and a globalized
present” (xiii).
Above, modern Hindi-Urdu was described as an outcome of language contact and
widespread lexical borrowing from Persian into Khari Boli. There are questions about
whether a new mixed form of Hindi is emerging as a result of the substantial influx of
lexical items from English into the Hindi grammatical frame. While I believe it is too
early to designate this style of Hindi as a mixed language, it is clear that a new linguistic
style or register is emerging. This new style is built on the mixing of two languages
according to community norms as well as certain grammatical and discourse conventions
that have yet to be fully researched and documented. I return to this point below, when I
discuss “Hinglish” as a sociolinguistic outcome of contact between Hindi and English.
Other outcomes of language contact according to Winford (2003: 22, 24) are
language maintenance and language shift. Although these are often distinct outcomes of
language contact, language maintenance and partial shift can co-occur, as they did in
South Asia. In language shift, an indigenous community shifts to a non-indigenous
language for some or all domains and functions. In some cases, where the community
shifts to the contact language for all linguistic functions, this leads to abandonment of the
first language. In the case of India, however, the foreign language, i.e. English, came to
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be used by a certain segment of the population for particular domains in addition to the
first language, whether Hindi or another Indian language. This is partial language shift. It
appears that Hindi and English had complementary functions under British rule, although
Hindi was also maintained and developed for a range of new functions during this time.
Language maintenance can lead to stable bilingual speech communities, in which
speakers mix the contact languages in various ways; Winford (2003:14) notes that these
mixture phenomena are collectively known as code-switching, which I discuss below.
Another outcome of language contact includes substratum effects on the prestige or
dominant language, which we see in Indian English, a fully nativized variety of English
spoken throughout the subcontinent and discussed in the next subsection.

Indian English
Language maintenance and stable bilingualism among at least a portion of the
population in contact with another language can lead to a situation where the maintained
language influences the second language. Known as substratum effects, this situation can
result in the emergence of nativized varieties of contact languages over several
generations (Winford 2003:22, 24). In the case of India, the nativized variety of English
is known as Indian English. This is quite common in contexts of colonization, with Irish
English being another example of nativized English (Winford 2003:15).
The substratum effects of Hindi and other Indian languages on English that
characterize Indian English include lexical, structural, and phonological influences; we
find phonological transfer, structural and lexical borrowing, and calquing from Hindi and
other Indian languages as well as the creation of new forms. Although less studied for
Indian English and for nativized language varieties in general, it appears that indigenous
languages can also have discourse-level influences on the outside language (Mithun
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1992, Moag and Poletto 1991). I shall return to this important question in Chapter 6 as I
present and analyze examples of repetition from the Hindi-English bilingual corpus and
discuss discourse-level aspects of South Asia as a linguistic area.
Winford (2003:242) claims that New Englishes are generally first adopted for
inter-group communication and later for in-group communication. Although a thorough
treatment of the development of nativized English in India is beyond the scope of the
present study, Indian English would have likely first emerged in inter-group
communication between Indians and the British and developed more fully in in-group
communication among Indians who were acquiring the newly born variety of English.
Indian English is relevant to our discussion of Hindi-English bilingual discourse, because
the variety of English used by speakers engaging in Hindi-English code-switching tends
to be Indian English, rather than British or American or any other variety of English. This
fact makes it even more challenging to untangle all the influences and phenomena present
in bilingual discourse.

Borrowing and Code-switching
Another aspect of language maintenance as an outcome of language contact is
borrowing. In the case of colonization or other kinds of occupation, the indigenous
language typically absorbs much more new vocabulary than the language of the
colonizers or occupiers, though borrowing does occur in both directions. In the case of
India, there have been waves of words from Hindi and other Indian languages to
permanently enter English, both British and American varieties; examples include
shampoo, bungalow, thug, verandah, khaki, and jungle. However, many more English
words have entered Hindi, with many becoming so firmly established and well integrated
that they may no longer be recognized as words of English origin by average
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monolingual speakers of Hindi; examples include station, radio, cycle, hospital, school,
and rail. The lexical domains represented by the examples are typical of cases where one
group is politically dominant, as in the case of the English in India, and include primarily
cultural and technological borrowings.
Borrowing can be “casual” in that it is restricted to lexical items only; it can also
be “moderate”, involving lexical items as well as slight structural borrowing (Winford
2003:22). While the impact of English on Hindi has been largely lexical, there is also
evidence of structural influence, though, as Masica (1991) notes, the syntactic impact of
English is “difficult to disentangle from the larger question of the development of prose
styles” (50). Thus, it seems that aspects of Hindi and other Indian discourse styles have
influenced English in the development of Indian English, but that English discourse
styles have also influenced the development of Hindi.
As noted above, the lexicon of Hindi has long since been particularly fluid and
receptive to outside influences. As Masica (1991:75) notes, the borrowing of verbs in
Hindi and most other Indo-Aryan languages has been facilitated by a verbalizing device,
often called an “empty” or “dummy” verb. In Hindi, that device is the verb karnaa ‘to do,
to make’ for transitives and honaa ‘to be, to become’ for intransitives. Although the slot
before karnaa/honaa typically accommodates nouns in Hindi, English verbs have been
borrowed into Hindi by incorporating them into this nominal slot.8 Consider the
following example:
Example 5: Use of karnaa in Borrowing Lexical Items to Create Verbs
arrange + karnaa

intizaam + karnaa

prabandh + karnaa

arrange (ENGLISH) + to do

arrangement (ARABIC) + to do

arrangement (SANSKRIT) + to do

‘to arrange’

8

Note that the slot before karnaa/honaa can also accommodate adjectives in Hindi, as in saaf karnaa ‘to
(make) clean or clear’. Saaf is an Arabic borrowing.
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Such strategies appear to be quite common cross-linguistically (Moravcsik 1978,
Wichmann and Wohlgemuth 2008).
Although Hindi-English code-switching is often portrayed as a contemporary
development in Hindi and a result of English-dominant media cultures, Masica notes that
it is not a new phenomenon. He cites an example from the beginning of the 20th-century
that appeared in Grierson’s (1903-1928) Linguistic Survey of India (Cited in
Masica 1991:74):
Example 6: Code-Switching Cited in Grierson
is

position

kā

incontrovertible

proof

de

saktā

hū̃

this

position

of.M

incontrovertible

proof

give

can

be.PRES.1SG

‘I can give incontrovertible proof of this position’

aur

merā

opinion

yah

hai

and

my

opinion

this

is

‘And my opinion is’

ki

defence

kā

argument

waterhold nahı̄̃

kar

saktā

hai.

that

defence

GEN

argument

water hold

do

can

be.PRES.3SG

not

‘That the argument of the defence cannot hold water.’
(LSI 1:165, original transcription and gloss)

Masica notes that such linguistic behavior is undoubtedly a source of loanwords for the
recipient language, pointing out that Grierson gives his examples while speculating on
the origins of Urdu, which involved Persian-Khari Boli instead of English-Hindi
bilingualism. One could argue that Grierson’s example actually involves only lexical
borrowing, but the particularly creative and skillful incorporation of the English phrasal
verb hold water using karnaa suggests bilingualism and more complex processes
at work.
Indeed, distinguishing code-switching from borrowing has been a key though
contentious theoretical issue within research on bilingual discourse. As Masica (1991)
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and others have observed, contemporary educated urban speech patterns in India go far
beyond using established English borrowings in Hindi; the urban style of language
“sprinkles its sentences liberally with English nouns, adjectives, and English-based verbs
for most of which NIA equivalents exist” (74). Masica’s statement points to a key
prescriptivist concern about code-switching: Why would speakers use words from
another language for which “perfectly good” equivalents exist in the first language? I
return to this point in Chapter 6 in the presentation and analysis of data from the corpus.
In this section, I extend the discussion of borrowing from above to consider its
relationship to one-word switches and overall patterns of code-switching.
As noted by Poplack (2001), code-switching differs from prototypical lexical
borrowing in key ways. First, established loanwords typically assume the morphological,
syntactic, and often phonological characteristics of the recipient language. Established
loanwords are generally also recurrent and widespread in the speech of the individual and
the community and are available to monolingual speakers, just as words of the recipient
language are. Finally, in the accepted model of lexical borrowing, the grammar of the
donor language does not interact with the borrowed words.
However, as demonstrated in a special issue of The International Journal of
Bilingualism (Poplack and Meechan, eds. 1998), borrowing can be much more productive
and much more of an individual phenomenon than standard approaches to lexical
borrowing allow for. Prototypical loanwords, as described above, have been called
established borrowings to distinguish them from what Poplack et al. (1998) and others
have called nonce borrowings, after Weinreich (1953). According to Poplack (2001),
nonce borrowings are like established borrowings in that they involve single lexical
items, usually content words, that adopt morphological, syntactic, and often phonological
characteristics of the recipient language. However, nonce borrowings are unlike
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established borrowings in that they are not recurrent or widespread in the speech of the
individual or community. Producing and comprehending nonce borrowings, as Poplack
notes, requires a certain degree of bilingualism and proficiency in both languages.
Next comes the even more challenging issue of distinguishing borrowings from
code-switching. Criteria that have been proposed include how widespread use of the
lexical item in question is within the speech community as well as the degree of
phonological integration of the lexical item into the recipient, base, or matrix language.
The phonological criterion question has proved especially problematic, because it
requires that speakers have the ability to match the phonology of the source language. We
know, in fact, that many bilinguals do not have “native-like” phonology in both of their
languages; yet, they are considered fully competent speakers of both languages. We
would need to establish a speaker’s phonological range experimentally in order to make
claims about whether and why lexical items produced by that speaker are integrated
phonologically or not. Another issue with the phonological criterion is the question of
whose phonology. In the case of Hindi-English code-switching, for example, we are
generally dealing with code-switching between Hindi and Indian English, not American
or British English. Thus, to suggest that an English-origin word such as temple realized
with a voiceless retroflex stop [ʈ] initially is an established borrowing because it fits the
phonology of Hindi is to overlook the fact that it is being pronounced according to the
conventions of Indian English. In short, no criteria for distinguishing one-word switches
from borrowings have seemed to work so far.
Poplack (2001) writes, “distinguishing nonce borrowings from single-word CS
[code-switching] is conceptually easy but methodologically difficult, especially when
they surface bare, giving no apparent indication of language membership” (2063). The
debate over the classification of single lexical items reflects core differences among code70

switching researchers and theoretical approaches. As Poplack notes, there is fundamental
disagreement over whether a theory of code-switching should even recognize a
distinction between code-switching and borrowing, whether such outcomes of language
contact can be unambiguously identified, and what the criteria for identifying a lexical
item as code-switched and borrowed might be.
In this study, I have chosen to represent all spoken material in italics, whether it is
of Hindi or English origin, as in Example 1 in Chapter 1. I have also chosen to transcribe
English-origin words in standard English orthography, whether or not they are
established borrowings in Hindi. My approach leaves open the question of phonological
integration and the social and psychological status of English-origin words in Hindi and
in bilingual Hindi-English discourse. Although these questions need to be researched a
great deal more, I also hold that certain words, many words in fact, may have a kind of
in-between status as bivalent items, lexical items that could belong descriptively and
perhaps also even prescriptively to both languages (Woolard 1998). As Poplack (2001)
argues, much of the current research on the structural principles of code-switching
“assumes unquestioningly that the mechanisms for language switching follow directly
from general principles of (monolingual) grammar” (2062). Similarly, many approaches
to dealing with single lexical items seem to assume that lexical items must belong to one
linguistic system or the other, or at least that analysts are capable of determining to which
linguistic system a given item belongs. These assumptions reveal an underlying
acceptance of monolingualism as the norm, as discussed in Chapter 2, and need to be
challenged through further research and empirical evidence.
Another related issue that may inhibit theoretical advancements in studies of
code-switching is the fact that the term “code-switching” has also been used to refer to a
wide variety of linguistic phenomena resulting from language contact, as discussed in
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Chapter 2 and in the controversy of distinguishing code-switching and borrowing
discussed in this chapter. This fact played a role in my decision to use the more generic
phrase “bilingual discourse” in the title of and throughout this study. As used by many
scholars, code-switching is not one single identifiable practice, but rather appears to be
applied to a range of practices involving the mixture of languages on various levels of
linguistic organization. Code-switching, then, seems to be an overarching term for
bilingual discourse, as well as possibly a specific phenomenon, though researchers are
unable to agree on criteria for that phenomenon. This suggests that “code-switching” has
come to function as a cover term or category label for a set of related linguistic practices
rather than for any single, formally identifiable linguistic practice. This is important in
the current study, as I consider interactions between repetition and bilingual discourse
phenomena, rather than between repetition and code-switching per se. A major
theoretical question that begs addressing is what makes code-switching distinctive from
other kinds of contact phenomena, including borrowing and nativized varieties of nonindigenous languages.
To make the situation even more complex, Hindi-English bilingual discourse
involves not only Indian English, borrowing, and code-switching, but it also combines
both insertion and alternation patterns (Muysken 2000). Code-switching that combines
patterns of insertion and alternation makes it difficult to distinguish the two (Winford
2003:164). Muysken (2000) calls this congruent lexicalization and claims that it occurs
primarily in cases of typologically similar languages. However, Winford (2003:164-165)
notes that it can also occur in the case of typologically different languages, suggesting
that we think of these two patterns of code-switching not as opposed but rather as
complementary. Innovative compound verb constructions are an example of this type of
outcome of language contact.
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Hinglish
“Hinglish” is a key term in any popular or academic discussion of the social and
linguistic outcomes of contact between Hindi and English in South Asia and abroad.
“Hinglish”, of course, is a blend of the words “Hindi” and “English” on the model of
earlier formations such as “Spanglish” and “Chinglish”. As the word “Hinglish” has
gained currency in South Asia, other such blends have emerged to characterize outcomes
of contact between English and other South Asian languages, e.g. “Tamlish”, a blend of
Tamil and English. As used by speakers, the popular media, and even academics,
“Hinglish” refers to a heterogeneous set of social and linguistic outcomes of contact
between Hindi and English.
In this work, I sometimes use the indigenous term Hinglish to refer to the
heterogeneous set of linguistic outcomes of centuries of contact between Hindi and
English in South Asia and abroad. By using Hinglish as a general term to talk about
bilingual discourse involving elements from Hindi and English, I can avoid labeling all
bilingual discourse as code-switching and focus instead on the individual linguistic
phenomena present in a given utterance. Popularly, people often refer to Hinglish as a
new or hybrid language. For ideological and socio-political reasons, speakers can be
quick to label their speech style as a language as a part of establishing a separate identity
for their community. I do not use the term Hinglish to refer to a new language; instead, I
use it to refer to a style or mode of communication comprised of a heterogenous set of
bilingual linguistic and social practices.
The use of Hindi-English code-switching and related phenomena has become an
unmarked choice in communication for an increasing number of speakers from urban,
educated, and geographically mobile backgrounds. Speakers themselves report that
Hinglish is emerging as a “link language” within South Asia and among South Asians
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around the world. This is certainly the case for the participants in this study, who come
from a wide variety of sociolinguistic backgrounds, none of which include Hindi as a
mother tongue and few of which share a regional or family language, as described in the
next chapter.

Hinglish in the Popular Media
One of the earliest uses in print media of the word “Hinglish” appears in a New
York Times (1967) article entitled “Hinglish Sentences Combine 2 Worlds for Hindi
Speakers”. The title of the article suggests that “Hinglish” is not only a linguistic
phenomenon, mixing two linguistic systems, but also a social phenomenon, mixing two
cultural worlds. The articles opens “A new spoken language, humorously called Hinglish,
is gaining ground in India” (22). It goes on to describe different types of Hinglish: “At
the lower levels, it consists of a fine intermingling of Hindi and English words, the more
complicated words being in English, while the link words, auxiliary verbs and
prepositions are in Hindi” while, “at the higher levels of the civil service, it takes the
form of whole sentences or sequences in English, used for the official part of the
conversation...intermingled with sentences or sequences in Hindi, for...social inquiries”
(22).9 Note that this division prefigures Myers-Scotton’s (1993) distinction between
content and function words in code-switching.
Indeed, like the early New York Times article, “Hinglish” is used in the popular
media to describe a heterogeneous set of linguistic outcomes of Hindi-English contact,
ranging from lexical borrowing to intersentential and intrasentential code-switching.
More recently, “Hinglish” has been used to describe English in the UK that contains
recent Hindi or Punjabi borrowings. Even at a recent conference on Hinglish held in
9

Never mind that Hindi has postpositions rather than prepositions.
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January 2009 in Mumbai and sponsored by the Mudra Institute of Communications
Ahmedabad (MICA), media practioners as well as academics from a variety of
disciplines used “Hinglish” to refer to a broad spectrum of linguistic practices in South
Asia and among the diaspora. What, then, unifies these heterogeneous linguistic practices
as “Hinglish”? All of the phenomena described involve the integration of Hindi and
English at various levels of linguistic organization, including the levels of sound, lexicon,
and grammar.
The diversity of linguistic practices comprising “Hinglish” is accompanied by a
wide range of sociolinguistic ideologies and attitudes. In circulating discourses and
media, “Hinglish” is variously viewed as a “jumble”, an “arbitrary mixing” of languages,
“twisting words”, “survival communication”, “an unholy union” between English and
Hindi, a “new, hybrid language”, “natural” language change, “youthful exuberance”,
“hip”, “playful”, “market friendly”, injurious to Hindi, an insult to English, and more. A
subgoal of the current study is to address the widespread prescriptive concerns that
Hindi-English code-switching and related contact phenomena are somehow “bad” or
detrimental to the languages and speakers involved. We cannot forget that modern Hindi
arose as a result of language mixing in the first place.
In code-switching as the unmarked choice, as discussed in Chapter 2, speakers
continuously use two (or more) languages, often intrasententially, and it is the overall
pattern of switching which is socially significant (Myers-Scotton 1993). For such
speakers in the South Asian context, “pure” Hindi and “pure” English have become
highly marked linguistic and social options. Studies of code-switching suggest that it is
not so much that speakers cannot finish a sentence in one language, as many
prescriptivists claim, but rather that speakers may resist doing so because choosing one
language to the exclusion of the other has become so highly marked (Myers-Scotton
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1993). The fact that speakers do mix languages intersententially does not prove that that
speakers cannot produce entire sentences in either one language or the other. In any case,
the data itself demonstrates that speakers are quite capable of producing complete
sentences in both “pure” Hindi and “pure” English.

THEMES AND TRENDS IN HINDI-ENGLISH CODE-SWITCHING RESEARCH
In this section, I consider a trend within research on Hindi-English code-switching
to align Hindi and English with dichotomous social identities or cultural contexts; this
alignment of Hindi and English with opposed identities and contexts also abounds in
circulating popular discourses on language in South Asia and among the diaspora. HindiEnglish code-switching has been considered primarily from macro-level sociolinguistic
perspectives. Such studies have contributed to the understanding of Hindi-English codeswitching by describing general and particular socio-historical conditions that make codeswitching possible and prevalent in South Asia. However, as Auer (1998) points out,
“macro-sociolinguistic aspects of the speech situation never completely determine
language choice” (3). He notes that macro-sociolinguistic investigations of codeswitching tend to analyze the social meaning of code-switching in an interaction “at
large”, invariably leading to language-activity, language-topic, or language-identity
analyses as discussed in Chapter 2.
When the systematicity of code-switching is acknowledged, attempts to account
for it frequently appeal to the wider historical, social, and political contexts of the
languages involved. Researchers taking a macro-sociolinguistic approach to analyzing
code-switching in South Asia and among the diaspora often attempt, following Gumperz
(1982), to distinguish “we-code” and “they-codes” or to set up similar kinds of
dichotomies. The situation is no different in studies of Hindi-English code-switching in
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South Asia and among the diaspora. For example, it is frequently claimed that code
choice and meaning in bilingual discourse are dependent on the languages’ associations
with dichotomous contexts and that certain languages are used for particular topics
and settings.
In the case of Hindi and English, the claims take the following forms in both
academic and popular discourses: Hindi is predominantly used in interactions with
family, indexing that which is Self, familiar, traditional, Indian, local, and indigenous,
while English is preferred for peers and official and public encounters, representing that
which is Other, formal, modern, Western, hegemonic, and global. English has frequently
been claimed to invoke authority and social distance, while Hindi invokes solidarity and
familiarity. English is additionally claimed to be the vehicle of choice for expressing
rational thought and that which is in the head; Hindi best expresses emotion, feelings, and
that which is in the heart.
If nothing else, post-Structuralism has taught us to beware of such overly
simplistic dichotomies, as they tend to obscure rather than illuminate. And so it is with
Hindi-English code-switching. Clearly, Hindi and English are broadly associated with
differing contexts and “affective stances”, as captured in the attitudes toward Hinglish
discussed above. While these differing social, political, and historical associations are
undoubtedly important in understanding the broader significances of the language
varieties used in code-switching, it is extremely difficult to argue that each and every
switch necessarily indexes juxtaposed social worlds for speakers (Woolard 2004).
As Woolard (2004) argues, although associations between different social
contexts and particular languages may be important in understanding the broader social
significance of the language used in a communicative event, each individual switch “is
not necessarily best understood by direct reference to different social worlds” (79). This
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is particularly true in cases where code-switching itself has become the unmarked choice
and default mode of communication, as with the speakers who participated in this study.
Macro-level accounts that appeal to dichotomous worlds primarily offer
descriptions of the historical, social, and political conditions that make code-switching
possible or likely in a community; they do not adequately explain on-the-ground
language choices. Macro-level contexts neither completely determine nor fully account
for the regularities and patterns of code-switching found in actual interactions (Auer
1998). Macro-level approaches to code-switching that align Hindi with India, familiarity,
and tradition and English with the West, formality, and modernity have been shown to be
overly simplistic and not borne out in actual practice. Claims that Hindi is used for
“personal” topics in “familial” contexts and that English is used for “modern” topics in
“public” contexts are not empirically supported at the micro-level of interaction between
speakers. Accordingly, as I argue in the next chapter, investigation in Hindi-English
code-switching and related contact phenomena, including bilingual repetition, properly
begins with a careful look at micro-level, on-the-ground interactions between HindiEnglish bilingual speakers who engage in code-switching.

CHAPTER SUMMARY
In this chapter I have provided a sociolinguistic background for my study by
discussing the emergence of Modern Hindi in India, including social and linguistic
outcomes of contact between Hindi and English. I have also addressed “Hinglish” as the
indigenous cover term for discourse that mixes Hindi and English on various levels of
linguistic organization and have considered popular representations of “Hinglish” in the
media. Finally, I identified a particularly problematic trend in the literature on HindiEnglish code-switching and suggested an alternative approach to be taken in this study.
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In the next chapter, I turn to a description of the data on which this study is based,
including a description of the speakers who participated in my study. I also discuss the
methodology employed in the analysis of the data in Chapter 5 and Chapter 6.
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Chapter 4: Data, Participants, Methodology

INTRODUCTION TO THE CHAPTER
A major goal of this study is to document and understand the roles that both
repetition and code-switching play in structuring Hindi-English bilingual discourse and in
managing interactions between bilinguals. As such, this study uses everyday
conversations between Hindi-English bilinguals. The rationale is that by studying one
practice in particular, namely bilingual repetition, we can learn something more general
about discourse processes, whether monolingual or bilingual.
In the last chapter, Chapter 3, I described the sociolinguistic context of HindiEnglish code-switching in South Asia and among the diaspora. And in Chapter 2, I
reviewed the relevant literature on repetition, code-switching, and the intersection of
those two practices, bilingual repetition. In this chapter, I turn to a discussion of the data,
participants, and methods of analysis used in this study. The first part of this chapter
describes the corpus of Hindi-English bilingual discourse on which this study is based.
The next part describes the research participants in this study, including an overview of
the sociolinguistic backgrounds of the Hindi-English. The third part discusses micro-level
discourse analysis as the primary methodology employed for analysis of data and for
investigating the research questions raised in Chapter 1. The final part of this chapter
addresses some additional methodological issues.

80

Participant Observation in Hindi-English Code-switching Contexts
Many of the observations and generalizations about Hindi-English code-switched
discourse discussed in this study are based on participant observation. I have extensive
experience living and studying in India. Over the past fifteen years, I have traveled to
India seven times, for a total of 2.5 years spent in India. I have spent much of that time
actively learning Hindi in a variety of classroom contexts as well as through living with
host families and participating in everyday life in India. According to the American
Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL) Revised Proficiency
Guidelines, I am at the “superior” level in speaking Hindi. And according to the United
States Government Interagency Language Roundtable (ILR) Proficiency Scales, I have
“general professional proficiency” to “advanced professional proficiency” in speaking
and listening in Hindi.
I have observed and participated in countless hours of conversation in both Hindi
and in Hindi-English bilingual discourse involving code-switching. My time in India has
also allowed me to keep abreast of changing attitudes and ideologies about Hindi-English
code-switching. Part of learning Hindi has additional involved learning how to use
English in and alongside Hindi. My years of participant observation in India and among
the diaspora have also exposed me to Indian English, a nativized variety of English
spoken and used throughout South Asia.
Although I am not a native speaker of Hindi nor am I a native user of HindiEnglish code-switching, my extensive participant observation in sociolinguistic life in
India has allowed me to develop some intuitions about the language and has given me the
experience on which to base many generalizations about Hindi and Hindi-English codeswitching in India and among the diaspora.
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DATA AND PARTICIPANTS
Corpus of Conversational Data
This study is based primarily on a corpus of audio-recorded conversations
between Hindi-English bilinguals. The conversations were transcribed and translated by
me in consultation with native speakers of Hindi and regular users of Hindi-English codeswitching. The corpus contains 5 conversations ranging from 30-75 minutes each for a
total of approximately 4.5 hours of recordings.
Each conversation involves two speakers who know each other well, as friends in
three cases, as spouses in another, and as cousins in another. Each dyad reported that
“Hinglish”, i.e. the term speakers of Hindi and English use to describe Hindi-English
code-switching, is a regular mode of communication for them. There are nine participants
total, as one speaker participated in two separate conversations. The conversations were
recorded in India, Germany, and the United States during 2002-2006. The participants
were recruited through my social networks. All participants were aware of my general
interest in “Hinglish” but not of my particular interest in bilingual repetition. I explained
that my primary interest was in casual conversation using both Hindi and English. All
were aware of my knowledge of Hindi.
For each recording session, I suggested upcoming or recent travel to and from
India as a topic. In no case was I present during the actual recording. In some cases, the
participants met me at a location of their choosing, and I left them alone with the
recording device for an agreed-upon amount of time. In other cases, participants took the
recording device home with them. This proved to be an excellent method, as participants
were able to record at their convenience. This method also yielded more varied data from
separate conversations at different times and during different kinds of activities. The
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availability of relatively inexpensive, high-quality, compact digital recorders has made
this method more feasible, and I would choose to employ it exclusively in the future.
As may be expected, all recordings begin with meta-linguistic talk about the
artificiality or awkwardness of the situation. However, speakers soon began alternating
among a variety of topics of general and personal interest, suggestive of natural, everyday
conversation. Upon collecting the recording device after each session, I received
apologies from participants for drifting from the suggest topic of travel to and from India.
I take this to be further evidence of relatively natural conversations.
I do not, however, exclude talk that makes reference to or displays conscious
awareness of the recording device or situation. Such talk is still everyday conversation
produced spontaneously by speakers in a particular context; it unfolds sequentially and
collaboratively like all conversation. Moreover, such talk still has a reality and
authenticity for the participants involved in the interaction. I am not convinced that
researchers and analysts can accurately judge some talk to be more “authentic” or
“natural” than other talk. Even if speakers do not display awareness of the situation by
referencing the recording device or research context, the researcher cannot possibly know
if and when speakers are consciously thinking of the recording device and if and how this
fact may be affecting their linguistic behavior. Discourse displaying awareness of the
research context is thus considered legitimate data for the purposes of my study.

Additional Data
In this study, I occasionally use additional data drawn from popular Indian media,
including films, radio, and advertising. These additional data provide further examples of
the various structures and functions of bilingual repetition in South Asia and support my
claim that bilingual repetition is ubiquitous in this context. Unless otherwise noted, these
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data were collected by me during participant observation in India during 2002-2009; this
participant observation is described below.

Research Participants
Prior to the recording sessions described above, I conducted brief ethnographic
interviews with each participant. I gathered information about their sociolinguistic
backgrounds, including their families and education as well as their linguistic resources,
practices, and attitudes. Each participant represents an ideal outcome of India’s ThreeLanguage Formula described in Chapter 3. All speak at least Hindi, the official language
of India, and English, an official though “associate” language of India as discussed in
Chapter 3, plus a regional and/or family language. The following table summarizes the
linguistic backgrounds of the research participants in this study:
Table 1: Research Participants
Conversation

I
II
III
IV
V

Participant

Family
Language

Regional Language (Region)

Educational
Medium

Other Lgs
Known

AP

Telugu

Telugu (Andhra Pradesh)

English

Hindi

MT

Tamil

Tamil (Tamil Nadu)

English

Hindi

ML

Tulu

Kannada (Karnataka)

English

Hindi

SD

Kashmiri

Kashmiri (Kashmir)

English,
Hindi

Hindi/Urdu

AY

Bengali

Bengali (Bengal)

English

Hindi

DP

Tamil

Tamil (Tamil Nadu)

English

Hindi

RK

Kashmiri

Kashmiri (Kashmir)

English

Hindi

PT

Punjabi

Hindi (New Delhi)

English

Hindi

KR

Punjabi

Hindi (New Delhi)

English

Hindi
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Note that none of the dyads except for the Punjabi speakers share the same family
language or even regional language; English and Hindi are the only two languages that
the dyads have in common. This is a prime example of how English and Hindi serve as
“link languages” in South Asia and among the diaspora, as described in Chapter 3. Hindi,
English, and increasingly “Hinglish”, as Hindi-English code-switched discourse, are key
modes of communication for governmental and business purposes as well as for media
and entertainment throughout India. In fact, as discussed in Chapter 3, Hindi-English
code-switching has become the unmarked linguistic choice and preferred mode of
communication for affluent, educated, and geographically mobile Indians in a wide
variety of public and private contexts in India and abroad.

Concluding Remarks on Data and Participants
Given the varied sociolinguistic backgrounds of those who use Hindi-English
code-switching to communicate, there are as many practices as there are speakers. The
emerging quality of this mode of communication also means there is a great deal of
variety in the structures and functions of Hindi-English code-switching in South Asia and
abroad. Even within this diversity, however, speakers identify patterns of speaking
practices. For example, ML describes herself as speaking Bombay Hinglish, while SD
was characterized by ML as speaking Delhi Hinglish. While the linguistic details of the
differences between these two styles of Hindi-English code-switching are clearly worth
investigating, they are beyond the scope of the current study.
It is a strength of this study that the participants come from varied sociolinguistic
backgrounds. This fact underscores the point, as noted, that the practice of Hindi-English
code-switching is functioning as a “link language” in South Asia and among the diaspora.
Moreover, all participants characterize themselves as Hinglish speakers, suggesting that
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there are pan-Indian discourse practices involving Hindi-English code-switching. These
practices are conventionalized enough to be recognized as “Hinglish” by speakers,
although these practices are not well-documented or studied. Furthermore, the HindiEnglish bilinguals who assisted me with transcription and translation made did not
comment on differences among the speakers who participated in my study. This absence
of comment is evidence of something important – even if these speaker noticed
differences in style, they did not seem to find them notable enough to warrant comment.
My study thus contributes by documenting and investigating the pan-South Asian
practices of Hindi-English code-switching used by these speakers of disparate
sociolinguistic backgrounds.
Although the participants in my study may be using varying styles of HindiEnglish code-switching, all speakers additionally appear to use repetition and codeswitching in structurally and interactionally similar ways. Thus, repetition appears to be a
communicative practice that transcends individual, social, and regional variation in
Hindi-English code-switching styles. This lends support to the idea that Hindi-English
code-switching is, in fact, conventionalized enough to be recognized as a distinct mode of
communication. What distinguishes styles of Hindi-English code-switching is beyond the
scope of the current study. However, by investigating what unites repetition as a
discourse-structuring device and interactional resource within Hindi-English discourse, I
can contribute to more general discussions on code-switching and the conventionalization
of structures and functions within bilingual discourse.

METHODOLOGY
As discussed in Chapter 2, I agree that “bilingualism has its foremost reality in the
interactive exchanges between the members of a bilingual speech community” (Auer
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1995:115). Code-switching and other bilingual behaviors are thus not understood as
monolithic or static, but rather as dynamic communicative practices whose structures and
functions have an emergent quality in everyday conversation between bilingual speakers.
Moreover, face-to-face conversation is assumed to be the fundamental form of human
language and basic setting of communication (Clark 1996). As Fillmore (1981) notes,
“the language of face-to-face conversation is the basic and primary use of language, all
others being best described in terms of their manner of deviation from that base” (152).
In Chapter 2 and Chapter 3, I discussed the critical finding that code-switching
can be interactionally meaningful without understanding individual switches as indexing
different social identities or worlds (Auer 1984, 1995, 1998; Myers-Scotton 1993;
Woolard 1998, 2004). The problem, then, is how to identify and analyze interactionally
meaningful individual switches. Identifying meaningful code-switching is particularly
problematic in cases of code-switching as the unmarked choice or in cases of frequent
intrasentential code-switching, where, according to Woolard (2004), it “arguably can lose
its punch, become regularized, and cease to signify socially,” except at the most
general level (90).10

Micro-level Discourse Analysis
Micro-level discourse analysis offers us a way to determine the shapes and
significances of bilingual repetition. Of course, “discourse analysis” has been used by
many researchers to mean many things, ranging from formal to interpretive approaches to

10

Of course, code-switching remains socially significant for monolinguals in communities where codeswitching has become an unmarked choice for some speakers. When monolinguals of either or both
languages are present in the context of code-switching, then even code-switching as an unmarked choice
cannot help but function in an exclusionary fashion. Exclusion is at the core of social distinction, a fact we
do not want to lose sight of at the most local levels, even as we say that code-switching has “lost its punch”
at other levels.
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language. However, there are some shared concerns among discourse analysts from a
variety of backgrounds (Schiffrin 1994). First, the shared focus of discourse analysis is
language use. Second, discourse analysts share an interest in language above the single
sentence, clause, or utterance. A third area of shared interest, related to the second, is the
relationship among sentences or utterances in discourse. Finally, discourse analysis of all
brands acknowledges the role context plays in meaning. Context is defined differently by
different approaches to discourse, but it always refers to something beyond the current
sentence or utterance. Context can be micro-level, limited only to the surrounding
discourse, or it can be macro-level, extended all the way to global cultural, economic, and
political processes, but the shared concern is how the current sentence or utterance relates
to what is above and beyond it.
In this study, I take a micro-analytic approach to the data. I consider the data turnby-turn and utterance-by-utterance to determine the structures and functions of bilingual
repetition in particular as well as repetition and code-switching in general. My approach
is informed by Conversation Analysis (Schegloff, Jefferson, Sacks), Interactional
Sociolinguistics (Gumperz, Tannen, Schiffrin), Identity and Interaction studies (Bucholz,
Hall), and Pragmatics (Levinson, Halliday, Clark).

Assumptions of My Approach
Like other discourse analysts, I understand discourse to be language beyond a
single sentence or utterance. I prefer the term “utterance” to sentence, because not all
contributions in naturally occurring discourse qualify as “sentences”. Utterances can be
single words, phrases, or strings of phrases; utterances can also be partial words or
phrases. I also understand discourse to refer to sets of utterances displaying some kind of
coherence. The display of coherence across sets of utterances is achieved in many ways,
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and discourse can be structured by many different devices. Common examples include
repetition and discourse markers. These devices reflect and create relationships between
discourse units across utterance boundaries. Such devices not only display coherence and
structure discourse, but also contribute to the management of information and interaction.
For example, discourse devices have been shown to contribute to the building of common
ground between speakers (Clark 1996), structure information in discourse (Lambrecht
1996), and display changes in footing or stance, i.e. the speaker’s attitude toward what is
being said (Goffman 1967, 1974).
I assume that the meaning and interpretation of discourse depends primarily on its
sequential environment, and that discourse can be examined somewhat independently of
its macro-social embedding or grammatical details (Auer 1984, 1995). The sequential
nature of discourse means that preceding discourse from both speakers frames or
contextualizes the current utterance. Preceding discourse crucially influences and
constrains possible and probable interpretations of a current utterance. The sequential
nature of discourse also means that subsequent discourse by the same speaker expands,
contracts, and alters meanings of prior discourse, and that subsequent discourse by the
other speaker reflects interpretation of utterances.
I also assume that the default assumption among speakers unless the context
somehow suggests otherwise is that conversation is collaborative. Speakers assume
something like Grice’s cooperative principle is being followed and make interpretations
and inferences based on this assumption of cooperation. A primary goal of interaction is
alignment between speakers. Alignment is, in short, mutual understanding; it is not the
same as agreement (Nofsinger 1991). Similar to alignment is the notion of common
ground, as defined and developed by Clark (1996).
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Another assumption underlying this study is that language is the major vehicle of
social interaction. Interactions and intentions are primarily mediated by speech, though
physical actions, such as bumping into someone or exchanging glances, also mediate
interactions. I hold that conversation is a prime site of identity construction and
relationship negotiation. Identities and relationships are constituted, displayed, and
challenged through everyday, on-the-ground interactions. I agree with Buchholz and Hall
(2005) that identity is the product, rather than the source, of linguistic and other semiotic
practices. In other words, it is not who we are that makes us do what we do; rather, it is
what we do that makes us who we are. This is especially important in studies of
bilingualism, for it means that being bilingual is a necessary but not sufficient condition
for code-switching. Stated differently, a person’s status as bilingual does not determine
that s/he will engage in code-switching, though code-switching as an unmarked mode of
communication contributes to the construction of that person as bilingual. Conversation is
thus also cultural activity (Keating and Egbert 2004). Macro-level structures are built,
maintained, and re-modeled through everyday, on-the-ground interactions.
In short, in order to make claims about macro-level social issues, we need to
account for the local structures and functions of everyday discourse. Abstract claims
about macro-level structures and processes should be grounded in accounts of microlevel interactions. For example, we know that macro-contexts neither completely
determine nor fully account for regularities and patterns of code-switching in actual
interaction (Auer 1995). Micro-analysis of discourse and interaction offers us a way to
test generalizations about code-switching, e.g. loci of switching. It also offers us a way to
test claims about code-switching and identity. For example, the “we-code/they-code”
distinction has not stood up empirically under micro-analysis in many cases where it was
claimed to exist, suggesting the dichotomy is an abstraction rather than a concrete
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predictor of behavior. Finally, micro-analysis of discourse and interaction offers us a way
to enrich our understanding of macro-level processes. A prime example is hybridization,
where the word itself suggests a process. As a process, it happens through individual
interactions, yet most macro-level studies present hybridization as a fixed outcome or do
not provide evidence of the process occurring through actual interactions.
Nonetheless, macro-level descriptions and analyses of social structures and
processes do help contextualize and enrich our understandings of micro-level
interactions. Sometimes micro-analytic approaches are criticized for failing to see the
forest for the trees. The criticism is that micro-analysis is so focused on the details that no
general point of larger significance is ever made. Yet, as argued by Schegloff (1988) in a
discussion of the ultimate goal of Conversation Analysis, the method is to assemble “an
analytically coherent set of cases...from a series of analyses of individual cases, the bases
for the coherence being derived from the sequential environment in which those
particular tokens are produced” for the purpose of displaying recurrent practices, themes,
structures, and so on (80). In other words, it is only through examining the particular that
we can hope to understand the general.
Additionally, as an outgrowth of ethnomethodology, Conversation Analysis
employs a rigorous method in making explicit the processes that community members
themselves use in making sense of the world. At the same time, the rigorous method of
CA permits us to derive information about the mechanics of conversation and interaction,
including preference hierarchies for floor management and turn-taking, for repair, and for
specific social actions and speech acts like responding to compliments, apologizing, and
making dispreferred moves.
In my research I am thus using the interaction of two practices – repetition and
code-switching – to say something more general about each of these practices and how
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they relate to larger discourse processes and practices. Through this case study of
bilingual repetition, I hope to be able to contribute to broader understandings of the
discourse-structuring devices and tools for managing interactions that are available to
speakers, whether monolingual or bilingual. Through this, we may gain a greater
understanding of the ways in which monolingual and bilingual discourse are similar. We
may also better understand the ways in which monolingual and bilingual discourse are
distinctive, beyond the obvious option to change languages that is available to bilinguals.
I also hope to contribute to the documentation and understanding of language use among
Indians, both in India and among the diaspora.

Additional Methodological Issues
My original broad interest was simply Hindi-English code-switching, especially
as a transregional and transnational mode of communication for geographically mobile
Indians. As such, I set out to record everyday conversations between Hindi-English
bilinguals. Once I had a recorded conversation, I transcribed and translated it in
consultation with native users of Hindi-English code-switching.
My analytical approach in this study is post hoc. I examined the recorded
conversations and resulting transcripts turn-by-turn and utterance-by-utterance, looking
for interesting discourse patterns. I considered repair and discourse markers in the corpus,
but what attracted my attention were the instances of bilingual repetition. I considered
them in light of my experiences with Hindi-English bilingual discourse, including
classroom discourse, film dialogues, and everyday conversations and concluded that
bilingual repetition appeared to be a good candidate for further investigation. As the
project developed, I also became interested in comparing instances of monolingual
repetition within the bilingual discourse to see if I could identify unique properties of
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bilingual repetition. The findings are discussed in the next three chapters of
this dissertation.
I first developed means with which to describe the formal features and sequential
organization of the instances of both monolingual and bilingual repetition. A key problem
has been describing the relationship between the first utterance, what I call the repetend,
and the second utterance, or the repetition. As noted in Chapter 2, in cases of
monolingual repetition we are more likely to find the re-occurrence of formally
segmentable items. But in the case of bilingual repetition, where the repetition is
primarily semantic, it becomes more difficult to identify an item as “another one of
those.” These and other primarily definitional and descriptive aspects of the analysis are
discussed in detail in Chapter 5.
In Chapter 5, I also provide a quantitative overview of the corpus. Note, however,
that this is a qualitative study. However, in my counting of instances of monolingual and
bilingual repetition in the corpus, I did attempt to find patterns in the way that repetition
interacts with code-switching. My intuitive sense was that I would not find any neat
interactions between the two, as neither repetition nor code-switching is monolithic. Even
with careful consideration of the data and creation of various categories for the individual
instances, I was unable to find any clear patterns in the interaction of code-switching and
repetition. Examples of categories created and considered for interactions can be found
throughout Chapter 5 and Chapter 6. These include monolingual repetition and bilingual
repetition; self-repetition and other-repetition; equivalence, expansion, and contraction
repetition; Hindi-Hindi repetition, English-English repetition, Hindi-English repetition,
and English-Hindi repetition; repetition in cases of overlap, topic shift, and more.
The reason no clear correlations emerge, I would suggest, is because both
repetition and code-switching are multi-functional practices that take many different
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forms in actual discourse. Without a huge corpus of data and each instance of repetition
and code-switching coded as specific types, we are unlikely to find any statistically
significant interactions between repetition and code-switching. In any case, the inherent
multi-functionality of both repetition and code-switching, and indeed this applies to the
vast majority of linguistic practices, makes separating instances of these practices into
types very problematic. Even if we were able to categorize these individual instances as
specific functional and formal types and perform statistical analyses, what we would find
may not be very satisfactory, again due to both the inherent multifunctionality and formal
variability of these linguistic practices.

Transcription of the Data
As noted above, all the recorded conversations were transcribed and translated by
me in consultation with native speakers and native users of Hindi-English codeswitching. Each utterance, as seen in Chapter 1, contains a transcription of what the
speaker said, an interlinear gloss, and a translation to render the discourse into English.
The transcripts contain detail relevant to the current analysis and are phonemic
rather than phonetic transcriptions. The transcripts do have some prosodic information
indicated, though prosody is not central to this study and is therefore the information is
not highly detailed. I do use some transcriptions conventions typical of micro-analytic
approaches to discourse, including marking pauses and overlaps as well as glottal stops
and some other non-speech sounds.
In order to make this dissertation as accessible to non-linguists as possible, I opted
not to use the International Phonetic Alphabet (IPA) for transcribing the data. Instead, I
developed and used a system much like the one commonly used by used by bilingual
Hindi-English speakers to represent their own speech in computer-mediated
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communication and in situations in which the use of the Indian scripts is impossible or
undesirable. I have also added a few symbols to represent phonemic contrasts in Hindi
more clearly than is done in the casual system described above. For example, I used T
and D to represent retroflex consonants. In another instance, I used double vowels to
represent long vowels, something that is increasingly appearing in computer-mediated
communication and even printed media employing the Roman script to represent Hindi,
though it is not used consistently.
Further details and a key for the system of transcription used in this study are
given in Table 8, Table 9, and Table 10 in Appendix A.

CHAPTER SUMMARY
To summarize, I address my research questions by micro-analyzing data from
natural conversations between Hindi-English bilinguals for whom code-switching itself is
the unmarked choice. In this chapter, I have described the corpus of data on which this
study is based, the participants who took part in my study, my participant observation of
Hindi-English code-switching. I also discussed micro-level discourse analysis as my
method of analysis, in addition to other methodological issues. In the next three chapters,
Chapter 5, Chapter 6, and Chapter 7, I turn to analyses of the forms, functions, and
significances of repetition in Hindi-English bilingual discourse using examples drawn
from the corpus described in this chapter.
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Chapter 5: Formal Features of Repetition in
Hindi-English Bilingual Discourse

INTRODUCTION TO THE CHAPTER
In this chapter, I present, describe, analyze, and discuss examples of repetition
and code-switching from the corpus of Hindi-English bilingual discourse described in
Chapter 4. In the first two sections of this chapter, I describe formal features of repetition.
I begin by reviewing several critical issues in the analysis of repetition and defining
relevant terms used in this study. I next consider repetition within the sequential
organization of the turn-taking system of conversation. I illustrate these terms and issues
with both schematic representations and actual examples drawn from the corpus. The
description of the forms undertaken in the first two sections of this chapter support my
claim that repetition in Hindi-English bilingual discourse is a highly structured
communicative practice and sets the stage for a discussion of both the functions of
repetition in bilingual discourse in Chapter 6 and the larger significance in Chapter 7.

DEFINITIONS AND ISSUES IN THE ANALYSIS OF REPETITION
Introductory Remarks
In this section, I review terms used in the presentation and analysis of data in this
study. I also raise critical formal and structural issues in the analysis of repetition. I use
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Example 1 from the corpus of Hindi-English bilingual discourse to illustrate these terms
and issues in this section; this example is presented here as Example 7:
Example 7: Repetition in Hindi-English Bilingual Discourse
7

S

d- do

mahiine

khatam

ho

two

months

finished

become go.PAST.PL

gaye

(.)

‘Two months are finished.’
8

9

already (.)
‘already’
A maiN gayii
I

go.PAST.F

aur

abhii

phirse (.)

and

just now

again

‘I went and again,’
10 S

maiN

aaj

soch

rahii

I

today

think

PROG.F be.PAST.F

thii

((clears throat))

‘Today I was thinking,’
11

aadhaa

semester

khatam

ho

half.M

semester

finished

become go.PAST.M.SG

gayaa,

‘Half the semester is finished,’
12

half the semester is gone.
‘Half the semester is gone.’
(AY/SD – ‘semester’)

In this section, utterances are taken out of their conversational contexts so that we may
have a closer look at their formal and structural features. In the next section, we consider
repetition within the turn-taking system of conversation in order to consider the
sequential organization of repetition phenomena.

Repetition and Repetend
Recall that I define repetition as the re-use of an element at any level of linguistic
organization, including sound, structure, and meaning. In the study of repetition, we need
a way to talk about the first occurrence or iteration of something and subsequent reoccurrence(s) or reiteration(s). I adopt the term repetend to refer to the first occurrence
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or iteration of some form or message, and repetition to refer to the subsequent
occurrence or reiteration of that form or message, marked by R and R', respectively.
Repetend is used in literature, mathematics, and music to refer to a word, phrase, number,
or note that is repeated or recurs (Baldick 1996, Sheer 2001, Simpson and
Weiner 1989).11
In Example 7 above, line 1 contains the repetend: do mahiine khatam ho gaye
‘two months are finished’. The first repetition of this utterance appears in line 5: aadhaa
semester khatam ho gayaa ‘half the semester is finished’. The second repetition of the
utterance in line 1 appears in line 6 and is accompanied by a language change: half the
semester is gone. Note that the first repetition of the repetend from line 1 becomes the
repetend of the next repetition, so that we can independently consider the utterance in line
5 as the repetend and the utterance in line 6 as its repetition. We can extract these
instances

from

their

conversational

context

and

represent

them

as

two

independent doublets:
Example 8: Three-way Repetition Represented as Two Doublets
R do mahiine
two months

khatam

ho

finished

become go.PAST.PL

gaye

‘Two months are finished.’
R' aadhaa semester
half.M

semester

khatam

ho

finished

become go.PAST.M.SG

gayaa

‘Half the semester is finished.’

R aadhaa semester
half.M

semester

khatam

ho

finished

become go.PAST.M.SG

gayaa

‘Half the semester is finished.’
R' half the semester is gone.
‘Half the semester is gone.’
(AY/SD – ‘semester’)

11 The

word repetend is derived from the Latin word repetendum meaning “something to be repeated”.
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We can also represent them as a single triplet to capture the relationship among the
three utterances:
Example 9: Three-way Repetition Represented as a Triplet
R do mahiine
two months

khatam

ho

finished

become go.PAST.PL

gaye

‘Two months are finished.’
R' aadhaa semester
half.M

semester

khatam

ho

finished

become go.PAST.M.SG

gayaa

‘Half the semester is finished.’
R'' half the semester is gone.
‘Half the semester is gone.’
(AY/SD – ‘semester’)

Note that I use R'' to mark the third occurrence of the message when representing
instances of three-way repetition as a triplet. Quadruplets and quintuplets also occur in
the data; for those I use R''' and R'''' to mark the fourth and fifth occurrences, respectively.
Recall that the repetend is always the first occurrence of some form or message; the first
repetition of that form or message is its second occurrence. Taking utterances out of the
context of the conversations in which they occur allows us to have a closer look at the
formal features of repetition phenomena. In order to consider the functions of repetition,
we will need to consider utterances in their contexts of occurrence.

Similarity and Difference
In Chapter 2 I raised the issue of similarity and difference in studies of repetition.
Here I revisit this issue, as it is critical in determining what counts as repetition. As noted
in Chapter 2, studies of repetition have tended to privilege form over meaning, with a
focus on formally identical repetition. We know that two utterances, even when formally
identical, can never be exactly the same. The repetend and repetition can differ in terms
of volume, pitch, rate, and other prosodic cues. The repetend and repetition also appear in
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different contexts by definition; the repetend is part of the context in which the repetition
appears. Rather than asking how similar two utterances must be to be considered
repetition, we might ask how different utterances can be and still be considered
repetition. In other words, how much variation in utterances do speakers tolerate in
considering one thing to be an instances of another? Such an approach would allow us to
get away with privileging form over meaning in studies of repetition phenomena. By
taking the focus off of “exactness” and segmentable, countable features of language and
considering similarity of both form and meaning in this study, I am able to extend the
discussion of repetition to include monolingual repetition as well as bilingual repetition.
Considering monolingual repetition and bilingual repetition side-by-side allows us to
unite discussions of monolingual discourse and bilingual discourse and thereby help demarginalize studies of code-switching.
I thus propose a continuum of similar and different, rather than a binary
opposition, and a consideration of the various ways in which two utterances are similar or
different. This allows us to see that bilingual repetition in particular and human language
in general depend upon and exploit a dynamic interplay of similarity and difference. The
interplay of similarity and difference in human language not only makes repetition
possible and meaningful, it also makes linguistic variation possible and meaningful. Of
course, the requirement of repetition being similar at some level of linguistic
organization, whether sound, structure, meaning, or function, excludes completely
dissimilar utterances from being considered instances of repetition. As we work through
the data, we will return many times to this dynamic interplay of similarity and difference.
The basic question, as mentioned in Chapter 2, is how do we identify something
as “another one of those” (Johnstone et al. 1994:3)? We can ask how similar two
utterances must be to be considered repetition, or we can ask how different can those two
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utterances be and still be considered repetition. In short, how much similarity is required
and how much variation is tolerated in identifying something as a repeat of something
else? These questions have scarcely been considered, and even less so in comparative
contexts. The cross-linguistic studies of repetition that have been undertaken suggest that
languages and cultures vary a great deal in their use of repetition phenomena. I suspect
that further investigation will reveal that languages and cultures vary also in terms of
their identification of something as “another one of those”, with some speech
communities privileging form over meaning, or privileging certain aspects of form over
other aspects, and with other communities privileging meaning over form. These are
significant open questions, raised but unable to be fully answered by the current study.

Synonym and Equivalent
In the study of bilingual repetition, semantic repetition is particularly important,
since the change of language makes it unlikely for any segmentable forms to be repeated.
Semantic repetition also plays a role in monolingual repetition, as in cases of paraphrase.
Consider again Example 1 and Example 7 from above, presented here as Example 10,
which has instances of both monolingual as well as bilingual repetition:
Example 10: Repetition in Hindi-English Bilingual Discourse
1

S

d- do

mahiine

khatam

ho

gaye (.)

two

months

finished

become

go.PAST.PL

‘Two months are finished.’
2
3

already (.)
‘already’
A maiN gayii
I

go.PAST.F

aur

abhii

phirse (.)

and

just now

again

‘I went and again,’
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4

S

maiN

aaj

soch

rahii

I

today

think

PROG.F be.PAST.F

thii

((clears throat))

‘Today I was thinking,’
5

aadhaa

semester

khatam

ho

gayaa,

half.M

semester

finished

become

go.PAST.M.SG

‘Half the semester is finished,’
6

half the semester is gone.
‘Half the semester is gone.’
(AY/SD – ‘semester’)

In this example, the speakers have been discussing how quickly the school year
is passing.
Consider first the relationship between the repetend in line 1 and the repetition of
this utterance in line 5; this repetition does not involve a language change. The noun
phrase do mahiine ‘two months’ in line 1 and the noun phrase aadhaa semester ‘half the
semester’ in line 5 have similar meanings and denote roughly the same amount of time.
In this work, I use the term synonym for lexical items within the same language that have
the same or nearly the same meaning, i.e. that denote or refer to the same thing in the
universe of discourse. Note also that the verb phrases khatam ho gayaa ‘is finished’ and
khatam ho gaye ‘are finished’ are formally identical except for the marking of the verb
as singular in the repetend and as plural in the repetition to agree with their respective
noun phrases.
Next consider the relationship between the repetend in line 5 and the repetition in
line 6; this repetition does involve a switch from Hindi to English. The noun phrase
aadhaa semester ‘half the semester’ in line 5 and the noun phrase half the semester in
line 6 also have the same meaning. In this work, I use the term equivalent for lexical
items across languages that have the same or nearly the same meaning, i.e. that denote or
refer to the same thing in the universe of discourse.
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Finally, consider the repetition of the lexical item semester from line 5 to line 6 in
Example 10 above. Semester is an English word that has been borrowed into Hindi and
that is well integrated and firmly established in Hindi. One English-Hindi dictionary I
consulted had no entry for semester (Verma and Sahai 2003). Another dictionary offered
two Hindi options for semester: aadhaa varS ‘half year’ or satr, a generic word for
‘session’, e.g. in courts, parliament, or schools (Bulcke 1988). However, in Modern
Colloquial Hindi the preferred option would be semester, and my intuition is that
semester is a good example of a bivalent word, one “that could ‘belong’ equally,
descriptively and even prescriptively, to both codes” (Woolard 1998:7). In this particular
case, both semester in English and semester in Hindi have the same lexical form and the
same denotational meaning. It is difficult to know whether to call them synonyms,
equivalents, or the same word. As discussed in Chapter 2, phonological criteria could
additionally be used to determine the status of this word, though such phonological cues
are largely beyond the scope of the current study. Below I return to a discussion of
bivalency in bilingual discourse.
Repetition, particularly bilingual repetition, raises interesting and important
questions regarding synonyms within languages and equivalents across languages. It also
raises issues about semantic shift in lexical borrowing in contexts of language contact.
Full engagement with the debate about the existence of true synonyms within language or
equivalents across languages is beyond the scope of the present work. However, I believe
that the study of repetition in discourse, both within and across languages, has a major
contribution to make to this discussion due to the side-by-side presentation of alternative
ways of making meaning both within and across languages.
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Monolingual Repetition and Bilingual Repetition
Another critical issue in the study of bilingual discourse and code-switching in
general has been the direction of the language change within or between utterances; this
issue was mentioned in Chapter 2. Some researchers, particularly those working in
contexts of code-switching as a marked choice, have found the direction of the switch to
be critical to the social and pragmatic meaning of code-switching (Alfonzetti 1998; Auer
1995, 1998). Others, especially in contexts of code-switching as an unmarked choice,
have found that the direction of the switch does not seem to correlate with the production
and interpretation of meaning of code-switching (Alfonzetti 1998). Specifying the
direction of the switch requires first and foremost that we have a means through which to
determine the matrix language of an utterance. Determining the matrix language has
proven to be another thorny issue in code-switching research (Myers-Scotton 1993); I
will return to this point below.
For the purposes of the current study and for any study of bilingual repetition, we
need a way to talk about whether or not there is a change in language between two
utterances of interest. In cases of intersentential code-switching, this is easier. In Example
10 from above, for instance, we can clearly identify the utterance in line 1 as a
Hindi utterance:
Example 11: Hindi Utterance
1

do

mahiine

khatam

ho

gaye

two

months

finished

become

go.PAST.PL

‘Two months are finished.’
(AY/SD – ‘semester’)
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The utterance in line 5 can also be classified an a Hindi utterance:
Example 12: Hindi Utterance with an Integrated English Borrowing
5

aadhaa semester

khatam

ho

gayaa

half.M

finished

become

go.PAST.M.SG

semester

‘Half the semester is finished.’
(AY/SD – ‘semester’)

The single lexical item of English origin in this utterance, semester, is an established
borrowing, which could be classified as a Hindi word for many speakers. Thus the
relationship between the repetend in line 1 and the repetition in line 5 can be classified as
an instance of monolingual repetition:
Example 13: Monolingual Repetition
R do
two

mahiine

khatam

ho

gaye

months

finished

become

go.PAST.PL

khatam

ho

gayaa

finished

become

go.PAST.M.SG

‘Two months are finished.’
R' aadhaa semester
half.M

semester

‘Half the semester is finished.’
(AY/SD – ‘semester’)

The utterance in line 6 is unproblematically classified as English:
Example 14: English Utterance
6

half the semester is gone.
‘Half the semester is gone.’
(AY/SD – ‘semester’)

Thus, the relationship between the Hindi repetend in line 5 and the English repetition in
line 6 can be classified as an instance of bilingual repetition:
Example 15: Hindi-English Bilingual Repetition
R aadhaa semester
half.M

semester

khatam

ho

gayaa

finished

become

go.PAST.M.SG

‘Half the semester is finished.’
R' half the semester is gone.
‘Half the semester is gone.’
(AY/SD – ‘semester’)
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The matrix language of each utterance is clear, with the change occurring between the
repetend and the repetition. Classifying this example as bilingual repetition is fairly
straightforward, as is identifying the direction of the code-switch from Hindi to English.
In other cases, it can be more difficult to determine the matrix language of an
utterance, thus making it more difficult to identify the direction of the switch. Consider
the following example:
Example 16: Mixed English-Hindi Utterance
1

[but you'll meet him at some point

hamaare

ghar

meN.

our.OBL

house

in

‘But you’ll meet him at some point at our house.’
(ML/SD – ‘meet him’)

In this example, I would consider the matrix language of the entire sentence to be
English, with a Hindi postpositional phrase inserted as an adjunct, either to the verb
phrase or the entire sentence. My reasons are given below.
In their discussion of “reiteration” and other discourse features in English-Punjabi
bilingual discourse, Gardner-Chloros et al. (2000:1315) acknowledge the difficulties
involved in classifying examples as either “monolingual” or “codeswitched”. They
classify individual instances of the features according to whether the feature “occurred
within a monolingual language environment” or whether the feature “coincided with a
change in language” (1315). “Reiterations” were classified as “monolingual” if a switch
did not occur between the original utterance and the subsequent reiteration. If a switch
did occur between the original utterance and the subsequent reiteration, whether between
or within repetitions, then the “reiterations” were classified as “codeswitched”. It is not
exactly clear in Gardner-Chloros et al.’s study whether single-word borrowings were
considered code-switches or not.
In contrast to Gardner Chloros et al.’s study of reiteration in bilingual discourse, I
believe it is important to distinguish code-switching between or within repetitions by
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identifying the matrix language of utterances. However, determining the matrix language
has been another contentious issue within code-switching research. One of the most
popular approaches has been to use the main verb, the semantic core of the sentence, to
determine the matrix language. As Muysken (2000:67) notes, this is problematic in
languages like Hindi that use generic verbs for the incorporation of verbs from other
languages; using the borrowed verb to establish the matrix language in such cases does
not work. Others have used approaches based on the government model, as Muysken
notes, with the highest element in the tree determining the language for the entire tree,
generally the inflection on the finite verb (Klavans 1985, Treffers-Daller 1994). Other
approaches have included using the language of the conversation or morpheme counting,
but both of these run into problems in cases of frequent intra-sentential code-switching,
where there may be roughly equal amounts of material from both languages. MyersScotton (1993) defines the matrix language as “the main language in CS [code-switched]
utterances in a number of ways” (64). However, her criteria have often been criticized for
being circular, because the matrix language is determined by the system morphemes in a
sentence and then also used to account for the occurrence of system morphemes in the
sentence. Muysken (2000) concludes his useful discussion of various attempts to identify
the base or matrix language in code-switching by noting that a generally valid criterion
has been hard to find. For him, this is evidence that “the notion of matrix language is
essentially an empirical one – it may be there, or not – rather than a theoretical prime”
(68). He notes that there is evidence for situations in which code-switching is both
asymmetrical, involving some kind of “dominant” language, and symmetrical, with no
clear matrix language.
For the purposes of this study, in contrast to Gardner-Chloros et al.’s approach,
the matrix language of both the repetend and the repetition is significant. What makes
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two utterances an instance of bilingual repetition is that switching occurs between the
repetend and repetition; therefore, we need a way to identify the matrix language of
utterances.12 In this study, I adopt a structural criterion for determining the matrix
language of an utterance. If the repetition is at the clausal level, I assign the matrix
language based on the primary verbal inflection of the utterance. This makes sense,
because the tense, aspect, and other features of the inflected verb can have consequences
for the other elements in the clause. For example, Hindi has split ergativity, where the
subject receives ergative marking with transitive verbs in the past perfect. In case there is
no verb, as in the case of repetition at the phrasal level, I use the head of the phrase to
determine and assign the matrix language. If the repetition under consideration is at the
lexical level, then I consider the language of origin of the lexical item, as well as its
possible status as an established borrowing, as discussed in Chapter 3.
In this section, I considered definitional issues and aspects of the form of
repetition phenomena in the corpus of Hindi-English bilingual discourse. In the next
section, I consider aspects of the sequential organization of repetition within the turntaking system of conversation.

REPETITION WITHIN THE TURN-TAKING SYSTEM OF CONVERSATION
Introductory Remarks
Although we can extract utterances from their contexts of occurrence for purposes
of formal descriptions and analysis, a basic assumption of discourse analysis is that
utterances are produced in some larger context. The most immediate context, of course, is
12

Note, though, that a switch within either the repetend or repetition may yield instances combining both
monolingual and bilingual repetition, so that we are dealing with the possibility that a phrase occurs in one
language inside a clause or utterance in the other language. These are akin to Myers-Scotton’s (1993) EL
islands, embedded language material that appears inside matrix language clauses.
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the discourse in which the utterance appears. Micro-levels approaches to discourse that
take interactional exchanges between speakers to be basic acknowledge that utterances
are produced within the turn-taking system of conversation. There are several ways to
consider utterances in their conversational contexts. One approach to analysis, the one I
address in this section, is more formal and focuses on the sequential organization of
conversation. Other approaches are more pragmatic or interpretive and are considered
with the functions and meanings of utterances in their contexts of use; I will turn to these
approaches below.

Self and Other
“Self” and “other” have been central concepts in the study of social organization
and social interaction since the origins of sociology as an academic discipline (Schegloff
et al. 1977:361). The concepts “self” and “other”, though sometimes with other names
such as “speaker” and “listener” or “individual” and “society”, have also assumed central
importance in a range of social scientific and philosophical endeavors, including
psychology, anthropology, and cultural studies, including post-modern approaches. I
adopt the Conversation Analytic stance that “self” and “other” are two categories of
participants in social interaction; they are relevant to the sequential organization and turntaking system of conversation (Sacks et al. 1974; Schegloff et al. 1977).
Self-repetition occurs much more frequently than other-repetition in the corpus of
Hindi-English conversational data. According to Schegloff et al. (1977:362) the
discovery of “a strong empirical skewing” toward one form over another supports the
relevance of a distinction between those forms. In sequential-organizational terms, then,
the distinction between self-repetition and other-repetition is additionally well motivated.
From a Conversation Analytic perspective, it would appear that the data display a
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preference for self-repetition. “Preference” here does not refer to psychological
motivations of the participants but rather to the sequential and organizational features of
conversation (Schegloff et al. 1977:362). The possible placements for repetition are
organized by reference to each other, just as for the placements of self- and otherinitiation of repair discussed by Schegloff et al. (1977). Put simply, possible positions for
local self-repetition precede those for other-repetition. Moreover, possible positions for
local self-repetition as defined here outnumber those for other-repetition, i.e. local selfrepetition can occur in the same- and third-turn, while local other-repetition can only
occur in the next-turn. These facts could provide a sequential-organizational account of
the apparent preference for self-repetition in the corpus, though I do not pursue this
question further in this study.
Another way we might account for the fact that self-repetition occurs much more
frequently than other-repetition in the corpus is to consider discourse conventions of the
speech community and linguistic area. In dialogic discourse throughout Amazonia, for
example, other-repetition is codified and more or less required throughout discourse; this
discourse convention even applies to conversation in some cases (Basso 1985, Graham
1995). In Chapter 6, I consider discourse-level evidence for South Asia as a linguistic
area with special reference to cultural patterns of repetition in discourse.

Local and Non-local
In studies of repetition, the distance between the repetend and its repetition is an
important issue. In the introduction to their two-volume collection of articles on
repetition phenomena, for example, Johnstone et al. (1994:14) make a distinction
between immediate and displaced repetition. Immediate repetition, according to these
authors, involves the uttering of a unit immediately followed by another utterance of the
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same unit, i.e. the units are sequentially adjacent. While they do not specifically clarify
this,

displaced

repetition

presumably

involves

everything

that

is

not

immediately adjacent.
However, the distinction between immediate and displaced repetition fails to take
into account what we know about conversational organization and the structure and
function of the turn-taking system. I propose instead that we consider a distinction
between local and non-local repetition. While I depart from Johnstone et al.’s distinction
between immediate and displaced repetition, it is clear that the distance between the
repetend and repetition is important in understanding the functions of repetition. For
example, Johnstone et al. note that immediate repetition is used for a wide variety of
discourse functions, while displaced repetition is used primarily for textual cohesion.
Local and non-local are defined in this study in terms of the placement of
repetition with respect to the repetend within the turn-taking system of conversation.
From the work of Conversation Analysts, we know that some sequential locations are
particularly important: same-turn, including that turn’s transition space; next-turn; and
third-turn. Much of the work of conversation, such as repair, assessment, backchanneling,
and a host of adjacency pair sequences, overwhelmingly occurs in one of these turn
positions (Schegloff et al. 1977, Nofsinger 1991). Considering the sequentialorganization of turn-taking with reference to repetition is thus well-motivated.
In local repetition, then, the repetition occurs no farther than the third-turn from
the repetend. I adopt some terminology of Conversation Analysis, because it provides a
clear and widely accepted way of discussing the sequential organization of structures in
conversation; I am not proposing the existence of a new structure in CA terms.
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In the first type of local self-repetition, the repetend and the repetition occur in the
same turn and are produced by the same speaker:13
Example 17: Same-turn Self-repetition (Schema)
1

A ...R...

2

...R'...

FIRST-TURN

Consider the following example of same-turn self-repetition from the corpus:
Example 18: Same-turn Self-repetition
1

S

maiN

aaj

soch

rahii

thii

I

today

think

PROG.F

be.PAST.F

((clears throat))

‘Today I was thinking,’
2

aadhaa

semester

khatam

ho

gayaa,

half.M

semester

finished

become

go.PAST.M.SG

R

‘Half the semester is finished,’
3

half the semester is gone.
‘Half the semester is gone.’

R'
(SD/AY ‘semester’)

In the next type of local self-repetition, the repetend occurs in the first turn, while the
repetition occurs in the third-turn. Both parts are produced by the same speaker:
Example 19: Third-turn Self-repetition (Schema)
1

A ...R...

FIRST-TURN

2

B ...

NEXT-TURN

3

A ...R'...

THIRD-TURN

13

Note that in some Conversation Analytic studies, such as Schegloff et al.’s (1977) study of repair, a
turn’s transition space is more than a turn boundary; it is a possible location for conversational moves and
social actions. For the current study, however, the fact that the repetend and repetition occur in the same
turn is what is relevant. I therefore subsume self-repetition occurring after a turn-construction unit (TCU) in
a turn’s transition space under same-turn self-repetition in this study.
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Example 20: Third-turn Self-repetition
1

S

d- do

mahiine

khatam

ho

two

months

finished

become went.PL

gaye (.)

R

‘Two months are finished.’
2
3

already (.)
‘already’
A maiN gayii
I

go.PAST.F

aur

abhii

phirse (.)

and

just now

again

‘I went and again,’
4

S

maiN

aaj

soch

rahii

thii

I

today

think

PROG.F

be.PAST.F

((clears throat))

‘Today I was thinking,’
5

aadhaa

semester

khatam

ho

gayaa,

half.M

semester

finished

become

go.PAST.M.SG

R'

‘Half the semester is finished,’
(SD/AY ‘semester’)

Subsequent self-repetitions can and often do occur further than the third turn from the
repetend. Here is an example of such a sequence:
Example 21: Self-repetition over Multiple Turns (Schema)
1

A ...R...

FIRST-TURN

2

B ...

NEXT-TURN

3

A ...R'...

THIRD-TURN

4

B ...

FOURTH-TURN

5

A ...R''...

FIFTH-TURN

As discussed above, such triplets are linked to each other, with the third occurrence in the
fifth turn linked to the first occurrence, i.e. the repetend, through the third-turn repetition
in line 3. Such cases are still considered local self-repetition. Consider the following
example of self-repetition over multiple turns from the corpus:
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Example 22: Self-repetition over Multiple Turns
1

D there's a

baccaa there's an old lady
child

‘There’s a child, there’s an old lady.’
2

to thoRaa

mereko

kuch

karnaa caahiye,

so a little

me.DAT

something

do.INF should

R

‘So I should do a little something,’
3

R

so (.) for

bacc-

for the (.) kid ,

child

‘So for the chi-(ld) for the kid,’
4

we have to buy (.) s- stuff anyway
‘we have to buy stuff anyway,’

5

baby food from HEB or something
‘Baby food from HEB or something.’

6

D haaN, to thoRaa prepare karnaa paRegaa
yes

so a little

prepare do.INF must.FUT

na

nahiiN to: uh:

TAG

otherwise

R'

‘Yes, so I/we will have to prepare a bit, right, otherwise,’
7

uh vo aunty-jii
that aunty.HON

ko

acidity vagairah

to aur

bhii,

DAT

acidity etc.

so more

even

‘Aunty has acidity etc, so even more,’
8

R they- we‘They- we-’

9

D matlab

it shouldn't be

meaning

‘I mean, it shouldn't be’
10

ki yahaaN pe

hamko aur

emergency situation

ho

that here

us.DAT more

emergency

become go.SUBJ

LOC

situation

jaye.

‘That we have more of an emergency situation here.’
11

to generally

thoRaa to

khaanaa

kuch

maiN

banaauuNgii (.)

so generally

a little

food

some

I

make.FUT.F

EMP

R''

‘So, generally, I will make a little something for food.’
(DP/RK – ‘prepare’)

In line 2 above, speaker D says, to thoRaa mereko kuch karnaa caahiye ‘so I should do a
little something’ in her first turn. Her statement is overlapped by speaker R in line 3;
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speaker R’s turn continues through line 5. In line 6, speaker D repeats her utterance,
modifying it slightly, to thoRaa prepare karnaa paRegaa ‘so I will have to prepare a bit’.
The beginning of speaker R’s turn in line 9 overlaps with speaker D’s turn in line 7. In
line 11, speaker D repeats her utterance, again modifying it slightly, to generally thoRaa
to khaanaa kuch maiN banaauuNgii ‘so generally I will make some food’. The
modifications in the repetitions in Example 22 above are of great interest and will be
revisited below when I consider the role of repetition in structuring discourse. Recall that
the focus of this section is the sequential organization of repetition in the data. The
overlapping of the repetend in line 2 and of the first repetition in line 6 is another point of
great interest in this example and will be revisited below when I consider the role of
repetition in managing interaction.
Local other-repetition is also possible. Speaker A produces the repetend and
speaker B produces the repetition in the next turn:
Example 23: Next-turn Other-repetition (Schema)
1

A ...R...

FIRST-TURN

2

B ...R'...

NEXT-TURN

Consider also this example of next-turn other-repetition from the corpus:
Example 24: Next-turn Other-repetition
1

M OK, you’ll go to Delhi? aur (.) Hyderabad?

R

and

‘OK, you’ll go to Delhi? And Hyderabad?’
2

A yeah, actually Delhi (.) Delhi and Hyderabad also.
‘Yeah, actually Delhi. Delhi and Hyderabad also.’

R'
(AP/MT – ‘Delhi’)

The lexical item Delhi from line 1 is repeated by speaker A in line 2, and the entire
phrase Delhi aur Hyderabad ‘Delhi and Hyderabad’ from line 1 is also repeated by
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speaker A in line 2. The uses and functions of repetition sequences such as this will be
discussed below.
Note that we can also have sequences involving both self- and other-repetition of
the same repetend. The repetend, produced by speaker A, appears in line 1. The first
repetition is produced by speaker B in the next turn, i.e. next-turn other-repetition, in line
2. The second repetition is produced by speaker A in the third turn in line 3; this is both
next-turn other-repetition and third-turn self-repetition:
Example 25: Multiple-turn Other- and Self-repetition (Schema)
1

A ...R...

FIRST-TURN

2

B ...R'...

NEXT-TURN

3

A ...R''...

THIRD-TURN

Such a sequence illustrates the well-known fact that much of conversation is co-produced
and that co-production contributes to interactional alignment and common ground. It is
also a very localized and particularized example of the Bakhtinian (1981) concept of
“double voicing” or multivocality, where multiple linguistic consciousnesses, or
“voices”, become integrated and expressed in a single utterance. Consider the following
example of joint-repetition from the corpus:
Example 26: Multiple-turn Other- and Self-repetition
1

R and our subgroup may have had (.) ten to twelve.
‘And our subgroup may have had ten to twelve.’

2

D so that's what I'm asking,
‘So that’s what I’m asking,’

3

tumhaare

subgroup

meN (.)

das

baarah

your.OBL

subgroup

in

ten

twelve

‘In your subgroup. Ten, twelve.’
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R

R'

4

R hM
yeah

baarah pandrah

R''

twelve fifteen

‘Yeah, twelve, fifteen.’
(DP/RK ‘subgroup’)

In the case of bilingual repetition, as in this example, where the repetend appears in one
language from one speaker and the repetition in another language from the other speaker,
the case for analyzing such repetition as multivocality or “double voicing” is particularly
compelling. I shall return to this issue below.
All repetition occurring further than the third turn from the repetend is considered
non-local repetition. Of course, some non-local repetition is more “local” than other,
depending not only on the number of turns intervening between the repetend and
repetition but also on the topic and topic shifts in the discourse. Such cases will be
addressed as relevant. The purpose of this section is first to acknowledge that the distance
between the repetend and repetition appears to be significant in repetition phenomena and
second to provide us means for talking about that distance.
In sum, we know that turns themselves are key elements of conversation and of
the social action accomplished through talk. A turn construction unit (TCU) is a
projectably complete unit within conversation; TCUs can be constructed of sentential,
clausal, phrasal, or lexical units (Sacks et al. 1974). Turn transition spaces mark the
boundaries of turns. In theory, turns are cleanly demarcated and distinguishable elements
of conversation. In practice, however, turns take all kinds of shapes and involve “messy”
moves like overlap, recycling of beginnings, and skip-tying. Skip-tying, identified by
Sacks (1992: II 349-351, 356-357), is when the speaker links his or her own next
utterance to his or her own prior utterance and thereby “skipping over” the intervening
talk by another speaker. Schiffrin (1987) also notes that other speakers can enter at
transition spaces, producing cooperative speech, or enter during turns, producing
uncooperative speech.
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A Brief Quantitative Review of the Corpus
Although this study of repetition phenomena in Hindi-English bilingual discourse
is qualitative, some readers may be interested in descriptive statistics of the corpus. In
this section, I provide a brief quantitative review of the corpus based on the formal
features discussed thus far. The tables below are meant to show broad patterns in the
data, and I do not attempt to establish any correlations here.
In Table 2, we see that the total number of tokens of local self-repetition for the
corpus is 257. I have broken these down into types based on the number of repetitions of
each repetend; doublets and triplets occur most frequently, with only a few instances of
quadruplets, quintuplets, or sextuplets:
Table 2: Types of Local Self-repetition in the Corpus
Type
Doublet
Triplet
Quadruplet
Quintuplet
Sextuplet
Totals

Totals
203
36
6
1
1
247

% of Tokens
82.2%
14.6%
2.4%
0.4%
0.4%
100.0%

The next two tables, Table 3 and Table 4, show the number of tokens of monolingual and
bilingual local self-repetition in the corpus. I have broken it down by the matrix language
of each repetend and repetition. We can see that monolingual repetition comprises about
two-thirds of all tokens, while bilingual repetition comprises about one-thirds of all
tokens. We also see that English-English and Hindi-Hindi monolingual repetition is fairly
balanced, with slightly more tokens of English-English monolingual repetition:
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Table 3: Monolingual Local Self-repetition in the Corpus
Type
English-English
Hindi-Hindi
Totals

Totals
86
73
159

% of All Tokens
34.8%
29.6%
64.4%

In Table 4, we see that English-Hindi and Hindi-English bilingual repetition is also fairly
balanced, with slightly more tokens of Hindi-English bilingual repetition in the corpus:
Table 4: Bilingual Local Self-repetition in the Corpus
Type
English-Hindi
Hindi-English
Totals

Totals
41
47
88

% of All Tokens
16.6%
19.0%
35.6%

Table 5 below considers the social organization of local repetition in the corpus.
We can see that more than three-fourths of all tokens of local repetition in the corpus
involve

self-repetition,

while

less

than

one-fourth

involves

other-repetition,

demonstrating the preference for self-repetition in the sequential organization of
conversation discussed above:
Table 5: Social Organization of Local Repetition in the Corpus
Type
Self-repetition
Other-repetition
Totals

Totals
247
68
315

% of All Tokens
78.4%
21.6%
100.0%

In Table 6 I have broken down other-repetition into monolingual and bilingual repetition.
We can see that most tokens of other-repetition involve no change of language between
the repetend and the repetition:
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Table 6: Social Organization of Local Monolingual Repetition in the Corpus
Type
Monolingual Other-repetition
Bilingual Other-repetition
Totals

Totals
60
8
68

% of All Tokens
88.2%
11.8%
100.0%

Although not considered in this study, the preference for maintaining the same code
between speakers in cases of other-repetition is an interesting finding worth
further investigation.

CHAPTER SUMMARY
The purpose of the two sections in this chapter was to describe important formal
and structural aspects of repetition phenomena encountered in the literature on repetition
in discourse and in the data itself. We have considered utterances out of any of their
contexts, so that we may better understand the relationship between the repetend and the
repetition in repetition phenomena. We have also considered utterances in the context of
the sequential organization of conversation, so that we may better understand how
repetition phenomena are structured within the turn-taking system of conversation.
A description of these formal and structural aspects provides a set of analytic and
conceptual tools for considering functions and uses of repetition phenomena in bilingual
discourse in the next chapter. In Chapter 6, I examine repetition in the context of the
conversations themselves to show how repetition both contributes to the structuring of
discourse and serves as a tool for managing interactions. The analysis of the uses of
repetition in bilingual undertaken in these two sections supports my claim that repetition
and code-switching are strategic linguistic and social resources available to bilingual
speakers, a topic taken up in Chapter 7 when I discuss the broader significance of
repetition in Hindi-English bilingual discourse as a conclusion to this work.
120

Chapter 6: Uses and Functions of Repetition in Bilingual Discourse

INTRODUCTION TO THE CHAPTER
A basic claim of this study is that code-switching and related bilingual
phenomena expand speaker options for making linguistic and social meaning in
systematic ways. A related claim, one that has solid evidence in the literature as discussed
in Chapter 2, is that code-switching and related phenomena play important roles in
structuring discourse and managing interactions. While the previous chapter focused on
formal and structural aspects of repetition, this chapter turns to functions and uses of
repetition in bilingual discourse. The careful consideration of functions and uses of
repetition further supports the claim that repetition in Hindi-English bilingual discourse is
a strategic linguistic and social strategy available to bilingual speakers. In this chapter, I
begin by presented and analyzing instances of repetition used as a device for structuring
discourse and then continue with instances of repetition functioning as tool for
managing interactions.
A strategic methodological problem in many code-switching studies and in
discourse analytic approaches to conversation in general is that language offers many
resources for structuring discourse and managing interactions. Repetition and codeswitching, the focus of this study, are just two examples of the resources speakers have at
their disposal for realizing communicative goals. The attempt to identify the function of
any particular instance of, say, repetition or code-switching in discourse is fraught with
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problems. One issue is that it is impossible to verify speaker intentions. Another is that it
is difficult, though not impossible, to verify listener interpretations. As discussed in
Chapter 4, Conversation Analysis looks to listener uptake for evidence of utterance
interpretation and effect in conversation. This is quite different than speculation about
speaker intentions, for uptake is observable in conversation, while intentions are not.
Attention to uptake gives analysts a rigorous and concrete method for hypothesizing
about the conversational functions of utterances.
Another issue in identifying the function of any given communicative practice is
that virtually all linguistic resources are multi-functional, in addition to being formally
variable, as discussed in Chapter 3 and Chapter 4. Before proceeding to a more general
discussion of the significance of the findings of this study, I would like to consider the
following admonition that appears in the introduction to a two-volume set on repetition
edited by Barbara Johnstone (1994:10-11):
There’s an emerging quality to many repetition phenomena: As an utterance is being
spoken, its functionality is up for grabs in the subsequent discourse. Function is in
principle indeterminate at the moment of occurrence. So we might take objection to the
presupposition that we can identify and taxonimize functions. We’re in danger of
objectification; function is always a hypothesis. What’s really interesting about repetition
is that the function is always open. We can identify a range of functions, but it’s the
context, after the fact, which really determines what’s happening. The functions of
repetition probably will be almost infinite; and any function that we can identify can be
turned on its head.

This warning is true of functional accounts of language use in general and perhaps of
other social actions as well.
In short, a speaker may well have had a particular reason for switching, a reason
that may have been above or below conscious awareness, but once a bit of discourse is
produced and released into the world, multiple possible interpretations become available
for that discourse and the reasons behind its production. Listener uptake, because it is
observable, is a key way to get at meanings and interpretations of discourse. Similar to
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uptake, though less discussed in the Conversation Analysis literature and perhaps more
prominent in the Pragmatics literature, is using subsequent utterances by the same
speaker to access meanings and functions of discourse. As discussed in Chapter 4, a basic
assumption of all approaches to Discourse Analysis is that subsequent utterances reframe
and recontextualize the meaning and interpretation of prior utterances.
In my analysis, I work to avoid two main types of accounts for repetition, codeswitching, and related phenomena. First, as mentioned above, I avoid psychologizing
about speaker intentions. Instead, I focus on the context of the conversations themselves,
seeking to understand how subsequent utterances recontextualize and enrich the
meanings and interpretations of prior utterances. An example of this type of approach
would be to claim that a speaker used bilingual repetition because a particular utterance
was not produced as expected. We have no means to access the speaker’s thought
processes, unless the speaker engages in meta-linguistic talk about the discourse
produced. Even then, decades of social scientific research have established that actors do
not always accurately report on or consistently account for their own behavior.
Second, I avoid immediately resorting to what have been called le mot juste or
lexical gap explanations of code-switching (Woolard 2004:75). An example of this type
of approach would be to claim that a speaker code-switched because one language does
not provide the means for expressing a particular concept economically or at all. Such an
approach privileges the referential function of language, “its use to talk about, rather than
to act in, the world”, and assumes that “the need for exchange of information [drives]
momentary recourse to a second language” (Woolard 2004:75). The le mot juste or
lexical gap account of code-switching also privileges a monolinguistically oriented and
largely referentialist approach to language. Another problem with this approach is that,
while it may possibly and partially account for a single instance of code-switching or
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borrowing, it does not contribute to a more general understanding of code-switching and
related bilingual phenomena.
As we proceed through examples of repetition drawn from the Hindi-English
bilingual discourse corpus, we will do well to keep Johnstone et al.’s warning about
multi-functionality in mind, along with an understanding of the inherent variability of
both bilingual discourse and repetition as linguistic practices. In short, these facts about
discourse make it virtually impossible to claim that there is one and only one correct
explanation of any particular instance of code-switching, borrowing, or repetition. The
ever-expanding concentric circles of context make it likely that there are, in fact, many
ways we could possibly account for the linguistic practices encountered in the data. What
I have done here and throughout this dissertation is to attempt to make the assumptions of
my approach explicit, so that the reader may understand the vantage point from which I
have undertaken my analyses of the data.

REPETITION AS A DEVICE FOR STRUCTURING DISCOURSE
Introductory Remarks
Speakers of all languages have a range of devices at their disposal for structuring
discourse. Though some options may be limited by the grammatical details of the
language spoken or the community norms of speakers, options for structuring discourse
available in most languages include devices such as prosodic cues, word order variation,
discourse markers, and, of course, repetition phenomena. To that list I would add codeswitching and related phenomena for bilingual speakers.
Discourse-structuring devices comprise a large category and perform many
functions in language. One of the primary uses of such devices in language is to create
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and display relationships among discourse segments. Whether such devices display
relationships present in the minds of speakers or create relationships for the benefit of
listeners is an important debate within pragmatic and sociolinguistic approaches to
discourse structuring devices, particularly discourse markers (Schiffrin 1987, Fraser
1999). In other words, do discourse-structuring devices play a bigger role in the
production or in the interpretation of meaning? Are discourse-structuring devices
instructions for doing something, or are they simply roadmaps describing the terrain?
Some researchers have opted to avoid the debate all together. Mann and Thompson
(1987), for example, focus on describing the structure of texts within Rhetorical Structure
Theory (RST), rather than on processes of creating or understanding them.
In fact, discourse devices probably play critical roles both in expressing
relationships and meaning intended by speakers and in helping listeners interpret
meaning and recover relationships among discourse segments. The resulting structure of
texts and relationships among discourse segments are observable and open to description
and analysis. In this work, I assume that discourse-structuring devices both create and
display relationships among discourse segments.
The focus of this section, then, is on the use of repetition as a discoursestructuring device in Hindi-English bilingual discourse. I will also consider the use of
code-switching as a discourse-structuring device in its interaction with repetition. A basic
question that emerges and that will be addressed throughout this section is how are
repetition and code-switching like or unlike other discourse structuring devices? How are
repetition and code-switching like or unlike each other in their roles as discourse
structuring devices? I focus especially on bilingual repetition in the corpus, for it offers a
way to consider both repetition phenomena and code-switching phenomena together.
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Bilingual repetition can also be compared with monolingual repetition, thus contributing
to comparison of monolingual and bilingual discourse more generally.
In the last chapter, I suggested that I would begin to consider context as we
moved from forms to functions of repetition. In this section, the text in which repetition
occurs is the most immediate context of that repetition. In the next section, we will
broaden our understanding of context to the interactions themselves.

Linguistic Options and Bilingualism
We know from sociolinguistic and pragmatic approaches that language allows
propositional information to be presented in different ways; we also know that the same
proposition can convey different meanings (Smith 2003:185). One way to think of
language is as a set of alternatives for communication. M. A. K. Halliday (1994:15)
describes language as “a network of systems, or interrelated sets of options for making
meaning.” Languages allow for different ways of expressing the same meaning, and for
the same linguistic unit to have different meanings. This principle is at the heart of both
repetition and variation phenomena in language.
Alternatives are available at all levels of linguistic organization. For example, we
can express the same proposition with any of the following:
Example 27: Alternatives for Making Meaning at the Level of the Sentence
a. The bear chased the man.
b. The man was chased by the bear.
c. The bear ran after the man.
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Similarly, we have options to express the same meaning at the lexical level; these options
are generally called synonyms. For example, each of the following words denotes the
same piece of furniture:
Example 28: Alternatives for Making Meaning at the Level of the Lexicon
a. couch
b. davenport
c. sofa

Of course, each option above involves social and pragmatic associations and
consequences as well as fine distinctions in connotations among the alternatives. The
crucial point, however, is that language provide many alternatives for making meaning,
so that speakers almost always have at their disposal more than one way of expressing the
same meaning.
Bilinguals, by definition, have access to two (or more) languages. Here, “access”
does not correlate with externally defined “proficiency”, but rather refers to a speaker’s
experience with using their languages in particular contexts, including familiarity with
mixing or alternating languages according to community norms. Given that language
provides speakers with alternatives for making meaning, and given that bilingual
speakers have access to more than one language, it follows that bilinguals have access to
more options for making meaning than do monolinguals. Overall, bilingual speakers tend
to have access to a larger lexicon, a wider inventory of grammatical structures, a broader
range of phonological patterns, and a more extensive repertoire of discourse styles. If
community norms allow code-switching, then bilingual speakers will have access to these
expanded

and

interrelated

sets

of

options

individual conversations.
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for

making

meaning

within

A question that arises here is whether a monolingual speaker may have greater
depth in a single language than a bilingual speaker has in either of the two languages
available. Related to

this concern is the scientifically debunked

myth of

“semilingualism”, a supposed condition where a bilingual speaker has mastered neither
language completely. Martin-Jones and Romaine (1986) characterize semilingualism as
“a half-baked theory of communicative competence” (26). At the heart of the matter is
how one defines proficiency. And it is clear that prescriptivists and descriptivists define
proficiency quite differently. Prescriptivists tend to look to high-status, formal and
literary standards for measuring ability in language, while descriptivists tend to consider
whether the language resources available to a speaker are adequate for meeting that
speaker’s communicative and social goals. Prescriptivists typically evaluate some forms
of language or language varieties as being more beautiful, more pure, more authentic,
more effective, more clear, or better in some way than other forms of language or other
language varieties. On the other hand, descriptivists tend to avoid value judgments of
particular forms of language and specific language varieties, noting that language is as
beautiful, pure, authentic, effective, clear, and good as users of that language form or
variety hold it to be.
My overarching argument, then, is that Hindi-English code-switching functions as
an additional communicative resource available to bilingual speakers. Hindi-English
code-switching expands, rather than contracts, options for making linguistic and social
meaning. Below are examples that demonstrate how Hindi-English code-switching and
related phenomena expand linguistic options in specific ways.
The first example comes from Radio Mirchi. Radio Mirchi is a set of private FM
radio stations that started operating soon after the media deregulation of the late 1990s to
early 2000s in India. It has been a leader in promoting Hinglish broadcasting. In this
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episode, the DJ is discussing an interruption in the production of a film starring Amitabh
Bachchan, referred to as AB or simply Bachchan here. A check given to this actor is
rumored to have bounced:
Example 29: Bilingual Lexical Repetition
1

S

Of course AB has agreed to go ahead with the project,

2

which is being directed by Vikram Bhatt.

3

Now that's certainly a show of how much

4

Bachchan trusts in the film's viability.

REnglish

5

That's what we call true aitbaar.

R'Hindi

trust

‘That’s what we call true trust.’
(DJ Saloni, Radio Mirchi – ‘trust’)

In line 4, the DJ says that Bachchan’s decision shows how much he trusts in the film’s
viability, and in line 5, the DJ concludes the report by referring to Bachchan’s action as
true aitbaar ‘true trust’. This example involves complex verbal play, as the title of
Bhatt’s film is Aethbaar, meaning ‘trust’. Access to the Hindi option for ‘trust’ in this
context allows the DJ to repeat and underscore the concept of trust while simultaneously
invoking the name of the film, and the switch from English to Hindi also foregrounds the
word through contrast with the previous English discourse. This is a particularly good
example of how access to both Hindi and English gives speakers the opportunity to make
fine lexical distinctions among alternatives for aesthetic effect.
An interesting question, of course, is how this compares to same-language options
for representing the same or related meanings. In Halliday and Hasan’s (1976) discussion
of reiteration in monolingual discourse, they enumerate several relationships among
lexical concepts in language (278). They specify relatedness of form, meaning, and
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reference as cohesive relationships among lexical items. They use the sentences I turned
to the ascent of the peak and X is perfectly easy to illustrate the relationships discussed.
The first relationship is same-word repetition; this is the most exact kind of
reiteration: The ascent is perfectly easy. The second relationship involves a synonym or
near-synonym: The climb is perfectly easy. The third relationship involves a
superordinate: The task is perfectly easy. The next relationship involves the use of
general word or phrase: The thing is perfectly easy. The fifth relationship involves a
referring expression, such as a personal pronoun, a demonstrative, definite article, or
comparative: It is perfectly easy. The final relationship is one of nominal, verbal, or
clausal substitution with expressions like one, the same, so, do, be, have, or even ellipsis.
Although Halliday and Hasan’s discussion of related of form, meaning, and
reference in reiteration has some minor problems, it does capture a cline of linguistic
options available for lexical repetition phenomena, from most similar and specific to
most different and general. Here, I present that cline somewhat modified:
Table 7: Cline of Linguistic Options in Repetition Phenomena
Relationship
Example

same word

synonym

hypernym

generic term

pro-form

ellipsis

house
house

house
home

house
building

house
place

house
it

house
Ø

Note how only one of the options actually involves repetition of form; all of the others
involve repetition of meaning. Given this fact, it is especially surprising that studies of
repetition have privileged repetition of form over meaning and focused on identity or
exactness in repetition, as discussed in Chapter 2.
Hanks (1996:32) argues the semantic potential of any given expression is
delimited by the others that could have been used in its place but were not. The speaker
must select the expression that best fits the idea she has in mind. However, the selection
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is always based on associations among the items that make up the field of choice. The
value of a sign is normally defined in opposition to other items in that field of choice,
also often referred to as a paradigm. The relations among items in a paradigm or
associated set are relations of selection or choice; these items are usually defined by what
they are not. Items belonging to such a set are relatives in absentia, and they do not
usually co-occur in the same “slot” in discourse. These items stand in opposition to or
contrast with other possible items for a given slot.
As Hanks notes, the “field of choice” can be limited or extended, depending on
the particular case. Above I suggested that the field of choice is generally extended for
bilinguals. Thus, to represent the concept “house” in a given slot, a Hindi-English
bilingual speaker has at least house and ghar ‘house’ to choose from. Recall from
Chapter 5 that house and ghar ‘house’ are bilingual equivalents, items with the same or
nearly the same meaning across languages. That speaker could additionally choose
synonyms from within English and Hindi: home or makaan ‘house’. Of course, the
choice made has pragmatic consequences due to fine distinctions in meaning among these
alternatives. But the important point here is that speakers have options, and that those
options are chosen against a backdrop of many unselected options.
The classic example of a paradigm is the set of pronouns in a language or other
similar sets of function words or grammatical morphemes. But as Hanks and others have
extended this notion to include fields of choice, i.e. synonyms and other related lexical
items, I suggest that the notion of a paradigm or “field of choice” can be extended to
include sets of equivalents across languages. Also, the notion of a paradigm can be
extend to include options between languages. In the same way that pronouns are marked
for features such as number and gender, or synonyms are marked for register, it is
plausible that lexical entries are also marked for code for bilingual speakers.
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In order to understand how within-language options for repetition phenomena
compare to between-language options, we have to decide where between-language
equivalents, as defined in the previous chapter, fit into the cline of options above. It
seems that across-language equivalents are similar to within-language synonyms, but
critically differ in terms of language.
Repetition phenomena in general allow us to see options for making meaning
within a language side-by-side. Bilingual repetition phenomena allow us to see options
for making meaning across languages side-by-side. But what is particularly fascinating
about bilingual repetition is the co-occurrence of items that normally stand in opposition
to one another on two counts: first, as meaning equivalents from the same semantic set or
“field of choice”, and second, as lexical entries from different languages. I propose that
this fact is a key difference between monolingual and bilingual repetition phenomena.
Bilingual repetition involves more than simply a change of language; it involves the
exploitation of systematic differences between languages and the opposition inherent in
distinct linguistic systems. I shall return to this point throughout this chapter and the next.

Information Structuring and Repetition
One way discourse-structuring devices create and display relationships among
discourse segments is in the structuring of information in texts. This includes when and
how information is introduced or revisited, how information is linked, and what gets
foregrounded or backgrounded at any given moment.
A concern within pragmatic approaches to language has been the presentational
structure of texts. According to Smith (2003:185), the study of presentation is an
exploration of differences in the ways texts present information. Linear order of elements,
syntax, morphology, and prosody are all linguistic factors that vary in presentation. As
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someone concerned with bilingualism and code-switching phenomena, I would add
language or code to Smith’s list as another factor that can vary in the presentation of
information. Smith (2003:185-186) argues that the choices made in information
presentation depend on a speaker’s intent and assessment of receiver’s current state of
knowledge and attention.14
A key device for structuring discourse and presenting information in language is
paraphrase. Chomsky (1965) has argued that the ability to paraphrase is an important
aspect of linguistic competence; competent speakers are able to recognized equivalence
and difference of meaning across linguistic units, even when the surface forms of those
units provide no clues. Paraphrase is also a central use of repetition strategies in
language. As noted above, paraphrase extends our understanding of repetition to include
similarity of meaning, in addition to similarity of form.
In this section, I consider uses of repetition in the structuring and presentation of
information in texts and bilingual discourse. Above, I considered relationships between
lexical items related in form, meaning, and reference; here, I consider relationships
between semantically related utterances as described in the pragmatics literature for
monolingual discourse and encountered in the corpus of Hindi-English bilingual
discourse. Previous investigations of bilingual repetition, like many studies of codeswitching and bilingual phenomena, generally do not connect with the pragmatics
literature on relationships between discourse segments. A stated goal of this work is to
de-marginalize the study of bilingual phenomena by connecting to larger theoretical
concerns; consideration of findings from within pragmatics, particularly those relating to

14

The main factors are the topic-focus structure of sentences and the familiarity status of information, i.e.
discourse-old versus discourse-new.
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paraphrase, contributes to this goal as well as broadens our understanding of
repetition phenomena.
Mann and Thompson (1987) note that texts have a kind of unity that arbitrary
collections of sentences lack; texts displaying unity consist of building blocks at two
levels: nuclearity and relations. They identify as most frequent a structural pattern
involving two “spans” of text, which are almost always adjacent. In this pattern, the two
spans of text are related such that one has a specific role relative to the other. They
specify a number of relations between spans of text and identify a “nucleus” and a
“satellite” for most relations; some relations are “multinuclear”.
As mentioned above, their approach to texts, known as Rhetorical Structure
Theory, is primarily concerned with describing the structure of texts, rather than with
explaining how they are created or understood. However, the structuring of discourse in
particular ways contributes to the production and interpretation of that discourse. The use
of discourse-structuring devices is what turns a collection of sentences into a text, or a
group of utterances into discourse.
One relation given by Mann and Thompson relevant to the current study is
“restatement”. In this relation, the nucleus contains a “situation”, and the satellite
contains a re-expression of that situation. The nucleus in restatement as defined by Mann
and Thompson is quite similar to the repetend I defined in Chapter 5, while the satellite in
restatement is the repetition. Restatement is quite like what others have called
reformulation or paraphrase: though the form may change, the semantic content remains
stable across a pair, triplet, etc. of utterances.
Longacre (1983/1997) considers paraphrase in monolingual English discourse. He
notes that paraphrase is an important rhetorical device, and that “pure identity” among
segments is not relevant to the emphatic and elaborative functions of paraphrase (114,
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123). He further notes that the surface structure of language provides different places for
the emergence of paraphrase. Longacre identifies “equivalence paraphrase” as one major
category of paraphrase (115-116). Equivalence paraphrase is encoded as alternative
sentences with roughly the same meaning. He gives the following example: He
capitulated immediately. He surrendered on the spot. In Longacre's schema, the various
categories of paraphrase reflect different kinds of relationships between the information
in the first pair part and the information in the second pair part. In the case of equivalence
paraphrase, there is neither a gain nor a loss of information. A related subtype of
paraphrase which also involves no gain or loss of information is “negated antonym
paraphrase” (116-119). He gives three examples: (a) It’s white, not black. (b) It’s not hot,
but it’s warm. (c) She’s neither beautiful nor ugly; she’s a plain ordinary kid.
Another relevant relation between discourse segments given by Mann and
Thompson (1987) is “elaboration”. In this relation, the nucleus contains some bit of basic
information, while the satellite contains additional information. Longacre’s second major
category of paraphrase similarly involves the gain of information in the second pair part;
this category includes two subtypes of paraphrase. The first subtype is “generic-specific
paraphrase”; the gain of information in the second member of the pair is typically
achieved through the use of a more specific lexical item (119). He gives the example: He
cooked it; he fried it in oil. The second subtype is “amplification paraphrase” (119-120).
In this type of paraphrase, the first member or base is repeated “in substance”, often using
a synonym along with the addition of information in the second member. He gives two
examples: (a) He was unconscious; Dab, a woman, had knocked him unconscious. (b) He
went away; I saw him go away. Tannen (1987, 1989) calls this use of repetition
“expansion”, wherein a speaker contributes to a given idea by adding a single unit to an
established paradigm. She notes that it is a basic and common use of repetition in
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conversational discourse. Similarly, Norrick (1987), in his discussion of functions of
repetition, also notes that repeats can accentuate new information on a topic, expand an
initial occurrence, or connect levels of increasing specificity.
Longacre’s third major category of paraphrase involves the loss of information in
the second pair part. Notably, Mann and Thompson do not describe a similar relation in
their work, nor do Tannen or Norrick discuss this use of repetition. This category
includes three subtypes. The first subtype is “specific-generic paraphrase” and involves
the loss of information in the second member, often through the substitution of a generic
lexical item for a more specific lexical item (120). He gives the example: They dug up
Assyrian ruins; they did some excavation work. The second subtype is “contraction
paraphrase” (121). In this type of paraphrase, there is less information in the second
member; some lexical items found in the base or first member are not found in the second
member at all. Information from the first member is often given by repeating a predicate
or using a synonym for a word in the second member. He gives two examples: (a) We’ll
bury the fish in the ashes; we’ll hide it. (b) I won’t go to see him; I just won’t go. The
third subtype in Longacre’s category involving loss of information is “summary
paraphrase” (121-122). In this type, the latter member uses pro-forms, including
pronouns and the generic verb do to refer back to the preceding member(s). He gives the
example: John works at the saw mill, Jim at the repair shop, and Al at the print shop –
that’s what they’re all doing.
Longacre admits that it can be difficult to distinguish between the subtypes within
each category; nonetheless, the three main categories of paraphrase proposed by
Longacre are useful. Longacre’s categories go beyond Halliday and Hasan’s (1976)
discussion of reiteration relations as discourse links between information segments in
texts. Although Halliday and Hasan note that reiteration can take several forms, ranging
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from strict repetition to the substitution of a lexical expression by a synonym,
superordinate, or even referring expression or pro-form, Longacre’s categorization
specifies the effect on the presentation of information as a result of the linguistic choices
made. Choosing a specific term in place of a more general term can result in the gain of
information between the repetend and repetition, while choosing a pronoun in place of a
full noun can result in the loss of information. Longacre’s categorization of paraphrase
phenomena also goes beyond other discussions, because it captures the fact that linguistic
choices can also reduce information or specificity.
In this study, I use Longacre’s three main categories to describe the relationships
between information in the repetend and information in the repetition: equivalence;
amplification, which I call expansion; and contraction. Below I present and analyze
examples from the corpus that use repetition in these ways to structure discourse.

Equivalence Repetition
In this use of repetition to structure discourse, the repetend and repetition are
closely related semantically and sometimes also structurally. In cases of monolingual
repetition, this use most resembles what people typically think of when they think of
identical repetition or close paraphrase; in cases of bilingual repetition, this use appears
as a kind of translation. Speakers use within-language synonyms or across-language
equivalents in equivalence repetition; alternatively, speakers can use negated antonyms in
equivalence repetition. The discourse effect of this use of repetition involves neither a
substantial gain nor a substantial loss of information between the repetend and
the repetition.
Consider the following example of same-turn self-repetition used to achieve
equivalence. S is discussing an acquaintance of hers:
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Example 30: Hindi-English Bilingual Repetition – Equivalence
1

S

uskaa personal office to

hai

nahiiN,

her.M

is

not

EMP

RHindi

‘It’s not her personal office,’
2

like she's not the owner of the office.
‘Like she’s not the owner of the office.’

R'English
(AY/SD ‘office’)

In this example, the repetend in line 1 and repetition in line 2 occur in the same-turn. The
repetition is prefaced by like, a discourse marker frequently used to signal reformulation
(Schiffrin 1987); like also functions as a cohesive device that ties the repetend and
repetition together. Further cohesion is achieved by the identical repetition of the word
office. Note the change of language plus the slight structural difference between personal
office in the repetend and owner of the office in the repetition.
Now consider the following example of English-Hindi bilingual self-repetition
from the same speaker used for equivalence. S is describing her sister’s work:
Example 31: English-Hindi Repetition – Equivalence
1

S

2

M

3

S

otherwise because she was getting paid (.) equally (.)
there also
‘Otherwise because she was getting paid equally there also.’

REnglish

okay
‘Okay.’
vahaaN pe

bhii

utnaa hii de rahe the

there

also

as much just giving

LOC

R'Hindi

were

‘There also they were giving her just as much.’
(ML/SD ‘getting paid’)

In addition the change of language between the English repetend in line 1 and the
Hindi repetition in line 3, there is also a structural change from passive to active voice.
Neither the English repetend nor the Hindi repetition names the subject; this is achieved
through use of the passive voice in line 1 in English and pro-drop in line 3 in Hindi. In
this example, information is neither lost nor gained, despite the language change and the
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grammatical change. The fact that both the English repetend and the Hindi repetition use
impersonal constructions contributes to cohesion in this stretch of discourse. Notice also
the cohesive effect of ending the repetend with the words there also and beginning the
repetend with the equivalent words vahaaN pe bhii ‘there also’; the repetition of these
words functions as a particularly strong tie between the two utterances. Some may also
wish to account for the speaker’s choice to use impersonal constructions in this example.
For example, we could say that the speaker chooses impersonal constructions and avoids
naming the actor in these two utterances, because she is referencing an impersonal
relationship with a large corporation. However, this involves attributing psychological
intentions to the speaker. As discussed above, we may speculate, but since we have no
means of verifying speakers’ individual reasons for making the specific linguistic choices
that they do, I avoid work to avoid this in my approach to discourse analysis.
Both of the examples of equivalence repetition above would probably be
classified as instances of the use of bilingual repetition for “emphasis” in the existing
literature. As I have noted, “emphasis” is not a fully explanatory concept. It may describe
intuitively the effect of repetition accompanied by code-switching, but it does not account
for how bilingual repetition functions “emphatically”. I suggest that the change in
language combined with the structural change between the repetend and the repetition
afforded by the linguistic differences between English and Hindi marks the repetition
contrastively, making it more salient against the background of the repetend. Contrastive
foregrounding thus helps account for the oft-noted effect of emphasis achieved by
bilingual repetition.

139

Expansion Repetition
In this use of repetition to structure discourse, the repetition contains more
information or more specific detail than the repetend. Speakers accomplish this by either
adding lexical items or using more specific wording, e.g. hyponyms or specific terms, in
the repetition. This is one of the most commonly noted uses of both monolingual and
bilingual repetition in the literature; it is frequently called elaboration.
First consider the example below; speaker D is making a case for the need to do
special preparations for guests who will be arriving the next day:
Example 32: Hindi-English Repetition – Expansion
1

D doesn't ki- calo

dekhaa

jaayegaa

that go.IMP see.PSTPART go.FUT

tab

hogaa nahiiN 

then

be.FUT not

‘Doesn’t that, come on, it will be seen, then it won’t be,’

2

to

kuch

to

then

something

EMP

prepare

karnaa hotaa

hai,

RHindi

do.INF happen.HAB is

‘Then, something should be prepared,’
3

matlab

one has to prepare dinner breakfast (.)

R'English

meaning

‘I mean, one has to prepare dinner and breakfast.’
4

parsoN

kaa

kuch

to

dekhnaa

paR- 

day-after-tomorrow

of

some

EMP

see.INF

OBLIG

‘We have to think about the day after tomorrow a bit.’
(DP/RK – ‘prepare’)

The utterances in Lines 2 and 3 both express the obligation to prepare food. The general
word kuch ‘something’ in line 1 is replaced with the more specific phrase dinner
breakfast in line 2, but both utterances are generic statements of obligation. Here is an
example of where we could apply a lexical gap explanation: dinner and breakfast have no
exact equivalents in Hindi. However, that would not account for the speaker’s use of the
generic word kuch in the Hindi utterance in line 2, because there are other more specific
ways the speaker could have referred to morning and evening meals in Hindi. Moreover,
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a lexical gap account here would be too particularized and would miss the general
discourse-structuring pattern in repetition phenomena involving expansion of information
from more generic statements to more specific statements.
The word prepare appears in both the Hindi utterance in line 2 and the English
utterance in line 3, thus creating additional cohesion between the two utterances. Note,
however, that line 3 is the only English utterance in speaker D’s entire turn, making the
form of line 3 contrast with the surrounding material. This has the effect of foregrounding
and emphasizing the obligation to prepare food for the guests.
Consider another example of this type of paraphrase from the corpus:
Example 33: English-English Repetition – Expansion
1

M Thiik
okay

hai.

you- you’ll go to uh: Delhi?

REnglish

is

‘Okay, you’ll go to Delhi?’
2

A

3

M okay, you’ll go to Delhi?

not much actually. not by German standards.
‘Not much actually. Not by German standards.’
aur uh: Hyderabad?

R'English

and

‘Okay, you’ll go to Delhi? And Hyderabad?’
(AP/MT – ‘Delhi’)

This example is quite straightforward, in that the expansion of information is achieved by
the addition of lexical items in the repetend in line 3.
Consider another example of expansion repetition from the corpus. This one
involves English-to-Hindi bilingual repetition:
Example 34: English-Hindi Repetition – Expansion
1
2

M you could have given the letter to your sister,
‘You could have given the letter to your sister,’
and she could have collected it.
‘And she could have collected it.’
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3

S

4

M

yeah now she's here too
right
‘Yeah, now she’s here too, right.’

REnglish

accha
good

‘Okay.’
5

S

vo bhii

to

do

saal

yahaaN pe hai.

she also

EMP

two

years

here

R'Hindi

is

‘She’s been here too, in fact, for two years.’
6

M

kaisii hai vo?

kidhar hai?

how

where

is

she

is

‘How is she? Where is she?’
7

S

she's fine. vo- vo uh New Jersey meN
she she

in

hai.
is

‘She’s fine. She- she’s in New Jersey.’
8

M acchaa
good

‘Okay.’
(ML/SD ‘she’s here’)

Like the example above, the expansion in information is achieved by the addition of
lexical items in the repetition. The repetend she’s here too gains the specific detail do
saal ‘two years’ in the repetition, which also involves a change from English to Hindi.
The phrase do saal ‘two years’ also has the possibility of an implied ‘since’ – do saal [se]
‘since two years’. The English translation ‘she’s been here too, in fact, for two years’
involves the present perfect, while the Hindi has the simple present tense verb hai ‘is’.
The implied sense of present perfect in the Hindi is gained along with the addition of the
time(frame) reference do saal ‘two years’.
In the next example, we find same-turn English-to-Hindi self-repetition. S and M
are talking about a project S is working on:
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Example 35: English-Hindi Repetition – Expansion
1

S

yeah, obviously,
‘Yeah, obviously,’

2

I'm going to finish that.
‘I’m going to finish that.’

3

maiN to
finish karke
jauuNgii
I
EMP
do.CONJPART go.FUT
‘Once I do finish, then I will go there.’

4

REnglish
vahaaN.
there

R'Hindi

M hM
yeah

‘Yeah.’
(ML/SD ‘finish’)

In line 2, S states, I’m going to finish. In line 3, she repeats the message of finishing in
Hindi, adding jauuNgii vahaaN ‘I will go there’. Note that the Hindi emphatic particle to
also appears in this example of bilingual repetition, marking the repeated first-person
pronoun in the repetition. The word finish also appears twice, in line 2 as part of an
infinitive verb, and in line 3 as part of a compound verb. The finish verb phrase in the
Hindi utterance in line 3 consists of the conjunctive particle ke attached to the stem of the
generic verb kar-naa ‘to make, do’. This underscores the message of finishing occuring
before going: ‘Once I do finish, (only) then will I go there.’
The use of the bivalent word (Woolard 1998) finish also enhances the cohesive
effect of this repetition. As previously noted, bivalency is defined by Woolard as “the use
by a bilingual of words or segments that could “belong” equally, descriptively and even
prescriptively, to both codes” (7). Woolard focuses on cognates, though she admits other
overlapping areas, such as borrowed words.15

15 The

thrust of her analysis involves shared territory between two languages, with phonology capable of
orienting a word toward a particular linguistic system.
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The next example involves same-turn English-to-Hindi self-repetition. S and M
have been discussing a health issue faced by S. M suggests that the problem may have to
do with S’s eating habits; she has just asked if S eats her meals regularly:
Example 36: English-Hindi Repetition – Expansion
1

S

I- I get my meals on time.
‘I get my meals on time.’

REnglish

2

I don't think anyone will have such kind of discipline and food eating,
‘I don’t think anyone will have such kind of discipline and food eating,

3

maiN

bahut time

pe khaanaa

waanaa

khaatii huuN

I

very

on food

REDUP

eat.HAB AUX.1SG

R'Hindi

‘I eat my meals right on time.’
(ML/SD ‘meals)

The repetend in line 1 is repeated in line 3 with the addition of the adverb bahut ‘very,
much’. This adverb marks the on time part of S’s message about eating her meals; it also
has the effect of emphasizing the message, much like the emphatic particle to in the
preceding example. This example differs from the previous two in that a line of comment
intervenes between the repetend and repetition, but the comment still contributes to the
discourse cohesively by emphasizing S’s message that she eats (right) on time.

Contraction Repetition
In this use of repetition to structure discourse, the repetition contains less
information or less specific detail than the repetend. Speakers accomplish this either by
deleting lexical items or using less specific wording, e.g. hypernyms, general terms, or
pronouns, in the repetition. This use of repetition to structure discourse is scarcely noted
in the literature on either monolingual or bilingual repetition. Longacre’s work on
paraphrase in monolingual English discourse is an exception, and Halliday and Hasan’s
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discussion of lexical options in reiteration phenomena is broad enough to allow for
this type.
Consider the following example of monolingual same-turn self-repetition from
the corpus. S is discussing an ongoing Supreme Court case in India:
Example 37: Hindi-Hindi Monolingual Repetition – Contraction
1

S

abhii

kuch

just now

some

case

cal rahii

hai Supreme Court meN

go PROG.F is

RHindi

in

‘Just now some case is going on in the Supreme Court’
2

lekin
R'Hindi

vo

but

that

case

cal rahaa16
go PROG.M

hai
is

‘But that case is going on,’
(ML/SD ‘case’)

In this example, there is a loss of lexical items and a corresponding loss of information
between the repetend in line 1 and the repetition in line 2. Both the temporal adverb abhii
‘just now’ and the locative postpositional phrase Supreme Court meN ‘in the Supreme
Court’ do not appear in the repetition. This is a rather straightforward case of repetition
being used to contract discourse information through the loss of lexical items. The loss of
lexical items also highlights the core message ‘the case is going on’, by setting the
contracted repetition against the background of the fuller repetend.
The next example involves English-Hindi bilingual repetition. S is discussing her
engagement, marriage, and husband:

16

Note the change in gender for the noun case reflected on the verbal agreement of the progressive
morpheme. In line 1, case is treated as feminine, but in line 2, it is treated as masculine. The variability of
gender marking is not unexpected for borrowed words.
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Example 38: English-Hindi Bilingual Repetition – Contraction
1

S

2

M

I know him forever almost ((laughing))
‘I know him forever almost.’
really?

REnglish

acchaa.
good

‘Really? Okay.’
3

S

maiN usko uh:
kaafii time
se
I
him
quite
since
‘I have known him for quite some time.’

jaantii.
know.HAB

R'Hindi
(ML/SD ‘know him’)

In line 1, S states that she has known her husband forever – almost. The inclusion of the
adverb almost downgrades the claim somewhat. In line 3, S repeats the claim,
downgrading it even further: kaafii time se ‘for some quite time’. As in Example 37
above, the loss of the hyperbole forever from line 2 highlights the core message.

Repetition as a Discourse-Level Areal Feature
In Chapter 2, I noted that it appears that different speech communities have a
variety of tolerances and uses for repetition phenomena, though this has not been very
well documented. One group of languages and communities that have been noted for
their use of repetition phenomena in structuring discourse, particularly elaboration
strategies and parallelism, includes the indigenous languages of the Americas (Mithun
1992, Sherzer 1994). In her discussion of substratum effects from Central Pomo in
English spoken by members of the Pomoan communities, Mithun (1992) describes two
discourse patterns that characterize Central Pomo. She notes that these two patterns also
characterize discourse in many other indigenous languages of the Americas.
The first discourse pattern involves the “arrangement of information”, where a
simple clause is followed by one or more “elaborations, each filling in information”
(112). Here is an example from Central Pomo (Mithun 1992:112-113):
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Example 39: Information Arrangement in Central Pomo17
1

Mɑ́ɑ

ʔel ʔélšiiyawʔkʰe.

land

the sell-DFOC-PRF =INFV

Mɑ́ɑ

ʔel ʔélšij-ˑya-w=ʔkʰe

‘The land would be sold.’

Dɑnómaa

2

dɑnó=ɑ́ɑ

ʔel ʔoo

ʔel ʔ=doo

ʔélšiiyawʔkʰe.

ʔélšij-ˑya-w=ʔkʰe

mountain=land the COP=QUOT sell-DFOC-PRF =INFV

‘They said the mountain land would be sold.’

Note the identical repetition of maa ʔel ‘the land’ and ʔélšiiyawʔkʰe ‘would be sold’
from line 1 to line 2. Note also the addition of dɑnó ‘mountain’ and ʔoo ‘they said’ in
line 2; these additions result in the expansion of information in the repetition, just as in
Longacre’s amplification paraphrase described above.
The second discourse pattern described by Mithun is what she calls “couplet
constructions”, in which pairs of intonationally and semantically parallel lines are “used
to make special points of importance to the discourse as a whole” (112). She gives the
following example from Central Pomo (Mithun 1992:112-113):

17 Mithun

(1992:114-115) uses the following abbreviations for glosses:
very short pause
IMPRF imperfective
somewhat longer pause
MA
multiple agency
first person
ME
multiple event
second person
OBL
oblique
third person
PL
plural
CAUS
causative
PL.AC
plural activity
COP
copula
PRF
perfective
DFOC
defocus
QUOT
hearsay evidential
INDF
indefinite human indirect object
SML
semelfactive
INFV
infinitive
..
...
1
2
3
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Example 40: Couplet Construction in Central Pomo
1

t̯ɑ́whɑl yhét̯ɑč’

t̯ɑ́whɑl yhé-t̯ɑ-č’
work

ʔel dɑ́ɑʔč’iw

čʰów

ʔel dɑ́-ˑč’i-w

čʰó-w

do-ME.IMPRF.PL the want-RFL-IMPRF .PL-PRF not-PRF

‘They don’t want to work
2

péesu
péesu

čʰów

ʔín;

čʰó-w ʔí=n,

money not-PRF be=AS

because there is no money;
3

mɑnɑ́t̯ɑyt̯ɑmmawʔkʰe

mɑnɑ́-t̯ɑ-č-t̯ɑ-m-a-w=ʔkʰe

t̯ʰin

t̯ʰi-n

pay-ME-SML-ME-MA-DFOC-PRF=INFV

ʔín

ʔí=n

not-IMPRF

be=AS

because they are not going to be paid.’

In this example, line 2 contains the repetend and line 3 the repetition. The repetition in
this instance is “loose” paraphrase; both line 2 and line 3 are semantically parallel
comments the topic presented in line 1. In Mann and Thompson’s (1987) formulation, the
utterance in line 1 is the nucleus and the utterances in line 2 and line 3 are the satellites.
The relation could be classified as either “explanation” or “justification”. This is a
particularly nice illustration of the use of repetition phenomena in structuring discourse
and how repetition phenomena can relate to other kinds of relationships between
discourse segments:
Example 41: Couplet Construction in Central Pomo (Translation)
1

They don’t want to work

2

because there is no money;

3

because they are not going to be paid.
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Line 2 and line 3 are linked to each other as repetend and repetition; they are also linked
to line 1 as an explanation for the situation in that utterance.
Mithun notes that these two discourse patterns, clause-plus-elaboration and
couplet construction also frequently appear in the English used by members of the
Central Pomoan community. This fact is taken as evidence of discourse-level substratum
effects, in addition to grammatical and lexical substratum effects. As Mithun argues, the
salience of substratum effects can vary a great deal (103). Those effects at the levels of
the lexicon and clause-level grammar can be noticed by people outside of the immediate
speech community; those at the discourse level can be more subtle and easily overlooked.
Here is an example of the clause-plus-elaboration structure for the arrangement of
information from English as spoken by a member of the Central Pomoan community
(Mithun 1992:112):
Example 42: Information Arrangement in Central Pomo-influenced English
1

They gave them cattle.

2

The government gave them cattle.

3

Nice .. breed of cattle.

We can see the same clause-plus-elaboration arrangement of information as in the Central
Pomo discourse in Example 39 above. Note also the identical repetition of the word cattle
throughout. The topic appears twice, once in the repetend in line 1 and again in the
repetition in line 2; the comment appears in line 3.
Mithun also gives the following example of the couplet construction in English
spoken by a member of this Central Pomoan community (Mithun 1992:113):
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Example 43: Couplet Construction in Central-Pomo Influenced English
1

When the payoff came,

2

he got some of it too.

3

They paid him too.

Again, the similarity to the Central Pomo discourse in Example 40 above is clear. The
topic appears once in line 1; the comment appears twice, once in the repetend in line 2
and again in the repetition in line 3.
Despite the fact that both community members and those outside the speech
community are typically not conscious of discourse-level substratum effects such as
these, Mithun argues that they can be “pervasive, shaping the way information is
presented and adding special stylistic dimensions to the language” (103, 110). Discourselevel conventions that transcend individual languages call to mind the distinction between
Sprachbund and Sprechbund as described by Romaine (1994). According to Romaine,
Sprachbund has to do with “relatedness at the level of linguistic form”, while Sprechbund
involves “shared ways of speaking which go beyond language boundaries” (23). Her
major point is that the boundaries of speech communities are primarily social, rather than
linguistic. As she writes, “A speech community is not necessarily co-extensive with a
language community” (22). The point is an important one, for it helps us see that groups
can do the same thing in terms of practices, whether or not they are using the same
linguistic resources. It also helps us understand how both linguistic practices and speech
communities can transcend linguistic boundaries and relates to the important question of
discourse-level features in linguistic areas.
Below, I consider whether or not the prominence of repetition phenomena such as
these two patterns in structuring Hindi-English bilingual discourse provides further
discourse-level evidence of South Asia as a linguistic area.
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Discourse-Level Evidence for South Asia as a Linguistic Area
South Asia has been argued to be a linguistic area by Emeneau (1956), Masica
(1976), Ebert (2005), and others. In this area, many languages from different families
have been in contact for centuries, there has been long-term multilingualism and
language-maintenance throughout the area, and there are many shared features that
cannot be attributed to genetic inheritance or common innovation. As Moag and Poletto
(1991) point out, virtually all the evidence offered in support of the linguistic area claim
for South Asia has been lexical, phonological, and syntactic. In a paper comparing
discourse phenomena in Marathi and Indian English, Pandharipande (1983) comments
that it will be interesting to discover whether there are commonly shared discourse
features among the South Asian languages.
Moag and Poletto (1991) support and extend the South Asia-as-linguistic-area
claim by offering evidence of shared discourse-level features among South Asian
languages. As they note, there is relatively little research available on discourse
conventions and pragmatics of South Asian languages. What is available primarily deals
with the Indo-Aryan languages, particularly Hindi-Urdu, with only scattered references
available for the other languages of South Asia. Nonetheless, it has been noted that South
Asian languages are a particularly rich source of data on discourse conventions, and that
these conventions differ markedly from those found in Western languages (Moag and
Poletto 1991, Andrewskutty 1988, Kachru 1983). As Moag and Poletto (1991) note, “it
seems unequivocally the case that the Western-trained participant in Indian discourse
generally feels that the Indian participants are following a very different grammar with
respect to both what is relevant, and how to proceed systematically toward a
logical conclusion” (233).
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Using data and findings from Malayalam, a Dravidian language; Hindi and
Marathi, Indo-Aryan languages; and Indian English, a nativized variety of English, Moag
and Poletto document shared features in four separate areas of discourse grammar: text
organization, communicative goals in expository texts, zero anaphora, and pragmatics of
the compound verb. Text organization and communicative goals are of greatest relevance
to the current study and will be considered here.
Moag and Poletto suggest that in South Asian discourse “the paragraph and other
text units have a nonlinear, spiral organization with a constant seesawing between
relevant new and old topics,” a system they argue is “grounded in the conventions of oral
discourse” (229). They present texts from Hindi and Malayalam, arguing that “both
pieces show a similarity in approach of reiterating themes in a way that something is
added to them each time, hence the characterization of text organization as ‘spiral’ seems
to hold for both texts” (233). They also cite Kachru’s (1989) work describing the
structure of the paragraph in Hindi and Indian English expository writing as having a
“non-Linear, spiral organization” in contrast to the linear progression of topics and
themes considered standard in American and British English discourse. Pandharipande
(1983) documents a similar spiral organization for texts in Marathi. In earlier work,
Kachru (1983) characterized this spiral textual organization as an “interweaving” or
“seesawing” approach to thematic organization. Kachru notes, “there is a greater degree
of tolerance for digressions in an orthographic paragraph in Hindi, as compared with
English, provided that the digressions link various episodes in the discourse in a spirallike structure” (58).
Consider now examples of repetition from the corpus of Hindi-Bilingual
repetition that consist of triplets and display a type of discourse structuring that could be
characterized as “spiraling” or “looping” or “variations on a theme”. In the first example,
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the speakers have been discussing childbearing and child rearing; speaker A makes the
following statement:
Example 44: Hindi-English-English Triplet
1

A to
then

mothers

ko yeh

khwaahish hotii

hai,

ki

mothers

to

wish

AUX

that

this

happen.F

‘Then mothers have this wish, that’
2

you want to:: bring up your child as you wish,
‘You want to bring up your child as you wish,’

3

not someone else- according to someone else's uh: wishes.
‘Not someone else- according to someone else’s wishes.’
(AP/MT ‘wish’)

In this example, the topic is given in line 1, while two comments appear in line 2 and line
3. These variations on the theme introduced in line certainly give this stretch of discourse
a spiral, or looping, shape, as described by Moag and Poletto, Pandharipande, and others.
In line 1, the speaker uses the noun khwaahish ‘wish’ as part of a compound verb phrase
to make a general statement in Hindi about mothers. In line 2 she switches to English,
again using the concept ‘wish’, this time as a verb in an elaboration of the wish mothers
have. In line 3 she continues in English, using the word wish a third time, now as a plural
noun in an elaboration of what mothers do not want. This is a good example of how
repetition plays a cohesive role in discourse, tying and looping discourse segments
together. The resulting cohesiveness of this triple use of the concept ‘wish’ is perhaps
enhanced by the phonological similarity between khwaahish [khwahɪʃ ] and wish [wɪʃ].
The next example also involves bilingual repetition with specification of detail. M
has just asked S whether she has already bought her ticket for an upcoming trip to India:
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Example 45: Hindi-English-Hindi Triplet
1

S

yeah I uh ((laughing)) ticket

liyaa

thaa.

take.PASTPART be.PAST

‘Yeah, I uh got a ticket.’
2
3

I- I- I bought the ticket um o- one month ago.
M okay.

kitnaa

diyaa?

how much

give. PASTPART

‘How much did you pay?’
4

because I think S— was looking for a‘Because I think S— was looking for a-’

5

she's got the (.) summer FLAS (.)
‘She’s got the summer FLAS.’

6

S

maiN

ne

I

ERG

uh one-way ticket liyaa

hai.

((laughing))

take.PASTPART be.PRES

‘I have gotten a one-way ticket.’
(ML/SD – ‘ticket’)

The repetend is repeated twice, each time with a different bit of information added. In
line 1, S confirms that she ticket liyaa thaa ‘took, i.e. bought, the ticket’ in response to
M’s question. In line 2, she switches to English, repeating that she bought the ticket and
adding the detail one month ago. In line 5, she switches to Hindi, again repeating that she
ticket liyaa thaa ‘took, i.e. bought, the ticket’ and specifying that it is a one-way ticket.
The repetition of the message ‘I took/bought the ticket’ cohesively binds these discourse
segments together, while the change in language highlights each new bit of information.
Note also that ticket is an integrated cultural borrowing, and that its reappearance in Lines
1, 2, and 5 provides further cohesion among the utterances.
Another interesting point about this example are the changes in tense and aspect
among the repetend and the repetitions. In line 1, S uses the Hindi past perfect liyaa thaa
‘had taken, i.e. had bought’. In line 3, she uses the English simple past bought. And in
line 6, S uses the Hindi present perfect liyaa hai ‘have taken, i.e. have bought’. Each
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choice in the tense and aspect of the verb interacts with the time information in this
stretch of discourse. The added temporal detail of one month ago in line 3 is already
expressed in a general way as in the remote past through the use of the past perfect in the
Hindi in line 1, though the phrase one month ago is specific about when in the past the
ticket was purchased, while the use of the past perfect is not. Also, when the speaker adds
the descriptive detail about the ticket in line 6, that it is a one-way ticket, she uses the
present perfect. This suggests that it is a fait accompli, something that is not to be
changed (Rupert Snell, personal communication). Indeed, the fact that S bought a oneway ticket turns out to be an important topic later in the discussion.
Consider the next example of bilingual English-Hindi repetition from the corpus;
it uses the strategy of negated antonym to achieve equivalence in information. A is
talking about her husband’s parents:
Example 46: English-Hindi-Hindi Triplet
1

A in a sense, uh

matmean-

‘In a sense, I mean-’
2

they are all alone,
‘They are all alone,’

3

na, (.)

REnglish

not.TAG

‘You know,’
4

unke

bacce

koii

nahiiN,

they.GEN

children

any

not

R'Hindi (negated antonym)

‘They don’t have any children,’
5

K—

ek hii

NAME

one just is

hai.

R''Hindi

‘K— is the only one.’
(AP/MT ‘alone’)

In line 1, A states that K—’s parents are all alone. She repeats this message in Hindi
stating, unke bacce koii nahiiN ‘they have no children’. This is an example of negated
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antonym repetition, in which information is neither gained nor lost between the repetend
and the repetition. In line 5, information is gained as it is made clear that K— ek hii hai
‘K is the only one’. The cohesive device used in this example involves the repetition of
concept: alone in line 1, koii nahiiN ‘none’ in line 2, and ek hii ‘only one’ also in line 2.
Again, the use of repetition to structure discourse in this example achieves a spiraling or
looping shape; the use of code-switching enhances the possibilities for varying the theme
or topic introduced in line 2.
While Moag and Poletto’s as well as Kachru’s and Pandharipande’s work focuses
on written texts, all of these researchers emphasize the origins of these discourse
structures in oral genres. Indeed, the author Salman Rushdie (1991:48) similarly
describes the “spiral, looping shape of oral narrative” encountered throughout South
Asia. The researchers mentioned here also note sources citing repetition and circular
modes of thought and argument as cultural ideals in classical Indian traditions of
philosophy and logic.
Moag and Poletto describe an overarching traditional communicative goal of
South Asian writing, visual art forms, and music is to invoke an emotional response in
the reader, viewer, or listener, and that these goals have extended from preliterate genres
to contemporary modes of communication. They note that traditionally rasa, or mood,
takes precedence over information with form prevailing over content (234). Kachru
(1988, 1989) suggests that the relatively recently imported genre of expository prose in
South Asia was made to conform to those cultural values and communicative goals just
described and that this took place in both Hindi and Indian English writing. It thus
appears there is evidence for substratum effects in English from Indian languages at the
level of discourse.
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Investigations of Indian English have noted lexical, grammatical, and
phonological substratum effects from both Indo-Aryan and Dravidian languages. For
example, the retroflex consonants are believed to have existed in the Dravidian languages
and then spread to the Indo-Aryan languages through contact (Masica 1991). These
sounds have also made their way into Indian English. The typical Indian English
pronunciation of ticket, for example, is realized as [ʈɪkəʈ]. Discourse-level substratum
effects from Indian languages in English have been less studied. As noted by Mithun
(1992) and mentioned above, substratum effects conditioned by larger stretches of
discourse may be very subtle and can go unnoticed by speakers and observers alike.
Nevertheless, discourse-level substratum effects are worth investigating, as “they can
provide speakers with stylistic options that not only structure discourse, but also add a
special community flavor” to communication (Mithun 1992:114). Moreover, discourse is
also an important vehicle for the borrowing of structural and grammatical elements of
languages in contact (Beier, Michael, and Sherzer 2002).
The two structures discussed by Mithun in her study of substratum effects in
English from Central Pomo, namely clause-plus-elaboration arrangement of information,
like Longacre’s expansion paraphrase or Mann and Thompson’s elaboration relation, and
couplet structuring, akin to Mann and Thompson’s restatement relation or Longacre’s
equivalence paraphrase, also appear prominently in the Hindi-English bilingual corpus on
which this study is based.
The fact that Mithun highlights the clause-plus-elaboration and couplet structure
in Central Pomo as discourse-level substratum effects in English spoken in the Pomoan
community raises the question of the status of these discourse-structuring devices in
Standard English. My suggestion that they appear prominently in Hindi-English bilingual
discourse raises similar questions. Given that both Longacre and Mann and Thompson
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document similar structures in monolingual English discourse, it seems that these
structures are unique to neither Central Pomo discourse nor South Asian discourse.
However, the pervasiveness of these structures in the Hindi-English corpus and in
Mithun’s data points to the important role these discourse-level features can play in
particular speech communities.
I would argue that these two structures, quite like equivalence repetition and
expansion repetition, play an important role in creating the looping, spiral organization of
written and oral texts documented by Moag and Poletto, Kachru, Pandharipande, and
Rushdie. This study does not endeavor to confirm or deny the existence of a pan-South
Asian spiral organization of written and oral texts. However, it does endeavor to
contribute to the discussion of South Asia as a linguistic area on the basis of shared
discourse features by considering repetition phenomena that would realize the spiral
shape of discourse organization described in this section. I would also add contraction
paraphrase as another related use of repetition encountered in the data that contributes to
a looping, spiral textual organization in South Asian discourse.
It is also significant that the same strategies of using repetition phenomena to
structure discourse figure prominently in all the conversations on which this study is
based, even though the speakers come from a wide range of sociolinguistic backgrounds
including various Indo-Aryan and Dravidian mother tongues, family languages, and
regional languages. This offers further support that pan-South Asian discourse-level
features do exist and are worth being investigated further.
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Contextualizing Bilingual Repetition Phenomena in South Asia
As for bilingual repetition phenomena in particular, another related topic worth
considering is how the historical and current discourse context of India has contributed to
the development of discourse conventions of using repetition in bilingual discourse.
The practice of chaya, or ‘gloss’, reaches back centuries in South Asia to the
Classical Period (c. 100-1000 CE). In the case of ancient drama, for example, Sanskrit
plays began allowing characters who were not kings or priests to speak in the Prakrits, the
local vernaculars descended from Sanskrit and also the ancestors or the modern IndoAryan languages. Yet, a Sanskrit chaya was still provided for the dialogues in the Prakrits
(Krishnamurthy 2009).
Contemporary manifestations of chaya can be found throughout India. Consider,
for example, the following Hindi-English sign in the Mumbai airport wishing travelers
bon voyage:
Figure 3: Hindi-English Bilingual Repetition on Sign in Mumbai Airport

The text at the top of the sign is in Hindi: ham aapkii mangalmay yaatraa kii kaamnaa
karte haiN, literally ‘We are desirous of your auspicious journey’. The same message is
presented in English directly below: We wish you happy journey. Consider also the
following Urdu-Hindi sign welcoming participants to a poetry reading:
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Figure 4: Urdu-Hindi Bilingual Repetition on Sign at Lucknow Poetry Reading

The text at the top of the sign is in Urdu: uttar pradesh urduu akaadamii aapkaa istiqbaal
kartii hai, ‘The Uttar Pradesh Urdu Academy welcomes you.’ The text at the bottom of
the sign is in Hindi: uttar pradesh urduu akaadamii aapkaa svaagat kartii hai, ‘The Uttar
Pradesh Urdu Academy welcomes you.’ The messages are identical excepting two key
differences. First, the Urdu is in the Perso-Arabic script, while the Hindi is in the
Devanagari script. Second, the Urdu uses the Arabic-origin word istiqbaal ‘meeting,
reception, welcome’, while the Hindi uses the Sanskrit-origin word svaagat
‘reception, welcome’.
Another significant contemporary realization of chaya appears in Bollywood
films. As noted in Chapter 3, Hindi-English bilingual repetition is a frequently occurring
feature of Bollywood dialogues. Quite often, characters will deliver a message in one
language and then repeat it immediately after in the other language. Although the topic
needs more thorough investigation, my general impression is that the sort of bilingual
repetition that appears in Bollywood dialogues is almost exclusively what we might
classify as word-for-word translations. While bilingual repetition in everyday
conversation certainly displays such semantically close repetitions, it additionally
involves repetitions that are somewhat more loosely connected semantically. It would be
worthwhile to investigate further the ways in which bilingual repetition in Bollywood
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dialogues and bilingual repetition in everyday conversation both shape and reflect
one another.
South Asia is also well known for its patterns of phonological and morphological
reduplication. A commonly cited example is cai-vai, ‘tea and all the things that go along
with it, i.e. biscuits, salty snacks, conversation, etc.’, with cai ‘tea’ partially reduplicated
as vai. Semantic reduplication is also prevalent, though it has received somewhat less
attention in the literature than reduplication involving formal and structural elements.
One example is jaan-buujhkar ‘knowingly, intentionally’ formed from stem of the verb
jaanaa ‘to know’ and the stem of buujhnaa, ‘to understand, perceive’ with the affix kar,
which is sometimes called a conjunctive particle (Kachru 2006). As an adverb, jaanbuujhkar presents an actor as ‘having known and understood’ whatever action was done.
There are many other kinds of partial and complete reduplication in South Asia, though a
full discussion is beyond the scope of the current study. The interested reader is directed
to Abbi (1992) and Singh (2004) for more information.
As Rupert Snell (2009, personal communication) notes, in the South Asian
context, Hindi in particular commutes between many manifestations of itself. The most
significant pairings include i) regional dialects of Hindi and Modern Standard Hindi, ii)
Hindi and Urdu, iii) the informal Hindi register, with tadbhava words and foreign
borrowings, and the formal Hindi register, with tatsama words, and iv) the everyday
register and the poetic register. To this I would add a pairing of Hinglish and shuddh
‘pure’ Hindi, i.e. a range of more formal and standard registers and dialects of Hindi. We
should also consider the commonplace pairing of Hindi and English in the South Asian
context, as shown in the Allahabad Bank sign above. Clearly, English is not exactly a
manifestation of Hindi, but it exists alongside Hindi in an extremely wide range
of contexts.
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Given that Hindi has such a rich variety of options in its repertoire, as discussed
here and in Chapter 3, speakers have likely become accustomed to negotiating and
manipulating such choices. The larger sociolinguistic context of South Asia has perhaps
predisposed those who have been in contact with and learned English over the past
several centuries to incorporate it into an increasing number of domains and to use it
alongside and mixed with Hindi through borrowing, code-switching, and bilingual
repetition. In short, English has become the latest tool in the toolbox for expanding the
possibilities for making linguistic and social meaning and expressing communicative
intentions in the South Asian context.

Concluding Remarks on Repetition as a Discourse Structuring Device
In this section, I have considered how repetition contributes to the structuring of
Hindi-English bilingual discourse. I have also considered discourse-level evidence for
South Asia as a linguistic area, with reference to a wide range of repetition phenomena in
South Asia. The stage has thus been set for an investigation of interactional functions of
repetition in Hindi-English bilingual discourse in the next section.

REPETITION AS A TOOL FOR MANAGING INTERACTION
Introductory Remarks
In this section, I consider the use of repetition in bilingual discourse as a tool for
managing interaction. Interactional functions of repetition include management of the
floor and turn-taking system of conversation, topic shift and return, and building
alignment, common ground, and mutual understanding between speakers. Participants in
conversation display and interpret linguistic and social meanings through the exchange of
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messages within the context of the interaction; those messages can also be contextualized
in ways that allow speakers to express and listeners to seek meanings beyond the literal
meaning or propositional content.
I do not attempt or intend to offer a full inventory of interactional functions of
repetition in bilingual discourse. As noted, linguistic practices such as repetition and
code-switching are indefinitely multi-functional; listings of functions can never be
complete. Moreover, taxonomies of functions are primarily descriptive rather than
explanatory; they do not tell us why or how linguistic practices can and do have the
functions they do.
In this section, then, I do consider some functions of repetition in bilingual
discourse by presenting and analyzing examples from the corpus. However, the ultimate
goal is to explore what unites these functions and to contribute to an understanding of just
why and how repetition in bilingual discourse is so robustly multi-functional. The key, I
argue, is an exploitation of similarity and difference, of continuance and contrast,
encountered in both repetition and code-switching phenomena.

Repetition, Code-switching, and Contrast
Contrast and the marking of difference are essential in the production and
interpretation of meaning in human language and culture. I have suggested throughout
this study that repetition in bilingual discourse, particularly bilingual repetition, exploits a
dynamic interplay of similarity and difference in linguistic and social meaning making. I
would also suggest that the vast majority of interactional functions of repetition in
bilingual discourse hinge on the exploitation of continuance and contrast in language.
Repetition involves a more-of-the-same effect, a continuation of linguistic content from a
previous utterance.
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As noted, however, no repetition is ever exact. In fact, most repetition
phenomena, particularly those that do not involve identity of form, use linguistic
differences and contrast to highlight and foreground messages. In monolingual repetition,
these differences may involve the substitution of a synonym or referring expression, as
discussed above. In bilingual repetition, these differences may involve not only the
substitution of across-language equivalents, but also a change of language, thus doubly
marking the difference and increasing contrast between the repetend and the repetition.
Greater contrast offers greater potential for the foregrounding or contextualization
of utterances.
In bilingual conversation, the dynamic interplay of continuance and contrast
frequently assumes an almost poetic quality, as in example (7) below. Speakers R and D
are discussing whether bread will sell out at the local HEB grocery store due to predicted
inclement weather:
Example 47: Three-part Bilingual Repetition
1

R that's not an issue. bread and all is not an issue.
‘That’s not an issue. Bread and all is not an issue.

2

D cal
come.IMP

HEB

log-

NAME

people

usually daily deliveries hote

haiN.

RA – Hindi

happen.HAB AUX.PRES

‘Come, HEB peop- usually there are daily deliveries,’
3

abhii
HEB meN,
now just
NAME in
‘Right now, in HEB,’

4

they were saying on the news
‘They were saying on the news,’

5

every hour delivery ho rahaa
happening

hai,

RB – Hindi

is

‘Every hour a delivery is happening.’
6

and they are not able to meet the demand (.)
‘And they are not able to meet the demand.’
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RC – English

7

they've upped from everyday to‘They’ve upped from everyday to-‘

R'A – English

8

now they've made it hourly deliveries in certain HEBs.
‘Now they’ve made it hourly deliveries in certain HEBs.’

R'B – English

9

to abhii

bhii

matlab demand

utnaa

hai.

R'C – Hindi

so now just

even

meaning

that much

is

‘So, even right now, I mean, the demand is that high.’
10

w- water they don't even expect for the next two days.
‘Water, they don’t even expect for the next two days.’

11

to maiN

bol rahii huuN,

so I

saying

am

‘So I am saying,’
12 R
13

w ater they expect tomorrow night (.)
‘Water they expect tomorrow night.’
that's what they said.
‘That’s what they said.’
(DP/RK – ‘deliveries’)

In line 1, R claims that bread will not be an issue. In line 2, D expresses a different view.
She explains in Hindi in Lines 2-5 that there are usually daily deliveries, but now they are
hourly. In line 6, she switches to English, concluding that the grocery store still cannot
meet the demand. I suggest that the switch here helps sharpen the contrast between the
supply and demand of bread. The meaning content of Lines 2-6 are repeated in Lines 7-9,
with the language switched. D explains again in Lines 7-8, this time in English, that daily
deliveries have been increased to hourly deliveries. In line 9, she summarizes the
situation, this time in Hindi: to abhii bhii…demand utnaa hai ‘so even right now, the
demand is that high’.
Schiffrin (1987:131) notes that ‘Once a textual regularity has been developed –
even if it is only for a short sequence – a new idea can be introduced by a change from
the textual norm.’ In example (7) above, language develops a textual regularity for
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messages A (daily deliveries – Hindi, English) and B (hourly deliveries – Hindi, English).
That norm is changed for message C (high demand – English, Hindi), creating a contrast
with the previous material and foregrounding the message. The overall pattern of codeswitching and bilingual repetition in this example contributes to the representation of
multiple contrasting situations: (i) D believes that bread will be an issue, while R does
not, and (ii) in spite of increased supply, the store is still facing a high level of demand.
Far from blurring the distinction between languages, repetition and code-switching
actively exploit differences between Hindi and English in making meaning, as seen in the
examples here.

Representing Alternatives
One contrastive use of bilingual repetition encountered in the corpus is the
representation of or reference to contrasting or otherwise opposed situations. Mann and
Thompson (1987) describe “contrast” in monolingual English discourse as a multinuclear
relationship in which one span of text contains one alternate, and the other span of text
contains the other alternate. The use of bilingual repetition to represent alternatives is
especially interesting on several counts. First, semantically similar material is used to
represent different situations: the repetend is used to refer to or index one situation or
state of affairs, and the repetition is used to refer to or index an alternative situation or
state of affairs. Secondly, the change in language between the repetend and the repetition
formally and physically indexes the contrast in situations. Thirdly, the fact that
community norms permit code-switching gives bilingual speakers access to multiple
options and across-language equivalents for representing this kind of contrast
through repetition.
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Consider Example 48 below. The research participants have been sitting and
talking at a café for some time before I arrive for our recording session. I set up the
audio-recorder and suggest the topic of upcoming or recent trips to India. The participants
have just been left alone with the recorder and begin discussing the awkwardness of
the situation:18
Example 48: Lexical English-Hindi Bilingual Repetition
1

M suddenly,

abhii

kuch

just now some

aur

topic

baat

kar

rahe

the, REnglish

more

topic

talk

do

PROG.PL

were

‘Just now, we were talking about some other topic,’
2

A

3

M aur

I know, I know,
‘I know, I know,’

and

abhii

acaanak

India ke baare meN

baat

karne

kaa, RHindi

just now

suddenly

India

talk

do

of

about

‘And now suddenly to talk about India,
4

A

5

M matlab

That’s right.
‘That’s right.’

meaning

jaraa

difficult hai.

a little

difficult is

‘I mean, it's a little difficult.’
(AP/MT – ‘suddenly’)

In line 1, speaker M begins with the English word suddenly, continuing in Hindi. In line
3, speaker M uses acaanak ‘suddenly’. Though suddenly and acaanak ‘suddenly’ are
semantic across-language equivalents, the first instance of ‘suddenly’ is associated with
one state of affairs, namely talking about another topic, and the second instance of
‘suddenly’ with a different state of affairs, namely talking about the new, imposed topic
18

Recall that in my research, I do not exclude speech that makes reference to or displays a conscious
awareness of the recording device or situation. Such talk is still ‘natural conversation’ – it is produced
spontaneously by the participants in a particular context. I am not convinced that the researcher or analyst
can accurately judge some speech to be more ‘authentic’ than other speech. All discourse, even in reference
to the research setting, has a reality and authenticity for the participants in the interaction. The talk
produced is still ‘real’ speech. Discussion of the research setting is therefore considered legitimate data for
the purposes of my study.
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of India. The juxtaposition of suddenly and acaanak involves both conceptual
continuance and linguistic contrast. The repeat of the concept ‘suddenly’ creates cohesion
between the two statements, while the language change creates contrast and indexes, i.e.
represents in language, the distinction between the previous, presumably more natural
discussion of another topic and the current, somewhat awkward discussion of the
suggested topic of India.
Recall from Chapter 2 Tsitsipis’s (1998:74) study of “coupling” in Arvantíka
(Albanian) and Greek language contact. Coupling involves code-switching at the word,
phrase, and sentence levels plus a close repetition of content in a language other than that
of the original utterance. He notes that couplets are used by speakers in narratives to
foreground significant information; he writes, “the narrators use the couplets exactly
when they place in relief a contrast between past and present experiences and conditions
of life” (75). Although the couplet structure is used with a wide variety of topics,
Tsitsipis has found that coupling is united at a more general level in referring to past
conditions, habits, or speech conduct, implicitly or explicitly contrasted with the present
state of affairs. Although our approaches diverge considerably, the fact that both Tsitsipis
and I found a similar use of bilingual repetition phenomena in very different
sociolinguistic contexts suggests that this particular use of bilingual repetition to
represent

contrasting

situations

is

probably

more

generalized

and

certainly

worth investigating.

Topic Shift and Topic Return
One function of monolingual repetition notes by Norrick (1987) is “reintroduce
topic/point of view”. In changing topics, either to shift to a new topic or to return to a
previous topic, a speaker normally breaks from whatever topic is being discussed; the
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new topic thus contrasts in some way with the prior topic. Further evidence for
considering topic shift and topic return contrastive includes the fact that topic return is
often prefaced by the contrastive conjunction but (Shiffrin 1987, Gardner-Chloros 2000).
Speakers also sometimes break from topics to introduce background information. In the
Hindi-English bilingual corpus for this study, background information is quite frequently
further set apart by a change in language in addition to the shift in topic; topic return
frequently involves a return to the language of the prior topic. Topic return of all types
generally involves repetition at some level, as repetition of the topic serves to reintroduce
it into the discourse.
In the next example, we find third-turn Hindi-to-English self-repetition. S and M
are discussing S’s sister:
Example 49: Two-part Hindi-English Bilingual Repetition
1

S

usne

bolaa

thii

ki

she.ERG

say.PASTPART

AUX.PAST

that

‘She said that,’
2

tab

maiN

then

I

join ((laughing))

karuuNgii

RA – Hindi

do.FUT

‘Then I will join,’
3

agar

mujhe

if

you.DAT

green card

dilwaaogii

RB – Hindi

give.CAUS .FUT

‘If you get me (causal of give) a green card.’
4

M acchaa acchaa
good

good

‘Okay, okay.’
5

S

kyoNki uskaa- already job

kar rahii

thii

na

because her

doing

was

TAG

‘Because her- she was already doing a job, you know,’
6

to uske
so her

husband

ne

bolaa

ERG

say.PASTPART

‘So, her husband said that’

169

ki
that

7

uh tum
you.FAM

unko

bataao,

ki

them.DAT

tell.IMP

that

‘You you tell them that’
8

if you give me green card,
‘If you give me (a) green card,’

R'B – English

9

then I will (.) join your company.
‘Then I will join your company.’

R'A – English

10 M

MhhM
okay
‘MhhM. Okay.’
(ML/SD – ‘green card’)

The use of bilingual repetition for equivalence in Lines 2-3 and 7-8 works cohesively to
emphasize the message. Note that the order of the two parts of the message is reversed in
the repetition. Such variation in repetition serves to foreground and highlight the
message, bringing attention to the topic being returned to.

Overlap and the Turn-taking System in Interaction
Repetition phenomena play an important role in the turn-taking system in
conversational interaction. A particularly good example of the use of repetition in the
turn-taking system is overlap. Overlap is a generic term for simultaneous talk by two or
more conversational participants, and it includes what people commonly call interruption
(Nofsinger 1991). In his study of repetition in monolingual English discourse, Norrick
(1987:262) notes that functions of self-repetition relating to the turn-taking system of
conversation include “bridge interruptions”. Technically speaking, overlap results from
participants’ orientation to norms of the turn-taking system, while interruption involves
violation of those norms.
Tannen (1987) and others have observed that different speech communities have
different types of involvement strategies in conversation. Some communities tolerate
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very little overlap in conversation; conversations in other communities are replete with
overlap and that overlap has been shown to be an involvement strategy in conversation.
In general, South Asian interactional discourse could be characterized as exhibiting high
involvement strategies, including a great deal of overlap in conversation. Even though
discourse in this context tolerates a great deal of overlap, overlapped utterances are
frequently repeated in conversation. In bilingual discourse, these repeated overlapped
utterances are quite often accompanied by a change in language, a change I suggest helps
foreground the utterance. This is particularly clear in the case of overlapped,
unanswered questions.
Schegloff (1987) has observed that repetitions of turn beginnings often occur
when the turn beginning overlaps with another speaker’s prior turn. Turn beginnings are
considered sequence-structurally important places in conversation for two reasons: (i)
they project aspects of the turn’s planned shape, and (ii) turn-initial position is a common
place for various sequential, i.e. discourse, markers (Schegloff 1987). Given their
importance to conversation, it is not surprising that turn beginnings are repeated if
impaired by overlap.
The example below involves overlap and third-turn bilingual self-repetition. S is
discussing the qualification requirements and plans for her husband to become a doctor in
the US:
Example 50: Overlap and Bilingual Repetition – Statement
1

M just to qualify herself or something like that
‘Just to qualify herself or something like that.’

2

S

3

it's- the syllabus is the same
‘It’s- the syllabus is the same,’
so he'll probably appear in US MD
‘So he’ll probably appear in (the) US MD (exam),’
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REnglish

4

or uh there's an exam (.) f:or UK also.
‘Or there’s an exam for (the) UK also.’

5

M okay
‘Okay.’

6

S

so: syllabus ek
one

jaisaa hai
like

R'Hindi

is

‘So, the syllabus is the same,’
7

to preparation

nahiiN kiyaa

ho

so

not

become go.FUT

do.PASTPART

jaayegaa

‘So preparation will not be done.’
(ML/SD – ‘syllabus’)

In line 2, S self-selects to begin speaking at just the moment M elects to continue in line
1. S gains the floor and continues discussing her husband’s plans. Line 2 is repeated in
Hindi in line 6; the repetend and repetition are maximally similar.
In cases of speaker overlap, we see how the change of codes further employs
contrast to create focus. In this following example, the speakers are discussing S’s sister
who lives in New Jersey:
Example 51: Overlap and Bilingual Repetition – Question
1

S

vahaaN pe puure Bombay kaa

baazaar.

there

bazaar

GEN

‘There, there’s a whole Bombay bazaar.’
2

M

3

S

where does she live in New Jersey?
‘Where does she live in New Jersey?’
jaisaa lagtaa

hai dillii

kaa

vo

like

is

GEN

it

seem.HAB

Delhi

REnglish

‘It seems like it’s Delhi.’
4

M haaN

haaN

yes

yes

‘Yes. Yes.’
5

kidhar rehtii

hai

where

AUX.PRES

live.HAB

New Jersey

meN?
in

‘Where does she live in New Jersey?’
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R'Hindi

6

S

dukaaneN- sorry
stores

‘The stores- Sorry.’
7

vo rehtii

hai (.)

she live.HAB

AUX.PRES

Plainsboro naam
name

hai uskaa (??)
is

its

‘She lives (.) Plainsboro is its name.’
8

M

haaN
yes

‘Yes.’
(ML/SD ‘where in New Jersey’)

M’s question in line 2 overlaps with the end of S’s statement in line 1. S does not respond
to the question and continues her discussion from line 2 about how New Jersey is like
India. In line 5, M re-asks her question, this time in Hindi: kidhar rehtii hai New Jersey
meN? ‘where does she live in New Jersey’. S, still discussing how New Jersey is like
India, interrupts her own speech with a glottal stop. She apologizes in line 6 and answers
M’s question in line 7. The self-interruption, apology, and eventual response all suggest
S’s orientation to M’s question, demonstrating how the contrast inherent in codeswitching contributes to gaining and maintaining the hearer’s attention. The use of
bilingual repetition in this exchange foregrounds the overlapped, unanswered question,
helping the speaker accomplish her interactional goals.
Considered together, the examples in this discussion of overlap in conversation
show how code-switching can combine with repetition to gain and maintain the
recipient’s attention. This is possible, I argue, because the change in codes creates a
further contrast between the repetend and repetition, thus helping to foreground the
repetition against the repetend that appears in the other language.
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Overlap, Other-Repetition, and the Co-construction of Conversation
Nofsinger (1991:104) notes, “Overlap can be a tactic for dominating a
conversation, but it can just as well be a tactic for showing vigorous support of a
speaker.” Schiffrin (1984) discuses overlap as an involvement strategy in her work on
argument as Jewish sociability. Tannen (1989:89) similarly notes that overlapping talk
can be cooperative and rapport-building rather than interruptive. She identifies this
particular type of overlap and repeat with a split-second delay as shadowing, claiming
that this type of repetition can contribute to involvement between interlocutors.
Overlap of this type frequently involves other-repetition, as interlocutors build
common ground and co-construct conversation. Other-repetition can also be used to gain
the floor in conversation. In bilingual discourse, overlap and other-repetition can make
use of code-switching to further set utterances apart from surrounding material.
The next example demonstrates nicely how self- and other-repetition can
contribute to the building of common ground and conversational alignment between
speakers. R and D are discussing the evening news on television:
Example 52: Multiple-turn Self- and Other-Repetition
1

R why aren't they showing any traffic situation in Houston
‘Why aren’t they showing any traffic situation in Houston?’

2
3

RA – English

that's what I'm most concerned
‘That’s what I’m most concerned (about).’
D

kitne

to

how many

EMP

photographs

dikhaaye

RB – Hindi

show.PASTPART.PL

‘How many photographs they showed.’
4

R video

yaar

what are the news people doing?

friend

‘Video, my friend, what are the news people doing?’
5

D maiN
I

news

pe hii

bol rahii

huuN jaan

on just

talking

am

sweetheart

‘I'm talking about on the news in fact sweetheart,’
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R'A – English

6

kitne

to

how many

EMP

videos dikhaaye

yaar

about traffic

R'B – Hindi

show.PASTPART.PL friend

‘How many videos they showed, my friend, about traffic.’
7

R

8

D

9

R I didn't see even one man
‘I didn’t see even one, man.’

did they show videos of
traffic?
‘Did they show videos of traffic?

R''A – English

yeah.
‘Yeah.’

10 D hajaar
thousand

to

they showed

R''B – Hindi

EMP

‘They showed thousands, in fact.’
(DP/RK – ‘traffic’)

In line 1 R asks a question in English; D answers it contrastively in Hindi in line 3. R
asks why the traffic situation in Houston is not being shown on the news; D invokes the
alternative that many images have, in fact, been shown. In line 4, R asks rhetorically what
they news people are doing. In line 5, D specifies that she is talking about the television
news, repeating her statement that many videos of traffic have been shown. R’s next turn
overlaps the end of D’s turn as he asks the question that has just been answered. D
repeats her answer in line 10: she replaces kitne ‘how many’ from Lines 3 and 6 with
hajaar ‘thousands’ in line 10; hajaar is marked with the Hindi contrastive emphatic
particle to. She also switches dikhaaye ‘showed’ to showed, the reformulation bringing
further focus to her statement.
The next example involves Hindi-to-English non-local other-repetition, Englishto-Hindi next-turn other-repetition, and Hindi-to-English next-turn self- and otherrepetition. A and M are discussing motherhood:
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Example 53: Bilingual Self-Repetition and Bilingual Other-Repetition
1

A haaN:, sahii
yes

true

hai, re,
is

RA – Hindi

friend

‘Yes, it's true, friend,’
2

M

bachi-(ld)

‘Chi-’
3

A ek baar
one time

baccaa ho
child

jaaye, to

RB – Hindi

become go.SUBJ then

‘Once the child is born, then’
4

5

you: THI:NK about o:nly kids.
‘You think about only kids.’

M

RC – English

sirf usii kaa hii
only that of

yaad

aataa hai.

R'C – Hindi

just memory comes AUX.PRES

‘You think about only that.’
6

vo- that girl,

na, whom I (.) we went to: her place in Belgium,

she

TAG

‘That- that girl, you know, whom I- We went to her place in Belgium,’
7

A haaN
yes

‘Yes.’
8
9

M She was telling that uh:m Indian women,
‘She was telling that Indian women,
after the (.) the child is born,

na
TAG

‘After the child is born, you know,’
10

they become very focused on the child.
‘They become very focused on the child.’

11 A hM
yeah

‘Yeah.’
12 M and they forget about themselves
totally.
‘And they forget about themselves totally.’
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R'B – English

13 A

hM. That's true,

yaar. (.)

yeah

friend

R'A – English

‘Yeah. That’s true, friend.’
(AP/MT – ‘child’)

In line 3, A frames the upcoming elaboration of her point with ek baar baccaa ho jaaye
‘once the child is born’. In line 4, she continues in English, you think about only kids. In
line 5, M begins her turn, which is a slightly overlapping bilingual repetition of A’s
statement. Although this instance of other-repetition appears to be an involvement, or
alignment, strategy, M does gain the floor in line 5. This fact is highlighted by the switch
to Hindi and the subsequent return to English in line 6, where M slightly shifts the topic
to an acquaintance in Belgium. Evidence for the contribution of this instance of bilingual
repetition to alignment is found in line 9. M other-repeats in English A’s framing
comment from line 2, using it to frame her own statement in line 10 about mothers
focusing on their children after they are born. It is interesting how this exchange opens
and closes very similarly, with A agreeing with M’s statements: sahii hai, re ‘it’s true,
friend’ in line 1 and that’s true, yaar ‘friend’ in line 13. This example demonstrates the
co-construction of talk by interlocutors; collaborative talk, including bilingual self- and
other-repetition across many turns, plays a central role in discourse “chunking,”
conversational alignment, and ultimately interpersonal relationships.

Cohesion and Coherence
This chapter is concerned with uses and functions of repetition in bilingual
discourse both as a device for structuring discourse and for managing interactions. To
further clarify the difference the between these two broad kinds of use of repetition, I
briefly consider the difference between cohesion and coherence in language and speakers.
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Cohesion is described by Yule (1996) as ties and connections that exist in
discourse. Cohesive ties can be achieved through language itself by using cohesive
devices, such as anaphora, pronouns, tense and aspect, conjunctions, discourse markers,
and lexical, phrasal, and conceptual repetition. Many researchers have noted the cohesive
functions of repetition in discourse, focusing on the similarity involved in repetition and
claiming that it is the more-of-the-same aspect of repetition that contributes to cohesion.
As Schiffrin (1987:9) notes, “cohesive devices do not themselves create meaning; they
are clues used by speakers and hearers to find [and display] the meanings which underlie
surface utterances.” Cohesive devices do, however, link parts of discourse linguistically,
though it is still up to the listener to recover and interpret the meaning and significance of
that linking. Cohesion, then, can be considered a goal of discourse structuring; discourse
structuring devices, such as repetition, are used to build cohesive ties in texts.
According to Yule (1996), cohesion exists in language, while coherence exists not
in language but in people. He notes that in conversational interactions, much of “what is
meant is not actually present in what is said” (142). Coherence, then, is part of the
process of interpretation of language, whereby listeners create meaningful linguistic and
social connections not explicitly expressed in the discourse. Coherence can also be
understood as an interactional goal, whereby speakers suggest meaningful linguistic and
social connections they do not explicitly express. A text or conversation judged to be
coherent is often tied together using cohesive discourse devices.
Researchers of repetition in monolingual conversation have found that it builds
coherence in interaction and facilitates speaker-hearer involvement (Johnstone 1984,
1994; Tannen 1989/2007). Johnstone (1984), for example, notes that repetition “creates
coherence and contributes to the creation of a shared universe of discourse” between
speakers. Brown (2001:219, 220) similarly notes that repetition “[oils] the waters of
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social interaction” and is “crucial in establishing discourse coherence.” Norrick
(1987:246) also notes that research on repetition recognizes interactional motivations in a
number of areas, including “in the nature of conversation itself” and in the attempt to
render discourse more coherent and accessible, and in strategies for influencing hearers.”
Consider the following example, a particularly complex and interesting one
involving Hindi-to-English third-turn self-repetition as well as English-to-Hindi nonlocal self-repetition over a longer stretch of discourse and multiple turns. R and D are
discussing relatives who are coming to stay with them for the weekend:
Example 54: Multiple-turn Monolingual and Bilingual Repetition
1

R going

off to Walmart

subah subah
morning morning

‘Going off to Walmart, in the early morning.’
2

D

aa rahe

h- aa rahe

haiN

kyaa

vo?

coming

are coming

are

what

they

RA – Hindi

‘They’re coming- Are they coming or what?’
3

R yeah
‘Yeah.’

4

D to

kal

kuch khaanaa banaanaa caahiye na

then tomorrow some food

make

should

mereko?

RC – Hindi

TAG me.OBL

‘Then tomorrow shouldn’t I make some food?’
5

(2.1) what time- that's what I was asking you,
‘What time- That’s what I was asking you,

RB – English

6

are they going to be here for dinner?
‘Are they going to be here for dinner?’

R'A – English

7

R it's it's not a (..) my point is, it's not an invitation like,
‘It’s- It’s not a- my point is, it’s not an invitation like,’

8

we are not (.) inviting them for (.) g- g- grand (.) whatever (.) meals here
‘We are not inviting them for grand, whatever, meals here.’

9

whatever is there they'll eat bread and: whatever's there yaar
friend

‘Whatever is there, they’ll eat bread and whatever’s there, friend.’
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10

some (??)
‘Some.’

11 D there's a

baccaa there's an old lady
child

‘There’s a child, there’s an old lady.’
12

to thoRaa

mereko

kuch

karnaa caahiye,

so

to me

something

to do

a little

R'C – Hindi

should

‘So I should do a little something,’
13 R

so (.) for

bacc-

for the (.) kid ,

child

‘So for the chi-(ld) for the kid,’
14

we have to buy (.) s- stuff anyway
‘We have to buy stuff anyway,’

15

baby food from HEB or something
‘Baby food from HEB or something.’

16 D haaN, to thoRaa prepare karnaa paRegaa na
yes

so a little

to do

nahiiN to: uh:

R''C – Hindi

must.FUT TAG otherwise

‘Yes, so I/we will have to prepare a bit, right, otherwise,’
17 uh vo aunty-jii

ko acidity vagairah

that aunty.HON

to

to aur

acidity etc.

bhii,

so more

even

‘Aunty has acidity etc, so even more,’
18 R they- we‘They- we-’
19 D matlab

it shouldn't be

meaning

‘I mean, it shouldn't be’
20

ki yahaaN pe hamko aur

emergency situation

ho

that here

emergency

become go.SUBJ

loc us.dat

more

situation

jaye.

‘That we have more of an emergency situation here.’
21

to generally thoRaa to
so generally a little

khaanaa kuch maiN banaauuNgii (.)

EMP food

some

I

R'''C – Hindi

make.FUT.F

‘So, generally, I shall make a little something for food.’
22

to maiN

sirf

puuch rahii

huuN ki (.)

so I

only

asking

am

‘So I'm just asking,’
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that

R'B – Hindi

23

vo

dinner ke liye aa rahe

they

for

coming

haiN

kyaa?

are

what

R''A – Hindi

‘Are they are coming for dinner or what?’
24 R yeah. they'll be here on weekend.
‘Yeah. They’ll be here on (the) weekend.’
25 D

sorry.
‘Sorry.’
(DP/RK – ‘do something’)

In line 2 D asks a question in Hindi about the relatives’ arrival, overlapping with R’s
statement in line 1. R answers with yeah in line 3. In line 4, D’s continues, asking a tag
question about whether she should make some food for them. She begins with a question
that she interrupts with a glottal stop in line 5, metalinguistically comments on her
question, and then asks in English in line 6 whether the relatives are going to be there for
dinner. In Lines 7-10 D does not answer her question but instead states that it is not an
invitation for a grand meal and that they will make do with whatever is in the house. In
Lines 11-12 D disagrees, reformulating her tag question about whether she should make
food into a statement that she should make food. On her next turn, in line 16, she
reformulates her “should” statement from line 12 into a “must” statement. And, on her
next turn, in line 21 she reformulates her statement of strong obligation into a
presumptive future statement. Then, in line 22 she repeats her metalinguistic comment
about asking a question from line 5 and then repeats the question from line 6 in Hindi,
adding the interrogative particle

kyaa ‘what’.

Before we consider R’s response to this sequence, let us summarize it:
Example 55: Summary of Repetition in Example 54 Above
2

Are they coming?

RA – Hindi

4

Then tomorrow shouldn’t I make some food?

RC – Hindi

5

That’s what I was going to ask you.

RB – English
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6

Are they going to be here for dinner?

R'A – English

12 Then I should do something.

R'C – Hindi

16 Yes, we must prepare a little something.

R''C – Hindi

21 Then generally I will make some food.

R'''C – Hindi

22 So, I’m just asking,

R'B – Hindi

23 Are they coming for dinner or what?

R''A – Hindi

Notice the three types of items being repeated in this sequence. The first, labeled [A]
above, is a question about the relatives’ arrival. It is asked in Hindi in line 2, and is asked
again in line 6 in English with specification about dinner. It is then asked again in line 21
in Hindi. The second type of item being repeated in this sequence is the metalinguistic
comment [B] above. R finally answers in line 22 in a very soft voice: Yeah. They’ll be
here on weekend. D responds by apologizing: Sorry. The bilingual repetition of message
[A], metalinguistically framed by the bilingual repetition of message [B], foregrounds the
utterance and effectively draws the hearer’s attention to it, as evidenced by his response
in line 22.
Although bilingual repetition is the focus of this study, the repetition in Hindi of
message [C] in the above sequence is relevant. Between the first and second instance of
[A] above, one instance of [C] appears; between the second and third, three instances of
[C] appear. Notice the progressive intensification of D’s message about making food in
Lines 4, 12, 15, and 19. She goes from tag question to statements with increasingly
intense modals of obligation all the way to a statement of future action. The interspersing
of the Hindi repetition [C] interspersed with the bilingual repetition of [A] and [B],
effectively gains and maintains the hearer’s attention.
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The following example is a complex one involving multiple-turn bilingual selfrepetition. The repetition cohesively links utterances over a long stretch of discourse,
ultimately leading to the achievement of common ground and alignment between
speakers. Speakers S and M are discussing S’s sister who lives in New Jersey:
Example 56: Multiple-turn Bilingual Self-Repetition
1

S

2

M okay. that's good. New Jersey meN

um she's working (.) she got a job,
‘She’s working. She got a job.’

in

milte

haiN

meet.HAB

are

RA – Hindi

‘Okay. That’s good. One gets jobs in New Jersey.’
3

S

4

M

with some Sigma something
something
‘With some Sigma something. Something.’
we also‘We also,’

5

we also have all these friends who live in New Jersey
‘We also have all these friend who live in New Jersey,’

6

so they always get jobs.
‘So, they always get jobs.’

R'A – English

7

S

8

M I'm telling you. isn't it,
‘I’m telling you. Right?’

9

S

((laughing))

yeah
‘Yeah.’

10 M because New Jersey

meN

haiN

in

are

jobs

R''A – Hindi

‘Because there are jobs in New Jersey.’
11

especially bah- bahut concentration
much- much

haiN

vahaaN

are

there

‘Especially quite a concentration of Indians are there, so,’
12 S

bahut

zyaadaa! my god!

much

a lot

‘Quite a lot! My God!’
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Indians ke to,
of so

13 M

14 S

there's lots of Indian run companies
‘There’s lots of Indian-run companies.’
jab

maiN

gayii

thii

vahaaN uh:

when

I

went

AUX.PAST

there

RB – English

‘When I went there,’
15 M to you feel like you're in India
so

‘So, you feel like you’re in India,’
**** ((15 intervening turns omitted))
35 S

haaN
yes

‘Yes.’
36 M to vahaaN pe
so there
LOC

lots of Indian run companies

haiN.

R'B – Hindi

are

‘So, there are lots of Indian-run companies there.’
37 S

haaN. haaN.
yes

yes

‘Yes. Yes.’
38 M

to you get jobs.

R'''A – English

so

‘So you get jobs.’
39 S

yeah but then
‘Yeah, but then,’

40

he's- she's not working in an Indian run company
‘He’s- She’s not working in an Indian-run company.’

41 M

yeah
‘Yeah. Okay.’

R''B – English

okay

42

but I've noticed that a lot of people who live in New Jersey
‘But I’ve noticed that a lot of people who live in New Jersey,

43

like if they go they get jobs
‘Like, if they go, they get jobs.’

R''''A – English
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44 S

acchaa
good

‘Well. I see.’
45 M it's good actually yeah

‘It’s good, actually, yeah.’
(ML/SD – ‘New Jersey’)

M repeats the same message several times: ‘people get jobs in New Jersey, because there
are jobs in New Jersey’. It appears in Hindi in line 2, in English in line 5 and line 6, again
in Hindi in line 10, again in English in line 38, and once more in English in line 42 and
line 43. Note that the first occurrence of this message in Hindi in line 2 is overlapped by
S’s continuing discourse about her sister. When the message is repeated after this overlap
in line 5 and line 6, the language is switched to English. Bilingual repetition appears
again and again as the interactional tool of choice for foregrounding messages, both in
cases of overlap and more generally.
M also repeats the message ‘there are a lot of Indian-run companies in New
Jersey’. The repetend appears in English in line 13 with partial overlap with S’s turn; the
repetition appear many turns later in Hindi in line 36. Note that both the repetend and the
repetition contain the identical phrase Indian run companies. In line 40, S clarifies in
English that her sister is not working for an Indian-run company. S’s statement contrasts
with M’s statement in two ways: first, the clarification is prefaced with the contrastive
discourse marker but in line 40, and the language is switched from Hindi in line 36 to
English in line 40. These facts suggest that S interprets M’s statements as displaying M’s
(incorrect) belief that S’s sister works for an Indian-run company.
Immediately following S’s clarification in line 40, M once again repeats her
message from line 2, Lines 5-6, line 10, and line 38 about ‘jobs in New Jersey’ in Lines
42-43. This final repetition of the message is also prefaced with the contrastive discourse
marker but, as M returns to her prior topic. S orients directly to M’s utterance with
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acchaa ‘well’, and M offers a summarizing comment it’s good actually, yeah. In the next
turn, not shown here, S initiates a completely new topic.
Overall, this example demonstrates how monolingual and especially bilingual
repetition can be used as a tool for foregrounding a message and gaining listener focus
while creating discourse coherence across longer stretches of discourse and many turns
between speakers. This example also demonstrates how contrastive other-repetition can
ultimately contribute to the building of shared information, common ground, and
conversational alignment between speakers.

Concluding Remarks on Repetition as a Tool for Managing Interaction
In this section, we have seen how repetition functions as an important tool for
managing interaction and the turn-taking system of conversation. We have also seen how
code-switching interacts with repetition to create contrast and foreground utterances. I
have argued that this contrast and foregrounding helps account for why and how
repetition in bilingual discourse is able to function in a variety of ways as a tool for
managing interactions between conversational participants.

CHAPTER SUMMARY
While I have discussed uses and functions of repetition in bilingual discourse in
this chapter, I have done so in pursuit of a broader account of these linguistic practices. I
have suggested throughout that the various functions of repetition in bilingual discourse
discussed in this study all exploit a dynamic equilibrium between similarity and
difference, between continuance and contrast, in language.
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A question that arises about repetition in Hindi-English bilingual discourse in
particular is how representative it is of bilingual repetition phenomena more generally. In
Chapter 2, I surveyed existing literature on bilingual repetition phenomena, noting that,
although there are many mentions of bilingual repetition, it has not generally been the
focus of an entire study. Moreover, no comprehensive typological survey or inventory of
bilingual repetition phenomena cross-linguistically has been published to date. However,
based on the mentions and limited discussion of bilingual repetition that do exist, it
appears that repetition in Hindi-English bilingual discourse is fairly typical of the other
cases that have been encountered and reported. However, my work contributes to an
understanding of bilingual repetition in at least two important ways. First, I have made
repetition in bilingual discourse the focus of an extended study. Second, I have gone
beyond the typical “emphasis” or “clarification” accounts of bilingual repetition that
dominate in the literature and have attempted to say something general about both
repetition phenomena and bilingual discourse.
In the next chapter, the concluding chapter of this work, I discuss the issue of the
interplay of similarity and difference in repetition and bilingual phenomena in light of a
summary discussion of the findings of this study. I then discuss the significance of my
findings, relating them to other findings on repetition and to more general theoretical
concerns. Finally, I suggest directions for further research on repetition, code-switching,
and Hindi-English bilingual discourse.
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Chapter 7: Conclusion

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS
Summary
In this study, I have argued that investigation of repetition in Hindi-English
bilingual discourse provides evidence that both repetition and code-switching are
structured, systematic, and strategic resources available to bilinguals. I have
demonstrated that repetition and code-switching in Hindi-English bilingual discourse are
highly structured phenomena, both in the relationship between the repetend and repetition
and in the relationship of repetition phenomena to the sequential organization of
conversation. I also showed that repetition and code-switching in Hindi-English bilingual
discourse systematically expand options bilingual speakers have for making meaning.
Through analysis of Hindi-English bilingual conversational data, I have also
demonstrated that repetition and code-switching function as key devices for structuring
discourse and important tools managing interactions. I have argued that much of the
functional power of repetition and code-switching lies in an active exploitation of
difference and similarity in form, meaning, and linguistic systems. In sum, repetition and
code-switching in Hindi-English bilingual discourse emerge as important strategies for
expressing linguistic and social simultaneity.
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Discussion
In this chapter, by way of conclusion to the study, I consider the data as an
aggregate whole and discuss the significance of repetition phenomena in bilingual
discourse. The focus on significance here provides further evidence in support of my
claim that both repetition and code-switching are meaningful linguistic and social
strategies and links the findings of this study to larger theoretical concerns.
In Chapter 5 and Chapter 6, I presented and analyzed instances of repetition in
Hindi-English bilingual discourse drawn from the corpus of conversational data.
Although I have described forms and posited functions of repetition and code-switching
in bilingual discourse, I do not stop there. As Auer (1995) argues for code-switching and
I also argue for repetition, we need to move beyond taxonomies of functions for such
linguistic practices in everyday conversation and interaction. Of course, identification and
description of forms and functions of linguistic phenomena are critical first steps in
analysis. However, a listing of forms and functions does not adequately account for the
role of these phenomena in the expression and interpretation of linguistic and social
meaning in discourse.
Although Gumperz (1982:82) identifies a number of functions of code-switching,
he critically notes that “a list of functions cannot by itself explain what the linguistic
bases of listeners’ perceptions are and how they affect the interpretation process”. He
then considers several problems with explaining code-switching through generalized
rules relating functions to instances of use. One issue, for example, is that we can always
“postulate extralinguistic social factors or items of background knowledge which affect
the incidence of switching” (83). We have also seen how linguistic practices such as
code-switching and repetition are indefinitely multi-functional; we can even generally
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identify several functions for a single instance of repetition or switching, as seen in the
data presented and analyzed in Chapter 6.
In discussing Gricean maxims, Levinson (1983:112-113) notes that exploitation
of the maxims demonstrates the general point that a full account of the communicative
power of language can never be reduced to a set of conventions for the use of language.
He explains:
Wherever some convention or expectation about the use of language arises, there will
also therewith arise the possibility of the non-conventional exploitation of that
convention or expectation. It follows that a purely conventional or rule-based account of
natural language usage can never be complete, and that what can be communicated
always exceeds the communicative power provided by the conventions of language and
its use.

Levinson’s point helps us understand why attempting to discover mappings between
linguistic practices and functions can never be entirely satisfactory.
As discussed in Chapter 6, we need to move toward an understanding of how both
repetition and code-switching function as such robust, multi-purpose devices for
structuring discourse and tools for managing interactions. In other words, what is it about
repetition and code-switching that allows these practices to be used in the ways they are
by speakers in conversation and interaction? Is there something about the form of these
linguistic phenomena that supports their functions?
I have suggested that both repetition and code-switching exploit similarity and
difference in linguistic and social meaning making. A dynamic and delicate equilibrium
exists between repetition, i.e. doing the same thing, and variation, i.e. doing something
different that is fundamental to all meaning making in human communication and
culture. As Brown (2001:219) argues, repetition is “fundamental to the definition of all
cultural objects”. In repetition, she writes, “we have ‘the same thing’ happening again,
over time. What, however, makes something ‘the same’ as something else? Judgments of
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identity and difference are the basis for all classification, and repetition of ‘the same’
units underlies the recognition of pattern” (219).
In the examples of both monolingual and bilingual repetition presented and
analyzed in this work, we have seen the equilibrium between similarity and difference
established and transgressed, re-established and transgressed again in conversational
interaction. We have seen how similar meaning can be made by doing something
different and varying the form of a message, and how different meaning is made by doing
something similar. Repetition draws on similarities in form and/or meaning, while codeswitching engages differences in linguistic systems. Speakers can choose to continue in a
current language variety, or change the language for contrast. Likewise, they can choose
to continue a current message through repetition, and create contrast by altering aspects
of the form and dimensions of the meaning of that message.
In bilingual discourse, the dynamic interplay of similarity and difference
frequently assumes an almost poetic quality, as we have seen in the examples in Chapter
5 and Chapter 6. The tension between these forces, of similarity and difference, of
repetition and variation, of continuance and contrast, is particularly apparent in the
interaction of repetition and code-switching as bilingual repetition. As noted previously,
Gumperz (1982) argues that “the juxtaposition of two alternative linguistic realizations of
the same message...signals information through contrast.” As we have seen, this works
because of the principle of contextualization cues: some items are made more salient by
changing surface features of the message and juxtaposing these items against a backdrop
of continued surface features. In Gestalt psychological terms, these items become the
figure, and contrast with the surrounding material, which becomes the ground. Following
McLuhan (1980), I do not claim that figure and ground are fixed categories; rather, they
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are tools for understanding the relationships among individual parts and properties of
structured phenomena.
Figure and ground can change rapidly, giving rise to perceptual illusions. The
simultaneous perception of figure and ground is possible in principle; this is known as
configuration. Configuration depends, however, on a delicate and fleeting equilibrium
between figure and ground. Just as one figure becomes salient, the balance is unsettled,
with that figure becoming ground and another figure emerges against that ground. In
speech, previous utterances always become the ground against which next utterances are
perceived. In sequential-organizational terms, prior talk always contextualizes current
talk, with current talk becoming the context for next talk. In repetition phenomena, the
repetition is perceived against the ground of both the surrounding discourse and,
crucially, the repetend; the repetition emerges as figure, while the repetend and other
prior discourse recede as ground. In code-switching phenomena, a switched utterance
emerges as figures against the ground of prior utterances in the other language. In short,
as McLuhan (1980) notes, “the interplay between figure and ground is where the
action is.”
Auer (1998) claims that frequent code-switching can weaken its value as a
contextualization cue. He writes, “in gestalt-psychological terms, the figure of codealternation is most salient against a ground which is not in itself mixed but monolingual.
The more frequently code alternation occurs, the less salient it becomes; as a
consequence, the potential for using it in discourse-related ways is diminished” (20). In
speech communities that engage in frequent code-switching, code-switching itself can
become the unmarked choice for that community; in such cases, as for the participants in
this study, it is the overall pattern of code-switching that provides the larger social
meaning, not any single individual switch (Myers-Scotton 1993). However, as Myers192

Scotton acknowledges, these individual switches in unmarked code-switching may still
have “specific rhetorical functions” within the conversation; the important point is that
each switch does not index a new social message (149). Her use of markedness in
accounting for code-switching does not provide a clear path for determining the discourse
effects of individual switches within code-switching as the unmarked choice. Likewise,
Auer’s claim that frequent code-switching weakens the value of this contextualization
cue makes it difficult to account for the fact that individual switches within frequent
code-switching can still be used for discourse effects, as we have seen in this study.
In contrast to Auer’s claim and the related claim frequently made by language
prescriptivists that code-switching erodes the distinctiveness of the language varieties
involved, I would argue that code-switching, even when it has become frequent enough
to become the unmarked choice for a speech community, continues to exploit differences
in the linguistic systems involved. In other words, speakers remain aware of distinctions
in the languages used at some level. Evidence for this comes from the finding that even
frequent code-switchers are generally able to maintain conversations in the
individual languages.
Crucially, the juxtaposition of languages in bilingual discourse and codeswitching phenomena necessarily involves an integration of languages with utterances,
interactions, and individual speakers. The linguistic integration seen at the micro-level of
interaction both facilitates and is facilitated by macro-level social integration. As much as
I have argued that repetition and code-switching are strategies that make use of difference
and contrast, I would also like to suggest that they are strategies of simultaneity, ways of
being and doing “both...and...”. Repetition and code-switching reveal “the copresence of
paradigmatic opposites in a single element” while still making linguistic and social
meaning (Woolard 1998:10). Woolard (1998) writes, “the lessons about simultaneity that
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can be learned from bilingual phenomena might suggest productive revisions to
(socio)linguistic thinking more generally, wherever we tend to assume that paradigmatic
opposition and contrast can only be articulated virtually, through mutual exclusion” (23).
The instances of both monolingual and bilingual repetition presented and
analyzed in this study demonstrate especially well how paradigmatic opposition and
contrast can be articulated through something other than exclusion. For example, in
Chapter 6, we saw how opposed alternatives and contrasting situations can be represented
through the inclusion of already produced material, that is to say, through repetition, and
through the inclusion of distinctive languages, that is to say, through code-switching.
In sum, code-switching represents a creative solution to the “problem” of living
with two or more equally (albeit differently) valued languages. Potentially opposed
language varieties and linguistic identities are integrated and displayed through the
dynamic interplay of similarity and difference encountered in Hindi-English bilingual
discourse. As a strategy of linguistic and social simultaneity, Hindi-English bilingual
discourse offers speakers a way of being both Hindi-speaking and English-speaking,
while still making linguistic and social meaning (Woolard 1998:10). Speakers are not
forced to choose either Hindi or English. This option is of particular importance when a
speaker’s home language is neither Hindi nor English, as for participants in this study, or
when a speaker wishes to index their speech as neither Hindu nor Muslim, as discussed
in Chapter 3. Social simultaneity, in the equal valuing and maintenance of different
macro-level socio-historical associations of individual languages, both enables and is
enabled by the linguistic simultaneity encountered in Hindi-English bilingual discourse in
micro-level interactions and conversations.
Considered another way, speakers can be not only Hindi-speaking but also
English-speaking. Given that Hindi functions as a transregional language within India
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and also outside of India among the diaspora, being Hindi-speaking offers speakers a way
to index their affiliation with India. English functions not only as a transregional
language within India but also as a transnational language around the world; this offers
speakers a way to index their global awareness and perhaps even global mobility. As
Myers-Scotton (1990, 1993c) found in Africa, language use patterns such as this form a
kind of symbolic domination and exclusion that she terms elite closure. Educated
speakers who have access to a high-status, official or national language can use this
language to exclude those who do not have access to the same linguistic repertoires.
Myers-Scotton notes that elite speakers come to use a high-status, official
language in a wide range of contexts that extend to familiar, casual settings; the highstatus language can be used on its own, or as part of code-switching. She writes,
“Average people can’t duplicate these use patterns because they don’t have the same
facility in the official language” (2006:134). In the case of English in India, estimates
range from only 5-10% of the population as speaking it with a high degree of proficiency.
However, it is no longer enough to know and use English proficiently in India to identify
with this elite, educated group; speakers must also increasingly know and use HindiEnglish code-switching according to community norms. In fact, elites in Hindi who are
frequent code-switchers can often be heard mocking less-educated speakers who attempt
to use English alongside and within in their Hindi. This is further evidence that the use of
English along with Hindi in India does, in fact, form elite closure as defined
by Myers-Scotton.

DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
Three separate though related directions for future research emerge from this
current study: i) social, regional, and individual variation within Hindi-English bilingual
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discourse styles, including code-switching, borrowing, and related phenomena, ii) the
social and psychological status of lexical items for speakers who have access to more
than one linguistic system, and iii) discourse-level evidence for South Asia as a
linguistic area.
All three directions for future research described here engage many of the same
broad questions that first brought me to my current research on bilingual repetition: How
do speakers exploit the delicate equilibrium between repetition and variation, between
doing the same thing and doing something different, that is fundamental to all human
meaning making? What are the social and linguistic outcomes of language contact? What
is the nature of an individual’s and a community’s linguistic repertoire, particularly at the
discourse level? What are the similarities and differences between monolingual styleshifting and bilingual code-switching? What are the linguistic, social, psychological, and
discourse causes and consequences of code-switching? However, these directions for
future research approach these questions from perspectives quite distinct from the
discourse-focused approach of the dissertation, one descriptive and comparative, the
other social and psycholinguistic. In sum, these future research directions in conjunction
with my current research add up to a long-term research program focused on contributing
to knowledge and understanding of individual and community language variation as well
as the sociolinguistic situation and language contact and change in South Asia and among
the Diaspora.

Social, Regional, and Individual Variation in Bilingual Discourse
Although Hindi-English code-switching as a mode of communication functions as
a lingua franca throughout India and among the Diaspora, speakers identify at least two
distinct styles: Delhi Hinglish and Bombay Hinglish. However, very little work to date
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has investigated this variation within variation. Questions to explore on this theme
include: What are the phonological, lexical, and structural features as well as the
discourse, cultural, and sociolinguistic practices that distinguish and unite these two
varieties? How is the variation encountered in “Hinglish” regional styles related to
regional Indian languages? How does regional variation in Hindi-English code-switching
style contribute to the on-going development of Indian English and the proliferation of
regional and social varieties of Indian English?

Social and Psychological Status of Lexical Items for Bilinguals
The very claim that a code-switch or style-shift has occurred is dependent on the
assumption that speakers are, in fact, using separate language varieties and that the
analyst can appropriately identify and assign a code to an individual utterance. Since
many claims of the discourse effects and social consequences of code-switching depend
on hearers identifying the code of items in the same way that speakers and analysts do, it
is crucial to investigate the social and psychological status of lexical items for speakers
who have access to more than one linguistic system, as in the case of Hindi-English
bilinguals or speakers who use both Hindi and Urdu. Questions to explore on this theme
include: How well does the assessment of a word as Hindi, Urdu, or English by analysts
correspond to assessment by users? How does this assessment vary by speaker and by
hearer? What kinds of items are likely to have variable code status? Do some items
belong to more than one system for speakers? What kinds of items are likely to have
overlapping code status? What are the social, psychological, and linguistic implications
of such permeable and flexible boundaries between language varieties? What role does
phonology play in code assignment? To what extent does using English lexical items in a
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Hindi-Urdu grammatical frame give speakers a way to avoid marking speech as either
Hindi or Urdu?

Discourse-level Evidence for South Asia as a Linguistic Area
As discussed in Chapter 6 and noted by Mithun (1992), discourse-level
substratum effects in a language are more subtle than other kinds of substratum effects,
such as phonological or lexical effects. Although they can be pervasive in the discourse
of community, they are much less studied than other kinds of substratum effects, perhaps
because of their subtlety. South Asia has a rich tradition of repetition phenomena, ranging
from the ancient practice of chaya, or parallel glossing of texts in two or more language
varieties, to the kind of bilingual repetition commonly encountered in Bollywood
dialogues, to the kind of bilingual repetition encountered in the Hindi-English bilingual
corpus for this study. By beginning with repetition phenomena in South Asia, we can
begin to accumulate and consider discourse-level evidence for South Asia as a
linguistic area.
Although I explored these issues to a certain extend in Chapter 6, there is much
more be done on this topic. Questions on this topic include: What is the relationship
between written and oral texts in terms of discourse structuring? What is the relationship
between everyday conversation and crafted discourse, as in Bollywood dialogues,
advertisements, or popular articles? To what extent was the development of prose styles
in modern Hindi influenced by English prose style? Which aspects of modern Hindi
discourse styles, both written and spoken, are traceable to pan-South Asian discourse
conventions? To what extent are Hindi-English and other kinds of bilingual repetition
phenomena like or unlike monolingual repetition phenomena encountered in South Asia?
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CLOSING REMARKS
As discussed in Chapter 1 and Chapter 2, studies of code-switching have often
been marginalized from broader theoretical concerns within linguistics (Woolard 2004).
My work aims to close this gap by raising questions about the extent to which codeswitching is unique in the ways it contributes to the structuring of discourse and
managing of interactions in everyday conversation. Through the consideration of both
monolingual repetition and bilingual repetition, i.e. the interaction of repetition and codeswitching, in Hindi-English bilingual discourse, I have been able to suggest that codeswitching phenomena do, in fact, offer bilinguals somewhat unique resources for making
linguistic and social meaning and that the power of these resources lies in a dynamic
interplay of similarity and difference present in all language but particularly exploited in
bilingual discourse. Moreover, because of the unique side-by-side occurrence of
alternative ways of making meaning both within and across languages, the study of
repetition in bilingual discourse contributes very broadly to the understanding of
variation as a systematic phenomenon in language. Finally, the findings of this study of
repetition in Hindi-English bilingual discourse align with recent research on codeswitching that increasingly portrays bilingual language phenomena as dynamic, shifting,
ambiguous, multivocal, contingent, and emergent (Woolard 2004).
This study also contributes to South Asian studies by filling a gap in
investigations of Hindi-English bilingualism and code-switching at the micro-level of
interaction between speakers. By demonstrating the systematicity of repetition in HindiEnglish bilingual course, I have also contributed to South Asian studies by countering
claims that Hindi-English code-switching is a disorderly phenomenon, necessarily
detrimental to both the speakers and the languages involved. I have claimed that access to
code-switching and other bilingual phenomena give speakers additional resources for
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making social, pragmatic, and linguistic meaning, resources that are unavailable to
monolingual speakers or speakers whose community norms do not permit bilingual
mixed discourse.
The notion of “gain” or “loss” in language is an extremely complex one, and one
that is deeply seated in both prescriptivist and descriptivist ideologies. Prescriptivists tend
to think in terms of the “costs” of language change and linguistic diversity: What is a
language or speech community giving up or losing in terms of expressive power by
borrowing lexical items from another language or by code-switching with another
language? Descriptivists tend to think in terms of the “benefits” of language change and
linguistic diversity: What is a language or speech community getting or gaining in terms
of expressive power by borrowing lexical items from another language or by codeswitching with another language? Naturally, descriptivists also consider the loss that
occurs when languages are marginalized or die out as a result of economic or political
pressures, although this is a different kind of “loss” than prescriptivists have in mind
when they talk about “loss”.
It is important to acknowledge the ideologically rooted bases for these
differences, as it helps the reader understand what I am arguing for and against in this
study and why I consider it to be important. I am not sure how we might objectively
demonstrate that a speaker, speech community, or language is losing expressive power as
a result of borrowing and code-switching, but we can demonstrate the ways in which
borrowing and code-switching give speakers specific additional options for meaning
making unavailable in either of the individual languages, as I have set out to do in
this study.
Focusing on either the question of why speakers would use a word or phrase from
language B when a “perfectly good” equivalent exists in language A or on lexical gap or
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le mot juste explanations for code-switching and borrowing reflects a preoccupation with
the referential function of language, “its use to talk about, rather than to act in, the world”
(Woolard 2004:75). Those who rely on such accounts of code-switching, borrowing, and
other bilingual phenomena overlook the other functions of language, as described by
Jakobson (1960) and others following him. Choices are not made solely on the basis of
the economical and efficient exchange of information; if so, we would not encounter such
richly developed traditions of speech play and verbal art in the world, nor would we find
that even everyday conversation makes use of a wide range of poetic structures and
conventions. As noted by Woolard (2004), “From a different vantage point, we might as
easily ask why people who have multiple ‘ways of speaking’ would restrict themselves to
a subset of them” (75). And that brings me back to an overarching concern in this study
set forth in Chapter 2 and throughout this work, that we need to move away from a
linguistics that accepts monolingualism as the norm and the starting point for studies of
bilingualism and bilingual behavior and work toward a linguistics that is broad enough to
accommodate a range of variation and differing sociolinguistic contexts.
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Appendix A: Transcription Conventions
Considerations in the transcription of data for this study are discussed in Chapter
3 and Chapter 4. Symbols and abbreviations used in the transcripts and glosses are given
in Table 8, Table 9, and Table 10 below.
Table 8: Transcription Conventions – Discourse Symbols
shabd word

Transcribed discourse

word

Interlinear gloss

word

‘Word. Word.’

Translated discourse

shabd, word

Items of interest

.

Falling intonation, as at end of declarative sentence

?

Rising intonation, as at end of interrogative sentence

,

Continuing intonation (rise or fall), may be followed by micropause

!

Animated or emphatic intonation

(.)

Brief, unmeasured pause

(..)

Longer, unmeasured pause

(0.5)

Pause, measured in seconds

:

Lengthened syllable

-

Speech cut off with glottal stop

=

Absence of pause between utterances

((sound))

Contextual information or comment

(?word)

Uncertain transcription

(??)

Inaudible or incomprehensible utterance

A
B

Is he?
No.

Speaker overlap
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Table 9: Transcription Conventions – Consonant and Vowel Symbols for Hindi19
k, g

Voiceless unaspirated velar stop [k], Voiced unaspirated velar stop [g]

kh, gh

Voiceless aspirated velar stop [kʰ], Voiced aspirated velar stop [gʰ]

c, j

Voiceless unaspirated palatal affricate [ʧ], Voiced unaspirated palatal affricate [ʤ]

ch, jh

Voiceless aspirated palatal affricate [ʧʰ], Voiced aspirated palatal affricate [ʤʰ]

T, D

Voiceless unaspirated retroflex stop [ʈ], Voiced unaspirated retroflex stop [ɖ]

Th, Dh

Voiceless aspirated retroflex stop [ʈʰ], Voiced aspirated retroflex stop [ɖʰ]

t, d

Voiceless unaspirated dental stop [t̪], Voiced unaspirated dental stop [d̪]

th, dh

Voiceless aspirated dental stop [t̪ʰ], Voiced aspirated dental stop [d̪ʰ]

p, b

Voiceless unaspirated bilabial stop [p], Voiced unaspirated bilabial stop [b]

ph, bh

Voiceless aspirated velar stop [pʰ], Voiced aspirated velar stop [bʰ]

y, v

Voiced palatal glide [j], Voiced labio-dental glide [ʋ]

s, z

Voiceless alveolar fricative [s], Voiced alveolar fricative [z]

sh, S

Voiceless palatal fricative [ʃ], Voiceless retroflex fricative [ʂ]

r, l

Voiced alevolar tap/trill [ɾ/r], Voiced alveolar lateral [l]

R, Rh

Voiced unaspirated retroflex tap [ɽ], Voiced aspirated retroflex tap [ɽʰ]

n

Voiced velar [ŋ], palatal [ɲ], retroflex [ɳ], or dental [n̪] nasal, depending on context

m

Voiced bilabial nasal [m]

aN, aM

Nasalization on previous vowel, e.g. [ə̃]

a, aa

Lax mid central unrounded vowel [ə], Tense low back unrounded vowel [ɑ]

i, ii

Lax front unrounded vowel [ɪ], Tense high front unrounded vowel [i]

u, uu

Lax high back rounded vowel [ʊ], Tense high back rounded vowel [u]

e, ai

Tense mid front unrounded vowel [e], Lax mid front unrounded vowel [ɛ]

o, au

Tense mid back rounded vowel [o], Tense mid-to-low back rounded vowel [ɔ]

19

As noted in Chapter 3, standard English orthography is generally used for English-origin words,
regardless of their phonological realization by speakers. See Chapters 3 and 4 for more information.
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Table 10: Transcription Conventions – Grammatical Symbols and Abbreviations
1

First-person

INT

Intimate

2

Second-person

M

Masculine

3

Third-person

OBL

Oblique

DAT

Dative

NAME

Proper name

DIST

Distal

PAST

Past

EMP

Emphatic

PERF

Perfect

F

Feminine

PL

Plural

FAM

Familiar

PPL

Participle

FORM

Formal

PRES

Present

FUT

Future

PROG

Progressive

GEN

Genitive

PROX

Proximal

HAB

Habitual

PRSM

Presumptive

IMP

Imperative

SG

Singlular

IMPF

Imperfect

SUBJ

Subjunctive

INF

Infinitive

TAG

Taq question marker
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Appendix B: Map of States and Union Territories of India
The map in Figure 5 below shows the division of India in States and Union
Territoies; it also includes State Capitals and Union Territory Capitals.
Figure 5: Map of States and Union Territories of India20

20 The

source for this map is Wikimedia Commons:
http://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:State_and_union_territories_map.png.
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Appendix C: Map of Major Indo-Aryan Languages of India
The map in Figure 6 below does not represent the full range of linguistic diversity
in India; it does, however, show some of the major Indo-Aryan languages, including
those mentioned in this study.
Figure 6: Map of Major Indo-Aryan Languages of India21

21 The

source for this map is Wikimedia Commons:
http://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Indoarische_Sprachen.png.
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Appendix D: Map of Major Dravidian Languages of India
The map in Figure 7 below does not represent the full range of linguistic diversity
in India; it does, however, show some of the major Dravidian languages, including those
mentioned in this study.
Figure 7: Map of Major Dravidian Languages of India22

22 The

source for this map is Wikimedia Commons:
http://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Dravidische_Sprachen.png.
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