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Abstract

The present paper investigates India’s potential role as a

linguistic epicentre for Nepal by conducting a short-term

diachronic follow-up study of Bernaisch and Lange (2012)

that is based on the South Asian Varieties of English corpus.

Based on the recently updated version of the corpus with

similar data from a decade later, a potential spread of the

presentational itself construction with an adverbial focus,

which has allegedly spread in Nepal originating in Indian

English, is investigated. Also, possible instances of invariant

use of itself, that are frequently used in Indian English, will be

scrutinized. While findings indeed show an increase of the

adverbial focus construction, supporting India’s role as an

epicentre for the region, only one invariant useof the feature

can be documented in Nepali English, which can tentatively

be interpreted as a selection process that might be at play

in the acceptance and spread of certain epicentrally induced

features over others.

1 INTRODUCTION: FROM ENGLISH IN NEPAL TO NEPALI ENGLISH

Nepal is a central Himalayan country in South Asia and borders to China in the north and India to the south, east

and west. As far as languages are concerned, Nepali is the only official language of Nepal, although the constitution

recognizes that “[a]ll languages spoken as the mother tongues in Nepal are the languages of the nation” (Government

of Nepal, 2015, p. 9). According to the 2011 census (Government of Nepal, 2012) there are 123 languages spoken that

potentially influenceNepali English in oneway or another. Forty-eight of these languages are Indo-European ones (for
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example Nepali, Bhojpuri, Maithili, Awadhi, Urdu) and these are spoken by the great majority (approximately 82%) of

the population. There are c. 63 languages belonging to the Sino-Tibetan language family (for example Tamang, Nepal

Bhasa, Magar, Limbu), while they are only spoken by approximately 17% of the population. The small and declining

remaining number of languages spoken are Austro-Asiatic and Dravidian languages. Unlike most other South-Asian

countries, Nepal was never colonized by the British, and the English language is only spoken by a small minority of

approximately 2,000 of the population as a mother tongue. Still, English has gained a hugely important role in the

country as being the language of business, education, tourism and trade (Pandey, 2020).

As for previous research on English in Nepal, there are differing views among researchers, who either categorize it

as English as a foreign language (EFL)—and thus belonging to the Expanding Circle—or as English as a second language

(ESL)—and thus rather corresponding to the Outer Circle (in Kachru’s 1985 terminology). Researchers arguing for

Nepal belonging to the Expanding Circle do so, because the English language has traditionally never had any official

status in the country (Pandey, 2020, p. 500) and is learnt as a foreign language at schools. This EFL view on English

in Nepal is quite dominant in the country, which is mirrored by the huge number of publications focusing on so-called

learner features ofNepalese learners of English (Adhikari, 2017; Schmidtke-Bode&Kachel, 2020). This view is further

promoted by myriad of respective studies in this paradigm published in the NELTA ELT Forum, the official electronic

magazine of theNepal English Language Teachers’ Association (NELTA).

The EFL view is met by another group of researchers who strongly argue for Nepal already having moved to the

Outer Circle in the last few decades (Bolton, Botha, & Kirkpatrick, 2020, Giri, 2014, 2020;), while some researchers

salomonically label Nepali English as one of the “peripheral exemplars of postcolonial Englishes” (Gries & Bernaisch,

2016, p. 2). Despite the lack of a “historical connection” to the English Language, linguists have increasingly docu-

mented localized/nativized forms of Nepali English at almost all descriptive levels (Hartford, 1993; Sharma, 2009,

2012;Giri, 2014;Adhikari, 2017;Giri, 2014;Hartford, 1993; Sharma, 2009, 2012). Since such truly distinctive features

ofNepali English are continuingly being codified, even studieswithin an EFL-framework are beginning to acknowledge

the individuality ofNepalese “learners” of English: “Nepali people use English differently, neither are they properly fol-

lowing RP nor any one specific variety of accent” (Adhikari, 2017). In the recent Handbook of Asian Englishes, Bolton

et al. (2020) groupNepal also clearly in theOuter Circle, as illustrated in Figure 1.

While there are most probably speakers of English as a first, second and foreign language in Nepal (as it is the case

for most new Englishes), it seems uncontroversial that—although Nepali English does not (yet?) enjoy a similar status

of institutionalization and codification as other varieties in the region (as for example Indian or Sri Lankan English)—it

has started todevelopunique linguistic features. Language-political decisionmakers seemtopush this process actively

further: Since the “National Education SystemPlan”was introduced in 1971, English has beenmade compulsory in the

higher education system as the medium of instruction (Hayes, 2018). In 2015, a new constitution was composed as a

result of the federal political restructuring of the country. Since then, Pandey (2020) has noticed the following changes

in Nepal:

I personally have noticed that the government policies have become lenient towardEnglish, as if itwere

their goal to recognize English as a second or even a primary official language. Since then, theMinistry

of Education (MoE) has been spending a significant amount of budget to train the teachers capable

of using English as a medium of instruction (EMI). The education training centers (ETCs) across the

country have been delivering various training packages to the teachers (up to secondary level) to bring

innovative EMI teaching pedagogies into their classrooms. (Pandey, 2020, p. 502)

Due to these recent developments, we can expect not only a significant overall increase in the use of English in

Nepal, but also an increasing development of nativizing and localizing features of Nepali English along with it. This

is represented, for example, by the very existence of several newspapers that are published in English, for example

The Kathmandu Post, The Himalayan Times, The Nepali Times and Republica, which will even accelerate the nativization
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F IGURE 1 Outer Circle and Expanding Circle societies in South, Southeast, and East Asia
Source: Bolton et al. (2020, p. 5).

process, because “local newspaper language may provide means of linguistic orientation for speakers and—on amore

abstract level—standardization of so far largely uncodified varieties” (Gries & Bernaisch, 2016, p. 7).

However, despite an increasing description of characteristic features of Nepali English, researchers have not

reached consensus on explaining the developmental paths of Nepali English theoretically. One concept that is being

increasingly discussed in this context is India’s influential role as a potential linguistic epicentre for South Asia, that

is, its potentially influencing the neighboring varieties (Hoffmann, Hundt, & Mukherjee, 2011; Hundt, 2013; Leitner,

1992). Most empirical studies following up on this theory have indeed found support of parallel structural features

between Indian and Nepali English (Bernaisch & Lange, 2012; Gries & Bernaisch, 2016; Heller, Bernaisch, & Gries,

2017; Koch & Bernaisch, 2013). One of the desiderata posed collectively in these studies, however, is the necessity of

conductingmore diachronic studies in epicentral research, because, as, for example, Gries and Bernaisch (2016, p. 23)

conclude: “synchronic data are sufficient to identify linguistic epicentres, but diachronic data are needed to study

their seismic waves.” For the present study, that would imply, for example, that if an innovative feature we observe

Nepali English is purely based on substrate influences, it would probably remain stable over time, as the influence of

L1s is unlikely to change; however, if a feature is epicentrally induced, it would probably start out as a low-frequency

phenomenon and would be increasing and stabilizing over time. Building on this hypothesis, with the present paper,

I would like to investigate whether a “young” variety such as Nepali English has been influenced by the alleged lin-

guistic Epicentre of the region (that is Indian English) by way of conducting a short-term diachronic follow-up study

based on Bernaisch and Lange’s (2012) findings on a potential increase (and thus stabilization of a feature that might

have enteredNepali English from Indian English due to epicentral influences) of the use of presentational itselfwith an
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adverbial focus in newspaper data between 2000 (when it was first observed in Nepali English, albeit with a very low

frequency) and 2020.

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows: after describing possible epicentral influences on Nepali

English and discussing its role in the investigation of focus marking in Indian and Nepali English (see section 2), I will

introduce the databases andmethodology applied in the present study (see section 3), present and discuss its findings

(see section 4) and offer a conclusion and an outlook to future research (see section 5).

2 INDIAN ENGLISH AS A LINGUISTIC EPICENTRE FOR NEPALI ENGLISH

2.1 Indian English as a linguistic epicentre

India plays an extremely important role in South Asia. India is the largest and economically most powerful country

in the area, it is in the center of the region, it has a long tradition of extremely popular English-speaking literature, it

harbors the popular Bollywood film industry and many students from neighboring countries come to study at Indian

Universities (Lange, 2020, p. 255). It is also the oldest of the SouthAsian Englishes, it is the ancestor of twoother South

Asianvarieties (namelyBangladeshandPakistan), and is the largest, aswell as the furthest developed second-language

variety in the region (Mukherjee, 2007). Mair (2013) even categorizes Indian English as a “(standard) super-central

variety” in his “World System of Standard and Non-Standard Englishes,” and thus levels it with British, Australian,

Nigerian andSouthAfricanEnglish.Consequently, due to the importanceof India in theSouthAsian Sprachraum, Indian

English has also been widely discussed to be the linguistic epicentre for the South Asian region and thus linguistically

serving as amodel for its neighboring varieties (Bernaisch & Lange, 2012; Gries & Bernaisch, 2016; Heller et al., 2017;

Hoffmann et al., 2011; Hundt, Hoffmann, & Mukherjee, 2012; Hundt, 2013; Lange, 2020; Leitner, 1992). Formally,

IndianEnglish fulfillsHundt’s (2013) requirements for qualifying as anepicentre, that is—inanutshell—endonormative

stabilization, codification, acceptance and being positively evaluated.

In the case of Nepal, Indian English seems to have a particularly important effect: unlike most other South-Asian

nations, Nepal has not been directly influenced by any Christian missionary activities and was never politically col-

onized, either. The development of and influences on Nepali English are therefore somewhat different from other

South-Asian Englishes. Until the establishment of Tribhuvan University in 1960, all teachers, administrators and the

“cultural elite” were educated in Indian universities. Consequently, Nepal has also taken over the tradition of English

language teaching, as well as teaching curricula from India (Kachru, 1994, p. 548). This probably leads to the fact that

Bernaisch and Lange (2012, p. 13) consider Nepali English to represent an “intriguing case of a postcolonial English

squared, so to say, in that it is Indian and not British English which provides the exonormative target variety for a

possible new cycle of development.” This rather unique role of Indian English as a potential input variety in the devel-

opment of Nepali English makes Nepal a remarkably interesting case in point to test for epicentral influences from

Indian English shaping this newly emerging variety.

Recent corpus-based studies revealedavarietyof linguistic features that aremainly absent fromBritishEnglish, but

shared across several South Asian Englishes (Bernaisch, Gries, &Mukherjee, 2014; Bernaisch & Lange, 2012; Gries &

Bernaisch, 2016; Heller et al., 2017; Hoffmann et al., 2011; Hundt et al., 2012; Schilk, Bernaisch, & Mukherjee, 2012;

Koch&Bernaisch, 2013; Parviainen&Fuchs, 2019). In explaining theseparallels, these studies support the role of India

as an epicentre of the region, as the features under scrutiny were more frequently found in Indian English than in the

neighboring varieties, hinting towards these features emerging in Indian English and spreading out in the neighboring

varieties. However, such higher frequencies in Indian English alone can only be considered as a “necessary but not

a sufficient condition for stipulating epicentre status” (Lange, 2020, p. 255), because “there is currently no further

evidence to support the view that the innovative use of (. . . ) [linguistic features] in IndE [Indian English] predates their

use in (. . . ) [other] Asian varieties” (Parviainen& Fuchs, 2019, p. 2). Epicentral research therefore unanimously calls for

more diachronic studies. Following up on this desideratum, the present study investigates the use of focus marking
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in Nepali English from a short-term diachronic perspective and respond to the overall question whether diachronic

studies are necessary to trace epicentral influences.

2.2 Focus marking in Indian and Nepali English

In Indian English, focus markers such as also, only and itself are used “more freely” (Lange, 2007, p. 89) and in dif-

ferent, nativized communicative functions than in standardized British English, serving as both contrastive and as

presentational focus markers (Balasubramanian, 2009; Fuchs, 2012; Bernaisch & Lange, 2012; Bhatt, 2000; Lange,

2007; Parviainen & Fuchs, 2019; Sanyal, Cutts, & Sen, 2006). Sharma (2003) and Lange (2007) attribute these addi-

tional, nativized functions as presentational focus markers to be contact-induced. While also and only are particularly

frequently used in the spoken medium, as confirmed by corpus-based research conducted by Lange (2007), Fuchs

(2012) or Parviainen and Fuchs (2019), itself has mainly been found in the written medium (Lange, 2007; Bernaisch

& Lange, 2012) and has not attracted equal scholarly attention so far. In her study on innovative uses of focusmarking

in spoken Indian English, Lange (2007) describes the nativized functions of itself as follows:

Itself in IE (Indian English) shares the functions of reflexive pronoun and intensifier with other varieties

of English, but has also developed an additional meaning, namely that of non-contrastive or presenta-

tional focus marking.Whereas the intensifier itself in PDE (Present day English) always invokes a set of

(contextually given) alternatives to its focus, this specific contrastive focusmay be cancelled in IE. Con-

sequently, what can be a focus in PDE, we find itself adjoined to temporal or locative expressions that

are not necessarily NPs, and itselfmay even occur as invariant focus particle. (Lange, 2007, p. 106)

Therefore, in Indian English, itself can take a temporal or locative adverbial and occurs mainly after temporal, loca-

tive or nominal expressions (for example, In 1966 itself,December itself, the first day itself, at the start itself, in the evening

itself, today itself, here itself, there itself, Bombay itself; Lange, 2007, p. 103). Additionally, in Indian English, itself also

occurs with agreement mismatches and/or as an invariant focus particle, that is “regardless of the person, number, or

gender of its antecedent” (Sridhar, 1996) (for example, The womenwere not allowed to go out itself; Lange, 2007, p. 102).

Compared to this feature being rather well-researched Indian English, to the best of my knowledge, there has only

been one previous study on focus marking in Nepali English, namely Bernaisch and Lange (2012): in their study on

six different South Asian varieties of English (namely Indian, Sri Lankan, Pakistani, Bangladeshi, Maldivian and Nepali

Englishes), they findpresentational itself to occur in all SouthAsian varieties under scrutiny, (withmost frequent occur-

rences in Indian and Nepali English), which leads them to interpret this as an indicator that “presentational itself is a

truly pan-South Asian English structural feature” (Bernaisch & Lange, 2012, p. 9). In terms of its different subtypes,

however, adverbial focusing occurs proportionally significantly more frequently in Indian English than in all other

SouthAsian varieties, although, except forBangladeshi English, it is also present in theother five varieties. In interpret-

ing their findings in the light of the role of Indian English as an emerging epicentre of the region, Bernaisch and Lange

(2012, p. 10) classify Indian English as the “lead variety for the entire Indian subcontinent” with Sri Lanka already

having followed Indian English and stating that “[a]nalogous developments may have taken root in Maldivian, Nepali

and Pakistani English” (in the same place, my emphasis). With only having available synchronic dataset at the time,

however, they concluded:

Even though there is evidence that presentational itselfhas been around since colonial times,we cannot

make any claims on the basis of our datawhether presentational itself spread from India as the regional

epicentre to other South Asian Englishes, or whether the feature arose independently in the spoken

language of the varieties under discussion and was then subjected to different degrees of endonorma-
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TABLE 1 Composition of SAVE-NEPAL_2011 and SAVE-NEPAL_2020

SAVE-version Word count Years Newspapers URLs

SAVE-INDIA_2011 3,071,735 2002-2008 The Statesman
The Times of India

http://thestatesman.net

http://timesofindia.indiatimes.com

SAVE-NEPAL_2011 2,991,680 2000-2008 Nepali Times http://www.nepalitimes.com

SAVE-NEPAL_2020 3,080,133 2018-2020 The Himalayan Times http://www.thehimalayantimes.com

Source: Based on Bernaisch et al. (2011) and Bernaisch et al. (2021), respectively.

tive stabilization. It would be highly desirable to have a diachronic counterpart to the SAVE corpus to shed

further light on this question. (my emphasis). (Bernaisch & Lange, 2012, p. 10)

This clearly formulated desideratum serves as the starting point of the present follow-up study of Bernaisch and

Lange (2012), in which I investigate how presentational itself has developed in Nepali English in the past 20 years and

if the proportional uses of itself in a presentational function with adverbial focus has increased in Nepali English since

the first documentation of its occurrence. If this turns out to be the case, we can assume that this nativized feature

from Indian English has indeed spread out to and has potentially even also become nativized in Nepali English, which

would—in turn—be a strong argument in favor of the epicentral role of Indian English in the region. If this does not

turn out to be the case and if we can observe this feature to have decreased or even vanished, this would indicate

that features rather seem to arise and take individual developmental paths in the individual varieties of English. The

same goes for invariant uses of itself, which have not yet been documented in written Nepali English yet. The research

questions of the present study are therefore the following:

(i) Has the use of presentational itself further increased or decreased in Nepali English?

(ii) Has the use of presentational itself further nativized or vanished in Nepali English?

(iii) Can we observe an increased proportional use of presentational itself with an adverbial focus in Nepali English

between 2000 and 2020, possibly supporting the epicentral role of Indian English in the region?

(iv) Can we observe instances of invariant uses of itself (unlike in the SAVE-2011), which would also possibly support

the epicentral theory?

(v) Is diachronic evidence essential for demonstrating epicentral influence?

3 METHODOLOGY

The database analyzed for this study is based on the Nepalese component of the South Asian Varieties of English (SAVE;

Bernaisch et al. 2011, henceforth called SAVE_2011) corpus, a collection of texts representing acrolectal newspa-

per English which amounts to three million words (two subcorpora at 1.5m words each) per variety. The underlying

hypothesis/ assumption is that themost acrolectal variant of theNepalese variety of Englishwill reveal themost stan-

dard and most institutionalized, also potentially norm-providing variant of a dialect and thus reveal features that are

truly institutionalized and accepted in a speech community (Schilk et al., 2012). The Nepalese data were extracted

semi-automatically from online newspaper archives of the Nepali Times between 2000 and 2007 and the Himalayan

Times between 2000 and 2008 and cleaned from unwanted information. News agency reports that might distort the

data were systematically removed from the corpus. SAVE-NEPAL_2011 is compared with SAVE-INDIA_2011, but

also with the recently compiled and updated Nepalese component of SAVE, (SAVE-NEPAL_2020; Bernaisch et al.,

2021), including analogous data from about a decade later. Due to the exact corpus comparability, this newly com-

piled database allows for a detailed analysis of short-term diachronic developments thatmight be noticeable inNepali

English. The breakdown of the corpus components is given in Table 1.

http://thestatesman.net
http://timesofindia.indiatimes.com
http://www.nepalitimes.com
http://www.thehimalayantimes.com
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As a starting point for the data analysis, the total frequencies of and proportional uses between presentational

itself with a noun phrase- vs. adverbial focus in Indian English were taken over from Bernaisch and Lange (2012).

In the Nepalese data,Wordsmith v.8 (Scott, 2021) was used to extract all instances of itself from SAVE-NEPAL_2011

and SAVE-NEPAL_2020, which amounts to 1,319 cases altogether. These instances were then manually evaluated in

analogy to Bernaisch and Lange’s (2012) taxonomy, so that, first, all non-presentational uses were discarded from the

dataset. These include all occurrences of itself in the function of reflexive pronouns, as in (1), cases of itself in an inten-

sifying and contrastive function that are also prominent in British or American English, as in (2) and all cases of itself

with a hierarchical/institutional focus, as in (3):

(1) Cricket as a sport holds tremendous potential for Nepal, and with a dedicated CAN, there is no reason

why the country cannot position itself among the leading cricket playing nations over the next few decades.

(SAVE_NEPAL_2020: 4545263)

(2) Although peace has to come from a strong democratic platform inNepal itself the on-going armed conflict can’t be

handled without external support and peace-building. (SAVE_NEPAL_2011: NP_2006-01-27.txt)

(3) The government itself has all the problems of a coalition, and these are likely to increase the longer the somewhat

unstable coalition has to function. (SAVE_NEPAL_2011: NP_NT_2007-04-20.txt)

To guarantee full comparability with Bernaisch and Lange (2012), the analysis of the remaining 148 true instances

of presentational itself also needed to include the same semantic, grammatical, and discursive factors. Therefore,

backtracking and context analysis were included in the analysis of the data, so that all positive cases of innovative

presentational itself constructions were differentiated between NP + itself, as in (4) or ADV + itself as in (5). For itself

with an adverbial focus, a further differentiation was made between temporal (a specified day or time) and locative (a

specified place):

(4) Nepal launched a programme through which beneficiaries like Shahi and BK were able to receive family planning

knowledge and service in their village itself. (SAVE_NEPAL_2020: 4546801.txt)

(5) However, PresidentBhandari endorsed the recommendationonMonday afternoon itself and announcedelections

to the Lower House on 30 April and 10May 2021. (SAVE_NEPAL_2020: 4733066.txt)

Finally, invariant focus particles were identified as TRUE if there was, for example, an agreement mismatch,

as in (6):

(6) Through policies and guidelines itself, the government should set the timeline for approval of investors’

applications. (SAVE-NEPAL_2020: 4546968.txt)

After annotating the data, all instances of presentational itself in Nepali English were normalized per million words

(pmw) and the proportions of noun phrase focus vs. adverbial focus was calculated in per cent in order to be able to

compare these frequencies and proportions to Bernaisch and Lange’s (2012) findings. In order to trace possible devel-

opments within Nepali English along with a potential proportional increase in presentational itself with an adverbial

focus in the last decade, the software package R (R development core team, 2021) was used to fit a general logis-

tic regression model (Gries, 2013) to predict the probability of presentational itself to occur in an adverbial focus

construction as compared to a noun phrase focus construction. The predictors included in the model were the SAVE-

COMPONENT (that is the 2011 version vs. the 2020 version) and the NEWSPAPER (that is The Himalyan Times vs.Nepali

Times, as Heller et al., 2017, found significant differences between the newspapers for the genitive alternation), along

with a possible interaction between the two.
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TABLE 2 Absolute and normalized (pmw) frequencies of presentational itself in the SAVENEPAL_2011 and the
SAVE-NEPAL_2020 corpora

SAVE-INDIA_2011 SAVE-NEPAL_2011 SAVE-NEPAL_2020

presentational itself 60 (19.53) 65 (21.73) 83 (26.95)

Note: Values for SAVE-INDIA_2011 taken fromBernaisch and Lange (2012).

TABLE 3 Absolute and relative (%) frequencies of presentational itself according to focused element

Subtypes of presentational itself SAVE-IND_2011 SAVE_NEP_2011 SAVE_NEP_2020

Noun phrase focus 16 (26.67) 51 (79.69) 29 (34.94)

Adverbial focus 44 (73.33) 13 (20.31) 54 (65.06)

Total 60 (100) 64 (100) 83 (100)

Note: Values for SAVE-IND taken fromBernaisch and Lange (2012).

4 FINDINGS

4.1 Presentational itself in Nepali English

First of all, the breakdown of all instances of presentational itself in SAVE-INDIA_2011, SAVE-NEPAL_2011 and SAVE-

NEPAL_2020 and is given in Table 2.

While we see a rather similar frequency of presentational itself in Indian and Nepali English in the SAVE-data from

2011 (19.53 vs. 21.73 pmw), the feature has increased over time in the Nepalese newspaper data to 26.95 in 2020.

However, in the case of presentational itself, apart from the overall frequencies (which are already almost equally fre-

quent in SAVE-NEPAL_2011 as in SAVE-INDIA_2011), in order to test epicentral influences of Indian English onNepali

English, the proportional uses of the feature with an adverbial focus seems to be even more relevant. The relative (%)

frequencies of presentational itself relative to the focused element is therefore given in Table 3.

The frequency distributions according to the focused element clearly mirror a short-term diachronic change

and increase in Nepalese English from SAVE-NEPAL_2011 to SAVE-NEPAL_2020: While the proportion of focused

adverbials are only at 20.31% in the 2011-data, it has strongly increased to 65.06% in the 2020-data. Although the

proportions are not (yet?) exactly as high as in Indian English (with 73.33% of all cases having an adverbial focus),

the proportion is more than three times as high as in the 2011-dataset. Based on these initial descriptive statistics, a

regressionmodel was fit to test the strength of the individual predictors.

After a stepwise backwardsmodel selection process, the final model that predicts the probability of presentational

itselfwith an adverbial focus (vs. a noun phrase focus) includes bothmain effects (that is SAVECOMPONENT andNEWS-

PAPER), however, the interaction between the two main effects was not significant and was not included in the final

model. Both effects are illustrated in the effect plots in Figure 2.

The first and most relevant main effect is illustrated in the left panel of Figure 2 and shows that, indeed, the SAVE-

COMPONENT is a highly significant factor to predict an increased probability of presentational itself to occur with an

adverbial focus, as the probability for the construction to occur in this function (as compared to a noun phrase focus)

increases significantly from c. 25% (in SAVE-NEPAL_2011) to c. 61% (in SAVE-NEPAL_2020). The second main effect

is predicted for the NEWSPAPER type, with a predicted probability of c. 63% for a presentational itself with adverbial

focus (in comparison to a noun phrase focus) to occur in The Himalayan Times and a significantly lower predicted prob-

ability of only c. 34% in theNepali Times (see similar observations in Heller et al., 2017). However, since the interaction

between theNEWSPAPER type and the SAVECOMPONENT turns out not to be not significant, both newspapers are pre-

dicted to showa significant increase in the proportional usage of itselfwith an adverbial focus over a noun phrase focus
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F IGURE 2 Predicted probability of presentational itself with adverbial focus (vs. noun phrase focus) in
SAVE-NEPAL 2011 vs. SAVE-NEPAL 2020 [Colour figure can be viewed at wileyonlinelibrary.com]

F IGURE 3 Interaction of NEWSPAPER type and the SAVECOMPONENT to predict probability of presentational
itselfwith an adverbial focus (vs. noun phrase focus) in SAVE-NEPAL 2011 vs. SAVE-NEPAL 2020 (not significant)
[Colour figure can be viewed at wileyonlinelibrary.com]

that goes in the same direction, yet with different frequencies. Although it is not significant for the model, in order to

better illustrate these frequency differences between the two newspapers, the interaction is shown in Figure 3.

The final model performs significantly better than the baseline model, has a C-value of 0.77 and a (pseudo-)R2 of

0.31. It can therefore be evaluated as a “decent” model for what it is supposed to predict, especially given the fact that

themodel only considers two predictors, and the overall nature of the explanatory variable does not represent a truly

binary choicebetween the twooptions tobeginwith, but the likelihoodof an (increased) proportionbetweenadverbial

focus and noun phrase focus. However, what these investigations clearly uncovered is that: (1) we can observe a highly

significant proportional increase of the presentational itself construction to occur with an adverbial focus over time;

as well as (2) this proportional increase being highly significant in both newspapers, although much more frequently

occurring in The Himalayan Times than in theNepali Times.

4.2 Qualitative observations from the data

A qualitative look into the data reveals that, apart from the quantitative increase of presentational itself with an

adverbial focus, there are also some first indications of syntactic ongoing changes in its use. A first look into the
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positioning of these particles indicates an increase in using the construction with optional adverbials in a fronting

construction, similar to Indian English. With only one instance of a fronted presentational itself with an adverbial

focus in SAVE-NEPAL_2011, illustrated in (7), we can observe it with an increased frequency of 12 instances in the

SAVE-NEPAL_2020 data, for example (8) and (9):

(7) On 1 February itself, the lobby group Euro Step is organising a highlevel discussion in Brussels titled ‘The Future of

Democracy, Peace andHuman Rights in Nepal’.<SAVE—NP_2011: NP_NT_2006-01-27.txt>

(8) Today itself, Thapa also addressed a programme organised in Damauli and sought an end to the chaos reigning in

the country. (SAVE-NP_2020: 4548228)

(9) ‘Today itself, a separate teamof healthworkers fromDistrict Public HealthOffice also left for the disease-affected

areas.

Due to these extremely low frequencies, this observation must, of course, be interpreted extremely cautiously, as

an overall increase in the use of the feature might as well correlate with more syntactic variation. Further follow-up

studies on this focus particle including not only its focus but also its syntactic position in another decade down the line

(and compared to other South Asian varieties of English) might enable us to either verify this observation as a possible

indication of an innovative feature of syntactic nativization in Nepali English or reject it as such.

Another noteworthy observation from the data analysis concerns the use of invariant focus particles. As docu-

mented in Lange (2007), for spoken Indian English, invariant forms occur with considerable frequency in the spoken

mode, predicting that. If “the frequency of invariant itself increases, then thiswould indicate that itself has been accom-

modated into the new function and that structural nativization has taken place” (Lange, 2007, p. 114). Bernaisch and

Lange (2012) have shown that such invariant forms are also slowly making their way into the standards of written

Indian (and also Sri Lankan) English. Their tentative explanation of this being “a reflection of the [. . . )] innovative force

these varieties of English exert in the South Asian Sprachbund” (Bernaisch & Lange, 2012, p. 12) is strengthened by the

fact that invariant focus particles have now also found their way into Nepali English, as illustrated in (10):

(10) Investors have been facing procedural hurdles and this might discourage other potential investors. Through

policies and guidelines itself, the government should set the timeline for approval of investors’ applications.

<SAVE-NEP_2020: 4546968>

Interpreting this single occurrence with the conservative caution it requires, it might still serve as one first indica-

tion of either: (i) another feature from Indian English that has influenced Nepali English due to epicentral influences;

or (ii) parallel developments of the innovative forces the varieties in the South Asian Sprachbund exert along the lines

of Bernaisch and Lange’s (2012) predictions. Following up on the developments and possible further nativization of

this feature in Nepali English in another decade down the line, as well as in other South Asian varieties of English,

might lead to an even better understanding of these developments and their directions (as, for example, also shown by

Peters, Smith, & Bernaisch, 2019, albeit on Australia’s role as an epicentre).

4.3 Discussion

All five research questions posed in section 2, that is: (i) whether the use of presentational itself has further increased

in Nepali English; (ii) whether this feature has become nativized in Nepali English; (iii) whether we can observe an

increased proportional use of presentational itself; (iv) whether we observe instances of invariant uses of itself; and

(v) if diachronic evidence is essential for demonstrating epicentral influence, can all be answered in the affirmative,

although to different degrees and giving rise to different interpretations. The overall increase of presentational itself in

Nepali English can be interpreted as an indicator that itself as a presentational focus marker has structurally nativized
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in Nepali English. The increased use of this feature with an adverbial focus seems to indicate that Nepali English is

following the Indian English lead variety and thus, supporting the epicentral theory of Indian English to be a linguistic

epicentre for Nepali English. However, the fact that the nativized and locally accepted use of invariant presentational

itself constructions in Indian English can only be attested once in the Nepalese data (consisting of six million words

total), somewhat contains the initial enthusiasm for the epicentral theory as the main/only factor to shape Nepali

English. Rather, another possible explanation might be that not all types of linguistic features seem to be prone to

a successful spread through epicentres. While presentational itself is a completely non-attested form in standard (for

exampleBritishorAmerican) varieties of English andalso contact-induced inNepali English (Bernaisch&Lange, 2012),

it can probably be evaluated as being a true linguistic innovation from South Asia, contributing to the feeling of “South

Asianness” in speakers’ identities. On the contrary, the case of using invariant forms could be evaluated as being inac-

curate and erroneous in standard and learner varieties of English and might therefore not enjoy the same degree

of prestige by Nepali English speakers. Following this hypothesis, maybe, for a linguistic feature to successfully be

adopted froman epicentre, it needs to be evaluated as a prestigious identity constructingmarker of a speaker commu-

nity that is in the process of nativizing. Alternatively, maybe the difference to Sri Lankan speakers of English (where

Bernaisch & Lange, 2012, did observe occurrences of invariant uses of presentational itself) lies in the “evolutionary

stage” (in Schneider’s, 2007 terminology) and the degree of endonormativity of the variety in question.Maybe a young

and only just emerging new variety of English, such as Nepali English, is still more bound to “traditional” norms and

standards, especially with its still existing strong focus on the teaching of English as an EFL (see section 1).

5 CONCLUSION

With the present study, I hope to have shown the potential—and probably even the necessity—of short-term

diachronic studies in epicentral research. As it has been stated in many studies testing epicentral influences before,

it is only possible to trace the developmental paths of a certain linguistic featurewith diachronic analyses. The present

follow-up study on presentational itself in Nepali English has already revealed the direction in which this construction

is going (that is, following the Indian English lead variety). However, this process seems not to happen to the same

extent (or with the same speed?) when the feature in question goes against well-established standards and/or poten-

tially enjoys only little prestige. Following this observation, it might not be sufficient to investigate the developmental

sequences of a new English variety based on epicentral influences alone. Instead, there are some additional possible

influences on the developmental paths a variety might take that might be worth being investigated in future studies,

while acknowledging that the scope of the present paper does clearly not account for a comprehensive investigation

of all factors that are potentially at play in variety formation.

Oneof the central aspects that has been related to shaping the characteristics of varieties of English is the influence

of the (major) L1s spoken in the respective speech communities. As Schilk et al. (2012) observe:

It is obvious that depending on the unique language settings, different South Asian languages have led

to different transfer effects in the local variants of English, with interference effects being stronger

in basilectal variants than in the acrolect (and stronger, in general, at the level of accent than, say, in

grammar). (Schilk et al., 2012, p. 139)

Especially in corpus-based studies on varieties of English representing multilingual speech communities such as

Nepal or India, investigating L1-induced influences is exceedingly difficult, because hardly anymetadata on the speak-

ers’ languagebackgrounds are available. Typically, if at all, typological comparisons of structures canonly bemadewith

the major L1s spoken in the varieties under scrutiny (Lange, 2007; Leuckert, 2019). However, although such compar-

isons are extremely valuable and can often reveal substrate influences on certain features (for example Lange, 2007, in

the case of focus marking in Indian English), they do not always fully support or neglect substrate influences to be the
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only/main driving force (for example Leuckert, 2019). Although it seems somewhat naïve to exclude such influences,

it will remain difficult to test their exact effect until we have databases available for research that include the respec-

tive L1 spoken by the person who contributed data to a corpus. Another “makeshift solution” to this methodologically

unavoidable shortcoming can potentially be the conduction of (short-term) diachronic approaches as one way of con-

trolling for this variable: As the L1s spoken in a country will not have changed in a decade, changes in frequency and

quality of certain linguistic features can be attributed to other sources.

Another important factor that is important to be taken into consideration is South Asia forming a Sprachbund,

assuming that “mutual influence between Sanskrit/Indo-Aryan and Dravidian over millennia led to linguistic conver-

gence” (Bernaisch & Lange, 2012). Following this theory, it seems necessary to test for possible influences between

closely related varieties in both directions, that is, not only testing for potential epicentral influences of Indian English,

but also (at least potentially) allowing the surrounding regions to serve as potential epicentres for a region. One very

innovative statistical approach that allows for such bi- or even multidirectional investigations is presented in Gries

and Bernaisch (2016) and further developed in Heller et al. (2017). Also, although Nepal was never directly colonized

by the British Empire, its first contacts with the English language was with British English through contact with the

East India Company in neighboring India. British English norms and linguistic features are therefore probably eval-

uated rather prestigiously in Nepal. Positive attitudes towards the British variety have also shown to exist in India

(Bernaisch & Koch, 2016) and Sri Lanka (Bernaisch, 2012), so that it would therefore always be wise to include British

English (if structurally available) in epicentral investigations of South Asian varieties of English.

Apart from British English, however, the influence of American English on global varieties of English cannot be

underestimated in thedigitalizedworldwe live in today (Mair, 2013, 2016). In the caseofNepal, Lal (2011) summarizes

that:

In Nepal, filling out forms for the Diversity Visa lottery is a national obsession, and the upper-middle

classes take pride in shopping at American-style malls. The intelligentsia all over Southasia has been

Americanised almost to the lastman, withoutmost of them having left their home countries even once.

Such processes are highly likely to also figure prominently in thewayNepalese people use English. In a similar vein,

previous studies tracing structural influences on Hong Kong English (that is an equally young and just emerging New

English, similar to Nepali English) were neither able to attest unambiguous parallels between Hong Kong English and

the alleged linguistic epicentre of the region, that is Singapore English (Heller et al., 2017); nor has Hong Kong English

been able to show (only) parallels to its historical input variety, that is British English (Heller et al., 2017). However,

neither of these studies included comparisons to American English. When comparing Hong Kong English to a wider

selection of global Englishes, Deshors and Götz (2020) found Hong Kong English to cluster significantly with Ameri-

can and Canadian English in their use of mental predicates, while actually showing significantly different profiles from

British, Indian or Singaporean English. Following such findings and keeping inmind today’s forces of globalization, and

the fact that those forces have been shown to affect globalized English varieties (Mair, 2013, 2016; Schneider, 2014), it

is likely that speakers of newEnglisheswill adapt a variety of features from different varieties they are exposed to and

not always select unidirectionally from the feature pool that they have access to (Mufwene, 2001). Instead, it seems

muchmore likely that they choose features from different sources, potentially depending on the appeal/prestige they

correlate with. In order to test such possible selection processes, future studies would certainly benefit from includ-

ing not only the neighboring varieties, but also other potential transnational epicentres, such as American English

(Deshors &Götz, 2020; Heller et al., 2017; Koch&Bernaisch, 2013) or British English (Gries &Bernaisch, 2016; Heller

et al., 2017; Koch & Bernaisch, 2013), for comparisons. I agree with Koch and Bernaisch (2013) who state that:

Only on the basis of diachronic and additional reference data will it be possible to delineate the origin

and consequential emergence of [. . . linguistic features] in South Asian English and, thus, evaluate to
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what extent [. . . ] scenarios can (maybe complementarily) account for the attestability of [. . . linguistic

features] in each of the South Asian Englishes scrutinised. (Koch & Bernaisch, 2013, p. 84)

In today’s complex and digital world, it seems to be only natural that the emergence, diffusion and nativization

of linguistic features can only be traced and described accurately by taking various input sources into consideration

(Deshors, 2018). Hundt (2013), as well, considers the concept of a linguistic epicentre to be “far from straightforward,

both on theoretical and methodological grounds.” However, it also seems to be too important to be neglected when

describing South Asian varieties of English (p. 182). In line with this, van Rooy and Kruger (2018) discuss in detail the

overall conceptual and methodological challenges of modeling world Englishes today. Deshors (2018, p. 3) points out

the importance of “making sure that our connections between the reality of English today and our theoretical models

are fully in line with one another [, which] will help us formulate adequate theories of the forces that drive language

development in our day and age.” As far as epicentral theory is concerned, I would like to conclude that it seems to be

highly likely that it constitutes one important factor in the description of newEnglishes, yet, it is very unlikely to be the

only one.
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