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Disciplining Language and the Language of Discipline: A Case Study on Linguistic 
Methods for Classroom Management from an English-Medium School in India

Introduction 
The New India School is similar to hundreds 
of schools in the city of Pune and 
throughout India that provide instruction of 
all subjects in English in lieu of Hindi or 
other regional languages. Numerous studies 
in recent years have focused on the 
effectiveness and social implications of 
urban English-medium education (Agnihotri 
and Khanna 1996; Annamalai 2008 [2004]; 
LaDousa and Kumar 2014; Rao 2013; Vaish 
2008), but less ethnographic attention has 
been paid to the specific practices through 
which languages are taught and knowledge 
is transmitted in English in urban Indian 
classrooms (Proctor 2014). In this paper, I 
analyze code switching practices and 
discourse markers as linguistic techniques 

used by school teachers in an English-
language, or “English-medium” primary 
school in Maharashtra, India. I demonstrate 
that the linguistic strategies used by 
teachers at the New India School define 
broader societal expectations for their 
students in relation to language use and 
behavior. Discourse markers and code 
switching as linguistic behavioral 
management techniques socialize students 
into academic norms that call for 
memorization, group-based learning and 
assessment rather than individual 
evaluation, and English as the language of 
communication in education.  
 The New India School is a large 
school that provides instruction from pre-
kindergarten up to the tenth grade and is 
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located in a middle class suburb of Pune. 
Pune is the second largest city in the 
western state of Maharashtra, with a 
population quickly growing beyond three 
million inhabitants. It is located one 
hundred kilometers southeast from 
Mumbai, the capital and largest city in the 
state. The New India School has 2,200 
students in grades one through ten, or 
standards as grades are called in the Indian 
education system. After successfully 
completing the tenth standard, students 
attend pre-college courses in specialized 
topics, often entirely in English. Therefore, 
enrollment at English-medium schools in 
India has increased dramatically in recent 
decades because higher education and 
many employment opportunities call for a 
fluent command of English (Annamalai 
2008[2004]:178;  Kumari 2015:96;  Narula 
2012:4). 
 All students are encouraged to speak 
only in English with their teachers and 
peers while at the New India School. 
Outside of school, English is also enforced 
as the primary language for homework 
assignments and other school-related tasks. 
Mrs. Shinde, a third grade teacher and 
parent of two students at the school, tells 
me that she always helps her children at 
home with their homework in English so as 
to not break the consistency of using 
English in relation to schoolwork (personal 
communication with author, July, 25, 2014). 
Mrs. Shinde’s comment indicates a task-
based distinction between Marathi and 
English, even within the home. The 
examples of classroom discourse presented 
in this paper were gathered through 
recordings and field notes made in the New 
India School. I observed how teachers and 
students communicated and maintained 
English as the language of instruction in an 
English-medium school when Marathi, the 
regional language of Maharashtra, was the 
language most often used by teachers and 
students outside of the school. I collected 
qualitative ethnographic data in July and 
August 2014 using participant observation to 
document how teachers employed 
disciplinary methods through strategic 
language use to manage the behavior of fifty 
students in forty-minute lessons.(1)  

 The two principal linguistic 
techniques used by teachers that I explore 
in this paper are discourse markers and 
code switching. Discourse markers are 
words or phrases that have no meaning 
when independently analyzed separate from 
the utterance’s context. They gain their 
meanings from their placement or function 
in the utterance to sequentially organize 
parts of speech (Schiffrin 1987; Swan 2005). 
Code switching occurs when a speaker 
alternates between two or more languages 
or language varieties  (Alvarez 1998, 2000; 
Auer 1998; Garner-Chloros 2009; Gumperz 
1982, 1992). In this study speakers code 
switch by alternating between English and 
Marathi. 
 In what follows, I examine the phrase 
“yes or no”	as a discourse marker through 
which students learn to process important 
information in ways that disrupt immediate 
and individual evaluation. Code switching 
prompts students to use only English for 
schoolwork and delineates Marathi as a 
subversive language not to be used in the 
same classroom space as English. 
Additionally, the phrase “yes or no”	as a 
discourse marker rather than a question 
calls for a reevaluation of the prevalence 
and universality of the IRE (initiation-
response-evaluation) question form in 
classrooms (Macbeth 2004; McHoul 1978; 
Mehan 1985). Data from this case study 
contributes to a body of work on the 
anthropology of education and linguistic 
anthropological explorations of classroom 
discourse which seek to understand and 
document larger societal implications of 
specific linguistic techniques used in 
classrooms.  

Socializing Processes: Discourse Markers 
and Code Switching 
India’s education system has responded to 
the desire for English as a means of social 
capital and socioeconomic mobility in a 
number of ways. For example, English in 
Maharashtra is offered as a subject to first 
standard students in Marathi-medium 
schools, when just a decade ago, English 
was introduced as a subject in the fifth 
standard (Benei 2005:142). To many students 
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and their families, an English-medium 
education is key for future educational and 
employment opportunities and parents will 
choose to place their children in English-
medium education with the intention of 
enhancing academic and professional 
success (Annamalai 2012:191; Larson and 
Davis 1981:13; Vaish 2008). In India, mastery 
of English is necessary for adults who seek 
to work abroad or outside their home states 
in India. It is the socioeconomically 
advantaged who have access to these 
opportunities (Benei 2005; Crystal 2003; 
Prendergast 2008).   
 To consider education as a process of 
socialization highlights the methodological 
value and investigative potential in 
researching and documenting changes in 
student participation in relation to language 
as a means to view institutionalized 
structures and definitions of success and 
the production of social desires (Lave and 
Wenger 1991). Learning in educational 
contexts occurs through social interaction 
which is largely represented by language 
use and communicative strategies. Analyses 
of classroom discourse are key in 
investigations of the effectiveness of 
different education models and explorations 
of socializing processes that occur through 
language and education. Classrooms and 
schools are spaces where relationships 
foster social conditioning among students, 
which lead to larger notions of success and 
educational goals (Benei 2005; Levinson 
2001). Focusing on speech in educational 
settings, Heller’s (2003 [1994]) and 
Paris’ (2013) research elaborates how 
students who appropriate specific language 
skills draw upon social capital to show 
communicative competence in social 
settings in educational contexts. Notions of 
correct language use are transmitted to 
students in the educational institution and 
speakers who can draw upon the linguistic 
capital made available by conforming to the 
institution’s rules regarding language use 
provide a point of entry into understanding 
notions of success in relation to language in 
a multilingual society.  
  Two principle linguistic strategies 
that I observed in classroom discourse while 
conducting research are discourse markers 

and code switching. Discourse markers are 
“sequentially dependent elements which 
bracket units of talk” (Schiffrin 1987:31) that 
also “make clear the structure of what is 
being said” (Swan 2005:138). They function 
colloquially as signals, transitions, and fillers 
in speech events (Lee 2004:117). Discourse 
markers take on meanings from their 
placement, the other words, and the context 
of an utterance. By themselves, discourse 
markers have no meaning when considered 
as isolated units of speech, but as discourse 
markers they provide cohesion and 
coherence within a context (Lee 2004; 
Schiffrin 2001, 1987). 
 By providing cohesion and coherence 
to a speech event, discourse markers can 
increase comprehension of speech events in 
language learners (Chaudron and Richards 
1985). Socializing students to understand 
concepts signaled by discourse markers 
helps to increase overall comprehension 
during lectures and other types of 
educational speech events (Flowerdew and 
Tauroza 1995). In speech, discourse markers 
acquire significance to culturally competent 
speakers or those socialized into a specific 
style of conversational speaking (Lee 
2004:118). In this way, I argue that the phrase 
“yes or no” used as a discourse marker in 
classroom lessons helps to maintain order 
and foster coherence through speech acts 
that engage students’ attention by signaling 
that important information has been 
delivered or is to be privileged over other 
information. 
 Since discourse markers have the 
ability to create coherence in classroom 
lessons, the phrase “yes or no” as a 
discourse marker replaces the I-R-E 
(initiation-response-evaluation) question 
form commonly found in classroom 
discourse. A sequence of three turns 
characterizes how teachers generally pose 
questions to students to elicit information 
(Macbeth 2004: 722; McHoul 1978). The three 
turns comprise the I-R-E format and include 
an initiation of the question by the teacher, 
a reply by a student, and an evaluation of 
the student’s response by the teacher 
(Macbeth 2004). Classroom lessons are 
often sequences of exchanges where a 
teacher elicits information from students to 
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check comprehension (Mehan 1979: 43). This 
question form is largely absent from my 
data, which challenges the universality of 
this evaluative questioning form in 
classrooms.  
 At the New India School, code 
switching is another method that teachers 
use to discipline students in the classroom. 
Scholars such as Auer (1998) and Garner-
Chloros (2009) define code switching as the 
use of two or more languages, dialects of a 
language, or even registers in a single 
utterance or conversation episode. Code 
switching can occur extra-sententially or 
intra-sententially (Myers-Scotton 1989). 
Extra-sentential code switching is a switch 
among languages outside sentence 
boundaries when one complete sentence is 
stated in one code and then another full 
sentence will be in another code. Whereas 
in intra-sentential code switching, code 
switches occur within single sentence 
boundaries. Intra-sentential code switching 
occurs in Marathi between Marathi and 
English but the examples discussed below 
show speakers using full sentences, or 
extra-sentential code switching, in English 
and then Marathi with no overlap between 
these languages in a single sentence 
utterance.  
 Extra-sentential code switching 
brings into question speakers’	intentionality 
and conscious awareness of using multiple 
languages, dialects, or registers. Depending 
on the speech community and expectations 
of the speech event, switching can occur 
consciously and strategically (Myers-
Scotton 1993;  Paris 2013:15), or it can be 
socialized into the speech community to the 
point of unconscious use (Blom and 
Gumperz 1986; Gumperz 1971, 1989, 1992; 
Meeuwis and Blommart 1998). Blom and 
Gumperz note that while speakers may 
intentionally switch languages, they do so 
“below the level of consciousness” (1986: 
430) whereas Myers-Scotton (1993) 
investigates instances of code switching 
where speakers intentionally and 
consciously switch by using marked codes. 
 The strategic element of code 
switching in Gumperz’	and Myers-Scotton’s 
analyses also necessitate that the code 

switches are fully conscious choices. 
Marked codes, in opposition to unmarked 
codes, can signal many aspects in a speech 
event such as deference, anger, solidarity, 
eloquence, or distance (Myers-Scotton 
1993). In classrooms, marked code switching 
can be used as a pedagogical tool to 
discipline and socialize students into 
societal language norms (Merritt et al. 1992; 
Probyn 2009). In the case of my data here, I 
argue that teachers use Marathi, a marked 
and prohibited code, as a disciplinary tool to 
socialize students to speak and respond to 
English in educational settings while also 
signaling to students that a behavioral rule 
has been transgressed. 
 Ways of using language are imbued 
with power and power dynamics become 
apparent in settings where code switching 
is marked and used as a strategic tool 
(Bourdieu 1991; Myers-Scotton 1993). The 
marked and conscious code switches that 
speakers use carry social currency and 
depend on shared knowledge among 
interactants. Therefore, when code 
switching is intentional, speakers choose 
when to alternate between languages for 
specific reasons even though the act of code 
switching can be unfavorable in some social 
settings (Gumperz 1971). In such settings, 
code switching or the languages that 
speakers switch into have low social capital. 
Speakers in settings where languages have 
different values of social capital are 
discouraged from using a language with 
negative connotations and low social 
capital, like Marathi at the New India School. 
Therefore students are socialized out of 
using Marathi in education.  

Data Collection and Analysis Method: 
Classroom Discourse Analysis 
Classroom discourse intends to broaden 
understanding of educative processes 
through detailed documentation of language 
use in classrooms to demonstrate how 
culture is transmitted through teaching 
methods and classroom interactions 
(Cazden 1988; Spindler 1982). To collect data 
for discourse analysis, I took notes and 
recordings of lessons in eight, third and 
fourth standard classrooms in 2014. At the 
New India School, each standard has four 



Student Anthropologist  |  Volume 4  |  Number 2 !9

classes of students. Teachers instruct on 
subjects and rotate from class to class giving 
the same lesson to each group. I engaged in 
participant observation to best capture the 
daily interactions between students and 
teachers. I often sat at an empty desk in the 
back of the class for the duration of the 
forty-minute lesson taking notes and 
recording lessons. At the beginning of my 
observation period I followed teachers 
throughout the day to observe the same 
lesson given multiple times. When all 
teachers were familiar with my presence 
and the research I was doing at the school, I 
would stay in one class for the day listening 
to multiple teachers deliver their lessons. 
My position at the back of classrooms 
allowed me to observe the flow of lessons 
and transitions while not being overly 
intrusive to the students and teachers. 
However, from this perspective I could see 
and record the teachers best and not always 
hear and see the students’	reactions while in 
the lessons.  
 In the analysis phase of my research, 
I coded field notes, jottings, and lesson 
transcripts for repeated language use and 
concepts to find patterned uses indicating a 
pedagogical method. I also recorded “key 
incidents,”	or events that diverged from a 
norm, in extensive detail (Wilcox 1988:462). 
Analysis of key incidents helps to connect 
concrete actions to abstract concepts and 
theoretical frameworks such as language 
socialization and discipline (Erickson 1977). 
The examples of classroom discourse 
presented here demonstrate the teaching 
styles of three teachers Mrs. Kulkarni, Mrs. 
Godbole, and Mrs. Dongre in third and 
fourth grade classes over the course of 
various observation periods. I collected 
these examples from four different classes; 
two lessons with Mrs. Godbole, one math 
and one English, one geography lesson with 
Mrs. Kulkarni, and one science lesson with 
Mrs. Dongre. Patterns often overlapped 
across teachers and subjects at the New 
India School indicating a pedagogical 
standard. 

Linguistic Strategies for Classroom 
Management at the New India School 
Students at English-medium schools are 
socialized to use English in educational 

settings through immersion-style language 
pedagogy. The New India School strongly 
suggests that all speaking on school grounds 
should be in English. Contrary to the 
intention of English immersion, my data 
show that when teachers speak with other 
teachers or when students speak with their 
peers, they usually do so in Marathi. 
However, in teacher-student interactions, 
English is more often used. Teachers use 
specific linguistic strategies not only to 
convey information in English, but also 
importantly, to establish and enforce official 
educational norms and behaviors. The 
linguistic strategies that constitute and 
reaffirm the classroom context include code 
switching for disciplinary purposes and the 
phrase “yes or no”	used as a discourse 
marker to index important concepts and 
answers to questions.(2)  

 In the example below from a 
geography lesson, Mrs. Kulkarni explains 
imports and exports and how ships arriving 
at a port need to be refueled. She makes a 
statement after which she uses	“yes or no”:	

Mrs. Kulkarni: When the journeys are very long 
 ones↓	yes↑ they have to take pause and 
 they have to take pause and fill up at this 
 place↓ →yes or no↓ 

This pattern indicates that she announced a 
fact and important information. The way 
that “yes or no” follows the important 
information indicates that the phrase 
functions as a discourse marker. In the 
following example Mrs. Kulkarni again uses 
the discourse marker “yes or no” after 
stating a fact. Here she differentiates 
between when it is appropriate to measure 
with centimeters and meters and when it is 
necessary to measure in kilometers:  

Mrs. Kulkarni: Can we talk here about centimeters 
 and meters↑ 
 naturally not↓	we are talking in  
 kilometers↓ 
 	and that is why the scale is there, because 
 of also showing kilometers, yes↑		
	 means  that the distance between  
 different districts (.) that what (.) in what, 
 what will it be measured↑	in↑	kilometers↓	 
 →yes or no↓	 
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In the last sentence Mrs. Kulkarni uses the 
discourse marker “yes or no” following 
“kilometers.”	 “Yes or no”	references the 
previous statement that distance should be 
measured in kilometers. Again, “yes or no”	
indicates that Mrs. Kulkarni has stated a fact 
and important information. 
Below Mrs. Kulkarni uses the “yes or no”	
discourse marker twice in succession. She 
continues to describe how ships import and 
export goods and explains how boats carry 
items, followed by “yes or no”:	

Mrs. Kulkarni: All of the people uh (.)other people 
 ( ) are also carrying huge machines and 
 carrying ( ) boats are carrying (.) cargo  
 ships are carrying↑ the↑	 
 →yes or no↓	 
  then we have the terms for the import  
 and export →yes or no↓ when they're  
 bringing things from outside to the ships.  

Immediately after the first use of “yes or no,” 
she continues to explain that carrying items 
to and from ships constitutes the terms 
“import”	and “export,”	followed by the 
phrase “yes or no”	again. This sequence that 
shows the use of “yes or no”	as a discourse 
marker due to the absence of pauses, 
indicates to students that the teacher is 
stating facts or important information 
worthy of student’s attention. This final 
example begins with Mrs. Kulkarni posing a 
question to students and allowing them to 
answer, as indicated by a pause after a 
statement ending with rising intonation. For 
the second question she poses, Mrs. 
Kulkarni answers along with students and 
again uses the discourse marker “yes or no”	
indicating she has given the answer to the 
question:  

Mrs. Kulkarni: Do we have a port in Pune↑ (.2) 
Students: ((many students yell answers at the  
 same time)) 
Mrs. Kulkarni: no sea in Pune or around Pune so 
 no port is there naturally↓	so the closest 
 one to us is where↑(.2) 
Mrs. Kulkarni and students: MUMBAI 
Mrs. Kulkarni:→yes or no↓	so if you happen to be 
 in Mumbai sometime, ask your parents to   
  take you to the port. 

In this example, Mrs. Kulkarni does not 
evaluate the students’	answers directly, 
however the way she continues speaking 
after students give an answer in unison can 
be an indication that the students have 
answered correctly. Mrs. Kulkarni then 
follows their answer by posing another 
question, which is indicated in a similar 
fashion as the first question with a pause 
and rising intonation. However, after the 
second question she answers her own 
question along with the students. She then 
uses the discourse marker “yes or no”	with 
falling intonation, which indicates to the 
students that she has again stated the 
correct answer to her own question. 
 Marathi code switches(3) that occur 
at moments designated for English 
instruction marks Marathi as a language to 
be used to signify a student’s trouble with 
comprehension, but also delineates when 
and how it can be used. For example, in my 
field notes I captured two instances of 
partially condoned code switching. The first 
occurred when a student in the third 
standard was attempting to ask his social 
studies teacher, Ms. Preeti, a question in 
English but did not have the proficiency or 
fluency in English to successfully articulate 
his question. Ms. Preeti asked him twice, in 
English, to ask the question in Marathi so 
she could understand his question and help 
him. The second instance was in one of Mrs. 
Shinde’s third standard science lessons. She 
asked students to name the phases of the 
moon and one student correctly named 
them in Marathi. Mrs. Shinde responded by 
saying calmly, “And what are their names in 
English?”	to which another student 
responded by reciting the names in English. 
In this way, teachers recognize language 
mixing or code switching practiced in 
classrooms as an acceptable but undesirable 
behavior. This code switching practice and 
response to code switching socializes 
students into the proper linguistic 
competence to be employed in the 
classroom. The following examples 
demonstrate how code switching is used in 
classroom settings for disciplinary purposes 
in a math lesson: 
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Mrs. Godbole: ((Responding to a few students  
 arguing during times table recitation))  
 WHAT HAPPENED? Close your eyes again.  
 Marathit  sangu  ka? Marathi in  I say do? 
 ‘Should I say it in Marathi?’ 

Here Mrs. Godbole switches into Marathi 
from English to scold students for 
disrupting the flow of the times table 
recitations. The students understand the 
implicit meaning that they have committed 
behavioral errors when Mrs. Godbole 
threatens to explain what she wanted them 
to do in Marathi. This question was 
presented as a threat, as inferred by the 
tone, to discipline students rather than an 
option for alternate comprehension. After 
Mrs. Godbole states this sentence in 
Marathi, the students return to their task in 
a calm and organized manner. This example 
also demonstrates an instance where the 
teacher uses another complete sentence of 
Marathi to scold students after speaking in 
English first. This example is from an 
English language lesson, also led by Mrs. 
Godbole: 

Mrs. Godbole: QUIET! BE QUIET! 
Students: [TEACHER? TEACHER? ((many students 
 addressing questions at the same time  
 towards the teacher)) 
Mrs. Godbole: Sugla kulala    nahi?  
 All  understood not? 
 ‘Did you all not understand?’ It’s common 
 sense, but you never use it! 

These utterances take for granted that 
students speak Marathi because Mrs. 
Godbole does not translate the question. 
These examples therefore signal that a grave 
transgression in behavior has occurred 
because the Marathi is not a translation of 
English in either example so Marathi is not 
used as a clarifying language. Students learn 
that the teachers assume that they can 
speak and understand Marathi, but that they 
should never use Marathi in school. The 
final example again demonstrates the 
intention of using Marathi for disciplinary 
purposes in a science lesson:  

Mrs. Dongre: Take out your books and listen (.5) 
  

 Kitee vidyarthi  pustuka andle nahi?  
 How many  students books   brought no 
 ‘How many students did not bring their 
 books?’ 

This instance of Marathi use occurred 
immediately after Mrs. Dongre asked 
students to take out and open their 
textbooks for the lesson. Some students 
without books responded to her question by 
raising their hands and others did not 
respond, showing that they understood the 
question to be rhetorical and knew they had 
transgressed a rule by not arriving prepared 
for their lesson. These examples of code 
switching demonstrate teachers using 
Marathi in a conscious way for disciplinary 
purposes. 

Concluding Discussion 
The examples of classroom discourse that I 
explore here illustrate the multiple ways 
that teachers at the New India School use 
discourse markers and code switching 
strategically to manage the behavior and 
language of their students. Teachers’ use of 
these linguistic techniques have important 
implications for understanding how 
socializing processes are enacted and 
contested through classroom discourse. The 
way the discourse marker “yes or no”	is used 
to signal to students that important 
information has been stated implies that 
teachers expect students to understand 
information without immediate individual 
evaluation. This process calls into question 
the prevalence and universality of the I-R-E 
(initiation, response, evaluation) question 
form in classrooms (Macbeth 2004; McHoul 
1978; Mehan 1979). Additionally, by code 
switching, teachers demonstrate that 
students should use English while in school 
and that Marathi is a subversive language to 
be kept out of education.  
 Mrs. Kulkarni repeatedly uses the 
phrase “yes or no” after the statement of a 
fact or an answer to a question that she 
poses in the examples presented for analysis 
here. Therefore, “yes or no,” while appearing 
to be a question, functions as a discourse 
marker indicating to students that the 
teacher has just said something important, a 
fact, or a true statement while maintaining 
her role as speaker. Mrs. Kulkarni does not 
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ask individual students questions which 
would follow an I-R-E model of evaluating 
and assessing student comprehension of 
concepts in the classroom. Instead, she only 
sometimes pauses for student answers after 
posing a question. Mrs. Kulkarni’s use of the 
discourse marker in place of I-R-E 
questioning may be due to pedagogical 
training, time constraints, or behavioral 
management strategies. More data on this 
subject is necessary to draw conclusive 
evidence of this as a widespread pattern in 
India pedagogy. However, this divergence 
from the I-R-E model noted in my data 
presented here indicates that the phrase 
“yes or no”	functions as a discourse marker 
for Mrs. Kulkarni rather than as a question. 
 My exploration of 	“yes or no”	as a 
discourse marker in a classroom setting 
builds from an analysis of the indexical 
functions of discourse markers in general 
(Schiffrin 1987). The use of “yes or no”	as a 
discourse marker helps to create coherence 
in lessons by indexing that the teacher has 
just uttered a factual statement.	In this 
study, “yes or no”	as a discourse marker 
serves to maintain order and control in the 
classroom and foster coherence of the 
lesson and is not necessarily a mechanism 
for ensuring student comprehension.“Yes or 
no”	as a discourse marker also alerts 
students to memorize or pay attention to 
important facts stated directly before the 
phrase which stands in place of the teacher 
evaluating individual students’	
understanding and comprehension through 
means such as the I-R-E model. The 
discourse marker	“yes or no”	therefore 
engages students by drawing their attention 
to instances where their teacher states 
important information without requiring 
students to respond. This is why discourse 
markers become increasingly important in 
classrooms. If discourse markers like “yes or 
no”	are the only cues students have to index 
the answers teachers expect to questions 
then discourse markers indicate important 
factual information that students should be 
paying attention to and remembering on 
their own. This pattern implies a distinct 
pedagogical model of group-based learning 
rather than teacher facilitated individualized 
comprehension evaluation and assessment. 

 Code switching also reflects a 
linguistic pedagogical model at the New 
India School, where use of Marathi is 
discouraged and avoided. In the examples 
shown here, code switching as a linguistic 
method is a pedagogical tool that teachers 
use for discipline to maintain classroom 
order (Merritt et al. 1992; Probyn 2009). 
However, this switching is to be generally 
avoided by students and teachers in 
classrooms and only used in dire situations 
of miscommunication or misconduct as 
shown by examples in this case study. When 
code switching occurs in classrooms there 
are subtle socializing and disciplining 
messages about the merits of each language 
transmitted to students from teachers 
(Kuipers 1998). Marathi is reinforced as the 
private language and English is the language 
appropriate for formal and public spaces, 
like school and work. While Marathi may be 
a language generally discouraged from 
classroom use it is encouraged outside of 
the classroom in non-intellectual 
interactions, such as when speaking with 
family members, neighbors, shop keepers, 
or servants. Therefore a large part of what is 
learned in classrooms is a distinction 
between public and private languages 
(Kuipers 1998:127). English is the language of 
certain publics, such as school, work, and 
some public social spaces like malls and 
western style restaurants. On the other 
hand, Marathi is the language spoken with 
friends and family in private settings like the 
home or while interacting in social spaces 
like traditional style shops in the old city, 
parks, and Indian restaurants. This 
distinction reinforces that Marathi is used 
when English comprehension fails in formal 
settings. 
 When teachers discipline students by 
code switching into Marathi, these female 
teachers take on a speech pattern of a 
mother, structuring the experience of 
disciplining children in a classroom similar 
to one of disciplining children at home since 
the home space is where Marathi is not only 
accepted but actively enforced. Mrs. Shinde 
stated that while she insists that her 
children use English for schoolwork she is 
also adamant about teaching her children 
Marathi and having them speak it while at 
home (personal communication with author, 
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July, 25, 2014). To her, a fluent grasp of 
Marathi represents her children’s full 
integration as members of their society. 
Therefore, when these teachers code switch 
into Marathi in classrooms for disciplinary 
purposes they police student behavior on an 
intimate level by emphasizing that such an 
extreme transgression in behavior has 
occurred that a teacher needs to take on the 
speech patterns of a mother.  
 However, the use of Marathi for 
disciplinary purposes sets up a hierarchy of 
the two languages with English in a more 
privileged and accepted position in formal 
and professional settings. Teachers and 
students alike understand that the use of 
Marathi in school is looked down upon. In 
my fieldwork I found that teachers code 
switch through languages in a particular 
order, from English to Marathi or from a 
language with more prestige in formal 
settings to the language in a lower status 
position with lower social capital (Probyn 
2009). This process allocates these 
languages into a hierarchy where certain 
languages are favored over others 
depending on the setting. In my data 
teachers code switch into Marathi to clarify 
and discipline students when behavioral 
norms or comprehension fails. The use of 
Marathi at these moments demonstrates 
that it is not the preferred language in 
schools, while it may be a preferred 
language outside of school. Code switching 
in classrooms can function to meet multiple 
ends and in the case of Marathi in this 
English-medium school, it is a disciplinary 
tool not only used for increased 
comprehension but also used to signify a 
grave behavioral transgression. 
 While English is the language 
preferred in the New India School, my 
interlocutors who were students, teachers, 
and parents overwhelmingly noted that they 
prefer Marathi outside of school. One would 
expect that Marathi would be devalued and 
looked down upon as only a necessary 
language to be used with those who have no 
English competence, but rather, Marathi is a 
privileged language in many social spaces as 
well. English, as a privileged language in this 
school, is not preferred in all spaces. 
However, additional research is required to 
further elaborate this point. From data 
presented from this case study it is 

important to note that teachers and parents 
at the New India School do encourage 
students to speak Marathi, just not inside 
the school walls. The ways the linguistic 
methods explored here are used by teachers 
for discipline in classrooms suggest that 
additional data need to be collected to 
elaborate on the scope and prevalence of 
the conclusions drawn here from a case 
study in one school in Pune, India. 
 This analysis of classroom discourse 
clarifies the specific linguistic practices of 
socializing processes of the languages used 
in classrooms. Discourse markers function 
to maintain the order and flow of lessons 
rather than to check individual students’	
comprehension of classroom material. 
When teachers code switch and use Marathi 
they send subtle messages regarding the 
different merits of each language to 
students, reinforcing the hierarchical 
ordering of English over Marathi as a 
language privileged in settings like the New 
India School. 
  The specific languages used in school 
and the ways those languages are used 
become inscribed upon the realities of 
students inside and outside of classrooms. It 
is important to understand the different 
ways languages are used in educational 
institutions to understand the process of 
socializing students to expected behavioral 
norms and language use. Through a use of 
discourse markers and code switching, 
teachers are able to linguistically manage 
the behavior of students to socialize them 
into academic norms. Indian pedagogic 
practice at the New India School calls for 
students to memorize facts and answers, 
take part in group-based learning activities 
that suspend immediate individual 
evaluation, and use English as the language 
of education. An analysis of ethnographic 
data from English-medium classroom 
recordings and observations offers concrete 
examples of the process of learning in a 
language different from the language 
spoken at home, contributing to an 
understanding of notions of educational 
success and the relationship between 
English and Marathi in urban Maharashtrian 
schools and culture. 
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Notes 
1. All names used are pseudonyms. 
2. Transcription conventions are provided in 
Appendix A and are adapted from Jefferson 
(2004). 
3. Glossing rules for the code switching 
examples are provided in Appendix B and 
are adapted from the Leipzig Glossing Rules 
(2008). 
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Appendix A: Transcription Conventions 
Adapted from Jefferson, Gail (2004).  
↑	 An upward arrow means the speaker 
 uses rising intonation. 
↓	 A downward arrow indicates falling 
 intonation. 
→		 An arrow like this denotes a  
 particular utterance of interest to the 
 analyst. 
CAPITALS  Capital letter denote that  
 something was said loudly or louder 
 than other speech. 
[ Brackets denote a point where  
 overlapping speech occurs. 
( ) Empty parenthesis means words  
 spoken at this location in the  
 utterance were unclear to transcribe. 
(( ))  Double parenthesis indicate  
 extralinguistic information. 
(.2)      Numbers in parenthesis indicate a  
 silence or pause of tenths of a  
 second. 
(.)   A period inside parentheses denotes 
 a micro pause or a notable pause but 
 of no significant length. 

Appendix B: Glossing Rules 
Adapted from the Leipzig Glossing Rules 
(2008). 

“Word-by-word alignment: Interlinear 
glosses are left-aligned vertically, word by 
word, with the example” (2008:2). The 
language other than English is written first 
in italics, then the word-by-word alignment 
translation in smaller print, and finally the 
English translation.


