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ABSTRACT

Long-term contact between Hindi and Marathi in Nagpur, India has led to
extensive transfer of linguistic features in both directions (Hindi to Marathi and
Marathi to Hindi), leading to the formation of two contact varieties, Nagpuri
Hindi and Nagpuri Marathi. This thesis investigates the emergence of these
varieties by determining the agents of change and direction of transfer involved
in the emergence process. For this purpose, the framework proposed by Van
Coetsem (1988; 1995; 2000) is used. This model is speaker-focused,
emphasising the role linguistic dominance plays in the mechanisms of contact-
induced changed. While the model provides a clear, principled approach to
decipher the processes of contact-induced change, these processes must also be
contextualised within the larger sociohistorical circumstances of Nagpur. This
thesis, thus, examines historical sources and combines it with a Van Coetsem-
based analysis of linguistic data to propose plausible scenarios that could have
led to the emergence of these contact varieties. Additionally, this thesis also
investigates present-day use of these varieties by using data collected through
YouTube. In the absence of access to real speakers, videos provide speech data

that can be examined to understand the current speech of people from Nagpur.
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Chapter 1:
INTRODUCTION

Nagpur, a large Indian city that is part of the state of Maharashtra, has
historically been a multilingual place. While many Indian languages are spoken
here, the two major languages of city are Hindi and Marathi. There are
geographical, political and historical reasons behind this. Nagpur is located at
the north-eastern tip of the state of Maharashtra, placing it almost at the centre
of the country. The city lies at the intersection between Marathi-dominant and
Hindi-dominant regions in India, thus making it a “transitional area in terms of
human and cultural geography” (Mookerjee 1955:37). Hindi and Marathi have
both had a strong presence in Nagpur throughout its history, which has resulted
in “a long tradition of Marathi Hindi bilingualism in the Nagpur area.”
(Pandharipande, 2003:41) This long-term bilingualism in the area has led to the
creation of new contact varieties of Hindi and Marathi that are specific to
Nagpur. Referred to as Nagpuri Hindi (NH) and Nagpuri Marathi (NM) by
Pandharipande (2003), these varieties show strong evidence of cross-linguistic
influence. Moreover, the cross-linguistic influence seen in these varieties is

bidirectional.

The term ‘bidirectional transfer’ has been used in different ways by different
scholars. Pavlenko and Jarvis (2002), focusing on second language acquisition
and bilingualism, use the term to discuss how bilingual speakers transfer features
not just from their L1 to their L2 but also from their L2 to their L1, thus
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transferring features in both directions. By contrast, Neess (2020) uses the term
to discuss the transfer of features between two languages due to contact between
two different speaker groups. Studying Aiwoo and Vaeakau-Taumako, Naess
(2020) demonstrates how features are transferred in both directions, i.e. from
Aiwoo to Vaeakau-Taumako as well as from Vaeakau-Taumako to Aiwoo. The
contact varieties of Nagpur, as shall be demonstrated in this thesis, shows both
types of bidirectional transfer. Thus, the term ‘bidirectional transfer’ in this
thesis is used to mean linguistic transfer between two languages, Hindi and
Marathi, due to contact between Hindi and Marathi speakers, as well as transfer
within a group of Hindi-Marathi bilinguals who transfer features from their L1
to their L2 and from their L2 to their L1. Bidirectional transfer has been a key

process in the emergence of these contact varieties.

Understanding the processes that led to the emergence of Nagpuri Hindi and
Nagpuri Marathi is one of the central goals of this thesis. The question of
emergence is one that has not been addressed by previous research.
Pandharipande’s works (1982; 2003) on Nagpur provide detailed descriptions of
Nagpuri Hindi and Nagpuri Marathi, but they are guided by a sociolinguistic
focus and thus do not explain how these varieties emerged. Moreover, they are
virtually the only works of research on language contact in Nagpur, making it a
severely under-researched linguistic context. Many aspects of this context

remain unclear. As such, this thesis aims to address the following questions:

1. Who are the agents of change responsible for the creation of these

contact varieties?



2. What is the socio-historical context that led to the emergence and

maintenance of these varieties?

3. Are these contact varieties still used in the present-day?

Layout of this Thesis

This thesis is structured as follows: In Chapter 2, | examine the different
perspectives through which situations of contact are approached. This includes
a comparison of certain widely used frameworks of analysing contact-induced
change in order determine the approach best suited to answering the first of the
research questions listed earlier: “‘Who are the agents of change responsible for
the creation of these contact varieties?” | then undertake an analysis of the
contact features of Nagpuri Hindi and Nagpuri Marathi in Chapter 3 in order to
establish plausible scenarios that could account for their emergence. In Chapter
4, | situate these scenarios in the larger socio-historical circumstances of Nagpur
in order to answer question 2: “What is the socio-historical context that led to
the emergence and maintenance of these varieties?”” Finally, in Chapter 5, |
address question 3, i.e. “Are these contact varieties still used in the present-day?”’
by examining the current use of Nagpuri Hindi and Nagpuri Marathi through
data collected from online sources. Chapter 6 provides a summary of the findings

of this thesis and discusses avenues for future research.



Chapter 2:
APPROACHES TO LANGUAGE CONTACT

2. Introduction

This thesis investigates the emergence of contact varieties in Nagpur through an
analysis of contact features along with an examination of Nagpur’s
sociohistorical context. The objective of this chapter is to determine what kind
of approach is best-suited for this purpose. In section 2.1, an overview of
different approaches is presented. The overview shows how language contact is
treated in different linguistic sub-disciplines, and highlights several different
perspectives within the field of contact linguistics. In section 2.2, two widely
used frameworks of language contact, the Thomason & Kaufman (1988) model
and the Van Coetsem (1988; 1995; 2000) model are examined in closer detail.
In 2.3, key differences between the models are explored and they are compared

in terms of their applicability in interpreting language contact contexts.

2.1 An Overview of Approaches to Language Contact

Language contact arises from interactions between speakers of different
languages, which can lead to these speakers expanding their linguistic
repertoires to include multiple languages. Speakers capable of using multiple
languages may use their linguistic repertoire differently from monolingual
speakers who have experienced little or no language contact. As such, it is
natural and, indeed, “almost too obvious perhaps to merit stating” (Sankoff

2002:638) that the languages of bi/multilingual speakers are often (though not
4



always) altered in some way. Interactions between the speakers of different
languages are extremely common across the globe, making bilingualism and
language contact extremely common occurrences as well. It would not be wrong
to say that “[m]ost, if not all, languages have been influenced at one time or

another by contact with others” (Winford 2003:2).

Given that language contact is such a common occurrence, one would expect the
notion that contact can affect languages, and can lead to linguistic change, to be
a widely-acknowledged, well-established notion across linguistics. To an extent,
this is true. One of the classic works of language contact, Weinreich’s Languages
in Contact was published in 1953. This was one of the earliest attempts to
formulate a framework to understand how language change is brought about by
contact between speakers of different languages. Importantly, it focused on the
bilingual individual as the locus of change. Weinreich (1953) delineated the
processes of phonological, lexical and grammatical ‘interference’, i.e., the
phenomena of “deviation from the norms of either language which occur in the
speech of bilinguals as a result of their familiarity with more than one language”
(Weinreich, 1953:1). Much research has been done since then based on this
notion of interference. His work, thus, greatly aided the development of language

contact as a sub-discipline within linguistics.

While many linguists accept the idea that language change is a common outcome
of language contact, many others do not. For instance, the decades following
Weinreich’s publication saw the rise of sociolinguistics as a linguistic sub-
discipline and the development of a substantial body of research devoted to
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sociolinguistic variation (Hickey 2010). For linguists studying variation, contact
is often seen as an unsatisfactory or unreliable explanation for change. For
example, Lass & Wright (1986:203) claim that “[t]he normal condition for a
language-system is to be a self-contained structural network”, arguing that
changes attributed to contact are often “tendencies” that a language already had,
and not the result of transfer from a second language (1986:202). In more recent
times, Poplack and Levey (2010) have warned against accepting language
contact as a cause for grammatical change, arguing that variation and language
internal change offer more justifiable explanations. In their view, many contact-
induced changes are, in fact, not changes at all but instances of variation in the
speech of different speakers and, even if they are changes, they are more likely
to be the result of “drift” or “internal evolution” (2010:397-398). According to
Poplack and Levey (2010), contact linguists do not adequately explore the
possibilities of variation or internal evolution, and their analyses must be
countered by analyses through the more “capable” (2010:391) methods of

variationist sociolinguistics and the comparative method of historical linguistics.

However, many other sociolinguists recognise that contact is a common process
and, indeed, the study of languages in contact has been a focus for sociolinguists
from a variety of perspectives. For example, Weinreich (2011) highlights how
the status of German as a standard language and Romansh as a minority language
in Switzerland has led to significant one-way linguistic interference from
German into Romansh. Similarly, Gumperz and Wilson (1971) demonstrate how

caste relations amongst the inhabitants of Kupwar, India, have led to a unique



situation where the languages show significant structural convergence but
remain distinct in their vocabulary. While these are examples of contact between
different languages, sociolinguistic research, especially research on
sociolinguistic variation, often focuses on contact between dialects, which
involves contact between mutually intelligible varieties (cf. Trudgill, Schilling

& Schilling-Estes 2002; Meyerhoff 2006).

Other sub disciplines of linguistics, such as historical linguistics, also display a
variety of perspectives on the question of language contact and contact-induced
change. Though sociolinguists, Poplack and Levey (2010:391) argue in favour
of language internal change (as opposed to contact-induced change) on the basis
of a “general consensus that grammatical structure is particularly resistant to
transfer”. While this focus on language internal change is, to quote McMahon
(1994:200), “downright misrepresentation, since the majority of the world’s
speakers are at least bilingual...and bilingualism necessarily means language
contact”, it is a frequently raised concern amongst historical linguists. The
‘general consensus’ cited by Poplack and Levey (2010) seems to come from a
much older tradition in historical linguistics of denying the possibility of contact-
induced change. Several researchers, such as Mller (1875) and Meillet (1921)
insisted that the ‘mixing’ of languages, especially of language structures, was
impossible, as the structure of a language was deemed ‘impenetrable’. However,
more recent perspectives in historical linguistics (Nichols 1992; McMahon
1994; Burridge & Bergs 2016) recognise the major role that contact plays in

language change. Interestingly, many historical linguists approach language



contact from the perspective that social factors determine, to a large extent, the
outcomes of language contact. This approach gives primary importance to the
dynamics between socially dominant and non-dominant speaker groups,
distinguishing between situations of superstratum, substratum and adstratum
influence (Trask 2015; Burridge & Bergs 2016). In contexts where superstratum
influence is relevant, a socially dominant language influences a less dominant
language, whereas in situations where substratum influence is relevant, a less
dominant language influences a more dominant language (Trask 2015:292).
Adstratum influence involves contexts where neither of the languages is more

socially dominant than the other (Trask 2015:292).

Focusing on social factors as the primary determiners of change is a common
approach within the field of contact linguistics as well. This is, to an extent, a
result of Thomason & Kaufman’s (1988) monograph, Language Contact,
Creolization, and Genetic Linguistics, a formidable work that “led to the re-
invigorization of language contact studies and the re-valorization of language
contact as a research area” (Hickey 2010:1). Prior to the publication of
Thomason & Kaufman’s monograph, the field of language contact had been
dominated for many years by a structural focus, according to which the linguistic
outcomes of language contact were determined by the structure of the languages
involved (Thomason & Kaufman 1988; Winford 2003; Hickey 2010). By
claiming that “[i]t is the sociolinguistic history of the speakers (not the structure
of their language) that is the primary determinant of the linguistic outcome of

language change” Thomason and Kaufman (1988:35) had a significant impact



on the field. Other scholars, such as Myers-Scotten (2002), with her social-
dominance driven framework of codeswitching, and Johanson (2002), whose
‘code-copying” framework rests on the distinction between the transfer of
features form socially dominant to non-dominant languages and from non-
dominant to dominant languages, also emphasise the crucial role of social factors

in language contact.

While many studies have used Thomason and Kaufman’s (1988) framework to
analyse contexts of language contact, their model has also been criticised for
attributing too much to larger social factors and not taking into account the role
of the individual as the locus of linguistic change (Winford, 2020). Another
monograph published in the same year (1988) as Thomason and Kaufman’s,
however, did focus on the bilingual individual. Van Coetsem’s (1988) Loan
Phonology and The Two Transfer Types in Language Contact outlined a
‘speaker-focused’ framework that emphasises the importance of linguistic
dominance in the mechanisms through which transfer takes place, as opposed to
the focus on social dominance in other frameworks. Thomason and Kaufman
(1988) and Van Coetsem (1988) are two widely used frameworks of language
contact, but they are both fundamentally different in many ways and, when
applied to a particular language contact context, can lead to significantly
different interpretations. One of the aims of this thesis is to understand the
mechanisms of contact-induced change through which the contact varieties of
Nagpur emerged. In order to determine which model is more suited to fulfilling

this goal, a detailed discussion of both models is required.



According to Thomason & Kaufman’s (1988) approach, one must first
distinguish among the various social contexts of language contact if one is to
understand the nature and direction of cross-linguistic influence. The model
distinguishes two main types of language contact situations: language
maintenance and language shift. Language maintenance is a situation where
speakers of a particular language come into contact with speakers of another
language and begin to speak it as a second language, while maintaining their
native language. This is contrasted with a situation of language shift, where the
speakers shift to the second language, and in doing so abandon their first
language. These different situations are then linked to different mechanisms of
contact-induced change. Maintenance leads to the mechanism of borrowing,
where speakers introduce ‘foreign features’ from the second language into their
native language. Here, “the native language is maintained but is changed by the
addition of the incorporated features” (Thomason & Kaufman 1988:37).
According to Thomason and Kaufman, any linguistic feature can be borrowed
and any number of features can be borrowed. What determines the nature and
amount of borrowing is the ‘intensity” of contact as “[g]reater intensity of contact
in general means more borrowing” (Thomason & Kaufman 1988:72). Intensity,
in turn, is determined by the length of time of the contact situation and the level
of bilingualism among the speakers involved. Thomason & Kaufman create a
‘scale of borrowing’, in which different levels of borrowing are associated with

different intensities of contact, as illustrated in Table 1.
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Table 1: Thomason and Kaufman’s borrowing scale (Thomason & Kaufman
1988.74-75)

Degree of contact  Features borrowed

1. Casual Lexical borrowing only
Contact

2. Slightly more  Function words: conjunctions and adverbs
intense

contact Structure: minor phonological and syntactic features

3. More intense  Function words: pre/postpositions, derivational affixes,
contact inflectional affixes, pronouns, low numerals

Structure: phonemization of previously allophonic
phonological features, borrowing of postpositions in an
otherwise prepositional language

4. Strong Major structural features: new distinctive phonological
cultural features, extensive word order change, inflectional
pressure affixes (e.g. case)

5. Very strong Significant typological disruption: changes in word
cultural structure, change from flexional to agglutinative
pressure morphology, loss of phonemic contrasts

The second situation of language contact in Thomason and Kaufman’s (1988)
approach, language shift, leads to shift-induced interference. This is the result of
‘imperfect group learning’, which is caused by a group of speakers shifting to a
second or target language. More recently, Thomason (2001) revises the original
(Thomason & Kaufman 1988) framework, emphasising here the notion of
‘imperfect learning’. She reformulates the distinction between shift and
maintenance as a distinction between the presence and absence of imperfect

learning, where imperfect learning leads to interference and fluency in the
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language leads to borrowing. Additionally, she focuses in a more detailed

manner on seven mechanisms of change, which are summarised in Table 2.

Table 2: Thomason's mechanisms of change (based on Thomason 2001:131-
152)

Mechanism

Description

Code-switching

Code alternation

Passive
Familiarity

Negotiation

Second-language
acquisition
strategies

Bilingual first-
language
acquisition

Deliberate
decision

Speakers use two or more languages in a single
conversation.

Speakers use two or more languages in different
conversations and different contexts.

Speakers acquire a feature from a language that
they understand but have never spoken actively.

Speakers change their language to approximate
what they believe to be the patterns of another
language or dialect.

Speakers use material from their native language
while speaking the language they are acquiring,
to fill gaps in their knowledge of the target
language.

Speakers acquire two languages simultaneously

as their first languages.

Speakers make active, deliberate decisions to
change their language.

Thomason (2001:130) links these seven mechanisms to the presence or absence
of shift-induced learning, which is essentially the dichotomy of borrowing and
interference (Thomason & Kaufman 1988), but acknowledges that “the fit
between them may not be precise”. As such, while the mechanism of second

language acquisition is clearly categorised as shift-induced interference
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(2001:146), other mechanisms cannot always be classified as either borrowing
or interference. Crucially, for both Thomason and Kaufman (1988) and
Thomason (2001), the transfer of particular linguistic features is not linked to a
particular mechanism. As can be seen in Table 1, borrowing involves the transfer
of a wide range of linguistic features, from non-basic lexicon to structural
features like morphology. Similarly, Thomason (2001:31) emphasises the
absence of linguistic constraints on the mechanisms of transfer, thereby implying
that any kind of linguistic feature can be transferred through any of the seven
mechanisms. This is quite different from how transfer is conceived of in the

model proposed by Van Coetsem (1988; 1995; 2000).

Van Coetsem’s (1988; 1995; 2000) framework approaches contact-induced
change from its emergence at an individual level, and starts with the notion of
the ‘agents’ of change. Van Coetsem’s (1988; 1995; 2000) model focuses on the
phenomenon of ‘transmission’, which is the transfer of materials from “one
language, the source language, to another language, the recipient language” (Van
Coetsem 1995:1). There are two main transfer types: Source Language (SL)
agentivity and Recipient Language (RL) agentivity. In SL agentivity, the source
language speaker is the agent of the transfer action and this type of transfer
involves the imposition of features of the source language onto the recipient
language. Conversely, in RL agentivity, the recipient language speaker is the
agent of the transfer action and here, the speaker borrows items from the source
language. Another key notion of Van Coetsem’s framework is that of the

‘stability gradient’ of language, according to which, “[c]ertain language
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components or subcomponents are more stable or more cohesive, while other
such components are less stable or less cohesive” (1995:67). The stability of
linguistic features is determined primarily by three factors: frequency,
structuredness and consciousness (2000:106). Thus, features of a language that
are more structured, that speakers use more often but in a less conscious, more
automatic manner are more stable components. These include syntax and
articulatory habits. Less stable components, on the other hand, are features of a
language that are less structured, that speakers use less frequently but in a more

conscious, less automatic manner, such as contentive words.

Given that the use of stable components is more automatic, these are features
that speakers are likely to impose on their non-dominant language (SL
agentivity). For example, a French-dominant speaker, when speaking English,
may impose their unaspirated [p] onto English words that are pronounced with
an aspirated [p"], such as ‘pear’ (Van Coetsem 2000:53). Here, a phonological
feature is being transferred from the source language to the recipient language
by a speaker dominant in the source language. The dominant language is

underscored.

SL > RL
French - English
Conversely, since less stable components are used more consciously, they can
more easily be borrowed by speakers into their dominant language (RL
agentivity). For instance, a French-dominant speaker may borrow English words

into French (Van Coetsem 2000:53). Here, a lexical feature is being transferred

14



from the source language to the recipient language by a speaker dominant in the

recipient language, as indicated by the underlined elements.

SL>RL
English - French
This relationship between the stability gradient, the mechanisms of transfer and

linguistic dominance is summarised in Table 3.

Table 3: The stability gradient of language (based on Van Coetsem 1995;
2000)

More Stable Less Stable
o More structured, less e Less structured, more
conscious, fewer items conscious, more items

e [Eg: grammar, phonology

Eg: Lexical (contentive)

items
e Usually SL — RL e Usually RL — SL
e SL-dominant speaker as the e RL-dominant speaker as the
agent of transfer agent of transfer
SL agentivity, imposition RL agentivity, borrowing
transfer transfer

Van Coetsem’s focus on the psycholinguistic principles underlying the
mechanisms of transfer in his model is one of its most important aspects. The
notion of transfer as a process that happens within bilingual individuals is crucial
to the model, and is supported by recent research on bilingualism and second
language acquisition. For instance, Treffers-Daller & Sakel (2012:3) state that

transfer is a key aspect of bilingualism and SLA, explaining how bilinguals and
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L2-learners must constantly juggle between their two languages. They must
switch their attention back and forth between the languages, while both the
languages are ‘active’ in their minds. Since the languages are both active and
available to be used, the speaker has to ‘inhibit’ or ‘deactivate’ one of the
languages in situations where they are speaking the other one. However, this
process “is not watertight” (Treffers-Daller & Sakel 201:24) as it is difficult to
keep both languages completely separate. As a result, speakers often use features
from the ‘deactivated” language when speaking their other language.
MacWhinney’s (2005, 2008) research on the mechanisms of L1 and L2
acquisition also shows that transfer is possible at any level, from phonology to

lexicon to pragmatics.

A key aspect of Van Coetsem’s idea of transfer is that it is based on linguistic
dominance, not social dominance. Treffers-Daller (2019:377-379) highlights the
importance of differentiating between the two, specifying that the former is the
dominance of a particular language in the mind of an individual, whereas the
latter is the dominance of a language at a societal level. She explains that
linguistic dominance is determined by relative proficiency as well as frequency
of use of a language. She also states that “dominance can change over time”
(Treffers-Daller, 2019:377), which is another crucial component of Van
Coetsem’s framework (1995; 2000). Van Coetsem (1995:70-71) points out that
“[t]here are shifts in linguistic dominance”, which means that a speaker’s L1 is
not necessarily their dominant language and imposition transfer can occur from

the L2 to the L1 as well. This notion is also supported by research on transfer by
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bilinguals. Pavlenko and Jarvis (2002) point out that transfer can be
bidirectional, i.e., from the L1 to the L2 as well as from the L2 to the L1.
Pavlenko (2000:176) notes that “the stable ‘native- ness’ of one's first language
is not as immutable as usually presumed” and delineates the different situations
in which L2 influence on L1 is more likely. These include situations where the
speaker is highly proficient in the L2, actively and regularly engages with the L2
community and L2 speakers, and has a high amount of exposure to the L2 but a
low amount of exposure to the L1 (Pavlenko, 2000:196-198). While Pavlenko
(2000) does not mention this, these situations all point to the speaker being more
proficient in the L2 and using the L2 more frequently than the L1, which would
make the L2 the speaker’s dominant language according to Treffers-Daller’s
(2019:377-379) definition of linguistic dominance discussed earlier. This
suggests, therefore, that what Pavlenko (2000) is describing is a shift in linguistic
dominance from the L1 to the L2. To return to Van Coetsem’s model, we see
that it finds support in current bilingualism and SLA research in that it focuses

on linguistic dominance and acknowledges that dominance can and does shift.

2.2 Comparison of Frameworks

The models proposed by Thomason and Kaufman (1988) and Van Coetsem
(1988) are both based on dichotomies (borrowing versus shift induced
interference in the former, and borrowing versus imposition in the latter), which
sometimes leads to both models being cited together, as though they present
essentially the same ideas (e.g. Blom, Polissenska & Weerman 2006; Newlin-

Aukowicz 2014; Kootstra & Muysken 2019). However, there are core
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differences between the two frameworks. The key difference between the
models is the level at which they operate. While Thomason and Kaufman’s
(1988) framework operates at a larger social group level, Van Coetsem’s (1988;
1995; 2000) framework operates at an individual, psycholinguistic level. As
such, while Thomason & Kaufman focus on degrees of intensity in language
contact situations and the distinction between situations of maintenance versus
situations of shift, Van Coetsem prioritises the mechanisms of transfer, SL
agentivity and RL agentivity, and their links to linguistic dominance in the

individual bilingual.

Since the two models operate in fundamentally different ways, they can lead to
very different understandings of language contact situations, even if they are
both applied to the same context. This can be seen, for example, in the analyses
of contact between Asia Minor Greek and Turkish, where varieties of Greek
show a significant amount of influence from Turkish. In this context, the Turkish
speakers continue to speak Turkish, which leads Thomason and Kaufman to
conclude that “if the Turks did not shift to Greek, all the interference must be
due to borrowing” (1998:216). They categorise the context as a case of heavy
structural borrowing, i.e, category 5 on their borrowing scale (see Table 1).
Therefore, according to Thomason & Kaufman’s analysis (1988:215-222),
Greek speakers are the agents of the transfer action as they are borrowing
features from Turkish into their native language. This analysis, however, has
been challenged by Winford (2005:402-409). Using Van Coetsem’s framework,

Winford demonstrates that the instances of structural transfer from Turkish into
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Greek are instances of imposition transfer by Turkish-dominant L1 Greek
speakers. Examining the sociohistorical context of Asia Minor, Winford
highlights the fact that many Greek-speakers were highly proficient in Turkish
and used Turkish frequently, implying a shift in linguistic dominance from their
native language (Greek) to Turkish. Using Van Coetsem’s notion of linguistic
dominance and its connection to the mechanisms of transfer (here: Source
Language agentivity or imposition transfer), Winford is able to effectively
analyse this context where the ancestral language is maintained, but its speakers
have become more dominant in their second language. This is a situation that the
Thomason & Kaufman model, which has as its core distinction the difference

between group maintenance and group shift, cannot not account for.

Attempting to classify every situation of language contact as one of maintenance
or shift can also lead to contradictory claims regarding the same situation, as is
the case with Thomason and Kaufman’s (1988) analysis of Anglo-Romani.
Anglo-Romani is a mixed language that consists of Romani vocabulary set in an
English grammatical frame (Meakins 2013:165). Thomason and Kaufman
(1988) in in one instance describe its emergence as a result of “language shift
with a maintenance of Romani vocabulary” (1988:49) while in another instance
explain the presence of English grammar as a product of borrowing (1988:103)
which, according to their own definition, occurs in situations of language
maintenance. Winford (2005:399-400) counters these “dubious” claims by
providing a simple explanation: that Romani was formed through RL agentivity

where English-dominant bilinguals borrowed lexical features from Romani.
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The analyses of contact contexts (Asia Minor Greek-Turkish and Anglo-
Romani) demonstrate clearly the difference between the models proposed by
Thomason and Kaufman (1988) and Van Coetsem (1988, 1995, 2000). In
Thomason and Kaufman’s model, the mechanisms of transfer are determined by
the type of language situation, which is, according to Winford (2020:59), its
“chief weakness”, as “both situations of maintenance and situations of language
shift can involve differences in dominance relationships between the languages
in contact”. What sets Van Coetsem’s framework apart is that it clarifies the
difference between the mechanisms by “making more explicit the types of
agency that they involve” (Winford 2020:57). By specifying that the transfer of
linguistic features is always from the source language (SL) to the recipient
language (RL) but either the SL speaker or the RL speaker can be the agent of
change, and that the transfer of more stable features is linked to imposition or
SL agentivity while the transfer of less stable features is linked to borrowing or
RL agentivity, Van Coetsem’s framework makes it possible not only to identify
who the agents of the transfer action are but also to associate the linguistic

outcomes of language contact with the types of agentivity.

Being able to identify the mechanisms of transfer, the direction of transfer, and
the agents of the transfer action is extremely valuable when trying to interpret
contact contexts, particularly historic contexts that must be analysed on the basis
of the outcomes of language contact. This is demonstrated by Winford (2005),
as well as by several other studies done of different historic contexts. For

instance, Arnal (2011) examines contact-induced change in Catalan as a result
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of transfer from Spanish. This context is one that has seen contact between
Catalan speakers and Spanish speakers for several centuries. While historically,
Spanish lexical items were the only features transferred into Catalan, the last 50
years have seen extensive evidence of structural change in Catalan, with a
number of phonological and syntactic features transferred from Spanish. Since
Catalan speakers continue to speak Catalan, an analysis through the Thomason
and Kaufman (1988) model would lead to the conclusion that this is a context of
heavy structural borrowing by the Catalan speakers. However, Arnal (2011:15-
19) uses Van Coetsem’s (1988; 2000) model along with sociohistorical evidence
to show that it is Spanish-dominant bilingual speakers who are the agents of the
transfer action, as a large number of Spanish-speakers immigrated to Catalonia
in the second half of the 20th century and began to use Catalan as a second
language. The ability to combine social and historical evidence with linguistic
evidence to account for a wide variety of contact contexts is an important feature
of Van Coetsem’s model. Thomason and Kaufman’s (1988) framework, because
of its one-to-one correlation of language situation with the mechanism of

transfer, is relatively less dynamic.

The applicability Van Coetsem’s model to historic contexts is also demonstrated
by Naess (2020) in her analysis of language contact between two distantly related
Oceanic languages, Aiwoo and Vaeakau-Taumako, on the Reef Islands. In this
context, both languages show evidence of contact-induced change, as Aiwoo
shows lexical transfer from Vaeakau-Taumako whereas Vaeakau-Taumako

shows structural transfer from Aiwoo. Thus, RL agentivity and SL agentivity are
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both at play here, but the transfer occurs in different directions. Naess (2020:628-
630) explains that what is interesting about this context is that there has been a
significant shift in the demographics as well as social relations on the islands,
where Vaeakau-Taumako speakers were originally the socioeconomically
dominant group but then became an economically weaker, marginalised group.
In terms of bilingualism, Aiwoo speakers are were more likely to speak at least
some Vaeakau-Taumako but most Vaeakau-Taumako speakers did not speak
Aiwoo. A Thomason & Kaufman approach would, once again, classify this as a
situation of heavy structural borrowing by Vaeakau-Taumako speakers.
However, this does not account for the fact that Vaeakau-Taumako speakers do
not usually know Aiwoo, which would make it implausible for them to borrow
structural elements from Aiwoo. Analysis through the Van Coetsem model
(Naess 2020:639-640), on the other hand, shows that the structural transfer seen
in Vaeakau-Taumako is the result of Aiwoo speakers acquiring Vaeakau-
Taumako when it was the socially dominant language used for intergroup
communication. This L2 version of the language then became the norm even
amongst L1 Vaeakau-Taumako speakers due to the demographic context where
Aiwoo bilingual speakers outnumber Vaeakau-Taumako speakers. It is evident,
thus, that Van Coetsem’s model provides the tools necessary to be able to pull
apart complex contexts of language contact and can do so in a way that is

supported by what is known of the socio-historical context.

In sum, comparison of the two framework reveals that while Thomason &

Kaufman’s approach can help understand situations of language contact
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according to whether it is a situation of maintenance or shift, this distinction can
sometimes lead to a “mischaracterisation” of the mechanisms involved in
contact-induced changed (Winford 2020:60). In this respect, the Van Coetsem
model is inherently different as it offers a principled way to identify the agents
of the transfer action and the direction of transfer, while allowing for these
mechanisms to be contextualised in the larger sociohistorical circumstances of

language change.

2.3 Summary

In this chapter, | presented an overview of the different approaches to language
contact, which was followed by a more detailed discussion of the frameworks
proposed by Thomason & Kaufman (1988) and Van Coetsem (1988; 1995;
2000). This section (2.1) demonstrated that language contact can be seen in many
different ways, depending on what the focus of the researcher is. For many
linguists, the focus is on social dominance relations between the speaker groups
in a situation of contact. In this perspective, the processes of contact-induced
change are determined by whether features are transferred from the language of
the non-dominant group to the less dominant group or vice versa (e.g. Johanson
2002; Myers-Scotton 2002; Trask 2015; Burridge & Bergs 2016). In Thomason
and Kafuman’s (1988) widely used approach, the focus is on the type of
situation, i.e. whether it is a situation of language maintenance or langauge shift.
By contrast, Van Coetsem’s (1988; 1995; 2000) approach focuses on the
mechanisms of transfer that take place in the mind of an individual bilingual

individual. | then compared Thomason and Kaufman (1988) and Van Coetsem’s
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(1988; 1995; 2000) frameworks by comparing the different interpretations
possible when the frameworks are applied to contexts of contact-induced change
(2.2). This comparison revealed that, in contrast with Thomason and Kaufmans’
(1988) socially-oriented model, Van Coetsem’s speaker-focused approach can
help identify the agents responsible for the change, particularly in contexts where
the features that result from this change are the only evidence available. The
context of Nagpur being investigated in this thesis is one such context.
Therefore, the features of the contact varieties of Nagpur will be analysed using

Van Coetsem’s approach.
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Chapter 3:
ANALYSIS OF THE NAGPURI HINDI AND
NAGPURI MARATHI

3. Introduction

In this chapter, the linguistic features of Nagpuri Hindi (NH) and Nagpuri
Marathi (NM) are examined. First, | present an overview of Pandharipande’s
(2003) research on language contact in Nagpur and explain the rationale behind
the analysis done in this chapter (3.1). In 3.2, | take a more in-depth look at NH
and NM to reveal that these varieties consist of both contact and non-contact
features. Then, | discuss the features of these varieties to demonstrate the kind
of transfer involved. In 3.3, the contact features are discussed in terms of Van
Coetsem’s framework in order to determine the mechanisms of transfer that led
to the formation of these features. The information learnt in this section is
subsequently used to establish plausible scenarios to account for the emergence

of contact features in NH and NM (3.4).

3.1 Previous Research on Language Contact Nagpur

The language contact situation in Nagpur has not been studied by many.
Pandharipande (1982; 2003) is perhaps the only one to have conducted extensive
research on this context. Her works detail the multilingual situation in Nagpur,
delving into both its linguistic and the social aspects. She provides an account of
several features in Nagpuri Hindi and Nagpuri Marathi and demonstrates,

through her own analysis, how these features formed because Hindi and Marathi
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“borrowed a number of linguistic features from each other” (2003:39). The
features of Nagpuri Hindi are discussed as ‘borrowings from Marathi’ and the

features of Nagpuri Marathi are discussed as ‘borrowings from Hindi’.

Pandharipande’s (2003) work, titled Sociolinguistic Dimensions of Marathi:
Multilingualism in Central India, is primarily concerned with sociolinguistic
variation. The rationale behind this approach is a lack of sociolinguistic research
on Marathi (Pandharipande 2003:Foreword). As such, while contact varieties are
discussed in this monograph, they are not approached from a contact linguistics
perspective. Pandharipande (2003) presents the results of contact, i.e, the
features of the contact varieties, but then focuses more on other questions
concerned with sociolinguistic variation. It is important to note that, while the
book was published in 2003, it is based on research conducted before the 1980s
(Pandharipande 2003:Foreword). At this time, models of language contact that
could be used to analyse contact scenarios, such as those proposed by Thomason
and Kaufman (1988) and Van Coetsem (1988), had not yet been established.
Pandharipande (2003), thus, does not use a particular framework or contact-
based theoretical approach in her analysis of the contact varieties as her primary
objective is to understand “some selected sociolinguistic aspects of Marathi”

(2003:14),

Pandharipande (2003:43-51) explains the emergence of Nagpuri Hindi and

Nagpuri Marathi through social factors. She demonstrates the existence of four
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‘codes’ in Nagpur: Puneri Marathi (PM)?, Nagpuri Marathi (NM), Standard
Hindi (SH) and Nagpuri Hindi (NH). Each of these codes has a different social
function, where the contact varieties are used in more informal, colloquial
contexts and are more tied to a local identity. By contrast, the standard varieties
are used in more formal, official contexts and are tied to the larger linguistic
identities of Hindi-speakers and Marathi-speakers. Pandharipande (2003:35-38)
claims that the contact varieties NH and NM emerged because there was a need
for a code to represent the local Nagpuri identity. According to this explanation,
contact-induced language change in the languages of Nagpur occurred primarily

to “facilitate” particular social functions (Pandharipande 2003:39).

Pandharipande’s (2003) observations of the contact varieties Nagpuri Hindi and
Nagpuri Marathi, including their social functions, are extremely valuable.
However, her explanations about the social factors involved in this contact
context do not satisfactorily account for the emergence of the contact varieties.
While NH and NM may have specific social meaning and have strong links to
different local identities, it is difficult to comprehend how their emergence took
place solely to serve a social function. According to the VVan Coetsem model (see
section 2.1), analysis of a contact context requires an understanding of the
mechanisms of contact induced change at a much more fundamental level. At a
fundamental level, the locus of change in a contact situation is the bilingual

speaker. Speakers transfer features between languages. The details of this

1 Pandharipande (2003:17) explains that the Marathi spoken in and around Pune (Puneri
Marathi) is considered the standard form of the language. In order to make the nature of this
variety explicitly clear, Puneri Marathi (PM) is referred to as Standard Marathi (SM) in this
thesis.
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transfer, such as which languages are involved, or which direction the transfer
takes place in, or whether the change is diffused amongst other speakers, can be
informed by social factors. However, at the point of emergence of contact-
induced change, the mechanisms through which this change occurs is primarily
determined by the linguistic repertoires and linguistic dominance of the speakers
involved. Given Pandharipande’s (2003) socially-oriented approach, her
analysis does not indicate how, i.e., through which mechanisms, these contact
varieties emerged. The goal of this chapter is to present the linguistic features
and identify these mechanisms in order to establish plausible scenarios to
account for the emergence of Nagpuri Hindi and Nagpuri Marathi. In order to

do this, the features of these varieties must be examined in detail.

3.2 Contact and Non-contact Features of NM and NH

Before analysing the features of Nagpuri Hindi and Nagpuri Marathi, it is
important to clarify some important aspects about the nature of these varieties.
NH and NM are contact varieties but they contain both contact and non-contact
features. This is something that Pandharipande (2003) does not recognise but
that can be inferred from her analysis. Pandharipande (2003), in her analysis of
the contact features of NH and NM, presents examples from Standard Hindi and
Standard Marathi respectively to show how the contact features differ from the
standard features. At the same time, she states that the standard features are also
‘options’ in the contact variety, thus demonstrating that the contact varieties have
two variants for every feature: a contact variant and a non-contact variant. The

explanation Pandharipande (2003:36-38) gives for two ‘options’ in these
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varieties is the distinction between the identities of the people of Nagpur: their
local identity is associated with the contact variant and their larger identities as
Hindi or Marathi speakers are associated with the standard variants. However,
this argument does not explain why two variants exist in Nagpuri Hindi and
Nagpuri Marathi in the first place. The presence of these two variants can more
plausibly be explained by a process of contact induced change that does not

involve displacement.

In many instances of contact induced change, the contact features displace the
original features of the language. For example, Arnal’s (2011) study of Catalan
shows that several originally Catalan features have been replaced by new
features that are the result of influence from Spanish. In the case of Nagpur,
however, Pandharipande (2003:36-37) highlights the fact that new features were
added to the Hindi and Marathi of Nagpur due to cross-linguistic influence. This
suggests that the older, original features of Hindi and Marathi were not replaced,
unlike Catalan, and were instead preserved while new contact features were
added to the languages. The reason they were preserved might be that they
acquired distinct social functions as markers of local and regional identities, as
suggested by Pandharipande (2003). However, it is important to recognise the
different processes, i.e language change as well as language continuity, that led
to the formation of Nagpuri Hindi (NH) and Nagpuri Marathi (NM) as distinct
varieties. Pandharipande (2003) uses NH and NM as cover terms to talk about

two different types of features — one that is the result of contact and one that is
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the preserved feature of the original, pre-contact Hindi and Marathi spoken in

Nagpur.

Nagpuri Hindi and Nagpuri Marathi, thus, contain both contact and non-contact
features. The non-contact features align with the standard features, as they have
not undergone contact-induced change, and are in fact taken to be standard
features by Pandharipande (2003). Given that this is a situation of “centuries of
mutual contact” (Pandharipande 1982:98), there is no record of the pre-contact
varieties of Nagpur. As such, it is difficult to confirm whether or to what extent
these varieties align with the standard varieties of Hindi and Marathi that are
used outside of Nagpur as well. Since [ use Pandharipande’s (2003) examples to
analyse the features of Nagpuri Hindi and Nagpuri Marathi, I will also be using
‘Standard Hindi’ (SH) and ‘Standard Marathi’ (SM) to refer to the non-contact
features. However, while Pandharipande (2003) indicates that the standard
variety example is an additional ‘option’ for the contact variety by adding ‘NH’
or ‘NM’ to the example (along with ‘SH” or ‘SM), I will distinguish between the
contact and non-contact features by referring to them as ‘cNM/cNH’ and
‘ncNM/ncNH’ respectively. Pandharipande additionally uses examples from
Standard Hindi and Standard Marathi to demonstrate how they are the source
language for the contact features. Since the source languages are also the pre-
contact original varieties, | will be using ncNM/ncNH for these examples as
well. The terminology and the types of examples that will be presented in my
analysis of the features of Ngapuri Hindi and Nagpuri Marathi have been

summarised in Table 4.
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Table 4: Types and order of examples presented in the analysis of contact
features

Type of Language Terms used for Examples
Variety

Nagpuri Hindi (NH) Nagpuri Marathi (NM)

1. Source Language Standard Marathi Standard Hindi (SH);
reference point (SM); non-contact non-contact Nagpuri

Nagpuri Marathi Hindi (ncNH)
(ncNM)

2. Contact Variant contact Nagpuri Hindi  contact Nagpuri
(cNH) Marathi (cCNM)

3. Preserved Variant non-contact Nagpuri non-contact Nagpuri
Hindi (ncNH) Marathi (ncNM)

Standard Variety ~ Standard Hindi (SH) Standard Marathi (SM)

The examples will be presented in the order shown above. This order is different
from the order in which Pandharipande (2003) presents her examples. She
presents the standard variety first, followed by the contact variety and the source
language variety. This order does not highlight clearly the process and direction
of transfer (Source Language - Recipient Language), which is why it was not
adopted for this thesis. Some other modifications to Pandharipande’s (2003)
examples have also been made. The glossing conventions used here are slightly
different. Pandharipande (2003) uses minimal glossing, choosing to translate
words instead of providing a morpheme-by-morpheme description of
grammatical categories. While such translations might be acceptable for
elements of the sentence that are not crucial to the analysis, elements that are
part of the grammatical construction being discussed are also glossed in this

manner. As such, in instances where the original gloss was perceived as

31



inadequate, | decided to provide my own glosses (in compliance with the Leipzig
Glossing Rules (2015)) for the elements in the sentence that form part of the
feature being discussed. These glosses have been checked against reference
grammars for Hindi (Kachru 2006) and Marathi (Dhongde & Wali 2009).

Changes wherever made have been indicated through bolded text.

The features analysed in this section include phonological, syntactic, semantic
and lexical features which can be classified into ‘more stable’ and ‘less stable’
features according to Van Coetsem’s (2000:31) notion that are “differences in
stability” amongst the different components of a language, i.e. the notion of a
stability gradient of language. It is necessary to understand the contact features
in terms of their stability as Van Coetsem (1988; 1995; 2000) links the
mechanisms of transfer to the transfer of specific features. As discussed in 2.1,
the transfer of more stable features is associated with Source Language
agentivity and the transfer of less stable features is associated with Recipient
Language agentivity. The link between the stability gradient and the mechanisms
of transfer will be discussed in more detail in 3.3. For now, it is first necessary

to understand the concept of stability.

Stability is a “complex phenomenon” and the stability of linguistic components
depends on a variety of factors (2000:105). Structuredness is one of the primary
determinants of stability. Components of language like grammar and phonology
are governed by rules and are, thus, more structured than components such as
contentive vocabulary (2000:111). Grammar, phonology and vocabulary are,
according to Van Coetsem (2000:111) the three fundamental components of
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language. While vocabulary is a “semantically organised inventory of linguistic
signs” (2000:111), phonology is a system of sounds through which these signs
can be realised acoustically and grammar is system of rules that govern these
signs (2000:111). Contentive words form part of an open list and are, hence,
inherently less stable than the frame that governs them (i.e. grammar). However,
lexical features that serve grammatical functions and are part of a closed list, i.e.
functors, are more stable components. Phonology also consists of a close list of
phonemes which are governed by certain rules, which makes phonology a stable
component (2000:113). Stability is an “inherent feature of language” (2000:117)

and, at this basic, inherent level, the stability gradient of language is as follows:

Minimal Stability Median, Maximal Stability

secondary vocabulary functors, primary vocabulary,
grammar, phonology

(Van Coetsem 2000:117)

In this section, the features of Nagpuri Hindi and Nagpuri Marathi will be
discussed and this will include a discussion of where each feature lies on the
stability gradient. The features will be presented according to their source
language, either Marathi or Hindi, and will thus be divided into two subsections:

3.2.1 Hindi as the Source Language and 3.2.2 Marathi as the Source Language.

3.2.1 Hindi as the Source Language

This section examines the features of Nagpuri Marathi (NM), which was formed

as the result the transfer of features from Hindi. The features are grouped into
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three broad categories: syntactic features, semantic features and lexical features.

A list of these features is presented in Table 5.

Table 5: The features of Nagpuri Marathi

Grammatical Features The Progressive Construction
Future Tense Negation
Negation of ‘To want’

Case Marking

Semantic Features Conjunct Verbs
Compound Verbs
Loan Translations

Lexical Calques

Lexical Features Contentive Vocabulary

Adverbs

3.2.1.1 Grammatical Features

Many grammatical features have been transferred from Hindi into Marathi.
Grammatical features, as discussed earlier, have a high degree of structuredness
and are linguistic components of ‘maximal stability’. The features discussed

below, thus, are all instances of the transfer of more stable components.
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The Progressive Construction

In Standard Hindi (Ex. 1), the progressive aspect is indicated through the
auxiliary verb rahna ‘to remain’, which is used along with the tense auxiliary
hona ‘to be’ (Kachru 2006:151). The contact Nagpuri Marathi progressive
construction (Ex. 2) is very similar as it uses the verb rahne ‘to remain’, which
Is a cognate of the Hindi rahna. Like the SH construction, another verb asre ‘to
be’ is also used to indicate tense.
(1) SH, VO gana  ga rahi he
NcNH:
she song sing PROG PRES
‘She is singing a song’
(Pandharipande 2003:22 Ex. 28)
(2) cNM: gana  mhan-un rahilt ahe
she song  sSiNg-CONJ.PART  PROG.F PRES
‘She is singing a song’
(Pandharipande 2003:21 Ex. 26)
The is different from the progressive construction in Standard Marathi (Ex. 3)
where, though asre ‘to be’ is used to indicate tense, the verb is inflected in the
imperfective form to indicate the progressive aspect (Dhongde & Wali
2009:87). This kind of construction is also preserved in Nagpuri Marathi.
(3) SM, ti gana  mhan-at ahe
NcNM:
she song  SIiNg-PROG PRES

‘She is singing a song’

(Pandharipande 2003:21 Ex. 26)
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Future Tense Negation

In Standard Hindi (Ex. 4), the future tense is indicated through verbal
inflection. To negate the sentence (Ex. 5), the negative particle nahi is added
before the verb.
(4) SH, hum kal bambai jaenge
NcNH:
we  tomorrow Bombay go.FUT.PL
‘We will go to Bombay tomorrow.’
(5) SH, hum  Kal bambal  nahi jaenge
NcNH:
we  tomorrow Bombay NEG QO0.FUT.PL
‘We will not go to Bombay tomorrow.’
(Pandharipandi 2003:23 Ex. 34, 35)
The same structure is seen in the contact variant of Nagpuri Marathi (Ex. 7),
where the Marathi negative verb nahi is added before the verb, which is
inflected in the same manner it is in the positive sentence (Ex. 6).
(6) cNM: amhi udya mumbai-la dzai
we  tomorrow Bombay-to go.FUT.PL
‘We will go to Bombay tomorrow.’
(7) cNM: amhi udya mumbai-la nahi dzaa
we  tomorrow Bombay-to NEG Qo.FUT.PL
‘We will not go to Bombay tomorrow.’
(Pandharipandi 2003:22-23 Ex. 32-33)
The non-contact future tense negation construction is quite different. Here, the
positive sentence in the future tense is constructed in the same way as in the

contact variant, but the placement of the negative particle is different. It occurs

before the verb for ‘to go’ in the contact variant (Ex. 7), whereas it occurs after
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the verb in the non-contact variant and in Standard Marathi (Ex. 9). More
importantly, the verbs are inflected differently. In cNM (EX. 7), the verb is
inflected for the future tense, whereas in ncNM and SM (Ex. 9), it takes the
form of the future participle.

(8) SM, NM: amhi udya mumbai-la dzat

we  tomorrow Bombay-to go.FUT.PL
‘We will go to Bombay tomorrow.’
(9) SM, NM: amhi udya mumbai-1a dza-par nahi

we  tomorrow Bombay-to Qgo-FUT.PART. NEG
‘We will not go to Bombay tomorrow.’

(Pandharipande 2003:22 Ex. 30-31)

Negation of ‘To Want’

In Standard Hindi (Ex. 11), the verb cahiye ‘to want’ is negated by adding the
negative particle nahi’in front of it. Nagpuri Marathi shows two constructions,
one of which has the exact same structure as the Standard Hindi construction,
as it negates pahidsze ‘to want’ by adding the negative particle nahz in front of
it (Ex. 13).
(10) SH,ncNH: mujh-e  cay cahiye
1sG-DAT tea want
‘I want tea.’
(11) SH,ncNH: mujh-e  cay nahi cahiye
1sG-DAT tea NEG want

‘I do not want tea.’

(Pandharipande 2004:23 Ex. 39-40; glossing my own)

37



(12) cNM: ma-la tfaha pahidze
1sG-DAT tea want
‘I want tea.’

(13) CcNM: ma-la tfaha nahi pahidze
1SG-DAT tea NEG want

‘I do not want tea.’

(Pandharipande 2004:23 EXx. 36, 38); glossing my own)

It is clear that this construction is a result of the influence from Hindi as the
Standard Marathi construction as well as the non-contact variant of Nagpuri
Marathi are very different. Here, pahidse cannot be used in a negative

sentence; nako ‘to not want’ must be used instead (EXx. 15).

(14) SM, ncNM: ma-la tfaha pahidze
1SG-DAT tea want
‘I want tea.’

(15) SM, ncNM: ma-la tfaha nako
1sG-DAT tea want.NEG

‘I do not want tea.’

(Pandharipande 2003:23 Ex. 36, 37)

Case Marking

Many of the ways Nagpuri Marathi marks case indicates influence from Hindi.
For example, in Standard Hindi, in a perfective sentence, the most agent-like
argument of a transitive verb is marked by the ergative case (Ex. 16). The contact
variant of Nagpuri Marathi also shows case marking for the same type of

sentence (Ex. 17). In Standard Marathi as well as non-contact Nagpuri Marathi,
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on the other hand, ergative case is not marked if the agent is a 1SG or 2SG
pronominal (Ex. 18) (Mhaiskar, 2016, pp. 85-86).
(16) SH,ncNH: mgne  pita d3 ko cith likht
1sG-ErRG father HON DAT letter write.PERF.SG
‘I saw a tall man’
(Mhaiskar 2016:86 Ex. 3)
(17) cNM: mi-ne kalya  bandlya
1SG-ERG stick.PL tie.PERF.PL
‘I tied sticks.’
(Mhaiskar 2016:86, Ex. 5)
(18) SM,ncNM: mi ek untss mangus pahila

1sc a tall man see-PERF
‘I saw a tall man’

(Mhaiskar 2016:86 Ex. 1)

In addition to marking ergativity, cNM’s method of marking the dative case is
also similar to that of Standard Hindi, while being different from Standard
Marathi and ncNM. Standard Hindi (SH), contact Nagpuri Marathi (cCNM), non-
contact Nagpuri Marathi (ncNM) and Standard Marathi (NM) use the same
morphemes to mark the dative and accusative case (i.e., SH: -ko, NM: -le, SM,
ncNM: la). Additionally, SH and cNM use the same suffixes for both singular
and plural forms (Ex.19-22). However, SM and ncNM make a distinction
between singular and plural, using —la for singular forms (ex. 23) and —na for
plural forms (Ex. 24). As such, we see that cNM has lost the number distinction

that is made in ncNM due to influence from Hindi (Mhaiskar 2016:86-87).
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(19) SH,
ncNH:

(20) SH,
NncNH:

rads ko dono kitabé
Raj DAT both  book.pL buy.INF
‘Raj should have bought both the books.’
lodk6 ko  bheds do
boys DAT send

‘Send the boys.’

give

(Mhaiskar 2016:87 Ex. 12-13)

(21)

(22)

cNM:

cNM:

malum
know

ma-le ka
1SG-Acc  how
‘How can I know.’

tyay-le bandta yete
3PL-ACC tie know
‘They know how to tie’

(Mhaiskar 2016:87 Ex. 14-15)

mo-la  mulgl mante
3sG.F me-Acc daughter consider-PRS
‘She considers me a daughter’

khoridni tfahiye thi

should be.psT

(23) SM, ncNM: t1
(24) SM, lohan
NcNM:
Young

mulan- aso  sarkha ragawot  nahit
na

children- like continuously angry.PRS NEG.3PL
OBL.ACC this

‘One should not continuously get angry at young children’

(Mhaiskar 2016:86 Ex. 8-9)

cNM shows other types of case marking that also seem to be the result of

imposition from Hindi. Table 6 shows the different types of case marking in SM,

ncNM, cNM and SH.
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Table 6: Case markers in Hindi, Marathi and Nagpuri Marathi (based on

Mhaiskar 2016:85)
Case Standard Hindi Contact Nagpuri Standard Marathi;
Marathi non-contact
Nagpuri Marathi
Singular Plural Singular Plural Singular Plural
Nominative @ %) %) %) %) %)
Ergative -ne -ne @, -ne 9, -ni -No -Na
Accusative  -ko -ko -la -na -le -le
Instrumental -se -se -ne -ni -na -na2
Dative -ko -ko -la -na -le -le
Ablative -se -se -(h)un -(hWun  -(h)in -(h)in
Locative me", par me", par -t -t -t, -t,
madhe  madhe

As can be seen, cNM also doesn’t make a number distinction for the instrumental
case, like SH, but unlike ncNM and SM. Additionally, cNM marks the locative

case with the postposition madhe, which is similar to the SH me, as they both

mean ‘in’.

3.2.1.2 Semantic Features

Nagpuri Marathi shows several instances of semantic transfer, where the
meaning or semantic structure underlying a particular linguistic feature has been
transferred from Hindi. In terms of the stability gradient, Howell (1992:190)

proposes that semantic features are, like grammatical and phonological features,
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more stable. They are considered stable features in this thesis (a more detailed

discussion to follow in 3.4).

Conjunct Verbs

Both Hindi and Marathi have conjunct verbs, which are constructions where a
noun is followed by a verb. Several conjunct verbs in Hindi and Marathi are
similar to each other in meaning but use different semantic structures. For
example, in Ex. 25 ‘to take rest’, SH uses the construction ‘rest do’ and uses the
word aram for ‘rest’. SM, on the other hand, uses the construction ‘rest take’
and uses the verb visranti for ‘rest’. Interestingly, Nagpuri Marathi uses the
Hindi word aram for ‘rest’ and also uses the ‘rest do’ construction seen in
Standard Hindi. Other examples of this are shown below. Here, Nagpuri Marathi
shows not only the underlying semantic structure of Hindi, but also uses

contentive lexicon (i.e, the words for ‘rest’, ‘anger’ and ‘cold’.) from Hindi.

Gloss SH, ncNH NM SM
(25)  ‘to take aram karna aram karne visrant ghene
rest’ rest do rest do rest take
(26)  ‘to get gussa karna gussa karne rag yene
angry’ anger do anger do anger come
(27)  ‘tobe thand parna thandt padne thandt asne
cold’ cold fall cold fall cold be

(Pandharipande 2003:19 Ex. 15-17)

For this feature, Pandharipande (2003) does not indicate whether the SM
construction is used in Nagpuri Marathi. As such, this is possibly an instance

where the contact feature has displaced the original feature, which means that
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there is no preserved non-contact variant. Another possibility is that the non-

contact variant does exist but Pandharipande has not recorded its use.

Compound Verbs

Both Hindi and Marathi have compound verbs, which consist of a main verb
and an auxiliary verb, which is the verb that is inflected for tense, aspect,
mood, and other grammatical information (Pandharipande 2003:18). lena ‘to
take’ and dena ‘to give’ are two commonly used auxiliary verbs in Hindi.
Depending on which main verbs they occurs with, lena can indicate a
completive meaning, a self-benefactive meaning, or internal expression,
whereas dena can indicate internal expression or a benefactive meaning
(Kachru 2006:87-88). The Marathi equivalents of these verbs, ghene (to take)
and dere (to give) are also used as auxiliary verbs in compound constructions.
These are referred to as ‘quasi-aspectuals’ (Dhongde & Wali 2009:66-67) or
‘explicators’ (Pandharipande 1997:418-421), and are used to encode
benefaction, suddenness or intensity of action. The difference between the
Hindi and Marathi auxiliaries is that while the same verb can be used as both
the main verb and the auxiliary, such as in the construction le lena (EX. 28), the
same cannot be done in Marathi. As such, gheiin ghe- ne is ungrammatical in
Standard Marathi (Ex. 28). In Nagpuri Marathi, however, this kind of
construction is grammatical (Pandharipande 2003:18). Therefore, certain
compound verbs in Nagpuri Marathi are the result of the transfer of Hindi
structure. Since these constructions violate Marathi structural rules, there are

no equivalent non-contact NM constructions.
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Gloss SH, ncNH cNM SM, ncNM
(28) ‘totake for | le lena ghetin ghene *ghetin ghene
oneself’ take take take take take take
(29) “‘togiveto |de dena detin dene *detin dene
someone else’ | give give give give give give
(30) ‘to blurt kah dena mhanun dene *mhanun dene
out’ say give say give say give

(Pandharipande 2003:18 Ex. 12-14)

Loan Translations

Nagpuri Marathi has some idioms that it does not share with Standard Marathi
or non-contact Nagpuri Marathi. For example, ‘For anger to become cold’ is not
an expression that exists in Standard Marathi, but it exists in Standard Hindi (EX.
31) and Nagpuri Marathi (Ex. 32). The ctNM expressions seem to be word-for
translations of the SH expressions.

(31) SH, gussa
NcNH:

thanda hona

anger cold become

‘For anger to become cold’ (For anger to disappear)
(32) cNM: ghussa/rag thanda hone
Anger/anger cold become
‘For anger to become cold’ (For anger to disappear)

(Pandharipande 2003:20 21-21a)

(33) SH,ncNH: jan se mar  dalna
life INST kil drop
“To kill.”

(34) cNM: dziva-ne martn takne
life-insT  Kill drop
“To kill.”
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(Pandharipande 2003:20 Ex. 22-22a)

Lexical Calques

Nagpuri Marathi displays instances of what can be referred to as ‘lexical
calquing’ (Ross 2007), wherein lexical ‘ways of saying things’ are remodeled
on the model of Hindi. For instance, milra (SH) and mi/ze (NM) in (36) have
the same range of meaning ‘to get, to meet’. However mi/ze in Marathi is
restricted semantically to ‘to get’. As such, the Nagpuri Marathi word has gone
through a semantic expansion because of Hindi influence. Other examples of

this are shown below.

SH NM SM
(35) bhatakna bhatakne bhatakne
- to roam around | - to roam around | - to roam around
- to get lost - to get lost
(36) milna milne milne
- to get - to get - to get
- to meet - to meet
(37) pakarna pakadne pakadne
- to catch - to catch - to catch
- to hold - to hold

(Pandharipande 2003:24-25 Ex. 41-46)

3.2.1.3 Lexical Features
While 3.2.1.2 detailed the semantic expansion of existing words or expressions
in Nagpuri Marathi, this section demonstrates various instances of new lexical

items being transferred into Marathi from Hindi. Pandharipande (2003) does
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not indicate whether the Standard Marathi lexical features are used along with
the NM features. As such, this is possibly an instance where the contact
features have displaced the original feature, which means that there are no
preserved non-contact variants. Another possibility is that the non-contact

variants do exist but Pandharipande has not recorded their use.

Contentive Vocabulary

NM contains many lexical items that have been transferred from Hindi. These

are all contentive words, which means that they are ‘minimally stable’

components.

SH NM SM Gloss
Nouns

(38) makan makan ghar house

(39) sarm saram ladz bashfulness

(40) aram aram visranti rest

Adjectives

(41) khali khali rikama empty

(42) khas khas vises special

(43) pagal pagal veda special
Verbs

(44) dar-ne dar-ne bhi-ne to fear

(45) bak-na bak-ne baral-ne to blab

(46) samet-na samet-ne avar-ne to collect

Adverbs
(47)  bilkul bilkul adzibat at all
(48) ahista ahista = aste aste halu halu slowly

Adverbs

In Standard Hindi, Nagpuri Marathi and Standard Marathi, adverbs are
constructed by adding instrumental suffixes to nouns. Interestingly, the nouns

used for adverbial constructions in Nagpuri Marathi are derived from Hindi
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instead of Marathi. For example, the ‘difficulty’ adverb (Ex. 50) in Nagpuri
Marathi uses muskilt, which is cognate to the Hindi muskil, instead of the
Marathi word kasza. Additionally, the structure differs from Marathi structure.
In Ex. 50, Standard Marathi does not use an instrumental suffix, but Nagpuri

Marathi follows the Hindi structure and uses an instrumental suffix.

Gloss SH NM SM

(49) ‘leisurely’ aram-se aram-se savkas
rest-INST rest-INST rest

(50)  ‘with muskil-se muskili-ne kasta-ne

difficulty’ difficulty- INST | difficulty- INST | effort- INST

(51)  ‘happily’ khusi-se Khusi-ne ananda-ne
happiness- happiness- happiness-INST
INST INST

(Pandharipande 2003:19-20 Ex. 18-20)

3.2.2 Marathi as the Source Language

This section examines the features of Nagpuri Hindi (NH), which was formed as
the result the transfer of features from Hindi. The features are grouped into three
broad categories: phonological features, grammatical features and semantic

features. A list of these features is presented in Table 7.
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Table 7: The features of Nagpuri Hindi

Phonological Features

Loss of Phonetic Contrast

Grammatical Features

Emphatic Particle

Pronoun apan

Causative Construction

Quotative Construction

Possessive Marker

Semantic Features

Conditional Construction

The verb ‘To Want’, ‘should’

Loan Translations

3.2.2.1 Phonological Features

Phonology, along with grammar, is a feature of ‘maximal stability’. In Nagpuri
Hindi, no new phonemes have been transferred from Marathi, but there has been
the transfer of a phonological rule. Nagpuri Hindi shows a loss of phonetic
contrast between retroflex stops and flaps as a result of influence from Marathi.
While Hindi has both retroflex stops and retroflex flaps Marathi has only

retroflex stops. Nagpur Hindi also has only retroflex stops (Pandharipande,

2003, p. 26).
SM NH SH
(52) Retroflex dh dh dh
Stops
(53) Retroflex rh

Flaps
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3.3.2.2 Grammatical Features

As discussed in 3.3.1.1, the transfer of grammatical features is the transfer of
more stable linguistic components. There are several instances of this in Nagpuri

Marathi.

Emphatic Particle

In Standard Marathi (Ex. 54), emphasis is marked through the emphatic particle
—ts which is attached to the noun. Nagpuri Hindi (Ex. 55) also marks emphasis
in a similar way, with the particle —c. This is different from the non-contact
emphatic particle hi, which is not a bound morpheme (Ex. 56) (Pandharipande
2003:26).
(54) SM, ncNM: to-ts gela  hota
3SG.M-EMPH came AUX
‘He (emphatic) had come.’
(Pandharipande 2003:27 Ex. 57)
(55) cNH: vo ladka-c nahi aya tha
that boy-EMPH NEG came AUX
‘That boy (emphatic) did not come.’
(56) SH,ncNH: vo ladka hi aya tha
that boy EMPH came AUX

‘That boy (emphatic) had come.’

(Pandharipande 1982:101 Ex. 22-24)

49



What is particularly interesting about the emphatic particle in cNM is its
phonological form. It is /c/ a palatal stop, which means that it is phonetically
different from Marathi’s alveolar affricate /ts/. This indicates that the transferred
feature has undergone some change in the process of transfer, possibly

suggesting multiple layers of transfer.

The Pronoun apan

The pronoun apan is used in Marathi as a 1pL pronoun (Ex. 57). A very similar
1PL pronoun is used in Nagpuri Hindi, apan (Ex. 58). Such a pronoun does not
exist in Standard Hindi where the 1pL pronoun is ham is used instead (Ex. 59)
The NH apan is likely the result of transfer of the Marathi apan. Hindi does have
a reflexive pronoun ap, which in its oblique form is apne and in the genitive is
apna (Kachru 2006:61). Given that these forms are quite similar phonologically
to apan, it is possible that the Marathi apan was adapted to apan in Nagpuri
Hindi as it aligned more with words that were already found in the speech of the
Hindi speakers and, as such, was more familiar to Hindi speakers.
(57) SM: apan udya badzar-at dzau
1pL  tomorrow market-in  will go
‘We will go to the market tomorrow.’
(Pandharipande 2003:29 Ex. 66)
(58) NH: didi apan Kkal bazar  jaénge
sister 1pL  tomorrow market will go

‘Sister, we will go to the market tomorrow.’

(Pandharipande 2003:29 Ex. 70)
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(59) SH,NH: didi kal ham bazar jaépge
sister tomorrow 1pL  market will go
‘Sister, we will go to the market tomorrow.’

(Pandharipande 2003:29 Ex. 72)

NH, however does not use only apan. It uses both the Hind ham and the Marathi-
derived apan. However, the use of the pronoun apan is not just a question of
variation, it seems to be grammatically constrained. Looking at examples of
sentences where apan is ungrammatical (Ex. 60, 61) and sentences where it is
grammatical (Ex. 62, 63), it seems that the distinction between ham and apan is
perhaps one of clusivity. In Ex. 60 and Ex. 61, ham is being used in an exclusive
sense, whereas in Ex. 62 and EX. 63 apan is being used in an inclusive sense.
This is clear imposition transfer from Marathi, as Marathi has two 1PL pronouns,
the exclusive amhi and inclusive apan, whereas Hindi does not make such a
clusivity distinction. Therefore, the pronoun apan has not displaced the original
ham, nor is it just used as an additional option like the other cNH and cNM

features, it has been reappropriated to make a clusivity distinction in NH.

(60) NH: hamare bacce kal ghar  aénge
*apne

1PL.EXCL.POSS children tomorrow home will

come

‘Our children will come home tomorrow.’

(61) NH: hamare liye kuch am
*apne
1PL.EXCL.GEN.OBL for some mangoes
bhijva dijiye
sent give

‘Please have some mangoes sent for us.’
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(62) NH: apan ko esi  bate  zara
1PL.INCL DAT such things alittle
bhi pasand nahi
also like not
‘We do not like such things at all.’

(63) NH: apan se to esa kam  nahi hoga
1PL.INCL INST really such things not  will
be

‘Such work will not be done by us.’
(Pandharipande 2003:29 Ex. 69, 71)

However, in EX. 59, we can see ham being used in an inclusive sense as well. It
seems that ham is used as both an inclusive and exclusive pronoun, whereas

apan can only be used as an inclusive pronoun.

Causative Construction

Standard Marathi (ex. 64) uses a periphrastic causative construction in which the
verb karne ‘to do’ is used along with the verb lavne ‘to attach’. Contact Nagpuri
Hindi (ex. 65) uses the exact same structure, using the verb karna ‘to do’ and the
verb lagana ‘to attach’. This construction is visibly different from the non-
contact NH and Standard Hindi causative (ex. 66), which is indicated
morphologically (Pandharipande 2003:30).
(64) SM,ncNM: mi tyala kam Kkaray-la lavle
1sc him work todo-DAT attach.psT

‘I made him do the work.’

(Pandharipande 2003:30 Ex. 77)
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(65) CcNH: mé-ne us-ko  kam karne-ko lagaya
1sG-ERG he-DAT work to do-DAT attach.pST
‘I made him do the work.’

(Pandharipande 2003:30 Ex. 76)
(66) SH,ncNH: még-ne jan se kam karwaya
I-ERG he-DAT INST work do.CAUS.PST

‘I made him do the work.’

(Pandharipande 2003:30 Ex. 75)

Quotative Construction

One of the ways Standard Marathi (Ex. 67) indicates that something is being
quoted is by using the quotative marker kariin ‘having done’. As is evident in
(Ex. 68), contact Nagpuri Hindi also uses the same way of forming a quotative
construction, by using the Hindi equivalent of karin, which is karke ‘having
done’. Such a quotative marker does not exist in non-contact Hindi.
(Pandharipande 2003:31). Thus, it must be the result of imposition transfer from
Marathi.
(67) SM,ncNM: ho nahi Kkarun S$evtl to ala

yes no uot finally he came

‘After saying ‘yes’ (and) ‘no’, finally he came.’
(Pandharipande 2003:31 Ex. 78)
(68) CcNH: mg aunga karke bol raha tha

I will come QUOT say PROG Wwas

‘He said that he would come.’

(Pandharipande 2003:31 Ex. 81)

Possessive Marker
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Standard Marathi uses the possessive marker —tSa along with an auxiliary to
indicate obligation (ex. 69). Contact Nagpuri Hindi also uses a possessive
marker and auxiliary for this function (ex. 70). However, in non-contact NH and
Standard Hindi, obligation is expressed through the infinitive form of the verb,
used along with an auxiliary verb (ex.71) (Pandharipande 2003:32).
(69) SM, ncNM: ma-la mumbai-la dzay-tSa ahe
1sG-DAT Bombay-OBL (0-POSS  AUX
‘I have to go to Bombay’
(70)  cNH: mujhe  bambai jane-ka he
1SG.DAT Bombay go0-POSS AUX
‘I have to go to Bombay’
(71) SH,ncNH: mujhe  bambai jana he

1sG.DAT Bombay togo Aux
‘I have to go to Bombay’

3.3.2.3 Semantic Transfer

Similar to Nagpuri Hindi, Nagpuri Marathi also shows several instances of the

transfer of semantic features.

Conditional Construction

Standard Marathi (ex. 73) expresses the conditional aspect using the auxiliary
verb asre ‘to be, to remain’. Contact Nagpuri Hindi uses the auxiliary verb
rahna, which also means ‘to remain’ (Ex. 74). However, non-contact NH uses
the verb hona ‘to be’, which is the verb used in Standard Hindi (Ex. 75)
(Pandharipande 2003:28). There is, as such, an underlying semantic difference
amongst the different auxiliary verbs being used in this construction, as shown

in the following chart:
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SM, ncNM cNH SH, ncNH
(72) asne rahna hona

- Tobe - Toremain - Tobe
-  Toremain

Thus, it is likely that the use of rahna in cNH is because of the imposition of
the Marathi structure according to which a verb that means ‘to remain’ must be

the auxiliary used.

(73) SM, dzar to ala asta tar  mi
NcNM:
if he came AUX (to  then |
remain)

tyala bhetlo asto
him  met AUX (to
remain)
‘If he would have come then I would have met him’

(Pandharipande 2003:28 Ex. 62); translation my own)

(74) cNH: agar vo aya  rahta to
if he came AUX (to remain) then
mé usse mila rahta
I him met  Aux(to remain)
‘If he would have come then I would have met him’

(Pandharipande 2003:28, Ex. 60; translation my own)

(75) SH, agar vo aya heta to mé usse mila hota
NcNH:

if he came AUX then | him met AUX
(to (to
be) be)

‘If he would have come then I would have met him’

(Pandharipande 2003:28 Ex: 60, 62, 64; translation my own)
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The verb ‘To want’, ‘should’

In Standard Marathi, ‘to want’ is expressed through the verb hone, which also
means ‘to be’ (Ex. 76). The Hindi equivalent of this verb, hona ‘to be’ is used in
contact NH to mean ‘to want’ (Ex. 77). However, hond is not used in the same
way in non-contact NH and Standard Hindi, where the verb cahiye is used for
‘to want’ (Ex. 78) (Pandharipande 2003:34).
(76) SM, ncNM: tu-la kay hava?
YyOu-DAT what want
‘What do you want?’
(Pandharipande 2003:35 Ex. 95)
(77) cNH: tum-ko kya hona?
YOU-DAT what want
‘What do you want?’
(Pandharipande 2003:34 Ex. 93)
(78) SH,ncNH: tum-ko kya cahiye?
YOU-DAT what want

‘What do you want?’

(Pandharipande 2003:35 Ex. 97)

Similarly, Standard Marathi uses hone (Ex. 79) and contact Nagpuri Hindi uses
hona (Ex. 80) to express ‘should’. However, Standard Hindi non-contact NH use

cahiye 10 express this meaning (ex. 81) (Pandharipande 2003:34).

(79)  SM, tin  vadzeparyanta tyan- ghari yay-la hava

NcNM: na
three o’clock.upto they- home come- should
DAT DAT

‘They should come home by three o’clock.’

(Pandharipande 2003:35 Ex. 96)
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(80) cNH: fin bajetak us-ko ghar ane-ko  hona
three o’clock.up  he- home come- should
to DAT DAT
‘They should come home by three o’clock.’

(Pandharipande 2003:34 Ex. 94)

(81) SH, us-ko tin bajetak ghar ana cahiye
ncNH:
he- three o’clock.up home to should
DAT to come

‘They should come home by three o’clock.’

(Pandharipande 2003:35 Ex. 98)

Therefore, it seems that the verb hona has undergone an expansion in meaning

and use in NH because of influence from Marathi, as summarised in the chart

below
SM NH SH
(82) hone hona hona
- Tobe - Tobe - Tobe
- Towant - Towant
- Should - Should

Loan Translations

In contact Nagpuri Hindi, there exist certain expressions that do not exist in
Standard Hindi or non-contact NH. Some of these expressions use contact
features explained previously, such as the emphatic particle -c in 3.2.2.1.
Moreover, these translations match word-for-word (in terms of structure and

meaning) with similar expressions in Marathi. For example, the SM expression
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for ‘strange, nonsense’ is a construction where ‘something’ is followed by a
possessive marker and then ‘something again’ (Ex. 84). A similar construction
is used in cNH. However, to express the same meaning in SH, a completely

different word would have to be used.

SH cNH SM GLOSS
(83) ajibsa kesa to bhi-c | kasa tari-ts strange
how EMPH also- | how then-EMPH
EMPH
(84) ajib/atpata kuch ka kaht tSya | strange,
something POSS | something POSS | nonsense
kuch kahi-ts
something something-EMPH
(85) zyada-tar bahut karke bahur kartin mostly, often
much- alot alot having
COMPR. done
(86) ese bhi |nahi to  bhi | nahi tarl anyway
like this also NEG EMPH also | NEG then-EMPH

3.3.2 Summary of the features of NM and NH

In this section, a list of features that have been transferred from Hindi to Marathi
in Nagpuri Marathi and from Marathi to Hindi in Nagpuri Hindi were presented.
The features included more stable components, such as grammatical and
semantic features, as well as less stable components, such as lexical features.
The grammatical features included morphosyntactic features, such as the
progressive construction in NM or the emphatic particle in NH, as well as
functional vocabulary, i.e. functors, such as the NH pronoun apan. The transfer
of apan may seem like lexical transfer as a new lexical item is introduced to the
Recipient Language, but this is not an open class, contentive item. It is a

pronoun, which is a functor and, thus, a more stable component. A summary of

58



features transferred from Hindi to Marathi and Marathi to Hindi has been

provided in Table 8.

Table 8: List of contact features in Nagpuri Hindi and Nagpuri Marathi

Hindi > Marathi Marathi - Hindi

(Nagpuri Marathi) (Nagpuri Hindi)
The Progressive Construction Loss of Phonetic Contrast
Future Tense Negation The Emphatic Particle
Negation of ‘to want’ Conditional Construction
Case Marking The Pronoun apan
Compound Verbs Causative Construction
Conjunct Verbs Quotative Construction
Adverbs Possessive Marker
Loan Translations The verb for ‘to want, to should’
Lexical Calques Loan Translations

Contentive Words

The features that constitute NM and NH have been examined, but the
mechanisms through which they emerged has not yet been addressed.
Identifying whether the transferred features are less stable or more stable can
further help identify whether their transfer is the result of Recipient Language
Agentivity or Source Language agentivity. By then looking at which language
is the SL and RL for each feature, we can infer whether the agents of transfer are
SL-dominant speakers or RL-dominant speakers. This is demonstrated in the

following section.
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3.3 Establishing Plausible Scenarios for the Emergence
of NM and NH

As discussed in 2.2, Van Coetsem (1988, 1995; 2000) provides a framework
with which to identify the mechanisms that lead to contact induced change when
only the outcomes of change are available for analysis. In the context of Nagpuri
Hindi and Nagpuri Marathi, the outcomes of change are available to us and have
been discussed in 3.2. Now, Van Coetsem’s model can be used to gain an

understanding of how these outcomes came about.

According to Van Coetsem’s model there are two main mechanisms of transfer:
Source Language (SL) Agentivity and Recipient Language (RL) Agentivity. As
explained in Section 2.1, SL agentivity occurs when speakers dominant in the
Source Language impose features of the SL onto a Recipient Language, and RL
agentivty occurs when speakers dominant in the Recipient Language borrow
features from the Source Language into the RL. In the context of Nagpuri Hindi
and Nagpuri Marathi, a historic context several hundred years old, the agents
and direction of the transfer action are not known, only the features that are the
result of the transfer action are known. To link the features with the mechanisms

of transfer, the stability gradient, which was discussed in 3.2, can be used.

Stability is a determining factor in transfer as “a language in contact with another
language will tend to maintain its stable components” (2000:58). In Recipient
Language (RL) agentivity, speakers transfer features into their dominant
language. The RL tries to maintain its stable components and, therefore, RL

agentivity involves the transfer or borrowing of less stable components.
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Conversely, in Source Language (SL) agentivity, speakers transfer features from
their dominant language onto their non-dominant language. Here, it is their
dominant language (the SL) that is being modified, and it will try to maintain its
stable components when components are being transferred to the Recipient
Language (RL). As such, SL agentivity involves the transfer or imposition of
more stable components. Table 3 (from 2.1, repeated here for convenience)
summarises this.

Table 3: The stability gradient of language (based on Van Coetsem:1995;
2000)

More Stable

Less Stable

More structured, less
conscious, fewer items

Eg: grammar, phonology

Usually SL — RL

SL-dominant speaker as the
agent of transfer
SL agentivity, imposition
transfer

Less structured, more
conscious, more items

Eg: Lexical (contentive)
items

Usually RL — SL

RL-dominant speaker as the
agent of transfer
RL agentivity, borrowing
transfer

As summarised in 3.3, the contact features Nagpuri Hindi and Nagpuri Marathi
show the transfer of more stable and less stable components. The transfer of
grammatical features in both languages (sections 3.2.1.1 and 3.2.2.1) indicates
SL agentivity or imposition transfer. Similarly, the transfer of semantic features
(sections 3.2.1.2 and 3.2.2.3) is also the result of imposition. While these may
seem like instances of lexical transfer, this is not the case as new lexicon is not
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introduced to the Recipient Language. There is instead a change in the way
existing vocabulary is used due to the imposition of the Source Language
semantic structure onto Recipient Language lexicon (Howell 1992:190). The
transfer of grammatical and syntactic features from both Marathi and Hindi as
Source Languages indicates evidence of imposition transfer by both Marathi-

dominant and Hindi-dominant speakers.

In the features presented in 3.2, we can also see the transfer of lexical items from
Hindi to Marathi (section 3.2.1.10). This list of vocabulary consists of contentive
lexical items, which makes this a clear instance of Recipient Language agentivity
or borrowing. Additionally, the transfer seen in the Nagpuri Marathi adverbs
(section 3.2.1.3) is evidence that not only are lexical features transferred from
Hindi to Marathi, they are adapted to the RL (Marathi). Adaptation is “adjusting
or conforming SL material to the RL” (Van Coetsem 2000:69). Here,
instrumental suffixes, which are a stable morphosyntactic component of the RL,
have been added to nouns, which are less stable contentive lexicon from the SL.
Therefore, Marathi-dominant speakers have borrowed features from Hindi and

adapted them to Marathi.

The transfer of conjunct verbs (section 3.2.1.2) is a slightly more complex case
which, at first glance at least, cannot be classified as either RL agentivity or SL
agentivity. Conjunct verbs in Nagpuri Marathi consists of Hindi contentive
words (nouns) constructed with Marathi verbs, but where the underlying
semantic structure has been transferred from Hindi. This is perhaps an instance
of both RL agentivity and SL agentivity occurring together. Hindi nouns have
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been borrowed into the RL by Marathi-dominant speakers, while Hindi structure
has also been imposed by Hindi-dominant speakers onto Marathi. A mix of both

these mechanisms led to the formation of this type of construction.

The features of Nagpuri Hindi (NH) and Nagpuri Marathi (NM) show that that
there has been transfer of stable features from Hindi to Marathi, which indicates
SL agentivity by Hindi-dominant speakers. There has also been transfer of stable
features from Marathi to Hindi, which indicates SL agentivity by Marathi-
dominant speakers. Additionally, there has been transfer of lexical features from
Hindi to Marathi, which indicates RL agentivity by Marathi-dominant speakers.
The features along with the mechanisms of transfer they are associated with are

summarised in Table 9.

Table 9: Contact features and the mechanisms of transfer

Hindi - Marathi Marathi - Hindi
(Nagpuri Marathi) (Nagpuri Hindi)
SL agentivity SL agentivity

Grammatical Features Phonological Features
Semantic Features Grammatical Features

Semantic Features
RL Agentivity

Lexical Features

This information can further be used to establish the following scenario to
explain the emergence of the contact features of Nagpuri Hindi and Nagpuri

Marathi:
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Hindi-speakers in Nagpur began to acquire Marathi through contact with
Marathi-speakers. In the process of acquisition, they imposed many features
from Hindi onto Marathi. Marathi speakers, through contact with Hindi
speakers, borrowed certain elements from Hindi into Marathi. This led to the
formation of contact features in Nagpuri Marathi. Likewise, Marathi-speakers
began to acquire Hindi and, in the process, imposed many elements from Marathi

onto Hindi. This led to the formation of contact features in Nagpuri Hindi.

3.4 Summary

In this chapter, the contact and non-contact features of Nagpuri Hindi and
Nagpuri Marathi were examined to demonstrate that these local varieties have
been formed through cross-linguistic influence without a displacement of the
original features. Then, using Van Coetsem’s (1988; 1995; 2000) notion of the
stability gradient, the contact features were analysed to identify the mechanisms
and direction of transfer that led to the emergence of the contact features in NH
and NM. Once these were established, a plausible scenario to account for the
emergence of the contact features of NH and NM was proposed. This scenario,
however, is based purely on the outcomes of language contact. The processes of
contact-induced change, however, are also determined by external factors, such
as “the history and social dynamics of the contact situation” (Winford, 2003:25).

These external factors will be explored in the next chapter.
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Chapter 4:
CONTEXTUALISING

4. Introduction

Applying the Van Coetsem model to linguistic data collected by Pandharipande
(2003), we were able to establish certain plausible scenarios regarding the
emergence of the contact varieties NH and NM. However, these scenarios are
based purely on the outcomes of language contact. It is now necessary to take
the linguistic information we have about Nagpuri Hindi and Nagpuri Marathi
and contextualise them within Nagpur’s historical and social circumstances.
This is an essential step as “[a] full account of interference in a language contact
situation...is possible only if the extra-linguistic factors are considered”
(Weinreich 1953:3). In the previous section, we made inferences about the
directions of change and the types of agentivity involved by looking at linguistic
data, but these processes of change are also influenced by external factors, such
as the sociohistorical circumstances of the contact situation. As such, in this
chapter, a brief overview of the history of Nagpur will be presented in 4.1.
Historical changes will be linked to multilingualism in Nagpuri in 4.2 in order
to demonstrate how power, and therefore social dominance, has shifted between
different languages (mainly Hindi and Marathi) at different times in Nagpur’s
history. Then, more specific information about the Hindi and Marathi spoken in
Nagpur pre-20th century will be examined in 4.3. This information will be

combined with the results from the analysis in Chapter 3 to formulate an updated,
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more comprehensive hypothesis to explain the emergence of Nagpuri Marathi

and Nagpuri Hindi (4.4).

4.1 The History of Nagpur: A Brief Overview

Nagpur has been through many changes in inhabitants and rulers throughout its
history. The city was first home to the Gonds, a population of aboriginal people
who inhabited Nagpur for more than 200 years (Mookerji 1955:44-45). The
Gonds were culturally very different from the Aryan Hindus inhabiting other
parts of the country and their language, Gondi, is a Dravidian language
(Mookerji 1955:44-45). While the area of Nagpur had been inhabited by Gond
people since the 1500s, it was established as a city much later, in 1700 AD. A
Gond king named Bakht Buland established Nagpur, and made the city the
capital of the Gond kingdom (Mookerji 1955:44-45). The Gond rulers
encouraged an influx of foreign agricultural settlers, offering large tracts of land
for free at first, then later with slight charges. These settlers were largely from
the Northern Hindi-speaking region, or from the western Marathi speaking
region (Mookerji 1955:44-45). Overtime, there were more settlers working in
the agricultural tracts than Gond people and the Gond people gradually became

displaced (Mookerji 1955:44-45).

Several decades later, in 1743, Nagpur was taken over by the Bhonsles, a dynasty
of rulers who formed a part of the Maratha Empire (Mookerji 1995:45-49). The
Marathas consisted of warrior clans from the Deccan plateau region in the south-
west of India (Gordon 1993:10-36). Maratha rule lasted for approximately 110

years, the first 50 of which were marked by prosperity (Mookerji 1995:45-49).
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However, the second half of the rule saw the Empire falling into decline
(Mookerji 1995:45-49). The Marathas had long-drawn hostilities with the
British colonial rulers, who were expanding their control over India (Mookerji
1995:45-49). In the 19" century, the Marathas lost important territories such as
Cuttack and Berar to the British, which led to a dwindling of resources
throughout the Maratha Empire and subsequently, misrule (Mookerji 1995:45-
49). Nagpur, being on the fringe of the Empire, lacked the level of organisation
and power required to continue to counter British forces (Mookerji 1995:45-49).
As such, in 1853 British control was established in Nagpur (Mookerji 1995:45-

49).

During British rule, Nagpur was made capital of the Central Provinces, a region
encompassing a large portion of central India (Mookerji 1995:50-51). The
Central Provinces consisted of Hindi-speaking regions in the east and north-east,
as well as Marathi-speaking regions in the south and south-west (Mookerji
1995:50-51). British rule lasted for 94 years, during which Nagpur developed
into a modern city with railway lines, municipal services, and growing industry
and commerce (Mookerji 1995:50-51). British rule lasted until 1947, when India

gained independence (Mookerji 1995:50-51).

After independence, a constituent assembly was formed to draft a constitution
and serve as the nation’s first parliament. The constituent assembly formed states
out of the already existing British provinces along with the states ruled by native
rulers (Singh, 2007:71). Most of the area under the former Central Provinces
became a part of the state of Madhya Pradesh, and Nagpur was made capital of
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this state (Mookerji 1995:71). However, shortly after independence, movements
for states to be reorganized on linguistic lines gained momentum in several states
(Singh 2008:71). In central India, including Nagpur, a movement by Marathi
nationalists to create separate Hindi and Marathi regions of the Central Provinces
(now Madhya Pradesh) had been underway since 1938 (Kumar 2013:71).
Unhappy with being part of a province (or later, a state) that was largely Hindi-
speaking, the Marathi nationalists demanded that the Marathi region, called
Vidarbha, become its own state. However, this movement was separate from a
different movement in the western Marathi-speaking region of India that
demanded the formation of a single Marathi-speaking state out of the existing
Bombay state that would encompass all Marathi-speaking regions (Godsmark
2019). Proponents of the Vidarbha movement opposed the idea of forming one
Marathi-speaking state on the grounds that Vidarbha must be recognised as a
distinct state in order to have any substantial economic power, which would
otherwise be unequally distributed in a larger state (Kumar, 2013). The States
Reorganisation Commission, which was formed in 1956 to examine the issue of
states reorganization, acknowledged the Vidarbha movement in its report, which
recommended that an independent Vidarbha state be created (Ali et al., 1955).
However, the government of India favoured the idea of a single Marathi-
speaking state and brought the Marathi-speaking regions of the states of Madhya
Pradesh and Bombay together to form a new state, Maharashtra, in 1960.
Nagpur, thus, has been a part of Maharashtra for over 60 years and is now the

state’s third largest city.
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4.2 The Languages of Nagpur through the Ages

In the case of Nagpur, a city that has gone through many changes in rule and
administration, historical change has often meant a change in the languages
spoken in the city as well. For instance, when the Gonds inhabited Nagpur in the
1500s, the main vernacular of the city was Gondi. However, as the Gonds were
displaced, so too was their language. Over time, Hindi and Marathi, the
languages of the settlers, became the principle languages of the city.
Subsequently, with Maratha rule in the 1700s, Marathi became the main
vernacular of Nagpur. When the Marathas lost control to the British in 1853,
Nagpur was still predominantly Marathi-speaking, but under British control, it
had become part of the Central Provinces, more than half of which consisted of
Hindi-speaking areas. At this point, the number of Hindi-speakers in Nagpur was
increasing. After India gained independence in 1947, Nagpur was made the
capital of a largely Hindi-speaking state, Madhya Pradesh (Mookerji, 1995).
Slightly more than a decade later, however, Nagpur became a part of the state of

Maharashtra, where the official language was Marathi.

While Gondi was an important language in Nagpur’s early history, it is clear that
Hindi and Marathi have been the two primary languages of the city since at least
the 18" century. However, this does not mean that Hindi and Marathi speakers
have been equal in number or that the two languages have been equal in terms
of social power. In order to compare the position of these languages in Nagpur
over the course of the city’s history, it is necessary to consider the concepts of

social and demographic dominance. Demographic dominance refers to linguistic
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dominance purely in terms of the number of speakers, i.e., which language has
more speakers. Census data from 1891 to 2001 (Table 10) shows the number of
Hindi-speakers and Marathi-speakers in Nagpur from the late 19" century. As is
evident, the population of Marathi speakers in Nagpur has historically been
significantly larger than the population of Hindi speakers. What is interesting is
that the ratio between the two has been relatively stable over the centuries. For
example, while both populations show a substantial increase over the years, at
no point does the number of Hindi-speakers show a drastic increase in population
while the Marathi-speaking population remains remain the same, or vice versa.
Both the populations have increased at roughly the same pace, and Marathi
speakers have consistently and substantially outnumbered the Hindi speakers, so

that Marathi has been the demographically dominant language in Nagpur.
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Table 10: Number of speakers of Hindi and Marathi in Nagpur (Government
of India 1891; 1911; 1931; 1951; 1961; 1981; 2001)

Year Marathi Hindi
1891 540,052 105,873
1901 574,090 111,288
1903 540,050 105,900
1911 635,893 107,263
1931 712,528 149,795
1951 928,263 157,159
1961 1,149,128 172,611
1981 1,831,980 362, 576
1991 2,402,898 460,199
2001 4,067,637 642,687

Demographic dominance, however, is different from social dominance. Social
dominance refers to the position of the language at a societal level. The socially
dominant language, for example, is usually used in the domains of government
administration and formal education. Marathi has been the demographically
dominant language in Nagpur, but it has not always been the socially dominant
language. During Gond rule (1500-1743), Gondi was initially the
demographically and socially dominant language. However, as Marathi and
Hindi speaking settlers became the dominant group in Nagpur, those two
languages became demographically dominant, and Gondi language remained in

use only among the ruling class (Mookerji 1995:45). During Maratha rule,
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Marathi was both the socially and demographically dominant language in
Nagpur. It is possible that this situation persisted during colonial rule as well,
though the colonial rulers used English for all official purposes. When Nagpur
became capital of Madhya Pradesh in 1947, Hindi became the socially dominant
language by virtue of being the official language of the state. However, in 1960,
Marathi once again became the socially dominant language with the inclusion of

Nagpur into the state of Maharashtra, where Marathi was the official language.

Clarifying which languages were socially and demographically dominant during
the different stages of Nagpur’s history, as depicted in Table 11, is necessary as
this information is required to revisit the plausible scenarios established in
Chapter 3 in an attempt to account for the emergence of the contact varieties in

section 4.4.

Table 11: Social and demographic dominance of different languages in Nagpur

Period Gond Maratha Central Madhya Maharashtra
Period Period Provinces  Pradesh (1960-
Dominance (1500- (1743- (1853- (1947- Present)
1743) 1853) 1947) 1960)
Demographic Marathi Marathi ~ Marathi Marathi ~ Marathi
Hindi
Social Gondi Marathi ~ Marathi Hindi Marathi

This section has examined the history of the languages of Nagpur to demonstrate
the importance of both Hindi and Marathi in Nagpur. Given that both these
languages have been spoken in the same city for centuries, it is clear that Hindi
and Marathi speakers have also been in contact for centuries. This context of

long-term contact, it will be argued, has a bearing on our understanding of how
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the contact varieties Nagpuri Hindi and Nagpuri Marathi are likely to have
emerged, as will be discussed in section 4.4. Before turning to this topic
however, it is important to establish whether early contact between Hindi and

Marathi speakers could have led to cross-linguistic influence.

4.3 Early Evidence of Contact: The Linguistic Survey of
India

From sections 4.1 and 4.2, we can infer that Hindi and Marathi speakers in
Nagpur have been in constant contact with each other since the 1500s. It is, thus,
possible that bilingualism in the population of Nagpur stretches back several
centuries. The contact features of Nagpuri Hindi and Nagpuri Marathi discussed
in Chapter 3 are clearly the result of Hindi-Marathi bilingualism. If this
bilingualism has existed in Nagpur for such a long period of time, it is possible
that the contact features emerged several centuries ago as well. There is, in fact,
historical evidence that suggests this to be the case. This historical evidence
comes from The Linguistic Survey of India (henceforth LSI), a large survey of
Indian languages conducted by George Abraham Grierson, a British official, and
published between 1903 and 1928. The LSI is a collection of language
specimens and descriptions of the various languages and dialects found on the
Indian subcontinent. It covers all of northern and central India and a large
number of language varieties, making it an extremely invaluable source, and
perhaps the only one of its kind to document the linguistic diversity in India
during the early decades of the 20™ century. The survey consists of 11 volumes
arranged according to language family and region. Looking for the language

variety of a particular area thus entails selecting the volume that deals with that
73



language family and then looking for mention of the area. Since Marathi and
Hindi are the focus of this thesis, | searched the volumes that dealt with those
languages for any references to Nagpur. Marathi is the subject of Volume 7 of
the LSI (Grierson, 1905), which includes mention of the particular variety of
Marathi spoken in Nagpur. Hindi is the subject of two volumes of the LSI
(Volume 6: Eastern Hindi (Grierson 1904), and VVolume 9: Western Hindi and
Panjabi (Grierson 1916)), and the Hindi of Nagpur falls under the purview of
Western Hindi. Grierson’s descriptions of Hindi (1905) and Marathi (1916) in
Nagpur include two features, one discussed in section 4.3.1 for Marathi and one
discussed in section 4.3.2 for Hindi, that | suggest are the result of contact-
induced change. These features, while only two in number, provide valuable

evidence for early cross-linguistic transfer in Nagpur.

4.3.1 Marathi in Nagpur

Grierson’s (1905:248) survey discusses several different dialects of Marathi,
including Nagpuri, the dialect spoken in and around Nagpur. According to
Grierson (1905:248), Nagpuri is essentially the same as Varhadi, another dialect
of Marathi that is spoken in the same region of the Central Provinces and Berar.
Varhadi, in turn, is very similar to the Dakhani dialect, which is the dialect
spoken in and around the Poona (present-day ‘Pune’) area (Grierson 1905:217).
In fact, Grierson remarks that Marathi is, on the whole, “a remarkably uniform
language” (Grierson 1905:1). However, Grierson does note some features that
distinguish the Marathi spoken in the Central Provinces (where Nagpur was

located at the time) from other dialects of Marathi, one of which is potentially a
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contact feature. In the description of this Marathi’s vocabulary (1905:22),
Grierson mentions that bier*na is used for mifPna, which he observes is
“unusual”. In other dialects of Marathi, Grierson (1905:222) explains, bhet®na
means ‘to meet’, while mi/®na means ‘to get’. However, in the Marathi of this
region bhet®na can be used to mean ‘to get’. This is interesting as one of the
contact features of NM analysed in section 3.2 was the semantic extension of
mi/ne, which is the same as mi/?na?, but written using different transliteration
conventions. In NM, mi/zre is used to mean both ‘to get’ and ‘to meet’, thus
aligning it with the meaning of the Hindi mi/na discussed in Ex. 39 and repeated

here for convenience:

SH NM SM
(39) milna milne milne
- to get - to get - to get
- to meet - to meet

Grierson’s description says that bhér*na (using the conventions in this thesis,
bhérne) is also used to mean ‘to get’. This suggests imposition transfer of the
Hindi milna, which means both ‘to get’ and ‘to meet’. Looking at evidence from
the LSI, as well as the evidence from Pandharipande (2003) examined in Chapter
3, we see that the words bhéetne and mi/ne can both be used to mean either ‘to
get’ or ‘to meet’, which indicates influence from Hindi, where a single word

milna is used for both these meanings, whereas Marathi uses bhetne and mi/ne

2 In this thesis, | follow the conventions used by Pandharipande (2003). Grierson’s method of
transliteration slightly different and is explained in the introductory volume of the LSI
(Grierson 1927:xvii-xviii)

75



in more specific ways. This can be understood more clearly with the help of

examples 83 and 84.

Meaning SH NM SM
(87) ‘to get’ milna | milne, bhétne | milne
(88) ‘to meet’ milna | mi[ne, bhétne | bhétne

In sum, there is early evidence from Grierson’s survey (1905) of contact,
specifically, of transfer of semantic features from Hindi, which implies SL
agentivity by Hindi-dominant speakers, from as long ago as 1905. While
Grierson recognised that this feature distinguished Nagpuri from other dialects
of Marathi, he was unable to identify it as influence from Hindi. When it comes
to the Hindi spoken in Nagpur, however, he does acknowledge that it is a variety

that has formed through contact, as explained in the following section.

4.3.2 Hindi in Nagpur

While Grierson (1905) described the Marathi in Nagpur as a variety that was
very similar to other varieties of Marathi, his description of the Hindi spoken in
Nagpur (Grierson 1916:558) speaks of a variety of Hindi that is different from
other dialects of Hindi. However, this variety of Hindi is “not a sufficiently
distinct speech to be called a dialect in its proper sense” (1916:558). He calls
Nagpuri Hindi a “broken” dialect, one that has a significant amount of
“admixture of Marathi” (1916:558). To account for this ‘mixture’ of languages,
he explains that there are many Hindi speakers in Nagpur whose ancestors hailed

from the north, but who now live in Nagpur where the socially dominant
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language is Marathi. As such, Grierson describes contact-induced change, even
if he does not use these terms himself. The sample of Hindi from Nagpur in the
LSI also shows evidence of contact. In the sample, we can see the emphatic

particle —c, a contact feature of Nagpuri Hindi that was discussed in section

3.2.2.2.
(89) Age thor-ech din-mé nanhg porya-né apani
Afterwards a-few days-in the-younger son-by  his-own
sab dhan sawdi
all fortune  was-collected

(Grierson 1916:559)

While represented as -éch, this is —c2 which is an example of structural transfer
from Marathi into Hindi and indicates SL agentivity by Marathi-dominant

speakers.

Thus, along with evidence of imposition transfer by Hindi-dominant speakers
onto Marathi (4.3.1), Grierson’s survey from the early twentieth century also
provides early evidence of contact in the form of imposition transfer by Marathi-

dominant speakers onto Hindi.

4.4 Establishing Plausible Scenarios: An Update
In sections 4.2 and 4.3, it was established that Marathi and Hindi have been
spoken in Nagpur since the 16™ century, and that there is evidence for contact-

induced transfer between the two languages from the early 20" century.

3 Grierson separates the word into thor-&ch, whereas the correct morpheme boundary would be
marked as thoré-ch.
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Previously, in Chapter 3, features of the contact varieties NM and NH were
analysed using the Van Coetsem model to then formulate hypotheses to explain
the emergence of these varieties. The information learnt from historical sources
can now be combined with the hypotheses established in Chapter 3 to add nuance
to our understanding of the plausible processes that were involved in the

formation of NM and NH.

Based on the analysis of the features of NM in Chapter 3, it was hypothesised
that this variety was formed through source language agentivity by Hindi-
dominant speakers, i.e, as a result of Hindi-dominant speakers acquiring Marathi
and, in that process, imposing features of their dominant language, Hindi, onto
Marathi. This hypothesis is further strengthened by historical evidence, which
shows that Marathi has been the demographically dominant language, as well as
the socially dominant language during certain key periods in Nagpur’s history.
During the Maratha rule of Nagpur (1743-1853), for example, Marathi was both
the demographically and socially dominant language. It is, therefore, likely that
many Hindi speakers would have been motivated to acquire Marathi during this
time. The acquisition of Marathi as an L2 by L1 dominant speakers of Hindi,
thus, is a plausible scenario that can account for the emergence of the contact

features in NM.

In the case of NH, however, the hypothesis made based solely on the analysis of
the contact features does not entirely align with the sociohistorical information
obtained about Nagpur. The conclusion drawn from the linguistic analysis was
that NH was created as the result of source language agentivity by Marathi-
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dominant speakers, i.e, as a result of Marathi-dominant speakers acquiring Hindi
and, in the acquisition process, imposing structural features of Hindi onto
Marathi. Evidence from the LSI (Grierson 1905, 1916) shows that one of these
contact features has existed since before the 20" century, implying the
possibility of other contact features existing during that time as well. However,
Marathi was both the socially and demographically dominant language in
Nagpur from the mid-18" to the mid-20" century. This simple sociohistorical
fact does not suggest an obvious reason for a large number of Marathi speakers
to have acquired Hindi during this time. The long-term presence of Hindi in
Nagpur makes it plausible that some Marathi-speakers did acquire Hindi, but the
acquisition of Hindi by Marathi-dominant speakers is unlikely to be solely
responsible for the emergence of NH. There is, however, an alternative
possibility. It is possible that the Marathi-dominant speakers responsible for the
creation of NH were not, in fact, solely L1 Marathi speakers but instead, a large
proportion were L1 Hindi speakers who spoke Marathi as their L2. The
emergence of NM was explained (in section 3.3) as the result of L1 Hindi
speakers acquiring Marathi during Maratha rule. Given that Marathi was the
dominant vernacular of the city in this period, it is not only likely that many
Hindi-speakers acquired Marathi, there is, in fact, census data that demonstrates
this to be true. Table 10 shows information regarding bilingualism amongst the
population of Nagpur, taken from the Census of India conducted in 1931. It is
clear from the table that a large proportion of L1 Hindi speakers in Nagpur spoke
Marathi, whereas the number of L1 Marathi speakers who spoke Hindi is, by

comparison, quite small. While this evidence comes from 1931 and, therefore,
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many years after Maratha rule (mid-18"" to mid-19™ century), it is possible that
this was a persistent situation of bilingualism, i.e., that L1 Hindi-speakers first
began acquiring Marathi during Maratha rule and this Hindi-Marathi
bilingualism continued to be prevalent amongst L1 speakers of Hindi in the 20"
century, when this census was conducted.

Table 12: Number of bilingual speakers in Nagpur in 1931 (Government of
India 1931)

L1 Hindi Marathi
Marathi 25,704 712,528
Hindi 149,795 52,470

During Maratha rule, it is likely that L1 Hindi speakers were using Marathi very
frequently and were becoming more and more proficient in the language. Over
time, it is possible that their dominant language shifted from their L1, Hindi, to
their L2, Marathi. As discussed in section 2.1, a speaker’s dominant language is
not necessarily their L1, it is merely the language that they are more proficient
in and that they use more frequently (Treffers-Daller 2019). Crucially, linguistic
dominance can change across a speaker’s lifetime (Treffers-Daller 2019; Van
Coetsem 2000), as a result of which speakers can start imposing features from
their L2 (their dominant language) onto their L1 (cf. Pavlenko 2000). If L1 Hindi
speakers in Nagpur became Marathi-dominant, they could then impose features
from Marathi onto Hindi, thus contributing along with the L1 Marathi dominant
speakers to the formation of NH. According to this scenario, NH could have

emerged as the result of SL agentivity by Marathi-dominant bilingual speakers
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of Hindi, a large number of whom were L1 Hindi speakers, and a number of

whom were L1 Marathi speakers.

The formation of NH, in large part as the result of a shift in linguistic dominance
by L1 Hindi/Marathi dominant speakers, is similar to the case of Asia Minor
Greek, which was formed as the result of L1 Greek speakers becoming dominant
in Turkish (discussed in section 2.2). In both the analysis of Asia Minor Greek
by Winford (2005), as well as the analysis of Nagpur Hindi advanced here, a
shift in linguistic dominance is identified as the key factor that led to the
emergence of these contact varieties. Such an analysis is possible only through
a framework that is dynamic and is able to account for scenarios of dominance
shift, such as the model proposed by Van Coetsem (1988; 1995; 2000). Other
frameworks, such as the one proposed by Thomason & Kaufman (as discussed
in section 2.1) do not take into consideration the possibility of a shift in linguistic
dominance. Thus, in their analysis of Asia Minor Greek, Thomason & Kaufman
conclude that it was formed through structural borrowing by Greek speakers.
Similarly, if applied to case of contact varieties in Nagpur, their framework
would lead to the conclusion that NH was formed through structural borrowing
by Hindi speakers, while NM was formed through structural borrowing by
Marathi speakers. As argued in this thesis, however, the contact features of NH
and NM were formed through imposition transfer by Marathi-dominant and
Hindi-dominant speakers respectively. In chapter two, the psycholinguistic
processes underlying imposition transfer (i.e. that it is a process of transfer from

speaker’s dominant language to their non-dominant language) were discussed.
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Then, in chapter three, the linguistic features of NH and NM were examined to
demonstrate how they were formed through the process of imposition. Further,
evidence from Nagpur’s history (discussed in this chapter) was shown to account
for a scenario where a large number of Hindi-dominant speakers spoke Marathi
as a non-dominant language and large number of Marathi-dominant speakers
(both L1 and L2 speakers of the language) spoke Hindi as a non-dominant
language. There is, therefore, linguistic, psycholinguistic and sociohistorical
evidence that points to Hindi-dominant speakers creating NM and Marathi-

dominant speakers creating NH.

The explanation suggested here to account for the emergence of NH and NM
differs considerably from the explanation provided by Pandharipande (2003)
discussed in section 3.1. While she does not use a particular model of contact,
Pandharipande (2003), like Thomason and Kaufman (1988), associates L1
speakers of the language with the formation of contact features in that language.
In other words, Pandharipande (2003) attributes the formation of NH to Hindi
speakers and the formation of NM to Marathi speakers, in both cases attributing
the existence of contact features in these contact varieties to ‘borrowing’. Having
proposed these explanations, she is then puzzled by the fact that Hindi and
Marathi do not converge fully into one language, and explains this ‘pull’ away
from convergence purely through social factors, according to which the distinct
identities of the people of Nagpur as Hindi-speaking or Marathi-speaking serve
to keep the two languages separate (Pandharipande 2003:36-40). This

explanation does not, however, focus on the actual mechanisms that led to the
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formation of the contact varieties and, as such, does not consider the notion that
the contact varieties of Hindi and Marathi emerged in the acquisition process so
that the contact features in NH can be attributed to Marathi-dominant speakers,
while the contact features in NM can be attributed to Hindi-dominant speakers.
Understanding that her analysis is guided by this rationale of explaining the pull
away from converge helps shed a new light on certain important aspects of her
presentation of the features of Nagpuri Hindi and Nagpuri Marathi, namely her

presentation of two ‘options’ for each feature.

Most of the features of Nagpuri Hindi and Nagpuri Marathi have two variants,
one of which aligns with the form of that feature seen in the standard variety,
and the other of which is a contact feature that is noticeably different from the
standard variant. Pandharipande (2003:36-38) explains the existence of two
variants through social factors, linking the non-contact features to a pull away
from convergence that arises out of a need to keep the Marathi-speaking and
Hindi-speaking identities of the speakers separate, and contact features to a pull
towards convergence that arises out of a need to establish a local ‘Nagpuri’
identity and that is associated with the contact features. In section 3.2, |
suggested that Pandharipande uses NH and NM as cover terms for two different
types of features: the preserved features of the original pre-contact language, and
the features that have emerged through contact. Taking into consideration the
emergence of NH and NM as proposed in this section, this argument can further
be strengthened by associating the two different types of features to two different

speaker groups: dominant and non-dominant speakers of Marathi and Hindi. As
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established in this chapter, bilingualism has been historically prevalent amongst
the speakers of Nagpur, which means that Hindi and Marathi in Nagpur have
been spoken as both a dominant and a non-dominant language by different
speakers. While the imposition by non-dominant speakers led to the formation
of contact features, these features did not replace the original features in the
speech of the dominant speakers. Both sets of features were preserved, resulting
in two options for several constructions. For example, in NM, the non-contact
variant is the feature of Marathi-dominant speakers that has been preserved,
while the contact variant is the feature that has emerged through imposition by
Hindi-dominant speakers. Similarly, in NH, the non-contact variant is the feature
of Hindi-dominant speakers that has been preserved, while the contact variant is
the feature that has emerged through imposition by Marathi-dominant speakers.
Such an analysis is, once again, the result of focusing on the speakers and the

processes that lead to contact-induced change.

4.5 Summary

Van Coetsem’s speaker-focused framework has been key to interpreting the
context of language contact in Nagpur. In Chapter 3, the model was used to
establish plausible scenarios for the emergence of NH and NM based purely on
the outcomes of language contact. In this chapter, these scenarios were
contextualised within the sociohistorical circumstances of Nagpur.
Sociohistorical information confirmed the scenario originally proposed (in
section 3.4) for the emergence of NM, in which it was suggested that imposition

transfer by L1 Hindi speakers led to the formation of NM. The scenario
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originally proposed for the emergence of NH, i.e. that it was formed through
imposition transfer by L1 Marathi speakers, was modified in order to align with
our understanding of sociohistorical context of Nagpur. In the case of NH,
suggesting the additional scenario of a shift in linguistic dominance in L1 Hindi
speakers helped create a more plausible hypothesis to account for the emergence

of NH.
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Chapter 5:
NAGPUR IN THE PRESENT DAY

5. Introduction

This chapter deals with the third and final research question addressed in this
thesis: How are the contact varieties used in the present day? Since
Pandharipande’s (2003) work is based on research conducted before the 1980s,
and as she is one of the only researchers to have studied this context, the only
data currently available about language use in Nagpur is more than 40 years old.
This does not necessarily mean that this data is no longer reflective of the speech
of people currently in Nagpur, but situations of contact can sometimes go
through major changes. For instance, Kulkarni-Joshi (2016) revisited the well-
known contact context of Kupwar, India and found that speech in Kupwar is
drastically different from how it was described by Gumperz and Wilson (1971)
in their original study of the village. This is due, in part, to changes in the social
circumstances of Kupwar, which were presented by Gumperz and Wilson (1972)
as the primary factors behind the contact-induced change seen in the languages
of Kupwar. Kulkarni-Joshi (2016) additionally found major methodological
issues in the original study that call into question Gumperz and Wilson’s
presentation of the original data. It is, thus, important to verify the linguistic
context of Nagpur through newer investigations. My study of present-day speech
in Nagpur involves first understanding the factors that influence language use

(section 5.1) and then using this information to determine a suitable method of
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investigating language use (section 5.2). In Section 5.3, | discuss current

language use in Nagpur.

5.1 Linguistic Repertoires and Code Choice in Nagpur

Before examining the use of the contact varieties Nagpuri Hindi and Nagpuri
Marathi in the present day, it is first necessary to consider the factors that affect
language use in Nagpur. Pandharipande (2003), in her analysis of speech in
Nagpur, notes that the languages of Nagpur serve different social functions and
are thus used in different contexts. The standard varieties are used in all official
domains, as well as for interactions with Hindi and Marathi speakers who are
not from Nagpur. Additionally, the standard varieties are usually used only by
educated speakers (2003:47-51) By contrast, Nagpuri Marathi (NH) and Nagpuri
Hindi (NM) are local codes, they “stand for the people, culture and society in
the Nagpur area” (2003:43). In informal communication amongst people from
Nagpur, NH and NM are primarily used, as they “indicate closeness between the

speaker and hearer” (2003:47).

This situation in Nagpur, where the languages are clearly divided into ‘local’
and ‘standard’ codes could be considered, and Pandharipande (2003:50) does
liken it to, a situation of diglossia. Ferguson’s (1959:325) classic definition of
diglossia is a situation where “two or more varieties of the same languages are
used by some speakers under different conditions”. One of the varieties IS a
‘high’ (H) variety, which is used in formal, sometimes only written, contexts,
has a high level of prestige and is used as a literary language, and the other

variety is a ‘low’ (L) variety, which is used in informal, spoken contexts and is
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sometimes the language of a particular speech community (as opposed to being
a standard language that is widely used). This foundational notion of diglossia
has been further developed by other scholars. While Ferguson’s (1959)
definition of diglossia was restricted to different varieties of the same language,
Fishman (1967) expanded the notion to include situations where different
languages are involved. He discussed the relation between bilingualism and
diglossia, outlining four possible situations: speech communities with both
diglossia and bilingualism, with diglossia but without bilingualism, with
bilingualism but without diglossia, and neither diglossia nor bilingualism

(Fishman 1967).

Pandharipande (2003:50-51) uses both Ferguson (1959) and Fishman’s (1967)
definitions of diglossia to describe Nagpur, explaining that the speech
community in Nagpur uses “different varieties of the same language in different
contexts”, which aligns with Ferguson’s (1959) definition, but also bringing in
Fishman’s (1967) notion of diglossia as “the codes available to speech
community include[ing] two independent languages”. However, it is not clear in
this explanation what exactly the relationship between the different varieties and
different languages is in Nagpur. While Pandharipande (2003), as mentioned
earlier, does describe the linguistic situation of Nagpur as one involving four
codes which are used in different contexts, how exactly these four codes fall
within the frameworks of Fishman (1959) and Ferguson (1967) is not clarified.
Part of the reason for this might be that the situation of Nagpur cannot fully be

captured by these frameworks.
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Ferguson’s (1959) framework can be partly applied, as the standard varieties of
Hindi and Marathi can be seen as H varieties, and local varieties (Nagpuri Hindi
and Marathi) as L varieties, but this would not account for the relationship
between Hindi and Marathi. Similarly, Fishman’s (1967) framework can also be
partially applied, as Nagpur’s context can be seen as one of bilingualism (Hindi-
Marathi) with diglossia, but this would not account for the relation between the
local varieties and the standard varieties. ‘Diglossia’, then, is perhaps not the

most appropriate term to use for the Nagpur context.

Nagpur’s linguistic context is quite complex, and it must be fully understood in
its complexity before it can be defined. The present-day speech community of
Nagpur uses several different languages and language varieties: (Indian)
English, Standard Hindi and Standard Marathi, Nagpuri Hindi and Nagpuri
Marathi. Pandharipande discusses English with reference to its influence on the
Marathi language (see Pandharipande 2003, sections 5.1, 6.2.1) but does not
include it as one of the ‘codes’ spoken in Nagpur. However, given the larger
context of multilingualism in India and the relationship between English and
Indian languages, English must be considered as an important language in the

speech community of Nagpur.

English is one of the two ‘languages of the union’ of India and, particularly in
the modern, globalised economy, is considered a language of wealth, power and
status. A large number of Indians, particularly from more privileged socio-
economic backgrounds, speak English along with other Indian languages.
Mohanty (2010) describes multilingualism in India as a hierarchy with English
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at the top, followed by other major vernacular/Indian languages, and minority
languages at the bottom, thus creating a “double divide between English and
major languages and between major languages and the indigenous and tribal
minority (ITM) languages” (2010:140). In Nagpur, these other Indian languages

are, for most of the population, Hindi and Marathi.

The standard variety of Hindi is the other ‘language of the union’ of India and is
used widely throughout the country as a lingua franca. In particular, it is the
language of much popular media and media (such as Bollywood movies) created
in Hindi are consumed by people all over the country. The standard variety of
Marathi is the official state language and is used in education, regional media
and in administration and bureaucracy. Along with these standard varieties of
Hindi and Marathi, the speech community of Nagpur also uses the local varieties,
Nagpuri Hindi and Nagpuri Marathi, in informal conversation within the

community.

Given the multiple languages and language varieties used in Nagpur, the term
‘polyglossia’ (Platt 1977) is perhaps more suited than ‘diglossia’ to describe its
context. Polyglossic situations are those that “involve the use of a continuum
with possibly more than one H variety, one or more M(edium) varieties, one or
more L varieties” (Platt 1977:367). Another term that can be considered is
‘triglossia’, in which “three languages are spoken by the same community, each
with a distinct and complementary role” (Batibo 2005:16). Batibo (2005:17-18)
uses the notion of triglossia to discuss multilingualism in African countries,
where the three languages involved are typically an ex-colonial language, a
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dominant indigenous language and a minority language. Batibo classifies
languages as H and L based on their position in society, as well as their position

relative to each other.

Table 13: Batibo’s (2005:17-18) description of triglossia in Africa

H Official Language (former colonial language)

National lingua franca H

L Regionally dominant indigenous | L H
language

Minority languages (inter-ethnic L
communication)

Multilingualism in Nagpur, however, involves more than three languages
varieties and is, thus, not a triglossic context. Nonetheless, Batibo’s (2005)
classification of languages (as shown in Table 13) is a useful one that, in
combination with Platt’s (1977) notion of polyglossia, provide a comprehensive
framework to describe the linguistic context of Nagpur. Nagpur’s polyglossic
situation, therefore, consists of three H varieties: (Indian) English, Standard
Hindi and Standard Marathi, where Marathi is an L language compared to Hindi;
along with two L varieties: Nagpuri Hindi and Nagpuri Marathi, as demonstrated

in Table 14.
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Table 14: Polyglossia in Nagpur

H English (former colonial language)

Standard Hindi (national lingua | H
franca)

L Standard Marathi  (regionally | L H
dominant language

Nagpuri Marathi and Nagpuri L
Hindi (local varieties)

The question of how to describe the speech community as a whole is an
important one, but language use in the speech community as a whole is not the
same as language use at an individual level. Notions of diglossia, triglossia and
polyglossia “focus on multilingualism at the macro-societal level” (Lim &
Ansaldo 2015:37). When it comes to the language use of individual speakers,
their individual linguistic repertoires play a key role. Schiffman (1996:54)
defines repertoire as “an individual’s particular set of skills (or levels of
proficiency) that permit him or her to function within various registers of (a)
language(s).” An individual’s linguistic repertoire may or may not contain all
the language varieties that are used in the larger speech community.
Pandharipande (2003:45) demonstrates this to be true of the speech community
in Nagpur, explaining that not every individual in the speech community has

equal competence in all varieties. According to her description, while the Nagpur
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community is largely bilingual, not every individual is equally bilingual. Some
people consider themselves more as monolingual speakers of Hindi or Marathi.
As such, monolingual Marathi speakers have a higher proficiency in the two
Marathi varieties Standard Marathi and Nagpuri Marathi, whereas monolingual
Hindi speakers have a higher proficiency in the two Hindi varieties, Standard

Hindi and Nagpuri Hindi. There are also bilingual speakers, who are proficient

in all four codes.

For individuals in Nagpur, thus, language use is determined both by domains of
speech, as well as individual linguistic repertoires. The people of Nagpur,
largely, “claim two identities, i.e., regional and linguistic” (Pandharipande
2003:59), wherein their regional identity is their identity as Nagpuri, which
includes the use of the local varieties (Nagpuri Hindi and Nagpuri Marathi) and
their linguistic identity is their identity as either Marathi-speakers or Hindi

speakers.

For most educated Marathi-speaking individuals, their repertoire consists of
Standard Marathi, used in more formal, official contexts, such as education,
regional media or written communication, and Nagpuri Marathi, used in
informal contexts such as at home or with peers and friends. For most of them,
their repertoire will also contain Nagpuri Hindi, to be used in the markets or
when speaking to a non-Marathi speaker, and many of them will also be
proficient in Standard Hindi, with some individuals having a more passive
knowledge of the language, mainly through popular media or exposure to the

speech of Hindi-speakers, while others use it more actively, in contexts of
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education or inter-state communication. Additionally, English will form a part
of the linguistic repertoires of many individuals, depending on the kind of

education they have received.

For most educated Hindi speakers in Nagpur, their repertoire consists of
Standard Hindi, used in more formal contexts, in inter-state communication, and
heard through popular media, and Nagpuri Hindi, used in informal contexts such
as at home or with peers and friends. They also likely speak Nagpuri Marathi to
communicate with the larger Marathi-speaking population of Nagpur. Many of
them might have passive competence in Standard Marathi, through exposure to
the language as part of living in a Marathi-speaking state, and others might be
more proficient in Standard Marathi, having acquired it through education. With
Hindi speakers as well, English will be a part of the linguistic repertoire of more
privileged individuals who have been educated in English. While this
understanding of language use in Nagpur has been formed primarily through
information provided by Pandharipande (2003), as well as literature on
multilingualism in India as a whole (Mohanty 2010), evidence from recent
speech data is required to confirm the actual present-day language use of the

people of Nagpur. This evidence is presented in the subsequent sections.

5.2 Investigating Present-Day Speech in Nagpur

One of the primary goals of this chapter is to examine present-day speech in
Nagpur, particularly the use of Nagpuri Hindi and Nagpuri Marathi. As
highlighted in Chapter 3, NH and NM include both contact and non-contact

features. Since the exact difference between the non-contact features of NM and
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NH and the standard varieties SM and SH is unclear (see 3.2), the only way to
confirm NH and NM use is through evidence of the use of the contact features
by the speakers of Nagpur. The usual course to examine the speech of a
community is to record speakers, either through interviews or ethnographic
observation or other methods used by researchers in linguistics (ex. Koutlaki
2001; Hoffman & Walker 2010; Cheshire, Kerswill, Fox, & Torgersen 2011).
However, this thesis was written at a time when international travel was not
feasible, making it impossible to conduct any research in Nagpur. As such,

alternative methods had to be used.

In the absence of recorded natural speech, researchers have used audio-visual
media, such as television, film or radio, featuring the speakers they are studying.
For example, McConvell and Meakins (2007) use dialogue from a film featuring
Gurindji speakers to demonstrate how the Gurindji-Kriol mixed language
emerged through codeswitching among these speakers. Wang et al. (2020) use
TV and radio interviews as well as recordings of natural conversations to
investigate the use of the Mandarin Chinese buguo ‘but’ as a contrastive
discourse marker in structured speech versus natural speech. Such avenues were
explored as methods for this thesis as well. However, while it was possible to
use media such as TV, radio or film as sources for speech data, this approach
was found to be unsuitable for the goals of this thesis. Firstly, in the case of
television and film, finding media specifically from Nagpur proved to be
difficult. While there is much Marathi-language and Hindi-language media

available, it was quite challenging to identify media that is set in Nagpur or has
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speakers from Nagpur. More importantly, TV, film and radio all share one
crucial disadvantage: they are public, sometimes formal, forms of media and,
thus, are domains of H variety speech. Unsurprisingly, the Marathi and Hindi
used in these forms of media is mostly Standard Marathi or Standard Hindi,
which are not the varieties under investigation here. Given that the objective of
this chapter is to examine the use of Nagpuri Marathi and Nagpuri Hindi, in other
words L varieties, mainstream media could not be used as a source for this kind

of speech.

In order to find a source of speech data that was from Nagpur and included the
use of NH and NM, YouTube vlogs were considered. While there is an
abundance of content of various different kinds on YouTube, a particular form
of content called ‘vlogging’ consists of casual, informal videos where the creator
(YouTuber) records moments from their daily life, shares personal stories or
discusses particular topics or themes, such as fashion or general life advice.
While the question of whether YouTubers present ‘authentic’ versions of their
lives in videos is a complex one, vlog-style content does offer a glimpse into
their day-to-day lives and, crucially, into their informal speech, which is the
domain where we would expect to find NH and NM being used. Hence, |
identified particular YouTube channels and examined the speech in their videos
to look for instances of NH or NM use. Three channels were selected for this

purpose. They were selected based on the following criteria:

1. The vloggers are native to Nagpur.
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2. Their videos are at least partly in Hindi or Marathi.

The channels selected are YoutubewaliAarti, InsaneJackie and NG Vines. They
are referred to as Tia, Inja and Neal, respectively. Tia is a lifestyle, fashion and
vlogging channel run by a 32-year old educated woman. Her videos usually
consist of daily vlogs, style ideas, and personal stories. While she currently
resides in Mumbai, she is originally from Nagpur and only moved to Mumbai at
the age of 22. With family members still in Nagpur, she visits the city often and
still considers herself a person from Nagpur. She makes many videos with
members of her family, particularly her mother, her maternal grandmother, and
sometimes her father. Her videos are a mix of Hindi, English and Marathi. Inja
also makes videos of the ‘daily vlog’ style, where he films outings with his
friends, particular events in his life, or shares personal stories. He is a young
educated man, perhaps in his early 30s (mention of his age could not be found),
who is a current resident of Nagpur. His vlogs often feature his friends, but the
speech heard in the videos is mostly his. His videos are mostly in Hindi, with

English frequently mixed in.

As Inja and Tia’s videos mostly consists of casual, ‘vlog’-style content, often
involving conversations with friends or family, they are good sources to use to
listen to speech in different domains and with different interlocutors. The third
channel, on the other hand, is quite different in that it contains scripted dialogue
instead of the more natural speech seen in Tia and Inja’s videos. Neal’s channel
does not feature Neal himself. His is a parody account whose main content is
short clips from popular Bollywood and Hollywood films that are dubbed over
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with funny dialogues in Marathi to accompany the movie scenes. Specifically,
many of the videos are dubbed into Nagpuri Marathi. As such, it is a good source
to listen to speech that is perceived as ‘typically’ Nagpuri, even if the speech

here is scripted.

The videos examined from these three channels revealed some interesting
findings about the language use of their creators, which can then be used to make
inferences about the patterns of language use in the larger Nagpur community.

The observations made from these videos are explored in the following section.

5.3 Evidence for the Present-Day Use of NH and NM

Tia, Inja and Neal’s videos show clear use of the contact features of Nagpuri
Hindi and Nagpuri Marathi, thus confirming that these varieties are still used in
the present day. Moreover, their videos show how the language use of an
individual is determined by their linguistic repertoire as well as the domain in
which they are speaking. This can be demonstrated by observations made from

their videos.

The role that linguistic repertoires and linguistic domains play in determining
language choice is very clear in Inja’s videos. His content is primarily in Hindj,
with some English mixed in, but no instances of him speaking Marathi have been
observed. His repertoire, thus, consists primarily of Hindi and English. The
Hindi he uses is primarily the standard variety (SH). However, there are

instances where he uses contact Nagpuri Hindi. For example, in one of his videos
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where he is talking to a friend, he uses the first person plural pronoun apan, a

feature of Nagpuri Hindi discussed in section 3.2.24.

(90) cNH: apan I&t  ho gaye

1PL.INCL late be PERF.PL
‘We are late.’

(InsaneJackie, 2021a)

Another feature of cNH, the possessive marker used in an imperative

construction, is also observed in a video of his.

(91) cNH: dil pe hath rakhne-ka kahne-ka  sab

heart on hand put-POSS say-POSS everything
sahi  he bro
okay is bro
‘Put your hand on your heart and say “everything is okay,
bI'O”’

(InsaneJackie, 2021b)

Along with the imperative construction, the possessive marker is also used in
obligative constructions in NH (section 3.2.1.1). This feature is also observed in

Inja’s speech.

(92) cNH: Usne-c bola tha kese  likhne-ka

3SG-EMPH say.PERF AUX how  write-POSS
‘He (emphatic) told (me) how to write (how one is
supposed to write).’

(InsaneJackie, 2021c)

Though there are these clear examples of NH use in Inja’s speech, most of the

time, Inja uses Standard Hindi (SH). A probable reason for this is the domain in
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which he is speaking. While YouTube vlogs are intended to be causal and
informal, designed to create a certain sense of friendship and connection with
the audience, these videos are still forms of public media. Given that he is
speaking publicly, to a wide audience, Inja’s choice of the standard variety
(instead of the more ‘local’ contact variety) is understandable. Moreover, there
is evidence that shows that Inja’s use of Standard Hindi in videos is a conscious
decision. Example 88 shown above, along with the possessive marker, also
includes the use of the cNH emphatic particle (discussed in section 3.2.2.2). Inja
is talking to his friends when he says this sentence. At this exact moment in the
video, the phrase “My real speech” appears as a caption. This is interesting as it
implies that that his speech at other times, i.e. when he is talking to the audience
in Standard Hindi, is less “real”. Inja’s explicit categorisation of one form of
speech as his ‘real’ speech indicates that the selection of codes is a conscious
choice. However, the other examples of cNH use in his speech occur when he is
addressing the audience, leading to the conclusion that while a speaker might
select which code to use consciously depending on the domain, features from
the other code can, nonetheless, slip into their speech. Inja’s marking the use of
the emphatic particle with a caption but not indicating any of the other instances
of NH use in this way suggests the possibility that some contact features, such
as the emphatic particle, are somehow more obviously different from the
standard, and thus prompt an explanation, whereas other features are not as

noticeable.
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Similar to Inja’s language use, Tia’s language use is also determined by her
linguistic repertoires and the domains she speaks in. Tia’s linguistic repertoire,
however, is broader than Inja’s. Tia’s speech is primarily a mix of Standard
Hindi, Standard Marathi and English. Her multilingual repertoire can be
explained by the fact that she was brought up in a multilingual household, as her
father is primarily Hindi-speaking while her mother is primarily Marathi-
speaking. While both her parents speak English, her fluency in English is likely
also the result of an English education. Tia, like Inja, uses primarily Standard
Hindi and English when addressing her audience in her videos as she is also
communicating with a wide audience and is thus likely avoiding the use of the
local varieties. Very few instances of the use of the contact varieties were noted
in her speech. One instance was the use of the word bilkul which is a feature of

NM’s lexicon (Discussed in Ex. 50 and repeated here for convenience).

SM NM SH Gloss
(50) adzibat bilkul bilkul at all

Tia uses this word in conversation with her grandmother.

(93) cNM: nahi nahi bilkul naht

no no atall no
‘No, no, not at all.’

(YoutubewaliAarti, 2021, 9:07)

The only other instance of the use of a contact feature noted in study was also in
a conversation between Tia and her grandmother. Here, it is the grandmother
who uses the NM progressive construction (discussed in 3.2.1.1).
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(94) NM: nahi athv-un rahila

NEG remember-CONJ.PART PROG.3SG.M
‘I am not able to remember’

(YoutubewaliAarti, 2021, 1:59)

Unlike Inja, Tia’s language is determined by a third additional factor. Along with
linguistic repertoire and linguistic domains, Tia’s speech is determined by her
interlocutor. For instance, Tia’s family members often feature in her videos and
her speech changes depending on who she is talking to. In videos involving her
mother or her maternal grandmother, she speaks to them primarily in Marathi.
In videos involving her father, she speaks to him in Hindi. When both her mother
and father are present together, her speech is mixed. When she is speaking to the
camera, i.e. to her audience, she speaks in Hindi. In all three instances, except
when she is talking to her grandmother, her speech also includes English. Thus,
the differences in Tia’s speech can be ascribed to the influence of the people she

is addressing, which can be understood through ‘audience design’.

Audience design is the notion that speakers design their speech for their
audience (Bell, 1984:159). According to Bell (1984:159), “Differences within
the speech of a single speaker are accountable as the influence of the second
person and some third persons, who together compose the audience to a speaker’s
utterances”. For example, Bell (1984:163) discusses several instances where
speakers of local or regional dialects shift to standard varieties when speaking to
outsiders or strangers. In Tia’s case, she changes her speech not just when
speaking to strangers (her YouTube audience) but also when speaking to people

she is familiar with. She does this in order to accommodate to the interlocutor’s
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linguistic repertoire. When addressing primarily-Marathi speaking people, such
as her mother and grandmaother, she speaks in Marathi, whereas when addressing
her primarily Hindi-speaking father, she speaks in Hindi. She does not use
English when speaking to her grandmother because her grandmother likely does
not speak the language, whereas her parents do. Her choice of Hindi and English
to address the audience can be attributed to the fact these are widely spoken
languages in India and thus, she uses them to reach a wider audience. If she were
to speak primarily Marathi in her videos, her viewership would be limited to
only to Marathi-speakers. Therefore, in videos featuring her mother and
grandmother, she constantly switches from Marathi to Hindi when speaking to
the audience and also adds English subtitles to the Marathi speech, or sometimes
even verbally translates from Marathi to Hindi or English. Audience design can

account for these choices that she makes regarding her language use.

The language used in Neal’s videos can also be explained through audience
design. Neal’s speech, however, is designed for an audience that is completely
different from Tia’s. First, there is the inherent difference in the nature of content
of their channels, as Tia’s videos often involve talking to an interlocutor,
whereas Neal’s videos consist of scripted dialogue voiced by Neal alone.
Considering the language used with the audience of the videos, we noted that
Tia uses Standard Hindi in order to reach a broader audience. Conversely, Neal
is not concerned with a broader audience; he creates more specific content that
is targeted at a Marathi-speaking audience. As explained in 5.1, Neal makes

parody videos of popular movies using funny dialogue in Marathi, particularly
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certain varieties of Marathi such as Nagpuri Marathi. Neal, therefore, makes
videos where speech that is considered characteristic of Nagpur is used for
comedic effect, and the videos usually have titles along the lines of Nagpur
Cha... as in ‘Nagpur’s ...” followed by the name of a character or film, such as
Nagpur Cha Harry Potter ‘Nagpur’s Harry Potter’, in this way informing
viewers that the video consists of Harry Potter, but as if he were from Nagpur.
These videos are, thus, replete with Nagpuri Marathi features. Some examples
of this include use of the NM progressive construction, the same feature seen in

section 3.2.1.1.

(95) CcNM: tu khota bol-un rahila

2SG lie tell-CONJ.PART PROG.2SG.M
‘You are lying.’

(The NG Vines, 20214, 0:30)

(96) cNM: khara-ts bol-un rahilo

Truth-EMPH tell-CONJ.PART PROG.1SG.M
‘I’m telling the truth (emphatic).’

(The NG Vines, 20214, 0:30)

(97) cNM: ikde pah-un rahili
here 10ok-CONJ.PART PROG.3SG.F
‘She is looking here.’

(The NG Vines, 2021b)

NM’s particular way of marking the ergative case (discussed in 3.2.1.1) was

also observed in Neal’s videos.

(98) cNM: tu-ne nashta kela ka
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2SG-ERG breakfast ate Q
‘Did you eat breakfast?’

(The NG Vines, 2021a)

In 3.2.2.3, the semantic expansion involved in the use of the word bhétne was
discussed. It was found that in NM, bAérne is used to mean both ‘to get’ and ‘to
meet’. As such, it is used in instances where the word mi/ne (to get) would be
used in Standard Marathi. The use of bhéme to mean ‘to get’ was observed in

Neal’s videos as well.

(99) cNM: dahvi-le kit percentage bhétli hoti
2SG-in how much percentage get AUX
“What was your percentage score in the 10" grade?’

(The NG Vines, 2021b)

Neal’s extensive, intentional use of Nagpuri Marathi to portray a character as
being from Nagpur demonstrates not only that NM is still used in the present
day, but that it is a distinct, recognisable form of speech associated with Nagpur.
This, in a way, confirms the present day relevance of NM, while also

strengthening the notion that NM is closely tied to a local Nagpuri identity.

5.4 Summary

In sum, Inja, Tia and Neal’s videos show that the contact varieties Nagpuri Hindi
and Nagpuri Marathi are still in use in the present day. One of the factors that
determines their use is the linguistic repertoires of individual speakers. Inja is a
clear example of this, as his linguistic repertoire does not include Marathi and
thus, he does not use Nagpuri Marathi. In Section 5.1, the use of NM and NH

was also linked to linguistic domains. Examining the speech of actual speakers,
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however, shows that code choice is more complicated than just a question of
domains. While Inja and Tia do demonstrate that the use of standard varieties is
preferred in the domain of public media (i.e. YouTube videos), Neal’s use of
Nagpuri Marathi in the same domain shows that the audience the speech is
addressed to can play an equal, if not more important role, in determining code

choice.
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Chapter Six:
CONCLUSION

This thesis was motivated by one primary goal: to understand the contact context
of Nagpur. This is a context that sees two varieties, Nagpuri Hindi and Nagpuri
Marathi, which have contact features that possibly emerged centuries ago and
are still used in the present-day, but did not displace the non-contact features,
which also continue to be used. This is, thus, an extremely fascinating context.
However, research on the languages of Nagpur being limited almost entirely to
the works of a single scholar (Pandharipande 1982; 2003), this context is also

one that merits much more interest and study than what is currently available.

This thesis was aimed at addressing several different elements of the context of
Nagpur. First and most importantly, this thesis investigated the question of
emergence of the contact varieties. Through an examination of two sources of
data that are almost a century apart: Pandharipande (2003) and Grierson’s
Linguistic Survey of India (1905; 1916), | formulated a plausible scenario to
account for the emergence of Nagpuri Hindi and Nagpuri Marathi. | proposed
that NH and NM emerged in the mid-19"/early 20" century during the rule of
the Marathi Empire in Nagpur. According to my hypothesis, Nagpuri Marathi
emerged through the imposition of Hindi features onto Marathi by Hindi-
dominant L1 speakers of Hindi, while Nagpuri Hindi emerged through the
imposition of Marathi features onto Hindi by Marathi-dominant L1 and L2

speakers of Marathi. This hypothesis was supported by evidence from historical
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sources that show evidence of Hindi-Marathi contact in the early 20" century,
as well as through information about the sociolinguistic circumstances during
that time that justifies the acquisition of Marathi by L1 Hindi speakers along

with the shift in linguistic dominance amongst these speakers.

This thesis additionally provides insight into the present-day linguistic
circumstances of Nagpur by demonstrating that Nagpuri Hindi and Nagpuri
Marathi are still used in the present day. Further, I discussed how Nagpur is a
polyglossic context, where the speech community as a whole uses five
languages: English, Nagpuri Hindi, Standard Hindi, Nagpuri Marathi and
Standard Marathi, but language use at an individual level is determined by the
individual’s linguistic repertoire, the different domains of the languages and the

role played by the interlocutor.

Thus, this thesis sheds light on aspects of the Nagpur context that have not
previously been addressed. However, there is a great amount of future research
that can (and should) be done. Firstly, the analysis of NH and NM done in this
thesis is based primarily on Pandharipande’s (2003) data, which was collected
several decades ago. | did provide some examples from my study of YouTube
videos, but these are relatively quite few and only offer glimpses into the speech
of people in Nagpur. More speech data from Nagpur would be extremely
beneficial, as currently all understanding of this context is based a single source,
which can be problematic (as demonstrate by Kulkarni-Joshi 2016). One of the
central claims made in this thesis is that what Pandharipande (2003) refers to as
‘standard’ variants in NH and NM are actually preserved features of pre-contact
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varieties. Pandharipande (2003), concerned with sociolinguistic variation,
focuses on how the standard features are used in particular contexts, mostly by
educated speakers. However, in order to fully understand whether Nagpuri Hindi
and Marathi consist of the contact varieties and the standard varieties, as opposed
to the contact varieties and the preserved varieties, it is necessary to collect data
from uneducated speakers who are not likely to be proficient in the standard

varieties.

Another avenue of future research is to investigate other contact contexts in
India. An extremely linguistically diverse country with multilingualism so
common that “[i]f one draws a straight line between Kashmir and Kanyakumari
and marks, say, every fve or ten miles, then one will fnd that there is no break in
communication between any two consecutive points” (Pattanayak 1981: 44,
cited in Mohanty 2010:133), India potentially contains dozens of contact
contexts like Nagpur. An approach that focuses both, on the individual speaker
and the larger sociohistorical context, was central to this thesis and could be used

to understand other contact contexts as well.
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