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Abstract

This paper investigates the use of the Hindi complementizer ki in English‑dominant bilin-
gual interaction among Indian university students. The occurrence of ki is examined across
language categories, discourse contexts, recurrent lexical environments and competing
clause‑linking strategies using a corpus of collaborative academic discussions. The results
show that ki occurs predominantly in English‑dominant discourse and is most frequently
associated with cognition and reporting constructions. The findings further indicate
that ki occurs within a limited number of recurrent lexical environments and along-
side the English complementizer that and zero complementation. More broadly, the study
demonstrates how a local grammatical resource remains active within English‑dominant
interaction and suggests that language contact may be visible not only in lexical choice
but also in patterns of clause linkage and discourse organisation. The paper therefore
contributes to research on bilingual discourse, language contact and the role of local
grammatical resources in multilingual Englishes.

1. Introduction

English is used across a wide range of institutional and everyday domains in contem-
porary India, where it coexists with numerous regional and local languages (Bhatt
2008; Kachru 2019; Schneider 2007). As a result of long‑standing multilingual contact,
Indian speakers frequently draw upon linguistic resources from more than one lan-
guage within the same interaction, giving rise to phenomena such as code‑switching,
code‑mixing, borrowing and other forms of bilingual language use (Auer 2013; Gumperz
1982; Myers–Scotton 1993). Among these, the interaction between Hindi and English
has attracted particular scholarly attention and is commonly discussed under the broad
label of Hinglish (Bhatia and Ritchie 2008; Kachru 1990; Sailaja 2021). The increasing vis-
ibility of Hinglish in education, popular culture, advertising, digital communication and
social media has generated considerable interest in how bilingual speakers combine
linguistic resources to create meaning in contemporary India (Androutsopoulos 2015;
Bhatia 2021).

Indian English is widely recognised as one of the most established postcolonial
varieties of English (Kachru 1990; Schneider 2007). Previous research has documented
distinctive phonological, lexical, grammatical and pragmatic features that reflect the
influence of local linguistic environments on English use in India (Mesthrie and
Bhatt 2008; Sailaja 2012; Sedlatschek 2009). Although these studies have considerably
advanced our understanding of Indian English, much research on language contact
has focused on lexical innovation, borrowing and hybrid word formation, while com-
paratively less attention has been paid to grammatical features in bilingual English
use. Existing research on Hinglish has likewise documented hybrid formations, lexi-
cal borrowing, innovative word‑formation processes and the sociocultural functions
of mixed‑language vocabulary (Bhatia and Ritchie 2008; Muysken 2000; Parshad et al.
2016; Sailaja 2021). More recently, research on multilingual communication has high-
lighted the flexible use of linguistic resources across languages in everyday interaction
(Canagarajah 2013; Gazzola et al. 2020; Wei and García 2022). Despite these develop-
ments, the grammatical dimension of bilingual English use remains comparatively
underexplored.

One way of exploring this dimension is through the Hindi complementizer
ki. Originally borrowed from Persian and subsequently integrated into Hindi, ki
has become a well‑established clause‑linking device in Modern Hindi. In addi-
tion to introducing subordinate clauses, it also functions as a marker of both
indirect and direct (quotative) speech, making it a productive complementizer
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in Modern Hindi (Koul 2008; Subbārāo 2012). In many con-
texts, ki corresponds to the English complementizer that.
However, ki is also frequently encountered in utterances
that are otherwise largely English, as in expressions such
as I think ki this topic is interesting, We know ki social media
affects students and The problem is ki nobody has studied this
issue. Its occurrence in such contexts is particularly notewor-
thy because English offers two readily available alternatives,
namely the complementizer that and zero complementation,
both of which are common in spoken English. The availabil-
ity of these alternatives makes the continued occurrence of
ki especially noteworthy and provides a useful opportunity
to examine how the Hindi complementizer ki remains active
within English‑dominant bilingual discourse.

This persistence raises an important question. Unlike lex-
ical borrowings, whose use may be motivated by semantic
specificity, cultural meaning, or lexical gaps, the use of ki
cannot readily be attributed to communicative necessity. Nor
can its occurrence be straightforwardly attributed to limited
English proficiency, given that the participants were univer-
sity students enrolled in an English‑medium institution and
engaged in English‑language academic work. Its continued
use suggests that highly routinised grammatical featuresmay
fulfil functions extending beyond clause linkage. Research
on language contact has shown that highly frequent func-
tional elements, including discourse markers and comple-
mentizers, often persist in bilingual communication because
of their grammatical entrenchment as well as their interac-
tional and symbolic functions (Maschler and Schiffrin 2015;
Matras 2009; Schiffrin 1987). Likewise, Muysken (2000) pro-
poses the notion of back flagging, whereby elements from the
less dominant language remain embedded in otherwise dom-
inant‑language discourse and may index bilingual affiliation
or linguistic identity. Although the present study does not
seek to test this interpretation directly, these perspectives
provide a useful theoretical context for understanding the
continued occurrence of ki in English‑dominant interaction.

Against this background, the present study contributes to
ongoing discussions of language contact, bilingual discourse
andWorld Englishes by examininghowagrammatical feature
participates in English‑dominant bilingual communication.
Rather than focusing on lexical mixing, it investigates the
distribution of the Hindi complementizer ki to examine how
grammatical influence operates within English‑dominant
bilingual discourse and what this reveals about English use
in multilingual settings.

To address this gap, the present study investigates the use
of theHindi complementizer ki in English‑dominant bilingual
interaction among Indian university students. Specifically,
the study pursues the following objectives:

RQ1: to examine the linguistic contexts in which ki occurs
in bilingual interaction;

RQ2: to identify the discourse environments in which ki is
most frequently used; and

RQ3: to explore what the distribution of ki reveals about
the role of local grammatical resources in English‑dominant
Hindi–English discourse.

The analysis focuses on English‑dominant discourse,
understood here as bilingual interaction in which English
provides the principal medium of communication while

accommodating elements from Hindi. This descriptive label
should be distinguished from the theoretical constructs of
dominant language, matrix language and embedded lan-
guage, which are discussed in the analytical framework that
follows.

To realise these objectives, the study analyses a corpus of
task‑based group discussions produced by 800 university stu-
dents. The corpus comprises 100 group recordings and con-
tains 570 occurrences of ki identified through a combination
of automated retrieval and manual verification. By examin-
ing bilingual interaction within a task‑based academic set-
ting, the study provides an empirically grounded account
of how the Hindi complementizer ki occurs within predom-
inantly English discourse despite the availability of English
clause‑linking alternatives.

The organisation of the paper is as follows. Section 2
reviews relevant literature on clause complementation, bilin-
gual discourse and language contact, and presents the ana-
lytical framework adopted in the study. Section 3 describes
the corpus, data retrieval procedures and analyticalmethods.
Section 4 presents the findings, which are discussed in rela-
tion to previous research and theories of bilingual language
use. The final section summarises the principal findings,
acknowledges the study’s limitations and outlines directions
for future research.

2. Clause linking, bilingual discourse and analytical
framework

Clause‑linking devices are grammatical elements that con-
nect one clause to another and help speakers establish rela-
tionships between ideas. In English, this function is com-
monly performed by complementizers such as that, as in
constructions such as I think that this topic is important, she
said that the results were surprising and the reason is that students
use social media extensively. Such constructions are particu-
larly common in spoken interaction because they enable
speakers to express opinions, report information, provide
explanations and evaluate events. Complement‑clause con-
structions therefore play an important role in discourse
organisation and the management of interpersonal commu-
nication (Halliday and Hasan 1976; Quirk et al. 1985). Indeed,
complement clauses have been widely recognised as one of
the principal grammatical resources through which speakers
express stance, attribute information and organise discourse
in interaction (Biber 1999; Kärkkäinen 2003).

Hindi likewise employs clause‑linking devices to intro-
duce subordinate propositions. One of the principal devices
used for this purpose in Hindi is the complementizer ki,
which occurs in a range of constructions involving cognition,
reporting, explanation and evaluation (Kachru 2019; Masica
1991; Montaut 2006a). Examples includemujhe lagta hai ki yeh
vishay mahatvapurn hai (‘I think that this topic is important’)
and usne kaha ki vah aayega (‘He said that he would come’).
Although ki functions as a conventional complementizer in
Hindi, it is also frequently encountered in bilingual interac-
tion, where it introduces complement clauses in utterances
that are otherwise predominantly English. Examples from the
present corpus include:
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(1) I think ki this topic is interesting. [G02]
(2) I know ki social media affects students nowadays. [G09]
(3) She said ki the sample size was too small. [G12]
(4) The reason is ki students use social media frequently. [G23]

In each example, ki introduces a complement clausewhile the
remainder of the utterance is largely English. Its occurrence
in these contexts illustrates how bilingual speakers draw
upon grammatical resources from both Hindi and English
when organising discourse, even where English provides the
principal medium of communication.

Such discourse‑organisational resources can also con-
tribute to the management of relationships between propo-
sitions and to the organisation of spoken interaction (Fraser
1999). The present study focuses on five discourse environ-
ments identified in the corpus: cognition, reporting, explana-
tion, evaluation and other contexts. Cognition constructions
typically occur in expressions such as I think that . . . and
I know that . . . , where speakers present beliefs, opinions
or knowledge claims (Kärkkäinen 2003). Reporting construc-
tions include forms such as she said that . . . and they told
us that . . . , which attribute information to another source.
Explanation commonly occurs in constructions such as the
reason is that . . . , while evaluation is frequently expressed
through forms such as the problem is that . . . and related eval-
uative expressions. The residual ‘other’ category captures
occurrences that did not fit the preceding four analytical cat-
egories. These discourse environments provide the analytical
framework for examining the distribution of ki in bilingual
interaction.

Research on bilingual discourse has shown that lan-
guage contact influences not only vocabulary but also pat-
terns of grammar and discourse organisation (Backus 2000;
Gardner–Chloros 2009; Matras 2009; Montaut 2006b). While
lexical borrowing is often the most visible outcome of
contact, grammatical elements may also cross language
boundaries and become integrated into recurring bilin-
gual communicative practices. Similarly, studies of World
Englishes have demonstrated that contact with local lan-
guages can influence grammatical and discourse features of
English in multilingual settings (Kachru 1990; Mesthrie and
Bhatt 2008; Schneider 2007). Because grammatical elements
contribute to the organisation of discourse rather than sim-
ply to lexical meaning, they provide a useful perspective on
how contact‑induced influence becomes embedded in every-
day bilingual language use (Backus 2000; Matras 2009).

Several theoretical frameworks have been proposed to
explain the organisation of bilingual discourse. Among the
most influential is Myers–Scotton’s (1993) Matrix Language
Frame model, which distinguishes between the matrix lan-
guage, providing the principal morphosyntactic frame of a
bilingual utterance, and the embedded language, from which
lexical or grammatical material may be introduced. Related
research has also employed the broader notion of a domi-
nant language to refer to the language that predominates
within a particular interaction or discourse event (Auer 2013;
Gardner–Chloros 2009). These concepts have been widely
used to explain the structural organisation of bilingual
speech.

The present study adopts a complementary analytical per-
spective. Rather than classifying utterances according to the
Matrix Language Frame model, it employs the descriptive
term English‑dominant discourse to refer to bilingual inter-
actions in which English constitutes the principal medium
of communication while accommodating the recurrent use
of the Hindi complementizer ki. This terminology enables
the analysis to describe observable patterns of language use
without assuming a particular model of bilingual produc-
tion, while remaining compatible with established research
on bilingual discourse.

Muysken (2000) proposes the notion of back flagging,
whereby elements from one language are retained within
otherwise dominant‑language discourse, thereby signalling
bilingual affiliation or symbolic identity. Although the
present study does not seek to test this interpretation
directly, it provides a useful perspective for understand-
ing why a high‑frequency functional element such as ki
may continue to occur in predominantly English interac-
tion despite the availability of functionally equivalent English
alternatives.

The present study adopts a discourse‑functional perspec-
tive in which grammatical forms are examined in relation
to the communicative contexts in which they occur (Biber
1999; Halliday and Hasan 1976). From this perspective, com-
plementizers are not viewed simply as structural markers
linking clauses; they also contribute to the organisation of
discourse by enabling speakers to express stance, attribute
information, provide explanations and evaluate propositions.
Examining the distribution of clause‑linking resources across
different discourse environments therefore provides insights
into how bilingual speakers organise relationships between
ideas during interaction.

Building on this perspective, the analysis examines the
distribution of ki across five discourse environments: cogni-
tion, reporting, explanation, evaluation and other contexts. These
categories were selected because they capture the princi-
pal recurrent discourse functions represented in the corpus
and provide a consistent analytical framework for examin-
ing patterns in the use of ki. Consequently, performative
constructions were not treated as a separate analytical cate-
gory but were subsumed within the residual ‘other’ category
where applicable.

Within this framework, the Hindi complementizer ki is
examined as a clause‑linking resource in English‑dominant
bilingual discourse rather than as an isolated instance of
code‑switching. Particular attention is paid to the linguis-
tic contexts in which ki occurs, the discourse environments
in which it is most frequently employed and the recurrent
patterns associated with its use. This approach makes it pos-
sible to examine the role of ki within bilingual interaction
in a task‑based academic setting while relating its distri-
bution to broader questions of language contact, discourse
organisation and English use in multilingual India.

3. Methods

The analysis presented in this study is based on task‑based
group discussions produced by undergraduate students at
an English‑medium private university in India. The data are
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examined quantitatively and qualitatively to investigate the
use of the Hindi complementizer ki across different linguistic
and discourse environments. The analysis also compares ki
with the English complementizer that and zero complemen-
tation in comparable clause‑linking contexts.

3.1 Participants and data collection

The data for this study consist of task‑based group dis-
cussions produced by students enrolled in a Technical
Communication course at an English‑mediumprivate univer-
sity in India. A total of 800 undergraduate students across ten
classes participated in the study. Participation was voluntary,
and all students provided verbal consent to participate in the
recorded discussions. Each class comprised 80 students and
was randomly divided into ten groups of approximately eight
members, yielding 100 discussion groups. The randomalloca-
tion of students was intended tominimise pre‑existing group
effects and facilitate relatively natural interaction during the
discussions.

The data were collected through an in‑class research idea
generation task. Students were provided with broad instruc-
tions regarding the task and were subsequently allowed to
continue their discussions without further intervention from
the instructor. No restrictions were imposed on language
choice, allowing participants to draw freely upon their Hindi
and English linguistic repertoires. Because the objective was
to capture bilingual interaction without directing partici-
pants’ attention to a particular linguistic feature, participants
were not informed that the study focused on any specific
linguistic feature.

Each group produced a single audio recording ranging
from approximately 20 to 30 minutes in length. To facili-
tate corpus management, each class was assigned a unique
recording slot, and groups were instructed to label their
recordings using a combination of slot number and group
number. The final dataset comprised 100 group recordings,
yielding approximately 34 hours of recorded interaction
and a corpus of approximately 220,000 words of transcribed
speech.

For corpus examples, group‑level source codes (G01–G100)
are used to identify the discussion recording fromwhich each
extractwas taken. The letter ‘G’ denotes the discussion group,
while the numerical component identifies the corresponding
group recording. These codes identify the source recording
rather than individual speakers, as speaker‑level attribution
was not consistently possible.

The corpus represents English‑dominant bilingual inter-
action within a task‑based academic setting and provides
a suitable context for examining how local grammatical
resources operate within English‑oriented communication.
English served as the principal language of classroom instruc-
tion, while participants drew upon Hindi as an additional
communicative resource during interaction.

3.2 Corpus preparation and data retrieval

All recordings were initially transcribed using OpenAI
Whisper, an automatic speech recognition (ASR) system
(Radford et al. 2023), and subsequently checked manually

Table 1. Overview of the corpus

Feature Value

Discussion groups 100

Participants 800

Discussion task Research idea generation

Total duration 34 hours

Corpus size 220,000 words

Total ki tokens 570

The final dataset consisted of 570 analysable occurrences of ki, corresponding to approxi-
mately 2.6 occurrences per 1,000 corpus words.

against the original recordings to ensure transcription accu-
racy. The verified transcripts were then compiled into a
searchable corpus. Next, a Python‑based search script was
developed to retrieve every occurrence of the orthographic
form ki, together with its immediate co‑text, including the
surrounding words and the complete utterance in which it
occurred. This procedure generated an initial set of candidate
instances for analysis. Each retrieved occurrence was then
examined manually to determine whether ki functioned as a
clause‑linking device, to identify its linguistic and discourse
environment, and to exclude cases in which ki served other
grammatical functions or appeared in incomplete or unclear
utterances. To examine competing clause‑linking strategies,
the corpus was subsequently searched for occurrences of the
English complementizer that and zero complementation in
comparable clause‑linking environments. Because zero com-
plementation has no overt marker, such instances were iden-
tified through syntactic pattern matching and subsequently
verifiedmanually against the surrounding discourse context.
These occurrences were manually examined and assigned
to the same discourse‑environment categories used for the
analysis of ki. Only cases functioning as clause‑linking strate-
gies within the analytical scope of the study were included in
the comparison (see Table 1).

3.3 Coding procedure

The extracted instances were coded according to their
linguistic and discourse characteristics. First, the utter-
ance containing each occurrence of ki was classified as
English‑dominant, mixed Hindi–English, or Hindi‑dominant
according to the language providing the principal gram-
matical and lexical resources. This descriptive classification
was adopted to characterise patterns of language use in the
corpus rather than to assign the utterances to a particular
theoretical model of bilingual production.

Second, each occurrence was assigned to a discourse
environment on the basis of its immediate communica-
tive function. Through iterative examination of the corpus,
five analytical discourse categories were identified to cap-
ture the principal recurrent communicative functions rep-
resented in the dataset: cognition (e.g. I think ki, I know ki),
reporting (e.g. she said ki), evaluation (e.g. the problem is ki),
explanation (e.g. the reason is ki) and other contexts that did
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not fit the preceding categories. These categories were devel-
oped specifically for the purposes of the present analysis and
are not intended to provide an exhaustive functional classi-
fication of complement‑clause environments. Performative
constructionswere therefore not treated as a separate analyt-
ical category, reflecting both the limited scope of the coding
framework and the distribution of relevant constructions in
the corpus. In addition, recurrent lexical expressions pre-
ceding ki were recorded to identify frequently occurring
discourse routines.

The classification of language categories and discourse
environments was undertaken by two researchers using the
coding framework described above. Following independent
coding, the classifications were compared, and any disagree-
ments were resolved through discussion, repeated exami-
nation of the relevant extracts and reference to the coding
framework until consensus was reached. This procedure pro-
vided a systematic basis for resolving coding differences.

3.4 Data analysis

The recordings captured group discussions rather than indi-
vidually identified speakers, so speaker‑level attribution was
not consistently possible. Consequently, the analysis focuses
on occurrences of ki within the corpus rather than on
individual speakers. The quantitative analysis involved the
calculation of raw frequencies and percentages for language
categories, discourse environments, lexical environments
and the three clause‑linking strategies examined in the study:
ki, that and zero complementation. The qualitative analy-
sis involved close examination of representative extracts
to explore how ki functioned as a clause‑linking resource
across different discourse environments and what its use
revealed about the role of local grammatical resources in
English‑dominant bilingual interaction.

The study combines corpus‑based quantitative analysis
with qualitative examination of representative extracts to
investigate the distribution and discourse functions of ki in
English‑dominant bilingual interaction within a task‑based
academic setting. This approach is consistent with cor-
pus‑based research on multilingual discourse and World
Englishes (Gardner–Chloros 2009; Matras 2009; Schneider
2007) and provides an appropriate methodological frame-
work for examining how a local grammatical resource oper-
ates within English‑oriented communication.

4. Results

This section presents the distribution of ki in the cor-
pus across language categories, discourse environments,
recurrent lexical environments and competing clause‑link-
ing strategies. The findings are presented in Tables 2–5
and Figures 1–2.

4.1 Distribution of ki across English‑dominant,mixed
and Hindi‑dominant utterances

Table 2 and Figure 1 present the distribution of utterances
containing ki across the three language categories identi-
fied in the corpus. Of the 570 analysed occurrences, 399
(70.0%) occur in English‑dominant utterances, 131 (22.9%)

Table 2. Distribution of Utterances Containing ki

Utterance category Tokens %

English‑dominant 399 70.0

Mixed Hindi‑English 131 22.9

Hindi‑dominant 40 7.1

Total 570 100.0

Table 3. Distribution of ki Across Discourse Environments

Utterance type Example Tokens %

Cognition I think ki … 236 41.4

Reporting She said ki … 114 20.0

Evaluation The problem is ki … 89 15.7

Explanation The reason is ki … 82 14.3

Other Other contexts 49 8.6

Total 570 100.0

Table 4. Recurrent Lexical Environments Preceding ki

Lexical environment Tokens %

I think 146 25.7

We think 32 5.6

I know 41 7.2

We know 29 5.1

He/She said 85 14.9

The problem is 48 8.4

The reason is 41 7.2

Other 148 25.9

Total 570 100.0

Table 5. Distribution of Clause‑Linking Strategies across Discourse
Environments

Discourse environment ki that Ø

Cognition 236 63 74

Reporting 114 37 35

Evaluation 89 14 12

Explanation 82 16 11

Other 49 9 31

Total 570 139 163

in mixed Hindi–English utterances and only 40 (7.1%) in
Hindi‑dominant utterances. The findings indicate that ki
occurs predominantly in English‑dominant bilingual dis-
course rather than in utterances whose grammatical and
lexical structure is primarily Hindi.
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Figure 1. Distribution of utterances containing ki.

Figure 2. Distribution of ki across discourse environments.

A notable feature of the distribution is the relatively small
proportion of occurrences in Hindi‑dominant utterances.
Of the 570 analysed occurrences, 399 (70.0%) appear in
English‑dominant utterances,whereas only 40 (7.1%) occur in
Hindi‑dominant utterances. This pattern indicates that ki fre-
quently occurs in utterances that are otherwise structurally
English.

This distribution suggests that the occurrence of ki can-
not be explained solely by the use of Hindi during interaction.
It is also consistent with the study context, in which partic-
ipants were enrolled at an English‑medium university and
completed the task in an academic setting where English
served as the principal language of instruction. Example (5)
illustrates this pattern.

(5) Guys, sir said ki we can choose the research topic which should
be novel and has some kind of societal impact. [G33]

Apart from the complementizer ki, the remainder of the
utterance is in English. Similar instances occurred through-
out the corpus.

A similar pattern occurs in cognition constructions, as
illustrated in Example (6).

(6) I think ki if we consider AI’s role in interpreting health commu-
nication, it will create a real impact on common people’s lives.
[G41]

Here, ki follows the cognition expression I think and intro-
duces a complement clause that is otherwise entirely in
English.

The quantitative distribution and the representative
extracts point to the same pattern. Although ki origi-
nates in Hindi, the majority of occurrences are found in
English‑dominant utterances rather than in Hindi‑dominant
discourse. The findings therefore suggest that Hindi‑English
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language contact within contemporary bilingual interaction
may be reflected not only in lexical borrowing but also in the
organisation of grammatical relationships between clauses.

4.2 Distribution of ki across discourse environments

Table 3 and Figure 2 present the distribution of ki across the
discourse environments identified in the corpus. Cognition
constructions constitute the largest category, accounting for
236 occurrences (41.4%), followed by reporting constructions
with 114 occurrences (20.0%). Evaluation and explanation
occur at broadly comparable frequencies, accounting for 89
(15.7%) and 82 (14.3%) occurrences respectively, while the
remaining 49 occurrences (8.6%) fall into other discourse
environments.

The findings indicate that cognition constructions consti-
tute the principal discourse environment in the corpus, with
reporting representing the second most frequent category.
Evaluation and explanation occur at comparable frequencies,
whereas other contexts account for fewer than one‑tenth of
all occurrences.

4.3 Cognition constructions

Cognition constructions represent the largest discourse envi-
ronment, accounting for 236 occurrences (41.4%) of all
tokens. Typical examples include I think ki, I know ki, we think
ki, and related expressions through which speakers express
beliefs, opinions and knowledge claims. The predominance
of cognition constructions is consistent with the collabora-
tive discussion task, which required participants to generate,
evaluate and justify research ideas. Example (7) demonstrates
this pattern in a cognition construction.

(7) I think ki this topic can help students improve their communi-
cation skills. [G54]

The frequent occurrence of ki following cognition verbs sug-
gests that speakers commonly employed it when introducing
beliefs, assumptions and knowledge claims during discussion.

4.4 Reporting constructions

Reporting constructions account for 114 occurrences (20.0%)
and represent the second most frequent discourse environ-
ment. Common patterns include he said ki, she said ki, sir told us
ki, and similar attribution structures through which speakers
introduce information obtained from other sources. A fur-
ther instance is provided in Example (8), where ki introduces
reported information.

(8) Sir told us ki the topic should address a practical social problem.
[G60]

Reporting constructions were frequently used when partici-
pants referred to classroom instructions, previously encoun-
tered information, or ideas introduced by other members of
the discussion group.

4.5 Evaluation constructions

Evaluation constructions account for 89 occurrences (15.7%).
These constructions typically occur when speakers assess
situations, identify limitations, or emphasise the signifi-
cance of particular issues under discussion. This pattern
is also evident in the evaluative construction presented in
Example (9).

(9) The problem is ki very few studies have examined this issue in
rural areas. [G73]

The occurrence of ki in evaluative contexts indicates that its
use extends beyond the expression of beliefs and reported
information to contexts involving assessment and critical
reflection.

4.6 Explanation constructions

Explanation constructions account for 82 occurrences
(14.3%). These constructions typically introduce reasons,
justifications and elaborations that support claimsmade dur-
ing interaction. Example (10) provides a further illustration
of ki in an explanatory context.

(10) The reason is ki students spend a lot of time on social media
nowadays. [G78]

Such constructions were commonly used when participants
explained or justified their proposed research ideas, reflect-
ing the argumentative nature of the discussion task.

Cognition and reporting constructions account for 350
occurrences (61.4%) of the corpus, whereas evaluation and
explanation together account for 171 occurrences (30.0%).
The concentration of ki in cognition and reporting envi-
ronments indicates that it most frequently occurs in con-
texts involving the expression of opinions, knowledge claims
and attributed information, while its presence in evaluation
and explanation demonstrates that its use extends across a
broader range of discourse functions.

4.7 Recurrent lexical environments of ki

Table 4 presents the recurrent lexical environments preced-
ing ki. The results indicate that ki occurs within a relatively
limited set of recurring lexical patterns rather than being
distributed randomly across discourse. Among the named
patterns, I think ki is the most frequent (25.7%), followed by
He/She said ki (14.9%), The problem is ki (8.4%), I know ki (7.2%),
The reason is ki (7.2%),We think ki (5.6%) andWe know ki (5.1%).

A notable feature of the distribution is the concentration
of occurrences within a small number of recurring construc-
tions. As shown in Table 4, the seven named lexical patterns
account for 422 of the 570 occurrences (74.0%) in the cor-
pus. This concentration suggests that speakers repeatedly
draw upon relatively stable discourse routines rather than
selecting ki in an entirely ad hoc manner. Thus, the find-
ings indicate that the occurrence of ki is associated with
identifiable discourse routines that recur across speakers and
discussion groups.

The predominance of patterns such as I think ki, I know ki
and He/She said ki closely mirrors the functional distribution
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reported in Table 3. In this respect, the lexical environments
reinforce the broader finding that ki is strongly associated
with stance expression and information attribution. The
concentration of occurrences within a limited number of
recurring lexical frames therefore strengthens the argument
that ki functions as a regular clause‑linking resource within
English‑dominant bilingual interaction rather than as an iso-
lated instance of code‑switching.

4.8 Distribution of competing clause‑linking strategies

Table 5 compares the distribution of the three clause‑link-
ing strategies identified in the corpus across the discourse
environments analysed in the present study. Overall, ki was
the most frequently observed of the three clause‑linking
strategies examined, with 570 occurrences, compared with
163 instances of zero complementation and 139 instances of
the English complementizer that. Because the three strate-
gies were identified through different retrieval procedures,
the comparison is intended as a descriptive account of
their observed distribution within the analytical categories
rather than as a normalized estimate of complementizer
choice.

The comparison shows that ki is widely represented across
the same broad communicative environments in which
English that and zero complementation occur. Because the
three strategies were identified through separate retrieval
procedures, the raw frequencies should not be interpreted
as evidence of relative selectional preference. Nevertheless,
their distribution demonstrates that ki functions as a recur-
rent clause‑linking resource alongside established English
alternatives in the bilingual interaction represented in the
corpus. Thus, bilingual speakers retained access to the
English complementizer that and zero complementation
while also using ki across the discourse environments exam-
ined.

The English complementizer that occurred most fre-
quently in cognition constructions (63 occurrences) and
reporting constructions (37 occurrences), together account-
ing for more than two‑thirds of all that tokens. A simi-
lar pattern is observed for zero complementation, with 74
occurrences in cognition constructions and 35 in report-
ing constructions. Evaluation, explanation and other con-
texts account for comparatively smaller proportions of both
English strategies.

The comparison indicates that the occurrence of ki cannot
be attributed simply to the absence of English alternatives.
Rather, the corpus shows that bilingual speakers employed
three clause‑linking strategies within the same broad com-
municative environments. This pattern is particularly evi-
dent in cognition and reporting constructions, where all
three strategies occur within the same broad communicative
environments.

These findings extend the preceding analyses by show-
ing that ki occurs across the principal discourse envi-
ronments represented in the corpus. The results indi-
cate that ki functions as an established clause‑linking
resource in English‑dominant bilingual interaction, coexist-
ing with the English complementizer system rather than
replacing it.

5. Discussion

This study examined the occurrence of the Hindi
complementizer ki in English‑dominant bilingual interaction
and explored its distribution across language categories,
discourse contexts, recurrent lexical environments and
competing clause‑linking strategies. The present findings
suggest that grammatical influence represents an impor-
tant, though comparatively underexplored, dimension of
Hindi–English bilingual discourse. These findings provide
new insights into the role of local grammatical resources in
Hindi–English bilingual discourse and their contribution to
English use in multilingual settings.

The predominance of ki in English‑dominant utterances
has broader implications for understanding grammatical
influence in bilingual communication (Hickey 2020; Matras
and Sakel 2007). Previous research on Hindi‑English
bilingualism has focused predominantly on lexical
manifestations of language contact, including borrow-
ing, hybrid formations and code‑mixing (Bhatia and Ritchie
2008; Sailaja 2021). Consequently, bilingual influence has
often been examined through the movement of lexical items
across language boundaries. The present findings indicate
that language contact may also be reflected in the grammat-
ical organisation of discourse. Rather than occurring solely
through the transfer of vocabulary, language contact may
also be reflected in the clause‑linking resources that bilingual
speakers employ when organising relationships between
propositions. In this respect, the results are consistent with
broader arguments in bilingualism and translanguaging
research, which emphasise that multilingual speakers draw
upon integrated linguistic repertoires rather than maintain-
ing rigid boundaries between named languages (Canagarajah
2013; Gazzola et al. 2020; Wei and García 2022).

In addition, the educational context of the study makes
the findings particularly significant. All participants were
enrolled in an English‑medium university and completed a
task requiring discussion of academic topics within a class-
room setting. Consequently, the widespread occurrence of ki
is not readily explained by limited exposure to English alone.
Instead, the findings suggest that bilingual speakers continue
to draw upon locally available grammatical resources even
when English serves as the principal medium of communica-
tion. This pattern is consistent with an established bilingual
communicative practice rather than necessarily reflecting a
compensatory strategy arising from limited linguistic com-
petence. This may reflect the multilingual communicative
ecology inwhich educated Indian speakers routinely operate,
where English and Hindi coexist across educational, profes-
sional and everyday domains. Similar observations have been
reported in World Englishes research, where local linguistic
resources remain active within English‑language interaction
and contribute to the development of distinctive commu-
nicative practices (Heine and Kuteva 2020; Kachru 1990;
Schneider 2007).

The present findings also contribute to discussions of
World Englishes by highlighting the role of local grammati-
cal resources in contemporary English use. Previous research
has convincingly demonstrated that contact with local lan-
guages contributes to distinctive lexical, phonological and
pragmatic features of postcolonial Englishes (Kachru 1990;
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Mesthrie and Bhatt 2008; Schneider 2007). Comparatively less
attention, however, has been devoted to how local grammat-
ical resources participate in everyday English discourse. The
recurrent occurrence of ki in English‑dominant interaction
suggests that grammatical features, alongside lexical innova-
tions, provide valuable evidence of howmultilingual speakers
adapt English to local communicative environments.

Despite the predominance of ki in English‑dominant dis-
course, the findings also reveal considerable variation in
the discourse environments in which it occurs. As shown in
Table 3, cognition constructions account for the largest pro-
portion of occurrences, followed by reporting constructions.
Together, these two categories represent more than sixty
percent of all identified tokens. By contrast, evaluation and
explanation constructions occur less frequently, while other
contexts account for less than ten percent of the dataset.

The prominence of cognition constructions is unsurpris-
ing given the collaborative nature of the discussion task.
Students were required to generate, evaluate and refine
potential research ideas, activities that necessarily involve
the expression of opinions, beliefs and assumptions. Previous
studies of spoken discourse have demonstrated the central
role of cognition expressions such as I think and I know in the
management of stance and epistemic positioning (Biber 1999;
Kärkkäinen 2003). The present findings extend these obser-
vations by showing that bilingual speakers routinely employ
ki within such constructions while maintaining English as
the principal language of interaction. Rather than func-
tioning as an isolated insertion, ki appears to operate as
an integrated clause‑linking resource through which speak-
ers introduce opinions, beliefs and knowledge claims dur-
ing collaborative discussion. This pattern suggests that local
grammatical resources may become associated with recur-
ring discourse environments in which speakers negotiate
opinions, beliefs and knowledge claims during collaborative
interaction.

In addition, reporting constructions constitute the second
most frequent discourse environment identified in the cor-
pus. As shown in Table 3, one‑fifth of all occurrences occur in
reporting contexts. Participants frequently referred to teach-
ers, classroom instructions, previous discussions and exter-
nal sources while developing research ideas. Consequently,
reporting constructions provided an important mechanism
throughwhich information could be attributed to others. The
recurrent occurrence of constructions such as he/she said ki
and sir told us ki further suggests that the use of ki extends
beyond the expression of personal stance to encompass the
organisation of reported discourse.

By contrast, evaluation and explanation construc-
tions occur less frequently, accounting for approximately
thirty percent of the corpus when considered together.
Nevertheless, their presence remains important. Evaluation
constructions commonly occurred when participants
identified research gaps, practical problems or limitations
associated with particular topics. Explanation constructions,
on the other hand, frequently appeared when speakers
justified their claims or elaborated on proposed ideas.
Although these discourse environments are less frequent
than cognition and reporting, they demonstrate that the
use of ki is not confined to a single communicative function

but extends across a broader range of interactional contexts
involving assessment, reasoning and justification.

Apart from the variation observed across discourse
environments, the findings also reveal a high degree of
concentration within a relatively small number of recurrent
lexical environments. As shown inTable 4, constructions such
as I think ki, he/she said ki, the problem is ki and the reason is
ki account for a substantial proportion of all occurrences.
This concentration may indicate that the use of ki is not ran-
domly distributed throughout discourse. Rather, the distribu-
tion points to the existence of recurring bilingual discourse
routines.

Similar formulaic patterning has been documented in
studies of spoken discourse, where recurrent lexical frames
frequently serve as organisational resources that facilitate
interaction and reduce processing demands (Aijmer 2002;
Biber 1999). The concentration of ki within a relatively small
number of recurring lexical frames suggests that bilingual
speakers repeatedly draw upon familiar discourse routines
rather than selecting clause‑linking strategies on an ad hoc
basis. While the present study does not investigate language
change directly, the regularity of these patterns suggests that
the use of ki forms part of recurring communicative practices
within the interactional context represented in the corpus. In
this respect, the occurrence of ki appears systematic rather
than incidental.

The comparison of ki, that and zero complementation
further shows how the local complementizer occurs along-
side established English clause‑linking strategies in the cor-
pus. As shown in Table 5, ki occurs alongside both the
English complementizer that and zero complementation.
This finding is particularly significant because English pro-
vides well established resources for introducing subordinate
clauses. Speakers could have employed either that or a zero
complementation, both of which are common in spoken
English (Biber 1999). Nevertheless, ki emerges as a recurrent
clause‑linking strategy within the dataset.

The occurrence of ki despite the availability of English
alternatives suggests that its recurrent use cannot be
explained simply by the absence of other clause‑linking
options. Rather, bilingual speakers appear to maintain multi-
ple clause‑linking options within the same interaction while
using the local complementizer across the discourse envi-
ronments examined. This finding extends the descriptive
analysis presented in the results by suggesting that the use
of ki reflects a recurrent bilingual discourse practice rather
than a gap in the English complementizer system.

This interpretation is broadly consistent with Muysken’s
(2000) notion of back flagging, whereby functional elements
from one language remain embedded within otherwise dom-
inant‑language discourse and continue to signal bilingual
affiliation or local linguistic identity. Although the present
study does not seek to test the back‑flagging hypothesis
directly, the persistence of a high‑frequency functional ele-
ment such as ki within predominantly English interaction
is compatible with this perspective. Similarly, Matras (2009)
argues that highly frequent grammatical elements often
remain particularly resistant to replacement in situations of
language contact because they become deeply embedded in
speakers’ everyday communicative practices. The findings
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are consistent with the possibility that the recurrent use of
ki reflects more than the availability of an English equivalent,
although the present data do not directly establish speakers’
motivations for using it.

The findings should not be interpreted as evidence
that ki is replacing English complementizers. Rather,
they suggest the coexistence of multiple clause‑linking
resources within bilingual interaction. Similar to observa-
tions reported in translanguaging and bilingual discourse
research (Canagarajah 2013; Wei 2018), the results indicate
that speakers draw flexibly upon resources associated with
different linguistic traditions. The coexistence of ki, that
and zero complementation therefore suggests that bilingual
speakers retain access to alternative clause‑linking strategies
while using ki across the discourse environments examined
in the present corpus. This may help explain why ki occurs
so frequently in English‑dominant utterances despite the
availability of structurally acceptable English alternatives.

In addition, the findings contribute to ongoing discus-
sions of language contact in contemporary India. Previous
research on Hindi‑English interaction has focused largely on
vocabulary, lexical innovation and mixed‑language expres-
sions (Bhatia and Ritchie 2008; Sailaja 2012). While such work
has generated important insights into the lexical dimensions
of bilingual communication, grammatical resources have
received comparatively limited attention. The present find-
ings suggest that grammatical elements may provide equally
valuable insights into the dynamics of bilingual discourse.
In particular, the persistence of ki within English‑dominant
interaction indicates that bilingual influence may be visi-
ble not only in lexical choice but also in the mechanisms
through which speakers connect propositions and organise
discourse. This situation may also be seen in other multilin-
gual contexts where local linguistic resources remain active
within English‑language interaction despite the availability
of established English alternatives.

At the same time, the findings should be interpreted cau-
tiously. The corpus was drawn from a specific educational
context involving university students engaged in collabora-
tive academic discussion. The analytical framework adopted
in the study was intentionally designed to capture the prin-
cipal recurrent discourse environments represented in the
corpus rather than provide an exhaustive functional classi-
fication of complement‑clause constructions. Consequently,
less frequent discourse environments, including performa-
tive constructions, were not analysed as separate categories.
Different communicative settings may exhibit different pat-
terns of usage. Future research could therefore examine the
occurrence of ki across a wider range of spoken and writ-
ten contexts, including professional communication, social
media interaction and everyday conversation. Comparative
studies involving speakers from different linguistic back-
grounds and regions of India may also help clarify the extent
to which the patterns identified here reflect broader tenden-
cies in contemporary bilingual communication.

The findings therefore suggest that ki functions as a
recurrent clause‑linking resource within English‑dominant
academic interaction. Its predominance in English‑dominant
discourse, concentration in cognition and reporting
constructions, and association with recurring lexical

environments indicate that its use forms part of identifi-
able bilingual discourse practices. More broadly, the study
suggests that local grammatical resources deserve greater
attention within research on bilingual discourse and World
Englishes because they provide insight into howmultilingual
speakers organise discourse, negotiate meaning and adapt
English to local communicative contexts.

6. Conclusion

This study has explored how the Hindi complementizer
ki functions within English‑dominant bilingual interaction
among Indian university students. Using a corpus of col-
laborative academic discussions, it examined the language
categories in which ki occurs, the discourse contexts in
which it is employed, the lexical environments associated
with its use, and its relationship to competing clause‑link-
ing strategies. The results show that ki occurs predominantly
in English‑dominant discourse and is most frequently asso-
ciated with cognition and reporting constructions. In addi-
tion, ki occurs within a relatively small number of recurrent
lexical environments and across all five discourse envi-
ronments examined in the study. Because these strategies
were retrieved through separate procedures, this difference
should not be interpreted as evidence of relative comple-
mentizer preference. These patterns indicate that speakers
regularly drawupon ki as a clause‑linking resource evenwhen
English provides the principal medium of communication.
The findings therefore suggest that bilingual influence may
be visible not only in lexical choice but also in the organisa-
tion of grammatical relationships between clauses.

The study contributes to research on Hindi‑English bilin-
gualism by drawing attention to a grammatical feature that
has received comparatively little systematic investigation.
While previous work has focused largely on lexical borrow-
ing, code‑mixing and hybrid expressions, the present find-
ings highlight the importance of examining grammatical
resources in bilingual discourse. Rather than viewing con-
tact‑induced influence primarily through lexical innovation,
the present findings show that local grammatical resources
also contribute to the organisation of English‑dominant bilin-
gual interaction. The study also identifies the principal envi-
ronments in which ki occurs, providing a basis for future
research on clause‑linking practices in bilingual commu-
nication. More broadly, the findings contribute to discus-
sions of language contact, multilingual discourse and World
Englishes. They indicate that local grammatical resources
may coexist with established English grammatical options
and remain active within everyday bilingual communica-
tion. In this respect, the study demonstrates that con-
tact‑induced influence may extend beyond vocabulary and
discourse markers to include grammatical resources that
speakers employ when connecting propositions and organ-
ising interaction.

Although the present study has focused on ki in univer-
sity‑based academic discussions, other grammatical and
discourse‑organisational resources used in Hindi‑English
bilingual communication require investigation. Future
research could examine comparable phenomena across
different communicative contexts, other Indian languages
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and multilingual settings. Comparative corpus‑based studies
involving different varieties of Indian English and multilin-
gual communities would further clarify the extent to which
the patterns observed here represent broader tendencies
in bilingual English use. Such work would contribute not
only to our understanding of Hindi‑English bilingualism but
also to broader discussions of language contact, multilingual
Englishes and the role of local grammatical resources in
contemporary English use.

AI use statement

During the preparation of this manuscript, the authors used Grammarly
to assist with language refinement, grammatical editing and clarity; all
output was critically reviewed and revised by the authors, who take full
responsibility for themanuscript’s content, accuracy, interpretation and
conclusions.

References

Aijmer, Karin. 2002. English Discourse Particles. Amsterdam: John
Benjamins Publishing Company.

Androutsopoulos, Jannis. 2015. “Networked Multilingualism: Some
Language Practices on Facebook and Their Implications.” International
Journal of Bilingualism 19 (2): 185–205. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1367006913489198.

Auer, Peter, ed. 2013. Code‑Switching in Conversation: Language, Interaction

and Identity. London: Routledge.
Backus, Ad. 2000. “Insertional Codeswitching in an Immigrant Language:

‘Just’ Borrowing or Lexical Re‑Orientation?” Bilingualism: Language

and Cognition 3 (2): 79–129 https://doi.org/10.1017/S136672890022
021X.

Bhatia, Tej K. 2021. “English Language Policy in Multilingual India.” In
English in East and South Asia: Policy, Features and Language in Use, edited
by Ee Ling Low and Anne Pakir, 61–74. London: Routledge. https://doi.
org/10.4324/9780429433467.

Bhatia, Tej K., and William C. Ritchie. 2008. “The Bilingual Mind and
Linguistic Creativity.” Journal of Creative Communications 3 (1): 5–21.
https://doi.org/10.1177/097325860800300102.

Bhatt, Rakesh M. 2008. “In Other Words: Language Mixing, Identity
Representations, and Third Space.” Journal of Sociolinguistics 12 (2):
177–200. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9841.2008.00363.x.

Biber, Douglas. 1999. “A Register Perspective on Grammar and
Discourse: Variability in the Form and Use of English Complement
Clauses.” Discourse Studies 1 (2): 131–50. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1461445699001002001.

Canagarajah, A. Suresh. 2013. “Interrogating the ‘Native Speaker Fallacy’:
Non‑Linguistic Roots, Non‑Pedagogical Results.” In Non‑Native

Educators in English Language Teaching, edited by George Braine, 77–92.
London: Routledge.

Fraser, Bruce. 1999. “What Are Discourse Markers?” Journal of Pragmatics

31 (7): 931–52. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0378-2166(98)00101-5.
Gardner–Chloros, Penelope. 2009. Code‑Switching. Cambridge: Cambridge

University Press.
Gazzola, Michele, Torsten Templin, and Lisa J. McEntee–Atalianis.

2020. “Measuring Diversity in Multilingual Communication.” Social

Indicators Research 147 (2): 545–66. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-
019-02161-5.

Gumperz, John J. 1982. Discourse Strategies. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Halliday, M. A. K., and Ruqaiya Hasan. 1976. Cohesion in English. London:
Longman.

Heine, Bernd, and Tania Kuteva. 2020. “Contact and Grammaticalization.”
InTheHandbook of LanguageContact, edited byRaymondHickey, 93–112.
John Wiley & Sons.

Hickey, Raymond, ed. 2020. The Handbook of Language Contact. John Wiley
& Sons.

Kachru, Braj B. 1990. “World Englishes and Applied Linguistics.”
World Englishes 9 (1): 3–20. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-971X.1990.
tb00683.x.

Kachru, Braj B. 2019. “World Englishes andCultureWars.” InTheHandbook

ofWorld Englishes, edited by Cecil L. Nelson, ZoyaG. Proshina andDaniel
R. Davis, 447–71. Hoboken, NJ: Wiley-Blackwell. https://doi.org/10.
1002/9781119147282.ch25.

Kärkkäinen, Elise. 2003. Epistemic Stance in English Conversation: A

Description of Its Interactional Functions, with a Focus on I Think. Vol. 115.
Amsterdam: John Benjamins Publishing Company.

Koul, Omkar N. 2008. Modern Hindi Grammar. Springfield, VA: Dunwoody
Press.

Maschler, Yael, and Deborah Schiffrin. 2015. “Discourse Markers:
Language,Meaning, and Context.” In TheHandbook of Discourse Analysis,
edited by Deborah Tannen, Heidi E. Hamilton and Deborah Schiffrin,
189–221. Hoboken, NJ:Wiley. https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118584194.
ch9.

Masica, Colin P. 1991. The Indo‑Aryan Languages. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Matras, Yaron, and Jeanette Sakel, eds. 2007. Grammatical Borrowing in

Cross‑Linguistic Perspective. Berlin: De Gruyter Mouton. https://doi.
org/10.1515/9783110199192.

Matras, Yaron. 2009. “Defining the Limits of Grammatical Borrowing.”
In The Indo‑European Language Family: Questions about Its Status, edited
by Angela Marcantonio, 11–25. Monograph Series, no. 55, Journal of
Indo‑European Studies.

Mesthrie, Rajend, and Rakesh Mohan Bhatt. 2008. World Englishes: The

Study of New Linguistic Varieties. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Montaut, Annie. 2006a. “Mirative Meanings as Extensions of Aorist in
Hindi/Urdu.” The Yearbook of South Asian Languages and Linguistics 2006:
71–86. https://shs.hal.science/halshs-00114638/.

Montaut, Annie. 2006b. “The Evolution of the Tense‑Aspect System in
Hindi/Urdu.” In Proceedings of LFG Conference 2006. CSLI Publications.
https://shs.hal.science/halshs-00128590/.

Muysken, Pieter. 2000. Bilingual Speech: A Typology of Code‑Mixing.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Myers–Scotton, Carol. 1993. “Common and Uncommon Ground: Social
and Structural Factors in Codeswitching.” Language in Society 22 (4):
475–503. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0047404500017449.

Parshad, Rana D., Suman Bhowmick, Vineeta Chand, et al. 2016. “What Is
India Speaking? Exploring the ‘Hinglish’ Invasion.” Physica A: Statistical
Mechanics and Its Applications 449: 375–89. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
physa.2016.01.015.

Quirk, Randolph, Sidney Greenbaum, Geoffrey Leech, et al. 1985. A

Comprehensive Grammar of the English Language. London: Longman.
Radford, Alec, Jong Wook Kim, Tao Xu, et al. 2023. “Robust Speech

Recognition via Large‑Scale Weak Supervision.” Proceedings of the 40th
International Conference on Machine Learning 202: 28492–518.

Sailaja, Pingali. 2012. “Indian English: Features and Sociolinguistic
Aspects.” Language and Linguistics Compass 6 (6): 359–70. https://doi.
org/10.1002/lnc3.342.

Sailaja, Pingali. 2021. “Indian English: Features and Development.” In
English in East and South Asia: Policy, Features and Language in Use, edited
by Ee Ling Low and Anne Pakir, 153–67. London: Routledge.

Schiffrin, Deborah. 1987. Discourse Markers. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Schneider, Edgar W. 2007. Postcolonial English: Varieties around the World.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Sedlatschek, Andreas. 2009. Contemporary Indian English: Variation and

Change. John Benjamins Publishing Company.
Subbārāo, Kārumūri V. 2012. South Asian Languages: A Syntactic Typology.

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Wei, Li. 2018. “Translanguaging as a Practical Theory of Language.”

Applied Linguistics 39 (1): 9–30. https://doi.org/10.1093/applin/
amx039.

Wei, Li, and Ofelia García. 2022. “Not a First Language but One Repertoire:
Translanguaging as a Decolonizing Project.” RELC Journal 53 (2):
313–24.https://doi.org/10.1177/00336882221092841.

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0266078426101515 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1177/1367006913489198
https://doi.org/10.1177/1367006913489198
https://doi.org/10.1017/S136672890022021X
https://doi.org/10.1017/S136672890022021X
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429433467
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429433467
https://doi.org/10.1177/097325860800300102
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9841.2008.00363.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/1461445699001002001
https://doi.org/10.1177/1461445699001002001
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0378-2166(98)00101-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-019-02161-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-019-02161-5
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-971X.1990.tb00683.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-971X.1990.tb00683.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781119147282.ch25
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781119147282.ch25
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118584194.ch9
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118584194.ch9
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110199192
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110199192
https://shs.hal.science/halshs-00114638/
https://shs.hal.science/halshs-00128590/
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0047404500017449
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physa.2016.01.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physa.2016.01.015
https://doi.org/10.1002/lnc3.342
https://doi.org/10.1002/lnc3.342
https://doi.org/10.1093/applin/amx039
https://doi.org/10.1093/applin/amx039
https://doi.org/10.1177/00336882221092841
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0266078426101515


12 Md.Tauseef Qamar and JuhiYasmeen

Dr. MD. TAUSEEF QAMAR is Assistant
Professor of English Linguistics at
VIT Bhopal University, India. His
research interests include applied
linguistics, AI and language educa-
tion, translanguaging, multilingualism,
language contact and applied com-
munication. His work examines the
intersections of language, technology
and communication, with particu-

lar attention to artificial intelligence in language education and
multilingual contexts. His research has appeared in journals includ-
ing Business and Professional Communication Quarterly, Innovations in

Education and Teaching International and Translation and Translanguaging

in Multilingual Contexts, among others. His publications address
AI‑assisted language learning, academic writing, linguistic creativity,
Hindi–English code‑mixing, translanguaging and multilingual practices.
Email: tauseefqamar007@gmail.com

Dr. JUHI YASMEEN is Assistant Professor
of English Linguistics at VIT Bhopal
University, India. Her research interests
include academic writing, academic
discourse socialization, multilingualism,
translanguaging, generative AI in higher
education, writing development and
academic identity. Her work explores
multilingual academic communication
and the intersections of language, ped-

agogy, identity, and emerging technologies in higher education. Her
research has appeared in journals including Cogent Arts & Humanities,

Cogent Education, Discover Education, Translation and Translanguaging

in Multilingual Contexts and Business and Professional Communication

Quarterly, among others. Her publications address academic writing
and AI, translanguaging practices, technology acceptance, multilin-
gual communication, and language learning in higher education.
Email: juhi1421@gmail.com

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0266078426101515 Published online by Cambridge University Press

mailto:tauseefqamar007@gmail.com
mailto:juhi1421@gmail.com
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0266078426101515

	The Hindi complementizer ki in English-dominant bilingual interaction: A corpus-based study
	1. Introduction
	2. Clause linking, bilingual discourse and analytical framework
	3. Methods
	3.1 Participants and data collection
	3.2 Corpus preparation and data retrieval
	3.3 Coding procedure
	3.4 Data analysis

	4. Results
	4.1 Distribution of ki across English"2011dominant, mixed and Hindi"2011dominant utterances
	4.2 Distribution of ki across discourse environments
	4.3 Cognition constructions
	4.4 Reporting constructions
	4.5 Evaluation constructions
	4.6 Explanation constructions
	4.7 Recurrent lexical environments of ki
	4.8 Distribution of competing clause"2011linking strategies

	5. Discussion
	6. Conclusion
	AI use statement
	References


