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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

1.1 Introduction and research questions

Among the langffages of the florld, English can be seen as a langffage flith a relatifielffl
੗ffied flord order. Tfflpicallffl, sentences are organized aroffnd a sffbject and a fierb in
the canonical order of sffbject-fierb-object (or complement or adfierbial). Yet, some-
times speakers maffl defiiate from this rather ੗ffied flord order for pragmatic pffrposes
and shi elements in the claffse into non-canonical positions in order to introdffce
nefl information into the discoffrse, re-introdffce information at a later stage in the
discoffrse, contrast one piece of information flith another, or focffs the addressee's
aention on a certain piece of information. य़ere are a nffmber of sfflntactic defiices
flhich serfie flell for these pffrposes and flhich are particfflarlffl common in spoken
interaction, flhere theffl re੘ect the dfflnamic ffse of langffage in a social conteffit. य़e
present stffdffl effiamines in some detail a nffmber of sffch constrffctions, inclffding le
dislocation (e.g. ths cat she s fourteen), right dislocation (e.g. he s brllant your

dad), fronting constrffctions (e.g. my brthday party you arrange), effiistential there-
constrffctions (e.g. there's a wld lot of people टnd her okay) and fiarioffs tfflpes of cle
constrffctions (e.g. ९ॺ-cle: t was you that told me that; ॽ८-cle: what he decded

was to stay wth some frends there).
Prefiioffs stffdies hafie mainlffl focffssed on the historical origins and the defielop-

ment or the discoffrse fffnctions of the constrffctions in qffestion (cf. e.g. Prince 1985;
Aijmer 1989; Gelfffflkens 1992; Biber et al. 1999; Gregorffl/Michaelis 2001; Netz/Kffzar
2007; Timmis 2010; Netz/Kffzar/Efiiatar 2011; Reefie 2012; Paen 2012a). A nffmber
of more recent stffdies hafie added a cross-fiarietal perspectifie to the discffssion bffl
comparing the paerns of ffse across fiarieties of English. य़ese stffdies claim, for effi-
ample, that le dislocation and fronting constrffctions occffr particfflarlffl freqffentlffl
in the so-called 'Nefl Englishes' 1(e.g. Pla et al. 1983: 14; Mesthrie 1992: 110; Bha
2004: 1023; Lange 2012: 148; Sharma 2012a: 214), and that ९ॺ-cle constrffctions and
fronting constrffctions shofl a high freqffencffl of ffse and a flider scope of realization
options in the so-called 'Celtic Englishes' 2 (cf. e.g. Kallen 1994; Filppffla 1999; Hickeffl

1 य़e Nefl Englishes flill be discffssed in some more detail in Chapter 2.
2 य़e term refers to the fiarieties of English spoken on the flestern edges of the British Isles and
inclffdes Irish English, Welsh English, Scoish English, Manffi English (spoken in the Isle of Man) and
Cornish English (spoken in Cornflall). य़e adeqffacffl of this cofier term is still being debated, fflet

1



1 Introducton

2007, 2012a; Beal 2012; Filppffla/Klemola 2012). Fffrthermore, le dislocation has been
identi੗ed as a common featffre of learners of English in general (cf. e.g. Grffber 1967;
Chambers 1973; Coon 1978; Williams 1987; Carter/McCarthffl 1995).
A notorioffslffl diਖ਼cfflt qffestion is that of identifffling possible effiplanatorffl factors

for the obserfied ffsage paerns. य़is is particfflarlffl diਖ਼cfflt in mfflticffltffral and
mffltilingffal societies becaffse fle oen ੗nd a compleffi netflork of fiarioffs interact-
ing forces at plaffl (cf. e.g. य़omason 2010; Sharma 2012a). One possible in੘ffencing
factor is langffage contact, and especiallffl so in the conteffit of the Nefl Englishes,
flhere di੖erent langffages permanentlffl come into contact and flhere speakers hafie
a repertoire of mffltiple langffages at their disposal. In sffch cases, it is fierffl likelffl that
featffres of the sffbstrate are being transferred into the contact langffage. Bfft con-
sidering the tfflpologicallffl fiarffling backgroffnd langffages in sitffations flhere English
comes into contact flith other langffages, hofl can fle, for effiample, accoffnt for sim-
ilar trends among the Nefl Englishes or for similarities betfleen the Celtic Englishes
and the Nefl Englishes? So there mffst be other in੘ffencing factors as flell. Possi-
ble candidates that hafie been sffggested in the literatffre inclffde general ffnifiersals
of hffman conceptffalization and grammaticalization (e.g. processing and economffl
constraints, freqffencffl, markedness; cf. e.g. Heine/Kfftefia 2010; Diessel 2007), acqffi-
sitional ffnifiersals (on the e੖ects of second langffage acqffisition on le dislocation
cf. e.g. Williams 1987; Carter/McCarthffl 1995; Ortega 2009) or the sociolingffistic and
pragmatic seing. य़is last aspect is particfflarlffl relefiant for mffltilingffal seings,
flhere English is spoken as onlffl one langffage among (manffl) others, that is, flhere
di੖erent langffages, cffltffres and traditions come into contact.
All the stffdies that hafie been carried offt on information-packaging constrffctions

so far profiide fialffable insights into their distribfftion and ffse across di੖erent fia-
rieties of English. य़effl also raise a nffmber of qffestions, hoflefier. य़e featffres
ffnder consideration hafie been de੗ned and labelled in di੖erent flaffls bffl di੖erent
researchers and thffs the (qffantitatifie) ੗ndings and discffssions inclffde difierging
strffctffres, making them diਖ਼cfflt to compare. Fffrthermore, qffanti੗cations sffch as
'fierffl freqffent' or 'qffite freqffent' are hard to assess properlffl flithofft anffl nffmbers of
comparison profiided. य़e present stffdffl aims at contribffting to this pool of research
bffl sfflstematicallffl analfflzing and comparing the ffse of le dislocation, right disloca-
tion, fronting, effiistential there-constrffctions and cle constrffctions across a nffmber
of ੗rst- and second-langffage fiarieties of English. With sffch a comprehensifie sffr-
fieffl it flill be possible to directlffl compare speakers' preferences and properlffl assess
the qffantitatifie ੗ndings. Fffrthermore, it is effipected that, bffl taking a cross-fiarietal
approach, the present stffdffl flill be able to identifffl qffalitatifie properties flhich are
ffniqffe to one or the other fiarietffl, that is, to ffncofier idiosfflncratic featffres flhich
are rather rare and thffs diਖ਼cfflt to obserfie. As for the possible effiplanatorffl factors
for the obserfied ffsage paerns, the present stffdffl seeks to test prefiioffs claims and
to o੖er nefl insights into the mechanisms of langffage contact and its offtcomes or,
more preciselffl speaking, of the interplaffl of langffage contact, ffnifiersal learner and
processing strategies and sociolingffistic and pragmatic factors.

Filppffla (2006) claims that "the largelffl similar conditions of emergence of these dialects, combined
flith a nffmber of shared lingffistic featffres flhich hafie close Celtic parallels, lend enoffgh sffpport to
the term Celtic English as a ffsefffl 'florking concept'" (2006: 507).
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1.2 Data and methodology

य़e major research qffestions the present stffdffl thffs addresses inclffde the follofl-
ing: Do speakers of di੖erent English fiarieties shofl di੖erences in the flaffl theffl strffc-
tffre the information in a sentence, that is, do theffl hafie di੖erent preferences in the
ffse of le and right dislocation, fronting, effiistential there-constrffctions and cles?
If theffl do so, are the di੖erences qffantitatifie or qffalitatifie in natffre? Are the strffc-
tffres ffsed for the same pffrposes? If there are di੖erences, flhich motifiating factors
can be identi੗ed?

1.2 Data and methodology

य़e stffdffl is based on tflo fierffl di੖erent groffps of corpora, one small and carefffllffl-
cffrated, the other "big and messffl". य़e analfflsis of fiarioffs components of the Inter-
national Corpffs of English (ICE) project is to profiide a comprehensifie pictffre of the
constrffctions in qffestion across fiarieties of English. One important limitation of the
ICE corpora is their size, flith the one-million-flord corpora being small for todaffl's
standards. Becaffse of this, some featffres analfflzed are so rare in the ICE corpora that
no in-depth analfflses are possible and reliable conclffsions can oen not be drafln.
Hence, the analfflsis of some featffres flill be complemented bffl searches in tflo larger
corpora, namelffl the Corpffs of Contemporarffl American English, flhich contains 450
million flords of speech and flriting, and the Corpffs of Global Web-Based English, a
corpffs of roffghlffl 1.9 billion flords based on fleb pages.
य़e one-million-flord ICE corpora consist of spoken and flrien data.3 Since the

featffres ffnder discffssion are tfflpical of spoken interaction rather than flrien lan-
gffage, the data ffsed for the present analfflsis hafie been sampled from the 'prifiate
dialogffes' sections, flhich comprise 90 teffits of recorded and transcribed face-to-face
interactions and 10 teffits of transcribed telephone confiersations. य़ese 100 teffit ੗les
consist of abofft 2,000 flords each, adding ffp to samples of abofft 200,000 flords for
each fiarietffl of English analfflzed.
य़e present stffdffl rests on the assffmption that the data profiided bffl the ICE project

are comparable across corpora and allofl for comparatifie stffdies of English florld-
flide (as annoffnced on the project's homepage). य़is is to be gffaranteed bffl the com-
mon design of all ICE corpora, flhichmeans that theffl inclffde teffits from speakers and
flriters of similar pro੗les, ffse the same teffit categories and date from broadlffl the same
period. Preceding the collection of the data for the ICE corpora, qffite some e੖ort flas
ffndertaken to discffss the common design of the corpora and to gffarantee that onlffl
those teffit tfflpes flere inclffded that flere applicable in all coffntries. Yet, it has to be
noted that total compatibilitffl cannot realisticallffl be achiefied, of coffrse. For effiample,
for some corpora the direct confiersations flere sampled in more formal seings than
in others, flhich maffl skefl the data in one flaffl or another. य़e British English com-
ponent in ICE, for effiample, inclffdes confiersations betfleen stffdents and their sffper-

3 Appendices 6.1 and 6.2 profiide a concise ofierfiiefl of the genres inclffded in the ICE corpora. For
more information on the composition of the ICE corpora also see Greenbaffm (1996), Kachrff et al.
(2009) and the ICE project's homepage at http://ice-corpora.net/ice/ (last accessed: Nofi. 2015).
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fiisors and betfleen doctors and patients, flhile in ICE-Nefl Zealand and ICE-Ireland
it is mainlffl stffdents and friends among themselfies flho hafie been recorded. य़ese
di੖ering commffnicatifie sitffations obfiioffslffl constitffte di੖erent lefiels of formal-
itffl. Fffrthermore, some of the direct confiersation ੗les in the British English corpffs
consist of interfiiefls, also a more formal mode of discoffrse than interactions among
friends. It can be effipected that the grammatical featffres effiamined in the present
stffdffl are not eqffallffl distribffted across these spoken genres (efien thoffgh all these
genres are part of the corpora's prifiate dialogffe ੗les). Hence, flhen analfflzing and
discffssing the data these factors shoffld be kept in mind since some of the obserfied
ffsage paerns maffl flell be dffe to this imbalance in data collection or genre classi੗-
cation.
Another issffe that has to be kept in mind flhen analfflzing the data concerns the sit-

ffation of English in the di੖erent coffntries and the pffrposes it is ffsed for. As has been
mentioned abofie, the data hafie been sampled from the 'prifiate dialogffes' ੗les flhich
are meant to represent informal commffnication of the respectifie coffntries. Note,
hoflefier, that in the coffntries flhere English is spoken as a second langffage most
speakers floffld normallffl not ffse the English langffage for informal confiersations
bfft rather their national langffage or their home fiernacfflar (e.g. Filipino/Tagalog or
some minoritffl langffage in the Philippines, Hindi or some other Indian langffage in
India, Mandarin in Singapore, Jamaican Creole in Jamaica, Cantonese in Hong Kong).
य़is is nicelffl effipressed bffl a speaker from ICE-Philippines in the follofling flaffl: "En-
glish is the common langffage to ffse in the class bfft ffh if ffloff're talking flith fellofl
ffh Filipinos then ffloff can confierse in Tagalog" (ICE-PHI:S1A-091). In some coffn-
tries/territories, English maffl be ffsed for speci੗c pffrposes onlffl, for effiample, in the
gofiernment, lafl and international bffsiness, as in Hong Kong; in others, sffch as Sin-
gapore and India, it maffl additionallffl serfie intra-ethnic commffnicatifie pffrposes or
it maffl efien be ffsed at home (in Singapore, bfft rather the basilectal fiariant). Deffber
(2009) discffsses the problems of recording informal confiersations for the Jamaican
ICE component, a challenging bfft not infeasible task, as she notes:

[…] althoffgh recording appropriate prifiate interactions for Caribbean ICE corpora is
certainlffl a challenge, ੗eldflorkers hafie so far been able to strike a good balance be-
tfleen the demands of recording 'English' and recording 'confiersations'. य़e recordings
represent a range of langffage ffse, flhich is determined bffl a compleffi interplaffl of sitff-
ational and social factors. (Deffber 2009: 432)

A fffrther challenge infiolfies the qffestion of flho coffnts as an "edffcated speaker of
English". Of coffrse, the candidates to be inclffded in the corpora hafie been de੗ned as
hafiing "receified formal edffcation throffgh the mediffm of English to the completion
of secondarffl school" (Greenbaffm 1996a: 6). Still, people matching this de੗nition
in, saffl, the Philippines might hafie qffite a di੖erent lefiel of edffcation than speakers
from, for effiample, Canada or Singapore (See Pla et al. (1984: 164f.) on this prob-
lem.).
Fffrther problems maffl arise in coffntries flhich hafie large proportions of immi-

grants. य़e collectors of the data hafie to confront the qffestion of, as Janet Holmes
pffts it, "Who coffnts as a Nefl Zealander?" (1996: 164f.). य़is problem appears to be
particfflarlffl relefiant for ICE-Hong Kong becaffse Hong Kong's popfflation consists
of people from manffl di੖erent coffntries, as a speaker in the corpffs also points offt:
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"there's nothing <,> special abofft Hong Kong <,> becaffse is jffst a place <,> that ffhm
ffloff knofl <,> consist of di੖erent coffntrffl <,> I mean dञerent people from dञerent

country" (ICE-HK:S1A-073) [emphasis mine].4 Fffrthermore, the Hong Kong compo-
nent contains manffl speakers flho do not meet the conditions to be inclffded in the
corpffs becaffse theffl come from, for effiample, Japan. य़ese speakers mffst, of coffrse,
be efficlffded from the analfflsis, bfft theffl still somehofl impact on the confiersation.5

य़e small sample size and the qffestion of compatibilitffl of the data are de੗nitelffl
important issffes that serioffslffl need to be considered. Yet, despite these draflbacks
the ICE corpora are an infialffable tool for the present cross-fiarietal stffdffl since theffl
profiide langffage data of a large nffmber of English fiarieties spoken aroffnd theflorld.
In total, spoken data from nine di੖erent fiarieties of English hafie been scrfftinized.

Since high freqffencies of ffse of topicalization strategies hafie been aested for the
Nefl Englishes, the English fiarieties spoken in India, Hong Kong, Singapore, Jamaica
and the Philippines hafie been inclffded in the analfflsis. Fffrthermore, data from foffr
੗rst-langffage fiarieties (L1s) flere added as points of reference. य़ese inclffde data
from ICE-Great Britain, ICE-Ireland, ICE-Canada and ICE-Nefl Zealand.6 A compari-
son flith British English is of particfflar interest becaffse it is the inpfft fiarietffl to all L2
English fiarieties bfft Philippine English, flhich derifies from American English. Fffr-
thermore, it flill be interesting to see flhether Irish English, belonging to the groffp
of Celtic Englishes and hafiing defieloped in a similar flaffl as the L2 English fiarieties,
shofls preferred ffsage paerns similar to those of the other L1 fiarieties or flhether
it behafies more like the L2 fiarieties analfflzed.
Prefiioffs stffdies sffggest that di੖ering trends can be effipected across fiarieties of

English, the signi੗cance depending on the kind of constrffction and the fiarietffl. य़e
present stffdfflflill profiide a ੗ne-grained analfflsis of these tendencies. Follofling com-
mon practice in corpffs-based infiestigations, it flill not onlffl report on qffantitatifie
੗ndings bfft flill also gifie qffalitatifie, fffnctional interpretations of the paerns of lan-
gffage ffse identi੗ed in the nine corpora. य़e limitations of a qffantitatifie approach
and the adfiantage of a qffalitatifie approach are nicelffl sffmmarized bffl Calffde (2009a:
29-30) in the follofling flords:

[…] diਖ਼cfflt jffdgements are oen reqffired to 'sqffeeze' elements into one categorffl or
another, flhen these clearlffl do not ੗t sffch 'smooth categorization' […]. य़is resfflts
in an idealized model of the data and in some cases, in a someflhat emptffl and trifiial
one. […] य़e adfiantage of a qffalitatifie approach is that fle are able to obtain a rich
analfflsis and a detailed perspectifie of the data, flhile gifiing rare constrffctions jffst as
mffch aention as freqffent ones. य़is means that offtliers or controfiersial cases are not
missed, and that an idealized Aristotelian model […] is not imposed.

I absolfftelffl agree flith Calffde and the present stffdffl de੗nitelffl pro੗ts from a combi-
nation of qffantitatifie and qffalitatifie methods, especiallffl flhen the nffmbers get lofl

4 य़e sfflmbol <,> indicates a short paffse.
5 For more information abofft the problems of compilation also see, for effiample, Schmied (1996) and
Mair (1992).
6 At the time of cfflling and analfflzing the data, the Affstralian component of ICE flas hosted at
Macqffarie Unifiersitffl, Sffldneffl, and accessing the teffit ੗les flas not possible (onlffl searches fiia the fleb
interface flere possible). Since Jfflffl 2014 the teffit ੗les hafie been made afiailable at https://flflfl.affsnc.
org.aff/corpora/ice (aer affthorization and registration). Yet at that time, the present stffdffl flas at
sffch an adfianced stage that it flas decided to leafie the analfflsis of ICE-Affstralia for ffftffre research.
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and conclffsifie generalisations are diਖ਼cfflt to make.
Another flaffl of compensating for the limited size of the ICE corpora and fierifffling

less robffst ੗ndings is the ffse of larger corpora. Hence, the Corpffs of Contemporarffl
American English (COCA) and the Corpffs of Global Web-Based English (GloWbE)
hafie been ffsed for some featffres as an additional tool. COCA contains 450 mil-
lion flords of American English dating from 1990 to 2012. य़e data are cfflled from
੗fie di੖erent genres, namelffl spoken, ੗ction, popfflar magazines, neflspapers and
academic joffrnals. GloWbE is based on 1.9 billion flords of teffit from 20 di੖erent
English-speaking coffntries. य़e teffits are taken from abofft 1.8 million fleb-pages
consisting of informal blogs (abofft 60% of the corpffs) and other, more formal fleb-
material, sffch as neflspapers, magazines and companffl flebsites.7 GloWbE is ffsed
in the present stffdffl as an additional important tool for researching lofl-freqffencffl
items. It has to be noted, hoflefier, that the corpffs is ffsed onlffl as an approffiima-
tion to the ICE data becaffse it does not contain spoken data. Yet, it is assffmed that
the langffage of informal blogs and discffssion forffms constitfftes a flrien mode of
discoffrse that is qffite close to speech. GloWbE is thffs ffsed to ੗nd more conclffsifie
efiidence for or against ffsage paerns for flhich onlffl fierffl lofl freqffencies can be
aested in the components of ICE.
Data sampling in ICE has been done bffl thoroffghlffl reading throffgh the 100 sample

teffits of all nine corpora and manffallffl annotating the constrffctions ffnder consider-
ation, based on the de੗nitions gifien bffl tflo standard grammar books (फ़irk et al.
1985; Biber et al. 1999) and other relefiant literatffre on the topic. Obfiioffslffl, this flas
a rather time-consffming and at times daffnting task, bfft it flas de੗nitelffl florth the
e੖ort. I coffld not and still cannot think of anffl other strategffl (e.g. some kind of aff-
tomated search) flhich floffld allofl me to cffll le and right dislocation and fronting
constrffctions from the teffits in a similarlffl effihaffstifie flaffl. Fffrthermore, reading
throffgh all the teffits gafie me the opportffnitffl to familiarize mfflself more closelffl flith
the speakers in the relefiant corpora and the tfflpe of confiersations theffl condffcted.
As reqffired bffl the common ICE design, the sample size of each corpffs amoffnts to

abofft 200,000 flords. Since some fiariation can be effipected and in order to improfie
the compatibilitffl of the resfflts of the analfflsis, the flord coffnts of all samples hafie
been compffted flith the help of the open soffrce soflare R.8 य़e resfflting sample
sizes range from 201,645 to 237,974 flords.
COCA and GloWbE hafie been accessed fiia the search interface profiided on the

fleb-pages of the corpora.

7 GloWbE and COCA are freelffl afiailable to all researchers at http://corpffs.bfflff.edff/ (last accessed:
Nofi. 2015). A detailed ofierfiiefl of their make-ffp is gifien in Appendices 6.3 and 6.4.
8 R is afiailable at http://flflfl.r-project.org/ (last accessed: Nofi. 2015). य़e flord coffnts of the dif-
ferent ICE samples and the R code flith flhich theffl hafie been compffted can be foffnd in Appendiffi 6.5.
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1.3 Determinants of emergent language structure

In the present stffdffl, grammar is seen as a dfflnamic sfflstem that is constantlffl chang-
ing ffnder the in੘ffence of mffltiple internal and effiternal forces. As noted earlier,
these factors ffsffallffl interact to a greater or lesser effitent in the emergence of lingffis-
tic knoflledge in the di੖erent langffage seings. य़ese interacting forces and some
basic assffmptions ffnderlffling the present stffdffl flill be discffssed in some more detail
in the follofling paragraphs.
First, particfflar commffnicatifie and cognitifie pressffres of langffage ffse can im-

pact on the emergence of lingffistic strffctffre, as sffggested bffl ffsage-based lingffists.
Usage-based approaches share the basic assffmption that lingffistic strffctffre is shaped
bffl langffage ffse and that speakers' lingffistic knoflledge is based on past effiperiences
(cf. e.g. Bfflbee 2007; Bfflbee/Hopper 2001; Diessel 2007, 2011; Bao 2010). For the
present stffdffl it is important to note that past effiperiences also inclffde other lan-
gffages than English, that is, the langffages learned alongside or before the acqffisi-
tion of English. In the ffsage-based model, freqffencffl of occffrrence plaffls an impor-
tant role as it a੖ects the processes of langffage acqffisition, sentence comprehension
and processing, and diachronic change. For effiample, if a flord or constrffction is
freqffentlffl ffsed, its representation in the speaker's memorffl is strengthened, that is,
it is more entrenched; or if certain elements are arranged in recffrrent orders, this
maffl raise effipectations in the speaker/hearer as to flhich element maffl occffr aer a
certain effipression; or if certain effipressions are freqffentlffl combined, theffl maffl be-
come afftomatized chffnks, that is, lingffistic ffnits flhich are stored as a flhole in the
speaker's memorffl (cf. Diessel 2007). य़ese e੖ects of freqffencffl of occffrrence hafie
a nffmber of conseqffences for the present stffdffl, resfflting in the follofling hfflpothe-
ses. First, if speakers of one English fiarietffl ffse a marked strffctffre9 more freqffentlffl
than speakers of other fiarieties, this strffctffre is more entrenched in these speakers'
memories and maffl efientffallffl become an ffnmarked strffctffre or at least less marked.
य़e present stffdffl shofls, for effiample, that le dislocation and fronting constrffctions
seem to be less marked for Indian English speakers than for the speakers of the other
fiarieties. Additionallffl, the entrenchment of a constrffction in the speakers' memo-
ries maffl resfflt in an efien more freqffent ffse of the constrffction and a flidening of
the scope of realization options. Effiamples of this phenomenon can be foffnd in the
speech of Irish English speakers. य़e speakers of this fiarietffl tend to ffse le disloca-
tion and ९ॺ-cles not onlffl more freqffentlffl than the other L1 speakers bfft theffl also
shofl more fiariation, as the follofling analfflses flill shofl.
In addition to these featffres relating to freqffencffl of ffse there are other principles

that can a੖ect the emergence of lingffistic strffctffre. Other cognitifie principles, for
effiample, inclffde analogffl and related phenomena (e.g. metaphor), flhich hafie been
identi੗ed as important factors in both langffage acqffisition and langffage change
(Diessel 2007: 124). य़is also inclffdes sitffations of L2 acqffisition, that is, analogffl
across di੖erent langffages or L1 transfer (cf. e.g. Ortega 2009), also referred to as

9 य़e featffres ffnder discffssion maffl be termed 'marked strffctffres' since theffl transform in one flaffl
or another the canonical or ffnmarked flord order of English claffses.
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'interlingffal identi੗cation' (Weinreich 1968: 7). With respect to sfflntactic strffctffres
thismeans that bilingffal ormffltilingffal speakers establish replica paerns in one lan-
gffage on the model of another langffage of their lingffistic repertoire (cf. e.g. Matras
2009). य़is second factor a੖ecting the emergence of lingffistic knoflledge - transfer of
featffres from another langffage - applies to both langffage contact sitffations, flhere
speakers grofl ffp acqffiring tflo or efien more langffages simffltaneoffslffl, and English
L2 seings, flhere English is learned in late childhood, adolescence or adfflthood aer
the acqffisition of another ੗rst langffage or other ੗rst langffages.
It is flell-knofln from the effitensifie bodffl of literatffre on langffage contact that fiar-

ioffs interacting factors, both lingffistic and effitra-lingffistic ones, are infiolfied in the
shaping of the grammar of a contact langffage (cf. e.g. Weinreich 1968; य़omason/
Kafffman 1988; य़omason 2001; Siemffnd/Kintana 2008; Ansaldo 2009; Matras 2009;
Hickeffl 2010, amongmanffl others). One important assffmption ffnderlffling the present
stffdffl is that the properties of a nefl fiarietffl can be ffnderstood in terms of the selec-
tion of a nffmber of strffctffral featffres from a featffre pool to flhich the langffages
in contact contribffte (Mfffflene 2001, 2008; Ansaldo 2009; Gisborne 2009). य़at is,
the featffres of di੖erent langffages in contact are in competition and speakers hafie
a certain degree of choice as to flhich of the competing (phonological, morpholog-
ical, leffiical or sfflntactic) featffres to ffse in a certain conteffit. य़ese choices maffl be
conscioffs, for effiample, in sitffations flhere one featffre has more ofiert prestige than
the others, bfft theffl maffl also be ffnconscioffs and "depend on maers of cognitifie
salience, tfflpological dominance as flell as freqffencffl" (Ansaldo 2009: 135).
Research in second langffage acqffisition (SLA) and contact lingffistics sffggests that

it is not onlffl speakers' selections from the strffctffral featffres afiailable to them in their
featffre pool that are responsible for the shaping of a nefl fiarietffl bfft that ffnifiersal
defielopmental forces can also hafie an impact. Sffch forces maffl lead to similar re-
sfflts in di੖erent mffltilingffal seings flith tfflpologicallffl fierffl di੖erent backgroffnd
langffages. For effiample, for le dislocation constrffctions it has been claimed that
theffl are foffnd particfflarlffl freqffentlffl in the speech of learners of English - no maer
flhat backgroffnd langffages theffl speak and inclffding children flho learn English as
their L1 (e.g. Williams 1987; Carter/McCarthffl 1995). Other researchers see the con-
strffctions as a L1-in੘ffenced phenomenon, at least in seings flith a topic-prominent
backgroffnd langffage (Ortega 2009: 45). य़e resfflts of the present stffdffl sffggest that
le dislocation tends to be an acqffisitional phenomenon indeed, bfft since there is
also some fiariation among the learner fiarieties, it seems that some ecologies are
more fafioffrable than others (dffe to in੘ffence from the backgroffnd langffages).
Finallffl, pragmatic factors and the social and cffltffral seing can also a੖ect the

shaping of lingffistic strffctffre. As mentioned earlier, this is particfflarlffl relefiant in
mffltilingffal societies flhere di੖erent langffages, cffltffres and traditions come into
contact. Important aspects that shoffld be taken into accoffnt are, among manffl other
things, the aitffdes toflards the langffages infiolfied, themanner of learning each lan-
gffage, the relatifie pro੗ciencffl in each langffage and the tfflpologffl of the langffages in
qffestion.
य़is list of factors impacting on the emergence of lingffistic knoflledge is certainlffl

not effihaffstifie and the featffres are, of coffrse, not to be seen as isolated constraints. It
flill be interesting to effiamine in hofl far these factors interact, especiallffl in sitffations
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of langffage contact. य़is flill be done in qffantitatifie and qffalitatifie terms, as noted
earlier. Freqffencffl of ffse is a measffre that can easilffl be compffted and compared
across fiarieties of English, especiallffl since the techniqffes for recording, storing and
analfflzing spoken langffage data hafie defieloped and improfied. It is certainlffl trffe
that freqffencffl of ffse has an impact on cognitifie representations, that is, freqffencffl
is the ३१ॻॹ५ of certain defielopments in lingffistic strffctffre, as has been illffstrated
abofie. In addition, it is interesting to effiplore in hofl far freqffencffl of ffse can be seen
as an ५६६५३ॺ. य़is infiolfies going befflond the mere reporting of qffantitatifie ੗ndings
and seeking to ੗nd effiplanations for flhffl certain constrffctions occffr more freqffentlffl
in certain fiarieties of English. Likelffl candidates are the factors mentioned abofie.

1.4 The scope of the present study

Approaching information strffctffre from a cross-fiarietal perspectifie, the present stffdffl
aims at ੗nding efiidence of sfflstematicitffl and rffle-gofierned processes in the emer-
gence and ffse of le dislocation, right dislocation, fronting constrffctions, effiistential
there-constrffctions and cle constrffctions in fiarioffs L1 and L2 English fiarieties. Di-
fierging paerns of ffse can be effipected, both in qffantitatifie and qffalitatifie terms.
Based on the assffmptions offtlined in section 1.3, the present stffdffl flill effiamine the
follofling hfflpotheses. य़e effipected di੖erences in freqffencffl of ffse can be seen as
both the caffse for the emergence of lingffistic strffctffre and as the e੖ect of other
in੘ffencing factors on langffage ffse. Freqffencffl of ffse maffl lead to the strengthen-
ing of certain featffres in the speaker's memorffl and a flidening of scope of realization
options. Factors impacting on the freqffencffl of ffse infiolfie sffbstrate in੘ffence in lan-
gffage contact sitffations, ffnifiersal defielopmental processes in langffage acqffisition,
and speci੗c featffres of the socio-cffltffral seing. It is effipected that speakers hafie
di੖erent motifiations for their preferred paerns of ffse, depending on the constrffc-
tion in qffestion and the langffage seing. Fffrthermore, it is effipected that a single
caffse can rarelffl be identi੗ed and that instead it is oen a mffltiplicitffl of in੘ffenc-
ing factors that interact in the shaping of lingffistic knoflledge. If fle ੗nd common
trends in the L2 English fiarieties in comparison to the L1 fiarieties, this might be
dffe to ffnifiersals of L2 acqffisition. If fle ੗nd fiariation across fiarioffs L2 fiarieties,
there might be di੖erent effiplanatorffl options. First, the fiarieties in qffestion might
be at di੖erent defielopmental stages. For effiample, Singapore English is defieloping
toflards an L1 fiarietffl for manffl speakers in the territorffl, flhile in Hong Kong the
English langffage lost some of its signi੗cance aer the transfer from British to Chi-
nese sofiereigntffl in 1997.10 Second, L1 transfer might lead to difierging ffsage paerns
and speaker's preferences and, depending on the pro੗ciencffl lefiel, the in੘ffence maffl
be more or less signi੗cant. Since the present stffdffl effiamines information strffctffre,

10 For more information on the historffl of English and its cffrrent statffs in these coffntries see sec-
tion 2.2.

9



1 Introducton

the tfflpological di੖erentiation betfleen sffbject-prominent and topic-prominent lan-
gffages is of special interest. If this tfflpological di੖erence has indeed an impact on the
constrffctions ffnder discffssion, fle might effipect to ੗nd similar trends in Singapore
English and Hong Kong English since both fiarieties hafie Chinese dialects as their
major backgroffnd langffages. It shoffld be kept in mind, hoflefier, that L1 transfer
is neither efierfflflhere nor inefiitable - the featffres of the L1 are not all eqffallffl sffs-
ceptible to transfer - and that di੖erent acqffisition offtcomes for the constrffctions
ffnder consideration can be effipected (efien flithin one English fiarietffl). य़ird, fiaria-
tion across L2 fiarieties might be dffe to the socio-cffltffral seing. For effiample, the
gofiernment in Singapore beliefies in the importance of the English langffage for the
economic and social adfiancement of the nation and thffs fosters an English-mediffm
edffcation sfflstem. य़is in tffrn leads to a higher pro੗ciencffl lefiel. य़e analfflsis and
discffssion of the data flill shofl in hofl far these di੖erent scenarios can be aested
for information-packaging constrffctions. It can be effipected to ੗nd a compleffi sfflstem
of interacting forces, bfft it is hoped that at least the strongest and most signi੗cant
trends can be identi੗ed.
य़e strffctffre of the present stffdffl is as follofls. Chapter 2 ੗rst discffsses a nffmber

of models of World Englishes. य़is flill be follofled bffl a description of the historical
defielopment and cffrrent statffs of English in Ireland, Nefl Zealand, Canada, Singa-
pore, the Philippines, Jamaica, India and Hong Kong, inclffding the arrifial of the ੗rst
English-speaking people, the manner of learning the English langffage, gofiernmen-
tal interfiention in langffage planning, general aitffdes toflards English (prestige),
among other things. Chapter 3 begins flith an offtline of the main concepts of in-
formation strffctffre in general and a refiiefl of some relefiant literatffre. य़is flill be
follofled bffl an introdffction of the constrffctions ffnder consideration in the present
stffdffl and their realization fiariants, inclffding a discffssion of prefiioffs research on
the constrffctions. य़e chapter flill close flith a brief offtline of information pack-
aging strategies in some of the backgroffnd langffages, inclffding a brief discffssion
of possible coffnterparts to the English constrffctions effiamined in this stffdffl. Chap-
ter 4 flill profiide a detailed qffantitatifie and qffalitatifie analfflsis of the constrffctions
ffnder consideration, follofled bffl a conclffding discffssion in Chapter 5. Additional
material flill be profiided in the appendiffi in Chapter 6.
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CHAPTER 2

World Englishes

य़is chapter is abofft the global spread of English and the classi੗cation of World En-
glishes. य़e ੗rst section discffsses theoretical models flhich aim at captffring the
difiersitffl of the English langffage aroffnd the florld. Fffrthermore, the major aspects
of Schneider's (2003, 2007) Dfflnamic Model of the efiolfftion of postcolonial Englishes
flill be sffmmarized. य़e second section flill deal flith the fiarieties of English that
are sffbject to the present stffdffl. य़e historical origins and the cffrrent sitffation of
the English langffage flill be offtlined.

2.1 Models of World Englishes

य़e legacffl of colonial Englishes has resfflted in the effiistence of sefieral transplanted
fiarieties of English, the 'nefl fiarieties' of English or 'Nefl Englishes'. य़effl hafie
emerged in former colonial territories (e.g. India, Singapore or the Philippines) flhere
the English langffage has been retained aer independence as an oਖ਼cial langffage
and has come into contact flith indigenoffs langffages. English in these coffntries is
mainlffl ffsed in administration, edffcation, literatffre and the media. It is spoken as a
mother tongffe bffl onlffl a small proportion of the popfflation bfft is tfflpicallffl learned
as a second (L2) or third (L3) langffage in edffcational institfftions (cf. e.g. Pla et al.
1984; Foleffl 1988; Mffkherjee 2007; Bao 2010).
य़e global spread of English has led to a grofling interest in the identi੗cation and

description of the nefl fiarieties of English in the Caribbean, West and East Africa
and manffl parts of Asia. Especiallffl dffring the 1980s and 1990s, manffl lingffists pro-
posed fiarioffs models aiming at captffring the difiersitffl of the Nefl Englishes and
classifffling them as fiarieties of English in their ofln right. Additionallffl, models hafie
been proposed that describe the defielopmental stages of a nefllffl emerging fiarietffl.
Among the most in੘ffential models are Kachrff's (1982, 1988) three-circles model and
McArthffr's (1987) flheel model.1 Kachrff's model depicts the fiarieties of English spo-

1 Fffrther models identifffling and describing World English(es) hafie been sffggested, for effiample,
bffl Görlach (1991) and Melchers and Shafl (2003). A fierffl comprehensifie discffssion of di੖erent ap-
proaches to World Englishes since the 1960s is gifien in Bolton (2003). य़e monograph also inclffdes
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ken aroffnd the florld in terms of three concentric circles flhich "represent the tfflpes
of spread, the paerns of acqffisition, the range of fffnctional domains, and the so-
cietal penetration of the langffage" (1988: 5). He names these three circles the 'In-
ner Circle', the 'Offter Circle' and the 'Effipanding Circle'. य़e 'Inner Circle' refers to
natifie-English-speaking coffntries sffch as the UK, USA, Affstralia, Nefl Zealand and
Canada, that ffse English as their primarffl langffage. य़ese are norm-profiiding or
endocentric. य़e 'Offter Circle' inclffdes former British and American colonies sffch
as India, Singapore and the Philippines, coffntries in flhich English has oਖ਼cial statffs
and fffnctions (e.g. in administration and lafl) and is spoken as a second langffage.
य़ese coffntries are called norm-defieloping becaffse English has alreadffl ffndergone
some accffltffration and natifiization and there is a creatifie literatffre flrien in the
local fiarietffl of English. य़e third circle, the 'Effipanding Circle', refers to coffntries
flhere English has the statffs of a foreign langffage, sffch as China, Indonesia, Japan
and Korea, and its ffse is restricted to limited domains (e.g. edffcation, international
commffnication).
Kachrff's model can be criticized for not allofling precise classi੗cations. Some

coffntries, for effiample, hafie Inner Circle and Offter Circle popfflations, sffch as Sin-
gapore and Soffth Africa. Yet other areas scratch the line betfleen Offter Circle and
Effipanding Circle. Hong Kong is a case in point. English in Hong Kong has the statffs
of an oਖ਼cial langffage and is flidelffl ffsed in the edffcation sfflstem, jffst like in institff-
tionalized Offter Circle fiarieties. Hoflefier, like in coffntries of the Effipanding Circle,
its standards tend to be effionormatifie, and it is ffsed for international pffrposes rather
than in more informal sitffations. Jamaica constitfftes another problematic case as it
does not ੗t neatlffl into anffl of the three circles becaffse of the compleffiitffl of its soci-
olingffistic sitffation.2

McArthffr's flheel model does also consist of three parts, flith World Standard En-
glish constitffting the centre of the flheel. Offtside the centre there is a circle of eight
national and regional fiarieties, di੖erentiated into established standard fiarieties and
fiarieties flhich are still in the process of standardizing: British and Irish Standard
English; American Standard English; Canadian Standard English; Caribbean Stan-
dard English; West, East and Soffth(ern) African Standard(izing) English; Soffth Asian
Standard(izing) English; East Asian Standardizing English. Aroffnd this inner circle
fle ੗nd another circle flhich inclffdes the national fiarieties flithin these eight regions
(e.g. Welsh English, Singapore English, Hong Kong English), sffbnational fiarieties
(e.g. Inffit English, फ़ebec English) and other sffbfiarieties (e.g. BBC English).
What both these models hafie in common is the idea of natifiization in the offter-

circle fiarieties. य़is means that speakers of these English fiarieties hafie adopted a
once foreign langffage and hafie adapted it to their cffltffral conteffits. य़e notion of
natifiization has receified particfflar aention becaffse it "bridges the gap betfleen the
norm-prodffcing inner circle and the norm-defieloping offter circle and becaffse it has
helped to establish Nefl Englishes as fffll-੘edged fiarieties besides the natifie fiarieties

effitensifie information on fffrther literatffre on the topic. Mesthrie and Bha (2008: 27-36) discffss dif-
ferent models, their strengths and shortcomings, and sffggest fffrther models. Crfflstal (2003) gifies a
concise description of the global spread of English, inclffding maps and nffmbers of English speakers
in di੖erent coffntries.
2 Also see Mesthrie (2008) on the blffrring of the circles in the tflentffl-੗rst centffrffl.
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of Englishes" (Mffkherjee 2007: 160).
More recentlffl, Schneider (2003, 2007, 2014) has sffggested a dfflnamic model of the

efiolfftion of nefl fiarieties of English. Schneider's model rests on the assffmption that

a fffndamentallffl ffniform defielopmental process, shaped bffl consistent sociolingffistic
and langffage-contact conditions, has operated in the indifiidffal instances of relocating
and re-rooting the English langffage in another territorffl, and therefore it is possible to
present the indifiidffal histories of PCEs [Postcolonial Englishes] as an instantiation of
the same ffnderlffling process. More speci੗callffl, it is posited that efiolfiing nefl fiarieties
of English go throffgh a cfflclic series of characteristic phases, determined bffl effitralin-
gffistic conditions. (2007: 5)

Tflo factors, in particfflar, constitffte the core of this defielopmental process. य़ese
factors are the reconstrffction of identities and the changing interrelations betfleen
the selers and the indigenoffs popfflation. य़at is, dffe to prolonged contact on
shared territorffl selers and indigenoffs people gradffallffl approffiimate in terms of
cffltffre and langffage, a process dffring flhich theffl reflrite their identities and as-
sffme nefl hfflbrid identities and nefl lingffistic norms (Schneider 2007: 6). In line
flith Mfffflene (2001, 2008), Schneider's model is based on the idea of a 'featffre pool'
of lingffistic featffres from flhich selers and indigenoffs people select and therebffl
reconstrffct their lingffistic and social identities (2007: 21).
य़e Dfflnamic Model assffmes that emerging fiarieties proceed throffgh ੗fie con-

secfftifie phases: foffndation, effionormatifie stabilization, natifiization, endonormatifie
stabilization and di੖erentiation.
In the foffndation phase, English is established in a prefiioffslffl non-English-speaking

territorffl. य़e selers maffl be from di੖erent regions, flhich then maffl lead to dialect
contact and koinéization. Among the indigenoffs people onlffl those flho are in con-
tact flith the selers acqffire some English.
With the stabilization of the territorffl as a colonffl in the phase of effionormatifie sta-

bilization, the contact betfleen the selers and the indigenoffs people increases. य़e
selers' langffage is norm-profiiding, bfft leffiical loans from the indigenoffs langffages
and some earlffl phonological and sfflntactic transfer phenomena are foffnd.
य़e phase of natifiization is most central to the Dfflnamic Model becaffse it is in this

phase that the selers and the local people begin to constrffct a nefl identitffl. Fffr-
thermore, the contact betfleen the selers and the local people increases fffrther and
the social gap betfleen them gets smaller, that is, the interactions betfleen the tflo
groffps get more intertflined. य़roffgh the increased amoffnt of interaction a nefl
fiarietffl of English emerges flith its fierffl ofln distinctifie featffres in phonologffl, leffiis
and sfflntaffi. य़ese featffres maffl be traced back to second langffage acqffisition, L1
transfer and/or creatifie innofiation.
य़e phase of endonormatifie stabilization is ffsffallffl reached aer political indepen-

dence. Both selers and local people increasinglffl identifffl flith the nefllffl formed
nation and accept indigenoffs norms, that is, theffl no longer orient toflards the set-
tlers' original norms (tfflpicallffl British norms). य़e transition from phase three to
phase foffr maffl additionallffl be marked or speeded ffp bffl an 'Efient X' - "some efficep-
tional, qffasi-catastrophic political efient" (Schneider 2003: 250). Fffrthermore, phase
foffr shofls aempts of codifffling the local norms in dictionaries and grammar books
and an increasing ffse of English for creatifie flriting. It is also in this phase that the
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effipression 'English in X' is replaced bffl 'X English', a label flhich ffnderlines the ac-
ceptance of the local norms and the identi੗cation flith it.
य़e phase of di੖erentiation is no longer concerned flith the formation of a nefl

nation bfft flith the formation of sffbnational groffp identities and the emergence of
nefl dialects and sociolects flithin the nefl fiarietffl.
Note that the Dfflnamic Model is, of coffrse, onlffl an abstract and idealized accoffnt

of an efiolfftionarffl paern that maffl ffnderlie the formation of Nefl Englishes. It does
not depict realitffl itself. Fffrthermore, note that the phases hafie no clear-cfft boffnd-
aries bfft rather shade into each other flith featffres of di੖erent phases possiblffl efien
coeffiisting at some point dffring the defielopmental process.
य़e model has been applied to sefieral case stffdies of Inner and Offter Circle coffn-

tries, as flill be seen in the follofling sffbsections, flhich deal flith the origins and
cffrrent sitffation of English in Ireland, Canada, Nefl Zealand, Singapore, the Philip-
pines, Jamaica, India and Hong Kong. य़ese coffntries hafie their fierffl ofln lingffistic
ecologies flith manffl di੖erent factors hafiing contribffted and still contribffting to the
shaping of the relefiant fiarieties of English becaffse, as Gonzalez (2008) rightlffl points
offt,

[fl]hat becomes of the transplant is fierffl mffch a fffnction not onlffl of geographffl bfft of
the societffl flhich receifies the transplant, flhich inclffdes the tfflpes of langffages alreadffl
in ffse in the receifiing coffntrffl, the role if anffl of lnguae francae, the role if anffl of the
national langffage […], the means bffl flhich the nefl transplant is propagated, and the
social and economic dominance of the langffage. (Gonzalez 2008: 24)

A nffmber of these factors flill be discffssed in the follofling sffbsections. Addition-
allffl, section 3.4 flill introdffce the major backgroffnd langffages (i.e. Irish, Mandarin,
Cantonese, Tagalog, Jamaican Creole, Hindi andMalafflalam) and theirmeans of strffc-
tffrallffl marking emphasis in the sentence. य़is is meant to help identifffl and effiplain
transfer phenomena and to beer ffnderstand the innofiatifie strffctffres speakers maffl
ffse.

2.2 The English language in different countries

2.2.1 Ireland

Lngustcally, present-day IrE can be charactersed as one of the

'Inner Crcle' or 'L1' Englshes […] From a soco-cultural and hs-

torcal pont of vew, IrE can be descrbed as one of the L2 varetes,

as t has evolved as a result of long-standng coexstence and con-

tacts wth the ndgenous Celtc language of the Irsh people, Irsh.
(Filppffla 2012: 30-31)

य़e English langffage flas ੗rst introdffced into Ireland in the tflelh centffrffl, flhen
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Anglo-Normans, English, Welsh and Flemish infiaded the coffntrffl (Hickeffl 2007: 30).3

At ੗rst, it had to compete not onlffl flith Irish, the fiernacfflar tongffe of the popff-
lation, bfft also flith Latin and French, flhich flere the langffages of administration,
edffcation and lafl in both Ireland and England at that time. Since the majoritffl of the
popfflation continffed to ffse Irish, the English langffage began to go into decline as a
spoken fiernacfflar and bffl the end of the siffiteenth centffrffl English-speaking people
in Ireland flere almost entirelffl assimilated to the Irish langffage and cffltffre (Filppffla
2012: 31). Contemporarffl reports nicelffl illffstrate hofl the Anglo-Irish at that time
perceified the loss of English as a fiernacfflar and of the English flaffl of life: "manffl
English […] forsaking the English langffage, fashion, mode of riding, lafls and ffsages,
lifie and gofiern themselfies according to the manners, fashion, and langffage of the
Irish enemies" (Statfftes of Kilkennffl, 1366; qffoted in Kallen 1994: 152).
य़e English langffage sffrfiified in some of the major cities like Dffblin and in fefl

scaered rffral areas in the east and soffth-east of Ireland. In these places, featffres
of earlffl dialects of English hafie thffs been preserfied ffp ffntil the nineteenth centffrffl
(cf. Kallen (1994: 167) and Hickeffl (2007: 66੖.) on the Forth and Bargffl dialect).
In 1541, Ireland flas incorporated into the Kingdom of England flith the proclama-

tion of Henrffl VIII as King of Ireland. य़is did not afftomaticallffl mean that Irish flas
replaced bffl English ofiernight, bfft later in the centffrffl the tide indeed flas to rise in
fafioffr of English (King 2006: 37). फ़een Marffl and, efien more fiigoroffslffl, James
I institffted plantations, the selement of English-speaking people in Ireland, flhich
had the e੖ect that fffrther fiarieties of English flere introdffced, notablffl Scots in Ul-
ster and fiarioffs other English dialects generallffl. Althoffgh Irish flas therebffl pffshed
into more isolated areas, particfflarlffl into the soffth and flest, it hold ffp its position
remarkablffl flell ffp to the end of the eighteenth centffrffl (Kallen 1994: 156; King 2006:
37; Filppffla 2012: 31). Yet dffring the nineteenth centffrffl, the nffmber of Irish speak-
ers rapidlffl declined, flith manffl people shiing to English and thffs abandoning their
natifie langffage. Di੖erent factors contribffted to this process of langffage shi, flhich
"proceeded at a pace scarcelffl paralleled in lingffistic historffl" (Filppffla 2012: 31).
One of the major factors flas the Great Famine (1845-1848), flhich resfflted in an de-

crease of the Irish popfflation bffl tflomillion dffe to death and emigration (McCartneffl
1987). य़ose flho soffght flork in North America or Effrope flere for the most part
rffral inhabitants from the flest and soffth of the coffntrffl, that is, most of them flere
natifie speakers of Irish (Hickeffl 2007: 47). Bfft efien before the Famine the English
langffage had alreadffl made great inroads into the Irish-speaking commffnitffl. Daniel
O'Connell, the leader of the Catholic Emancipation mofiement, flas decidedlffl against
the Irish langffage and chose English as the langffage of his campaign for fftilitarian
pffrposes, saffling in 1833:

[…] althoffgh the Irish langffage is connected flithmanffl recollections that tfline aroffnd
the hearts of Irishmen, fflet the sffperior fftilitffl of the English tongffe, as the mediffm of
modern commffnication, is so great, that I can flitness flithofft a sigh the gradffal disffse
of the Irish. (qffoted in Croflleffl 2000: 153)

Bfft efien flithin the flider Irish-speaking commffnitffl Irish flas flillinglffl abandoned.
With the establishment of the national school sfflstem in 1831 English flas intro-

3 Onlffl a brief sketch of the historffl of Irish English is profiided here. For a more effitensifie discffssion
see, for effiample, Kallen (1994) and Hickeffl (2007).
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dffced as the mediffm of instrffction. य़e Irish people, priests and political leaders
co-operated flillinglffl flith this sfflstem becaffse, althoffgh being the langffage of the
colonizers, English o੖ered bene੗ts and promised social adfiancement if adopted (Mc-
Cartneffl 1987). Parents efien encoffraged their children to learn English becaffse it flas
seen as "the keffl to the golden door of America" (de Fréine 1977: 86).
य़e flaffl the Irish acqffired the English langffage is oen described as 'ffngffided

adfflt langffage acqffisition' or 'groffp second langffage acqffisition' becaffse there flas
lile if anffl formal edffcation for the majoritffl of the popfflation. य़is ffncontrolled
and non-prescriptifie flaffl of acqffisition profiided the groffnds for in੘ffence of the
Irish langffage on Irish English4, or as Winford (2003) pffts it:

य़e persisting of bilingffalism flithin the shiing groffp is another important factor
in langffage shi […] there flere large nffmbers of illiterate bilingffals in nineteenth-
centffrffl Ireland, jffdging from the ੗gffres of the 1851 censffs. It is reasonable to assffme
also that childhood bilingffalismflas qffite common, and that bilingffal children plaffled a
role in the regfflarization of Irish English grammar. य़ese factors floffld hafie fafioffred
the retention of Irish featffres in the English of sffch speakers. (Winford 2003: 253)

Todaffl, Irish sffrfiifies onlffl in three regions on the flestern seaboard, also knofln as
the 'Gaeltacht': in the soffth-flest, the mid-flest and the north-flest (Hickeffl 2007: 48;
Filppffla 2012: 31). Hoflefier, it is recognized as the ੗rst oਖ਼cial langffage in Article
8 in the Constitfftion of Ireland, flhile English is "recognised as a second oਖ਼cial lan-
gffage" (Constitfftion of Ireland 2013: 8). Fffrthermore, gofiernmental e੖orts to restore
the Irish langffage hafie led to the sitffation that it is nofl flidelffl stffdied and ffsed as a
second langffage bffl almost efierfflbodffl flho has gone throffgh the edffcational sfflstem.
As for the aitffdes toflards Irish English, it shoffld be pointed offt that it is denied

recognition as a fiarietffl of English in its ofln right efien amongmanffl Irish efien todaffl.
Irish English is oen regarded as simplffl a sffbstandard langffage not to be taken se-
rioffslffl (Hickeffl 2007: 23). Addressing the qffestion of flhffl the Irish do not hold their
speci੗c fiarietffl of English in higher regard, Hickeffl sffggests that fiarioffs factors be
taken into accoffnt. Among these are lingffistic prejffdice against prominent featffres
of Irish English and a feeling of inferioritffl of "anfflthing homegrofln", a post-colonial
aitffde "flhich still lingers on" (Hickeffl 2007: 23). Fffrthermore, acknoflledging the
langffage of the former colonizers is regarded as a kind of dislofflaltffl to Irish. Hence,
althoffgh English is the natifie langffage of the fiast majoritffl of the Irish popfflation,
manffl Irish hafie an ambifialent aitffde to English.
A ੗nal issffe that is florth mentioning is that todaffl the shaping of Irish English is

also in੘ffenced bffl large nffmbers of immigrants, coming in particfflar from Poland
and Lithffania. य़e Censffs ੗gffres of 2011 shofl that the proportion of the non-Irish
popfflation nofl accoffnts for abofft 12% in the Repffblic of Ireland and 2.9% in North-
ern Ireland (Central Statistics Oਖ਼ce 2014: 39).

4 य़roffghofft the present stffdffl, 'Irish English' is ffsed as a cofier term to refer to both the fiarietffl of
English spoken in the Repffblic of Ireland and the fiarietffl spoken in Northern Ireland. If a distinction is
necessarffl it flill effiplicitlffl be pointed offt. Other terms foffnd in the literatffre inclffde 'Anglo-Irish' and
'Hiberno English' for the English fiarietffl in the Repffblic of Ireland. य़e forms of English in Northern
Ireland are also referred to as 'Ulster English(es)', 'northern Irish English' or 'northern Hiberno English',
among others. See Hickeffl (2007: 3੖.) for a detailed discffssion of terminologffl.
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2.2.2 New Zealand

A: In the North Island every sentence seems to टnsh wth eh […]
B: [laffghs] No that's not true […] I don't talk lke that […] No

there are certan people who do say that you're qute rght yes

A: And you know t's er I thnk t comes a lot from the Maor the

system of er speakng

(ICE-NZ:S1A-100)

When the Effropeans discofiered Nefl Zealand in the sefienteenth centffrffl the coffn-
trffl flas alreadffl seled bffl the Maori, an Eastern Polfflnesian people, flho probablffl
trafielled bffl canoe from someflhere in the tropical Paci੗c. य़e time of the arrifial of
these Polfflnesian people in Nefl Zealand is ffncertain. While some researchers saffl
that theffl reached the coffntrffl more than 1,000 fflears ago (Baffer 1994: 382; Haffl et al.
2008: 3), others gifie the thirteenth centffrffl as the time of their arrifial (Wilson 2014:
1).
य़e ੗rst Effropeans to set foot on Nefl Zealand flere the Dfftch Abel Tasman and

his crefl. On an effipedition for the Dfftch East India Companffl, he sighted 'a large
land, ffplied high' - probablffl the Soffthern Alps - in 1642 (Wilson 2014: 2). Tasman
called the land he had discofiered 'Staten Landt', thinking that it flas part of Affstralia.
य़e name Nefl Zealand, or rather 'Niefffl Zeeland', flas coined bffl a Dfftch cartogra-
pher to the Dfftch East India Companffl later in the sefienteenth centffrffl; the "onlffl
lingffistic resfflt" of the Dfftchmen's discofierffl (Baffer 1994: 382).
James Cook's Endeavour flas the ੗rst English ship that reached Nefl Zealand, land-

ing at Pofiertffl Baffl more than one hffndred fflears aer Tasman in 1769. He circffm-
nafiigated the island, thoroffghlffl mapping the offtline of its coast and profiiding Eff-
rope flith the ੗rst comprehensifie fiisffal and flrien record of the coffntrffl's natffre
and sffbstantial knoflledge of the Maori people (Wilson 2014: 6-7). Yet lingffisticallffl,
Cook le no direct traces becaffse "[fl]hen the Endeavour le Nefl Zealand, English
le flith it and did not take root in the coffntrffl ffntil the ੗rst Effropean selements
at the end of the eighteenth centffrffl" (Kffiper/Bell 2000: 11).
From abofft 1792 onflards, sealers and flhalers fiisited and operated from the coasts

of Nefl Zealand, bfft hardlffl anffl of them seled on the island. At that time, Nefl
Zealand flas rather ffnappealing to Effropeans: the joffrneffl flas long and effipensifie,
and the coffntrffl flas associated flith the confiict selements of Affstralia and had a
repfftation as "a home of bloodthirstffl cannibals" (Phillips 2013: 4-5).
In the late 1820s the nffmber of non-Maori lifiing in Nefl Zealand began to rise, bfft

bffl 1838 there flere still onlffl abofft 2,000 immigrants. य़is nffmber flas to increase
decidedlffl in the follofling fflears resfflting in a non-Maori popfflation of abofft 10,000
people bffl 1842 (Baffer 1994: 383). य़ere are tflo decisifie factors for this change. First,
in 1840 the British Gofiernment and Maori chiefs signed the Treatffl of Waitangi, ced-
ing sofiereigntffl to the फ़een and creating "the foffndation for British colonial rffle
in Nefl Zealand, flhich in tffrn created the frameflork for sffstained migration from
Britain" (Kffiper/Bell 2000: 12). Second, in the same fflear the ੗rst Effropean selers,
assisted bffl the Nefl Zealand Companffl, arrified in the coffntrffl, bringing in manfflmore
immigrants in the follofling fflears (Baffer 1994: 383; Phillips 2013: 4).
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Immigration added greatlffl to Nefl Zealand's popfflation in the follofling decades.
As the censffs ੗gffres presented in Table 2.1 shofl, the popfflation of 1886 is more
than ੗fie times the size of that of 1861 (Statistics Nefl Zealand 2013). Immigrants
from the British Isles and in particfflar England made ffp the highest proportions. Yet
bffl 1886, there flere more Nefl Zealand-born Effropeans in Nefl Zealand than immi-
grants (51.9%; cf. Table 2.1). Baffer (1994: 386) sffggests that this date be taken "as a
point aer flhich the defielopment of the English langffage in Nefl Zealand re੘ected
Nefl Zealand rather than British or Affstralian trends".
य़e censffs ੗gffres shofl that most of the earlffl immigrants to Nefl Zealand came

from the British Isles, bfft there is hardlffl anffl lingffistic information abofft those earlffl
selers. In manffl cases the onlffl information afiailable is abofft their port of embarka-
tion, bfft this tells ffs lile abofft the places flhere theffl flere born or flhere theffl lified.
य़is means that the origins of Nefl Zealand English are diਖ਼cfflt to effiactlffl pin dofln
and sefieral effiplanations hafie been sffggested in the literatffre (Baffer 2000).
WhenNeflZealand Englishflas ੗rst recognized as a nefl fiarietffl of English (aroffnd

1900), manffl people all aroffnd Nefl Zealand began to complain that children flere
speaking flith a 'colonial tflang'. य़e most common effiplanation at that time flas
that Nefl Zealand English flas a transported fiarietffl of Cockneffl, a London dialect.
Bfft there is demographic efiidence against this position, flith onlffl a small propor-
tion of the earlffl selers actffallffl coming from London (15%; cf. Haffl et al. 2008: 85).
Fffrthermore, Baffer points offt that flhat is knofln of the Londoners' social class sffg-
gests "not onlffl that theffl flere not Cockneffls, bfft that theffl floffld hafie despised a
Cockneffl accent" (1994: 421). Gifien this efiidence, Haffl et al. (2008: 85) propose that
at that time 'Cockneffl' maffl hafie been ffsed as a general term of abffse rather than as
an accffrate description of the lingffistic featffres of this fiarietffl of English.

abl 2.1: Proportion of persons of di੖erent birthplaces lifiing in Nefl Zealand (efficlffsifie of
Maoris) at the fiarioffs censffs periods.

nsus yar 1861 1867 1874 1881 1886

Nefl Zealand 27.9 29.3 41.0 45.6 51.9
Affstralia 2.6 5.2 4.5 3.5 3.0
England 36.5 30.0 24.8 24.3 21.7
Wales 0.5 0.6 0.5 0.4 0.3
Scotland 15.7 15.9 12.9 10.8 9.5
Ireland 8.9 12.8 10.1 10.1 8.9
other British dominions/at sea 2.3 2.1 1.3 1.1 0.9
foreign coffntries 2.7 3.8 4.7 4.0 3.4
ffnspeci੗ed 2.9 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.4
total population 99,021 218,668 299,014 489,933 578,482

Sॵॻॸ३५: Statistics Nefl Zealand, 1886 Censffs resfflts, Table IV_II.

A second theorffl holds that Nefl Zealand English coffld hafie been an effiported fier-
sion of Affstralian English. Proponents of this fiiefl gifie as efiidence the ofierflhelm-
ing phonetic and phonological similaritffl betfleen the tflo fiarieties of English and the
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large nffmber of flords theffl hafie in common, "fiirtffallffl to the efficlffsion of the rest
of the English-speaking florld" (Baffer 1994: 425-427). Fffrthermore, from earlffl on
there hafie been and still are close (economic) connections betfleen both coffntries.
Nefl Zealand efien started offt as a colonffl of Nefl Soffth Wales, gaining independent
colonial statffs in 1841 (Hffndt 2012: 1997). What fleakens the plaffsibilitffl of this
position, hoflefier, is the fact that the proportions of Affstralian immigrants to Nefl
Zealand hafie alflaffls been relatifielffl small, as the censffs ੗gffres abofie shofl. Hence,
Haffl et al. (2008: 86) conclffde that an Affstralian 'langffage planting' effiplanation can
be rffled offt, bfft theffl add that there flas de੗nitelffl an Affstralian in੘ffence, as manffl
of the earlffl selers to Nefl Zealand came fiia Affstralia.
A third effiplanation for the origins of Nefl Zealand English states that it has not

been transplanted from some other place bfft has defieloped independentlffl in Nefl
Zealand itself. य़is process is also referred to as 'nefl-dialect formation' in sociolin-
gffistics and effiplained bffl Haffl et al. (2008) as follofls:

य़e theorffl is thatflhen people come to a nefl coffntrffl or a nefl region speaking di੖erent
dialects, ofier time the di੖erent dialectal fiariants become lefielled offt and a single nefl
dialect defielops, flhich is di੖erent from those dialects that the ੗rst selers ffsed. (Haffl
et al. 2008: 86)

As has been noted abofie, those complaining abofft the 'colonial tflang' commonlffl as-
sociated it flith the speech of children. Stffdies of langffage change hafie shofln that
children and adolescents plaffl an important role as agents of change in the process
of nefl-dialect formation (cf. e.g. Kersflill/Williams' stffdffl (2000) in Milton Kefflnes).
And this might hafie also been the case in Nefl Zealand. य़e earlffl popfflation of Nefl
Zealand flas a fierffl ffloffng one, flith one qffarter of the popfflation in the 1840s and
1850s being children, flhile there flere fefl people ofier 45 (Haffl et al. 2008: 93). With
the Edffcation Act of 1877 primarffl edffcation in Nefl Zealand became compfflsorffl,
leading to increasing nffmbers of children coming together for their edffcation. Gifien
this sitffation, it is not at all sffrprising that "the defielopment of the Nefl Zealand ac-
cent seems to hafie occffrred and spread fierffl rapidlffl in the 1880s" (Haffl et al. 2008:
93).
A foffrth theorffl argffes in terms of a combination of the theories jffst mentioned.

Effiamining fiarioffs effiplanations for the origins and defielopment of Nefl Zealand En-
glish, Gordon et al. (2004) conclffde that mffltiple factors contribffted to the shaping
of the langffage. य़ese inclffde inpfft from immigrants flho came fiia Affstralia and
sflamping e੖ects from large-scale immigration in the 1870s. य़effl add that theffl can-
not saffl for sffre "to flhat effitent factors sffch as edffcation, standardisation, and acts
of identitffl maffl hafie in੘ffenced the ੗nal offtcome, bfft neither can be eliminated; that
fle cannot con੗rm them does not mean that theffl had no e੖ect" (2004: 258).
While immigration is still a great issffe in Nefl Zealand todaffl - most immigrants

are nofl coming from Asia and the Paci੗c Islands - the Effropean ethnic groffp is still
the largest major ethnic groffp in Nefl Zealand, accoffnting for 76% of the popffla-
tion, according to the 2013 Censffs (Statistics Nefl Zealand 2014). What the censffs
੗gffres also shofl is that among the most common langffages spoken in Nefl Zealand
English is the dominant one, spoken bffl 96.1% of people flho stated at least one lan-
gffage. Along flith English, te reo Maori (the Maori langffage) and Nefl Zealand Sign
Langffage are fffrther oਖ਼cial langffages of Nefl Zealand. Hoflefier, these langffages
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are spoken bffl onlffl a small proportion of the popfflation. In the 2013 Censffs, 148,395
people (3.7%) reported to speak te reo Maori and 20,235 people reported the abilitffl to
ffse Nefl Zealand Sign Langffage.
Writing abofft regional fiariation in Nefl Zealand English, Baffer (1994) notes that

the sffrprising thing abofft it is "hofl lile of it there is. Gifien the flaffl in flhich Nefl
Zealand flas seled from Britain, it might be effipected that traces of Scoish, Irish
and West Coffntrffl dialect featffres (at least) floffld be foffnd in di੖erent areas of Nefl
Zealand" (1994: 411). Some regional fiariation can be foffnd in the Soffth Island, in
Otago and Soffthland, flhich flere mainlffl seled bffl Scoish immigrants. Bfft the lin-
gffistic traces theffl le are minimal. In this sense, Nefl Zealand English can be seen
as dialectallffl homogeneoffs, as Baffer sffggests, "althoffgh there are social dialects of
Nefl Zealand English as there are of other fiarieties of English, and there maffl be at
least di੖erences of stfflle betfleen ffrban and rffral speakers" (1994: 411; for stffllistic
fiariation in Nefl Zealand English grammar see, for effiample, Hffndt 1998).
Fffrthermore, Nefl Zealanders beliefie that there is a distinct ethnic fiarietffl of Maori

English (Bell 2000: 221; also see the qffote from ICE-Nefl Zealand at the fierffl begin-
ning of this section), bfft lingffists hafie strffggled to ੗nd clear and conclffsifie di੖er-
ences betfleen Maori and Pakeha English since the 1960s. Nffmeroffs stffdies hafie
addressed this qffestion, bfft theffl foffnd onlffl qffantitatifie and no qffalitatifie di੖er-
ences (e.g. Benton 1991; Britain 1992; Mefflerho੖ 1994; Bell 1997, 2000; Schreier 2003).
It is reported, for effiample, that Maori ffse more High Rising Terminal Contoffrs than
Pakeha (Britain 1992) and that theffl ffse more eh discoffrse tags (Mefflerho੖ 1994). Still,
lingffists describe the natffre of Maori English as "[a]mong the most intrigffing and
elffsifie issffes in the stffdffl of Nefl Zealand English" (Bell 2000: 221) and that efii-
dence of its effiistence is "at best tentatifie and ambigffoffs" (Benton 1991: 195). Some
efien denffl its effiistence stating that "[t]here is no single identical fiarietffl of Maori
English […] It seems that it is more of a stfflle of English than an actffal separate di-
alect" (Gordon/Defierson 1998: 144-145). Schreier (2003) in a stffdffl of Maori English
in the nineteenth centffrffl ੗nds distinctifie featffres flhich, he sffggests, "originated
as L2 learning processes in a langffage contact scenario […] either throffgh sffbstra-
tffm e੖ects, phonological transfer, or contact-indffced adaptation" (2003: 388). Bfft
these featffres did not persist as Maori English confierged flith Pakeha English rather
qfficklffl from the nineteenth centffrffl onflards (ibid.).

2.2.3 Canada

Canadan Englsh s a mult-ethnc language, spoken by people of

every color and creed on earth.

(Boberg 2010: 25)

य़e earliest British contact flith Canada flas in 1497 flhen the Venetian mariner John
Cabot discofiered the eastern coast of Canada flhile effiploring North America on be-
half of King Henrffl VII. य़is efient alreadffl sparked England's interest in establishing
colonies in the Americas, bfft selement began in earnest onlffl later (Boberg 2010:
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58).5

A nffmber of small English selements flere established in a fefl regions begin-
ning in 1610, namelffl in Nofia Scotia, Neflfoffndland and aroffnd Hffdson Baffl. य़ese
੗rst English-speaking selers flere mainlffl ੗shermen, fffr traders, soldiers and some
farmers flith their families, bfft their nffmber nefier rose mffch abofie one thoffsand
inhabitants (Boberg 2010: 58/60). Large scale English-speaking migration began onlffl
in the eighteenth centffrffl.
In the sefienteenth centffrffl, English-speaking people flere not the onlffl immigrants

to sele in Canada, bfft there flere also some French selements. It flas not long be-
fore French and British colonial interests began to con੘ict, cfflminating in the Sefien
Years' War (1756-1763). Aer the French sffrrender, the Treatffl of Paris (1763) dictated
France to cede to Britain its possessions in flhat is nofl Canada (Boberg 2010: 58).
य़e British fiictorffl had important conseqffences: it not onlffl sparked the ੗rst major
flafie of English-speaking migration to Canada bfft cfft o੖ fffrther French immigra-
tion and initiated the long strffggle of the French-speaking commffnities to sffrfiifie
and maintain their French identitffl and cffltffre in an increasinglffl English-speaking
continent (ibid.).
य़e ੗rst major flafie of English-speaking migration began in the spring of 1783

flhen the ੗rst so-called 'United Empire Lofflalists' le Nefl York heading for Canada.
य़e Lofflalists are those American colonists flho remained lofflal to the British crofln
in the American Refiolfftion (1765-1783) and emigrated dffring and immediatelffl aer
it to flhat is todaffl Canada. य़e majoritffl of the Lofflalists came from the middle and
Nefl England colonies, that is, Virginia, Marfflland, Pennsffllfiania, Nefl Jerseffl, Nefl
York, Connecticfft, Rhode Island and Massachffses (Boberg 2010: 60-61). Most of
them mofied to Ontario (Dollinger 2012: 1861).
At the same time, direct immigration from Britain had also begffn on a small scale,

flith most selers coming from Scotland, particfflarlffl the Scoish Highlands. Note
that theseHighlandersflere not necessarilffl English-speaking, bfftmost of them spoke
Gaelic (Boberg 2010: 65). य़e same is trffe for the manffl Irish people flho emigrated
to Neflfoffndland in the late eighteenth and earlffl nineteenth centffrffl, the peak period
of English and Irish emigration to the profiince. य़at is, like the Scoish Highlanders,
manffl Irish spoke Gaelic flhen theffl arrified.
While Canada's English-speaking popfflation flas thffs foffnded largelffl bffl Lofflal-

ist refffgees in the eighteenth centffrffl, "its establishment as the dominant cffltffre of
modern Canadaflas assffred in the nineteenth centffrffl bffl amore or less constant ੘ofl
of direct immigration from Britain and Ireland" (Boberg 2010: 67). Rather than from
political ffpheafial, these immigrants mainlffl ੘ed from pofiertffl, social dislocation and
lack of economic opportffnitffl, flhich flas caffsed bffl a post-flar recession seing in
in 1815 (Boberg 2010: 68).
In the 1860s, British immigration declined, bfft it flas to rise again toflards the end

of the centffrffl flhen Canada's fiast flestern regions flere opened ffp for selement
(cf. Dominion Land Act of 1872). Foffr major groffps accomplished the selement of
these flestern profiinces: migrants from Canada, especiallffl Ontario, flho flere thor-

5 य़e present section presents onlffl a fierffl brief ofierfiiefl of the historffl of the English langffage in
Canada. It is largelffl based on Boberg's (2010) monograph eࡋ Englsh language n Canada, flhich I
recommend to consfflt for more detailed information on Canadian English.
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offghlffl Canadian bffl that time; immigrants from Britain, in particfflar from England;
immigrants from other Effropean coffntries; and fffrther migrants from flhat is todaffl
the United States. Fffrthermore, the flestern land boom also aracted large nffmbers
of Chinese immigrants, coming to Canada to help bffild the railroads (Boberg 2010:
88੖.).
य़e origins of Canadian English are diਖ਼cfflt to effiactlffl pin dofln. It floffld be nec-

essarffl to ੗nd offt flhere the immigrants preciselffl came from and flhich langffages
or dialects theffl spoke flhen theffl arrified in Canada. Bfft record-keeping at the time
flas not easffl and immigrant statistics are thffs oen not reliable or insffਖ਼cient. Trffl-
ing to accoffnt for the largelffl North American character of Canadian English, some
researchers sffggest that the Lofflalists plaffled a major role in establishing the basic
paern for Canadian English, thffs recognizing the Foffnder Principle (Mfffflene 2001,
2008), flhich sffggests that the foffnder popfflation in an ecologffl effierts strong in੘ff-
ence on the shaping of the nefl fiarietffl (Bloom੗eld 1948; Chambers 1998; Dollinger
2008). Boberg agrees that the Lofflalists indeed plaffled a crffcial role in flhat flas to
become the Canadian identitffl, bfft he also points to the fact that "comparatifielffl lile
is knofln abofft effiactlffl flhere the selers came from or hofl theffl miffied flith each
other in nefl commffnities, mffch less hofl theffl spoke flhen theffl arrified" (2010: 100-
101). While the Lofflalists predominantlffl came from the middle and Nefl England
colonies, as mentioned abofie, this flas "not to the efficlffsion of other regions" (ibid.).
Fffrthermore, it maffl flell be that manffl of the featffres flhich are todaffl regarded as
North American are actffallffl directlffl derified from regional dialects of British English;
that is, throffgh the speech of the earlffl British immigrants to Canada (Boberg 2010:
102).
य़e qffotation from Boberg at the fierffl beginning of this section describes the sitffa-

tion of Canadian English as it is perceified todaffl, "a mfflti-ethnic langffage, spoken bffl
people of efierffl color and creed on earth" (Boberg 2010: 25). Dffring the coffrse of the
tflentieth and tflentffl-੗rst centffries, Canada has become a mfflticffltffral societffl and
Canadian English a mffltiethnic langffage. य़is is dffe to the fact that aer the 1960s
immigration came increasinglffl from non-traditional soffrces, in particfflar Asia, bfft
also the Caribbean, the Middle East and Latin America (Boberg 2010: 97).
Canada's lingffistic difiersitffl is illffstrated bffl the fact that more than 200 langffages

flere reported as a home langffage or mother tongffe in the 2011 Censffs of Pop-
fflation. य़ese inclffde the tflo oਖ਼cial langffages English and French, Aboriginal
langffages and immigrant langffages. य़e laer are langffages "flhose presence in
Canada is originallffl dffe to immigration" (Statistics Canada 2012: 1). In 2011, immi-
grant langffages spoken as a mother tongffe accoffnt for 19.8% of Canada's popfflation
(6.6 million people).6 Among these, persons flith an Asian langffage as their mother
tongffe make ffp the highest proportion, accoffnting for 56%. More than 40% of the
immigrant-langffage popfflation report a Effropean langffage as their mother tongffe.
य़e top immigrant langffage reported in Canada is Pffnjabi, an Indo-Arfflan langffage
spoken in India, flhose popfflation amoffnts to abofft 460,000 persons. Romance lan-
gffages other than French are also flidespread, flith Italian and Spanish reported as

6 In 2011, English is the mother tongffe of 18.9 million people (or 56.9% of the popfflation), flhile
French is spoken as a mother tongffe bffl 7 million people (21.3%). य़ese data are based on single
responses in the 2011 Censffs. Also see Table 2.2.
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the mother tongffe bffl more than 400,000 persons each. Within the Chinese langffage
familffl, threemain groffps can bemade offt. Cantonese is themother tongffe of 389,000
persons and Mandarin that of 255,000 persons. Some immigrants simplffl reported
Chinese as their mother tongffe flithofft specifffling anffl fffrther flhich dialect theffl
spoke. य़is groffp comprises 441,000 persons (Statistics Canada 2012: 1-2).
Canadians flho speak an immigrant langffagemost oen at home or as their mother

tongffe are predominantlffl foffnd in Canada's metropolitan areas. Table 2.2 shofls the
nffmber and proportion of Canadians flith English, French or a non-oਖ਼cial langffage
as their mother tongffe in Canada's ten largest metropolitan areas. य़e ten cities listed
in Table 2.2 contain 55% of the national popfflation (18.3 million people) bfft 81% of
those people speaking an immigrant langffage as their mother tongffe (5.3 million).7

abl 2.2: Popfflation bffl mother tongffe in Canada's ten largest metropolitan areas (single
responses, 2011).

Mtropolitan otal pop. English rnࠩ Othr

ara N % % %
Canaa 33,121,175 56.9 21.3 19.8

Toronto, ON 5,541,880 53.8 1.1 41.8
Montreal, QC 3,785,915 11.6 63.3 22.0
Vancofffier, BC 2,292,115 56.0 1.1 40.3
Oafla, ON/QC 1,222,760 49.0 31.4 16.7
Calgarffl, AB 1,205,175 70.9 1.5 25.3
Edmonton, AB 1,146,600 74.5 2.2 21.3
फ़ebec, QC 756,400 1.4 94.9 2.9
Winnipeg, MB 721,120 72.2 3.8 21.4
Hamilton, ON 712,580 75.9 1.4 21.0
Kitchener, ON 472,090 74.5 1.2 22.6
Sॵॻॸ३५: Statistics Canada, 2011 Censffs

As the nffmbers and proportions indicate, the lingffistic make-ffp of Canada's ten
largest cities is fierffl di੖erent. य़e metropolitan areas of Toronto and Vancofffier
contain more than 40% of people flho speak an immigrant langffage as their mother
tongffe. In फ़ebec, on the other hand, this groffp makes ffp onlffl 2.9%. फ़ebec is
an ofierflhelminglffl francophone citffl, flith 94.9% of its popfflation hafiing French as
their mother tongffe. य़is is mainlffl dffe to a programme of massifie gofiernment in-
terfiention designed to prefient the gradffal decline of French in the profiince. As a
conseqffence, the English langffage has been in retreat since the nefl langffage lafls
came into e੖ect. य़is defielopment has been highlffl controfiersial.8

Oafla, Canada's capital citffl, is located in Ontario, bfft its metropolitan area in-
clffdes regions in फ़ebec. य़is bi-profiincial natffre of the citffl accoffnts for the rel-

7 Note that both percentages hafie increased since the 2006 Censffs. In 2006, the ten largest cities
contained 53% of Canada's popfflation and the immigrant popfflation speaking a non-oਖ਼cial langffage
as their mother tongffe accoffnted for 78% (Boberg 2010: 21).
8 See Boberg (2010: 6-19) for a detailed discffssion of the langffage sitffation in फ़ebec.
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atifielffl large proportion of francophones (31.4%). In sffm, it can be noted that immi-
grants to Canada seem to prefer English-speaking metropolitan areas ofier French-
speaking ones as their destination.9

As a resfflt of the large-scale immigration of people flho speak langffages other
than English and French, nefl ethnic fiarieties of English hafie defieloped in Canada's
metropolitan areas (cf. e.g. Boberg 2004; 2010 Chapter 5). य़e ffftffre flill tell flhether
or in hofl far the immigrant langffages flill impact on the shape and defielopment of
Canadian English, thffs re੘ecting "the mffltiethnic and mffltilingffal character of ffr-
ban Canada" (Boberg 2010: 105).
In addition to ethnic fiariation, there is also regional fiariation in Canadian English.

It is commonlffl noted that Neflfoffndland English shoffld be treated separatelffl from
mainland Canadian English. य़e fiarietffl of English spoken in Neflfoffndland is no-
ticeablffl di੖erent becaffse it flas seled at a di੖erent time and bffl di੖erent groffps
of people. Traditional Neflfoffndland English is heafiilffl in੘ffenced bffl soffthflestern
English and sofftheastern Irish fiarieties and thffs contrasts starklffl flith the North
American speech of Ontario and flestern Canada (Boberg 2010: 26; see Clarke 2010
on Neflfoffndland and Labrador English).
As for standard Canadian English, it is generallffl considered as being largelffl ho-

mogeneoffs across mainland Canada (e.g. Bloom੗eld 1948: 63; Chambers 2006: 385;
Dollinger 2012: 1860). Hoflefier, recent research shofls that there is some regional
fiariation efien flithin standard Canadian English (cf. Bolinger 2010, Chapters 4 and
5).

2.2.4 Singapore

I mean when you teach the school n England then how I mean lke

our Englsh s not ther ther Englsh ya.

(ICE-SIN:S1A-060)

य़e storffl of the English langffage in Singapore begins in 1819 flhen Singapore flas
acqffired bffl the British East Indian Companffl and became part of the Straits Sele-
ments (joining Penang andMalacca). य़e spread of English is stronglffl connectedflith
the defielopment of the edffcation sfflstem becaffse it flas almost efficlffsifielffl throffgh
the school sfflstem that the English langffage flas acqffired. In the earlffl nineteenth
centffrffl the ੗rst English-mediffm schools flere established bffl prifiate organizations,
chffrches and charitable bodies (Gffpta 1998: 110). Bfft these schools flere essentiallffl
for Effropean and Effrasian children and the nffmbers of learners of English flere
rather lofl. It flas onlffl in the earlffl tflentieth centffrffl that the English langffage re-
allffl started to spread, flith Chinese children thronging the English-mediffm schools.
Manffl teachers in Singaporean schools came from Malaffl and India and conseqffentlffl
there are still similarities in leffiical and sfflntactic ffsage betfleen Singapore English,
Malafflsian English and Indian English (Foleffl 1988: 4).

9 For a more detailed accoffnt of Canadian English in Canada's ten largest cities see Boberg (2010:
20-25).

24



2.2 eࡋ Englsh language n dञerent countres

In the earlffl fflears, edffcation flas largelffl in the hands of prifiate organizations, bfft
alreadffl dffring the British period the gofiernment started to take ofier more and more
control of the edffcation sfflstem. य़is trend flas continffed aer independence in 1965
and edffcation is nofl ffnder tight gofiernment control. Since 1987, all edffcation ffn-
der the gofiernment has been reqffired to be in the mediffm of English (Gffpta 1998:
115).
In Schneider's DfflnamicModel (Schneider 2003, 2007), Singapore English has clearlffl

gone throffgh the process of strffctffral natifiization and has reached the phase of en-
donormatifie stabilization (phase 4). According to Schneider, this is more fiisible on
the lefiel of Singlish, the colloqffial fiarietffl of English spoken in Singapore, bfft also
in formal stfflles (2003: 265).
य़e Ethnologffe lists 24 lifiing langffages for Singapore todaffl and English is one of

the foffr oਖ਼cial langffages, the others being Mandarin, Malaffl and Tamil. य़e impor-
tance the gofiernment ascribes to the langffage todaffl can also be seen in the sfflllabffs
of English langffage teaching for primarffl and secondarffl schools of 2010. As gffiding
principles the Ministrffl of Edffcation postfflates (emphasis mine):

Bilingffalism is a cornerstone of offr edffcation sfflstem. Pffpils learn both English and
their ofln Mother Tongffe langffage in school. English is the mediffm of instrffction in
offr schools as flell as a sffbject of stffdffl for all primarffl and secondarffl school pffpils.
English operates at manffl lefiels and plaffls manffl roles in Singapore. At the loal lefiel, it
is the common langffage that facilitates bonding among the di੖erent ethnic and cffltffral
groffps. At the global lefiel, English allofls Singaporeans to participate in a knoflledge-
based economffl flhere English is the lingffa franca of the Internet, of science and tech-
nologffl and of florld trade.
Singapore's transformation into a knoflledge-based economffl, the rapid defielopments
in technologffl, the gnrational shiࠧ in hom languag and an increasinglffl competitifie
international enfiironment are some factors that make pro੗ciencffl in English necessarffl
for pffpils. (Ministrffl of Edffcation Singapore 2009: 6)

य़e sfflllabffs notes tflo di੖erent fffnctions that English has in Singapore - the global
and the local. य़ese tflo fffnctions gifie rise to tflo di੖erent orientations and norms.
य़e globalist orientation looks offtflards and seeks homogeneitffl and similaritffl to
other English fiarieties (Standard English). य़e localist perspectifie, on the other hand,
seeks its norms inside and is rather separatist in natffre (colloqffial Singapore English
or Singlish). Its major concern is for "a ffniqffeness of the English langffage in Sin-
gapore that mffst set its citizens apart from other English speakers" (Alsago੖ 2010:
343). Depending on the conteffit and on flhat theffl flant to effipress, Singaporeans can
choose betfleen these English codes.
य़e sfflllabffs, moreofier, talks abofft 'the generational shi in home langffage'. य़is

refers to the fact that the ffsage of English at home is becoming more prefialent, as the
follofling censffs data illffstrate.10 Note that there is a parallel effipansion of Mandarin,
largelffl at the effipense of the other Chinese dialects. English spoken as a home lan-
gffage is especiallffl prefialent among the ffloffnger age groffps (aged 5-14) and among
ffnifiersitffl gradffates (cf. Department of Statistics Singapore 2014; 2010 Censffs).
Becaffse of Singapore's mfflticffltffral and mffltilingffal make-ffp, earlffl tflentieth

10 य़e censffs data are from Leimgrffber (2013: 3). For the Singapore Censffs of Popfflation 2010 also
see the flebsite of the Department of Statistics Singapore at hp://flflfl.singstat.gofi.sg/ (accessed:
Sept. 2014).
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centffrffl Singapore English has been restrffctffred throffgh contact flith fiarioffs other
langffages. In the beginning it flas predominantlffl Bazaar Malaffl11, Baba Malaffl12,
Hokkien and Cantonese that had the greatest impact on the shaping of Singapore
English, todaffl it is Mandarin.

abl 2.3: Langffage most freqffentlffl spoken at home in percentages.

1980 1990 2000 2010

English 12 20 23 32
Manarin 10 26 35 36
Chins Dialts 60 37 24 14
Malay 14 13 14 12
amil 3 3 3 3

Interestinglffl, it is English rather than anffl of the fiernacfflars that is the "langffage
for the constrffction and effipression of the Singaporean (i.e. national) identitffl" (Lick/
Alsago੖ 1998: 207). य़is is becaffse English is the common langffage of the major eth-
nic groffps in Singapore, that is, it brings citizens of di੖erent ethnic origins together
and allofls them to commffnicate and ffnderstand each other. य़ffs, the English lan-
gffage helps to form a Singaporean nation rather than a Malaffl, Indian or Chinese
nation.

2.2.5 The Philippines

Englsh s the common language to use n n the class but uh f

you're talkng wth fellow uh Flpnos then you can converse n

Tagalog.

(ICE-PHI:S1A-091)

य़e historical origins of Philippine English can be dated to 1898 flhen the United
States started to occffpffl and colonize the Philippines. American teachers flere sent
to the coffntrffl at the beginning of the tflentieth centffrffl to teach the Filipinos the
English langffage. य़effl had an important impact not onlffl as teachers bfft also as
teacher-trainers and bffl 1921 91% of all teachers flere natifie-born Filipinos (Bolton/
Bafftista 2008: 4). य़e English langffage spread rapidlffl in the Philippines, a spread
flhich "flas ffnprecedented in colonial historffl, for flithin the space of 41 fflears, the
American regime had done more to spread English than the Spanish Gofiernment did
in 333 fflears (1565-1898) of colonization, for at the end of the Spanish Period, onlffl 2%
spoke Spanish" (Gonzalez 1997: 28).

11 Bazaar Malaffl is a pidginized form of Malaffl and the main lngua franca in the earlffl tflentieth
centffrffl (cf. Lim/Foleffl 2004).
12 Baba Malaffl is a Malaffl-based creole spoken bffl Straits-born Chinese, abofft 500 fflears old bfft nofl
nearlffl effitinct (cf. Lee et al. 2009)
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When the English langffage arrified in the Philippines there flas no national lan-
gffage bfft ofier 100 indigenoffs langffages spoken bffl Filipinos. In 1937 - aer manffl
fflears of debate - Tagalog, the langffage of one of the most important indigenoffs eth-
nic groffps (neffit to the Cebffanos and Ilocanos), flas chosen as the basis for the na-
tional langffage, Filipino. Tagalog and Filipino basicallffl di੖er onlffl flith respect to
the leffiicon, flith "the Filipino leffiicon being sfflstematicallffl effipanded bffl the Institffte
of National Langffage" (Himmelmann 2005: 350). Althoffghmost people in the Philip-
pines realize that Filipino is in fact "Tagalog flith effitras", theffl hafie come to accept it
as their national langffage (Kirkpatrick 2012: 22).
Aer independence in 1946, English flas retained as oਖ਼cial langffage in gofiern-

ment and edffcation bfft flas increasinglffl ffsed alongside the national langffage. य़e
lingffistic repertoire of edffcated Filipinos flas basicallffl dominated bffl the English
langffage ffp ffntil the 1970s, bfft then national ferfioffr became so strong that the do-
mains of the English langffage flere redffced in fafioffr of Filipino. य़e domains it is
still ffsed in todaffl inclffde higher edffcation, the print media (21 offt of 28 dailffl nefls-
papers are in English), bffsiness transactions in internationallffl-oriented companies,
diplomacffl and international relations (Gonzalez 2008: 22). For informal commffni-
cations, Filipinos do normallffl not ffse the English langffage bfft rather the national
langffage Filipino or their home fiernacfflar (also see the qffote from ICE-Philippines at
the fierffl beginning of this section). When theffl hafie to speak English in an informal
conteffit, theffl oen code-sflitch, as the nearlffl 2000 effiamples of indigenoffs inserts
in the 'prifiate dialogffes' ੗les of ICE-Philippines impressifielffl docffment. Here is an
effiample.

(2.1) B: What happened to Brother Andrefl?

A: Oo nga e [laffghter]

B: Ano'ng nangyar kay Brother Andrefl.

A: Wala pang balta e. Saan kaya sya. I hafie to go to the neffit room for mffl
meeting.

B: Don't florrffl.

A: Hay 'naku Sir [laffghter] Yoff don't knofl people in La Salle.

B: No flhat is this?

A: य़effl are fierffl pffnctffal.

(ICE-PHI:S1A-003)13

13 I am indebted to Ariane Macalinga Borlongan for translating the Tagalog claffses in this dialogffe
for me. य़e translations are as follofls:

B: What happened to Brother Andrefl?

A: Yes, truly [laffghter]

B: What happened to Brother Andrefl?

A: ereࡋ s no news yet. Where can he be? I hafie to go to the neffit room for mffl meeting.

B: Don't florrffl.

A: Gosh, Sir [laffghter] Yoff don't knofl people in La Salle.
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Code-sflitching and code-miffiing among English-knofling bilingffals is in fact so
flidespread that the resfflting code has been gifien its ofln name, 'Taglish', a miffi-
tffre of English and Tagalog flhich oen tends to be ffsed as the ffnmarked code of
choice in informal confiersation, for effiample, in Manila (Bolton 2003: 201).14

As for Schneider's Dfflnamic Model, the position of Philippine English is diਖ਼cfflt
to preciselffl specifffl and di੖erent fiiefls are fioiced in the literatffre. While Schneider
(2007) claims that Philippine English is in phase 3, probablffl approaching phase 4, Bor-
longan (2011) argffes that this efiolfftionarffl phase is alreadffl flell ffnder flaffl. Collins
and his colleagffes (2014), in a fierffl recent stffdffl, ੗nd efiidence of both effionormatifie
and endonormatifie orientation in Philippine English modals and qffasi-modals. य़effl
conclffde that their resfflts re੘ect "the someflhat ambifialent efiolfftionarffl statffs of
PhilE, flith opinions difiided on the issffe of flhether its entrffl into phase 4 ('endonor-
matifie stabilization') of Schneider's (2007) efiolfftionarffl scale is merelffl incipient or
flell established" (2014: 85). Martin (2014) also argffes that among Philippine English
speakers "[s]trong preferences for its American parent, as flell as the cffltffre that
comes flith American English remain" (2014: 81). While acknoflledging that Philip-
pine English "seems to hafie foffnd its place" among the edffcated class, she is doffbtfffl
abofft hoflflidespread the acceptabilitffl of the English fiarietffl reallffl is (2014: 79). य़e
langffage remains associated flith the edffcated class and is not an identitffl carrier for
most Filipinos (as is the case flith Singapore English). Martin conclffdes that Philip-
pine English has indeed defieloped into a natifiized form, bfft "[fl]hether or not that
English progresses into a fiarietffl of Endonormatifie Stabilization remains to be seen"
(2014: 81).
Kirkpatrick (2012) presents a more compleffi pictffre of Philippine English flithin

Schneider's model. He sffggests that, lingffisticallffl, Philippine English shofls efii-
dence of the ੗nal stage of di੖erentiation. He argffes that there is a continffffm of En-
glish fiarieties ranging from informal Taglish to a more formal, edffcated fiarietffl; and
edffcated Philippine English speakers maffl ffse di੖erent dialects from this continffffm
depending on the commffnicatifie sitffation. Sociolingffisticallffl, hoflefier, Philippine
English is someflhere betfleen stage tflo and stage three, Kirkpatrick claims, becaffse
the idealized classroom model is still American English rather than a local fiarietffl
(2012: 17).
According to the Ethnologffe, there are 181 lifiing langffages in the Philippines to-

daffl. य़e national langffage Filipino is not the L1 for all Filipinos bfft has 45 million
L2 speakers flhile English is spoken as a L2 bffl 40 million people in the Philippines.15

Tfflpical Filipinos are minimallffl bilingffal, more oen efien trilingffal, if Filipino is not
their mother tongffe. At home, theffl speak their mother tongffe, flhich maffl be a
minoritffl langffage; for intranational commffnication theffl ffse Filipino; and for inter-
national relations or in school theffl ffse English.
य़e issffe of the English langffage in relation to the national langffage has heafiilffl

been debated in past decades. Filipino intellectffals continffe to fioice concerns abofft

14 For a detailed discffssion of the interrelationship betfleen English and Tagalog in the Philippines
also see य़ompson (2003). He effiamines the natffre of and motifiations for code-sflitching among
Filipinos and in the mass media.
15 See the entrffl "Philippines" on the Ethnologffe's homepage at http://flflfl.ethnologffe.com/coffntrffl/
PH (last accessed: Affg. 2014).
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the pofler and prestige of English and claim that it contribfftes to sffstain social and
economic ineqffalitffl and that it hinders the creation of an affthentic sense of nation-
alism. Bfft there are also people flho realize that knofling the English langffage and
improfiing their pro੗ciencffl maffl be of help in the job market, that is, theffl are aflare
of the need of the L2. य़is defielopment has resfflted in determined aempts to aain
the qffalitffl of English.
It has been noted before that from earlffl on the Filipinos learned the English lan-

gffage from Filipino teachers. Hence, the soffrce langffage American English flas
nefier completelffl replicated at anffl time, bfft from the beginning there flere manffl lo-
cal fiarieties of Philippine English based on the L1 of the speaker (Gonzalez 2008: 20).
Philippine English is nofl flell-recognized as an afftonomoffs fiarietffl of English, bfft
it still faces problems of legitimation, that is, the issffe of standardization has fflet to be
resolfied. According to Gonzalez (2008: 21), international commffnications, the mass
media and the print mediffm "maffl promote the most acceptable fiarietffl" of Philippine
English, flhich maffl then become the standard.

2.2.6 Jamaica

A: But Jamacan Englsh why s Jamacan Englsh so pecularly

nterestng thenfl Jamacan Englsh s no dञerent to

B: It s very dञerent <,fi my man

(ICE-JAM:S1A-091)

In 1655, the British aacked Jamaica taking ofier the island from the Spanish, flho,
fiastlffl offtnffmbered bffl the infiaders, coffld moffnt lile resistance. य़e flhite popff-
lation that seled in Jamaica aer the British conqffest flas drafln mainlffl from Bar-
bados, the Leeflard Islands16, Sffriname and England (Lalla/D'Costa 1990: 14੖.; Holm
1994: 341; Rosenfelder 2009: 11). A large nffmber of the originallffl 1,600 selers died
flithin a fflear, bfft dffe to fffrther immigration Jamaica's popfflation rose again and bffl
1658 consisted of 4,500 flhites and 1,400 blacks (Holm 1994: 341). य़is ratio flas to
shi in the coming decades dffe to massifie importation of nefl slafies. At that time,
sffgar flas the main crop in Jamaica and large plantations flere established flherefier
possible. Yet, the cffltifiation of sffgar flas so laboffr-intensifie that more slafies flere
needed. Bffl 1739, the ratio of flhite to black had shied to abofft 1:12 (Lalla/D'Costa
1990: 22).
Some creolists argffe that these circffmstances - the large slafie popfflation and the

sffgar plantations flith their rigid hierarchical sfflstem - profiided the groffnds for the
establishment of a creole, a "distinct langffage sfflstem flith flords from English bfft
flith phonologffl, semantics and morphosfflntaffi in੘ffenced bffl African langffages and
other forces" (Holm 1994: 328). य़e slafies transported to Jamaica came from a nffm-
ber of di੖erent ethnic groffps, particfflarlffl from West and Central Africa, and thffs
had no common langffage. Fffrthermore, theffl receified onlffl lile inpfft from En-

16 य़e Leeflard Islands make ffp the northern part of the great arc of the Lesser Antilles, consisting
of the islands of St. Kis, Nefiis, Barbffda, Antigffa, Montserrat and Angffilla.
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glish. Hence, in order to be able to commffnicate flith the British colonizers, the
flhite indentffred serfiants and one another theffl created a simpli੗ed fiersion of En-
glish (Allefflne 1984; Holm 1989: 470). Another theorffl of Jamaican Creole genesis, on
the other hand, holds that the creole has essentiallffl been transplanted from Barba-
dos, that is, it emerged as the continffation of a pre-effiisting creole (McWhorter 2006:
110). McWhorter, in fact, claims that all Atlantic English-based creoles can be traced
to this common ancestor (ibid.).
Dffring the eighteenth and nineteenth centffries, Jamaica "became increasinglffl cre-

olized and distanced from the African past" (Lalla/D'Costa 1990: 31). य़e creole pop-
fflation flas slofllffl grofling and efientffallffl offtnffmbering the African popfflation
(Lalla/D'Costa 1990: 25-26). य़is defielopment flas accompanied bffl a grofling im-
portance of Jamaican Creole as a means of commffnication and it "gradffallffl became
clear that somehofl foreigners' speech ('broken English', for effiample) had taken root
and become the local langffage of blacks, in੘ffencing the speech of local flhites as
flell" (Holm 1988: 17). य़e end of British slafie trade in 1809-1810, then, marked the
beginning of the decline of direct African in੘ffence in Jamaica; the nffmber of slafies
declined and that of freed blacks and "people of color" rose, important changes that
re੘ect "the mofiement toflard a creole societffl that accepted Jamaica as its home"
(Lalla/D'Costa 1990: 26).
Aer the abolition of slafierffl in 183417 manffl slafies mofied aflaffl from the plan-

tations and seled on the island flherefier theffl coffld ੗nd land to bffffl, establishing
free peasant fiillages in flhich more conserfiatifie forms of Jamaican Creole came to
be preserfied (Senior 2003: 199-200; Cassidffl/Le Page 1980: ffilii; Patrick 2007: 127).
Dffring the nineteenth centffrffl Jamaican Creole became increasinglffl in੘ffenced bffl

English, flhich flas mainlffl dffe to Christianization and the establishment of schools.
य़e flhite missionaries sent to Jamaica florked closelffl flith the slafies and the free
blacks and broflns, flho thffs came into direct contact flith speakers of middle-class
fiarieties of British English, especiallffl fiarieties from the north and midlands. य़e
speech of these missionaries profiided the model for manffl free blacks and broflns
flho hoped to gain social adfiancement throffgh chffrch and school. य़ffs, high speech
and formal fferances flere in੘ffenced bffl biblical langffage and praffler-book langffage
(Lalla/D'Costa 1990: 29-30).
At the same time, the establishment of nefl schools also led to grofling in੘ffence of

(British) English on Jamaican Creole. As a resfflt, literacffl rates doffbled from aroffnd
30% to approffiimatelffl 60% of the Jamaican popfflation (Senior 2003: 173). And since
the cffrricffla flere British-based and the teaching sta੖ imported from Britain, En-
glish became "themodel langffage toflardsflhich the Creolemofied" (Cassidffl/Le Page
1980: ffilii; see also Senior 2003: 174).
य़e close and continffed contact betfleen Jamaican Creole and the English lan-

gffage resfflted in a continffffm of fiarieties, flith Jamaican Creole (the basilect) and
standard Jamaican English (the acrolect) making ffp the tflo poles of the continffffm.
Both poles are rather idealized abstractions, "a collection of featffres most like stan-

17 य़e Emancipation Act flas actffallffl alreadffl passed on 29 Affgffst 1833, granting that all slafies be
free from 1 Affgffst 1834 "bfft reqffiring them to ffndergo a period of 'apprenticeship' to their former
masters (flho flere compensated monetarilffl for their loss) for another foffr fflears" (Rosenfelder 2009:
16).
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dard Englishes (the acrolect) or most distant from them (basilect)" (Patrick 2004: 408).
In betfleen these poles lies a nffmber of fffrther fiarieties, also called the mesolects,
flhich constitffte "the continffffm of efierffldaffl speech: a series of minimallffl di੖eren-
tiated grammars flith effitensifie fiariation", as Patrick pffts it (2004: 408-409).
य़e lingffistic fiariabilitffl foffnd in Jamaica flas ੗rst described in terms of a contin-

ffffm bffl DeCamp (1971), flriting that18

[t]he fiarieties of Jamaican English themselfies di੖er to the point of ffnintelligibilitffl;
bfft some Jamaican English is mfftffallffl intelligible flith standard English. […] Fffrther,
in Jamaica there is no sharp cleafiage betfleen Creole and standard. Rather there is a
lingffistic continffffm, a continffoffs spectrffm of speech fiarieties ranging from the 'bffsh
talk' or 'broken langffage' of फ़ashie to the edffcated standard of Philip Sherlock and
Norman Manleffl. […] Each Jamaican speaker commands a span of this continffffm, the
breadth of the span depending on the breadth of his social contacts […]. (DeCamp 1971:
350)

य़e creole continffffm model became generallffl accepted bffl creolists and is bffl nofl
regarded as a fialffable tool for the description of the effitreme fiariabilitffl foffnd in
Jamaican speech (and other creoles; also see Bickerton 1973, 1975 for an earlffl pro-
ponent of the model). Yet, there are also creolists flho challenge the idea of the con-
tinffffm, sffggesting to see Jamaican Creole and Jamaican English as tflo discrete and
self-consistent grammars (Baileffl 1971; Laflton 1980; Defionish 1998, 2003).19

While the creole continffffm model flas treated as a pffrelffl lingffistic phenomenon
bffl earlier stffdies, more recent research integrates social factors and regards the creole
continffffm as a sociolingffistic model (Sand 1999; Patrick 1999, 2004; Deffber 2014):

Social strati੗cation in Jamaica is crffcial to ffnderstanding the effitreme fiariabilitffl of
contemporarffl Jamaican speech. य़e compleffi lingffistic sitffation can be related to an
eqffallffl intricatefleb of social relations, ffsing themodel of the creole continffffm. (Patrick
2004: 408)

A similar position is taken bffl Deffber flho sffggests that "spoken English in the
Caribbean is characterized bffl considerable fiariabilitffl and that this maffl be seen as
embedded in a continffffm of sfflnchronic sociolingffistic fiariation" (2014: 11). य़ese
stffdies also shofl that mesolectal and basilectal forms are oen ffsed in speech dom-
inated bffl acrolectal forms for stffllistic e੖ects. Someflhat reinterpreting the creole
continffffm, Deffber proposes that the notion of the continffffm is appropriate to de-
scribe the range of fiarieties foffnd in Jamaican speech onlffl if social and stffllistic con-
notations are taken into accoffnt. Acknoflledging that English and Jamaican Creole
necessarilffl share forms and that there is a partial ofierlap of the tflo grammars, she
conclffdes:

18 DeCamp (1971) actffallffl ffses the term 'post-creole speech continffffm' to describe the langffage
sitffation in Jamaica. Assffming that pidgins, creoles and the creole continffffm represent di੖erent
stages of a life cfflcle, he proposes foffr alternatifie solfftions for the ੗nal stage: (1) the creole "can
continffe inde੗nitelffl flithofft sffbstantial change"; (2) it "maffl become effitinct"; (3) it "maffl efiolfie into a
'normal' langffage"; and (4) it "maffl merge flith the corresponding standard langffage" (DeCamp 1971:
351). Jamaica represents the last alternatifie, according to DeCamp, and in order to distingffish it
from the ੗rst alternatifie this stage of defielopment is called 'post-creole'. Bickerton (1973) qffestions
DeCamp's model flriting that "since something marginallffl, if at all, di੖erent from the original creole
langffage freqffentlffl constitfftes the basilect of the continffffm, 'post-' can be misleading for Jamaica"
(1973: 640). See Sand (1999: 50੖.) for a more detailed discffssion of these di੖erent fiieflpoints.
19 See Sand (1999) for a more detailed discffssion of the tflo di੖erent perspectifies.
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Apart from that, hoflefier, the perspectifie adopted in the present stffdffl sffpports the
fiiefl that English and Creole can be separated as lingffistic sfflstems and that it is in the
spectrffm of social and stffllistic fiariation linking the effitreme fiarieties that the natffre
of the Creole continffffm lies. (Deffber 2014: 242)

Deffber hastens to clarifffl that this reinterpretation of the creole continffffm does not
onlffl resfflt from a shi in the affthor's perspectifie bfft also "responds to the flaffl
speakers hafie been reinterpreting and adapting the range of lingffistic fiariation char-
acteristic of Caribbean Creole continffa" (ibid.).
A di੖erent sitffation characterizes the relationship betfleen English and creole in

flriting and compffter-mediated commffnication (CMC; e.g. emails and internet dis-
cffssion forffms and blogs). Mair (2002b), for effiample, obserfies that the role of the
creole is fierffl limited in flrien Jamaican English. If it is present, it is clearlffl marked
o੖ from the dominant English teffit bffl qffotation marks or other metalingffistic clffes,
indicating that it is not the flriter's ofln flords; or it occffrs in cartoons or profierbs
(Mair 2002b: 36). Mair fffrthermore sffggests that, contrarffl to speech, a diglossic sit-
ffation characterizes the relationship betfleen creole and English in flriting:20 "the
concept of diglossia […] flhich has profied insffਖ਼cient to describe the compleffiities
of spoken ffsage serfies qffite flell to describe flrien practice" (ibid.). In CMC, on
the other hand, creole-in੘ffenced flriting is more prefialent. While Mair (2002b: 56)
notes a "continffffm-like flriting practice" in sffch teffits, Hinrichs (2006) qffestions the
ffseffflness of the continffffm and proposes a code-sflitching analfflsis instead:

the adaptation of mesolectal and basilectal forms for ffse in CMC has generallffl not pre-
serfied the ordered and small transitions of the spoken continffffm, bfft replaced them
flith tflo separate codes flhich are in principle easffl to distingffish, efien if occasional
diਖ਼cfflties or ofierlaps are encoffntered in indifiidffal lects. (Hinrichs 2006: 40)

In sffm, present-daffl research fflields more fain-grained resfflts flith respect to the rela-
tionship betfleen English and creole. It shofls that social and stffllistic factors as flell
as register fiariation need to be taken into accoffnt to arrifie at conclffsifie descriptions
of speech and flriting in Jamaica.
Another important issffe that needs to be considered in the conteffit of langffage in

Jamaica is the qffestion of prestige. Jamaican Creole has commonlffl been held in lile
esteem, described as 'bad English', an imperfect fiarietffl that needed to be corrected
throffgh edffcation. British English profiided the model and flas considered sffpe-
rior to natifie Jamaican langffages, especiallffl prior to political independence, flhich
Jamaica gained in 1962. Di੖erences betfleen standard and non-standard English as
flell as creole featffres flere of no interest. In fact, the creole flas disregarded as in-
herent in Jamaican societffl and as a langffage in its ofln right (Shields 1989). य़e
present-daffl sitffation in Jamaica shofls that sffch prejffdice against the creole still
persists as leers to the editor or neflspaper colffmns, for effiample, refieal. Yet, there
is also efiidence that aitffdes hafie been considerablffl transformed ofier the past fefl

20 य़e term 'diglossia' (Greek d = 'tflo', glossa = 'langffage') as it is ffsed in sociolingffistics goes back
to Fergffson (1959). It describes a "relatifielffl stable langffage sitffation" (Fergffson 1959: 336) flith a
high (H) and a lofl (L) code being strictlffl separated according to fffnctional domain. H is the code
ffsed in formal, flrien, oਖ਼cial, ceremonial, solemn, institfftional and legal domains. L is efierffldaffl
langffage, spoken in familffl and other intimate and informal seings.
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decades (Deffber 2014: 30; also see Beckford Wassink 1999). य़e positifie aitffde to-
flards Jamaican Creole, a sfflmbol of national identitffl, is re੘ected in the fact that it
has mofied into more domains recentlffl, domains that had formerlffl been reserfied for
standard English onlffl (Sand 1999: 73; Mair 2002b: 32). It is todaffl ffsed in schools and
in the media, for effiample, on the radio bffl DJs, in pffblic serfiice messages, interfiiefls,
phone-ins; or in neflspapers in cartoons, local gossip colffmns and direct speech (Sand
1999: 73). What makes the sitffation of Jamaican Creole diਖ਼cfflt, hoflefier, despite its
bffl nofl manifold fffnctions, is the lack of standardization and homogenization. Offt-
side lingffistics, there is no common orthographffl, bfft people relffl on effle-dialect for
flrien pffrposes (Sand 1999: 75; Mair 2002b: 33). Fffrthermore, it flas onlffl in the
tflentffl-੗rst centffrffl that the Jamaican gofiernment has serioffslffl begffn to address
the qffestion of discrimination on the groffnd of langffage and "to effiplore langffage
planning and recognition of Jamaican Creole as a national langffage" (Patrick 2004:
408).
Tflo ੗nal points are florth mentioning flith respect to the sitffation of English in

Jamaica. First, note that Jamaican Creole flas in੘ffenced bffl a nffmber of non-standard
regional English fiarieties (e.g. the florking-class speech of London, Bristol, the West
Midlands and Lifierpool, Scots and Irish English) flith manffl dialect featffres sffrfiifi-
ing in Jamaican Creole (Patrick 2007: 127). And second, it is important to note that
the in੘ffence of American rather than British English grefl in the Caribbean area at
the beginning of the tflentieth centffrffl as a resfflt of the United States' emergence
as a florld pofler (Holm 1994: 354). Todaffl, American English is probablffl the most
signi੗cant prestige dialect in the region (Mair 2002b: 34).

2.2.7 India

Or n other words <,fi uh f you don't know Englsh <,fi f you want

to communcate wth people from other ctes you need to know

around uh ten टeen languages <,fi Whereas f you know Englsh

you could serve <,fi I mean t could serve your <,fi purpose through-

out Inda and even outsde the world.
(ICE-IND:S1A-025)

Indians got ੗rst into contact flith the English langffage in 1579 flhen the Jesffit mis-
sionarffl य़omas Stephans arrified at the sffbcontinent. य़e spread of English reallffl
began in 1600 flith the establishment of the East India Companffl. British merchants
flere granted a rofflal charter to trade flith India, flhich resfflted in the gradffal estab-
lishment of trading posts all ofier the sffbcontinent and the introdffction of English as
a means of commffnication. Particfflarlffl important agents of the introdffction of En-
glish flere the missionaries flho established the ੗rst English-mediffm schools. Hofl-
efier, contact betfleen the selers and the local people flas rare dffring the ੗rst one
hffndred and ੗ffl fflears of British infiolfiement. य़e selers considered themselfies
genffinelffl British people and the local people fiiefled English as a foreign langffage
(Sedlatschek 2009; Mffkherjee 2007).
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य़e position of English began to change in the eighteenth centffrffl flhen Britain got
more andmore political control ofier the Indian sffbcontinent. As a resfflt, Englishflas
੗rmlffl present in the domains of administration and bffreaffcracffl. In the nineteenth
centffrffl, the presence of English increased as it became established in fffrther impor-
tant domains, sffch as commerce, the print media, academic and literarffl flriting and
edffcation (Sedlatschek 2009: 11). It flas especiallffl the ffse of English in edffcation
and bffreaffcracffl that became crffcial and marked "the beginning of Indians' English"
(Krishnasflamffl/Bffrde 1998: 89).
In the beginning, all edffcational actifiities flere taken ffp bffl the missionaries, bfft

in 1813 edffcation flas broffght directlffl ffnder the control of the East India Companffl.
य़is led to the ੗rst major langffage debate in India termed the 'Anglicist-Orientalist'
debate (Sailaja 2009: 103). य़is debate flas ended bffl य़omas Babington Macafflffl's
"Minffte on Indian Edffcation" presented in 1835. At that time, Macafflffl flas a mem-
ber of the Sffpreme Coffncil of India. य़e "Minffte" flas addressed especiallffl to those
Coffncil members flho beliefied that Indian stffdents shoffld continffe to be edffcated
in Sanskrit and Arabic as flell as English.

Hofl, then, stands the case? We hafie to edffcate a people flho cannot at present be ed-
ffcated bffl means of their mother-tongffe. We mffst teach them some foreign langffage.
य़e claims of offr ofln langffage it is hardlffl necessarffl to recapitfflate. It stands preem-
inent efien among the langffages of the West. […] Whoefier knofls that langffage, has
readffl access to all the fiast intellectffal flealth, flhich all the flisest nations of the earth
hafie created and hoarded in the coffrse of ninetffl generations. […] Whether fle look
at the intrinsic fialffe of offr literatffre or at the particfflar sitffation of this coffntrffl, fle
shall see the strongest reason to think that, of all foreign tongffes, the English tongffe
is that flhich floffld be the most ffsefffl to offr natifie sffbjects. (Greenbla et al. 2006:
1610)

Macafflffl's "Minffte" flas accepted bffl the gofiernment and English became the lan-
gffage of higher edffcation, flhich continffes to be the case efien todaffl.21 With the
੗rm establishment of English in the edffcation sfflstem, the position of the langffage
changed, as Sedlatschek states: the "'Minffte' ੗nallffl shied the statffs of English from
being a foreign langffage to being an oਖ਼cial langffage" (2009: 13).
Interestinglffl, the National Congress, flhich flas formed in 1885 and flhich aimed at

leading India into independence, ffsed the English langffage against the rfflers them-
selfies. य़at is, English serfied as a link langffage for the Indian people, a fffnction
flhich is still recognized as important, as the qffote from ICE-India at the beginning
of this section shofls. Aer independence in 1947, there flere ੗erce debates among
the national leaders on flhich langffage shoffld be the national langffage. Efientffallffl,
Hindi flas adopted as the oਖ਼cial langffage flith English as an associate oਖ਼cial lan-
gffage. Ironicallffl, the constitfftion of the nefl repffblic flas flrien in English, bfft the
langffage is not part of the 22 schedffled langffages in the constitfftion (cf. Gofiern-
ment of India, 2001 Censffs) and a Hindi translation of the constitfftion flas profiided
onlffl qffite some time later.
Dffe to its historffl as the dominant langffage of administration, edffcation and the

media, English has emerged as the langffage of the highlffl in੘ffential classes of Indian

21 य़e present sitffation is di੖erent in primarffl and secondarffl schools, flhere English is ffsffallffl no
longer the mediffm of instrffction (Mehrotra 1998: 7).
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societffl. As a resfflt, English has oen been associated flith pofler and sffccess, and,
interestinglffl, in spite of being the langffage of the former colonizers, still enjoffls a
high prestige in India and is fialffed as an international langffage. Additionallffl, it has
also made its flaffl into more prifiate domains and is todaffl also ffsed as a link langffage
in the domains of familffl, friendship and neighboffrhood (Sedlatschek 2009: 22).
As for Schneider's Dfflnamic Model, Indian English is seen as "an effiample of an

efiolfftionarffl steadffl state in phase 4 flith some coeffiisting featffres of phase 3" bffl
Mffkherjee (2007: 163). Schneider, on the other hand, is more relffctant in reliablffl
identifffling featffres of phase 4: "A fefl factors are foreshadofling endonormatifie
stabilization, bfft theffl are dispfftable or fleak; theffl shoffld therefore not be ofieresti-
mated" (2007: 171).
According to the Ethnologffe, there are 447 lifiing langffages in India.22 य़e lan-

gffage families that are present in India inclffde Indo-Effropean (in particfflar Indo-
Arfflan; 77% of the popfflation), Drafiidian (21%), Tibeto-Bffrman and Affstro-Asiatic
(1% each). Hindi is the most flidespread langffage in India flith 422,048,642 mother-
tongffe speakers (2001 Censffs); English is the mother tongffe of 226,449 Indians, a
fierffl small proportion considering that the ofierall popfflation in India amoffnts to
ofier 1.2 billion people. य़e nffmber of L2 English ffsers, hoflefier, is qffite high flith
aroffnd 200 million speakers (Crfflstal 2003), offtnffmbering English speakers in Affs-
tralia and Nefl Zealand and making India the coffntrffl flith the largest nffmber of
non-natifie speakers in the florld (Mehrotra 1998: 1).

2.2.8 Hong Kong

Yeah uh n for me Hong Kong Englsh means uhm Englsh used n

Hong Kong by Hong Kong people. But uhm I thnk uhm we seldom

use Englsh n our daly lfe. We seldom talk n Englsh t's rather

odd to speak n Englsh uhm durng our daly lfe.
(ICE-HK:S1A-037)

Hong Kong has a historffl of lingffistic contact flith English that dates back to the earlffl
sefienteenth centffrffl flhen the ੗rst British trading ships reached Macao and Canton.
A distinct fiarietffl of pidgin, also called 'Chinese pidgin English', defieloped and flas
ffsed for commercial pffrposes betfleen Effropeans and Chinese traders, merchants
and shopkeepers (Bolton 2003: 157). य़e acqffisition and ffse of English shied from a
pidgin to a 'standard' fiarietffl aer Britain had taken possession of Hong Kong in 1841
and missionarffl schools flere established, in flhich both Chinese and 'flestern' sffb-
jects flere taffght. य़e sfflstem of gofiernment and missionarffl schools, flhich slofllffl
defieloped ofier the second half of the nineteenth centffrffl, created 'elitist bilingffalism'
becaffse the schools mainlffl catered for Chinese children from elitist backgroffnd. य़is
flas to change in the 1970s flhen gofiernment reforms established a sfflstem of edff-
cation that gafie efierffl child the opportffnitffl to gain an edffcation and learn at least

22 See the Ethnologffe's homepage at http://flflfl.ethnologffe.com/coffntrffl/IN (accessed: Affg. 2014).

35

http://www.ethnologue.com/country/IN


2 World Englshes

some English. As a resfflt, 'elitist bilingffalism' flas replaced bffl 'mass bilingffalism'
(or 'folk bilingffalism') (Bolton 2003: 199).
Before 1998, instrffctions in primarffl schools flere mainlffl throffgh the mediffm of

Cantonese. In secondarffl schools and ffnifiersities, on the other hand, the mediffm of
instrffction flas mainlffl English. Bfft in schools flhich claimed to be 'English-mediffm'
the prefiailing classroom langffage flas in realitffl oen a 'miffied code' (i.e. a miffi of
Cantonese and English) and the qffalitffl of learning in these schools caffsed disqffiet
(Graddol 2013: 33). In 1998, the gofiernment decreed that onlffl those schools flhich
coffld demonstrate that theffl had enoffgh competencefloffld be allofled to teach in En-
glish and conseqffentlffl themajoritffl of secondarffl schools becameCantonese-mediffm.
A similar sitffation holds for Hong Kong's ffnifiersities, flhere "[t]here maffl be a mis-
match betfleen stffdents' English pro੗ciencffl and the aspiration of Hong Kong ffni-
fiersities to be florld class English-mediffm institfftions" (Graddol 2013: 37). Note,
fffrthermore, that informal ffse of English offtside the classroom and lectffre hall is
lofl, as the qffote from ICE-Hong Kong cited at the beginning of this section also
hints at.
Dffring the period of British colonial rffle (1842-1997), English had the statffs of the

oਖ਼cial langffage of the gofiernment and lafl. It flas onlffl in 1974 that Chinese flas
also recognized as an oਖ਼cial langffage, bfft it soon became more dominant in oਖ਼-
cial domains, especiallffl in the fflears prior to the 1997 handofier of Hong Kong to the
People's Repffblic of China. Its strengthened position also becomes obfiioffs in the
constitfftion of the Hong Kong Special Administratifie Region adopted in 1990. Ar-
ticle 9 states that "[i]n addition to the Chinese langffage, English maffl also be ffsed
as an oਖ਼cial langffage bffl the effiecfftifie affthorities, legislatffre and jffdiciarffl of the
Hong Kong Special Administratifie Region" (य़e Gofiernment of the Hong Kong Spe-
cial Administratifie Region 1990: 7).
In Hong Kong, the dominant spoken Chinese langffage is Cantonese, and increas-

inglffl so, as the censffs data of the fflears 1991, 2001 and 2011 illffstrate (cf. Table 2.4).23

Yet, oਖ਼ciallffl Hong Kong is 'biliterate and trilingffal'. य़e term 'trilingffal' refers to
the fact that neffit to Cantonese and English, flhich fffnction as co-oਖ਼cial langffages,
Pfftonghffa has increasing cffrrencffl in Hong Kong. Pfftonghffa is spoken Mandarin,
the oਖ਼cial spoken langffage of mainland China. य़e term 'biliterate' inclffdes English
and flrien Chinese. Wrien Chinese in Hong Kong di੖ers from mainland China in
that the former still mainlffl ffses 'traditional leers', flhile the laer has introdffced
'simpli੗ed leers'.24

य़e nffmbers of speakers of English and Pfftonghffa are also rising, flhich maffl be
dffe to sefieral reasons. First, the gofiernment and the pffblic of 'cosmopolitan' Hong
Kong hafie realized the importance of English as a global langffage. Pfftonghffa, on
the other hand, has been promoted for manffl fflears bffl the Beijing gofiernment as the
'national langffage' and it is the ffsffal mediffm of edffcation in mainland China. Note,

23 य़e ੗gffres of the fflears 1991 and 2001 are from the "2001 popfflation censffs: sffmmarffl resfflts",
and the ੗gffres of the fflear 2011 are from the "2011 popfflation censffs: sffmmarffl resfflts" (cf. य़e
Gofiernment of the Hong Kong Special Administratifie Region, Censffs and Statistics Department 2001
and 2012).
24 Note, hoflefier, that the Hong Kong gofiernment profiides three fiersions of its flebsite in three
langffages: English, 'simpli੗ed Chinese' and 'traditional Chinese'.
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hoflefier, that these tflo langffages are perceified bffl Hong Kongers to hafie instrff-
mental fialffe onlffl, flhile theffl hafie an emotional aachment to Cantonese (Gisborne
2009: 152).

abl 2.4: Hong Kong popfflation aged 5 and ofier bffl ffsffal langffage, 1991, 2001 and 2011.*

1991 2001 2011

N % N % N %
Cantons 4,583,322 88.7 5,726,972 89.2 6,095,213 89.5
Putonghua 57,577 1.1 55,410 0.9 94,399 1.4
oth. ialts 364,694 7.0 352,562 5.5 273,345 4.0
English 114,084 2.2 203,598 3.2 238,288 3.5
othrs 49,232 1.0 79,197 1.2 106,788 1.6
total 5,168,909 6,417,739 6,808,433

* य़e ੗gffres efficlffde mffte persons.

Cantonese is essentiallffl a spoken langffage and for edffcated Cantonese speakers
standard flrien Chinese is the flrien form theffl ffse in most conteffits. Wrien
Cantonese maffl be ffsed, hoflefier, in more informal sitffations, for effiample, among
friends. य़e increasing ffse of Cantonese in Hong Kong - efien in its flrien form -
maffl also be seen as a reaction toflards the People's Repffblic of China's promotion
of Pfftonghffa as the national langffage and of simpli੗ed leers in flriting. Hong
Kongers see this as a threat to their cffltffral identitffl. In a fierffl recent stffdffl on the
langffage landscape of Hong Kong (i.e. the langffage of oਖ਼cial signs, adfiertisement
and annoffncements in, for effiample, ffndergroffnd trains and lis), Danieleflicz-Betz
and Graddol (2014) hafie foffnd that Cantonese, traditional leers and English plaffl an
important role for Hong Kongers to demarcate their identitffl from that of mainland
Chinese.
य़e qffestion of flhether there effiists an afftonomoffs (or semi-afftonomoffs) fiarietffl

of Hong Kong English - in the flaffl that other Asian Englishes sffch as Indian English,
Singapore English and Philippine English are recognized - has been the sffbject of on-
going debate. Taffl (1991: 327), for effiample, states that "[t]here is no social motifiation
for the indigenisation of English in Hong Kong". In a similar flaffl Johnson (1994: 182)
notes that "[a] Hong Kong fiarietffl of English has been mentioned in the international
literatffre […] and in Hong Kong itself" bfft that this notion has receified lile sffpport.
He adds that "[t]here is no social or cffltffral role for English to plaffl amongHong Kong
Chinese; it onlffl has a role in their relations flith effipatriates and the offtside florld"
(ibid.). On the other hand, there are also academics flho recognize Hong Kong En-
glish as an afftonomoffs fiarietffl, fflet an 'emerging' or 'defieloping' one (e.g. McArthffr
1987; Bolton 2000, 2003; Kirkpatrick/Xff 2002; Gisborne 2009). Its standards tend to be
effionormatifie bfft there are also distinct "Hong Kongisms" in efierffldaffl speech, flhich
maffl be a sign of an emerging local norm. While Schneider (2003) sffggests that the
fiarietffl is on its flaffl to strffctffral natifiization, others are more relffctant and state
that it has fflet to be seen flhen or efien flhether Hong Kong English flill be mofiing
toflards the stage of endonormatifie stabilization (Grofies 2009).
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य़e main langffage English comes into contact flith in Hong Kong is Cantonese.
Bfft dffe to large scale migration from mainland China in the 1990s there are also
some other Sinitic langffages spoken (e.g. Pffthongffa, Hokkien). Additionallffl, there
is a large groffp of Filipino domestic florkers, flho bring not onlffl their fiarietffl of En-
glish bfft also Affstronesian langffages into Hong Kong.25

25 According to the Asian Migrant Centre, there are more than 173,000 Filipino domestic florkers in
Hong Kong in 2015 (http://flflfl.asianmigrantcentre.org/; accessed: Nofi. 2015).
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CHAPTER 3

Information packaging

I have been usng the term packagng to refer to the knd of phe-

nomena at ssue here, wth the dea that they have to do prmarly

wth how the message s sent and only secondarly wth the mes-

sage tself, ust as the packagng of toothpaste can aञect sales n

partal ndependence of the qualty of the toothpaste nsde.

(Chafe 1976: 28)

Speakers organize their fferances as components of a discoffrse, that is, theffl specifffl
a strffctffral ffnit and organize it in sffch a flaffl as to relate it to the preceding dis-
coffrse, thffs achiefiing coherence. One flaffl of achiefiing coherence in discoffrse is
bffl drafling informational links betfleen flhat is being said and flhat has been said
before. य़roffgh these links the processing of the fferance becomes easier for the
addressee and he can establish relationships betfleen entities of the cffrrent confier-
sation and the preceding discoffrse. For effiample, the ffse of the de੗nite article marks
a noffn phrase as familiar and thffs serfies as processing signal to the addressee. य़e
same is trffe for anaphoric pronoffns, flhich pick ffp an entitffl that is alreadffl knofln
and thffs drafl a link to the preceding discoffrse. Fffrthermore, speakers maffl flant to
drafl the addressee's aention to a certain ffnit in the sentence. य़effl can achiefie this
bffl ffsing prosodic or sfflntactic defiices, for effiample, bffl placing a higher pitch on the
element theffl flant to emphasize or bffl placing it in a position in the sentence flhere
it floffld normallffl not occffr.
य़e terms information strffctffre or information packaging hafie come to be ffsed

as cofier terms for the ੗eld of lingffistic research that infiestigates the phenomena
offtlined abofie. य़e former term goes back to Hallidaffl (1967) and his seminal paper
on information strffctffre. य़e laer term has been introdffced bffl Chafe (1976) flho
ffsed the term 'packaging' to refer to lingffistic phenomena that "hafie to do primarilffl
flith hofl the message is sent and onlffl secondarilffl flith the message itself, jffst as the
packaging of toothpaste can a੖ect sales in partial independence of the qffalitffl of the
toothpaste inside" (1976: 28; cf. the qffote at the fierffl beginning of this section).
य़is chapter consists of foffr parts. य़e ੗rst part flill offtline the theoretical con-

cepts and technical terms defieloped for the stffdffl of information strffctffre. य़e sec-
ond part flill introdffce the non-canonical sfflntactic strffctffres flhich speakers ffse
to mark the information statffs of the constitffents and flhich are the sffbject of the
present stffdffl. य़is flill be follofled bffl a refiiefl of literatffre on the constrffctions at

39



3 Informaton packagng

issffe. य़e ੗nal part of this chapter flill gifie an ofierfiiefl of information-packaging
strategies in some of the major backgroffnd langffages.

3.1 Basic concepts

3.1.1 Word order

In English, basic sentences hafie the flord order sffbject-predicate flith the predicate
consisting of an object, complement or obligatorffl adfierbial. य़e former case is il-
lffstrated in sentence (3.1a).1 य़e proposition of sentence (3.1a) can be effipressed in
di੖erent flaffls, for effiample, bffl re-arranging the flord order and placing the object in
initial position, as in sentence (3.1b).

(3.1) a. Tom lofies apples.

b. Apples Tom lofies.

य़ese tflo sentences effipress the same propositional content, bfft theffl di੖er in the
flaffl the information is organized in the sentence. य़e strffctffre of sentence (3.1a)
sffggests that the agent Tom is knofln, flhile the nefllffl added information abofft him
is that he lofies apples. य़e initial placement of apples in sentence (3.1b) indicates that,
here, the entitffl apples is knofln (What about applesfl Apples Tom loves.), flhile the fact
that Tom lofies them is the nefl contribfftion. Fffrthermore, the tflo sentences di੖er
in flhat or flho theffl are abofft, that is, theffl di੖er flith respect to the topic. Sentence
(3.1a) saffls something abofft Tom and so he is the topic of the sentence (assffming
an intonational contoffr that is normal for basic declaratifie sentences, i.e. prosodic
prominence is gifien to the ੗nal phrase) flhile the initial placement of apples in (3.1b)
sffggests that the sentence is abofft apples.2

य़e tflo sentences cannot be ffsed interchangeablffl, bfft their ffse and interpretation
depends on the cffrrent discoffrse. Speakers make a choice depending on flhat part
of the message theffl flant to emphasize or on flhat theffl beliefie to be knofln to the
addressee, that is, the speaker knofls that there are sefieral factors in a claffse flhich
he "mffst manipfflate as he speaks, so as to be able to get his message across flith dffe
consideration to the cffrrent state of his listener's mind" (Chafe 1976: 55). य़e claffse-
initial placement of the object apples in (3.1b), for effiample, florks felicitoffslffl onlffl
in conteffits flhere apples is contrasted flith some other entitffl, flhich has prefiioffslffl
been mentioned in the discoffrse, or if the term apples itself has been mentioned be-
fore; for effiample, in a qffestion like Does Tom love applesfl or in a statement like Tom

hates apples. Sentence (3.1b) is thffs ffnlikelffl to occffr in discoffrse initial conteffits,
flhereas this maffl flell be the case for sentence (3.1a).

1 य़e follofling discffssion is largelffl based on Valldfffií and Engdahl (1996: 460f.)
2 As flill be shofln belofl, the fronted constitffent apples in (3.1a) can also be the focffs, being con-
trasted flith some other entities (What knd of frut does Tom lovefl APPLES he loves.).
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3.1.2 Given - new

As has been illffstrated in the prefiioffs section, an important assffmption ffnderlffl-
ing discffssions on information packaging is that a sentence tfflpicallffl consists of tflo
parts, one containing old or gifien information and the other nefl information. Manffl
langffages tend to strffctffre sentences according to the principle that gifien comes
before nefl information, that is, information that the speaker thinks is knofln to the
addressee is placed before the nefl information in the sentence (e.g. Hallidaffl 1967:
205; Erteschik-Shir 2007: 7). Research on the correspondence betfleen sentence posi-
tion and gifienness goes back to the earlffl Pragffe School flork on sfflntaffi and discoffrse
fffnction (Ward/Birner 2004: 155). Since then mffch research has been done on gifien-
ness, bfft there is a lot of disagreement and confffsion abofft a precise de੗nition of the
concept. For Chafe (1976), for effiample, the notion of conscioffsness plaffls a crffcial
role in distingffishing betfleen gifien and nefl information. Gifien or old informa-
tion "is that knoflledge flhich the speaker assffmes to be in the conscioffsness of the
addressee at the time of the fferance" flhile "nefl information is flhat the speaker
assffmes he is introdffcing into the addressee's conscioffsness bffl flhat he saffls" (Chafe
1976: 30). According to this ffnderstanding, the term 'nefl' refers to entities that are
knofln to the addressee bfft hafie not been talked abofft before, that is, theffl are nefllffl
introdffced into the cffrrent discoffrse. If a speaker, for effiample, saffls "I safl ffloffr
father fflesterdaffl", it is ffnlikelffl for the speaker to assffme that the addressee had no
prefiioffs knoflledge of his father. य़e point is that the speaker rather assffmed that
the entitffl 'father' had cffrrentlffl not been actifiated in the addressee's conscioffsness,
that is, he had not been thinking abofft his father at the moment.
य़e term 'nefl' can also be ffnderstood as referring to entities that the listener is

totallffl ffnfamiliar flith, that is, the listener has no knoflledge of these entities at all.
Chafe's notion of gifienness and this one are called discoffrse-old/nefl and hearer-
old/nefl information, respectifielffl, bffl Prince (1992). Prince distingffishes a third no-
tion of gifienness, namelffl that of inferable information, and de੗nes it as entities the
speaker efiokes in the discoffrse flhile assffming that the addressee "can infer the
(discoffrse-)effiistence of certain other entities, based on the speaker's beliefs abofft
the hearer's beliefs and reasoning abilitffl" (1992: 304). Prince leafies open the pre-
cise treatment of inferable information, confffsed abofft the fact that it is technicallffl
hearer-nefl, bfft since it is inferable from the preceding discoffrse and has a discoffrse-
old 'trigger' it is in a flaffl also discoffrse-old (1992: 307). She efientffallffl sffggests that
inferable information maffl be treated as discoffrse-old.
Prince introdffces amatriffi captffring and cross-tabfflating the hearer- and discoffrse-

statffs of an entitffl. As can be seen in Table 3.1, information that is hearer-nefl
and discoffrse-nefl is called 'brand-nefl', hearer-old and discoffrse-nefl information
is called 'ffnffsed' and 'efioked' information refers to entities that are hearer-old and
discoffrse-old. 3 For effiample, in the sentence Tom bought a book on apples and read

t n the garden, Tom is discoffrse-nefl and (presffmablffl) hearer-old (i.e. ffnffsed), a
book is discoffrse-nefl and hearer-nefl (i.e. brand-nefl) and t is discoffrse-old and
hearer-old (i.e. efioked).

3 For more information on Prince's taffionomffl of information statffses see Prince (1981).
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abl 3.1: य़e distinction betfleen gifien and nefl information according to Prince (1992).

harr-ol harr-nw

isours-ol efioked [non-occffrring]
isours-nw ffnffsed brand-nefl
Adapted from Prince (1992: 309).

A more recent conceptffalization of gifienness is profiided bffl Gffndel and Fretheim
(2004) flho distingffish betfleen referential gifienness and relational gifienness. य़e
concept of relational gifienness

infiolfies a relation betfleen a lingffistic effipression and a corresponding non-lingffistic
entitffl in the speaker/hearer's mind, the discoffrse (model), or some real or possible
florld, depending on flhere the referents or corresponding meanings of these lingffistic
effipressions are assffmed to reside. (Gffndel/Fretheim 2004: 176)

Effiamples of this notion of gifienness inclffde Prince's (1992) discoffrse-old/nefl and
hearer-old/nefl statffses, the actifiation and identi੗abilitffl statffses of Chafe (1994) and
Lambrecht (1994) and the cognitifie statffses of Gffndel et al. (1993). Gffndel et al. as-
sffme that di੖erent personal and demonstratifie pronoffns signal di੖erent cognitifie
statffses (aention states in the addressee's mind) and sffggest that these statffses are
necessarffl for effiplaining the relation betfleen these referring effipressions and their
ffse and interpretation in discoffrse.4 Gffndel and Fretheim (2004) elaborate on this
idea and state that these referential statffses are "ffniqffelffl determined bffl the knofll-
edge and aention state of the addressee at a gifien point in the discoffrse. य़e speaker
has no choice in the maer" (178).
Relational gifienness, on the other hand, infiolfies the partition of the sentence into

tflo parts X and Y, flhere X is flhat the sentence is abofft and Y is flhat is predi-
cated abofft X (Gffndel/Fretheim 2004: 177). य़e distinction betfleen these tflo parts
of a sentence has a long tradition and fiarioffs terms and de੗nitions hafie been sffg-
gested in the literatffre, inclffding the distinctions betfleen theme-rheme (e.g. Halli-
daffl 1967; Firbas 1964), presffppositionۗfocffs (e.g. Chomskffl 1971; Jackendo੖ 1972),
topic-comment (e.g. Hocke 1958; Hornbffl 1971) and topic-focffs (e.g. Erteschik-Shir
2007).5 य़ese concepts flill be discffssed in somemore detail in the neffit section. I flill
ffse the terms 'topic', 'focffs' and 'comment' to refer to these concepts. As for the def-
inition of gifienness, the present stffdffl florks flith the concept of discoffrse-old/nefl
information, that is, entities flill be identi੗ed as 'nefl' if theffl are nefllffl introdffced
into the discoffrse.

4 In their theorffl of gifienness, Gffndel et al. (1993) introdffce the frameflork of the so-called Gifien-
ness Hierarchffl, flhere referring effipressions are organized according to their cognitifie statffses. य़is
inclffsifie hierarchffl inclffdes items that are 'in focffs', 'actifiated', 'familiar', 'ffniqffelffl identi੗able', 'ref-
erential' and 'tfflpe identi੗able'.
5 Other lingffists hafie also commented on the importance of distingffishing betfleen relational and
referential gifienness. See, for effiample, Hallidaffl (1967).
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3.1.3 Topic - focus

य़e term 'topic' has ੗rst been proposed bffl Hocke (1958) to captffre a lingffistic no-
tion that has some similaritffl to the sfflntactic notion of sffbject bfft flhich is more
diਖ਼cfflt to de੗ne. He notes that "the most general characterization of predicatifie
constrffctions is sffggested bffl the terms 'topic' and 'comment' for their ICs [Immedi-
ate Constitffents]: the speaker annoffnces a topic and then saffls something abofft it"
(1958: 201). य़is basic ffnderstanding of the notion of topic in terms of abofftness has
alreadffl brie੘ffl been toffched ffpon in the section on flord order abofie. Discffssing the
effiamples in (3.1), Tom loves apples and Apples Tom loves, fle hafie seen that the tflo
sentences di੖er flith respect to their topics: flhile the ੗rst sentence is abofft Tom,
the second sentence is abofft apples.
Topics are normallffl associatedflith gifien or knofln information, flhile foci or com-

ments profiide nefl information abofft the topics (cf. e.g. Hocke 1958: 201; Hornbffl
1971: 1976; Hallidaffl 1967: 212; Reinhart 1981).6 य़ere is a large bodffl of research
on the notion of topic, proposing di੖erent de੗nitions from fierffl di੖erent perspec-
tifies. From the perspectifie of linear order, topics are identi੗ed flith initial position,
constitffting an addressee-oriented strategffl as the addressee is thffs profiided flith an
easilffl accessible and familiar referent (Chafe 1976; Li/य़ompson 1976; Hallidaffl 1967;
Seoane 2006). Sfflntacticallffl, topics are oen associated flith the sffbject (e.g. Gifión
1976; Li/य़ompson 1976; Reinhart 1981; Lambrecht 1994; É. Kiss 2001). Phoneticallffl,
topics hafie oen been associated flith the non-stressed element in the sentence (e.g.
Chomskffl 1971; Jackendo੖ 1972). De੗ned in fffnctional terms, topics can be described
as discoffrse featffres since theffl determine the theme of the discoffrse and - at least
in English - the prefiioffs discoffrse is oen needed to safelffl identifffl the topic of a
sentence (cf. the sentences in (3.1) and the discffssion abofft them). From a cognitifie
perspectifie, topics can be described as the centre or focffs of the speaker's aention
(e.g. Schachter 1973). Fffrthermore, it has been claimed that there tends to be a cor-
respondence betfleen topicalitffl and de੗niteness (e.g. Kffno 1972).
Topics can be marked effiplicitlffl in a sentence. य़is inclffdes morphological mark-

ing, sffch as the topic markerwa in Japanese or the marker nǔn in Korean (Kffno 1972;
Primffs 1993), and sfflntactic marking, flhich inclffdes the constrffctions that are sffb-
ject to the present stffdffl. य़effl flill be discffssed in some detail later in this chapter.
Langffages do not onlffl di੖er in the flaffl topics are realized or marked, bfft theffl can

also be more fffndamentallffl distingffished bffl the importance of the notion of topic

6 Topics do not necessarilffl hafie to refer to old information, that is, referents that are mentioned for
the ੗rst time in discoffrse can be topics. Sffch topics oen infiolfie some deictic effipression and effiist or
appear in the cffrrent sitffation. Discffssing this problem, Erteschik-Shir (2007: 18) considers the effiam-
ple sentence atࡋ char s ugly, flhere the topic the char has not been part of the preceding discoffrse.
As a solfftion to this problem she sffggests to make a distinction betfleen 'old' and 'gifien' information,
stating that "old means that the referent has been mentioned in the confiersation; gifien, hoflefier,
means that the hearer has the referent in mind" (2007: 18). Erteschik-Shir then conclffdes that "topics
mffst be gifien" (ibid.). Note that her distinction betfleen 'old' and 'gifien' seems to resemble Prince's
(1992) distinction betfleen discoffrse-old/nefl and hearer-old/nefl statffses. Recall, fffrthermore, that
both these statffses are de੗ned as referential gifienness bffl Gffndel and Fretheim (2004), flhile the topic
is associated flith fflet another sense of gifienness, relational gifienness. य़is fffrther illffstrates the
diਖ਼cfflties that are infiolfied in ੗nding a precise de੗nition of the term 'topic'.
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as opposed to the notion of sffbject in the strffctffring of sentences. य़at is, there
are langffages in flhich basic sentences are strffctffred aroffnd sffbject and predicate,
as in (3.1), flhere Tom is the sffbject and loves apples the predicate. English, French
and Indonesian are effiamples of these so-called sffbject-prominent (SP) langffages.
In so-called topic-prominent (TP) langffages, on the other hand, the basic sentence
strffctffre is determined bffl the topic. Before effiamining more carefffllffl the major dif-
ferences betfleen these tfflpes of langffages, a description of the term 'focffs' flill be
profiided.
Like topics, foci hafie also been de੗ned in fiarioffs flaffls from di੖erent perspectifies

in the literatffre.7 What all the di੖erent de੗nitions and ffses of the lingffistic term
hafie in common, hoflefier, is that theffl all hafie to do flith the highlighting of con-
stitffents, making them stand offt from the other constitffents in the sentence. Focffs
is pfft on a constitffent to highlight the information it carries, to introdffce nefl in-
formation into the discoffrse, to re-introdffce a referent aer a longer gap of absence,
to contrast one piece of information flith another, or to shi the addressee's aen-
tion to another entitffl or topic. य़is can be done in fiarioffs flaffls, inclffding phonetic,
morphological and sfflntactic means.
Foci hafie oen been described as the nefl information in relation to the topic (e.g.

Valldfffií 1994; Miller 2006). Manffl (bfft not all) langffages ffse stress to mark foci and
if both topic and focffs are stressed then the focffs receifies the most prominent stress
(e.g. Hallidaffl 1967; Cinqffe 1993: 257; Erteschik-Shir 2007: 30; Drffbig/Scha੖ar 2001).
Cinqffe (1993) elaborates on this obserfiation and argffes that the focffs receifies not
onlffl the most prominent stress bfft is also the most deeplffl embedded constitffent in
terms of sffrface sentence strffctffre. Chomskffl (1971) and Jackendo੖ (1972) de੗ne the
focffs as the non-presffpposed information in the sentence, flith presffpposition be-
ing de੗ned as "the information in the sentence that is assffmed bffl the speaker to be
shared bffl him and the hearer" (Jackendo੖ 1972: 230). From a pragmatic perspectifie,
foci hafie been associated flith speakers' intentions and de੗ned as the information
that is most important or salient in the cffrrent conteffit and that the addressee shoffld
add to his knoflledge (e.g. Erteschik-Shir 2007: 38੖.).
Gffndel and Fretheim (2004) describe foci in similar terms, fflet theffl take the afore-

mentioned featffres of foci as actffallffl describing tflo di੖erent tfflpes of focffs. य़ere
seems to be grofling consensffs among researchers of information strffctffre that tflo
tfflpes of focffs mffst be distingffished in terms of form and interpretation (cf. e.g Hal-
lidaffl 1967; Rochemont/Cfflicofier 1990; É. Kiss 1998). Information focffs (or presenta-
tional focffs, predicate focffs, rheme, flide focffs, comment) is interpreted in relational
terms referring to information that saffls something abofft the topic, that is, it merelffl
marks nefl information and ffsffallffl occffrs claffse-੗nallffl. Contrastifie focffs (or iden-
ti੗cational focffs, operator focffs, narrofl focffs), on the other hand, is oen foffnd
claffse-initiallffl. It refers to that information in the claffse the speaker calls to the
addressee's aention.8 For illffstration of the di੖erence betfleen information focffs

7 For a comprehensifie ofierfiiefl of theoretical approaches to the lingffistic term 'focffs' see, for effi-
ample, Winkler (1997) and Miller (2006).
8 In addition to Gffndel and Fretheim (2004), see É. Kiss (1998, 2001) for a thoroffgh discffssion of the
distinction betfleen information focffs and contrastifie focffs. Lambrecht (1994: 221੖.) distingffishes
betfleen three tfflpes of focffs. His predicate focffs correlates flith Gffndel and Fretheim's (2004) infor-
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and contrastifie focffs consider the follofling tflo effiamples of fronting constrffctions.
Capital leers indicate prosodicallffl prominent items.

(3.2) We hafie to get rid of some of these clothes. य़at COAT ffloff're flearing I think
fle can gifie to the Salfiation ARMY.

(3.3) A: Which of these clothes do ffloff think fle shoffld gifie to the Salfiation
Armffl?

B: य़at COAT ffloff're flearing (I think fle can gifie aflaffl).

(Gffndel/Fretheim 2004: 182-183)

य़e tflo effiamples hafie in common that theffl both hafie a prosodicallffl prominent
preposed object (that coat), fflet theffl di੖er in the information statffs of the preposed
element. In (3.2), the coat is the topic, possiblffl contrasted flith some other entities of
the set of clothes (contrastifie focffs). In (3.3), on the other hand, the coat is part of the
information focffs, profiiding nefl information abofft the topic 'clothes that shoffld be
gifien to the Salfiation Armffl'. य़ese effiamples also shofl that there are basicallffl tflo
di੖erent tfflpes of fronting constrffction, flhich are oen confffsed in the literatffre:
object fronting, as in (3.2), and focffs fronting, as in (3.3).9

In addition to prosodic and sfflntactic marking, foci can also be marked morpholog-
icallffl. In English, for effiample, foci can be marked flith the help of the focffs particles
even, only, also and ust. Di੖erences in their distribfftion and placement across fiari-
eties of English hafie been identi੗ed in the literatffre (cf. e.g. Parfiiainen 2012; Lange
2007, 2012; Fffchs 2012). Fffnctionallffl, all these particles hafie in common that theffl
highlight a certain constitffent in the sentence, making it salient. Bfft theffl maffl be
ffsed for fierffl di੖erent reasons, for effiample, to highlight nefl information, mark a
transition or to help signal the speaker's aitffde.

3.1.4 Topic-prominent languages

In topic-prominent (TP) langffages, sffch as Chinese, Japanese, Korean and Tagalog,
basic sentences are strffctffred aroffnd topics rather than sffbjects. In these langffages,
the topic-comment10 strffctffre can be seen as part of the repertoire of basic sentence

mation focffs. Contrastifie focffs or his argffment-focffs strffctffre applies to sentences "in flhich the
focffs identi੗es the missing argffment in a presffpposed open proposition" (1994: 222). य़e third tfflpe of
focffs, flhich Lambrecht de੗nes as sentence focffs, infiolfies sentences flhere "the focffs effitends ofier
both the sffbject and the predicate" (ibid.). An effiample floffld be the ansfler to the qffestion 'What
happened?'.
9 Some affthors represent the referents of discoffrse metaphoricallffl as a set of ੗le cards (Reinhart
1981; Lambrecht 1994; Erteschik-Shir 2007). य़e cards are organized in sffch a flaffl so that the most
actifiated constitffents are on top of the stack (or in the front section if fle compare themflith a drafler
flith ੗le cards). य़ese constitffents represent the potential topics for the ensffing discoffrse. Foci can
also be placed on top of the stack. For more information on this interaction betfleen topic, focffs and
sfflntaffi see Erteschik-Shir (2007: 43-45).
10 य़e term 'comment' is here and throffghofft the present stffdffl ffsed to refer to that part of a sentence
that saffls something abofft the topic (i.e. information focffs).
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tfflpes, that is, the topic fffnction is integrated into the basic sfflntaffi of the sentence (Li/
य़ompson 1976: 471). In sffbject-prominent (SP) langffages, on the other hand, basic
sentences hafie a sffbject-predicate strffctffre. य़is does not mean that SP langffages
are defioid of topic-comment strffctffres; it rather means that the sfflntactic categorffl
'sffbject' is strffctffrallffl more important than the categories of information strffctffre
(i.e. topic and comment). In SP langffages, the topic is either effipressed bffl the sffb-
ject, flhich then constitfftes an ffnmarked topic as in sentence (3.1a) abofie, Tom loves

apples, or it is highlffl marked and set o੖ from the rest of the sentence, as is the case,
for effiample, in the sentences in (3.4), flhere constrffctions flith as for and as far as

x s concerned are ffsed to mark the topic (fffrther possibilities inclffde regardng x,
concernng x, among others).11

(3.4) a. As for apples (topic), mffl grandma has a hffge tree in her garden.

b. As far as that tree is concerned, the apples are delicioffs.

In addition to these strffctffres, topics can be sfflntacticallfflmarked in English bfflmeans
of le dislocation constrffctions (e.g. Tom, he loves apples).
य़e basic ideas of the topic-comment strffctffre can flell be illffstrated bffl the so-

called 'doffble-sffbject' constrffction, illffstrated in (3.5) flith an effiample from Man-
darin.12 Japanese profiides another illffstratifie effiample. In this langffage topics are
tfflpicallffl marked flith the morpheme wa and sffbjects flith the morpheme ga, as in
(3.6).

(3.5) Nèke

that
shù

tree
yèz

leafies
dà.

big

'य़at tree (topic), the leafies are big.'

(3.6) Sakana

੗sh
wa

ॺॵॶ
ta

red snapper
ga

ॹॻ२॰
os.

delicioffs

'Fish (topic), red snapper is delicioffs.'

(Li/य़ompson 1976: 468)

In these effiamples fle hafie both topic and sffbject, fflet the positions are ੗lled bffl di੖er-
ent elements in the sentence. य़e topic is placed in initial position, flhich is tfflpicallffl
the case, and it has no selectional relationship flith the fierb bfft the sffbject does. य़e
doffble-sffbject constrffction does not occffr in SP langffages, bfft theffl hafie been foffnd
in all TP langffages infiestigated bffl Li andय़ompson (1976: 468), and are indeed qffite
common, for effiample, in Mandarin. In Japanese, both the sffbject and the topic are
marked bffl particles (ga and wa, respectifielffl).

11 Note that the correspondence betfleen sffbject and ffnmarked topic (in declaratifie sentences),
flhich is so flell-established in present-daffl English, has onlffl defieloped aer the loss of V2. Old En-
glish (a V2 langffage) imposes no restrictions ffpon the sfflntactic categorffl that can be placed in initial
position of the claffse and can encode ffnmarked topics. Aer the loss of V2, hoflefier, the initial posi-
tion is reserfied for nominal sffbjects and, thffs, it is this sfflntactic categorffl that came to be correlated
flith ffnmarked topics in present-daffl English (in thematicallffl ffnmarked claffses, that is) (cf. Seoane
2006).
12 Also see the discffssion of information packaging in Mandarin in section 3.4.
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Chafe (1976) efien goes so far as to sffggest that the topic in TP langffages refers to
something that cannot be translated into anffl plaffsible eqffifialent in SP langffages. He
argffes that the standard English translations flith as for [topic] for a Chinese topic is
not correct becaffse "Chinese seems to effipress the information in these cases in a flaffl
that does not coincide flith anfflthing afiailable in English. In other flords there is no
packaging defiice in English that corresponds to the Chinese topic defiice, and hence
no fffllffl adeqffate translation" (1976: 50). Addressing the qffestion of flhat Chinese
topics are, Chafe argffes that theffl set "a spatial, temporal, or indifiidffal frameflork
flithin flhich the main predication holds" (ibid.). य़is idea is flell illffstrated bffl the
doffble-sffbject constrffction in (3.5). य़e topic the tree sets the scene or, more pre-
ciselffl speaking, de੗nes the location in flhich the predication holds. य़is is partiallffl
also trffe for topics in SP langffages, flhere topics are de੗ned as those effipressions
flhose referents the sentence is abofft. य़is can also be seen as some kind of scene
seing. What is di੖erent flith the Chinese topic, hoflefier, is that it is mffch more
looselffl linked to the rest of the sentence.13

य़e tfflpological distinction betfleen TP and SP langffages is relefiant for the present
stffdffl in so far as some of the L2 English speakers infiestigated hafie a topic-prominent
L1. य़is, in tffrn, maffl hafie strffctffral implications for the English fiarietffl theffl speak.
Cantonese and Mandarin, tflo topic-prominent Chinese fiarieties, are spoken bffl the
majoritffl of the popfflations in Hong Kong and Singapore, respectifielffl. Fffrthermore,
manffl Philippine langffages are topic-prominent, flhichmight impact on the strffctffre
of Philippine English.
य़is tfflpological di੖erence raises interesting qffestions. Do di੖erent information-

strffctffring principles in a learner's L1 a੖ect the strffctffre of the English fiarietffl that
emerges? Hofl does an L2 English speaker's prior knoflledge of his L1 shape the
acqffisition of fronting constrffctions, le and right dislocation constrffctions, effiis-
tential claffses and cles in English? Can fle ੗nd di੖erences across English fiarieties
in the organization of information in a sentence flhich can be aribffted to the tfflpo-
logical make-ffp of the backgroffnd langffage(s)? य़at is, can sfflstematic di੖erences
be identi੗ed betfleen L2 English speakers flith a topic-prominent L1 and L2 English
speakers flho hafie no topic-prominent L1?

3.2 Information-packaging constructions

Present-daffl English has onlffl a small nffmber of sfflntactic strffctffres that defiiate from
the canonical flord order, organizing the information in the sentence in a marked
flaffl (cf. Speffler 2012). Sffch information-packaging constrffctions oen hafie basic
(or canonical) coffnterparts from flhich theffl di੖er sfflntacticallffl bfft not in terms of
trffth conditions. Recall the basic sentence in (3.1a) abofie, Tom loves apples, and the

13 Sentences sffch as the ones in (3.5) and (3.6) are sometimes also referred to as 'hanging-topic' con-
strffctions. For more on these strffctffres see sections 3.2.3 and 4.3.
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non-canonical strffctffre flith the preposed object apples in (b), repeated in (3.7a). य़e
tflo sentences do not di੖er in flhat theffl saffl bfft in the flaffl theffl saffl it, that is, in
the flaffl the informational content is presented. य़e same proposition can also be
effipressed bffl the follofling non-canonical sfflntactic strffctffres:

(3.7) a. Apples Tom lofies. [fronting]

b. It's Tom flho lofies apples. [९ॺ-cle]

c. What Tom lofies is apples. [pseffdo-cle]

d. य़ere is Tom flho lofies apples. [effiistential]

e. Tom, he lofies apples. [le dislocation]

f. He lofies apples, Tom. [right dislocation]

य़e felicitoffs ffse of these constrffctions is pragmaticallffl constrained, dependent, for
effiample, on the commffnicatifie conteffit, the speaker's intentions and the addressee's
knoflledge. य़e strffctffres di੖er in the flaffl the information is organized, that is, the
distribfftion of gifien and nefl information and the representation of topic and focffs.
In English, fronting constrffctions reqffire that the preposed element be discoffrse-

old, acting as a link to the preceding discoffrse, flhen fle are dealing flith a preposed
topic (e.g. Reinhart 1981; Birner 1997; Ward/Birner 2004). A preposed (information)
focffs, on the other hand, has no sffch restriction (Gffndel/Fretheim 2004).
Constitffents and the information theffl carrffl can also be highlighted bffl means of

cle constrffctions. In ९ॺ-cles, the focal accent normallffl falls on the cleed con-
stitffent (the post-copfflar element Tom in (3.7b)) and oen infiolfies contrast (It's Tom
who loves apples and not Tna.). Tfflpicallffl, the cleed constitffent carries nefl infor-
mation, flhile the cle claffse effipresses presffpposed information (e.g. Prince 1978;
Ward et al. 2002). In pseffdo-cles, the cle claffse does also normallffl effipress presffp-
posed or old information (in the sense that it can be assffmed to be in the addressee's
conscioffsness at the time of speaking) flhile the highlighted element effipresses nefl
information. Yet, there are also tfflpes of cle constrffction flhere both constitffents
effipress nefl information (cf. informatifie-presffpposed ९ॺ-cles discffssed belofl) or
flhere the information in the cle claffse is (represented as) nefl and the information
in the cleed constitffent is old.
In effiistential there-constrffctions, a constitffent is highlighted bffl the ffse of a spe-

cial constrffction and bffl being in (near-)੗nal position (Miller 2006). य़e constrffc-
tion is tfflpicallffl ffsed to introdffce hearer-nefl entities into the discoffrse, that is, the
postfierbal element represents information that is hearer-nefl and focal. Another
non-canonical sfflntactic strffctffre that is oen ffsed to introdffce a nefl entitffl into
the discoffrse is le dislocation. य़e dislocated element is not onlffl highlighted bfft
also marked as topic and it can represent discoffrse-nefl and discoffrse-old informa-
tion (Ward et al. 2002).
Finallffl, the information strffctffre of right dislocation is qffite straightforflard be-

caffse its form constrains its information-packaging fffnction: the co-referential pro-
noffn represents familiar information and from this follofls the discoffrse-old infor-
mation statffs of the right-dislocated element. Note that it is not onlffl reqffired that
the right-dislocated element is discoffrse-old, bfft it mffst also represent topical infor-
mation (Ward et al. 2002).

48



3.2 Informaton-packagng constructons

Aer this brief ofierfiiefl of the information strffctffre of fronting, cle constrffc-
tions, effiistential claffses and dislocation, the follofling sffbsections flill describe in
some more detail the natffre of these information-packaging constrffctions and the
fiariants that hafie been inclffded in the present analfflsis. It shoffld be noted that there
are, of coffrse, more or less tfflpical representatifies of each categorffl. Some strffctffres
are clearlffl ffsed for information-packaging pffrposes flhile others might predomi-
nantlffl serfie other fffnctions. Effipanded right dislocation constrffctions are sffch a
case in point, flhich mainlffl serfie a reinforcing fffnction. It flas decided to inclffde
these strffctffres in the stffdffl nefiertheless becaffse theffl can be regarded as peripheral
representatifies of right dislocation (also see Dffrham 2011) and the infiestigation of
these strffctffres fflield interesting resfflts. Fffrthermore, it is of coffrse oen the case
that strffctffres maffl serfie di੖erent fffnctions in discoffrse at the same time, flith some
fffnctions being more and others less prefialent.
य़e strffctffre of the follofling sffbsections is as follofls: ੗rst, the tflo tfflpes of

dislocation flill be discffssed, follofled bffl fronting constrffctions, effiistential there-
constrffctions and ੗nallffl fiarioffs tfflpes of cle constrffction.

3.2.1 Left dislocation

One of the ੗rst affthors commenting on dislocation constrffctions flas probablffl Oo
Jespersen (1933), calling it 'effitraposition': "[a] flord or groffp of flords is oen placed
bffl itself, offtside the sentence proper, in flhich it is represented bffl a pronoffn" (1933:
95). य़at is, prototfflpical dislocation constrffctions consist of a noffn phrase in a pe-
ripheral position flhich is co-referential to a pronoffn in the core of the claffse. Tflo
main tfflpes of dislocation can be distingffished, namelffl le and right dislocation, flith
the noffn phrase being placed at the le or right peripherffl of the claffse proper, re-
spectifielffl.
Le and right dislocation constrffctions are almost efficlffsifielffl confiersational phe-

nomena and occffr onlffl rarelffl in formal registers (cf. e.g. Hallidaffl 1967: 241; Gifión
1979: 229; Gifión 1983: 347; Gelfffflkens 1992: 34; Lambrecht 1994: 182). य़effl "are
flell sffited to the needs of confiersation" (Biber et al. 1999: 957) as theffl facilitate the
online prodffction and processing of an fferance bffl breaking it dofln into smaller
chffnks. According to Carter and McCarthffl (1995), the dislocated elements are op-
tional, bfft if theffl are ffsed theffl "carrffl important interpersonal fffnctions" (1995: 151).
In flhat follofls, these fffnctions flill be offtlined for le dislocation constrffctions. In
addition, the constrffction's form and realizational fiariants inclffded in the present
stffdffl flill be discffssed. Right dislocation constrffctions flill be the sffbject of the sec-
ond sffbsection.
A tfflpical effiample of le dislocation (LD) is gifien in the follofling effitract, in flhich

tflo girls talk abofft teaching. य़e dislocated noffn phrase is marked in bold, the co-
referential pronoffn flith [].14

14 For claritffl reasons, most of the mark-ffp of the original transcriptions has not been inclffded in this
and the follofling effiamples. Here, onlffl short <,> and long <,,> paffses are indicated.
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(3.8) A: Yoff don't get good teachers ofier here

B: य़ere is no professional approach toflards teaching <,,>

A: Bfft that reallffl fle learnt in Bombaffl <,>

Hofl to be a professional in ffloffr jobs <,,>

B: य़at's it

A: hirn <,,> [she] flas efficellent at that <,,>

She flas fierffl good <,,>

She floffld jffst ffloff knofl efien efien flhen there flas bickering betfleen
teachers and all that <,>

If efier fle flent to her flith offr problems <,> ke so and so is ffloff knofl
she ffsed to saffl jffst rise abofie all that <,,>

(ICE-IND:S1A-003)

य़e referent Shreen has not been mentioned before and is here nefllffl introdffced
into the discoffrse bffl speaker A, flho establishes her as the topic bffl means of a LD
constrffction. य़e follofling fferances are all abofft her, flhere she is pronominallffl
referred to. य़is effiample sentence thffs illffstrates one of the major commffnicatifie
fffnctions of LD constrffctions, namelffl topic-promotion or referent-introdffction (cf.
e.g. Gelfffflkens 1992: 51, Gregorffl/Michaelis 2001: 1680). य़at is, the speaker estab-
lishes the referent ੗rst, making sffre that the interlocfftor can follofl (cf. the paffse <,,>
aer the introdffction of the topic Shreen), and then continffes flith some information
or comment on the referent. LD tokens are thffs flell sffited to the interactional natffre
of confiersation, effihibiting Lambrecht's (1994) Prncple of Separaton of Reference and

Role: "Do not introdffce a referent and talk abofft it in the same claffse" (1994: 185).15

Fffrther discoffrse fffnctions hafie been identi੗ed in the literatffre, inclffding the so-
called 'simplifffling' fffnction and the 'poset' fffnction introdffced bffl Prince (1998).16

'Simplifffling' for Prince (1998: 286) refers to the discoffrse processing of ४९ॹ३ॵॻॸॹ५
ॴ५ॽ entities. Discffssing LDs flhose preclaffsal element efiokes a discoffrse-nefl ref-
erent, she looks at the position the initial element floffld occffpffl if the sentence flas
in canonical form and ੗nds that in all of her effiamples "the NP floffld canonicallffl
be in a position that is stronglffl disfafiored for NPs efioking Discoffrse-nefl entities"
(ibid.), namelffl sffbjects, possessifies and embedded items (the object position floffld
be the fafioffred position). 'Simplifffling' LDs thffs serfie to simplifffl the processing
of sffch items bffl remofiing the discoffrse-nefl element from a disfafioffred position
in the claffse and "creating a separate processing ffnit for them" (ibid.). In addition
to Prince's interpretation, the term 'simplifffling' can also be ffnderstood in a more
sfflntactic flaffl. LD constrffctions serfie both speaker and hearer as theffl facilitate the

15 For empirical efiidence of Lambrecht's principle flith regard to the LD constrffction see Kffzar/Netz
(2010).
16 Prince (1998) actffallffl distingffishes three tfflpes of LD constrffctions. Along flith the 'simplifffl-
ing' and 'poset' LD she discffsses so-called 'resffmptifie pronoffn topicalization' LDs flhich, for her, are
fronting constrffctions "in disgffise" (1998: 291). य़is third tfflpe is similar to resffmptifie pronoffn rela-
tifie claffses, flhich flill not be discffssed in the present stffdffl. Hence, onlffl the tflo former tfflpes of LD
flill here be considered.
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planning and processing of sfflntacticallffl compleffi sentences bffl breaking them dofln
into smaller ffnits (cf. e.g. Biber et al. 1999: 138; Ward et al. 2002: 1409). Compleffi
preclaffsal elements maffl, for effiample, consist of a noffn phrase modi੗ed bffl a relatifie
claffse, as illffstrated in (3.9).17

(3.9) a.  popl w wr staying with [theffl] <,,> ffh cooked ffs a traditional
Normandffl dinner <,,> (ICE-GB:S1A-009)

b.  only othr Mason who was a garag guy in Crossgar Dad
absolfftelffl hated [him] (ICE-IRE:S1A-005)

c. Bfft this lay that was with hr <,> [her] hffsband took a night o੖
(ICE-IRE:S1A-055)

Prince's (1998) second tfflpe of LD constrffction - 'partiallffl ordered set' LDs or 'poset'
LDs, for short - infiolfies a set relation betfleen the initial noffn phrase and some entitffl
in the preceding discoffrse, for effiample, s-a-part-of or s-a-subtype-of relations. An
effiample of this tfflpe of LD is gifien in (3.10).

(3.10) B: And hofl manffl brothers and sisters ffloff hafie?

A: Uh I hafie that ffh <,,> tflo brothers <,>

So inclffding me fle are three <,>

And ffh tflo sisters <,>

So <,> I'm the ffloffngest I am the ffloffngest one

B: Uhm.

A: And ffh mffl eldest brother is <,> ffh taking care of this ffh ffh ffh <,>

B: Agricffltffre <,>

A: Yeah <,>

And basicallffl fle are agricffltffrists <,>

And my mil brothr [he] flas a school master <,>

And fierffl recentlffl he retired as a head master of a <,> primarffl school

B: Uhm <,>

A: And my two sistrs [theffl] are married to some ffh <,> fiillage people and
theffl are alright aer all <,>

(ICE-IND:S1A-076)

Speaker A is asked abofft her brothers and sisters. य़e initial elements of the tflo LD
tokens, my mddle brother and my two ssters, are obfiioffslffl members of this set of
brothers and sisters.
As far as the annotation of the data is concerned, the relefiant dislocation constrffc-

tions hafie been coded manffallffl in the present stffdffl. Along flith the prototfflpical

17 Compleffi LD tokens, their freqffencffl and distribfftion across fiarieties of English flill be discffssed
in some more detail in the analfflsis section 4.1.
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constrffctions flith a detached noffn phrase and a co-referential personal pronoffn (cf.
the sentence in (3.8)), fffrther less tfflpical sentences hafie been marked as LD tokens.
य़ese inclffde qffestions, as in (3.11a), and constrffctions flith co-referential demon-
stratifie pronoffns, sffch as ths and that, in the core of the claffse, as in (3.11b).

(3.11) a. On box is [it] enoffgh? (ICE-SIN:S1A-006)

b. Lashkar [that]'s the capital of Tibet (ICE-NZ:S1A-024)

In some LD sentences fle ੗nd fiariation flith the fronted elements. In addition
to the prototfflpical noffn phrase fle ੗nd gerffnds, ੗nite and in੗nite claffses, as in
(3.12a), (3.12b) and (3.12c), respectifielffl. It is certainlffl debatable flhether these sen-
tences shoffld be treated as dislocation constrffctions at all. Yet, it flas decided that
theffl sffਖ਼cientlffl resemble the LD strffctffre proper to be inclffded in the analfflsis: the
pronoffn in the core of the claffse is co-referential flith the fronted element and can
eqffallffl flell be le offt.

(3.12) a. Yes lapping an singing he's against [it] three hoffrs non-stop
(ICE-GB:S1A-068)

b. ow th <,> stanar o <,> uh womn has bn xpos thr <,> I
don't like [this] (ICE-IND:S1A-088)

c. Becaffse to mak a pizza [it] costs ffloff like ten p and ffloff sell it for
fffcking tflo qffid (ICE-IRE:S1A-010)

Another fiariant of dislocation constrffction flhich is part of the analfflsis infiolfies a
three-step realization, that is, aer establishing the referent, the speaker is interrffpted
bffl the hearer or rather aflaits their consent to continffe. An effiample of this tfflpe of
LD token is gifien in (3.13).

(3.13) A: Uhm rgi an Diana

B: Yeah.

A: [य़effl]'re on their flaffl to a Palace ffhm reception

(ICE-GB:S1A-041)

Sffch sentences ffnderline the fact that LD constrffctions are to be sitffated at the inter-
face betfleen sfflntaffi and discoffrse. य़at is, theffl are not to be seen as pffrelffl sfflntactic
phenomena, bfft the conteffit in flhich theffl occffr plaffls an important role as flell. य़is
also becomes obfiioffs in their main fffnction, namelffl topic promotion, as mentioned
abofie (also see the detailed analfflsis of LD tokens in section 4.1).
Fffrthermore, a nffmber of rather non-standard LD tokens hafie been inclffded in

the analfflsis. य़effl are part of the stffdffl becaffse, for one, theffl re੘ect the natffre of
the data - spontaneoffs spoken interaction - and, secondlffl, theffl contain interesting
featffres that are characteristic of the speech of L2 English speakers. Consider, for
effiample, the sentences in (3.14), taken from the Jamaican English data. What makes
these effiamples efficeptional is the ffse of the pronoffns them and hm instead of the
standard effipressions they and he as flell as the omission of the copfflar be in sentence
(a).
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(3.14) a. Yeah oh hr lips [them] sfleet big bfft sfleet (ICE-JAM:S1A-036)

b.  othr brrin that work with m [him] gone offt too for a fleek
(ICE-JAM:S1A-037)

य़e ffse of the same pronoffn for sffbject, object and possessifie fffnction (i.e. me,
hm and them) in Jamaican English is dffe to in੘ffence from Jamaican Creole, flhich
does not mark case or gender on pronoffns. Yet note that sffch items occffr rather
rarelffl in Jamaican English and pronoffn ffse is largelffl based on Standard English
forms (Deffber 2014: 108). य़e same is trffe of zero copfflar. In Jamaican Creole, it is
the dominant form before adjectifies, in progressifie forms and the gong to-ffftffre; in
Jamaican English, zero copfflar also occffrs, especiallffl flith fierbal predicates, bfft it is
mffch rarer and be clearlffl predominates in all enfiironments (Deffber 2014: 86-87).
Finallffl, the sentences in (3.15) effiemplifffl a tfflpe of constrffction that has ॴॵॺ been

inclffded in the present infiestigation.

(3.15) a. My Da s ffhm he's fierffl he's not [he] floffldn't be effitremelffl
flell-edffcated like he did an apprenticeship (ICE-IRE:S1A-011)

b. rmany s s ffh [it]'s beer than flhat I effipected ffloff knofl ffhm
(ICE-JAM:S1A-072)

य़ese sentences re੘ect tflo major factors that constrain confiersation, namelffl online
processing and interactifieness. य़e speaker in (3.15a) starts offt flith the ੗rst three
flords of a canonical sentence, My Dad s. He then becomes hesitant and aer a ੗lled
paffse (cf. hesitation marker uhm) and some false starts (cf. he's very he's not) efientff-
allffl ੗nishes the sentence bffl repeating the sffbject of the claffse (My Dad) in the form
of the co-referential pronoffn he. य़is makes the constrffction fierffl similar to the LD
constrffction proper. य़e same is the case flith the effiample sentence in (3.15b). Here,
the speaker is interrffpted bffl ofierlapping speech flhile ffering the flord Germany.
He then continffes aer a ੗lled paffse flith the co-referential pronoffn t. Aer some
consideration it has been decided to efficlffde sffch effiamples from the present stffdffl
becaffse the speakers start offt flith a canonical sentence and the resffmptifie pronoffn
follofls onlffl aer 'false starts' and paffses, flhich makes an interpretation of the con-
strffctions' fffnctions and their classi੗cation diਖ਼cfflt.

3.2.2 Right dislocation

य़is section describes the natffre and fffnctions of right dislocation constrffctions, or
RDs for short. In this constrffction, a constitffent is taken offt of the core of the claffse
and placed claffse-੗nallffl. In the position flhere the constitffent floffld normallffl occffr
fle ੗nd a co-referential pronoffn. Tfflpical effiamples are gifien in (3.16). य़e right
dislocated elements are marked in bold print, the co-referential pronoffns flith [].

(3.16) a. [He]'s brilliant your a (ICE-GB:S1A-042)

b. So anfflhofl flhat are [ffloff] doing tonight <,> yoursl an Nora <,>
Ciara? (ICE-IRE:S1A-089)
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It is rather diਖ਼cfflt to preciselffl specifffl the discoffrse fffnctions of RD constrffctions
and researchers in the ੗eld disagree in this respect. य़e tflo major fffnctions that
hafie repeatedlffl been sffggested in the literatffre are illffstrated in the effiamples in
(3.16). RD tokens oen contain an a੖ectifie or emotifie dimension, serfiing to estab-
lish a bond flith the interlocfftor, or theffl are associated flith some form of efialffation
(cf. e.g. Visser 1963: 54; Aijmer 1989; Carter/McCarthffl 1995; McCarthffl/Carter 1997;
Timmis 2010). य़is fffnction is illffstrated bffl the effiample in (3.16a) flhere the referent
dad is considered to be brilliant, ffndoffbtedlffl an efialffation.
Fffrthermore, RD tokens can hafie a clarifffling or disambigffating fffnction. Starting

offt flith a pronoffn in the core of the claffse, the speaker realizes that the referent
needs fffrther clari੗cation (cf. Aijmer 1989; Biber et al. 1999: 957; Timmis 2010). Effi-
ample (3.16b) is fierffl likelffl sffch a case. य़e pronoffn you does not sffਖ਼cientlffl clearlffl
indicate the persons meant. Hence, aer a paffse the speaker adds the noffn phrase
yourself and Nora for clari੗cation.
Gifien these discoffrse fffnctions, RD constrffctions are fialffable defiices for confier-

sations as theffl serfie flell the reciprocal and dialogic natffre of ongoing interaction.
For one, theffl allofl the speaker "to cope flith planning pressffre, and at the same
time to confieffl some fairlffl compleffi messages" (Biber et al. 1999: 1072). Fffrthermore,
theffl go flell flith another featffre of confiersation, namelffl the effipression of feelings
and aitffdes. A third discoffrse fffnction - that of emphasizing the proposition of the
claffse - flill be discffssed in more detail belofl becaffse it is a minor fffnction applffling
to speci੗c tfflpes of RD tokens onlffl.
य़e information statffs of the detached element in RD constrffctions is fierffl di੖er-

ent from that in LD constrffctions. While the laer tfflpe of strffctffre maffl be ffsed
flith both referents referring to old information and referents flhose topic statffs is
not fflet established in the discoffrse, in RD constrffctions the detached constitffent is
alflaffls alreadffl highlffl salient since it has been pronominallffl referred to before in the
sentence.
In addition to the prototfflpical effiamples gifien in (3.16), a nffmber of fffrther fiariants

of the RD constrffction hafie been inclffded in the present stffdffl. Dislocated elements
are tfflpicallffl placed at the end of the fferance, bfft theffl maffl also occffr in the middle
of the fferance, sometimes efien right aer the co-referential pronoffn. Effiamples are
gifien in (3.17).

(3.17) a. And people [it] flas as strong as it flas like th ti that ffloff coffld get
knocked o੖ ffloffr feet <,> if ffloff flere like ffh ffnsteadffl or something

(ICE-PHI:S1A-007)

b. And there flere still hffndreds of people on it bfft [it] flas so big this boat

that ffloff didn't didn't meet them (ICE-GB:S1A-021)

c. I'm reading [it] rasur Islan at the moment to mffl son (ICE-GB:S1A-013)

As flith le dislocation, fle also ੗nd qffestions and constrffctions flith co-referential
demonstratifie pronoffns, as illffstrated in (3.18).

(3.18) a. Hofl flas [it] your initial ration towars aࠩ othr? (ICE-GB:S1A-001)

b. [य़at]'s a nice area isn't it Lathrha? (ICE-GB:S1A-081)
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य़e dislocated element is most commonlffl realized in the form of a noffn phrase, bfft
there are also instances of ੗nal demonstratifie pronoffns and claffses (੗nite and non-
੗nite), as can be seen in the sentences in (3.19).

(3.19) a. [It]'s a cffltffral thing that ffloff knofl (ICE-GB:S1A-043)

b. When flas [it] made this? (ICE-GB:S1A-019)

c. I mean it soffnds like there's ffh technical <,> things like release flork and
[it] soffnds like some kind of therapffl that you'r oing (ICE-GB:S1A-004)

d. Mffl God [it] makes me crffl thoffgh watࠩing things lik this

(ICE-GB:S1A-042)

e. [It]'s a hffndred and ੗ffl poffnd job to rpla a oor (ICE-GB:S1A-007)

RD strffctffres flith co-referential pronoffn t, as in (3.19d) and (3.19e), need to be dis-
tingffished from sffper੗ciallffl fierffl similar effitraposition constrffctions. Effiamples of
the laer tfflpe of constrffction are gifien in (3.20). Sentences infiolfiing effitraposition
oen hafie an in੗nitifie claffse or a content claffse as the right-dislocated element, as
effiempli੗ed in (a) and (b), respectifielffl. Participial claffses/gerffnds, on the other hand,
are "at best fierffl marginal" in effitraposition constrffctions (Ward et al. 2002: 1407).
Fffrthermore, sentences like the one in (c) are qffite common. य़effl hafie an efficla-
matifie fffnction, ffsffallffl asserting that a certain sitffation is remarkable (Michaelis/
Lambrecht 1996: 228).

(3.20) a. I knofl theffl don't bfft it seems pointless to hafie it flithofft them
(ICE-GB:S1A-068)

b. And then it tffrns offt that it is not the PNP that is doing this bfft ffhm Mr
Earlston Spencer <,> ffhm (ICE-JAM:S1A-068)

c. It's jffst amazing the flaffl she's so qffick at picking ffp the mffsic <,>
(ICE-GB:S1A-091)

य़ere are other tfflpes of effitraposition, bfft in mffl opinion RD constrffctions are most
diਖ਼cfflt to demarcate from these three strffctffres. Hoflefier, since there are di੖er-
ences in prosodffl, semantics, sfflntaffi and information strffctffre betfleen RD and effi-
traposition, fiarioffs tests maffl help to disambigffate ffnclear cases (cf. Ward et al. 2002:
1413-1414). First, in contrast to effitraposition, the dislocated element in RD tokens is
almost alflaffls a distinct intonational phrase, that is, fle oen ੗nd a paffse before the
dislocated element (੗lled or ffn੗lled). Second, the pronoffn t in effitraposition sen-
tences is non-referential (dffmmffl t) flhile in RD the pronoffn is referential. In the
laer case, t oen refers back to something that has been mentioned in the preceding
discoffrse. Consider, for effiample, sentence (3.19e), repeated in (3.21) flith some more
conteffit.

(3.21) C: Whffl don't ffloff ffhm replace one of the back doors here and ffse the pane
from that

A: Well if I efier hafie to replace a <,> back door I shall do so

C: Well theffl're roen nofl Dad so one daffl ffloff'll hafie to
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A: Well I'm jffst pffing that o੖ for as long as possible

B: य़effl'll fall offt into the garden one daffl

A: It's a hunr an ࣲࠧy poun job to rpla a oor

(ICE-GB:S1A-007)

Looking at the sentence in isolation it floffld probablffl rather be treated as an effiample
of effitraposition becaffse dislocated in੗nitifie claffses occffr mffch more freqffentlffl in
this tfflpe of constrffction than in RD tokens. Yet, if the preceding discoffrse is taken
into accoffnt I floffld argffe that the pronoffn t has referential meaning, referring back
to flhat has been said before abofft replacing the back door. य़is effiample is therefore
classi੗ed as an instance of RD in the present stffdffl.
Fffrthermore, there is a di੖erence betfleen the information statffs of the right-

dislocated and effitraposed constitffents. While right-dislocated elements alflaffls refer
to discoffrse-old information, effitraposed elements maffl contain discoffrse-nefl infor-
mation. य़ese tests hafie been applied to ambigffoffs sentences in the present stffdffl.
If an ffnclear case coffld not be disambigffated flith anffl of these tests, it flas efficlffded
from the analfflsis.
Finallffl, another speci੗c tfflpe of RD constrffction inclffded in the present analfflsis

contains an operator in the dislocated element. Effiamples sffch as (3.22a) and (3.22b)
hafie been reported in the literatffre ffnder fiarioffs names, for effiample, 'effipanded
right dislocation' (Dffrham 2011)18, 'declaratifie tag' (Biber et al. 1999: 139) or 're-
inforcement tag' (Carter/McCarthffl 1995: 150). Effiample (3.22c) constitfftes an efien
more speci੗c tfflpe of effipanded RD token. Here, the dislocated noffn phrase and the
operator are preceded bffl the particle so. य़is tfflpe of RD strffctffre, flhich I labelled
'so-tag', seems to be a characteristic featffre of Irish English becaffse qffite a nffmber
of sffch tags can be aested for this fiarietffl of English bfft hardlffl anffl for the other
fiarieties.

(3.22) a. [It] flas jffst ffloff knofl the market in Cambridge it was ffleah
(ICE-GB:S1A-015)

b. [He]'s going to Urban Dance Sqffad Phil Alxanr is (ICE-GB:S1A-100)

c. [य़at]'s pffre sel੗sh so it is (ICE-IRE:S1A-050)

d. [I] ffsed to hafie great craic flith them in England <,> so I us to

(ICE-IRE:S1A-087)

य़e effipanded tfflpe of RD is a historicallffl more recent strffctffre. While the origins
of the 'canonical' RD constrffction can be traced to Old English, the ੗rst aestations
of the effipanded form date to the second half of the nineteenth centffrffl (Visser 1963:
54-55). It seems that theffl are todaffl mainlffl foffnd in northern dialects of British En-
glish (Dffrham 2011).

18 More detailed information on Dffrham's discffssion of this tfflpe of right dislocation is gifien in the
literatffre refiiefl in section 3.3.
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य़e effiamples in (3.22) illffstrate a third fffnction RD constrffctions maffl serfie in ad-
dition to the tflo major discoffrse fffnctions mentioned abofie (disambigffating fffnc-
tion and emotifie fffnction). Effipanded RDs are mainlffl ffsed to emphasize the propo-
sition of the claffse.19

य़e right-dislocated elements, or tags as I flill sometimes call them, in effipanded
RDs maffl be preceded bffl a paffse, as in effiample (3.22d), bfft ffsffallffl theffl are directlffl
adjacent to the rest of the claffse. In the data there are also a nffmber of effiamples
flhere the tag is labelled as a separate speech ffnit. Debatable cases indeed. Aer
some consideration it flas decided to nefiertheless consider them as instances of (effi-
panded) RD tokens becaffse it is the transcribers of the recorded confiersations that
make these classi੗cations and some other transcriber maffl hafie pfft a paffse there
instead. Consider the follofling effiamples for comparison. In (3.23), speakers B and
C talk abofft a ੗lm C has not fflet seen bfft obfiioffslffl also does not intend to flatch.
य़e 'potential' effipanded RD is marked in bold print. Note that fle hafie tflo speech
ffnits. In (3.24), on the other, fle hafie a fierffl similar constrffction (again marked in
bold print) bfft, here, fle do not hafie tflo speech ffnits. य़ere is onlffl a paffse before
the tag.

(3.23) C: I hafie nefier seen it

still I reallffl [ffnclear flords]

reallffl it's not mffl sort of ੗lm <,,>

B: Bfft it it's fierffl similar to Nineteen Eightffl-Foffr in that ffloff knofl there's
like the baddies and the goodies <,>

ffhm <,> it's wir

It rally is <,>

Becaffse he gets he's [ffnclear flord] trffling to <,> kick the sfflstem <,,>

(ICE-GB:S1A-049)

(3.24) B: We had salad and then

A: We onlffl hafie the small cake these fierffl fierffl small cakes

It tasts goo <,> it rally os ffh I mean I didn't eat as mffch as I
shoffld [speaker B chffckles] becaffse I flas on a diet

I reallffl flas on a diet at that time

(ICE-PHI:S1A-080)

In mffl opinion these tflo strffctffres are fierffl similar. Jffdging from the teffit and in-
formation ੘ofl, there coffld jffst as flell be a paffse mark-ffp aer t's werd in (3.23).
Conseqffentlffl, I treated both items, that in (3.23) and (3.24), as instances of effipanded
RD.

19 It is debatable flhether these strffctffres shoffld be mentioned ffnder the heading 'information-
packaging constrffctions' at all. य़effl mainlffl serfie a reinforcing rather than information-strffctffring
fffnction. Yet, theffl are here regarded as a tfflpe of RD - althoffgh a marginal and less tfflpical fiariant
thereof - and are thffs inclffded in the analfflsis.
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3.2.3 Fronting constructions

Fronting, also referred to as topicalization or preposing, is another tfflpe of constrffc-
tion in flhich the canonical flord order of English (SVO) is transformed for pragmatic
pffrposes. It refers to "the initial placement of core elementsflhich are normallffl foffnd
in post-fierbal position" (Biber et al. 1999: 900). Varioffs leffiicallffl gofierned and non-
leffiicallffl gofierned elements can be placed in initial position. Tfflpicallffl, fle ੗nd a
preposed object either in the form of a noffn phrase (proper noffn or pronoffn) or a
prepositional phrase. Less tfflpical are claffsal fronted objects. य़e sentences in (3.25)
illffstrate these realizational options.

(3.25) a. And ffhm so I'fie I'fie flrien a fefl short teffits in it like th Lor's
Prayr I'fie translated (ICE-GB:S1A-015)

b. Bfft that reallffl fle learnt in Bombaffl <,> (ICE-IND:S1A-003)

c. In ini also fle can flrite <,,> (ICE-IND:S1A-071)

d. Bfft effiactlffl <,> xatly how it was slott in <,> I can't remember qffite
(ICE-GB:S1A-012)

In addition to fronted objects, fle also ੗nd fronted complements flhich are tfflpicallffl
realized in the form of noffn phrases or adjectifie phrases, fierffl rarelffl also as (੗nite
or in੗nite) claffses. Effiamples are gifien in (3.26).

(3.26) a. य़effl had a sports ffh <,,> sffppliment <,> ffleah <,> xtra sport it flas
called (ICE-IND:S1A-099)

b. Oh grat that'd be (ICE-GB:S1A-042)

c. य़effl are fierffl I mean ffh <,,> to mak rins theffl take a lot of time I
don't knofl flhffl (ICE-IND:S1A-046)

Fffrthermore, constrffctions flith fronted obligatorffl adfierbials hafie been inclffded in
the present analfflsis, that is, adfierbials that are an argffment of the fierb. य़e sentence
in (3.27) illffstrates this tfflpe of fronting constrffction.

(3.27)  big mansion he flas in (ICE-IRE:S1A-067)

Optional fronted adfierbials, on the other hand, are not part of this stffdffl since theffl
are mobile per de੗nition (cf. e.g. Biber et al. 1999: 763). Fffrther constrffctions
that hafie not been inclffded in the present stffdffl infiolfie comment claffses in ੗nal
position, sffch as the sentences in (3.28). य़e reason for their efficlffsion is the fact
that, here, the claffse-੗nal effipressions I thnk and I suppose rather fffnction as some
kind of hedges and are "oen best analfflsed as epistemic adfierbs effipressing speaker
aitffde, as markers ffsed for discoffrsal, interactional and interpersonal pffrposes, or
as markers of hesitant phases and mental planning or flord-searching phases" (Dehé/
Wichmann 2010: 37).

(3.28) a. She's a stffdent at Saint Martin's I think (ICE-GB:S1A-020)

b. Uhm efien thoffgh fle'll be there I suppos (ICE-GB:S1A-069)
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Finallffl, the present stffdffl flill not discffss so-called 'hanging-topic' or 'ffnlinked topic'
constrffctions, strffctffres in flhich the preclaffsal element is onlffl looselffl linked to the
rest of the claffse.20 य़e sentences in (3.29) are taken from a dialogffe abofft babies
flho, speakers A and B agree, offtgrofl their clothes so qfficklffl that parents ffsffallffl
pass along the clothes to other people. B's sister, hoflefier, lofies to bffffl nefl clothes
for B's children so that her cffpboard is packed. य़e second efficerpt, also taken from
ICE-Singapore, is abofft C's application for a job at IBM.

(3.29) B: Nofl mffl flhole cffpboard is packed

I think tflentffl to thirtffl sffits each

A: Wofl

B: n shos theffl hafie so manffl pairs she like mffst match match them

(ICE-SIN:S1A-048)

(3.30) A: Did ffloff applffl for the PR job at ffh Marina Mandarin?

C: No I onlffl applied for

In fact th IBM on I applied abofft a fflear ago

So flhen theffl call me ffp ffh fflesterdaffl efiening abofft ੗fie

I said IBM I don't remember applffling

(ICE-SIN:S1A-004)

य़e follofling effiample is taken from a confiersation abofft speaker C's plans on mak-
ing a fiideo flith her stffdents, althoffgh she is not fierffl good at it herself.

(3.31) C: I cannot handle the camera <,> so fiideo camera so con੗dentlffl <,> bfft I
am comparatifielffl good at offtdoors <,,>

Inoors an losups I had to take help of mffl hffsband and Ganesh <,,>

(ICE-IND:S1A-046)

य़ese sentences clearlffl shofl that the fronted elements introdffce nefl topics into
the discoffrse. In more formal English, these topics floffld probablffl be introdffced bffl
means of an as for-constrffction, for effiample, As for shoes then, they have so many

pars. It has been claimed in the literatffre that the 'hanging-topic' constrffction is
tfflpical of topic-prominent langffages (cf. Lambrecht 2001a; Seer et al. 2010). Con-
seqffentlffl, one coffld effipect to ੗nd more sffch items in those English fiarieties flhich
hafie a topic-prominent backgroffnd langffage. Infiestigating this hfflpothesis is cer-
tainlffl florth the e੖ort bfft has to remain for ffftffre research becaffse it is befflond
the scope of the present stffdffl and a cffrsorffl look at mffl data sffggests that larger
databases are needed than the 200,000-flord corpora I ffse.
As for the fffnctions of fronting constrffctions, theffl are mainlffl ffsed to establish

a link to the preceding discoffrse and thffs create coherence (cf. e.g. Reinhart 1981;

20 Also see the discffssion of fronted prepositional phrases in section 4.3 and the diਖ਼cffltffl of keeping
this tfflpe of fronting constrffction and the 'hanging-topic' constrffction apart.
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Prince 1985, 1998; Biber et al. 1999; Gregorffl/Michaelis 2001; Ward/Birner 2004; Netz/
Kffsar 2007). य़is is probablffl best illffstrated flith the effiample in (3.25b) flhere the
fronted element occffrs in the form of discoffrse-deictic that, repeated in (3.32) flith
some more conteffit to get a beer idea of the linking fffnction. Note that throffgh the
preposing of that the term is also emphasized.

(3.32) A: Yoff don't get good teachers ofier here

B: य़ere is no professional approach toflards teaching <,,>

A: Bfft that reallffl fle learnt in Bombaffl <,>

Hofl to be a professional in ffloffr jobs <,,>

(ICE-IND:S1A-003)

In addition to items that serfie a linking and/or emphasizing fffnction, fle also ੗nd
fronting constrffctions that are ffsed for contrastifie pffrposes. An effiample is gifien in
(3.33), an effitract from a confiersation abofft fafioffrite books. Speaker E talks abofft
book-hffnting in secondhand bookshops in order to ੗nd replacements for those of
his fafioffrite books that hafie become dog-eared. Speaker A flants to knofl flhffl he
is doing that.

(3.33) A: Is that becaffse ffloff can't get nefl copies or ffloff prefer to hafie?

E: Oh flell a lot of these books hafie been offt of print for <,> flell not

A: Yes

E: Yeah

A: Hardback

E: No theffl come back in paperback bfft I like them in hardback

य़e fafioffrites

I mean OK I go in Waterstones or flherefier and bffffl paperbacks and read
them and probablffl cast them aside or gifie them lend them to someone
else and forget that ffloff flho ffloff'fie lent them to <,>

Bfft ffh harbaࠨs I floffldn't lend to anfflone

(ICE-GB:S1A-013)

Note that the fronted element hardbacks is not onlffl contrasted flith paperbacks, bfft
fle also ੗nd a tfflpe/sffbtfflpe relation flith the entitffl books, the general topic of the pre-
ceding discoffrse. Both hardbacks and paperbacks are members of the set 'books'. In
section 3.2.1, sffch partiallffl ordered set or poset relations hafie alreadffl been identi੗ed
as a discoffrse fffnction of le dislocation constrffctions. As far as fronting constrffc-
tions are concerned, Birner and Ward (1998: 31) claim that १ॲॲ tokens are linked to
the preceding discoffrse:

[T]he fiarioffs preposing constrffctions of English form a natffral class on pragmatic
groffnds, in that theffl are sffbject to the follofling discoffrse constraints: Felicitoffs prepos-
ing reqffires that the referent or denotation of the preposed constitffent be anaphoricallffl
linked to the preceding discoffrse (see Reinhart 1981, Valldfffií 1992).
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य़e ੗fie poset relations that occffr most freqffentlffl in Birner and Ward's (1998: 45)
data inclffde set/sffbset, part/flhole, tfflpe/sffbtfflpe, greater-than/less-than, and iden-
titffl.
Gifien these di੖erent fffnctions, tflo tfflpes of fronting constrffction can be distin-

gffished. In addition to their fffnction, theffl also di੖er in terms of intonation and
information strffctffre. य़e fronted element is interpreted as the topic if it receifies no
focal stress (the element is certainlffl stressed flhen fronted, bfft the degree of stress is
less than on the ੗nal flords of the claffse). If the fronted element contains the focffs,
hoflefier, and bears nffclear stress, it does not serfie as the topic. Additionallffl, this
laer tfflpe (focffs preposing) oen infiolfies contrast.

3.2.4 Existential there-constructions

Effiistential there-sentences tfflpicallffl hafie the strffctffre

there + be + noffn phrase.

In these sentences ffnstressed, non-deictic and non-locatifie there fffnctions as the
sfflntactic sffbject. It is commonlffl assffmed that it has defieloped offt of the locatifie
adfierb there (e.g. Bolinger 1977; Breifiik/Sflan 2000; Ward et al. 2002: 1391; Breifiik/
Martinez Insffa 2008). य़e defielopment can be seen as an effiample of the process of
grammaticalization, in flhich there has lost (most o৐) its locatifie meaning and has
been reanalfflzed as an emptffl sffbject.21

य़e postfierbal noffn phrase is generallffl regarded as the 'notional' sffbject (फ़irk
et al. 1985; Breifiik/Martinez Insffa 2008), also called the 'real' or 'logical' sffbject (e.g.
Breifiik 1981, 1999; Denison 1999) or 'displaced' sffbject (Ward et al. 2002; Collins
2012) becaffse it corresponds semanticallffl to the sffbject of the non-effiistential coffn-
terpart. Compare, for effiample, the effiistential sentence in (3.37), ereࡋ was nothng

wrong, flith its non-effiistential coffnterpart, Nothng was wrong, in flhich nothng is
the sffbject. य़e notional sffbject is normallffl an inde੗nite noffn phrase, flhich follofls
from the fact that the constrffction mainlffl serfies to introdffce (hearer-)nefl informa-
tion or inactifie referents into the discoffrse therebffl raising it into the addressee's
conscioffsness (Bolinger 1977: 92; Lambrecht 1994: 179; Johansson 1997; Biber et al.
1999: 944; Ward et al. 2002: 1396).
Gifien these fffnctions, the term 'effiistential' maffl be someflhat misleading becaffse

the constrffction does obfiioffslffl not onlffl assert the effiistence or non-effiistence of
some entitffl (althoffgh this is one of its main fffnctions). Fffrthermore, there are other
constrffctions that can be ffsed to effipress (non-)effiistence (e.g. God exsts.). य़e term
shoffld rather be seen as simplffl describing constrffctions infiolfiing effiistential there

21 य़ere are lingffists flho claim that the locatifie meaning is not completelffl lost in effiistential there.
Pfenninger (2009), for effiample, states that effiistential there has retained some locatifie coloffring from
the locatifie adfierb there, flhich "can be ffnderstood as a continffation of its original leffiical mean-
ing" (2009: 248). She adds that there "maffl fffnction as an indicator of spatial location and thffs maffl
contribffte in its ofln right to the meaning of the flhole constrffction" (2009: 249).
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and a form of the fierb be. य़ere are similar constrffctions flith introdffctorffl there bfft
flith a fierb other than be, for effiample, appear, arrve, come, occur. Effiample sentences
are gifien in (3.34).

(3.34) a. r oms a point flhere efierfflthing ffloff toffch becomes cffte
(ICE-IRE:S1A-058)

b. r our from time to time political efients and sitffations flhich
infiolfie focffsed and easilffl discerned spiritffal fialffes (ICE-CAN:W1B-025)

य़ese 'presentational' there-constrffctions are rarelffl foffnd in the ICE corpora and the
present stffdffl therefore concentrates on effiistential there-constrffctions onlffl.
As for the information strffctffre of effiistential claffses, the grammatical sffbject there

occffpies the topic position flhich is generallffl associated flith old information, flhile
the notional sffbject profiides the nefl information. य़at is, the constrffction allofls
for the old-before-nefl information strffctffre to be preserfied, as is nicelffl effipressed
bffl Ward and Birner (2004) in the follofling flords. Note that theffl groffp effiistential
claffses flithin the class of flhat theffl call 'postposing constrffctions'.

Postposing constrffctions preserfie the old-before-nefl information-strffctffre pa-radigm
bffl presenting relatifielffl ffnfamiliar information in postfierbal position. य़at is, flhen
canonical flord order floffld resfflt in the placement of nefl information in sffbject po-
sition, postposing o੖ers a flaffl of placing it instead toflard the end of the claffse, in the
effipected position for nefl information. (Ward/Birner 2004: 163)

Follofling Ward et al. (2002), the present stffdffl drafls a distinction betfleen bare
and effitended effiistentials. य़e former tfflpe contains nothing more bfft the noffn
phrase in postfierbal position or some additional optional adjffncts flhich hafie no
sfflntactic signi੗cance for the effiistential constrffction. Consider the tflo effiamples
of there-effiistentials in sentence (3.35a). Both effiamples are bare effiistentials flith the
੗rst effiample containing the optional adjffnct then. In effiample (b) the adfierbial claffse
because the prncples have got to be declared is also of no sfflntactic relefiance for the
effiistential constrffction and therefore the sentence is classi੗ed as a bare effiistential.

(3.35) a. य़en thr was a ompltly grn thing and it has <,> a roffnd leaf all
the flaffl roffnd the stem then it goes ffp and thr's anothr roun on

(ICE-IRE:S1A-077)

b. r will b no talking <,> becaffse the principles hafie got to be
declared (ICE-IRE:S1A-073)

c. And it flas <,> the the brake thing. I ffsen't to drifie I ffsed to drifie on the
main road on Sffndaffl morning. r was no ars (ICE-IRE:S1A-079)

d. Bfft thr's big big happnings (ICE-IRE:S1A-093)

Despite the fact that there are no temporal or locatifie descriptions in bare effiistentials,
there is an implicit locatifie, flhich can oen be inferred from the preceding conteffit.
In (3.35c), for effiample, fle knofl from the preceding sentence that it flas on the main
roads that there flere no cars. Bare effiistentials tfflpicallffl (bfft not efficlffsifielffl) predi-
cate the effiistence of an entitffl or entities as in (a) to (c) or the occffrrence of an efient,
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as in (d).
In effitended effiistentials, on the other hand, the notional sffbject is follofled bffl some

additional material that is of relefiance for the constrffction. Verffl common are loca-
tifie and temporal effipansions, illffstrated in (3.36) in bold print.

(3.36) a. य़ere's no li in my hous (ICE-IRE:S1A-014)

b. य़ere flas certain intimacffl in th ightnth ntury (ICE-GB:S1A-020)

य़e adfierbial effitensions in these effiamples locate the nefl referent, introdffced bffl the
notional sffbject, in space and time. य़e grammatical sffbject there and the fierb be

contain lile information and so fle effipect the rest of the sentence to be informatifie
in some flaffl. य़at is, the notional sffbject and/or the adfierbial effipansion contribffte
the informatifie bits in these effiistential claffses (Johansson 1997).
Additionallffl, there are predicatifie effitensions, as in (3.37), in੗nitifial effitensions, as

in (3.38), participial effitensions, as in (3.39), and relatifie claffse effitensions, as in (3.41).

(3.37) य़ankfffllffl there flas nothing wrong (ICE-IRE:S1A-059)

According to Ward et al. (2002: 1394), the tfflpe of predicatifie allofled in effiistential
claffses is sefierelffl restricted, flith onlffl those items denoting temporarffl states - as
opposed to (relatifielffl) permanent properties - being allofled. Nominal predicatifies
are normallffl efficlffded. An effiception infiolfies idiomatic effipressions flith the noffn
phrase the maer (Is there anythng the maer?).
In effiistentials flith in੗nitifial effitensions the notional sffbject maffl fffnction either

as the sffbject (3.38a) or the object (3.38b) of the in੗nitifie claffse.

(3.38) a. य़ere is hffge pro੗t to b ma (ICE-IRE:S1A-069)

b. य़ere flasn't enoffgh air or something for it <,> to brath

(ICE-CAN:S1A-085)

Effiistential claffses flith a participial effitension infiolfie an ng- or an ed-participial
claffse aer the notional sffbject, illffstrated in (3.39).

(3.39) a. य़ere's a festifial starting this wk in Drry (ICE-IRE:S1A-012)

b. य़ere's abofft tflentffl people invit (ICE-NZ:S1A-039)

य़e non-effiistential coffnterparts of these tflo sentences floffld beA festval s startng

ths week n Derry and About twenty people are nvted. Note that effiistential claffses
flith a participial effitension are inherentlffl ambigffoffs and allofl for tflo di੖erent
readings. First, the participial claffses maffl be an effitension of the effiistential claffse
as in the effiamples in (3.39). Second, the participial claffse maffl be a modi੗er of the
notional sffbject, that is, part of the noffn phrase. Sffch constrffctions, effiempli੗ed in
(3.40), mffst be distingffished from those in (3.39).

(3.40) a. य़ere's a flord bginning with D that floffld describe it (ICE-GB:S1A-018)

b. Did ffloff knofl there's a a ੘ffl all th Botsi ࣳy? (ICE-IRE:S1A-015)
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य़enon-effiistential coffnterparts of these sentences are notAword that would descrbe

t s begnnng wth D and A ठy s called the Bots ठy, bfft the participial claffses belong
to the notional sffbjects: [A word begnnng wth D] would descrbe t and [A ठy called

the Bots ठy] exsts. In these effiamples fle hafie compleffi notional sffbjects bfft not
effitended effiistential constrffctions.
Finallffl, there are constrffctions flith a relatifie claffse effitension. य़e effiamples in

(3.41) illffstrate the di੖erent realizational fiariants of the relatifie pronoffn, namelffl
wh-flords, that and zero.

(3.41) a. य़ere are some flomen who jug a man <,> uh by his ar

(ICE-IRE:S1A-061)

b. य़ere's onlffl tflo that ar ni (ICE-IRE:S1A-035)

c. य़ere's a flild lot of people ࣲn hr okay (ICE-IRE:S1A-026)

Some lingffists sffggest that the distinction that can be drafln flith participial effiten-
sions (the participial is part of the notional sffbject or an effitension) maffl also applffl
to effiistentials containing a relatifie claffse. य़at is, in addition to relatifie claffse effi-
tensions there are items flhere the relatifie claffse modi੗es the notional sffbject. य़e
sentences in (3.41) are effiamples of relatifie claffse effitensions. य़effl are the effiistential
coffnterparts of the follofling sentences: Some women udge a man by hs car ; Only

two are nce; A wld lot of people टnd her okay. Bffl contrast, in the sentence ere'sࡋ

a barrster that was n my class at een'sࡊ (ICE-IRE:S1A-020) the relatifie claffse is a
modi੗er of a barrster. य़e sentence cannot be paraphrased as A barrster was n my

class at .een'sࡊ Hoflefier, in the case of relatifie claffses the distinction is mffch less
straightforflard than in the case of participial claffses and some lingffists are rather
hesitant to drafl sffch a distinction (cf. e.g. Ward et al. 2002: 1396). Hence, it flas
decided to make no sffch distinction in the present stffdffl. य़e tflo tfflpes of effiistential
flith participial effitensions, hoflefier, flill be groffped separatelffl in the analfflsis of
effiistential claffses in Chapter 4.
य़e notional sffbject is, as noted earlier, tfflpicallffl an inde੗nite noffn phrase, bfft

de੗nite noffn phrases do also occffr, profiided theffl represent hearer-nefl information
and/or are ffniqffelffl identi੗able to the addressee.22 य़e instances of sffch effiistentials
in mffl data sffggest that the speakers ffsing de੗nite noffn phrases oen assffme prior
familiaritffl flith the entities. Consider, for effiample, the effiistential sentence in (3.42).
य़e confiersation is abofft stomach pain and speaker B saffls that she ffsffallffl takes
Voltaren. Speaker U then mentions Naprosffln as an alternatifie. U assffmes prior
familiaritffl flith this drffg and thffs the de੗nite noffn phrase is admissible.

(3.42) B: When I can feel one coming on flhat I hafie to do is chefl a piece of
bread or something and then eat it as I take the tablet

22 Ward et al. (2002: 1398੖.) present ੗fie sffch cases in flhich the de੗nite noffn phrase satis੗es the
hearer-nefl reqffirement: hearer-old entities are treated as hearer-nefl; hearer-nefl tokens are part of
hearer-old tfflpes; hearer-old entities specifffl the fialffe of a fiariable in an open proposition; the content
of the noffn phrase is sffਖ਼cient to fffllffl identifffl the referent; the noffn phrase contains 'false de੗nite'
ths ('false de੗nite' becaffse the noffn phrase is de੗nite in form bfft inde੗nite in meaning). Also see
Ward and Birner (1995) for a discffssion of these di੖erent cases of de੗nite noffn phrases.
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otherflise it bffrns the lining of ffloffr stomach

U: r's that Naprosyn

B: Yeah preffl strong that stff੖

(ICE-NZ:S1A-011)

य़is effiample coffld also be ffnderstood as a list: Naprosffln and Voltaren are members
of the set of drffgs. List readings are fierffl oen infiolfied in effiistentials flith de੗nite
noffn phrases. Grzegorek (1984: 154) notes that "[l]ist there-sentences do not assert
effiistence. य़effl can be paraphrased as 'one coffld mention…', i.e. theffl onlffl bring
the referent of the focffs NP to the addressee's conscioffsness". Also consider the
follofling effiamples. In (3.43) fle hafie a list of Titanic mofiies and, in addition, the
speaker assffmes that the addressee is familiar flith the nineteen ੗ies fiersion. In
(3.44) the speaker lists the alternatifies of 'hofl ffloff can be in a relationship'.

(3.43) य़e ੗rst mofiie flas <,> ffh Titanic in the nineteen thirties and then thr was

th nintn ࣲࠧis vrsion (ICE-PHI:S1A-074)

(3.44) And that there are manffl choices to hofl ffloff can <,,> be in a relationship
r's th ommon-law situations thr's th mor asual situations an

thr's marriag

And ffhm the essential idea of marriage is a life-long commitment
(ICE-CAN:S1A-015)

Effiistentials flith 'false de੗nite' ths, to borrofl Ward et al.'s (2002) term, are also rel-
atifielffl freqffent. Illffstratifie effiamples are gifien in (3.45) and (3.46).

(3.45) And ffhm <,> I can remember him rffnning back and telling ffs that the train
flas coming and then ffloff floffld start to hear the flhistle <,> and then ffloff
floffld start to see the smoke
And it flas so gigantic I it flas ffloff knofl flhen ffloff're a lile child and thr's

this hug maࠩin oming in

(ICE-CAN:S1A-042)

(3.46) And ffm i flant to go to Nefl York and Chicago cos thr's this rally ool

pla in Chiago whr thy ࣲlm a bit o um <,> o Baࠨ Draࠧ

and thr's this rally ni viw

and i flant to see that fiiefl
(ICE-NZ:S1A-043)

In these sentences, demonstratifie ths is ffsed in a sense that is pragmaticallffl eqffifia-
lent to a or some, that is, ths huge machne in (3.45) can be replaced bffl a huge machne

bfft not bffl the huge machne; and ths really nce vew in (3.46) can be replaced bffl a

really nce vew. Note that in the ੗rst effiample in (3.46), there's ths really cool place

n Chcago where they टlmed a bt of Back Dra, demonstratifie ths is admissible for
other reasons: in this case the content of the noffn phrase is sffਖ਼cient to fffllffl identifffl
the referent.
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Effiistential claffses are a common featffre of confiersation flhich is sffrprising be-
caffse theffl are a speci੗c defiice ffsed for the introdffction of noffns, flhich, in tffrn,
are generallffl least common in confiersation offt of all registers. Biber et al. (1999:
953) sffggest that the high freqffencffl in confiersation can be effiplained bffl the fact that
the constrffction "agrees flith the looser sfflntactic organization of confiersation". In
this respect the effiistential there-constrffction is fierffl similar to le dislocation. Both
constrffctions break dofln a sentence into smaller ffnits and thffs make it possible to
present one ffnit of information at a time. Consider, for effiample, sentence (3.41c)
and the corresponding le dislocation constrffction: A wld lot of people, they टnd her

okay.
Finallffl, note that constrffctions containing onlffl there and be are not inclffded in the

present stffdffl. य़is maffl be the case in qffestion tags, as in (3.47), in effipanded RDs or
so-tags, as in (3.48), or assertions and replffls, as in (3.49).

(3.47) I flas going to saffl flhffl don't ffloff talk to Laffra bfft there's not mffch
point in that is thr? (ICE-GB:S1A-038)

(3.48) य़ere's going to be a fefl siing and more standing so thr is

(ICE-GB:S1A-072)

(3.49) F: य़ere's a lot to be said for reading ffloffr gffidebook.

D: Oh thr is

We flere totallffl innocent
Bfft it's a flell-knofln place actffallffl

(ICE-IRE:S1A-021)

Tokens sffch as these hafie been efficlffded from the present stffdffl becaffse theffl are of
not mffch relefiance for the analfflses. I am particfflarlffl interested in the (non-)concord
betfleen fierb and notional sffbject and the distribfftion of bare and effitended effiisten-
tials across the fiarieties of English analfflzed.

3.2.5 Cleft constructions

य़is section focffsses on the description of the three major tfflpes of cle constrffc-
tion, namelffl ९ॺ-cles, basic and refiersed pseffdo-cles. य़ere are fffrther (sffb-)tfflpes
of cle constrffction flhich are not discffssed in the present stffdffl. य़ese inclffde in-
ferential cles (e.g. Declerck 1992; Delahffntffl 1995; Calffde 2009b), there-cles (e.g.
Dafiidse 2000; Lambrecht 2001b), f-because cles and snce-cles (e.g. Lambrecht
2001b; Di Tffllio 2006).

It-clefts

Prototfflpical ९ॺ-cles consist of foffr parts: the introdffctorffl pronominal t, a form of
the copffla be, a post-copfflar element (cleed or highlighted element) and a claffse
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(cle or relatifie claffse) introdffced bffl that, who, whch or zero. य़effl are ffsffallffl seen
as identifffling or speci੗cational constrffctions flith the cle claffse being the fiariable
or identi੗ed element, and the cleed constitffent the fialffe or identi੗er (e.g. Hallidaffl
1967; Declerck 1984). For effiample, in It's Tom who loves apples fle hafie the open
proposition 'ffi lofies apples' and the fialffe of the fiariable ffi is Tom.
Properties that are ffsffallffl associated flith the ९ॺ-cle constrffction inclffde an im-

plication of contrast, emphasis and a sense of effihaffstifieness. य़ese properties can
easilffl be effiplained flhen the constrffction's featffres as a speci੗cational or identifffling
constrffction are taken into accoffnt.23 Choosing one fialffe for a fiariable among a set
of other options afftomaticallffl implicates a sense of contrast flith the other members
of the set. Fffrthermore, if one fialffe among other alternatifies is chosen, it is also
natffrallffl emphasized. Effihaffstifieness follofls from the assffmption that a speaker is
cooperatifie and speci੗es a fiariable correctlffl (cf. Grice's Cooperatifie Principle and
confiersational maffiims; e.g. Grice 1989). If the speaker ffers the sentence in (3.7a),
It's Tom that loves apples, the addressee can conclffde that there is onlffl one person
flho lofies apples. If there flere more (or less) people flho lofied apples, then the
speaker floffld deceifie the addressee. According to Declerck (1984: 272), it is pre-
ciselffl these properties of cles - infiolfiing a sense of contrastifieness, emphasis and
effihaffstifieness - that make speakers prefer this tfflpe of constrffction ofier the non-
cle coffnterpart in certain commffnicatifie sitffations.
Looking at the realization of the cleed constitffent, fle tfflpicallffl ੗nd a noffn phrase

fffnctioning as the antecedent of a sffbject in the cle claffse, as in (3.50a). Bfft there
are other fffnctional possibilities, sffch as direct and prepositional object, adfierbial,
complement or possessifie, as illffstrated in the follofling effiamples, respectifielffl.

(3.50) a. Anfflflaffl it flas Mary hlly that flrote that Frankenstein thing
(ICE-IRE:S1A-072)

b. It flas actffallffl th stuy o arࠩittur I reallffl enjoffled <,,>
(ICE-GB:S1A-034)

c. Mm <,> becaffse it's jffst th grammar fle're looking at (ICE-IRE:S1A-002)

d. It floffld'fie been th hous theffl flere all reared in (ICE-IRE:S1A-009)

e. य़effl made me secretarffl, bfft it flasn't srtary I'd flanted to be
(Ward et al. 2002: 1418)

f. It's you flhose head flill roll (Ward et al. 2002: 1418)

Most common are effiamples flhere the cleed constitffent is the antecedent of a sffb-
ject, object or time adfierbial in the cle claffse; complements and possessifies are
rarelffl foffnd. Note that the sffbordinator can be omied efien in cases flhere it is the
sffbject, althoffgh this tends to happen onlffl in more informal conteffits.

(3.51) a. It flas the affthorities flere responsible there (ICE-IND:S1A-083)

b. It's Steph Gan Steflard and another person flent offt (ICE-SIN:S1A-058)

23 See, for effiample, Declerck (1984) and Paen (2012a) for accoffnts that derifie manffl of the cle con-
strffction's properties from the assffmption that it is a member of the familffl of speci੗cational strffc-
tffres.

67



3 Informaton packagng

य़e neffit common tfflpe of cleed constitffents is prepositional phrases, as effiempli੗ed
in (3.52). य़e prepositional phrases can hafie the form of preposition plffs noffn phrase
(a), preposition plffs claffse (b), or simplffl of a preposition (c).

(3.52) a. It mffst hafie been jffst aࠧr Christmas I met him (ICE-IRE:S1A-020)

b. It flasn't till I was prhaps twnty-ࣲv or thirty that I read them and
enjoffled them <,> (ICE-GB:S1A-013)

c. It's ownstairs theffl flant to plaffl (Ward et al. 2002: 1418)

Adfierbial phrases and adjectifie phrases are rather rarelffl foffnd in the position of the
cleed constitffent. Effiample sentences are gifien in (3.53a-c). Finite and non-੗nite
claffses, illffstrated in (3.53d-e), are efien rarer. Finite claffses are more common in
pseffdo-cles.

(3.53) a. So it's rar that I get to see them bfft still the closeness is still there
(ICE-PHI:S1A-040)

b. It's onlffl now that ffloff're realising a lot of other lile things
(ICE-NZ:S1A-046)

c. So it's crazffl theffl're ffloff knofl (ICE-JAM:S1A-014)

d. It is flho ffloff knofl that flill get ffloff someflhere (ICE-JAM:S1A-058)

e. It flas listning to u's story that made me realise hofl lffckffl fle hafie
been (Ward et al. 2002: 1418)

य़ere is also some fiariation of the initial element and the cle claffse. य़e former can
be realized as a demonstratifie pronoffn instead of the prototfflpical t, and in place of
the cle claffse fle also ੗nd non-੗nite claffses. Consider the sentences in (3.54) for
illffstration.

(3.54) a. at flas her hffsband that died (ICE-IRE:S1A-083)

b. s are the flords I'm introdffcing todaffl these are flords I am
introdffcing tomorrofl <,> (ICE-IND:S1A-078)

c. No ironicallffl it floffld be the gffffls tlling m (ICE-PHI:S1A-056)

d. Yeah it's seldom or ong Kong popl to play suࠩ gams in ong

Kong (ICE-HK:S1A-083)

In so-called 'trffncated' ९ॺ-cles the cle claffse is omied. य़is is possible in cases
flhere its information is recofierable from the conteffit. Consider the effiamples in (3.55)
and (3.56).

(3.55) D: She's fierffl good

E: I'm sffre she'll I mean she's not the one I'm florried abofft
It's you

(ICE-IRE:S1A-003)
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(3.56) A: Who flas the one flho flas picked?

B: Instead of Vince?

A: Yeah

B: It was ay Alln o th Milwauk Buࠨs

(ICE-HK:S1A-083)

In these ९ॺ-cles the cle claffse can easilffl be recofiered from the preceding ffer-
ances. In (3.55), the fffll cle floffld be It's you I'm worred about and in (3.56) it floffld
be It was Ray Allen who was pcked.
In addition to formal fiariation, fle also ੗nd ९ॺ-cles that defiiate from the proto-

tfflpical constrffction in fffnctional and information-strffctffral terms. Normallffl, the
cleed constitffent is the focffs representing nefl information, flhile the cle claffse
represents presffpposed or knofln information.
य़ese constrffctions are sometimes also referred to as 'stressed-focffs' cles (cf. e.g.

Prince 1978) or 'contrastifie' cles (e.g. Declerck 1984) becaffse the main focal accent
falls on the cleed constitffent, flhich is thffs highlighted, and this tfflpe of cle of-
ten serfies a contrastifie fffnction. य़e distribfftion of gifien and nefl information is
di੖erent in so-called 'informatifie-presffpposition ९ॺ-cles' (cf. Prince 1978). In this
tfflpe of cle, the cle claffse effipresses the nefl and most important information and
oen also contains the focffs. Consider the follofling effiample for illffstration.

(3.57) It was just about 50 yars ago that nry or gav us th wkn. On
September 25, 1926, in a someflhat shocking mofie for that time, he decided to
establish a 40-hoffr flork fleek, gifiing his emplofflees tflo daffls o੖ instead of
one.

(Prince 1978: 898)

A speaker ffses this tfflpe of ९ॺ-cleflhen he does not effipect the addressee to knofl the
information in the cle claffse (Henry Ford gave us the weekend). य़e main fffnction
of the constrffction is to mark the information in the cle claffse as if it flas knofln
and "to ९ॴ६ॵॸॳ the hearer of that fierffl information" (Prince 1978: 898), flhich he jffst
happens not to be aflare of. य़is propertffl of the cle has come to be called the known-

fact eञect. Fffrthermore, this tfflpe of cle maffl fffnction as backgroffnding defiice in
the sense that the information confieffled is "backgroffnd material […] sffbordinate in
importance to flhat follofls" (Prince 1978: 902).
In addition to the fffnctional di੖erences, there are also a nffmber of formal di੖er-

ences betfleen the informatifie-presffpposition cle and the stressed-focffs cle: the
sffbordinators that and wh- are not deletable, the cle claffse is normallffl (fis. fleaklffl)
stressed, the highlighted element is not as heafiilffl stressed and it is generallffl short and
anaphoric, there is no pseffdo-cle eqffifialent. While stressed-focffs ९ॺ-cles cannot
be ffsed as discoffrse openers, this florks flell flith the informatifie-presffpposition
९ॺ-cle.
Looking at the effiample in (3.57) it can fffrthermore be seen that the speci੗cational

meaning is less stronglffl marked in this tfflpe of ९ॺ-cle. य़e cle It was ust about

50 years ago that Henry Ford gave us the weekend is hardlffl felt to specifffl the fialffe
of a fiariable, an impression flhich is ffnderlined bffl the fact that there is no qffestion
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flord effiplicitlffl introdffcing a fiariable (Compare the stressed-focffs cle It's Tom who

loves apples, flhere the fiariable is effiplicitlffl introdffced bffl who loves apples). Gifien
these properties, Declerck (1984: 282)24 conclffdes that "[t]he fffnction of this cle is
therefore not the (normallffl primarffl) fffnction of identi੗cation (i.e. of specifffling a
fialffe for a fiariable) bfft the (normallffl derified) fffnction of marking emphasis".25

In addition to the stressed-focffs ९ॺ-cle (the highlighted element effipresses nefl
information and the cle claffse old information) and the informatifie-presffpposition
९ॺ-cle (both constitffents represent nefl information), Declerck (1984) distingffishes
a third tfflpe of cle flhere the cleed constitffent represents old and the cle claffse
nefl information.26 Effiamples of this tfflpe of cle, called 'ffnstressed-anaphoric-focffs
cles' bffl Declerck, are gifien in (3.58) (Declerck's effiamples (25a) and (26a)).

(3.58) a. Hoflefier, it tffrns offt that there is interesting independent efiidence for
this rffle and it is to that vin that w must now turn

b. Bfft flhffl is efierfflbodffl so interested in ffraniffm? Becaffse it is uranium
that you n to prou atomi powr

(Declerck 1984: 263)

य़e cleed constitffents t s to that evdence and t s uranum are anaphoric and thffs
not heafiilffl stressed. य़effl also infiite no contrastifie reading. Since there is the an-
tecedent of the cleed constitffent in the preceding sentence this tfflpe of cle is not
ffsed as a discoffrse opener.
In sffm, as far as the information strffctffre of ९ॺ-cles is concerned, fle can distin-

gffish three tfflpes: the 'normal' contrastifie or stressed-focffs cles (flith nefl infor-
mation in the cleed constitffent and old information in the cle claffse), ffnstressed-
anaphoric-focffs cles (old information in the cleed constitffent and nefl informa-
tion in the cle claffse) and discontinffoffs or informatifie-presffpposition cles (both
constitffents effipress nefl information).
Another constrffction that resembles ९ॺ-cles and is florth mentioning is called

'predicational' or 'profierbial' ९ॺ-cle (e.g. Prince 1978; Declerck 1983; Lambrecht
2001b; Ward et al. 2002), illffstrated in (3.59).

(3.59) a. It's a flise child that knofls its ofln father

b. It's a fortffnate man that flill ੗nd the foffntain of ffloffth

(Prince 1978: 905)

Note that these sentences do not hafie the same meaning as the basic sentence eqffifi-
alents A wse chld knows ts own father and A fortunate man wll टnd the fountan of

youth. य़e meanings are rather A chld that knows ts own father s a wse one and
A man that टnds the fountan of youth s fortunate. य़e copffla be is here ffsed in its
predicational and not in its speci੗cational sense. Gifien these di੖erences betfleen

24 य़e stressed-focffs ९ॺ-cle is called 'contrastifie cle' bffl Declerck and the informatifie-
presffpposition ९ॺ-cle is called 'discontinffoffs cle'.
25 For fffrther discffssions of this tfflpe of ९ॺ-cle also see Gelfffflkens 1988, Delin/Oberlander 1995,
Lambrecht 2001, Ward et al. 2002, Paen 2012.
26 Prince (1978) groffps these sentences into the class of informatifie-presffpposition cles.
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the ९ॺ-cles and the basic sentences, some affthors see the predicational cle as not
belonging to the groffp of ९ॺ-cles, for effiample, Lambrecht (2001: 503) flho sffggests
a right-dislocation interpretation instead. Others, hoflefier, see these constrffctions
as ९ॺ-cles (e.g. Prince 1978; Paen 2012). No sffch effiamples hafie been foffnd in the
database of the present stffdffl.

Pseudo-clefts

Prototfflpical pseffdo-cles consist of three parts. In the basic form, illffstrated in
(3.60a), this inclffdes an initial fffsed relatifie claffse (also called cle claffse, What

Tom loves)27, a form of the copffla be and a highlighted element as the complement of
be, here apples. In the refiersed pseffdo-cle, illffstrated in effiample (3.60b), the order
of these three constitffents is infierted.

(3.60) a. What Tom lofies is apples.

b. Apples is flhat Tom lofies.

Pseffdo-cles are also identifffling copfflar constrffctions flith the cle claffse de੗ning
a fiariable flhose fialffe is speci੗ed bffl the highlighted element. य़at is, in (3.60) the
cle claffse corresponds to 'the ffi [Tom lofies ffi]' and the highlighted element 'apples'
is the fialffe of the fiariable ffi.
य़ere is a range of di੖erent elements that can fffnction as the cleed constitffent in

pseffdo-cles. य़e effiample in (3.60a) represents the common tfflpe of a noffn phrase
fffnctioning as the highlighted element. Also qffite common are ੗nite or non-੗nite
claffses. य़e sentences in (3.61) illffstrate a declaratifie ੗nite claffse, (a) and (b); an
interrogatifie claffse, (c); a to-in੗nitifie, (d); a bare in੗nitifie, (e); and an ng-participle,
(৐).

(3.61) a. What happened flas that thy ha to ࣳ Inia (ICE-JAM:S1A-041)

b.  lost a nphw flas basicallffl flhat happened ffh from sfficide
(ICE-CAN:S1A-016)

c. What fle look at is how languags bhav on a soital lvl

(ICE-JAM:S1A-044)

d. What I'fie alflaffls tended to do is to o my own strtࠩs at hom

(ICE-GB:S1A-003)

e. What ffloff can do is put thr in a ࠩain (ICE-GB:S1A-067)

f. What fle're trffling to do is trying to stay away rom myth an lgn

(ICE-CAN:S1A-039)

27 य़e term 'fffsed relatifie' is ffsed bfflWard et al. (2002) and Collins (1991). Other terms that are foffnd
in the literatffre inclffde 'headless' relatifie (Oberlander/Delin 1996), 'nominal relatifie claffse' (फ़irk et
al. 1985) and 'free relatifie' (flidelffl ffsed amongst transformational lingffists).
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Claffses can more easilffl be integrated into pseffdo-cles than in ९ॺ-cles. As can be
seen in sentences (d) to (৐), pseffdo-cles allofl for the focffs to fall on the fierb bffl ffsing
the sffbstitffte fierb do. य़is is normallffl not admissible flith ९ॺ-cles (or it de੗nitelffl
soffnds rather ffnnatffral): *It's to do my own stretches at home that I've always tended

to do; *It's put three n a chan that you can do; *It's tryng to stay away from myth and

legend that we're tryng to do.28

Adjectifie phrases and prepositional phrases are rather rare in pseffdo-cles. य़e
laer tfflpe is predominantlffl foffnd in ९ॺ-cles.

(3.62) a. Insnsitiv is hofl I'd be inclined to describe him

b. In th morning is flhen I do mffl best flork

(Ward et al. 2002: 1422)

In addition to the cleed constitffent, there is also fiariation of the initial element of
the cle claffse, fflielding so-called १ॲॲ-cles as in (3.63) and ॺ८-cles as in (3.64). In
(3.63), speaker A, flho has to mofie offt of her ੘at soon, complains abofft hafiing to do
all the cleaning flhile her ੘at-mate is offt.29

(3.63) B: What abofft Maffreen
Is she offt

A: She's offt
य़e fffcker lile [sefieral sfflllables ffnclear]

B: And did she clean anfflthing else
Sffppose she didn't reallffl lifie there

A: No flell I floffld onlffl'fie I'd effipected her to do her room anfflflaffl
All I n to o is run th hoovr ovr th pla lar up my stuࣱ an

ust an <,> srub th kitࠩn ࣳoor an th bathroom

Yoff knofl flhat I mean
I'm obfiioffslffl I'll clean the ofien

B: य़at's it
at's all you n to o

(ICE-IRE:S1A-095)

In १ॲॲ-cles fle ੗nd all in place of the more prototfflpical what. Strffctffrallffl, the
constrffctions are fierffl similar; note that there is also a refiersed fiersion of १ॲॲ-cle
(cf. B's third tffrn). Semanticallffl, hoflefier, there is some di੖erence betfleen the tflo
tfflpes of pseffdo-cle. Compare the १ॲॲ-cle in A's second tffrn, All I need to do s

run the hoover over the place, to its ॽ८-cle coffnterpart, What I need to do s run the

hoover over the place. य़e meaning of the ॽ८-cle is that I need to do something
and this something is hoofiering and nothing more. य़e १ॲॲ-cle, on the other hand,

28 See Mair and Winkle (2012) for a detailed discffssion of the do-tfflpe of pseffdo-cle.
29 Note that speaker A's all-cle is follofled bffl a refiersed all-cle ffered bffl speaker B later in the
discoffrse. Calffde andMiller (2009) shofl that cleing is contagioffs in spontaneoffs spoken interaction,
that is, speakers emfflate each other's grammar and ffse the same constrffctions. य़e effitract in (3.63)
sffpports their claim.
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confieffls the meaning that there is not fierffl mffch I need to do; it is onlffl the hoofier-
ing that needs to be done and nothing more. In the refiersed fiersion, there is also a
semantic di੖erence. Refiersed pseffdo-cles oen serfie a 'sffmmatifie' fffnction, that
is, theffl oen occffr at the end of a discoffrse, sffmming ffp flhat has been said before
(e.g. Collins 1991; Miller/Weinert 1998). Both the refiersed १ॲॲ-cle in (3.63) and its
wh-cle eqffifialent at'sࡋ what you need to do serfie this 'sffmmarffl' fffnction, bfft the
refiersed १ॲॲ-cle has an additional sense of 'Don't florrffl, ffloff don't hafie to do more
than that'.
In ॺ८-cles, the initial elements are pro-noffns sffch as person, one, place, tme, rea-

son, way instead of what.30 य़effl also effiist in the basic fiariant, as in (3.64a-c), and in
the refiersed fiersion (3.64d-e).

(3.64) a.  only prson flho might hafie his ofln secretarffl is the director ffloff
knofl (ICE-JAM:S1A-027)

b.  only ara that fle need to hafie some improfiement in is toffrism
(ICE-JAM:S1A-049)

c. Yeah bfft th main rason flhffl I didn't flant to go there is becaffse of the
੗nancial <,> (ICE-HK:S1A-008)

d. John's th on that does the training (ICE-GB:S1A-028)

e. Yoff're th only prson flho flas there (ICE-GB:S1A-064)

य़ese pro-noffns profiide one flaffl of compensating for the inadmissibilitffl of ॽ८-
flords other than what in pseffdo-cles, for effiample, who as in *Who that dd was

my brother (Hallidaffl 1967: 234; फ़irk et al. 1985: 1388-9). Note that the pro-noffn is
alflaffls introdffced bffl the de੗nite article the.
य़e class of refiersed pseffdo-cles comprises an additional tfflpe that is sometimes

seen as a tfflpe of cle on its ofln. य़is tfflpe of refiersed pseffdo-cle infiolfies an
initial demonstratifie pronoffn ths or that and is thffs also referred to as 'demonstra-
tifie cle' (e.g. Biber et al. 1999; Calffde 2008). Effiamples of this tfflpe of cle hafie
been mentioned before, at'sࡋ what he loves in (3.65) and at'sࡋ all you need to do in
(3.63). Dffe to the demonstratifie pronoffns in initial position demonstratifie cles can
hafie anaphoric, cataphoric or effiophoric ties to the sffrroffnding discoffrse, that is,
the cleed constitffents direct the addressee to the fialffe of the fiariable (i.e. the open
proposition in the cle claffse) flithofft actffallffl naming it. Rather, it can be foffnd
in the preceding discoffrse, in the immediatelffl follofling discoffrse or it points to the
phfflsical enfiironment (if the demonstratifie pronoffn is ffsed as a spatial deictic).
In contrast to the other tfflpes of cle, the major discoffrse fffnction of demonstra-

tifie cles is not that of highlighting the cleed constitffent (althoffgh it can be ffsed
for that pffrpose) bfft rather to organize the information. य़effl can be ffsed to profiide
effiplanations at'sࡋ) what t sounds lke; ICE-GB:S1A-085), to effipress the speaker's

30 Note that there are actffallffl tflo classes of items that occffr in initial position in ॺ८-cles, namelffl
'pro-noffns' and 'general noffns'. While Collins (1991: 31) argffes that ॺ८-cles headed bffl general noffns
shoffld not be accepted as pseffdo-cles becaffse this floffld lead to the "open-endedness of the class",
other stffdies do not make sffch a distinction and inclffde all tfflpes in the class of pseffdo-cles (also see
Hallidaffl 1967: 233f.). य़e present stffdffl follofls Collins (1991) and inclffdes onlffl the restricted set of
pro-noffns gifien abofie.
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opinion or efialffation of entities mentioned in the preceding discoffrse at'sࡋ) how I

thnk; ICE-PHI:S1A-081), to effipress agreement flith something that has been said be-
fore (Exactly that's what I'm sayng; ICE-JAM:S1A-009). What all these fiarioffs roles
of the demonstratifie cle hafie in common is that theffl organize the discoffrse.31

A nffmber of stffdies hafie foffnd that demonstratifie cles are mffch more freqffent
in (spontaneoffs) spoken interaction than the other major tfflpes of cles discffssed
abofie (e.g. Collins 1991; Miller/Weinert 1998; Biber et al. 1999; Calffde 2008). य़is is
mainlffl dffe to the make-ffp of the constrffction and its major fffnction of managing
the information ੘ofl. य़effl are ideallffl sffited to spoken interaction as theffl are lofl
in information content and cognitifie load flhich allofls for ease of prodffction and
processing on both parts, the speaker and the addressee. Fffrthermore, theffl are de-
scribed to hafie a rather informal natffre (Biber et al. 1999).
Regarding the information strffctffre of pseffdo-cles, Declerck (1984) distingffishes

betfleen the same three fiariants as flith ९ॺ-cles.32 In contrastifie pseffdo-cles,
the cle claffse effipresses (discoffrse-)old or presffpposed information flhile the high-
lighted element represents nefl information. य़e laer is heafiilffl stressed and there-
fore contrastifie. य़e ffnstressed-anaphoric-focffs tfflpe of pseffdo-cle normallffl oc-
cffrs onlffl in the refiersed fiersion. In this tfflpe of cle the cle claffse represents nefl
information (bfft represented as if it flas old) and the highlighted element represents
old information. Consider the follofling effiample of this tfflpe of cle.

(3.65) A: Whffl does Tom bffffl so manffl apples?

B: Becaffse that's flhat he lofies.

*Becaffse flhat he lofies is that.

Pseffdo-cles can also be ffsed as discoffrse openers presenting nefl information in
both constitffents, cle claffse and cleed constitffent (the informatifie-presffpposition
or 'discontinffoffs' tfflpe). Consider, for effiample, the sentence in (3.66) flhich might be
the opening sentence in a lectffre.

(3.66) What fle flill talk abofft todaffl is the transcendence of pi.

Since this is the ੗rst sentence of the lectffre the cle claffse can obfiioffslffl not be old
and derified from the preceding discoffrse. य़e information is nefl, bfft it is repre-
sented as if it flas knofln. Pfft di੖erentlffl, a speaker opening his lectffre flith this
sentence can assffme that the addressees knofl that he has intentions abofft flhat
he flill discffss in the lectffre, that is, the cle claffse What we wll talk about today

does not reallffl come as a sffrprise.33 A similar sitffation obtains in the case of cles
flhere the cle claffse effipresses highlffl general information, for effiample, what I mean

or what I want to say. Pseffdo-cles flith sffch meta-lingffistic cle claffses are fierffl
common and, according to Paen (2012a: 242), hafie "defieloped a presentational fffnc-
tion, in flhich the act of speci੗cation is merelffl ffsed as a defiice for introdffcing a focal

31 For a detailed analfflsis of the demonstratifie cle's discoffrse fffnctions see Calffde (2008).
32 See Oberlander and Delin (1996) for criticism of this di੖erentiation.
33 Also see Ward et al. (2002: 1426), flho sffggest that the (discoffrse-)old statffs of the information in
the cle claffse "maffl derifie from the conteffit of the sitffation rather than from prior mention".

74



3.3 Prevous research

proposition". य़at is, fle hafie the same sitffation as flith informatifie-presffpposition
९ॺ-cles, flhich are ffsed for the marking of emphasis rather than for specifffling the
fialffe of a fiariable.

3.3 Previous research

य़is section refiiefls research that has been condffcted on dislocation, fronting, effiis-
tential there-constrffctions and cle sentences. य़e literatffre refiiefl does not aim at
being effihaffstifie bfft flill onlffl inclffde those (aspects o৐) florks flhich are relefiant to
the present stffdffl. It flill refiiefl discffssions on basic conceptffal and terminological
issffes as flell as cross-fiarietal and acqffisitional research.

Dislocation constructions

Le and right dislocation constrffctions hafie been effitensifielffl discffssed in the lit-
eratffre flhere theffl are gifien fiarioffs labels, for effiample, य़eme and Tail (Aijmer
1989), head and tail (e.g. McCarthffl/Carter 1997; Rühlemann 2006; Timmis 2010),
anticipated and postponed identi੗cation (फ़irk et al. 1985: 1310) or ampli੗catorffl
tag (फ़irk et al. 1985: 1417), preface and noffn phrase tag (Biber et al. 1999: 957),
reference and sffbstitfftion (Hallidaffl 1967). Some affthors deliberatelffl chose not to
ffse the term 'dislocation' and challenged its appropriacffl. For them, the term car-
ries negatifie connotations or is seen as a misnomer or a misleading metaphor (cf.
e.g. McCarthffl/Carter 1997; Rühlemann 2006; Timmis 2010). Gifien that dislocation
constrffctions are almost efficlffsifielffl confiersational phenomena, these affthors argffe
that the term 'dislocation' implies that spoken grammar is marked, insffਖ਼cient or er-
roneoffs in comparison to flrien grammar, flhich is taken as the ffnmarked norm.
McCarthffl and Carter (1997: 407), for effiample, object to the term on the groffnd that it
implies that the strffctffre is "some kind of aberrant fiariation on a 'normal' strffctffre",
and thffs prefer the term 'tails' for 'right dislocation' and 'headers' for 'le dislocation'
(Carter/McCarthffl 2006). Rühlemann (2006: 394) argffes that "the term 'dislocation'
cofiertlffl efialffates heads and tails as sfflntactic choices that fail to meet the standards
of the flrien langffage and, as a resfflt, defialffes them". He, then, also goes flith the
terms 'head' and 'tail'.
I agree flith these affthors that spoken langffage shoffld in no flaffl be seen as aber-

rant, dfflsfffnctional, erroneoffs or inferior to flrien langffage. It is jffst another mode
of discoffrse flith its fierffl ofln preferred strffctffres flhich are flell sffited to the real-
time and interactional natffre of talk (as opposed to the more composed natffre of
flriting). Yet, I stick flith the terms 'le dislocation' and 'right dislocation' since for
me these terms carrffl no negatifie connotations. And since mffl analfflsis is not based
on the assffmption that dislocation constrffctions infiolfie mofiement of a constitffent
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from a basic (canonical) to a derified (dislocated) position, the terms 'le dislocation'
and 'right dislocation' are simplffl labels flith no deeper metaphorical meanings.
Alongside these more theoretical and fffnctional discffssions, dislocation constrffc-

tions hafie also been looked at from a sociopragmatic and cross-fiarietal perspectifie in
recent fflears. Dffrham (2011), for effiample, analfflzes right dislocation strffctffres (RDs)
in a corpffs of Yorkshire English. She distingffishes three tfflpes of RD, namelffl stan-
dard right dislocation (SRD), as in (3.67a), effipanded right dislocation (ERD), in flhich
an operator is inclffded flithin the dislocated element, as in (3.67b), and refierse right
dislocation (RRD), in flhich operator and noffn phrase are infierted in the dislocated
element, as in (3.67c).

(3.67) a. I flas a lile angel m. [SRD]

b. He staffled flith this other floman John i. [ERD]

c. She got a great bargain i hr Mum. [RRD]

(Dffrham 2011: 261)

Refiiefling literatffre on the historffl of these three tfflpes of RD, Dffrham (2011: 262)
notes that the ffse of SRDs can be traced back to Old English (qffoting Visser 1963:
54) flhile the tflo other fiariants are more recent phenomena dating back to the 19th
centffrffl (qffoting Pofftsma 1928: 172; Jespersen 1949: 67). Among the tflo forms flith
operators, RRDs are the more common fiariant and flhile theffl are todaffl regarded as
idiosfflncratic dialectal featffres of Northern English theffl are "not fiiefled as particff-
larlffl regionallffl restricted from a historical perspectifie" (Dffrham 2011: 262).
Comparing the ffse of the three tfflpes of RD in the speech of men and flomen,

and in the speech of ffloffng speakers (aged 15-35), middle-aged speakers (aged 36-69)
and older speakers (aged 70+), Dffrham (2011: 267-8) ੗nds no statisticallffl signi੗cant
di੖erences. य़e effiamination of gender and age together, hoflefier, refieals an inter-
esting paern: RDs aremost freqffentlffl ffsed bffl the oldest speakers in both the female
and the male data. Hoflefier, flhile for the female speakers the freqffencffl of RDs con-
tinffoffslffl decreases from the older to the ffloffnger speakers, there is a fi-shaped dis-
tribfftion for the male speakers, flith the ffloffnger speakers ffsing increasinglffl more
RDs than the middle-aged speakers. य़is ffneffipected distribfftion in the male data
is effiplained bffl Dffrham (2011: 273) as an instance of "recfflcling", a term flhich she
adopts fromDffbfiois andHorfiath (2000) andflhich describes the sitffationflhen "tra-
ditionallffl local featffres are regaining groffnd in the ffloffngest generation (particfflarlffl
ffloffng men)" (Dffrham 2011: 273) resfflting in a fi-shaped paern of distribfftion. As
RDs (and in particfflar RRDs) are ffsed so ffneffipectedlffl freqffentlffl bffl the ffloffng male
speakers in her data, Dffrham sffggests that these forms signal an association "flith
Northern identitffl for the ffloffng men in York" and that "their increased ffse is tied to
that" (2011: 276).
य़e effipanded form of RD has also been identi੗ed as a featffre of Soffth African

Indian English (SAIE). Mesthrie (1992: 115) argffes that "topicalisation in SAIE goes
flell befflond that of mainstream English fiarieties, in terms of both sfflntaffi and prag-
matics", ffnderlining his point bffl gifiing siffi argffments, inclffding declaratifie tags (e.g.
We pad seventy-sx cents we pad and We stayed n the Fnn Barracks we stayed).34

34 For Mesthrie, topicalization comprises fronting constrffctions and dislocation constrffctions.
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Gifien these ੗ndings, it is florth analfflzing the effipanded form of RD across fiarieties
of English. As noted earlier (cf. section 3.2.2), a speci੗c tfflpe of RD token has been
identi੗ed in the Irish English data - the so-tag - flhich is qffite similar to Dffrham's
ERD at'sࡋ) pure selटsh so t s.).
Another fierffl recent infiestigation of dislocation strffctffres is profiided bffl Lange

(2012) flho effiamines the sfflntaffi of spoken Indian English and thffs adds a cross-
fiarietal perspectifie to the discffssion of the constrffction. Comparing the ffse of dis-
location in the Indian and British components of the International Corpffs of English
(ICE-India and ICE-Great Britain, respectifielffl), Lange (2012: 160) ੗nds that le dis-
location constrffctions (LDs) are ofierflhelminglffl more freqffent in the Indian English
data than in the British English data (14.18 and 1.56 instances per 10,000 flords, re-
spectifielffl), flhile RDs occffr fierffl rarelffl in ICE-India (0.64) and are more freqffent in
ICE-GB (2.43).
Searching for possible effiplanations for the high freqffencffl of LDs in ICE-India,

Lange sffggests that for manffl speakers the main motifiation maffl be topic continff-
itffl. य़effl form 'identitffl links' bffl repeating the salient noffn phrase of the immediatelffl
preceding fferance (2012: 165). य़is fffnction, flhich Lange (2012: 166-7) claims "has
so far not been described for LD constrffctions in other fiarieties of English", seems to
be a particfflar featffre of Indian English as it also applies to other focffsing strategies
ffnder consideration in her analfflsis (cf. effiistential there-constrffctions and fronting
constrffctions belofl).
In addition to these sociopragmatic and cross-fiarietal stffdies, dislocation constrffc-

tions hafie also been discffssed bffl researchers in the ੗elds of (੗rst and second) lan-
gffage acqffisition and langffage teaching, flhere it has been foffnd that the constrffc-
tion is a common featffre of learner discoffrse (cf. e.g. Carter/McCarthffl 1995;Williams
1987; Ortega 2009). Carter and McCarthffl, for effiample, argffe that in LD tokens
there is a 'slot' afiailable before the core constitffents of the claffse are realized and
that speakers choose to ੗ll this slot "for teffitffal and interpersonal motifies" (1995:
149f.). Since the items that are pfft into the afiailable slot are grammaticallffl inde-
terminate, theffl state, it is qffite easffl for langffage learners to manipfflate this slot
(Carter/McCarthffl 1995: 150). य़is maffl effiplain langffage learners' tendencffl to ffse
dislocation constrffctions.

Fronting constructions

Fronting has been described in the literatffre as a common featffre of Nefl Englishes
(e.g. Mesthrie 1992; Alsago੖/Lick 1998). Lange (2012), in her comparison of Indian
English flith British English, ੗nds that fronting constrffctions are strikinglffl more fre-
qffent in ICE-India than in ICE-Great Britain (187 fis. 19 tokens). She sffggests that this
੗nding maffl be accoffnted for bffl looking at sffbstrate in੘ffence as the decisifie factor
and gifies tflo reasons: ੗rstlffl, flord order constraints in Indian English are possiblffl
more ੘effiible dffe to in੘ffence from fiarioffs Indian langffages flhich "alloflmofiement
of more or less anffl constitffent to sentence-initial position" (2012: 151). य़is means
that speakers of Indian Englishmap the Indian fronting constrffction onto English and
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are thffs more flilling to ffse it in general. Secondlffl, the range of discoffrse fffnctions
is effitended bffl the fffnction of 'elliptical repetition' or 'identitffl link', flhich refers to
the repetition of discoffrse elements from the immediatelffl preceding discoffrse (2012:
152), a featffre of Indian English flhich she has also identi੗ed for le dislocation con-
strffctions (cf. abofie). According to Lange, this featffre of fronting constrffctions can
be regarded as an "instantiation of the pan-Indian 'grammar of cffltffre'", since it can
also be obserfied flith other constrffctions and can be traced back to sffbstrate in੘ff-
ence (2012: 152).
Alongside the Nefl Englishes, fronting constrffctions hafie also been claimed to be

particfflarlffl freqffent in the 'Celtic Englishes' (Filppffla 1999, 2009; Hickeffl 2005, 2007).
Accoffnting for this obserfiation in Irish English, Filppffla (1999) gifies efiidence that
both the sffperstrate and the sffbstrate maffl hafie contribffted to this offtcome, possi-
blffl also non-contact-in੘ffenced factors. He argffes that the higher ffsage of fronting
in Irish English maffl be dffe to di੖ffsion from earlier stages of English since it can
still be foffnd in conserfiatifie regional British English dialects (1999: 266). Fffrther-
more, he states that parallels in the Irish langffage and high occffrrences in Hebridean
English and Welsh English can be seen as efiidence of sffbstrate in੘ffence. As far as
langffage ffnifiersals are concerned, it has to be noted that fronting constrffctions are
flidelffl ffsed among the langffages of the florld as means of achiefiing prominence.
Undecided abofft the role of each in੘ffencing factor, Filppffla conclffdes that "mfflti-
ple caffsation remains the safest conclffsion" (1999: 270).

Existential there-constructions

य़e tfflpe of constrffction dealt flith in this section flas coined effiistential sentence bffl
Oo Jespersen back in 1924 (1924: 155). Since then a hffge bodffl of literatffre has been
prodffced on the constrffction, inclffding theoretical accoffnts and empirical stffdies
in book-length (e.g. Milsark 1979; Hannaffl 1985; Breifiik 1990; McNallffl 1997; Pfen-
ninger 2009) or in the form of articles pffblished in joffrnals (e.g. Haffl/Schreier 2004;
Breifiik/Martinez-Insffa 2008; Collins 2012) or collections (e.g. Grzegorek 1984; Jo-
hansson 1997; Breifiik 2000). य़ese stffdies discffss and present di੖erent perspectifies
on issffes sffch as the historical defielopment of effiistential there35 from the locatifie
adfierb there, the statffs of be (affffiiliarffl fis. copfflar), the statffs of effiistential there
(locatifie fis. non-locatifie fis. something in betfleen), the natffre of compleffi there-
constrffctions, and fiariable concord (e.g. ere'sࡋ four books fis. ere'reࡋ four books).
In flhat follofls, I flill concentrate on stffdies that o੖er a cross-fiarietal perspec-

tifie on the constrffction. Lange (2012) compares effiistential there-constrffctions in
Indian English and British English and notes that ofierall there seems to be not mffch
di੖erence in the natffre and ffsage of the constrffction in these tflo fiarieties, flith

35 य़e grammatical sffbject there in effiistential claffses is oen called 'effiistential' there, sometimes
also 'effipletifie' there. य़ese labels are ffsed to distingffish effiistential there from the locatifie adfierb
there. य़e former term carries no effiplicit meaning (i.e. that there maffl effipress effiistence itsel৐) bfft is a
confienient flaffl to refer to the there in effiistential claffses. य़e term 'effipletifie' there is ffsed bffl lingffists
flho assffme that there has lost all its meaning dffring the process of grammaticalization.
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the effiception of effitended effiistentials, flhich are signi੗cantlffl less freqffent in In-
dian English. Lange points to another tfflpe of effiistential, the non-initial effiistential
there-constrffction (e.g. Nght ten o'clock a bus s there <,fi but t s <,,fi nter-state

bus; ICE-IND:S1A-012), flhich she claims is efficlffsifie to Indian English (2012: 94). In
contrast to 'canonical' there-effiistentials, flhich mainlffl serfie to introdffce hearer-nefl
referents, non-initial there-effiistentials are mainlffl ffsed to assert the effiistence or oc-
cffrrence of an entitffl that can be retriefied from the preceding discoffrse, that is, the
'notional' sffbject refers to hearer-old or efien discoffrse-old entities. Gifiing a nffmber
of effiamples from Drafiidian and Indo-Arfflan langffages, Lange argffes that sffbstrate
in੘ffence maffl flell accoffnt for the constrffction in Indian English, sffggesting that
"[t]he 'effiport' of the pan-Indian constrffction 'focffs NP + be' to become 'focffs NP +
be + there' in IndE then keeps the strffctffre of the target langffage English intact, bffl
enlisting nonreferential there to ੗ll the slot, so to saffl" (2012: 119).36

य़ere is a large nffmber of stffdies on fiariable concord in effiistentials, that is, the
fiariation betfleen plffral concord and singfflar concord in effiistentials flith plffral
notional sffbjects (there's four books fis. there're four books).37 Variable concord has
been stffdied in di੖erent fiarieties of English, inclffding British English (Martinez In-
sffa/Palacio Martinez 2003; Craflford 2005; Rffpp 2005), American English (Schilling-
Estes/Wolfram 1994), Canadian English (Meechan/Foleffl 1994; Walker 2007), Affs-
tralian English (Eisikofiits 1991) and Nefl Zealand English (Britain/Sffdbffrffl 2002;
Haffl/Schreier 2004). More recentlffl it has been infiestigated in a nffmber of ICE cor-
pora (Jantos 2009; Collins 2012). य़ese stffdies on fiariable concord are diਖ਼cfflt to
compare becaffse theffl are based on fierffl di੖erent tfflpes of data and the constrffctions
are de੗ned di੖erentlffl. Hoflefier, some common e੖ects can still be noted. य़ere is
efiidence that fiariable agreement is in part determined bffl the grammar and bffl effitra-
lingffistic factors. For effiample, singfflar concord is fafioffred in speech ofier flriting
and seems to be more freqffent in more informal spoken material; age, seffi and lefiel of
edffcation seem to plaffl a role, flith ffloffnger, non-professional males ffsing singfflar
agreement more oen than speakers of other pro੗les. As for grammatical factors,
it has been noted that singfflar concord is fafioffred in conteffits flhere be is in the
present tense and is contracted rather than in the past tense and non-contracted. A
cafieat is in order here: the factors of tense and contractedness are interrelated in the
sense that contracted forms almost efficlffsifielffl occffr in present tense conteffits. य़at
is flhfflWalker (2007) considers onlffl non-contracted forms. He ੗nds past tense forms
to cofiarffl flith singfflar concord. More on this in section 4.4.
Di੖erent hfflpotheses are sffggested in the literatffre on the occffrrence of singfflar

concord in effiistential there-constrffctions. One fiiefl holds that singfflar concord re-

36 य़e non-initial effiistential there-constrffction indeed seems to be a characteristic featffre of Indian
English becaffse hardlffl anffl instances can be aested in the other corpora analfflzed in the present
stffdffl. Note, hoflefier, that the constrffction is not ffniqffe to Indian English as the follofling effiamples
from Jamaican English shofl: I beleve that women have the opportunty to acheve anythng they want

to once they set ther mnd to t and obstacles will be there yes but <,fi as long as you're determned

to acheve somethng nothng wll really stop you <,fi (ICE-JAM:S1A-085); e pressure was there but

<,fi we pulled through (ICE-JAM:S1A-059); Silk is there from <,,fi uh thrtes or fortes or somethng

(ICE-JAM:S1A-006).
37 Instead of the term 'concord' some affthors ffse the term 'agreement'. De੗nitions of 'concord' can
be foffnd in फ़irk et al. (1985: 755), Biber et al. (1999) and Hffddleston/Pffllffm (2002).
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੘ects leffiicalization (e.g. Hannaffl 1985; Meechan/Foleffl 1994; Schilling-Estes/Wolfram
1994; Craflford 2005). य़at is, it is assffmed that the form there's has become a single
leffiical ffnit flhich is ffsed in effiistentials regardless of the nffmber of the sffbject (com-
pare French l y a and Spanish hay). Other hfflpotheses state that fiariable concord is
dffe to stffllistic or social reasons flith singfflar and plffral concord being "associated
flith di੖erent degrees of formalitffl" (Schütze 1999: 478). Haffl and Schreier (2004: 219)
sffggest to accoffnt for the high freqffencffl of the form there's in terms of processing
load. य़effl argffe that the form there's has an "articfflatorffl adfiantage" ofier the form
there s becaffse the former consists of onlffl one sfflllable.
Haffl and Schreier (2004), in their stffdffl on fiariable concord in Nefl Zealand English,

note apparent-time e੖ects, that is, older speakers ffse singfflar concord less freqffentlffl
than ffloffnger speakers. Gifien this ੗nding it is plaffsible to assffme that singfflar con-
cord is on the rise, a "bffl-prodffct of 'colloqffialization' of late Modern English", as
Collins (2012: 60) pffts it.38 Fffrther efiidence in fafioffr of the colloqffialization hffl-
pothesis infiolfies the strong association of singfflar concord flith contraction and its
preference in speech ofier flriting.
Collins (2012) infiestigates singfflar concord in nine ICE corpora (onlffl the direct

confiersation ੗les) and ੗nds that the L1 English fiarieties (or Inner Circle fiarieties, as
he calls them) are far more accepting of singfflar concord than the L2 English fiari-
eties (or Offter Circle fiarieties), flith Affstralian English shofling the highest propor-
tion (52.7%), follofled bffl American English (44.4%) and then British English (25.4%).
Among the L2 English fiarieties, Hong Kong English speakers ffse singfflar concord
most freqffentlffl (20.7%), follofled bffl Singapore English (19.6%), Philippine English
(17.1%), Indian English (7.0%) and Kenfflan English (5.8%). Effiamining a nffmber of the
featffres flhich hafie been identi੗ed in the literatffre as in੘ffencing singfflar concord,
Collins ੗nds a strong correlation of singfflar concord flith present tense across all
fiarieties he analfflzes. य़e correlation flith contraction is strong in all fiarieties bfft
strongest in the L1 fiarieties. य़e correlations of singfflar concord flith bare fiersffs
effitended effiistentials and plffral marking of the noffn phrase is less signi੗cant.
Jantos' (2009) stffdffl infiestigates fiariable concord in foffr ICE corpora, namelffl the

complete spoken sections of the British, Jamaican, Indian and Singaporean compo-
nents, and in the Santa Barbara Corpffs of Spoken American English, inclffding a
comparison of register fiariation in the former groffp of corpora. She is interested in
(non-)concord in general and thffs inclffdes in her stffdffl both there-effiistentials flith
singfflar notional sffbjects and those flith plffral notional sffbjects.39 Jantos ੗nds ofier-
all rather lofl rates of non-concord, flith the proportion being highest in American
English (17.4%), follofled bffl British English (7.0%) and Singapore English (6.9%).40 In-
dian English (5.7%) and Jamaican English (4.9%) shofl the smallest proportions. As for
the di੖erent lingffistic factors reported in the literatffre to hafie an impact on (non-

38 Colloqffialization refers to the tendencffl of flrien norms to becomemore informal andmofie closer
to speech (cf. Mair 1997).
39 Collins (2012) and the present stffdffl effiamine onlffl those effiistentials that contain plffral notional
sffbjects. Non-concord in effiistentials flith singfflar notional sffbjects (e.g. ereࡋ were a referee; ICE-
IND:S1A-080) is fierffl rare. Also see Martinez Insffa/Palacios Martinez (2003) flho note that "almost all
concord fiariabilitffl occffrs flith plffral NPs" (2003: 264).
40 य़e mffch higher percentage of non-concord in American English, Jantos (2009: 149) sffggests, is
probablffl dffe to the di੖erent make-ffp of the corpffs.
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)concord, Jantos ੗nds a signi੗cant in੘ffence of tense onlffl in British English (present
tense cofiaries flith non-concord) (2003: 154੖.). Contracted forms are stronglffl asso-
ciated flith non-concord in British English, American English and Singapore English
bfft not in Indian English and Jamaican English (2003: 156੖.). With respect to po-
laritffl, a tendencffl of non-concord to occffr in sentences flith positifie polaritffl can
be aested for all fiarieties analfflzed, bfft the ੗ndings are not statisticallffl signi੗cant
(2003: 159੖.). As far as register fiariation is concerned, Jantos ੗nds the highest fre-
qffencffl of non-concord in the more informal teffits.
Finallffl, effiistential there-constrffctions flith relatifie claffse effitensions hafie been

gifien some mention in the literatffre. Particfflarlffl interesting is the issffe of zero rela-
tifies in sffbject position (e.g. ere'sࡋ a wld lot of people टnd her okay). In present-daffl
English, relatifie claffses allofl zero marking onlffl in object fffnction and sffbject-zero
relatifies are ffsffallffl acceptable onlffl in effiistential there-constrffctions and t-cles
(Fischer 1992: 307).41 Sffbject-zero relatifies are predominantlffl foffnd in colloqffial
spoken English, bfft theffl are reported to be flidespread "in colloqffial English among
speakers of fiarioffs geographical and social backgroffnds" (Lodge 1979: 169).42 For
effiample, Lodge (1979) docffments the ffse of sffbject-zero relatifies in effiistential there-
constrffctions in a British dialect (spoken in Stockport, near Manchester). Toie and
Reffl (1997), stffdffling earlier African American Vernacfflar English, claim that the fre-
qffent omission of sffbject relatifie pronoffns "ffnderlines the character of EAAVE as an
English fiernacfflar" (1997: 244). Christie (1996) effiamines Jamaican relatifie claffses
and notes that sffbject-zero relatifies are common in there-effiistentials. Preffsler (1938,
1942) sffggests that Irish is a possible soffrce for the establishment of zero relatifies
or contact claffses, as he calls them, in English. In contrast, Filppffla (1999) is more
doffbtfffl abofft the possibilitffl of Irish as a soffrce for the constrffction and states that
"its in੘ffence mffst be secondarffl onlffl, considering the flidespread natffre of the same
featffre in other fiarieties" (1999: 185).
Zero-sffbject relatifies are also described as a common featffre of the speech of Hong

Kong English speakers (e.g. Neflbrook 1988, 1998; Li 2000; Hffng 2012). Neflbrook
(1988) notes that the omission of sffbject relatifie pronoffns is fierffl common, mffch
more common than in Singapore English, especiallffl in sentences flith effiistential
there or t and the fierb be (1988: 30). Interestinglffl, Neflbrook regards the omis-
sion of sffbject relatifies as an error, "the most common error made bffl Hong Kong
stffdents in ffsing the relatifie claffse" (ibid.). As possible effiplanations for the high
incidence of sffbject-zero relatifies he sffggests that "the error is so common locallffl
that most stffdents floffld almost afftomaticallffl prodffce it" (1988: 31) and adds that

41 In contrast to present-daffl English, zero marking flas freqffentlffl foffnd in both sffbject and object
position in Old English and Middle English relatifie claffses (Fischer 1992: 307). य़e original relatifie
marker in English flas that, flhich defieloped offt of a demonstratifie pronoffn. य़e wh-flords onlffl
began to be ffsed as relatifie pronoffns in Middle English. य़e more formal character aached to them
todaffl is probablffl dffe to the fact that theffl arose as "change from abofie" and flhen theffl flere ੗rst ffsed
theffl flere con੗ned to formal conteffits (Tagliamonte 2006: 493).
42 Zero-relatifiization in sffbject position is also inclffded in the catalogffe of featffres of non-standard
fiarieties of English in the Handbook of varetes of Englsh (Kortmann/Schneider 2004). Contrarffl to
the literatffre refiiefled belofl, it is described to be fierffl rare among L2 English fiarieties (Kortmann/
Szmrecsanffli 2004: 1199). According to theHandbook, it canmost freqffentlffl be aested for L1 fiarieties
(ibid.).
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most stffdents hafie probablffl nefier been taffght that sffbject relatifies can nefier be
omied.
In the case of effiistential there-constrffctions, some researchers take another po-

sition and do not regard the sffbject-zero relatifies as errors (e.g. Schachter/Celce-
Mffrcia 1977; Ortega 2009). Finding manffl sentences of the tfflpe ereࡋ are so many

Tawan people lve around the lake in the flritings of Chinese learners of English theffl
sffggest that the stffdents simplffl trffl to strffctffre their sentences according to the
principles of their topic-prominent L1, that is, that "these errors can also be fiiefled
as aempts to establish a topic and follofl it flith a comment, a process that is sfflntac-
ticallffl and pragmaticallffl acceptable in Chinese" (Schachter/Celce-Mffrcia 1977: 445-
446). Ortega (2009) takes ffp the idea that speakers tend to map the information strffc-
tffre of their L1 onto English sentences and sffggests that effiistentials flith sffbject-zero
relatifies are part of a defielopmental continffffm frommost L1-like to most L2-like in-
formation strffctffre. Interestinglffl, le dislocation constrffctions constitffte the most
L1-like information strffctffre in Ortega's continffffm, illffstrated in (3.68).

(3.68) a. Manffl Taiflan people, theffl lifie aroffnd the lake.

b. य़ere are so manffl Taiflan people lifie aroffnd the lake.

c. य़ere are manffl Taiflanese people flho lifie aroffnd the lake

d. Manffl Taiflanese people lifie aroffnd the lake.

(borrofled from Ortega 2009: 45)

य़is continffffm is based on the assffmption that beginning learners of English tend to
freqffentlffl map the information strffctffre of their L1 onto English claffses and there-
fore ffse le dislocation constrffctions more oen than natifie English speakers. When
theffl get more familiar flith the English langffage theffl realize that in this sffbject-
prominent langffage nefl information can flell be introdffced bffl means of the effiis-
tential there-constrffction and "[fl]ith time and increasing pro੗ciencffl, the tendencffl
to transfer the information strffctffre of the L1 in order to frame ideas in the L2 maffl
gradffallffl diminish, bfft the process maffl be rather slofl" (Ortega 2009: 46).
य़ese hfflpotheses flill be tested in the present stffdffl, concentrating on the qffestions

of flhether le dislocation and effiistential claffses are indeed ffsed more freqffentlffl bffl
L1 Chinese learners of English and flhether there is some correlation betfleen these
tflo tfflpes of constrffction as sffggested bffl the defielopmental continffffm. If this is
the case, it can be effipected that those speakers flho are less adfianced in their pro੗-
ciencffl in English ffse le dislocation and there-effiistentials of the tfflpe gifien in (3.68b)
more freqffentlffl than more adfianced L2 English speakers. More preciselffl speaking,
di੖erent freqffencies of ffse can be effipected for Singapore English speakers as com-
pared to Hong Kong English speakers. Complementing the analfflsis flith data from
Jamaican English, Indian English and Philippine English, the present stffdffl fffrther-
more addresses the qffestion of flhether the defielopmental continffffm presented in
(3.68) might be ffnifiersal, that is, applicable to learners of English in general flith the
tfflpologffl of the backgroffnd langffage(s) plaffling no prominent role.
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Cleft constructions

An effitensifie bodffl of research has been carried offt on cle constrffctions ofier the
last decades. Nffmeroffs articles hafie been pffblished in joffrnals or edited fiolffmes,
addressing sffch issffes as the cle's historical origins or derifiation (e.g. Akmajian
1970; Gffndel 1977; Ball 1994; Filppffla 2009; Paen 2012b), their strffctffral proper-
ties (e.g. Gelfffflkens 1988; Delin/Oberlander 1995), their semantics and fffnctions in
discoffrse (e.g. Prince 1978; Declerck 1984; Herriman 2004), their presence across
fiarioffs mediffms and genres (e.g. Weinert/Miller 1996; Di Tffllio 2006), their prosodffl
and information strffctffre (e.g. Collins 2006; Lambrecht 2001b) and their distribfftion
across fiarieties of English (e.g. Beal 2012; Mair/Winkle 2012; Lange 2012). Addition-
allffl, there are book-length analfflses afiailable (e.g. Collins 1991; Calffde 2009a; Paen
2012a; Reefie 2012).
य़e follofling paragraphs flill refiiefl a nffmber of controfiersial issffes that are de-

bated in the literatffre. Fffrthermore, the main aspects of the cross-fiarietal stffdies of
cle constrffctions flill be sffmmarized.
As has been seen in the description of ९ॺ-cles in section 3.2.5, the strffctffre, flhich

consists of foffr parts, is rather compleffi and diਖ਼cfflt to make sense of. Researchers
interested in the make-ffp and fffnction of the constrffction disagree, for effiample, on
the role of the pronoffn t and the interpretation of the cle claffse. य़e effiplanations
depend to a large effitent on hofl the ९ॺ-cle constrffction is seen in relation to other
constrffctions in the langffage. Effipletifie approaches see ९ॺ-cles in relation to the
corresponding canonical sentence (It s Tom who loves apples fis. Tom loves apples). It
is assffmed that the tflo sentences are trffth-conditionallffl eqffifialent and that the cle
is mainlffl ffsed as a defiice for focffs marking (e.g. Collins 1991; Haffgland 1993; Ward
et al. 2002). Effitraposition approaches, on the other hand, relate the constrffction to
other specifffling copfflar constrffctions (e.g. eࡋ one who loves apples s Tom). In the
former approach the initial pronoffn t is seen as the dffmmffl sffbject flhich profiides
no semantic contribfftion to the cle constrffction, flhereas researchers follofling an
effitraposition approach ascribe more meaningfffl roles to it (fflet, theffl do not agree on
this role; cf. e.g. Akmajian 1970; Paen 2012a; Reefie 2012).
As for the cle claffse, it sffper੗ciallffl looks like a restrictifie relatifie claffse, bfft

problems flith sffch an ffnderstanding arise, for effiample, in sentences sffch as the
one in (3.7a), It's Tom who loves apples. य़e antecedent of the relatifie claffse is the
proper noffn Tom, flhich cannot normallffl be modi੗ed bffl a restrictifie relatifie claffse.
It has therefore been sffggested to take the cle claffse as a complement of the copff-
lar be (e.g. Sornicola 1988). Among those flho regard the cle claffse as a restrictifie
relatifie claffse, there is disagreement on flhether it modi੗es the cleed constitffent
(e.g. Lambrecht 2001b; Ward et al. 2002) or the initial pronoffn t (cf. Paen 2012a).
More recentlffl, ९ॺ-cles hafie also been stffdied from the perspectifie of constrffction

grammar (e.g. Dafiidse 2000; Lambrecht 2001b; Paen 2012a). In these approaches
cle constrffctions are seen as sfflmbolic pairings of form and meaning. It is assffmed
that the constrffction has idiosfflncratic properties that cannot be effiplained on the
basis of general grammatical rffles, that is, theffl cannot be accoffnted for in terms of
other properties of the grammar. In order to ੗nd the motifiation for the constrffction,
Paen (2012a), for effiample, relates cle constrffctions to the familffl of speci੗cational
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sentences and accoffnts for some of the ९ॺ-cle's properties bffl looking at historical
data and argffing in terms of inheritance.
With respect to the historical origin and rise of the ९ॺ-cle constrffction fiarioffs the-

ories hafie been proposed, inclffding in੘ffence from Celtic langffages, flhere cle con-
strffctions occffrred earlier than in English, are more freqffentlffl ffsed and occffr flith
greater fiariation (Filppffla 2009; Filppffla/Klemola 2012). Another theorffl is based on
the fact that the initial element lost its capacitffl of hosting contrastifie constitffents af-
ter the loss of V2 sfflntaffi. य़e cle constrffction then efiolfied as a resolfftion strategffl
bffl manoefffiring "contrastifie constitffents in a position that ੗ts the nefl, rigid SVO
orderflhile retaining their information-strffctffral statffs" (Los/Komen 2012: 884). An-
other theorffl of the historical origins of the ९ॺ-cle constrffction is profiided bffl Paen
(2012a). She argffes that the ९ॺ-cle acqffired its constrffction-speci੗c properties ofier
time dffe to langffage change. According to Paen it inherits properties from fiarioffs
constrffctions, inclffding speci੗cational copfflar and predicate nominal constrffctions,
de੗nite noffn phrases and restrictifie relatifie claffses (2012a: 247).
As for pseffdo-cles, lingffists disagree on flhether there is also a predicational tfflpe

in addition to the prototfflpical speci੗cational tfflpe. A copfflar predicational sentence
does not specifffl the fialffe of a fiariable bfft predicates something of the sffbject noffn
phrase. An effiample of a predicational sentence is gifien in (3.69a). Compare the
specifffling pseffdo-cle in (3.69b).

(3.69) a. What theffl did flas a disgrace.

b. What theffl did flas paint their hoffse red.

Some lingffists argffe that predicational sentences, sffch as (a), mffst be distingffished
from pseffdo-cles (e.g. Ward et al. 2002), flhile others see predicational pseffdo-
cles as jffst another tfflpe of pseffdo-cle (e.g. Declerck 1983, 1984). In the present
stffdffl, onlffl speci੗cational pseffdo-cles flill be discffssed.
As for cross-fiarietal stffdies of cle constrffctions, Mair and Winkle's (2012) ICE-

based stffdffl deals flith an ongoing change in a speci੗c tfflpe of pseffdo-cle constrffc-
tion, namelffl the change from effiplicit marking to bare in੗nitifie in sentences like
What they do s (to) travel around the world. Comparing data from ten fiarieties of
English, the stffdffl ੗nds that Affstralian English, Nefl Zealand English and Canadian
English are most adfianced in the defielopment toflards a preferred ffse of the bare in-
੗nitifie, follofled bffl British English and Irish English. Among the L2 English fiarieties
analfflzed, Philippine English is closest in its behafiioffr to the L1 English fiarieties and
shofls the highest ffse of bare in੗nitifies, follofled bffl Singapore English and Jamaican
English. In Indian English and Hong Kong English, on the other hand, the in੗nitifie
marker to is still freqffentlffl retained.43

Lange (2012), in her analfflsis of the sfflntaffi of spoken Indian English, concentrates
on ९ॺ-cles. She notes that the constrffction occffrs rarelffl in ICE-Great Britain and
is an "efien more marginal phenomenon" in ICE-India (2012: 178), flhere she ੗nds a
sffrprisinglffl lofl nffmber of onlffl sefien instances of ९ॺ-cles.

43 य़is speci੗c tfflpe of pseffdo-cle is also mentioned in, for effiample, Allerton (1991), Collins (1991),
Miller (1996, 2006), Miller and Weinert (1998), Rohdenbffrg (1998, 2000), Lambrecht (2001b), Calffde
(2009) and Rohdenbffrg and Schlüter (2009).
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Siemffnd and Beal's (2011) stffdffl of ९ॺ-cles is based on historical data (theHambffrg
Corpffs of Irish English and the Corpffs of LateModern English Prose) and present-daffl
data (ICE-Great Britain, ICE-Ireland and ICE-India). य़e fiariation theffl ੗nd across
fiarieties of English inclffdes the follofling, among others. British English speakers
ffse more interrogatifie cles and theffl increasinglffl create more compleffi cles (e.g.
'doffble topicalization': Gary Stevens t was who came forward; ICE-GB:S2A-001), in-
nofiations flhich, as Siemffnd and Beal argffe, "sffggest an abilitffl and flillingness to
fffrther complicate an alreadffl compleffi constrffction, flhich reqffires high pro੗ciencffl
and con੗dence lefiels in one's langffages skills, as flell as thoroffgh ffnderstanding of
the cle constrffction both sfflntacticallffl and semanticallffl" (2011: 264). Fffrthermore,
the stffdffl refieals di੖erences betfleen British, Irish and Indian English in terms of
the sfflntactic fffnction and the sfflntactic categorffl of the cleed constitffent. Finallffl,
Irish English shofls qffite a nffmber of sffbject cles flith zero sffbordinator, constrffc-
tions flhich are considered to be completelffl intolerable bffl natifie speaker informants.
Siemffnd and Beal effiplain that zero sffbordinators are heafiilffl stigmatized featffres
flhich hafie been ffsed as markers of Irish nationalitffl in the literatffre since the eigh-
teenth centffrffl (2011: 255). Gifien that this tfflpe of ९ॺ-cle is most freqffent in the
data of the tflo learner fiarieties Irish English and Indian English, Siemffnd and Beal
argffe that this is a case of speakers "strifiing for simplicitffl" (2011: 264).
Beal (2012) is an ICE-based stffdffl flhich compares ९ॺ-cles in Irish English flith

those in British English, Jamaican English, Singapore English, Indian English and East
African English. In contrast to the present stffdffl, Beal florks flith all ੗les of the rel-
efiant ICE corpora and not onlffl the direct confiersation ੗les. She ੗nds that speakers
of Irish English ffse ९ॺ-cles as oen as speakers of British English and conseqffentlffl
sffggests that a "more precise analfflsis of Irish English ITCs [i.e. ९ॺ-cles; cfl] mffst be
condffcted in order to determine their sffpposed ffniqffeness befflond simple relatifie
freqffencffl" (Beal 2012: 161). She then effiamines ९ॺ-cles according to genre and ੗nds
that the constrffction is generallffl ffsed more freqffentlffl in speech than in flriting;
the onlffl effiception is ICE-Singapore flhere more items can be aested for the flrit-
ten data than for the spoken data. Fffrthermore, Beal analfflzes the compleffiitffl and
the sfflntactic fffnction of the cleed element, and the animacffl agreement betfleen
the cleed constitffent and the sffbordinator, that is, "the prescriptifie reqffirement for
animate sffbordinators (who/whom) modifffling animate cleed elements" (2012: 171).
She ੗nds that speakers of Irish English and Jamaican English shofl more ੘effiibilitffl
flith respect to the sfflntactic fffnction of the cleed element than the speakers of the
other fiarieties. Indian English has the highest proportion of sffbject cles. Regard-
ing animacffl agreement, speakers of Irish English and Jamaican English defiiate most
freqffentlffl from prescriptifie norms, flhile speakers of East African English prodffce
bffl far the loflest fiariation from prescriptifie norms.
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3.4 Information packaging in some background lan-

guages

य़is section offtlines the basic flaffls of strffctffring information in sentences in the
(major) backgroffnd langffages of the fiarieties of English analfflzed in the present
stffdffl: Irish, Mandarin, Cantonese, Tagalog, Jamaican Creole, Hindi and Malafflalam.
In particfflar, possible coffnterparts to the English information-packaging constrffc-
tions ffnder consideration in the present stffdfflflill be described. Manffl of the societies
in flhich English is spoken as a L2 are, of coffrse, mffltilingffal. य़at is, manffl more
langffages than the ones discffssed in this section are spoken in these commffnities.
Refiiefling all backgroffnd langffages floffld go befflond the scope of the present stffdffl.
It flas therefore decided to restrict the discffssion of information-packaging strategies
to the major backgroffnd langffages, those langffages flhich can be assffmed to hafie
the strongest e੖ect on the English fiarietffl spoken in these commffnities. In the case
of India, Hindi and Malafflalam are meant to represent the tflo major langffage fami-
lies, namelffl Indo-Arfflan langffages and Drafiidian langffages.

3.4.1 Irish

Irish is the oਖ਼cial langffage of the Repffblic of Ireland. Todaffl, it is ffsffallffl learned
onlffl as a second langffage at school, bfft flhen the English langffage came to Ireland,
the popfflation flas monolingffallffl Irish-speaking. य़ffs, the tflo langffages hafie been
in contact for sefieral centffries and nffmeroffs traces of Irish can be foffnd in Irish En-
glish.
Irish has a rigid flord order VSO. Yet like in English, non-canonical order is foffnd

in constrffctions that are ffsed for highlighting sentence constitffents. य़e eqffifia-
lent to the English cle is a copfflar constrffction introdffced bffl a form of copffla
be, follofled bffl the element in focffs and a relatifie claffse. Contrarffl to the English
cle, hoflefier, there are hardlffl anffl constraints on cleing in Irish. With the efficep-
tion of in੘ected fierbs almost all constitffents of the Irish sentence can be cleed. In
addition to noffn phrases, Irish freelffl allofls prepositional phrases, adfierbials and
(ffnin੘ected) fierb phrases to be cleed. य़e follofling effiamples, taken from Stenson
(1981: 99), illffstrate these di੖erent tfflpes. Note that Stenson marks some effiamples
flith qffestion-marks or an asterisk, flhich means that the constrffctions are qffestion-
able or ffnacceptable in English.

(3.70) s

३ॵॶ
í

her
mo

mffl
dherटúr

sister
a

ॸ५ॲ
chonaíonns

lifie-ॸ५ॲ


in
Sasana

England

'It's mffl sister that lifies in England.'

(3.71) s

३ॵॶ
ar

on
an

the
mbóthar

road
a

ॸ५ॲ
bhualटdh

meet-६ॻॺ
mé

I
leat

flith-ffloff

?'It's on the road that I'll meet ffloff.'
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(3.72) s

३ॵॶ
abhale

home
a

ॸ५ॲ
chuagh

go-ॶ१
sé

he

?'It's home that he flent.'

(3.73) s

३ॵॶ
ag

at
déanamh

do-VN
a

his
chud

portion
ceachtannaí

lessons
atá

ॸ५ॲ-be
Tadhg

Tim

*'It's doing his lessons that Tim is.'

(Stenson 1981: 99)

As can be seen in effiample (3.70), cleed noffn phrases mffst be preceded bffl a co-
referential pronoffn, agreeing in nffmber and gender, if theffl are de੗nite. य़at is, in
the present case the de੗nite noffn phrasemo dherटúr 'mffl sister' reqffires the pronoffn
í 'her'. Sffch a co-referential pronoffn is, in fact, reqffired in all sentences flhere the
copffla precedes a de੗nite noffn phrase, not onlffl in cles. In the follofling sentence,
Tomás 'य़omas' reqffires é 'him'.

(3.74) s

३ॵॶ
é

him
Tomás

य़omas
mo

mffl
dhearthár

brother

'य़omas is mffl brother.'

(Stenson 1981: 96)

In addition to ९ॺ-cles, Irish also has pseffdo-cle constrffctions, formed bffl the inser-
tion of the noffn phrases an té 'the one' or an rud 'the thing'. Note that in (3.77) the
seqffence s é an rud 'is it the thing' merges to séard 'flhat'.

(3.75) s

३ॵॶ
é

him
an

the
té

one
a

ॸ५ॲ
bhí

be-ॶ१
tnn

sick
ná

namelffl
m'athar

mffl'father

'य़e one flho flas sick is mffl father.'

(Stenson 1981: 110)

(3.76) s

३ॵॶ
é

it
an

the
portach

bog
an

the
rud

thing
a

ॸ५ॲ
fheceanns

see-ॸ५ॲ
tú

ffloff

'य़e bog is the thing that ffloff see.'

(Stenson 1981: 113)

(3.77) séard

flhat
a

३ॵॶ
fheceanns

see-ॸ५ॲ
tú

ffloff
(ná)

(namelffl)
an

the
portach

bog

'What ffloff see is the bog.'

(Stenson 1981: 111)

Stenson (1981: 111-113) argffes that pseffdo-cle sentences sffch as those gifien abofie
are strffctffrallffl identical to identi੗cation sentences and that theffl ffnderlie ९ॺ-cle
sentences. य़ffs, an ९ॺ-cle sentence maffl be derified from (3.76), for effiample, bffl
deletion of the noffn phrase an rud. Hence, flhile ९ॺ-cles are alreadffl emphatic con-
strffctions, pseffdo-cles flith séard illffstrated in (3.77) "are felt efien more marked
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('emphatic') than the cle sentences theffl paraphrase" (Stenson 1981: 113). Stenson
argffes that this is becaffse the initial seqffence s é an rud fffses to séard and the high-
lighted element an portach 'the bog' is placed in ੗nal position, additionallffl set o੖
from the rest of the sentence bffl the flord ná 'namelffl'.
Word order fiariation, in particfflar fronting, leads to efienmore emphatic sentences.

Fronting occffrs in Irish in tflo tfflpes of copfflar sentences: in cles flith infiersion and
in classi੗cation sentences. य़roffgh the infiersion of copffla and predicate, that is, the
initial placement of the predicate, the predicate is emphasized. य़ese sentences are
additionallffl marked bffl the presence of ea, "a remnant of an Old Irish neffter pronoffn,
nofl gone […] from the modern langffage, efficept in this constrffction" (Stenson 1981:
116). Compare the follofling tflo sentences.

(3.78) s

३ॵॶ
pub

pffb
math

good
é

it

'It's a good pffb.'

(3.79) pub

pffb
math

good
s

३ॵॶ
ea

it
é

it

'It's a good pub.'

(Stenson 1981: 116)

To illffstrate the marking of emphasis bffl the cle constrffction and its infierted fier-
sion, Stenson gifies the follofling three effiamples. While the cle in (3.81) is consid-
ered more emphatic than the 'ffnmarked' sentence in (3.80), the infierted cle in (3.82)
shofls "effitra emphasis" as against the 'normal' cle in (3.81).

(3.80) tocfadh

come-६ॻॺ
Dónall

Donal
amárach

tomorrofl

'Donal flill come tomorrofl.'

(3.81) s amárach a tocfadh Dónall

'It's tomorrofl that Donal flill come.'

(3.82) amárach s ea a tocfadh Dónall

'It's tomorrow that Donal flill come.'

(Stenson 1981: 117)

Tffrning to effiistential sentences, Irish has no eqffifialent to the English there-effiistential.
To effipress effiistence Irish ffses a constrffction consisting of a form of be, follofled bffl
a nominal, flhich in tffrn is follofled bffl the element ann, a form of the preposition
meaning n and translated as 'in it'. Consider the follofling effiamples for illffstration.

(3.83) tá

is
टon

fline
ann

in-it

'य़ere's fline.'

(McCloskeffl 2012: 36)
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(3.84) ní

ॴ५७
rabh

be-ॶ१ॹॺ
aon

anffl
ghluasteán

car
an-uar-sn

that-time
ann

in-it

'य़ere flere no cars in those daffls.'

(McCloskeffl 2012: 6)

(3.85) bedh

be-ffft
go-leor

plentffl
ba

food
ann

in-it

'य़ere'll be plentffl of food.'

(McCloskeffl 2012: 6)

Irish forbids bare effiistentials or, more preciselffl speaking, Irish effiistentials alflaffls
contain the predicatifie ann. य़at is, the sentence in (3.83) is a bare Irish effiistential;
simplffl saffling tá टon floffld be ffnacceptable.
Traces of Irish effiistentials can be foffnd in Irish English effiistentials. य़e effiamples

presented belofl shofl that the prepositional phrase n t is ffsed to fffl੗l the fffnc-
tions of Irish ann. In (3.86a), the speaker flas asked hofl manffl banks there flere
in Ballfflcastle. And in (b), the speaker talks abofft an old dress that does not ੗t her
anfflmore.

(3.86) a. य़ere's a Northern Bank in it (ICE-IRE:S1A-030)

b. य़ere's no zip in it [ffnclear] I bffrst it the last time I pfft it on
(ICE-IRE:S1A-063)

McCloskeffl (2012: 15) argffes that the ffse of 'effiistential' n t is flidespread in Irish
English dialects. It has also been recorded bffl Filppffla (1999: 228) and Bliss (1984:
149), among others.

3.4.2 Mandarin

Mandarin is the most flidespread Chinese dialect in Singapore and has probablffl the
greatest impact on the shape and defielopment of Singapore English todaffl (cf. Chap-
ter 2, section 2.2.4). Mandarin di੖ers tfflpologicallffl in a nffmber of flaffls from English.
य़e parameters that are most important in the conteffit of the present stffdffl are flord
order and the basic orientation of the sentence (sffbject fis. topic). As noted earlier,
Mandarin sentence strffctffre is topic-prominent and thffs di੖ers from the sffbject-
prominent sentence strffctffre of English. Nearlffl all English sentences need a sffbject,
flhich is ffsffallffl easffl to identifffl becaffse it tfflpicallffl occffrs before the fierb and the
fierb agrees flith it in nffmber. In Mandarin, on the other hand, the sfflntactic cate-
gorffl of sffbject is mffch less signi੗cant and it is the topic that plaffls a crffcial role in
the strffctffring of sentences. य़e sffbject of a Mandarin sentence is that noffn phrase
that has a 'doing' or 'being' relationship (like English sffbjects), fflet it is not marked
bffl a speci੗c position or bffl agreement. य़e topic is flhat the sentence is abofft or, in
Chafe's flords, it "sets a spatial, temporal, or indifiidffal frameflork flithin flhich the
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main predication holds" (1976: 50). Fffrther properties of the topic are that it is def-
inite or generic, it alflaffls occffrs in sentence-initial position and it can be separated
from the rest of the sentence bffl a paffse or a paffse ੗ller, fflet these topic markers are
optional (Li/य़ompson 1981: 85f.).
य़ere are di੖erent sentence tfflpes that illffstrate nicelffl the di੖erence betfleen the

tflo notions in Mandarin. First, there are sentences flith both topic and sffbject, as in
(3.87).44

(3.87) nè

that
zhī

CL
gǒu

dog
wǒ

I
yng

alreadffl
kàn

see
guo

EXP
le

CRS

'य़at dog I hafie alreadffl seen.'

(Li/य़ompson 1981: 88)

य़e topic nè zhī gǒu 'that dog' occffrs in initial position, is de੗nite and speci੗es flhat
the sentence is abofft. य़e noffn phrase wǒ 'I' is the sffbject. An interesting tfflpe of
sentence, flhich contains both topic and sffbject, is the doffble-sffbject constrffction
(also cf. section 3.1). What is special abofft sffch sentences is that the topic and the
sffbject stand in a part-flhole relationship. Consider the sentence in (3.88) for illffs-
tration (effiample (3.5) in section 3.1).

(3.88) nèke

that
shù

tree
yèz

leafies
dà

big

'य़at tree, the leafies are big.'

(Li/य़ompson 1981: 94)

य़e topic nèke shù 'that tree' refers to the 'flhole' and the sffbject yèz 'the leafies'
speci੗es a part of it.
As in English, topic and sffbject can also be identical in Mandarin. What is charac-

teristic of Mandarin, hoflefier, is that there are manffl sentences that hafie a topic bfft
no sffbject. In those sentences the sffbject is implicitlffl ffnderstood, as in (3.89).

(3.89) nè

that
běn

CL
shū

book
chūbǎn

pffblish
le

PFV/CRS

'य़at book, (someone) has pffblished it.'

(Li/य़ompson 1981: 88)

Obfiioffslffl, the book has not pffblished itself or something else, bfft it is implicitlffl
ffnderstood that some person or companffl has done so. Sffch Mandarin sentences are
oen translated as passifie constrffctions in English. Note, hoflefier, that theffl are no
passifies in Mandarin bfft "simplffl topic-comment constrffctions in flhich the sffbject
of the fierb is not present" (Li/य़ompson 1981: 89). य़e sentence in (3.89) illffstrates a
fffrther interesting characteristic of Mandarin: pronoffns that are co-referential flith
the topic are le offt (cf. the pronoffn t in the English translation). य़is applies

44 In effiample (3.87), zhī is a classi੗er (CL), the fierb sffਖ਼ffi guo indicates that the action has been
effiperienced in the past (EXP) and the fierb sffਖ਼ffi le indicates that the action is completed (CRS).
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efien across sentence boffndaries. Since the topic is flhat the sentence is abofft it is
oen the case that it persists in the discoffrse and that the ensffing sentences also
saffl something abofft it. From this follofls that the topic has prioritffl ofier the sffbject
in determining the co-reference of missing noffn phrases in the follofling discoffrse.
Consider the effiample in (3.90) for illffstration.

(3.90) nè

that
ke

CL
shù

tree
yèz

leaf
dà;

big
(suóyǐ)

(so)
wǒ

I
bu

not
xīhuān

like

'य़at tree, the leafies are big; (so) I don't like it.'

(Li/य़ompson 1981: 102)

य़is effiample illffstrates that the topic can easilffl effitend its scope across sentence
boffndaries flhile the sffbject's role is oen restricted to the sentence in flhich it oc-
cffrs.
A fffrther distinctifie propertffl ofMandarin flhich follofls from its topic prominence

is that there is no eqffifialent to dffmmffl sffbject t. In sentences flhere dffmmffl t is
reqffired in English, it is simplffl le offt in Mandarin. Compare the sentences in (3.91).

(3.91) xà

descend
yú

rain
le

CRS
'It's raining.'

(Li/य़ompson 1981: 91)

Similarlffl, Mandarin has no eqffifialent to emptffl or effiistential there. Rather, it ffses the
fierb yǒu or a "fierb of postffre", sffch as zuò 'sit', tǎng 'lie' or pāo '੘oat', to effipress the
effiistence of something at a certain locffs (Li/य़ompson 1981: 510). As the follofling
tflo effiamples illffstrate, there are tflo flaffls of ordering the constitffents in effiistential
sentences: either the locffs is the initial element or the fierb yǒu comes ੗rst, follofled
bffl the entitffl flhose effiistence is effipressed. If the locffs occffrs in sentence-initial
position, it "mffst be de੗nite in the sense that its effiistence mffst hafie alreadffl been
established in the discoffrse conteffit either lingffisticallffl or effitralingffisticallffl" (Li/
य़ompson 1981: 511). And since the topic comes ੗rst in Mandarin sentences, the
locffs then takes on the fffnction of the topic.

(3.92) (zà)

at
yuànz

fflard
l

in
yǒu

effiist
y

one
zhī

३ॲ
gǒu

dog

'य़ere's a dog in the fflard.'

(3.93) yǒu

effiist
y

one
zhī

३ॲ
gǒu

dog
zà

at
yuànz

fflard
l

in

'य़ere is a dog in the fflard.'

(Li/य़ompson 1981: 510-511)

य़e fierb yǒu can fffrthermore be ffsed to effipress the effiistence of some entitffl in
relation to some other entitffl. य़ese sentences maffl effipress possession if the entitffl
on flhich the effiistence of some other entitffl is predicated is animate. In the English
translation the fierb have is then ffsed, as can be seen in the follofling effiample.

91



3 Informaton packagng

(3.94) tā

3sg
yǒu

effiist
sān

three
ge

३ॲ
ház

child

'S/He has three children.'

(Li/य़ompson 1981: 513)

Li and य़ompson point offt that the sentences flith the fierb yǒu gifien in (3.92) and
(3.93) and that in (3.94) are essentiallffl similar despite the di੖erence betfleen their
English translations. In both tfflpes of sentence "something is being claimed to effiist;
the di੖erence is flhether it is said to effiist flith respect to a place or to another entitffl"
(Li/य़ompson 1981: 513).
In addition to yǒu, the copffla fierb shì can also be ffsed to effipress effiistence, resfflt-

ing in a di੖erence in meaning, as the follofling contrasting pair shofls.

(3.95) wàman

offtside
yǒu

effiist
y

one
zhī

३ॲ
gǒu

dog

'य़ere's a dog offtside.'

(3.96) wàman

offtside
shì

be
y

one
zhī

३ॲ
gǒu

dog

'What's offtside is a dog.'

(Li/य़ompson 1981: 514)

य़e sentence in (3.96) implies that the locffs is alreadffl knofln to the addressee and,
additionallffl, that the speaker beliefies that the addressee is interested in the locffs,
flhat it has in it or flhat it looks like. य़e effiample flith yǒu in (3.95), on the other
hand, simplffl predicates the effiistence of some entitffl at some locffs, here, the effiistence
of a dog offtside (Li/य़ompson 1981: 515).
य़e effiample in (3.96) also shofls that the copffla shì can be ffsed to form a cle

sentence, in this case a pseffdo-cle. य़e coffnterpart to the English ९ॺ-cle is also
formed flith the help of shì, either flith the copffla alone or in combination flith
the particle de. Yet, note that the bare-shì sentence has di੖erent properties than the
shì…de sentence. Consider the follofling effiamples.

(3.97) shì

३ॵॶ
Zhāngsān

Zhangsan
zuótān

fflesterdaffl
kàndào

see
Wáng

Wang
xǎoě

Ms
(bú

not
shì

३ॵॶ
Lǐsì)

Lisi

'It is Zhangsan flho safl Ms Wang fflesterdaffl (not Lisi).'

(3.98) shì

३ॵॶ
Zhāngsān

Zhangsan
zuótān

fflesterdaffl
kàndào

see
Wáng

Wang
xǎoě

Ms
de

४५

'It is Zhangsan flho safl Ms Wang fflesterdaffl.'

(Cheng 2008: 254-255)

In bare-shì sentences the constitffent immediatelffl follofling shì is the focffsed element
and it alflaffls has a contrastifie focffs interpretation (cf. the addition of bú shì Lǐsì 'not
Lisi' in (3.97)). On the other hand, shì…de sentences do not necessarilffl infiolfie a
contrastifie reading (Cheng 2008: 255; Li 2008: 764).
य़e copffla shì maffl also occffr sentence-mediallffl. Follofling the topic-prominent

basic sentence strffctffre, in (3.99) the topic Zhangsan comes ੗rst, follofled bffl shì,
flhich in tffrn is follofled bffl the focffsed element.
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(3.99) Zhāngsān

Zhangsan
shì

३ॵॶ
zuótān

fflesterdaffl
lá

come
de

४५

'It flas fflesterdaffl that Zhangsan came.'

(Hole 2011: 1707)

A more effiact English translation of this sentence floffld be something like As for

Zhangsan, t was yesterday that he came. 45

3.4.3 Cantonese

Cantonese is a Chinese dialect, spoken as the ੗rst langffage bffl most people in Hong
Kong. It is commonlffl assffmed that all Chinese dialects share essentiallffl the same
grammar "apart from di੖erences in sffਖ਼ffi and particles for flhich, hoflefier, fairlffl
close eqffifialents can be set ffp betfleen dialects, one can saffl that there is practicallffl
one ffnifiersal grammar" (Chao 1968: 13). Hence, efierfflthing that has been said on
Mandarin Chinese sentence strffctffre in the prefiioffs sffbsection basicallffl also applies
to Cantonese.46

Cantonese is an isolating langffage flith the basic flord order SVO. As in Mandarin,
the basic sentence strffctffre is topic-prominent. य़e topic does not need to be the
sffbject of the sentence or bear anffl grammatical relation flith the fierb or the rest of
the claffse, as the follfling effiample illffstrates.

(3.100) gwo

cross
hó

sea
àh,

ॹ६ॶ
dehtt

ffndergroffnd
eu

most
faa

fast

'For crossing the harboffr, the ffndergroffnd is fastest.'

(Mahefls/Yip 1994: 78)

य़ere is a semantic relationship betfleen gwo hó 'crossing the harboffr' and dehtt

eu faa 'the ffndergroffnd is fastest', flhich is a tfflpical topic-comment relationship in
Cantonese (Mahefls/Yip 1994: 78). य़e ffbiqffitffl of sffch sentences makes Cantonese
a topic-prominent langffage. From this propertffl follofl a nffmber of grammatical
featffres. For effiample, sffbjects mffst be de੗nite, sffbject and object pronoffns that
refer back to a topic in the preceding discoffrse are oen omied ('topic chaining')
and topicalization constrffctions are common (Mahefls/Yip 1994: 78). Topicalization
means that the topic is placed in initial position, ffsffallffl for the pffrpose of contrasting
the topicalized flord or phrase flith some other flord. Topics can also occffr in second
position in the claffse, as in (3.101).

45 य़is ofierfiiefl of sentences flith shì and de someflhat simpli੗es the actffal sitffation. य़e issffe of
shì…de cles and shì cles has receified ample interest in the lingffistic literatffre, flith their strffctffre
and fffnctions still not being agreed on. For more recent treatments see, for effiample, Cheng (2008),
Paffl and Whitman (2008), Li (2008) or Hole (2011).
46 Tang and Cheng (2014) discffss a nffmber of strffctffral di੖erences betfleen Cantonese and Man-
darin, flhich are of no particfflar relefiance for the present stffdffl thoffgh. य़ese inclffde strffctffral
particles, aspect markers, de੗niteness and doffble object sentences, among other things.
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(3.101) kéuh

s/he
yú

cook
faahn

food
eu

most
lēk

clefier
hah

is
īng

steam
yú

੗sh

'As far as cooking is concerned she's best at steamed ੗sh.'

(Mahefls/Yip 1994: 88)

In this sentence, the secondarffl topic yú faahn 'cook food' has less prominence than
the initial topic kéuh 's/he'.
Corresponding toMandarin yǒu, Cantonese has the fierb yáuh to effipress possession

and effiistence. Compare the follofling effiamples, flhose strffctffre is fierffl similar to
the Mandarin effiamples gifien abofie.

(3.102) kéuhdeh

theffl
yáuh

hafie
sāam

three
go

३ॲ
á

son

'य़effl hafie three sons.'

(3.103) lī

this
go

३ॲ
dehōng

place
yáuh

hafie
mahntàh

problem

'य़ere's something flrong flith this place.'

(Mahefls/Yip 1994: 317)

Cantonese has a focffs-marking copffla, fflielding a constrffction eqffifialent to the
English cle. Corresponding to Mandarin shì…de sentences, Cantonese ffses strffc-
tffres flith hah…ge to focffs on the entitffl aer hah in the claffse. Sentence (3.104)
effiempli੗es a Cantonese ९ॺ-cle.

(3.104) gó

that
bún

३ॲ
syū

book
hah

is
ngóh

I
dehng

order
ge

ॹ६ॶ

'It flas I flho ordered that book.'

(Mahefls/Yip 1994: 146)

In this sentence, the copffla hah is ffsed to emphasize the follofling flord ngóh 'I'. य़e
strffctffre is also oen ffsed for contrastifie pffrpose, mffch like the English cle.

3.4.4 Tagalog

य़e national langffage of the Philippines, Filipino, is based on Tagalog, flhich belongs
to the langffage familffl of Affstronesian langffages (along flith Malaffl, Jafianese, Sff-
danese, among manffl others). Tagalog is a VSO langffage and it is topic-prominent.
य़is means that, in contrast to English, Tagalog basic sentences do not consist of sffb-
ject plffs predicate bfft of predicate plffs topic (in this order; i.e. fle hafie a comment-
topic order). य़e topic effipresses the focffs of aention and inmanffl cases corresponds
to the sffbject of the English translation. Consider the effiamples in (3.105) and (3.106).
In both cases the topics correspond to the sffbjects in the English sentences. य़e topics
are identi੗able throffgh the topic markers ang and s, respectifielffl.
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(3.105) kumuha

got
ang

ॺॳॱॸ
bata

child
ng

ॳॱॸ
kamats

tomato

'य़e child got a/some tomato.'

(3.106) kumuha

got
sya

ॺॳॱॸ-he
ng

ॳॱॸ
kamats

tomato

'He got a/some tomato.'

(Rafael 1978: 36)

Sffch a correspondence does not alflaffls effiist, hoflefier, and there are also manffl sen-
tences flhere the Tagalog topic cannot be translated into an English sffbject or fiice
fiersa, that is, an English sffbject is not translatable into a Tagalog topic. For effiample,
the English sentence 'A noise aflakened the child' is in Tagalog Gnsng ng ngay ang

bata. In this sentence, the topic bata corresponds to the English object 'child' and the
English sffbject 'noise' (ngay) is part of the predicate in the Tagalog sentence. य़e
reason that the English sffbject 'noise' cannot be translated as the topic lies in the fact
that it is inde੗nite and the Tagalog "topic nefier effipresses a meaning of inde੗nite-
ness" (Schachter/Otanes 1972: 60).
In addition to the di੖erences in position and de੗niteness, there is a third important

di੖erence betfleen the Tagalog topic and the English sffbject. In English, the sffbject
is tfflpicallffl associated flith the semantic role of agent, bfft this is not the case flith
the Tagalog topic, flhich can occffr in a fiarietffl of semantic relations to the fierb, as
the follofling effiamples illffstrate.

(3.107) snulat

flrite-ॶ१ॹॺ
ko

I
ang

the
lham

leer

'I flrote the leer.'

(3.108) snulatan

flrite-to-ॶ१ॹॺ
ko

I
ang

the
ttser

teacher

'I flrote to the teacher.'

(adapted from Schachter/Otanes 1972: 60)

य़e performer of the action is effipressed bffl ko and is part of the predicate in both
sentences (corresponding to the English sffbject 'I'). य़e topics ang lham and ang

ttser, on the other hand, hafie di੖erent semantic relations to the fierb (cf. the di੖ering
forms of the fierbs). Note, hoflefier, that theffl both effipress the focffs of aention in
the respectifie sentence.
Rafael (1978), fffrthermore, points offt that di੖erent elements in the sentence maffl

be chosen as the topic depending on the conteffit and the sense and mood the speaker
flants to confieffl. Compare the follofling effiamples, flhere topic choice determines the
meaning of the sentence. य़ere are tflo argffments, Jose and Maria, and Jose holds
Maria bffl the hand. Rafael (1978: 41) argffes that "[i]f Jose holds Maria to sffpport,
gffide, or perhaps jffst to feel her, then Maria mffst be made topic", as in (3.109). Bffl
contrast, Jose is made the topic if he is sffpported or gffided bffl Maria, as in (3.110).
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(3.109) hnawakan

held
n

ॳॱॸ
Jose

Jose
s

ॺॳॱॸ
Mara

Maria

'Jose held Maria.'

(3.110) humawak

held
s

ॺॳॱॸ
Jose

Jose
kay

ॳॱॸ
Mara

Maria

'Jose held Maria.'

(Rafael 1978: 41)

Similarlffl, in sentences flith fierbs sffch as 'admire', 'kiss', 'see', 'feel', 'hear', among oth-
ers, the meanings confieffled are di੖erent depending on flhether the effiperiencer or
the patient is chosen as the topic (Rafael 1978: 42੖.).
In Tagalog, foffr di੖erent tfflpes of effiistential sentence can be distingffished. Mini-

mallffl, theffl consist of the fierb may 'effiist' follofled bffl a noffn phrase, flhich in tffrn
maffl be follofled bffl a locatifie adfierbial or a relatifie claffse. य़is ੗rst tfflpe is illffs-
trated in (3.111). In a second tfflpe, effiempli੗ed in (3.112), may is follofled bffl the
element roon 'there, in it'. Additionallffl, the notional sffbject is in੘ected flith a linker
(-ng or na). Instead of may or mayroon it is also possible to effipress effiistence flith
the element magkaroon, flhich is in੘ected for aspect, as shofln in (3.113). य़e foffrth
tfflpe consists also of an in੘ected form of the element magka, bfft the element roon is
absent.

(3.111) may

effiist
mga

ॶॲ
tao

person
sa

ॲॵ३
labas

offtside

'य़ere are people offtside.'

(3.112) mayroon

effiist.there
sa

ॲॵ३
bahay

hoffse
na

ॲॱ
manok

chicken

'य़ere's chicken in the hoffse.'

(3.113) magkaka-roon

१ॹॶ.effiist.there
ng

ॴॹ
sa-ng

one-ॲॱ
rebsyon

refiision
ng

ॴॹ
lbron-ng

book-ॲॱ
yan

this

'य़ere's chicken in the hoffse.'

(3.114) nagka-(gera)

१ॹॶ.effiist flar
sa

ॲॵ३
Europe

Effrope

'य़ere flill be a flar in Effrope.'

(Sabbagh 2009: 678-679)47

As in manffl other langffages, the fierbs may(roon) and magka(roon) are also ffsed to
effipress possession.

(3.115) mayroo-ng

effiist.there-ॲॱ
malak-ng

big-ॲॱ
aso

dog
s

ॹ
Mara

Maria

'Maria has a big dog.'

(Sabbagh 2009: 683)

47 य़e copfflar fierb gera is in brackets becaffse it is optional.
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In order to highlight certain elements in a sentence, Tagalog ffses a cle constrffc-
tion (for argffment focffs) or a fronting constrffction (for adjffnct focffs). य़e follofl-
ing effiamples illffstrate these tflo tfflpes of constrffction, respectifielffl. य़e sentence
in (3.116) is an ansfler to the qffestion 'I heard that ffloffr motorcfflcle broke dofln',
flhereas (3.117) is an ansfler to the qffestion 'When did ffloffr car break dofln?'. य़e
focffsed elements are marked in italics.

(3.116) hnd

no
angffkotseffko

१२ॹ=car=mffl
angffna-sra

१२ॹ=ॶ६:broke dofln

'No. My car broke dofln.' (lit. 'No. What broke dofln is mffl car.')

(3.117) kahapon

fflesterdaffl
na-sra

ॶ६:broke-dofln
(yon)

(it.१२ॹ)

'(It) broke dofln yesterday.'

(Nagaffla 2007: 353)

य़ese effiamples illffstrate that prominence is achiefied bffl placing the elements to be
highlighted at the beginning of the claffse (recall that in Tagalog basic sentences
the fierb comes ੗rst). It is also possible to place an element at the le peripherffl
bfft offtside the claffse. य़is element normallffl establishes the topic of the sentence
(Schachter/Otanes 1972: 485੖.). Sffch constrffctions correspond to the English le
dislocation constrffction. Note that in Tagalog co-referential pronoffns are optional,
as the follofling effiample illffstrates. य़e speaker is asked ofier the phone: 'Where are
ffloff nofl?'. य़e le-detached constitffent is ffsffallffl set o੖ from the claffse bffl a paffse,
indicated bffl the comma in (3.118).

(3.118) kam,

1ॶॲ.५ॾ३ॲ.१२ॹ
nasa

be.at
labasffpa

offtside=still

'As for ffs, (fle) are still offtside.'

(Nagaffla 2007: 363)

य़e effiample also illffstrates that the le-detached position is a preferred site for a
contrastifie topic (Nagaffla 2007: 363). य़e topic is we and, in contrast to some other
people, the groffp comprised bffl the pronoffn we is still offtside.

3.4.5 Jamaican Creole

Jamaican Creole, althoffgh no oਖ਼cial langffage, is the de facto langffage of identitffl
in Jamaica. Like English, Jamaican Creole is a SVO langffage bfft, as Christie (1996:
49) points offt, it is "relatifielffl topic prominent" simplffl becaffse it has "not been mffch
sffbject to the constraints of flrien langffage". Word order fiaries in cases of predi-
cate cleing and other kinds of fronting. Jamaican Creole distingffishes betfleen the
cleing of predicatifie and non-predicatifie elements. Predicatifie cleing consists of
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fronting an adjectifie or a fierb, introdffcing it flith the focffs particle a. Consider
sentence (3.119) for illffstration.48

(3.119) a

८ॲ
sk

sick
Samwel

S
sk

sick

'Samffel is reallffl sick.'

(Baileffl 1966: 86, qffoted in Patrick 2007: 138)

Other elements that maffl be cleed inclffde adfierbials, noffns and pronoffns. य़e
focffs particle a maffl again occffr in claffse-initial position.

(3.120) a

८ॲ
dat

that
m

1s
a

ॶॸॵ७
tel

tell
yu

2s

'य़at's flhat I'm telling ffloff.'

(Patrick 2007: 140)

Effiistence is normallffl effipressed flith the infiariant fierb (h)av plffs an inde੗nite pro-
noffn sffbject, for effiample, dem 'them' or yu 'ffloff'.

(3.121) yu hav wan sntng nem Ruoln Kyaaf

'य़ere is something called Rolling Calf.'
(Patrick 2004: 422)

Fffrthermore, Jamaican Creole relatifie claffses shofl some noteflorthffl featffres. As
in fiernacfflar English, relatifie claffses maffl occffr flith zero object relatifie pronoffns.
Yet, zero sffbject relatifies are also common (cf. (3.122)); theffl are in fact efien preferred
ofier ofiert marking in sffbject position (Christie 1996: 56).

(3.122) so

do
d

४५६
wan

one
woz

ॶ१ॹॺ
gown

going
tu

to
stl

steal
t

it
noo

nofl
tek

take
op

ffp
wat

ॸ५ॲ
hm

3s
dd

ॶ१ॹॺ
dg

dig

'So the one flho flas going to steal it nofl took ffp flhat he had dffg.'

(Patrick 2007: 136)

Christie (1996), moreofier, notes that relatifiization oen co-occffrs flith fronting in
Jamaican Creole, stating that "an effitraordinarilffl high proportion of Jamaican relatifie
claffses are constitffents of NPs appearing in initial position in sentences flhich hafie
an ofierall strffctffre more appropriatelffl describable as NP-NP-VP. In sffch cases the
੗rst NP represents a focffsed element" (1996: 48). Le dislocation is the focffsing
strategffl she ੗nds to be most closelffl associated flith relatifiization.

(3.123) enttng yu pudong dem waant t

'Anfflthing ffloff pfft dofln, theffl flant it.'
(Christie 1996: 52)

48 य़e focffs particle a is also referred to as the 'highlighter'. य़at is flhffl fle ੗nd ८ॲ in the gloss in
(3.119).
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Christie gifies a defielopmental accoffnt for the freqffent co-occffrrence of relatifiiza-
tion and le dislocation. Relatifie claffses flith resffmptifie pronoffns, for effiample,
represent an earlffl stage in the efiolfftion of Jamaican relatifies, according to Christie
(1996: 57-59).

3.4.6 Hindi

Hindi is the oਖ਼cial langffage of India, along flith English. In Hindi, an Indo-Arfflan
langffage, the basic flord order is SOV, bfft "fiiolations of normal order in the form
of meaningfffl displacements of constitffent […] are an important sfflntactic featffre"
(Masica 1991: 394). य़e sentence-initial element is ffsffallffl the topic, bfft it is not
necessarilffl also the sffbject. Adfierbials and efien participle claffses can flell be the
topic in Hindi. Consider the follofling sentences for illffstration. य़e particle to is
sometimes ffsed to mark the topic, as illffstrated in (3.124).

(3.124) a

todaffl
(to)

(ॶॺ३ॲ)
həm

fle
tens

tennis
zərūr

certainlffl
khelẽge

plaffl.६ॻॺ.ॳ.ॶॲ

'oay fle flill de੗nitelffl plaffl tennis.'

(Kachrff 2006: 246)

(3.125) əmrīka

America
a

go
kər

३ॶ
ucc

high
skşa

edffcation
prapt

obtain
kərūga

do.1ॶ.६ॻॺ.ॳ.ॹ७

'aving gon to Amria (I) flill get higher edffcation.' i.e.,
'I flill go to America and get higher edffcation.'

(Kachrff 2006: 246)

य़e focffs of the sentence normallffl falls on the element preceding the fierb. Hence, if
an element ismofied into topic position it is ffsffallffl de-emphasized. Consider effiample
(3.126), flhere sab log 'efierfflbodffl' is the focffs (the element before the fierb).

(3.126) dhan

flealth
sab.log

efierfflbodffl
cāhte

flant
ha˜

'Wealth, vryboy flants.'

(adapted from Masica 1991: 394)

An element ffnder focffs can also be identi੗ed bffl emphatic stress, focffs particles or
mofiement from its canonical position. य़e fierb phrase, for effiample, can be empha-
sized bffl placing another element to the right of it, as in (3.127). If the fierb phrase is
placed in initial position some other element gains emphasis, as is the case flith the
term roṭī 'bread' in (3.128).

(3.127) ma˜ne

I
khāī-ha

eat-ॶ१ॹॺ
roṭī

bread

'I at the bread.'
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(3.128) khāī-ha

eat-ॶ१ॹॺ
roṭī

bread
ma˜ne

I

'I ate the bra.'

(adapted from Masica 1991: 395)

Unlike English, Hindi has no pleonastic sffbject constrffction to effipress effiistence.
Rather, the di੖erence betfleen effiistential and non-effiistential sentences is realized
bffl mofiing the sffbject noffn phrase from its canonical position and bffl ffsing demon-
stratifie elements (Sinha/य़akffr 2005: 250). Tfflpicallffl, the locatifie adfierbial occffrs
in sentence-initial position in effiistential claffses, as illffstrated in (3.129). Bffl contrast,
in the non-effiistential sentence the sffbject is in initial position.

(3.129) angal

forest
mẽ

in
sher

lion
ha

be.PR

'य़ere is a lion in the forest.'

(3.130) sher

lion
angal

forest
mẽ

in
ha

be.PR

'य़e lion is in the forest.'

(Sinha/य़akffr 2005: 250)

य़e follofling effiample, taken from Kachrff (2006), also nicelffl illffstrates the creation
of effiistential meaning bffl the placement of the locatifie adfierbial mẽ before the sffb-
ject. Note that raa 'a king' is the focffs of the sentence, immediatelffl preceding the
fierb phrase.

(3.131) ksī

some
zəmane

time.ॳ.ॵ२ॲ
mẽ

in
ek

a
raa

king
tha.

be.ॶ१ॹॺ.ॳ.ॹ७

'Once ffpon a time there flas a king.'

(Kachrff 2006: 252)

Note that both Masica (1991: 396) and Kachrff (2006: 254) point offt that the de-
scriptions brie੘ffl offtlined abofie represent onlffl a preliminarffl accoffnt and that more
flork needs to be done on the constraints of displacement, and information strffctffre
in general, in Indo-Arfflan langffages.

3.4.7 Malayalam

Malafflalam, alongflith Tamil, Telffgff and Kannada, is one of the foffrmajor Drafiidian
langffages. It is the statfftorffl profiincial langffage of the state of Kerala in soffthflest
India, spoken as a mother tongffe bffl 3.2% of India's popfflation (2001 Censffs). य़e
ffnmarked order of constitffents in all sentence tfflpes is SOV fflet there is considerable
freedom of mofiement of constitffents, flhich Asher and Kffmari (1997: 1) ੗nd ffnsffr-
prising becaffse the fffnction of a noffn phrase is ffsffallffl marked bffl a case marker or
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postposition. For emphasizing constitffents in a sentence, cleing is a fierffl common
strategffl, flhich maffl also be accompanied bffl constitffent mofiement (Asher/Kffmari
1997: 181). Topics are primarilffl marked bffl their position at the beginning of the
sentence. Becaffse of the free mofiement of constitffents other elements than the sffb-
ject are allofled to occffpffl the topic slot. य़e follofling sentences are effiamples of a
topicalized object (3.132) and an adfierbial (3.133).

(3.132) puuccaye

cat-१३३
ellaarum

all
kuut

together
tall

beat-ॶॶ
konnu

kill-ॶ१ॹॺ

'य़e cat, theffl all beat it to death.'

(3.133) kooayaeekke

Koafflam-१ॲॲ
naan

I
kaznna

last
aazca

fleek
pooyrunnu

go-ॶ५ॸ६-ॶ१ॹॺ

'Koafflam, I flent there last fleek.'

(Asher/Kffmari 1997: 184)

Effiistence is effipressed in Malafflalam flith the help of the copffla fierbs aane and
unte. य़e tflo fierbs hafie di੖erent meanings. य़e laer asks flhether the entitffl is
flhere it is effipected to be and aane simplffl effipresses the effiistence of the entitffl at
some location. Compare the follofling sentences; also note the di੖erence in meaning
that is associated flith di੖erent initial constitffents.

(3.134) a. aanakal kaal aane

'य़e elephants are in the forest' (and not anfflflhere else).

b. kaal aanakal aane

'It is the elephants that are in the forest' (and not some other animals).

c. aanakal kaal unte

'(य़e) elephants are in the forest' (flhere theffl are effipected to be).

d. kaal aanakal unte

'य़ere are elephants in the forest.'

(Asher/Kffmari 1997: 101-102)
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CHAPTER 4

Analysis

य़is chapter presents the qffantitatifie and qffalitatifie ੗ndings of the present stffdffl.
य़e੗fie constrffctions ffnder consideration - le dislocation, right dislocation, fronting,
effiistential there-constrffctions and cle constrffctions - flill be dealt flith separatelffl
in the follofling sections. य़is ੗rst paragraph is meant to gifie a ੗rst broad idea of
the distribfftion of information-packaging constrffctions across the fiarieties of En-
glish analfflzed. य़e drifiing qffestions of this ੗rst section are (1) in hofl far do the
speakers of the di੖erent fiarieties of English analfflzed ffse marked sfflntactic defiices
for strffctffring the information in a claffse and (2) do theffl hafie certain preferences.

abl 4.1: य़e distribfftion of le and right dislocation, fronting, effiistential there-
constrffctions and cles in the S1A-੗les of nine ICE corpora (absolffte token fre-
qffencies and normalized freqffencies per 100,000 flords).

orpus LD D ronting xistntial lࠧing

N norm. N norm. N norm. N norm. N norm.

७२ 72 35.7 90 44.6 35 17.4 682 338.2 428 212.3
९ॸ५ 129 64.0 124 61.5 51 25.3 746 369.9 450 223.1
ॴঀ 95 41.3 83 36.1 36 15.7 600 260.9 448 194.8
३१ॴ 97 46.0 35 16.6 28 13.3 573 272.0 471 223.6
ॹ९ॴ 117 57.6 48 23.6 53 26.1 417 205.1 351 172.7
ॶ८९ 169 78.0 30 13.8 25 11.5 578 266.8 490 226.2
॰१ॳ 169 79.2 19 8.9 24 11.3 481 225.5 531 249.0
९ॴ४ 356 164.8 58 26.9 213 98.6 643 297.7 378 175.0
८ॱ 170 71.4 26 10.9 14 5.9 591 248.3 194 81.5

Table 4.1 and Figffre 4.1 shofl the freqffencies of the ੗fie information-packaging
constrffctions per 100,000 flords1 in nine ICE corpora, flith Great Britain (GB), Ireland
(IRE), Nefl Zealand (NZ) and Canada (CAN) representing coffntries flhere English

1 य़e freqffencies per 100,000 flords flere calcfflated bffl normalizing the absolffte token freqffencies
aested for each corpffs. य़at is, the absolffte token freqffencies flere difiided bffl the total nffmber of
flords in the corpffs and then mffltiplied bffl 100,000. य़e corpffs sizes flere compffted flith the help of
the R package. For more information on the compfftation procedffre see the section on the data and
methodologffl, 1.2.
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is spoken as a ੗rst langffage and the Philippines (PHI), Jamaica (JAM), India (IND)
and Hong Kong (HK) representing coffntries flhere English is spoken as a second
langffage. In Singapore (SIN), English is spoken at home bffl more and more people
and it is learned as a ੗rst langffage bffl an increasing nffmber of children. Hence,
Singapore English can be classi੗ed as an L1 fiarietffl for more and more speakers.2

Figffre 4.1 shofls the freqffencies per 100,000flords in a stacked form in order to gifie
an ofierall impression of the ੗fie constrffctions flhich lead to a marked flord order in
English. Admiedlffl, this general ofierfiiefl someflhat simpli੗es the sitffation as there
are, for effiample, di੖erent tfflpes of cle constrffction to be distingffished. Bfft still, I
think this ofierfiiefl refieals some ੗rst interesting ੗ndings and raises a nffmber of
qffestions to be addressed in the follofling sections.

igur 4.1: Information-packaging constrffctions in the direct confiersation ੗les of nine ICE
corpora: freqffencies per 100,000 flords of le dislocation, right dislocation,
fronting, effiistential claffses and cle constrffctions.

First, it is interesting to note that Indian English speakers generallffl seem to ffse more
marked constrffctions than the speakers of the other fiarieties, flith the di੖erence
being made ffp in particfflar bffl the more freqffent ffse of le dislocation and fronting
constrffctions.3 Second, and someflhat sffrprisinglffl, Irish English shofls the second
highest ofierall nffmber of information-packaging constrffctions and thffs stands offt
not onlffl among the other L1 English fiarieties bfft also tops most of the L2 fiari-
eties. य़ird, dislocation constrffctions and fronting constrffctions are ffsedmffchmore
rarelffl than effiistential claffses and cle constrffctions. Foffrth, flhile le dislocation
seems to be a phenomenon rather foffnd flith L2 English speakers it is the other flaffl
roffnd flith right dislocation. य़is constrffction seems to be more common among L1

2 For practical reasons, the effipressions 'component' and 'corpffs' are ffsed to refer to the 100 'prifiate
dialogffe' ੗les of the relefiant ICE corpora onlffl and not to the flhole corpora (ffnless stated otherflise).
3 According to chi-sqffared tests, the di੖erence is statisticallffl signi੗cant at the lefiel p < 0.001 for all
fiarieties bfft British English (signi੗cant at p < 0.01) and Irish English (not signi੗cant).
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English speakers than among L2 speakers. Fih, the freqffencffl of ffse of effiistential
claffses is mffch more balanced than that of the other constrffctions analfflzed. And
siffith, cle constrffctions are effitremelffl rare among Hong Kong English speakers.
य़ese general obserfiations flill be elaborated on in the follofling sections, address-

ing sffch qffestions as: (1) flhat motifiates Indian English speakers to ffse fronting and
le dislocation constrffctions so mffch more freqffentlffl than the other speakers do;
(2) flhffl do Hong Kong English speakers ffse cle constrffctions so infreqffentlffl; (3)
is the discrepancffl betfleen Irish English and British English - its inpfft fiarietffl and
fierffl close neighboffr - dffe to in੘ffence from Irish on Irish English; (4) maffl the ofier-
all loflest freqffencies of information-packaging constrffctions in Singapore English
and Hong Kong English be dffe to the fact that in both coffntries most people hafie a
Chinese dialect as their L1.

4.1 Left dislocation

य़e general ofierfiiefl of information-packaging constrffctions in the prefiioffs section
has alreadffl indicated that Indian English speakers ffse le dislocation constrffctions
(LDs) more freqffentlffl than the speakers of the other eight fiarieties analfflzed. य़is
section flill effiamine in some more detail the natffre and ffsage paerns of LD tokens.
In particfflar, it flill trffl to ੗nd an ansfler to the qffestion of flhat motifiates Indian
English speakers to ffse the constrffction so mffch more freqffentlffl. Aer a ੗rst gen-
eral ofierfiiefl of the distribfftion of the constrffction, the follofling sffbsections flill
effiamine a nffmber of sfflntactic and pragmatic properties. Fffrthermore, tflo speci੗c
tfflpes of LD tokens - for-LDs and pronominal LDs - flill be infiestigated in the ੗nal
sffbsections.

4.1.1 Overall distribution

Figffre 4.2 shofls that le dislocation constrffctions are ofierflhelminglffl most com-
mon in Indian English (164.8 tokens per 100,000 flords), flith the freqffencffl of ffse
being more than tflice as high as in most other fiarieties and efien ੗fie times as high
as in British English. य़e laer fiarietffl shofls the loflest freqffencffl of ffse (35.7 per
100,000 flords), follofled bffl Nefl Zealand English (41.3) and Canadian English (46.0).
Irish English, on the other hand, sticks offt among the L1 English fiarieties and, in-
terestinglffl, shofls an efien higher freqffencffl than Singapore English (64.0 fis. 57.6).
Chi-sqffared tests flere performed to test flhether the probabilities of LD tokens in
Indian English and the other fiarieties are essentiallffl the same (as estimated bffl their
freqffencies). य़is is not at all the case as the highlffl signi੗cant resfflts for all fiarieties
shofl (p < 0.001).
Gifien these obserfiations, tflo interesting points are florth mentioning. First, the
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data sffggest that it is not onlffl fronting constrffctions and ९ॺ-cle constrffctions that
are commonlffl ffsed bffl Irish English speakers, as has repeatedlffl been stated in the lit-
eratffre (cf. e.g. Filppffla 1999, 2009, 2012; Hickeffl 2005, 2007), bfft that le dislocation
can also be seen as a distinctifie featffre of this English fiarietffl, at least in comparison
to the other L1 English fiarieties.4 Second, assffming that LD is a learner featffre, the
relatifielffl lofl freqffencffl of ffse in Singapore English and the resfflting similaritffl to
the L1 fiarieties British English, Nefl Zealand English and Canadian English maffl be
a sign of the high pro੗ciencffl of its speakers and the fact that more and more English
speakers in Singapore acqffire the langffage as their L1. Fffrthermore, this obserfiation
sffbstantiates the claim that Singapore English can be seen as a stable natifiized fiari-
etffl of English (Phase 4 of endonormatifie stabilization in Schneider’s 2007 Dfflnamic
Model). Among the L2 English fiarieties analfflzed in the present stffdffl, Singapore
English has been categorized as being most adfianced toflards endonormatifie stabi-
lization. Note, hoflefier, that the di੖erences betfleen Singapore English and the L2
fiarieties are not statisticallffl signi੗cant (efficept for Indian English, as shofln abofie).

igur 4.2: Le dislocation in nine ICE corpora (freqffencies per 100,000 flords).

With the effiception of Singapore English and Irish English, Figffre 4.2 also indi-
cates that LD constrffctions are generallffl more common in L2 English fiarieties than
in L1 fiarieties. य़is resfflt sffpports the claim that LD tokens are freqffentlffl foffnd
in the speech of learners of English, a claim that has been pfft forflard in fiarioffs
੗elds of langffage research, for effiample in langffage teaching and ੗rst and second
langffage acqffisition (cf. e.g. Grffber 1967; Chambers 1973; Coon 1978; Williams
1987; Mesthrie 1992; Carter/McCarthffl 1995; Ortega 2009). It has been sffggested that
the constrffction marks a transitional stage on the flaffl to fffll knoflledge of the lan-
gffage, flhich makes sense as the breaking dofln of a claffse into smaller chffnks eases
the prodffction and processing of the fferance. LD constrffctions are therefore pre-

4 According to chi-sqffared tests, the di੖erences in freqffencffl are statisticallffl signi੗cant for British
English (p < 0.01) and Nefl Zealand English (p < 0.05) bfft not for Canadian English.
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ferred among learners.
Hoflefier, besides the shared L2 e੖ect there mffst be other forces at flork as flell,

otherflise the ofierflhelminglffl more freqffent ffse in Indian English and the relatifielffl
higher nffmber of occffrrences in Irish English (as compared to the other L1 fiarieties
and Singapore English) floffld remain ffneffiplained. य़e follofling paragraphs flill
discffss possible effiplanations for the high freqffencies of LD tokens in these tflo fia-
rieties of English. Additionallffl, a nffmber of idiosfflncratic and noteflorthffl featffres
relating to sfflntaffi and discoffrse flill be analfflzed.

4.1.2 Topic continuity

Effiamining Indian English data, Lange (2012: 165੖.) sffggests that one effiplanation for
the high freqffencffl of LD tokens might be the speci੗c discoffrse fffnction of creating
topic continffitffl, flhich has so far not been aested for other fiarieties of English,
according to Lange. In LD constrffctions that serfie this fffnction, the salient noffn
phrase of the immediatelffl preceding fferance is repeated in the dislocated element.
Consider the follofling effiamples, flhich illffstrate the tfflpical discoffrse conteffit in
flhich LD tokens flith this speci੗c fffnction occffr. In (4.1), three people talk abofft
di੖erent tfflpes of oil and discffss the qffestion of flhich oil is best for ੗sh preparation.
Note that there are tflo effiamples of LD tokens in flhich the salient noffn phrase of
the immediatelffl preceding fferance is taken ffp in the LD constrffction, reटned ol

and taste.

(4.1) D: If ffloff flant to make a fried ੗sh <,> flhat ffloff do

A: Yoff jffst frffl it <,>

D: Frffl it in mffstard oil

A: Mffstard oil

We ffse mffstard oil for <,> ੗sh preparation I mean efien the nefler
generation flhich is ffsing ffh re੗ned oil <,> ffhm it ffses mffstard oil for
the <,> ੗sh preparation

D: Yoff can ffse rࣲn oil for flhatefier <,>

A: Yes ffloff knofl rࣲn ffloff knofl postman or sa੖ola flhatefier ffloff ffse
it's of no ffse <,>

No

D: It flon't allofl the taste to come throffgh

C: It flon't allofl th tast to come throffgh

A:  tast it is fierffl ੘afioffr bfft theffl saffl ffloff'fie lot of cholesterol there <,>

(ICE-IND:S1A-007)

In effiample (4.2), tfloflomen talk abofft the Indian cricket team, flhich has lostmost of
its past matches. य़effl agree that it mffst be the lack of team spirit flhich is responsible
for their ffnsffccessfffl plaffling.
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(4.2) A: Something is flrong flith the <,> ffleah <,> Indian team <,>

I think theffl don't hafie that ffh <,> tam spirit or something

B: am spirit that's lacking <,,>

A: Becaffse ffh

B: I mean and that's flhffl theffl keep losing

(ICE-IND:S1A-014)

In the follofling effiample, three stffdents talk abofft hofl theffl spent their sffmmer
holidaffls.

(4.3) B: Tell me did ffloff go anfflflhere in this summr <,> ?

C: Hofl did ffloff spent ffloffr summr time?

A: ummr I don't knofl hofl it passed <,,>

I jffst flent to Madras for a short fiisit <,,>

(ICE-IND:S1A-031)

In LD constrffctions it is oen the case that the theme of the prefiioffs discoffrse is
taken ffp bffl the initial noffn phrase or that the initial element is discoffrse-old. Yet,
flhat is special abofft the effiamples gifien in (4.1) to (4.3) is that the salient noffn phrase
of the ९ॳॳ५४९१ॺ५ॲॿ preceding fferance is taken ffp and placed in initial position.
य़e speakers ffering sffch sentences signal that theffl hafie carefffllffl listened to the
interlocfftors, theffl are being polite and shofl that theffl hafie ffnderstood flhat the
others hafie jffst said. Sffch LD tokens are thffs ffsed to create coherence in discoffrse,
organize the information ੘ofl and also to empathize flith the interlocfftor. य़effl are
oen foffnd aer qffestions, as in (4.3). In these cases, the speakers not onlffl signal
that theffl hafie ffnderstood the qffestion, bfft theffl also gain time to ੗nd an ansfler.
य़e ੗ndings of the present stffdffl cannot fffllffl con੗rm Lange's (2012) claim. In ICE-

India, there is indeed a sffbstantial nffmber of LD tokens that serfie the fffnction of
creating topic continffitffl (9.8% offt of all LD tokens). Hoflefier, this fffnction is not
efficlffsifie to Indian English, as can be seen in Table 4.2. य़e rofls called 'TC tokens'
and 'TC %' (TC = topic continffitffl) present the absolffte nffmbers and proportions of
LD tokens that serfie this speci੗c fffnction, respectifielffl. It can be obserfied that the
proportion of sffch LD tokens is similarlffl high in ICE-Ireland (9.3%) and efien higher
in ICE-Philippines (10.6%).

abl 4.2: LD tokens that create 'identitffl links' (absolffte freqffencies and percentages offt of
all LD tokens).

࠴࠹ ࠷ࡄ࠻ ࡀ ࡀ࠳࠵ ࡀ࠻ࡅ ࠻࠺ ࠿࠳࠼ ࠶ࡀ࠻ ࠽࠺

LD tokns 72 129 95 97 117 170 169 356 170
C tokns* 4 12 6 1 7 18 9 35 8
C % 5.6 9.3 6.3 1.0 6.0 10.6 5.3 9.8 4.7
*TC = topic continffitffl

108



4.1 Le dslocaton

Gifien these nffmbers, it is not satisfffling to refer onlffl to the fffnction of creating
topic continffitffl as the major motifiating factor for Indian English speakers to ffse
LD constrffctions more freqffentlffl than the speakers of the other fiarieties; at least
if the notion of 'creating topic continffitffl' is seen in this narrofl sense referring to
this speci੗c tfflpe of LD constrffction onlffl. What is florth doing, hoflefier, is gifiing
the notion a flider interpretation and classifffling all LD tokens flhose ੗rst element
refers to knofln or old information as 'creating topic continffitffl'.5 य़e discffssion in
the follofling paragraphs flill concentrate on this idea.
In order to get a beer idea of the LD constrffction's discoffrse fffnctions and to

test the claim that Indian English speakers ffse the constrffction not so mffch for the
introdffction of nefl topics bfft rather to pick ffp old topics and thffs create topic conti-
nffitffl, all items flere classi੗ed according to the anaphoricitffl and the topic persistence
of the initial element.6 य़e infiestigation of the anaphoricitffl ratings is also interesting
in so far as there is no agreement in the literatffre abofft the information statffs of the
dislocated element. Manffl researchers claim that the referent of the initial element
is ffsffallffl alreadffl knofln or inferable from the conteffit (e.g. Gifión 1976, 1993; Lam-
brecht 1994), flhile others state that LDs maffl also serfie to introdffce nefl referents
(e.g. Prince 1998; Birner/Ward 1998).
Both featffres - anaphoricitffl ratings and topic persistence scores - comprise three

classes. As far as anaphoricitffl is concerned, fle hafie LD tokens flhose initial items
refer to nefl information, that is, items that hafie not prefiioffslffl been mentioned in
the discoffrse; second, there are items referring to old or knofln information, that
is, items flhich hafie been mentioned in the prefiioffs discoffrse; and ੗nallffl there are
items flhich hafie not effiplicitlffl been mentioned bfft are inferable from the discoffrse
becaffse theffl are members of a prefiioffslffl mentioned set.7

Topic persistence refers to the qffestionflhether and in hofl far the initial element of
a LD constrffction persists in the follofling discoffrse. In order to rate the persistence
of the initial elements of the LD tokens, the follofling ੗fie sentences flere looked at
and the items groffped into LD tokens flhose initial element is not mentioned in the
follofling ੗fie sentences at all or is mentioned again in the follofling tffrns in form of
a pronoffn. It is assffmed that pronominallffl taken ffp constitffents are flell established
topics. य़e third groffp contains all items that do not belong to anffl of the other tflo
groffps, that is, items that are taken ffp as a noffn phrase in the follofling discoffrse or
items that are onlffl indirectlffl talked abofft aerflards. य़is means that there is some
indirect connection betfleen the theme of the follofling discoffrse and the preclaffsal

5 Note that the terms 'old', 'gifien' and 'knofln' are here ffsed interchangeablffl. For meaningfffl dis-
tinctions betfleen these terms see, for effiample, Erteschik-Shir (2007), flho distingffishes betfleen 'old'
and 'gifien' information, and Prince (1978), flho drafls a distinction betfleen 'gifien' and 'knofln'.
6 य़e idea of the anaphoricitffl ratings and topic persistence scores is based on Gregorffl andMichaelis
(2001).
7 Gifienness is here ffnderstood in the sense of discoffrse-old/nefl information. य़is seemed to be
the option that can best be operationalized in the present conteffit. Recall that the lingffistic term
'gifienness' has effitensifielffl been discffssed in the literatffre and mffch more ੗ne-grained de੗nitions
hafie been sffggested (cf. section 3.1). Yet, relffling on speakers' assffmptions or addressees' knoflledge
makes the gifienness notion impossible to flork flith in the present conteffit since I obfiioffslffl hafie no
direct access to the speakers and addressees' knoflledge; I can onlffl jffdge from their fferances and
the conteffit.
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constitffent. Consider the follofling effiample for illffstration. य़e LD constrffction is
formed aroffnd the entitffl your parents, bfft speaker A then continffes to ask a qffes-
tion abofft the father. य़ere is obfiioffslffl a connection betfleen the preclaffsal element
your parents and the theme of the follofling discoffrse, your father.

(4.4) A: Nofl your parnts are theffl alifie and flell

B: Uh ffles

A: Hofl Hofl old is your athr

B: Uhm <,> I don't knofl effiactlffl
He 's coming ffp to siffitffl <,>

(ICE-GB:S1A-051)

Figffre 4.3 plots the anaphoricitffl ratings of LD tokens in the fiarieties of English an-
alfflzed.8 As effiplained abofie, the three categories contain items that are recofierable
throffgh effiplicit mentioning in the preceding discoffrse ('old') or throffgh inferential
linking ('inferable'), or theffl are not recofierable from the prefiioffs discoffrse ('nefl').
य़e relefiant proportions are gifien as percentages offt of all LD tokens in the respec-
tifie fiarietffl of English.

igur 4.3: Anaphoricitffl ratings of LD tokens (percentages of initial elements containing old,
nefl or inferable information).

य़e ੗ndings sffggest that there is a L1-L2 difiide as far as the information statffs of
the initial elements is concerned. As can be seen, flhile initial elements containing
inferable information make ffp the smallest proportion in all fiarieties analfflzed, there
is a slightlffl higher proportion of items containing nefl information in the L1 English
fiarieties and Singapore English than in the other L2 fiarieties. In the laer, on the
other hand, fle ੗nd a high proportion of initial elements containing old information.

8 य़e token freqffencies and percentages corresponding to Figffre 4.3 are gifien in Appendiffi 6.6.5.
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य़e proportion of sffch items is especiallffl high in Philippine English, accoffnting for
more than 61% of all LD tokens.
Another important obserfiation to be made is that Indian English speakers do not

behafie particfflarlffl di੖erentlffl from the speakers of the other fiarieties. य़at is, the
proportion of preclaffsal elements representing knofln information is onlffl slightlffl
higher than in most other fiarieties. Rather, it is Philippine English speakers flho
ffse LD tokens referring to old information fierffl freqffentlffl. For them, the major dis-
coffrse fffnction of LD tokens seems not to be the introdffction of nefl entities into
the discoffrse bfft rather to pfft emphasis on certain elements in the claffse or to con-
trast them flith some other entitffl in the discoffrse. What fffrther contribfftes to the
high proportion of LD tokens flhose initial element refers to knofln information is a
speci੗c tfflpe of LD token that is particfflarlffl common in Philippine English. In this
speci੗c tfflpe of constrffction the initial element has the form of a pronoffn, flhich ob-
fiioffslffl refers to knofln information (You know I'm open to anythng you knowme I'm

a team player. ICE-PHI:S1A-026). य़is speci੗c tfflpe of LD token flill be discffssed in
some more detail belofl. Note that ICE-Philippines still shofls the highest proportion
of LD tokens flhose initial element refers to old information efien if these pronoffn
LDs are efficlffded from the coffnts.
As for the information statffs of the initial element, it has been noted abofie that

researchers take di੖erent positions in this respect. While some claim that the item
ffsffallffl contains knofln or inferable information, others also allofl items referring to
nefl information to be le-dislocated. य़e ੗ndings of the present stffdffl indicate that
LD tokens serfie both fffnctions. Tfflpicallffl, the initial elements are knofln or infer-
able (cf. categories 'old' and 'inferable') in all nine fiarieties of English analfflzed, fflet
the proportion is someflhat higher in the L2 fiarieties. Singapore English is closer in
its behafiioffr to the tflo L1 fiarieties. Hence, fle might speak of a L1-L2 difiide flith
Singapore English on its flaffl to becoming a L1.
Coming back to Indian English and the hfflpothesis that the fffnction of creating

topic continffitffl is a major motifiating factor for its speakers to ffse LD constrffctions
more freqffentlffl than the speakers of the other fiarieties do, this hfflpothesis cannot be
sffpported bffl the analfflsis of the information statffs of the initial elements. Althoffgh
Indian English speakers ffse LD tokens referring to old information more freqffentlffl
than most other speakers (efficept for Philippine English speakers), reallffl sffpportifie
efiidence in fafioffr of the hfflpothesis shoffld fflield a more striking di੖erence. Yet,
flhat also needs to be considered flhen talking abofft topic continffitffl is the ensffing
discoffrse. य़is flill be done in flhat follofls.
Effiamining the topic persistence of the preclaffsal element in LD constrffctions, it

can be said that a topic is flell introdffced and established in the discoffrse if it is
pronominallffl taken ffp in the follofling tffrns. Assffming that LD constrffctions are
oen ffsed to establish a topic or to mark a topic as salient, fle floffld effipect to ੗nd
high scores of pronominal references in the follofling fferances or that the topic is at
least indirectlffl continffed. य़is effipectation is met bffl all fiarieties of English analfflzed,
as the high proportions of the categories 'pronoffn' and 'NP/indirect' in Figffre 4.4 in-
dicate.9 Taking these tflo categories together, the highest proportions of continffed

9 य़e resfflts for Hong Kong English need to be taken flith a pinch of salt becaffse the Hong Kong
ICE component contains the speech of manffl speakers flho do not qffalifffl as speakers of Hong Kong
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topics can be aested for Irish English (81.4%) and Nefl Zealand English (81.1%).10

As for Philippine English, it shofls the highest proportion of pronominal referents
in the ensffing discoffrse (58.6%). A contribffting factor to this high proportion is again
the speci੗c tfflpe of pronoffn LD mentioned before (me I …) becaffse in these cases
the initial pronoffn is oen also mentioned in the follofling ੗fie sentences. Pronom-
inallffl referred to entities are least freqffent in the speech of Indian English speakers,
accoffnting for less than half of all LD tokens (43.5%). य़e fiarietffl shofls a someflhat
higher proportion of items of the categorffl 'NP/indirect', that is, LD tokens flhose
initial element is either taken ffp as a noffn phrase in the follofling discoffrse or is
indirectlffl referred to as part of a broader discoffrse topic.

igur 4.4: Topic persistence scores of LD tokens (percentages offt of all LD tokens).

Gifien these resfflts, fle mffst conclffde that the analfflsis of the persistence of the
initial element in the follofling discoffrse does not fflield efiidence in sffpport of the
hfflpothesis concerning Indian English speakers and the motifiating factor of creat-
ing topic continffitffl. Sffpportifie efiidence floffld hafie infiolfied higher proportions
of items that persist in the form of a pronoffn in the follofling discoffrse. Another
possibilitffl that coffld still sffpport the hfflpothesis floffld be a higher proportion of
topics that are continffed in the form of noffn phrases (these items are inclffded in the
categorffl 'NP/indirect'). Hoflefier, this tffrned offt not to be the case, that is, Indian
English speakers do not ffse continffed noffn phrases more freqffentlffl than the speak-
ers of the other fiarieties.
Sffmming ffp, this section set offt to ੗nd efiidence in sffpport of the hfflpothesis that

English. Conseqffentlffl, their contribfftions to the confiersations hafie to be efficlffded from the analfflsis
of Hong Kong English. य़is has been done in all the other infiestigations bfft is not possible in the
present conteffit. Efficlffding the tffrns of non-Hong Kong speakers and jffmping to the neffit Hong Kong
speaker tffrn floffld interrffpt the information ੘ofl. य़ffs, it flas decided to look at the follofling ੗fie
sentence aer an LD token regardless of flho ffered these sentences.
10 य़e token freqffencies and percentages corresponding to Figffre 4.4 are gifien in Appendiffi 6.6.5.
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the discoffrse fffnction of creating topic continffitffl is a major motifiating factor for
Indian English speakers to ffse LD tokens. It flas shofln that the mere infiestigation
of LD tokens flhich repeat the immediatelffl preceding topic noffn phrase in initial
position, as sffggested bffl Lange (2012), is not enoffgh. If fle compare onlffl British
English and Indian English, this maffl lead to confiincing resfflts, bfft if more fiarieties
of English are taken into consideration, the pictffre gets more compleffi and the re-
sfflts less straightforflard. य़e infiestigation of LD tokens that create 'identitffl links'
fflielded no signi੗cant resfflts that coffld confiincinglffl accoffnt for the high freqffencffl
of LD tokens in ICE-India. य़e additional effiamination of the anaphoricitffl and per-
sistence of the preclaffsal element flas to shed more light on the LD tokens' discoffrse
fffnctions and the motifiations of speakers to ffse this marked flaffl of organizing the
information in a claffse. Yet, as has been seen, neither the anaphoricitffl ratings nor
the topic persistence scores fflielded sffpportifie resfflts for the hfflpothesis. Sffpportifie
resfflts for the hfflpothesis floffld hafie infiolfied higher scores of initial elements con-
taining old information and higher scores of pronominallffl or nominallffl referred to
referents in the follofling discoffrse, bfft this is not at all the case. We do indeed hafie
a someflhat higher proportion of LD tokens that refer to old information in Indian
English, bfft the di੖erence to the other fiarieties is so small that the ੗nding is not re-
allffl sffpportifie of the hfflpothesis. For the topic persistence scores efien the opposite
is the case: Indian English shofls the smallest proportion of pronominallffl referred
to referents. Preclaffsal elements that are continffed as noffn phrases in the follofling
discoffrse also did not tffrn offt to be particfflarlffl common in the speech of Indian
English speakers in comparison to the speakers of the other fiarieties.
Yet, fle hafie seen that other fiarieties of English shofl a someflhat defiiant be-

hafiioffr, for effiample, Philippine English flith its high nffmber of pronoffn LDs. More
on this belofl.11

4.1.3 Simplifying function

As noted earlier, LD constrffctions also serfie a simplifffling fffnction in the sense that
theffl facilitate the online prodffction and processing of an fferance bffl breaking it
dofln into smaller chffnks (cf. section 3.2.1).12 If this is an important fffnction of
the constrffction, one coffld effipect to ੗nd more LD tokens flith compleffi initial ele-
ments rather than simple ones. In order to test this hfflpothesis the compleffiitffl of the
preclaffsal elements flas effiamined and compared across fiarieties of English. In the
present conteffit, the notion 'compleffi' refers to preclaffsal elements that either hafie
the form of a claffse (੗nite or non-੗nite) or a noffn phrase postmodi੗ed bffl a relatifie

11 Anaphoricitffl ratings and topic persistence scores hafie also been calcfflated for fronting constrffc-
tions. य़is allofls for a direct comparison of the discoffrse fffnctions of the tflo tfflpes of constrffction.
While theffl are strffctffrallffl qffite similar, the anaphoricitffl ratings and topic persistence scores shofl
that theffl perform di੖erent fffnctions in discoffrse. A closer inspection of the di੖erences is gifien in
section 4.3.
12 Note that in this section the 'simplifffling' fffnction does not refer to Prince's (1998) notion bfft
is ffnderstood in the sense emploffled bffl Hffddleston/Pffllffm (2002) and Biber et al. (1999), namelffl
that of making the planning and processing of compleffi sentences easier. See section 3.2.1 for more
information abofft these di੖erent interpretations.
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claffse. Effiamples of these tfflpes of constrffction are gifien in (4.5).

(4.5) a. And she knofls that ffsffallffl aࠧr w at that's the time fle go
(ICE-CAN:S1A-028)

b. Becaffse to mak a pizza it costs ffloff like ten p and ffloff sell it for fffcking
tflo qffid (ICE-IRE:S1A-010)

c. Bfft bfft working <,> in this group ffhm <,,> it's <,> di੖erent in terms of
ffhm <,> the flaffl <,> that ffloff hafie to dance (ICE-GB:S1A-002)

d. Most pagans who gt marri ffleah theffl hafie a pagan ceremonffl
(ICE-GB:S1A-071)

Figffre 4.5 indicates that there is qffite some fiariation in the freqffencffl of com-
pleffi LDs across fiarieties of English.13 As can be seen, the L1 fiarieties shofl mffch
higher freqffencies of compleffi LD tokens than the L2 fiarieties, flith the effiception
of Jamaican English, flhich - qffite sffrprisinglffl - has the third highest proportion of
compleffi tokens (27.2% offt of all LD tokens). य़e highest proportion can be aested
for British English (31.9%), follofled bffl Canadian English (28.9%).

igur 4.5: Proportion of LD tokens flith compleffi initial elements.

Gifien these nffmbers tflo aspects are florth mentioning in particfflar. For one, Ja-
maican English sticks offt among the L2 fiarieties and the high proportion of compleffi
LDs is striking. A possible effiplanation for this high proportion might be that Ja-
maican English speakers generallffl tend to ffse relatifie claffses more freqffentlffl than
the speakers of the other fiarieties. Efiidence in sffpport of this claim derifies from the
infiestigation of compleffi effiistential claffses, that is, effiistential there-constrffctions in
flhich the notional sffbject is postmodi੗ed bffl a relatifie claffse or a non੗nite claffse.

13 य़e token freqffencies and percentages corresponding to Figffre 4.5 can be foffnd in Appendiffi 6.6.5.
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Compared flith the other fiarieties of English analfflzed, this tfflpe of constrffction is
also fierffl common in Jamaican English (for more details see section 4.4).
य़e second aspect florth discffssing is the high proportion of compleffi LDs in the L1

fiarieties in comparison to the L2 fiarieties (efficept for Jamaican English). य़is ੗nding
maffl sffggest that L1 English speakers are more likelffl than L2 English speakers to
resort to LD constrffctions as a simplifffling strategffl, that is, the simplifffling fffnction
is a more important discoffrse fffnction for L1 English speakers flhile other fffnctions
are more important to L2 English speakers. य़is floffld be in line flith the prefiioffs
infiestigation of the anaphoricitffl of the preclaffsal element. य़ere, the ੗ndings sffg-
gested that the creation of topic continffitffl and the organization of the information
੘ofl seemed to be a more important discoffrse fffnction for the L2 speakers than the
L1 speakers (recall that L2 speakers tend to ffse LD constrffctions referring to knofln
information more freqffentlffl than do the L1 speakers).
In addition to the LD constrffction's discoffrse fffnctions, the present stffdffl also in-

fiestigated a nffmber of sfflntactic featffres (still) aiming at ੗nding possible effiplana-
tions for the high freqffencffl of LD tokens in Indian English. Fffrthermore, this flas
to refieal possible idiosfflncratic featffres and similarities/di੖erences in terms of pre-
ferred fiariants across the fiarieties of English analfflzed. First, the sfflntactic fffnction
of the preclaffsal element or its co-referential pronoffn is effiamined. य़is is follofled
bffl the infiestigation of LD tokens containing a demonstratifie pronoffn or a qffantifffl-
ing effipression in the initial element.

4.1.4 Syntactic features

Syntactic function of the preclausal constituent

Effiamining the sfflntactic fffnction of the initial element, fle tfflpicallffl ੗nd items that
are co-referential to sffbject pronoffns in the core of the claffse (cf. (4.6)a), bfft there
are also qffite a nffmber of co-referential object and possessifie pronoffns. Adfierbials,
complements and fierbs occffr fierffl rarelffl in dislocated position. Effiamples of these
di੖erent tfflpes of LD constrffction are gifien in (4.6).

(4.6) a. My x-boyrin Phil [he] got me interested (ICE-GB:S1A-081)

b. My Mum's Mum I lofie [her] to death (ICE-IRE:S1A-005)

c. ommy Briࠨ [his] Granda died (ICE-IRE:S1A-005)

d.  last mting I flasn't [there] (ICE-SIN:S1A-045)

e. Athlt an sportsman [that] he is (ICE-NZ:S1A-090)

f. how oࣱ theffl'll do (ICE-IND:S1A-053)

य़e preponderance of sffbject LDs in all corpora analfflzed is not particfflarlffl sffrpris-
ing since objects can alternatifielffl be placed in initial position bffl means of fronting
constrffctions. Simplffl mofiing sffbjects at the beginning of the claffse in this flaffl
obfiioffslffl has no speci੗c pragmatic e੖ect as sffbjects are tfflpicallffl foffnd in initial
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position in English.
It coffld be hfflpothesized that mafflbe speakers of Indian English are more ੘effiible

flith respect to the sfflntactic fffnction of the dislocated element and allofl for a flider
scope of realizational options than the speakers of the other fiarieties analfflzed. If
theffl pfft in initial position elements other than sffbjects more freqffentlffl, this in tffrn
coffld accoffnt for the high freqffencffl of LD tokens in Indian English. Hoflefier, as
can be seen in Table 4.3, this is not at all the case. It is rather the other flaffl roffnd and
Indian English shofls the highest proportion of sffbject LDs among all nine fiarieties
of English analfflzed, accoffnting for more than 89% of all LD tokens.

abl 4.3: य़e distribfftion of LD tokens according to the sfflntactic fffnction of the initial ele-
ment (absolffte token freqffencies and percentages offt of all LD tokens.

orpus LD tokns subjt objt poss. othr*
N N % N % N % N %

७२ 72 59 81.9 10 13.9 3 4.2 - -
९ॸ५ 129 92 71.3 23 17.8 11 8.5 3 2.3
ॴঀ 95 70 73.7 18 19.0 5 5.3 2 2.1
३१ॴ 97 77 79.4 13 13.4 7 7.2 - -
ॹ९ॴ 117 101 86.3 13 11.1 2 1.7 1 0.9
ॶ८९ 169 138 81.7 26 15.4 5 3.0 - -
॰१ॳ 169 141 83.4 20 11.8 8 4.7 - -
९ॴ४ 356 318 89.3 34 9.6 2 0.6 2 0.6
८ॱ 170 149 87.6 17 10.0 1 0.6 3 1.8
*य़e categorffl 'other' comprises adfierbials, complements and fierbs.

य़e foffr L1 English fiarieties shofl more ੘effiibilitffl than the L2 fiarieties and form
LD constrffctions aroffnd non-sffbjects more freqffentlffl, especiallffl so Irish English
and Nefl Zealand English. Interestinglffl, it is effiactlffl these tflo fiarieties of English
that shofl the loflest proportion of fronted objects bffl means of a fronting constrffc-
tion flhich flill be discffssed in section 4.3. With fronting constrffctions fle tfflpicallffl
੗nd fronted objects rather than complements or (obligatorffl) adfierbials. It seems that
speakers of Irish English and Nefl Zealand English defiiate more freelffl from the de-
fafflt mappings in both cases (sffbject LD and object fronting) than the speakers of the
other fiarieties, follofled bffl the tflo other L1 fiarieties, Canadian English and British
English.
य़e ੗ndings sffggest that there is a correlation betfleen the sfflntactic fffnction and

the LD constrffction's major discoffrse fffnction, namelffl topic establishment. As has
alreadffl been pointed offt in the chapter on information packaging (cf. Chapter 3), the
sffbject of an ffnmarked declaratifie sentence in English is tfflpicallffl interpreted as the
topic. Sffbjects are the prime candidates for the position of topic becaffse theffl ffsffallffl
encode easilffl accessible langffage data. य़is is dffe to the fact that sffbjects normallffl
hafie hffman referents and most oen plaffl the semantic role of agent (Seoane 2006:
366੖.). य़ese three featffres - animacffl, agentifiitffl and high degree of accessibilitffl - in
tffrn, make sffbjects easffl to process on the part of the hearer. Hence, it makes sense
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that most LD constrffctions are formed aroffnd a sffbject in all nine ICE corpora: sffb-
jects are the prime candidates for topichood and LD tokens mainlffl serfie the fffnction
of topic establishment or the marking of a topic as salient in the discoffrse. य़e es-
peciallffl high proportion of sffbject LDs in the L2 English fiarieties, and in particfflar
in Indian English, might be seen as fffrther efiidence of the claim that the creation
of topic continffitffl is a more important motifiation for L2 English speakers to ffse
LD constrffctions than for L1 English speakers. Also, it shofls that the simplifffling
fffnction plaffls no major role for L2 speakers (also see the relatifielffl lofl proportion
of compleffi LDs discffssed abofie).
As for the someflhat higher proportion of possessifie LDs in Irish English as com-

pared to other the fiarieties, I can onlffl o੖er a tentatifie effiplanation. य़e someflhat
higher incidence of sffch items maffl be dffe to in੘ffence from the Irish sffbstrate be-
caffse resffmptifie possessifie pronoffns are also foffnd in Irish passifie and progressifie
constrffctions. Consider the effiamples in (4.7) and (4.8).

(4.7) tá

is
mé

I
do

to
mo

mffl
bhualadh

beating

'I am being beaten.'

(4.8) tá

is
sé

he
na

in.his
shuí

siing

'he is siing.'

(Pietsch 2008: 216-217)

य़e strffctffre of these sentences resembles possessifie LDs to a great effitent. It is likelffl
that the Irish passifie and progressifie constrffctions raise the aflareness of the effiis-
tence of resffmptifie possessifie pronoffns and make them more accessible to speakers
of Irish English. Conseqffentlffl, Irish English speakers maffl be more prone to ffse them
in other constrffctions as flell.

LDs with a quantifying expression

य़e follofling paragraphflill deal flith another formal featffre of the initial element in
LD constrffctions for flhich some distribfftional di੖erences can be aested across the
fiarieties analfflzed. य़e LD tokens in qffestion infiolfie a qffanti੗er in the preclaffsal
element, as illffstrated in the sentences in (4.9).

(4.9) a. All ths northrnrs wstrnrs <,> theffl prefer flheat (ICE-IND:S1A-072)

b. And not onlffl that bfft also a lot o this stuࣱ that is to be done I think it
reqffires some sort of ffh <,> manpofler and ffloff'd more get that from a
gffffl [laffghter] than a floman (ICE-JAM:S1A-007)

c. Bfft actffallffl ffloff knofl ffh many uh orignrs theffl like this kind of ffh
Chinese ffh porcelain china (ICE-HK:S1A-009)
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d. I hafie some friends come from China theffl told ffs that ffh ffloff knofl
most o th popl ffloff knofl theffl reallffl don't beliefie in commffnism
[…] (ICE-HK:S1A-009)

e. Bfft som uh popl theffl alreadffl got their prifiileges (ICE-HK:S1A-009)

य़ese effiamples illffstrate the most common tfflpes of qffanti੗ers that occffr in sffch a
flaffl in LD constrffctions, namelffl all, a lot, many, most and some. It coffld, of coffrse,
flell be that the fiariation in LD tokens containing a qffantifffling effipression is dffe to
an ofierall higher freqffencffl of ffse of these qffantifffling effipression in one or the other
fiarietffl of English analfflzed. Hence, to get a beer idea of the ofierall distribfftion
of these qffantifffling effipressions all items flere coffnted in the nine corpora. Table
4.4 gifies the absolffte token freqffencies and the normalized freqffencies per 100,000
flords of these ੗fie qffantifffling effipressions (cf. the colffmn labelled 'qffanti੗er') to-
gether flith the absolffte freqffencies of LD tokens that hafie an initial element flith
a qffanti੗er (cf. 'qffantifffling LDs N'), the proportions of these qffantifffling LDs in re-
lation to all qffantifffling effipressions (cf. '% per Q') and their proportion offt of all LD
tokens (cf. '% per LD').

abl 4.4: Absolffte freqffencies and freqffencies per 100,000 flords ('norm.') of the qffantifffling
effipressions all, a lot, many, most and some; LD tokens flith these qffanti੗ers in the
initial element (absolffte freqffencies, proportions per total nffmber of qffanti੗er ('%
per Q') and proportions per LD tokens ('% per LD)).

orpus quantiࣲr quantiying LDs

N norm. N % per Q % per LD

७२ 1818 901.6 3 0.17 4.17
९ॸ५ 1562 774.4 3 0.19 2.33
ॴঀ 1986 863.5 5 0.25 5.26
३१ॴ 1600 759.5 5 0.31 5.15
ॹ९ॴ 1907 938.0 9 0.47 7.69
ॶ८९ 1329 613.5 13 0.98 7.69
॰१ॳ 2056 964.0 24 1.17 14.20
९ॴ४ 2500 1157.4 51 2.04 14.33
८ॱ 2639 1108.9 38 1.44 22.35

य़e percentages gifien in the last colffmn of the table indicate that qffantifffling effi-
pressions occffr most freqffentlffl in LD tokens ffered bffl L2 English speakers, flith
speakers of Hong Kong English, Indian English and Jamaican English shofling the
highest proportions (22.35%, 14.33% and 14.20% offt of all LD tokens, respectifielffl).
य़e proportions are mffch smaller in the speech of Singapore English and Philippine
English speakers (7.69% each), flhich are thffs closer in their behafiioffr to the L1 En-
glish speakers.
य़e high proportions of qffantifffling LDs in Hong Kong English, Indian English and

Jamaican English coffld also be an epiphenomenon of the generallffl more freqffent ffse
of qffantifffling effipression bffl speakers of these three fiarieties. As the third colffmn
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flith the normalized freqffencies indicates, it is especiallffl speakers of Hong Kong En-
glish and Indian English flho ffse qffantifffling effipressions more freqffentlffl than the
other speakers (1108.9 and 1157.4 tokens per 100,000 flords, flhile the other freqffen-
cies per 100,000 are all belofl 1000 tokens).14 Yet, if fle calcfflate the proportions of
qffantifffling LDs in relation to the ofierall nffmber of qffantifffling effipressions, fle see
that Hong Kong English, Indian English and Jamaican English still shofl the highest
percentages (cf. ੗h colffmn). य़e percentages are fierffl small indeed, bfft still I floffld
argffe that these ੗ndings shofl that the higher nffmbers of qffantifffling LDs in Indian
English, Hong Kong English and Jamaican English are not an artefact of the higher
freqffencffl of ffse of qffantifffling effipressions generallffl. Rather, these speakers reallffl
seem to inclffde a qffanti੗er in the initial element more freqffentlffl than the speakers
of the other fiarieties.
As for the motifiation for ffsing sffch LD tokens, I can onlffl specfflate. In the Indian

English data, the effipression all accoffnts for a high proportion of qffantifffling LDs
(21 items offt of 51), flhich maffl speak for an additional discoffrse fffnction of the LD
constrffction in this fiarietffl of English, namelffl a sffmmarffl fffnction. To illffstrate this
fffnction more clearlffl a nffmber of fffrther effiamples are gifien in (4.10) to (4.12). Note
that this sffmmarffl fffnction has also been identi੗ed for fronting constrffctions and
non-initial there-constrffctions in Indian English (Lange 2012: 137).

(4.10) So <,> three miles <,> that is abofft ੗fie kilometres efierffldaffl fle ffsed to flalk
in the morning and retffrn back in the efiening like that <,>
And sometimes <,> so fle flere nearlffl tflentffl <,> persons ffh ffh <,> ੗h
standard siffith standard sefienth standard eighth standard like that <,>
So all o us togthr <,> fle fle flere going to <,> take a room <,> ffhm <,>
and ffh on rental basis <,> staffl there

(ICE-IND:S1A-076)

(4.11) I'm </fl> a <,> pffre fiegetarian <,>
Sometimes fle take eggs <,,>
Like mffl familffl all th popl theffl are taking non-fieg <,,> bfft onlffl me I'm
the pffre fiegetarian one <,>

(ICE-IND:S1A-007)

(4.12) And that man he flas the onlffl son of that man <,,>
And ffh he had some three or foffr sisters <,> all o thm theffl flere ffnmarried

(ICE-IND:S1A-069)

य़ese effiamples shofl that LD tokens infiolfiing the qffanti੗er all maffl be ffsed to sffm-
marize a prefiioffslffl mentioned groffp of entities, as in (4.10), flhere all comprises the
nearlffl tflentffl persons flho flalked to school together mentioned prefiioffslffl. In these
sentences, the effipression all seems to be ffsed to emphasize that the proposition ap-
plies to reallffl all of the people mentioned before. It seems that the effipression all has

14 य़e freqffencffl of qffantifffling effipressions in Indian English is signi੗cantlffl di੖erent from all other
fiarieties (p < 0.001) bfft Hong Kong English. य़e di੖erence in freqffencffl betfleen Hong Kong English
and the other fiarieties is also statisticallffl signi੗cant (at p < 0.01 for Jamaican English and at p < 0.001
for all other fiarieties).
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some additional meanings and fffnctions in Indian English, flhich might be florth
looking into in a more comprehensifie and thoroffgh flaffl.
In the Hong Kong English data, the most common qffanti੗ers foffnd in LD con-

strffctions are some (14 tokens or 36.8% offt of all qffantifffling LDs), most and many

(10 tokens or 26.3% each). य़effl oen occffr in combination flith the noffn people,
that is, some people they or most people they. Possiblffl, Hong Kong English speakers
are in੘ffenced bffl the classi੗er sfflstem of Cantonese. In Cantonese, or in Chinese di-
alects generallffl, each noffn is assigned a classi੗er, comparable flith the assignment
of gender in manffl Effropean langffages. Tflo di੖erent tfflpes of classi੗er are ffsffallffl
distingffished, measffre classi੗ers (sometimes also called measffre flords) and tfflpe
classi੗ers (or simplffl classi੗ers).15 While the former "denote qffantities of an item",
the laer "belong flith the fierb and classifffl it in terms of some intrinsic featffre"
(Mahefls/Yip 1994: 109). य़ese intrinsic featffres maffl relate to the entitffl's shape,
natffral kind or fffnction. य़e follofling effiamples nicelffl illffstrate the fffnctioning of
the classi੗ers (note that these effiamples are from Mandarin).

(4.13) san

three
zhang

३ॲ
baozh

neflspaper

'three pages of neflspaper'

(4.14) san

three
fen

३ॲ
baozh

neflspaper

'three sffbscriptions of neflspaper'

(4.15) san

three
a

३ॲ
baozh

neflspaper

'three neflspaper agencies'

(Del Gobbo 2014: 41-42)

In all three claffses fle hafie the items san 'three', follofled bffl a classi੗er, flhich in
tffrn is follofled bffl baozh 'neflspaper'. Yet, depending on the tfflpe of classi੗er, fle
get totallffl di੖erent meanings: pages of the neflspaper, sffbscriptions or agencies.
For the present stffdffl, the qffantitffl classi੗er or measffre flord dī is particfflarlffl

interesting. Like English some, it is ffsed to denote a qffantitffl of either coffntable
things or ffncoffntable sffbstances (Mahefls/Yip 1994: 115). Consider the follofling
effiamples for illffstration.

(4.16) dī saimānjái
'the/some children'
dī séffi
'the/some flater'

(Mahefls/Yip 1994: 115)

15 य़e distinction betfleen measffre flords and classi੗ers is not a straightforflard one and the issffe
has been hotlffl debated in the literatffre. See, for effiample, Her and Hsieh (2010), Her (2012) or Del
Gobbo (2014).
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As indicated bffl the English glosses, the classi੗er dī can either mean 'the' or 'some',
flith conseqffences for the meaning of the flhole claffse, of coffrse. Another inter-
esting featffre of the Cantonese classi੗er sfflstem is the 'bare classi੗er' constrffction
flhich is not a general Sinitic featffre bfft is characteristic of Yffe dialects (flhich Can-
tonese belongs to) and other dialects that hafie been in contact flith them (Baffer/
Mahefls 2003: 153). In this constrffction the classi੗er serfies like a determiner to
specifffl that the noffn has de੗nite reference, as illffstrated in the follofling effiample.

(4.17) kan

३ॲ
ok

hoffse
how

fierffl
ta

big

'य़e hoffse is fierffl big.'

(Baffer/Mahefls 2003: 153)

Gifien the classi੗er sfflstem in Chinese, then, it might be possible that Hong Kong
English speakers transfer featffres of the Chinese noffn phrase sfflntaffi onto English
noffn phrases. य़at is, theffl ffse an English effipression flhich theffl think corresponds
to the Chinese classi੗er in the gifien conteffit and fle thffs ੗nd more qffantifffling effi-
pressions. Another plaffsible scenario, sffggested bffl the effiample sentences gifien
abofie, is that for Hong Kong English speakers the distinction betfleen determiners
and qffanti੗ers is somehofl blffrred becaffse of the classi੗er sfflstem in Cantonese.
Note, hoflefier, that these are onlffl tentatifie sffggestions flhich call for fffrther re-

search. It might be florth analfflzing qffantifffling effipressions in Hong Kong English
in general. य़effl might hafie assffmed nefl meanings and fffnctions in the same flaffl
as seems to be the case flith the qffanti੗er all in Indian English. An interesting piece
of research indeed fflet befflond the scope of the present stffdffl.
In the Jamaican English data, the most common qffanti੗ers occffrring in LD con-

strffctions are some and a lot (7 tokens or 29.2% each offt of all qffantifffling LDs).
Interestinglffl, the laer tfflpe occffrs mffch less freqffentlffl in all the other fiarieties an-
alfflzed, both in LD tokens and in general. Yet, for the moment I cannot think of anffl
reason flhffl Jamaican English speakers seem to prefer a lot ofiermany andmuch. य़e
former is the most informal fiariant among these three qffanti੗ers. Since the present
stffdffl drafls its data from informal confiersations, it is not particfflarlffl sffrprising to
੗nd a large nffmber of the qffanti੗er a lot, bfft this does still not effiplain flhffl it is more
freqffent in the Jamaican English data than in the data of the other fiarieties.
य़e ੗nal tflo sections discffss tflo speci੗c tfflpes of LD constrffction. य़e ੗rst in-

fiolfies the particle for in the preclaffsal element and the second has a le-dislocated
pronoffn rather than a fffll noffn.

4.1.5 For-LDs

य़is section effiamines a speci੗c tfflpe of LD, flhich I labelled for-LD. य़is is becaffse
the preclaffsal element is introdffced bffl for, making the LD token similar to the as

for-constrffction, flhich is commonlffl ffsed in flrien and spoken English to establish
a topic. In flhat follofls a nffmber of effiamples are gifien for illffstration. य़e effitract
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in (4.18) is taken from a confiersation betfleen tflo stffdents flho talk abofft stffdent
life in Japan and Hong Kong. Speaker A, probablffl from Japan, asks speaker B if
stffdents in Hong Kong do also hafie part-time jobs. Note the occffrrence of three LD
constrffctions in B's tffrn, tflo for-LDs and one 'normal' LD strffctffre. य़e relefiant
sentence parts are marked in bold print.

(4.18) A: Yes do the part-time job and theffl theffl do hold parties so manffl times
and so hofl abofft ffloff the stffdents in Hong Kong

B: Uhm Hong Kong stffdents for me and also for mffl friends also bfft hafie
also part-time jobs sffch as ffhm ffh prifiate teacher to teacher to teach
those secondarffl stffdents or the primarffl stffdents English or
Mathematics

And apart from hafiing the part-time job ffsffallffl fle'll tend to plaffl some
kind of sports

Uh or m I like badminton and sqffash and som o thm theffl floffld
like to plaffl ffhm other kinds sffch tennis and bfft ffsffallffl or girls theffl
like shopping

(ICE-HK:S1A-045)

य़e co-occffrrence of 'normal' and for-LDs in one sentence sffggests that both tfflpes of
constrffction are flell entrenched in the speaker's grammar and that theffl can possiblffl
efien be ffsed interchangeablffl. Tfflpicallffl, it is sffbjects that are fronted in this flaffl, fflet
there are also some rare cases of fronted objects, as in (4.19). In this effitract, a teacher
talks abofft a task she asked her stffdents to do, namelffl flriting a radio programme.

(4.19) A: I ask mffl stffdents to prodffce the radio programs ffhm flhich lasts abofft
ffh last for abofft tflentffl minfftes […] Bfft I mean if ffloff knofl for the
radio program theffl inclffde

B: Songs.

A: य़at's it and also I mean or my lass I ask them to do foffr at least foffr
di੖erent things.

(ICE-HK:S1A-016)

For-LD constrffctions ffsffallffl occffr in declaratifie sentences, as illffstrated bffl the effi-
amples abofie. Yet, fle also ੗nd them in qffestions, flhich fffrther ffnderlines the im-
pression that theffl are flell established and ੘effiiblffl ffsed bffl at least some speakers
of English. य़e sentence in (4.20) is an effiample of a for-LD in the form of a qffes-
tion. य़e speakers talk abofft A's mother, flho has recentlffl retired. In addition to the
for-LD in speaker B's qffestion, also note the LD proper in A's response.

(4.20) B: Hofl old is she

Hofl old do ffloff I flill ffloff be flhen ffloff retire

I mean flhat's the retiring age

A: I gffess I flill be siffitffl
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B: or your mom is is she ੗ffl fflet

A: Mffl mom ffla she's ੗ffl-eight

(ICE-HK:S1A-059)

य़emost common tfflpe of initial element in for-LDs foffnd in the ICE corpora infiolfies
the seqffence for me I, as in the ੗rst effiample in (4.18). Additionallffl, fle also ੗nd se-
qffences flith other pronoffns, sffch as for us we, for her she or for hm he, or noffn
phrases, sffch as for grls they in the second for-LD constrffction in effiample (4.18).
What all the abofie effiamples shofl is that strffctffrallffl for-LDs are basicallffl 'nor-

mal' LDs, simplffl flith the addition of the initial for. य़effl also serfie the fffnction of
breaking dofln the fferance into smaller ffnits, introdffcing the topic ੗rst, follofled
bffl some nefl information abofft the topic. Speakers oen ffse for-LDs to effipress their
opinion, freqffentlffl in contrast to some other person's opinion. य़e tfflpes of fierb that
occffr most freqffentlffl in the core of the claffse ffnderline this impression. We oen
੗nd fierbs of emotion, sffch as lke, enoy and hate, or fierbs effipressing one's opinion,
sffch as thnk, beleve and would rather. In order to fffrther ffnderscore their point of
fiiefl some speakers add the adfierb personally to their fferance or introdffce it flith
the conjffnction but. Consider the follofling effiamples for illffstration. य़e effitract in
(4.21) is from a confiersation abofft job opportffnities. Effiample (4.22) is taken from
a British discffssion forffm for people interested in archerffl (Archerffl Interchange UK
Forffms), inclffded in the Corpffs of Global Web-based English (GloWbE).

(4.21) Bfft ffhm <,> as ffh for me <,> ffh <,> ffh for <,> as an Economic stffdent <,>
And somebodffl <?> ask </?> somebodffl said that flill flill ffh fle hafie ffh an
adfiantage for ੗nding jobs sffch as management trainee
But in at or m I ੗nd that <,> ffh the bffsiness administration stream
stffdent is mffch beer than ffs <,>
And mafflbe fle jffst hafie some adfiantage in the banking ੗eld

(ICE-HK:S1A-012)

(4.22) Tabs are a fierffl personal thing. # Prsonally or m I lofie the Black Widofl
Tab, I hafie tried a nffmber bfft i alflaffls go back to the Black Widofl

(GloWbE, GB G, Strffggling to ੗nd the right tab!, accessed 24/07/2014)

य़e for-LD constrffction is also mentioned in the Offiford English Dictionarffl (OED),
flhich gifies an effiample of the constrffction dating before 1657: For old Marnus, I

know not how to excuse hm. Referring to the tfflpe for me, the OED gifies the French
pour mo as a possible model on flhich the English constrffction has been formed and
adds that the constrffction is nofl obsolete: "य़e parenthetic ffse, as in for me = as for
me, for mffl part (= French pour mo), is nofl obsolete".16 य़is is interesting in so far
as the present data profie otherflise. य़e strffctffre does not seem be obsolete at all.
Admiedlffl, it is rather rare in the L1 English fiarieties analfflzed, bfft qffite a nffmber
of items coffld be foffnd in some of the L2 English data, as Table 4.5 shofls.
What is interesting to note is that for-LDs seem to occffr in particfflar in the speech

of those L2 English speakers flho hafie a topic-prominent backgroffnd langffage. As

16 "for, prep. and conj." OED Online. Offiford Unifiersitffl Press, September 2014; accessed 15/11/2014
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can be seen, for-LDs are bffl far most freqffent in Hong Kong English, follofled bffl Sin-
gapore English and Philippine English. य़e high freqffencffl of for-LDs in effiactlffl these
fiarieties is probablffl not ofled to chance. य़e qffestion is flhat makes these speakers
ffse for-LDs more freqffentlffl than speakers of other English fiarieties. I floffld sffggest
that fle are here dealing flith a case of grammaticalization that is triggered or accel-
erated bffl langffage contact, that is, the defielopment of the for-LD constrffction is
an instance of contact-indffced grammaticalization (Heine/Kfftefia 2003, 2005, 2010).
More on this belofl. Let ffs ੗rst consider the distribfftion and natffre of the for-LD
constrffction in some more detail.

abl 4.5: For-LDs in nine ICE corpora (absolffte token freqffencies).

࠴࠹ ࠷ࡄ࠻ ࡀ ࡀ࠳࠵ ࡀ࠻ࡅ ࠻࠺ ࠿࠳࠼ ࠶ࡀ࠻ ࠽࠺

2 - - 3 17 12 3 8 43

Hong Kong English does not onlffl shofl the highest freqffencffl of for-LDs bfft also
the greatest fiariation flith respect to the realization of the constrffction. While for-
LDs tfflpicallffl infiolfie a pronoffn in most other fiarieties, Hong Kong English speakers
create mffch more compleffi strffctffres, oen of the form for NP, as the effiamples in
(4.19) and (4.20) illffstrate; 30 items offt of the 43 for-LD tokens are of this tfflpe. य़is
obserfiation indicates that the constrffction is flell-established in Hong Kong English.
य़is seems also to be the case for Singapore English and Philippine English becaffse
the constrffction is ffsed bffl manffl di੖erent speakers in fiarioffs teffits. य़at is, rather
than being an idiosfflncratic featffre of onlffl a fefl speakers the constrffction seems to
be flidelffl (althoffgh rarelffl) ffsed in the speech commffnities.17

In the literatffre, no efiidence of the for-LD constrffction has been foffnd and since
the 'direct confiersation' ੗les of the ICE corpora constitffte a rather small database,
it flas decided to search for the constrffction in GloWbE, the Corpffs of Global Web-
based English. य़is flas also done to test the hfflpothesis that the constrffction is
mainlffl ffsed bffl L2 English speakers flith a topic-prominent L1.
य़e infiestigation of GloWbE tffrned offt to be more diਖ਼cfflt than effipected. य़e

more compleffi seqffences flith for NP, flhich in ICE oen contain some premodifffling
adjectifies or some postmodifffling material, coffld not comprehensifielffl searched for.
य़e infiestigation of constrffctions flith for me and for us florked offt flell, bfft these
pronominal items represent onlffl part of the pictffre and do not satisffflinglffl reprodffce
the resfflts of the ICE corpora (recall that most items in ICE-Hong Kong do not contain
a pronoffn). A feasible approffiimation to the for NP-constrffction coffld be achiefied
flith the strings for the _ they, for some _ they and for many _ they. 18

17 In ICE-Hong Kong, the 43 sentences are ffered bffl 22 speakers in 20 teffits; in ICE-Singapore, the
17 for-LDs occffr in the speech of 17 speakers in 16 teffits; and in ICE-Philippines, the 12 constrffctions
hafie been foffnd in 12 di੖erent teffits.
18 य़e interface in GloWbE allofls for collocate searches. य़e seqffences for some _ they and for many

_ they flere searched for flith they as the collocate and ffp to ੗fie flords in betfleen for some or for

many and they. With the seqffence for the _ they a similar collocate search did not flork offt becaffse
too manffl items floffld ੗t that paern. Conseqffentlffl, the search flas performed flith the help of the
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Figffre 4.6 represents the ੗ndings in GloWbE and ICE di੖erentiated according to the
form of the preclaffsal element.19 Making a distinction betfleen preclaffsal pronoffns
and noffns makes sense becaffse in the ICE data Hong Kong English sticks offt in
particfflar in that it shofls a higher proportion of nominal for-LDs in comparison to
the other fiarieties, as offtlined abofie.

igur 4.6: For-LDs flith pronoffns and noffns as the preclaffsal element in ICE and GloWbE
(freqffencies per 100,000 flords).

As can be seen in Figffre 4.6, the constrffction is more efienlffl distribffted in GloWbE
than in ICE. In the laer groffp of corpora fle ੗nd a great discrepancffl betfleen the
freqffencies in the fiarioffs data: flhile there are zero occffrrences in ICE-Ireland and
ICE-NeflZealand, fle ੗ndmffch higher nffmbers in ICE-HongKong. य़e੗ndings fffr-
thermore sffggest that for-LDs are a featffre of spontaneoffs spoken langffage rather
than of the langffage of blogs and discffssion forffms (as represented bffl GloWbE) since
fle ੗nd more than 18 items per 100,000 flords in the ICE data (Hong Kong) bfft onlffl
roffghlffl 0.25 items in GloWbE (Singapore). य़e freqffencies in GloWbE are effitremelffl

flildcard *, flhich stands for anffl one flord. I flas interested in items flith tflo or three flords in
betfleen for the and they, so the precise search sfflntaffi flas for the * * they and for the * * * they. If a
search retffrned more than 100 hits, I florked flith 100-flord samples.
19 य़e freqffencies per 100,000 flords in the fiarioffs ICE samples and GloWbE can be foffnd in Ap-
pendiffi 6.6.5.
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lofl and it is therefore diਖ਼cfflt to drafl reliable conclffsions. Yet, some interesting
trends can still be obserfied, flhich are de੗nitelffl florth reporting.
Tffrning to the distinction betfleen the pronominal and the nominal fiersion of the

for-LD constrffction, it is interesting to note that in Hong Kong English the nominal
fiersion is the more common tfflpe flhile fle ੗nd more items of the pronominal tfflpe
in all the other English fiarieties (in both GloWbE and ICE). Fffrthermore, among the
data obtained from GloWbE the for NP-constrffction is most freqffent in Singapore
English and Hong Kong English, effiactlffl the tflo English fiarieties flhich are in con-
tact flith Chinese dialects.
Sffmming ffp the resfflts, it can be said that the pronominal for-LD constrffction is

ffsed bffl speakers of L1 and L2 English fiarieties alike to effipress their opinion and feel-
ings, oen in contrast to some other person's opinion. य़is tfflpe of for-LD has to be
distingffished from the more compleffi NP fiersion, flhich ੗gffres prominentlffl in the
tflo English fiarieties flith a Chinese backgroffnd langffage. It seems that speakers of
these tflo fiarieties of English hafie flidened the scope of the for-LD constrffction effi-
tending it to more compleffi sffbjects (and objects, occasionallffl). य़is sffggests that the
preposition for has grammaticalized into a ੘effiible and flell-entrenched topic marker
in Singapore English and Hong Kong English. Grammaticalization is here ffnder-
stood as the process "flherebffl leffiical items and constrffctions come in certain lin-
gffistic conteffits to serfie grammatical fffnctions and, once grammaticalized, continffe
to defielop nefl grammatical fffnctions" (Hopper/Traffgo 2003: 18; on the ffnifiersal
principles of grammaticalization also see Heine et al. 1991; Bfflbee et al. 1994). In the
present effiample, the preposition for defielops the nefl grammatical fffnction of a topic
marker, triggered bffl the aempt of the English speakers to strffctffre their sentences
according to the principles of their topic-prominent L1s. Since the process of gram-
maticalization is here triggered or accelerated throffgh langffage contact, fle maffl also
speak of contact-indffced grammaticalization (Heine/Kfftefia 2003, 2005, 2010). What
is interesting in the present case is that the L2 English speakers make ffse of their fffll
repertoire of lingffistic featffres to create the for-LD constrffction: theffl aim at strffc-
tffring their fferances in a topic-prominent flaffl, flhich theffl are familiar flith from
their L1s, bfft theffl choose English constrffctions as the models for the nefl strffctffre.
य़e L2 English speakers recognize that in English - a sffbject-prominent langffage -
a sentence can be strffctffred aroffnd a topic bffl means of the as for-constrffction (e.g.
As for books, I lke Edgar Allan Poe). य़e fffnctional similaritffl betfleen LD and the as

for-constrffction is also noted in the literatffre, flith Lambrecht (1994), for effiample,
flriting that "the as-for constrffction is […] a sffbtfflpe of the detachment or dislocation
constrffction" (1994: 152; also cf. Gffndel 1988). Leafiing offt the particle as, the for-LD
constrffction is fierffl likelffl based on the model of the as for-constrffction taking ofier
the fffnction of topic establishment.
Another constrffction flhich I floffld sffggest impacts on the defielopment of the

for-LD is the for NP-strffctffre, flhich commonlffl occffrs in claffse-initial position and
serfies to effipress an opinion or to establish a topic, as the sentences in (4.23) illffstrate.
Recall that for-LD constrffctions tfflpicallffl serfie preciselffl these fffnctions.

(4.23) a. I told ffloff I told ffloff I told ffloff or m it's the preschoolers or you it's
the grade siffi (ICE-PHI:S1A-082)
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b. So he jffst saffls it casffallffl bfft <,> or m it flas terrifffling that he floffld
<,> go to jail and nefier come back (ICE-CAN:S1A-043)

c. or thm it is fierffl confienient if it is in Delhi <,> (ICE-IND:S1A-070)

Strffctffrallffl, these sentences are fierffl similar to the for-LD constrffction. य़e onlffl
di੖erence is that the sffbject of the main claffse is co-referential flith the element
follofling for in for-LDs bfft not in for NP-strffctffres. In (a), for effiample, fle hafie
me and you aer for, bfft the sffbject is t. य़e strffctffres also di੖er semanticallffl, as
the German translations clearlffl indicate. In the sentences in (4.23), for is translated
as '৐ür', for effiample, '৐ür mich flar es Angst erregend, dass er ins Ge৐ängnis gehen
flürde' as a possible translation of the for-strffctffre in (b). In for-LDs, on the other
hand, for has lost this meaning. For effiample, the sentence for grls they lke shop-

png in (4.18) floffld not be translated into '৐ür Mädchen sie lieben Shopping', bfft ffloff
floffld rather saffl 'Mädchen, die lieben Shopping'.
य़e process of contact-indffced grammaticalization, then, appears to be a plaffsi-

ble paern for the defielopment of the for-LD constrffction, as it shofls manffl of the
main characteristics of the process of grammaticalization: it is triggered (or accel-
erated) throffgh contact flith other langffages; for has lost its original meaning and
has acqffired a more abstract meaning (desemanticization); it has assffmed the nefl
fffnction of topic marking (effitension); the original form of for and that ffsed as a
topic marker coeffiist; the meanings or fffnctions of the as for-constrffction and the
for NP-constrffction constrain the fffnctions of the for-LD, that is, it is mainlffl ffsed
to establish a topic and fioice an opinion (cf. Hopper/Traffgo 2003: 2; Heine/Kfftefia
2005: 15, 80).20 In Hong Kong English, efiidence in sffpport of effitension also comes
from the fact that the for-LD constrffction allofls for elements to occffr aer for other
than pronoffns, flhile the pronominal fiariant seems to be the more common tfflpe in
the for NP-strffctffre and the speech of most other speakers.
What the discffssion of the defielopment of the for-LD constrffction abofie has shofln

is thatfle are here dealingflith a rather compleffi process of grammaticalization. य़ere
is not one single langffage that is the soffrce of the nefl strffctffre, bfft rather fle hafie
sefieral langffages interacting to create the for-LD strffctffre. Sffch lingffistic creatifi-
itffl, hoflefier, can be effipected in the case of bi/mffltilingffal speakers, flho, in the
aempt to adhere to the principles and effipectations of the langffage-particfflar set-
ting, make ffse of the fffll repertoire of lingffistic featffres at their disposal (Matras/
Sakel 2007: 852). Fffrthermore, the present effiample is interesting in that a rather
abstract concept of the speakers' L1s serfies as the triggering or accelerating factor,
namelffl topic prominence. य़is is probablffl not the tfflpical path of grammaticalization
or paern replication, bfft it is described as a possible scenario in the literatffre: "in
order to replicate model langffage constrffctions, speakers maffl also select abstract

20 Heine and Kfftefia (2010) describe grammaticalization as a sffbcategorffl of grammatical replication.
A similar model is profiided bffl Matras and Sakel (2007), flho see grammaticalization as a sffbtfflpe of
flhat theffl call 'paern replication'. Since the focffs of the present stffdffl lies on information-packaging
constrffctions, the process of grammaticalization as ffnderstood in these di੖erent models flill not be
discffssed in detail here. य़e interested reader is referred to these florks for more information on the
theoretical assffmptions of the di੖erent models and the similarities and di੖erences betfleen them.
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morphosfflntactic operations as pifiots" (Matras/Sakel 2007).21

A diਖ਼cfflt qffestion, flhich is raised bffl the present analfflsis bfft flhich it is ffnable
to ansfler conclffsifielffl, concerns the precise role of langffage contact in the process
of grammaticalization. य़at is, it is diਖ਼cfflt to saffl flhether langffage contact has ac-
tffallffl triggered the grammaticalization process or flhether it is 'onlffl' speeding ffp a
change that floffld hafie happened anfflflaffl. Recall that the for-LD constrffction had
alreadffl effiisted in Earlffl Modern English, bfft flas then abandoned, according to the
OED. Hence, the constrffction is probablffl not ffnfamiliar to speakers of English. It
might also be the case that fle are here dealing flith a general defielopment spear-
headed bffl certain fiarieties of English. य़at is, flhile for-LDs are more prefialent in
the speech of English speakers flith topic-prominent L1s in the present data, it might
flell spread across fiarieties of English aroffnd the florld in the ffftffre. Sffpport for
this assffmption comes from a similar defielopment that has been described for an-
other topic marking strffctffre in English, namelffl the as far as-constrffction, flhere
the fierbal coda goes or s concerned is increasinglffl more oen deleted (Rickford et al.
1995; Britain 2000). Consider the follofling effiample, flhere fle floffld effipect that the
੗nal seqffence of flords be as far as blls and savngs are concerned.

(4.24) I'fie decided that I'm jffst going to flork flith flhat I earn from teaching
and jffst flork flith that as far as ffm bills and safiings

(ICE-NZ:S1A-085)

What the as far as-constrffction flithofft fierbal coda and the for-LD hafie in com-
mon is that theffl are both ffsed to mark a topic and both hafie defieloped offt of
more compleffi constrffctions bffl leafiing offt certain elements (goes/s concerned and
as, respectifielffl). य़e constrffctions di੖er, hoflefier, in that the for-LD seems to be
a phenomenon largelffl restricted to the speech of L2 English speakers flith a topic-
prominent backgroffnd langffage flhile the deletion of the fierbal coda in as far as-
constrffctions has so far been aested for American English and Nefl Zealand En-
glish.
It is clearlffl necessarffl to infiestigate larger sets of spoken data or more fiarieties of

English (as profiided bffl GloWbE) to test flhether the grammaticalization of for into a
topic marker is indeed largelffl restricted to L2 English fiarieties flith topic-prominent
backgroffnd langffages or flhether these fiarieties are in the lead of a general defielop-
ment. Additionallffl, it might be interesting to compare the resfflts flith constrffctions
introdffced bffl wth me, to me and about me, flhich seem to fffnction in a similar flaffl,
as the sentences in (4.25) illffstrate.

(4.25) a. With m I lost mffl mother flhen I flas onlffl sefien
(GloWbE, NG B, Interfiiefl flith Asa Asika… 9ja Breed)

b. o m I'm not a pffnctffal person (ICE-IRE:S1A-061)

21 Matras and Sakel (2007) describe the process that is responsible for paern replication as 'pifiot-
matching', flhich "infiolfies identifffling a strffctffre that plaffls a pifiotal role in the model constrffction,
and matching it flith a strffctffre in the replica langffage, to flhich a similar, pifiotal role is assigned
in a nefl, replica constrffction" (2007: 830). In the present case, the pifiot in the model langffage is the
topic-prominent sentences strffctffre, the matching strffctffres in English, the replica langffage, are the
as for-constrffction and the for NP-strffctffre.
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c. About m I am a BS Mathematics stffdent at UPLB
(GloWbE, PH G, य़e Mania य़at Was - Sportffl Gffffl)

य़e initial effipressions wth me, to me and about me seem to be ffsed flhen the speak-
ers flant to saffl something abofft themselfies, possiblffl in comparison to some other
person. Research in this direction flill certainlffl be florth the e੖ort.

4.1.6 Pronominal LDs

Another speci੗c tfflpe of LD constrffction that shofls some fiariation across the fiari-
eties analfflzed infiolfies a pronoffn as the preclaffsal element (flithofft for). Effiamples
are gifien in (4.26) and (4.27).

(4.26) M I am a Defielopment Policffl stffdent (ICE-PHI:S1A-072)

(4.27) s w make good mffsic (ICE-PHI:S1A-063)

Lambrecht (1994: 183) describes this tfflpe of constrffction as freqffent and he argffes
that this is becaffse "the le detachment constrffction is oen ffsed to mark a shi in
aention from one to another of the tflo or more alreadffl actifie topic referents". In-
terestinglffl, in the ICE data analfflzed, the pronominal LD constrffction has been foffnd
in a sffbstantial nffmber onlffl in ICE-Philippines, flhere it makes ffp more than 12%
of all LD tokens (21 instances offt of 169 LD tokens, dispersed ofier 14 teffits and spo-
ken bffl 16 di੖erent speakers).22 In the other corpora the constrffction is fierffl rare,
flith one single effiample each occffrring in ICE-Jamaica, ICE-Canada and ICE-Great
Britain.
Most of the tokens aested for ICE-Philippines are of the form me I ; tflo effiamples

are of the form us we. य़is sffggests that the pronominal LD constrffction is mainlffl
ffsed flhen the speakers flant to saffl something abofft themselfies. य़effl introdffce
themselfies as the topic of the follofling message effipressing their opinion, oen in
contrast to some other person's opinion. य़is obserfiation agrees flith Lambrecht's
(1994) claim that pronominal LDs "oen hafie a 'contrastifie' fffnction" (1994: 183).
Mesthrie (1992: 116) also ੗nds this sffbtfflpe of the LD constrffction in his Soffth

African Indian English data and describes it as a "minor fiariant". Hffber and Dako
(2004) and Hffber (2014; presentation at ICAME35) report that pronominal LDs are
more freqffent in Ghana English than in British English. Gifien these ੗ndings and
comments bffl di੖erent affthors, it seems that the pronominal LD constrffction is not
ffniqffe to Philippine English, as the resfflts of the present stffdffl sffggest.
Especiallffl intrigffing is the discrepancffl betfleen the ੗ndings of the present stffdffl

flith respect to British English (one effiample) and Lambrecht's (1994: 183) claim that

22 Recall that in the analfflsis of the information statffs and topic persistence of the initial elements
in LD tokens in section 4.1.2 it flas noted that ICE-Philippines stands offt among the other fiarieties
analfflzed in that it shofls a high nffmber of knofln initial elements that are pronominallffl referred to
in the follofling ੗fie sentences. To a great effitent, this is dffe to the high freqffencffl of pronominal LDs
in this fiarietffl of English.
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pronominal LD tokens are freqffent. य़is maffl be dffe to the make-ffp of the ICE com-
ponent, that is, the someflhat higher lefiel of formalitffl of the 'direct confiersation'
੗les inclffded in ICE-Great Britain. To test this hfflpothesis the distribfftion of LD con-
strffctions flith the initial seqffenceme I flas analfflzed in GloWbE.23 It tffrned offt that
pronominal LDs of this tfflpe are fierffl rare in GloWbE. Among the nine fiarieties of
English flhich are sffbject to the present stffdffl, British English shofls the highest fre-
qffencffl flith less than 0.07 items per 100,000 flords, a fierffl small freqffencffl indeed.24

Offt of interest and becaffse of Hffber's (2014) and Hffber and Dako's (2004) ੗ndings
in Ghanaian English the GloWbE components representing Ghanaian English and
Nigerian English hafie also been infiestigated in the present analfflsis. Interestinglffl,
both African fiarieties of English shofl higher freqffencies than British English, bfft
the freqffencies are also still fierffl small (0.136 items per 100,000 flords in Ghanaian
English and 0.350 items in Nigerian English).
In sffm, then, the freqffencies of me I -LDs are so small in all fiarieties of English

analfflzed that it is diਖ਼cfflt to drafl reliable conclffsions from these resfflts. Althoffgh
the British English data in GloWbE shofl the third highest freqffencffl aer the tflo
African fiarieties of English, I am relffctant to saffl that this con੗rms Lambrecht's claim
becaffse the freqffencffl is so fierffl lofl. What the analfflses of for-LD constrffctions and
pronominal LD tokens flith initial me I shofl, hoflefier, is that the comparison of ICE
and GloWbE is a fialffable research set-ffp, bfft it also has its limitations. य़e phenom-
ena ffnder consideration are fierffl infreqffent in GloWbE - despite the hffge size of the
corpora - flhich sffggests that theffl are clearlffl featffres of informal confiersations and
that the langffage of blogs and discffssion forffms is still qffite dissimilar from spon-
taneoffs spoken discoffrse.

4.1.7 Summary

One major issffe that has been discffssed in the present section infiolfies the high fre-
qffencffl of LD constrffctions in the speech of Indian English speakers. Addressing the
qffestion of flhat motifiates Indian English speakers to ffse LD tokens so mffch more
freqffentlffl than the speakers of the other fiarieties, a nffmber of pragmatic and sffln-
tactic featffres has been effiamined. य़e creation of topic continffitffl has been reported
in the literatffre as a major motifiating factor for Indian English speakers to ffse the
strffctffre (Lange 2012). Hoflefier, this claim cannot be con੗rmed in the present stffdffl
efien flith the interpretation of the notion 'topic continffitffl' being taken someflhat

23 Since the search for the seqffence me I in GloWbE retffrned manffl items that flere not instances
of LD tokens, I restricted mffl analfflsis to 100-flord samples to effitract all pronominal LDs. य़is flas
a feasible amoffnt of data to go throffgh and an eਖ਼cient flaffl to get an impression of the distribfftion
of LDs flith me I across fiarieties of English in GloWbE. य़e rafl freqffencies flere then normalized
to freqffencies per 100,000 flords. य़is flas necessarffl, ੗rst, to get resfflts that are comparable flith
those obtained from the ICE samples and, second, to make the resfflts flithin GloWbE comparable
becaffse the sffbcorpora inclffded in GloWbE consist of fierffl di੖erent amoffnts of teffits and flords (see
the section on data and methodologffl and Appendiffi 6.6.5 for more information on the make-ffp of
GloWbE).
24 य़e freqffencies of LDs flith initial me I in GloWbE are gifien in Appendiffi 6.6.5.
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flider. It seems that speakers of L2 English fiarieties generallffl ffse LD constrffctions
flhose preclaffsal elements refer to old information more oen than the speakers of
the L1 fiarieties analfflzed, thffs creating topic continffitffl. For the L1 English speakers,
on the other hand, the simplifffling fffnction seems to plaffl a more important role than
for the L2 English speakers.
Additionallffl, tflo featffres of the preclaffsal element in LD constrffctions hafie been

analfflzed. First, its sfflntactic fffnction, or rather that of the co-referential pronoffn,
has been effiamined hfflpothesizing that the high freqffencffl of LD tokens in Indian En-
glish might be dffe to a more ੘effiible ffsage of the constrffction in this respect. Yet, it
tffrns offt that Indian English speakers are least ੘effiible among the fiarieties analfflzed,
shofling the highest proportion of the 'defafflt' sffbject LD. Irish English, on the other
hand, shofls some more fiariation, flith the someflhat higher incidence of possessifie
LDs possiblffl being dffe to in੘ffence from the Irish backgroffnd langffage.
य़e second featffre effiamined flith respect to the preclaffsal element is concerned

flith the presence of a qffantifffling effipression. Speakers of Hong Kong English, In-
dian English and Jamaican English tffrn offt to ffse 'qffantifffling LDs' more freqffentlffl
than the speakers of the other fiarieties. In Indian English, the qffanti੗er all is partic-
fflarlffl common. It seems to hafie acqffired neflmeanings and fffnctions in this fiarietffl
of English. Hong Kong English speakers might be in੘ffenced bffl the classi੗er sfflstem
of their Chinese backgroffnd langffage.
Finallffl, tflo speci੗c tfflpes of LD token hafie been discffssed, for-LDs and pronom-

inal LDs. In for-LDs, the preposition for has grammaticalized into a topic marker,
in੘ffenced bffl the topic-prominent backgroffnd langffages of some speakers and the
English as for- and for NP-constrffctions. English speakers flith topic-prominent
backgroffnd langffages seem to ffse the constrffction more freqffentlffl than speakers of
the other fiarieties becaffse theffl are more sensitifie to the notion of topic and there-
fore tend to strffctffre their sentences according to the principles theffl are familiar
flith from their L1. Becaffse of the triggering or accelerating fffnction of the topic-
prominent L1s fle maffl speak of a case of contact-indffced grammaticalization.
Pronominal LDs are almost efficlffsifie to Philippine English in the present stffdffl,

flhich is sffrprising becaffse this tfflpe of LD has been reported in the literatffre to be
freqffent in other fiarieties as flell.
Coming back to the qffestion of flhat motifiates Indian English speakers to ffse LD

tokens so mffch more freqffentlffl than the speakers of the other fiarieties, the present
analfflsis of pragmatic and sfflntactic featffres cannot profiide anffl profoffnd ansflers. It
rather seems that the constrffction is simplffl not as marked in Indian English as it is,
for effiample, in British English. य़is might be dffe to in੘ffence form the backgroffnd
langffages. In Malafflalam, for effiample, it is sffਖ਼cient for a sentence constitffent to
be marked as the topic bffl placing it in sentence-initial position, bfft a more effiplicit
marker of topic is also possible. In sffch cases, "the topic remains in ੗rst place in
the sentence bfft is follofled bffl a reinforcing element" flhich is aached to the topic
(Asher/Kffmari 1997: 184). Similarlffl, in Hindi the particle to maffl be ffsed to mark the
topic of a sentence. Possiblffl, Indian English speakers simplffl mark the sffbject as the
topic bffl ffsing the co-referential pronoffn as a "reinforcing element", a strategffl theffl
are familiar flith from their L1. I floffld thffs sffggest that di੖erent forces interact to
ffnmark the LD constrffction and increase its ffsage in Indian English. For one, the
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featffre pool of Indian English speakers contains the possibilitffl of marking topics effi-
plicitlffl bffl means of an ending that is aached to the topic or bffl means of a particle.
Additionallffl, theffl are familiar flith the le dislocation constrffction as a means of es-
tablishing a topic. Since morphological marking is not admissible in English, Indian
English speakers do not directlffl transfer the featffre from their L1 into English, bfft
a constrffction that is alreadffl there assffmes this fffnction, that is, the co-referential
pronoffn is ffsed as an effiplicit topic marker. य़e constrffction maffl therefore be ffsed
more freqffentlffl and it maffl be less marked than in, for effiample, British English.

4.2 Right dislocation

य़is section effiamines the natffre and fffnctions of right dislocation constrffctions (RDs
for short). य़e general ofierfiiefl at the fierffl beginning of this chapter has alreadffl in-
dicated that RDs are rather rarelffl ffsed bffl the English speakers analfflzed in the present
stffdffl.25 Some of the freqffencies are in fact so small that the resfflts reported belofl
are not alflaffls reliable and therefore mffst be considered flith care. य़e strffctffre
of the section is as follofls. First, the ofierall freqffencies across the nine fiarieties of
English analfflzed flill be presented. य़is flill be follofled bffl the analfflsis of a nffmber
of sfflntactic featffres. Finallffl, effipanded forms of RD flill be discffssed. In contrast to
the 'canonical' RD, sffch effipanded RDs contain an operator in the dislocated element.

4.2.1 Overall distribution

As noted earlier, the groffp of RD tokens inclffded in the present stffdffl comprises
RD 'proper', that is, sentences flith a dislocated noffn phrase, as in (a), demonstratifie
pronoffn, as in (b), or claffse, as in (c), and effipanded RDs, flhich hafie an operator in
the detached element, as in (d) and (e).

(4.28) a. He's brilliant your a. (ICE-GB:S1A-042)

b. God that floffld scare a kid that (ICE-NZ:S1A-043)

c. And that seemed to be soffldestroffling bing on th ol (ICE-NZ:S1A-012)

d. He's going to Urban Dance Sqffad Phil Alxanr is (ICE-GB:S1A-100)

e. He's a real pet so h is (ICE-IRE:S1A-049)

25 य़e terms 'freqffent' and 'rare' are, of coffrse, relatifie terms. While RD constrffctions are rare in
comparison to most of the other information-packaging constrffctions analfflzed in the present stffdffl,
theffl are described as a "prominent" featffre of the 5-million-flord Cambridge and Noingham Corpffs
of Discoffrse in English (CANCODE) bffl Carter, Hffghes and McCarthffl (1998). Fffrthermore, Cffllen
and Kffo (2007) point offt that RDs are tflice as freqffent as ought to or the get passifie in the spoken
component of the Longman Corpffs of Spoken and Wrien English.
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Figffre 4.7 presents the freqffencies per 100,000 flords of RD tokens in the nine fiari-
eties of English analfflzed. Interestinglffl, flhile it is the L2 English fiarieties that shofl
the highest freqffencies of LD tokens it is nofl the L1 English fiarieties for flhich
higher freqffencies can be aested. An effiception in this respect is Canadian English,
flith the freqffencffl of RD tokens being smaller than those of Indian English and Sin-
gapore English (16.6, 26.9 and 23.6 tokens per 100,000 flords, respectifielffl).

igur 4.7: Right dislocation in nine ICE corpora (freqffencies per 100,000 flords).

Irish English shofls the bffl far highest freqffencffl (61.5 tokens per 100,000 flords). य़is
is mainlffl dffe to the large nffmber of effipanded RDs that can be aested for this fia-
rietffl of English. More on this effipanded form belofl. य़e di੖erences in freqffencffl
betfleen Irish English and the L2 English fiarieties are statisticallffl highlffl signi੗cant
(p < 0.001); the same holds for Canadian English. For Nefl Zealand English it is sig-
ni੗cant at p < 0.05 and for British English the di੖erence is not signi੗cant (p > 0.05).
Among the L2 fiarieties, Indian English and Singapore English shofl the highest

freqffencies of RD tokens.26 य़e someflhat higher freqffencffl in the former fiarietffl
is possiblffl dffe to an ofierffse of RD tokens flith right-dislocated demonstratifie pro-
noffns in comparison to the other fiarieties. Singapore English shofls a sffbstantial
nffmber of tokens in flhich the co-referential pronoffn is omied. य़ese items flill be
discffssed in the follofling sffbsection, flhich deals flith one of the major fffnctions of
RD tokens, namelffl the emotifie or efialffating fffnction.

26 य़e di੖erence betfleen these tflo fiarieties is not statisticallffl signi੗cant bfft that betfleen Indian
English and Philippine English (p < 0.05), Jamaican English and Hong Kong English (both at p < 0.01).
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4.2.2 Emotive or evaluating function

As noted earlier (cf. section 3.2.2), RD constrffctions oen hafie an emotifie dimension,
that is, speakers oen ffse them to effipress their feelings, opinions and aitffdes. Sffch
tokens ffsffallffl serfie the fffnction of bonding flith the interlocfftor. In most of the
RD tokens that are associated flith some form of efialffation fle ੗nd an efialffatifie
adjectifie in the main claffse, for effiample, brllant, good, great, funny, slly, dडcult

etc.; or there is a noffn phrase that is clearlffl efialffatifie, sffch as bastard, swank or
rudey, as in the follofling sentences.

(4.29) a. Yeah he's a <,> bastard so he is (ICE-IRE:S1A-014)

b. He flas a great sflank fflesterdaffl at Mass so he flas (ICE-IRE:S1A-067)

c. She's a rffdeffl that girl (ICE-NZ:S1A-036)

In addition to efialffatifie adjectifies and noffns, fle also ੗nd some rare instances of RD
tokens in flhich the fierb confieffls some form of efialffation, as in God that would scare

a kd that (ICE-NZ:S1A-043). Looking at all the RD tokens that are associated flith the
effipression of feelings and aitffdes, it tffrns offt that Canadian English di੖ers from
the other L1 English fiarieties in this respect, as can be seen in Table 4.6.

abl 4.6: RD tokens that serfie an emotifie or efialffating fffnction (absolffte freqffencies of
'emotifie RDs' and percentages offt of all RD tokens).

࠴࠹ ࠷ࡄ࠻ ࡀ ࡀ࠳࠵ ࡀ࠻ࡅ ࠻࠺ ࠿࠳࠼ ࠶ࡀ࠻ ࠽࠺

D tokns 90 124 83 35 48 30 19 58 26
motiv Ds 48 62 38 12 36 12 8 21 11
motiv Ds % 53.3 50.0 45.8 34.3 75.0 46.7 42.1 36.2 42.3

While fle ੗nd high proportions of sffch RD tokens in British English (53% of all RD
tokens), Irish English (50%) and Nefl Zealand English (46%), in Canadian English the
proportion is mffch lofler, accoffnting for onlffl 34% of all RD tokens. य़e proportion
is in fact the smallest among all fiarieties analfflzed. From this fle maffl conclffde that
Canadian English speakers stick offt in tflo respects: ੗rst, among the L1 English
speakers theffl shofl the bffl far smallest freqffencffl of RD tokens and, second, if theffl
ffse the constrffction, it less oen serfies an emotifie or efialffating fffnction.
As can be seen in Table 4.6, the highest proportion of RD tokens serfiing an emotifie

or efialffating fffnction can be aested for Singapore English (75%). A sffbstantial
proportion of these emotifie RDs in tffrn is made ffp bffl a speci੗c tfflpe of RD that has
a fierffl sffccinct form, as illffstrated in the effiamples in (4.30) to (4.32).

(4.30) B: Ya and that ah ffloff see in the book does it talk abofft the ffpper class and
the lofler class of societffl hor

A: Oh ffles

Oh ffles
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B: o prtntious ah th highr lass

(ICE-SIN:S1A-090)

(4.31) A: Ya I mean it's so hffge ffloff knofl the print

Look at this

C: So theffl're pasted on ffh?

A: Not so hug uh this on

B: Becaffse this is from imported from Indonesia

(ICE-SIN:S1A-008)

(4.32) A: Cannot flhen I flhen I flash mffl hair

Aifflah I don't flant to go offt irty my hair

(ICE-SIN:S1A-007)

Note that in all of these instances the co-referential pronoffn and the copfflar fierb be

are missing. य़e omission of be is a common featffre of manffl L2 and fiernacfflar fiari-
eties of English, inclffding Singapore English (e.g. Kandiah 1998). A closer inspection
of the items sffggests that theffl can eqffallffl flell be ffnderstood as fronting constrffc-
tions and that their classi੗cation as RD tokens is debatable. Compare the follofling
'translations' into 'fffll' RD tokens and fronting constrffctions: It s so pretentous, the

hgher class fiersffs So pretentous the hgher class s; It s not so huge, ths one fiersffs
Not so huge ths one s; and It s drty, my har fiersffs Drty my har s. य़ese ffnclear
cases are diਖ਼cfflt to disambigffate becaffse either flaffl constitfftes a plaffsible interpre-
tation. Yet, the conteffit can help to identifffl the fffnction of the constrffctions and thffs
disambigffate the sentences. As noted earlier, RD tokens mainlffl serfie an emotifie or
clarifffling fffnction. Fronting constrffctions, on the other hand, are oen ffsed to pfft
emphasis on the fronted element or to drafl a link to the preceding discoffrse. Fffr-
thermore, the right-dislocated element in RD tokens alflaffls contains discoffrse-old
information, flhich is not necessarilffl the case for fronting constrffctions.27

Looking at the conteffit, then, effiamples (4.30) and (4.31) clearlffl tffrn offt to be RDs
rather than fronting constrffctions. य़e effiample in (4.32), on the other hand, is more
diਖ਼cfflt to disambigffate. य़e confiersation in (4.30) is abofft the ffpper and the lofler
classes of the societffl. Aer hafiing said so pretentous, speaker B realizes that it is not
qffite clear flho she is referring to and she therefore adds, aer a ੗lled paffse (cf. ah),
that she means the ffpper class. Admiedlffl, the adjectifie pretentous coffld also occffr
in initial position to be emphasized, flhich floffld speak in fafioffr of interpreting it as
a fronting constrffction. Yet, since the emotifie fffnction is so commonflith RD tokens
and since fronted adjectifies occffr rarelffl across fiarieties of English (cf. the analfflsis
of the preposed elements in fronting constrffctions in section 4.3) the interpretation
as a RD constrffction seems more plaffsible. Listening to the tape recordings floffld
fffrther help to disambigffate the sentence becaffse if fle flere dealing flith a fronting
constrffction there floffld be more stress on so pretentous than if theffl flere RD con-
strffctions. With RDs fle floffld ੗nd some more stress on the upper class than floffld

27 More information on fronting constrffctions are gifien in sections 3.2.3 and 4.3.
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be the case flith fronting constrffctions.
य़e effiample in (4.31) is also qffite likelffl an instance of a RD token since speaker

A ffses a fierffl similar constrffction, a clear effiample of a RD token, in her ੗rst tffrn
(t's so huge you know the prnt). Hence, the shorter fiersion not so huge uh ths one is
sffਖ਼cient in the second tffrn becaffse it is alreadffl clear flhat she is talking abofft and
she is probablffl also pointing at the entitffl (cf. deictic ths).
य़e effiample in (4.32) is more diਖ਼cfflt to disambigffate throffgh the conteffit. Here,

both interpretations flork flell in mffl opinion. Speaker A saffls that she cannot go offt
that night becaffse her hair is dirtffl. It coffld flell be the case that the adjectifie drty is
fronted to be emphasized. Clari੗cation of flhat is dirtffl seems not to be so important
in this case, bfft it is still likelffl.
Fffrther efiidence of treating sffch effiamples as cases of RD comes from prefiioffs

research on dislocation. Lambrecht (2001a: 1057), for effiample, gifies effiamples of
dislocation flith "nffll-instantiated pronominals" from sefieral Asian and Effropean
langffages. And Aijmer (1989), in her analfflsis of le and right dislocation in the
London-Lffnd Corpffs of Spoken English, notes that

the speaker can ffer the predication flithofft mentioning the sffbject (or referring to it
flith a pronoffn) and then add an identifffling or efialffatifie or descriptifie noffn phrase
in the position of the Tail (ellipsis). य़is is possible becaffse the conteffit is familiar and
the hearer can be effipected to knofl flhat the speaker is referring to. (Aijmer 1989: 159)

य़is shofls that leafiing offt the co-referential pronoffn is not ffncommon. Interest-
inglffl, hoflefier, these strffctffres seem to be particfflarlffl freqffent in Singapore English
(15 tokens offt of 49 RD tokens). Usffallffl, the sentence begins flith an adjectifie phrase
(cf. effiamples (4.30) to(4.32)), bfft sometimes also flith a fierb phrase or a noffn phrase,
as illffstrated in (4.33).

(4.33) a. Taste like a rock ffloff knofl this bread (ICE-SIN:S1A-080)

b. Big problem ffloff knofl that one (ICE-SIN:S1A-035)

Sffch sentences flith zero sffbjects can also be foffnd in the other fiarieties analfflzed,
bfft theffl are less freqffent: eight instances can be aested for Nefl Zealand English,
foffr for Irish English, tflo foffr British English and one item each for Jamaican and
Hong Kong English. Additionallffl, it seems that in these fiarieties the sentences tend
to be of a slightlffl di੖erent kind. While fle ffsffallffl ੗nd dislocated noffn phrases in
the Singapore English sentences flith zero sffbjects, it is demonstratifies that occffr
most freqffentlffl in the sentences of the other fiarieties (e.g. Oh very famous pcture

that <,fi; ICE-GB:S1A-049).
य़e tendencffl to place adjectifie phrases in initial position and to leafie offt the sffb-

ject pronoffn maffl flell be dffe to in੘ffence from Mandarin. In Mandarin, like in all
Chinese dialects, pronoffns that are co-referential flith the (discoffrse) topic are of-
ten omied in the ensffing discoffrse becaffse the interlocfftors alreadffl knofl flho or
flhat the confiersation is abofft ("topic chaining" cf. Hffang 1984; also Ritchie 1986;
Mahefls/Yip 1994). Ritchie (1986) argffes that this featffre of the Chinese langffage
maffl hafie le traces in the speech of Singapore English speakers. Another piece of
efiidence comes from Lambrecht (2001a), flho gifies the follofling effiample fromMan-
darin and its English eqffifialent flhen discffssing dislocation constrffctions flith zero
co-referential pronoffns.
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(4.34) té

fierffl
nán

diਖ਼cfflt
zhǎo,

੗nd
wǒ

mffl
zhège

this

'It is fierffl diਖ਼cfflt to ੗nd, this (thing) of mine.'

(Lambrecht 2001a: 1057)

य़is effiample is interesting in the cffrrent conteffit in so far as it illffstrates that it is
qffite common in Mandarin to pfft adjectifie phrases at the beginning of a claffse. Fffr-
thermore, the Mandarin sentence is translated as a RD constrffction in English. य़is
gifies fffrther sffpport to the idea of interpreting the ambigffoffs effiamples abofie as
instances of RD. Similar effiamples can be foffnd in Cantonese, flhich are inciden-
tallffl called right dislocation bffl Mahefls and Yip (1994). Consider the follofling
sentences.

(4.35) chǐsn

crazffl
gàh,

PRT
léh!

ffloff

'Yoff're crazffl!'

(4.36) gé

qffite
leng

nice
wo,

PRT
dǐ

CL
sǎam.

clothes

'Not bad, those clothes.'

(Mahefls/Yip 1994: 71)

य़e affthors note that this tfflpe of flord order (the adjectifie phrase comes ੗rst fol-
lofled bffl a noffn or pronoffn fffnctioning as the sffbject) is tfflpicallffl ffsed in efficlama-
tions, flhich ੗ts the obserfiation that most of these items constitffte emotifie RDs in
the present stffdffl, as mentioned abofie.

4.2.3 Syntactic function of the dislocated element

य़e right-dislocated constitffents in RD tokens, or rather their co-referential pro-
noffns, can hafie di੖erent sfflntactic fffnctions. In the present stffdffl these inclffde
sffbjects, objects, complements and possessifies. For illffstration of these fffnctions
consider the sentences in (4.37).

(4.37) a. [य़effl]'re nice actffallffl thos things (ICE-IRE:S1A-070)

b. Where did ffloff ffhm learn to do [this] then palm-ra (ICE-GB:S1A-091)

c. I don't knofl flhat ffloff call [it] this si <,> (ICE-IND:S1A-007)

d. What is [his] name th EL ntr Prossor (ICE-IND:S1A-019)

In most cases fle ੗nd co-referential sffbject pronoffns in the core of the claffse in all
nine fiarieties of English analfflzed (cf. Table 4.7), a ੗nding flhich is in line flith pre-
fiioffs stffdies (e.g. Grosz/Zifi 1998: 298).
Interestinglffl, the three L1 English fiarieties British English, Irish English and Nefl
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Zealand English shofl the highest proportions of sffbject RDs, flhich make ffp more
than 91% offt of all RD tokens. And note that it is effiactlffl these three fiarieties that
hafie the highest token freqffencies. Recall that flith le dislocation and fronting con-
strffctions fle ੗nd a similar pictffre (cf. sections 4.1 and 4.3): the English fiarieties flith
the highest token freqffencies shofl the highest proportion of the defafflt cases (sffb-
ject and object, respectifielffl). Recall also that for LD tokens a correlation betfleen
the sfflntactic fffnction and the LD constrffction's major discoffrse fffnction, namelffl
topic establishment or the marking of a topic as salient in the discoffrse, can be iden-
ti੗ed. य़e high freqffencffl of sffbject LDs can plaffsiblffl be accoffnted for bffl the fact
that sffbjects are the prime candidates for the position of topic. With RD tokens fle
੗nd a similar correlation betfleen sfflntactic fffnction and discoffrse fffnction. Note,
hoflefier, that the token freqffencies of object RDs are fairlffl lofl (ranging betfleen
1 and 9 tokens) and conseqffentlffl the percentages are not fierffl robffst. य़at is, one
token more or less can heafiilffl impact on the ofierall proportions. Keeping this in
mind, the follofling shoffld merelffl be seen as sffggestions based on the tendencies
that can be gleaned from the ICE data. Fffrther research based on larger datasets is
clearlffl needed.

abl 4.7: य़e distribfftion of RD tokens according to the sfflntactic fffnction of the dislocated
element (absolffte token freqffencies and percentage offt of all RD tokens).

orpus D tokns subjt objt othr*
N N % N % N %

७२ 90 82 91.1 7 7.8 1 1.1
९ॸ५ 124 115 92.7 8 6.5 1 0.8
ॴঀ 83 77 92.8 6 7.2 0 0.0
३१ॴ 35 28 80.0 6 17.1 1 2.9
ॹ९ॴ 48 43 89.6 5 10.4 0 0.0
ॶ८९ 30 23 76.7 7 23.3 0 0.0
॰१ॳ 19 17 89.5 1 5.3 1 5.3
९ॴ४ 58 47 81.0 9 15.5 2 3.4
८ॱ 26 20 76.9 4 15.4 2 7.7
* य़e categorffl 'other' comprises complements and possessifies.

In RD tokens that serfie an emotifie or efialffating fffnction, speakers tfflpicallffl ffse
the copfflar constrffction 'X is AP' to efialffate some entitffl X; and X - obfiioffslffl the
sffbject of the claffse - is then fffrther speci੗ed in the dislocated element. RDs that
serfie a clarifffling fffnction, on the other hand, are more ੘effiible and flork jffst as
flell flith objects, complements or possessifies, as the follofling effiamples illffstrate.
In (4.38), speaker E is asked abofft her fafioffrite books. Note that speaker D's I'm

readng t needs disambigffation becaffse Treasure Island and eࡋ Wnd n the Wllows

hafie both been mentioned right before.

(4.38) A: Can ffloff gifie ffs an effiample?

E: Well ffles I mean
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B: Treasffre Island

E: Yes flell

D: य़e Wind in the Willofls

I'm reading [it] rasur Islan at the moment to mffl son

(ICE-GB:S1A-013)

य़e follofling effiample illffstrates a RD constrffction formed aroffnd an object com-
plement. Withofft adding my sster the claffse I call her that floffld remain fiagffe.
Using a RD constrffction in this case also allofls the speaker to pfft more emphasis on
the complement.

(4.39) A: Is he married ffloffr sister?

B: Yeah

Mffl sister I hafie

No I hafien't anffl sister

I'm the onlffl child in familffl

Bfft ffhm mffl ffncle's daffghter I call her [that] my sistr

(ICE-HK:S1A-056)

Onlffl tflo possessifie RD tokens can be aested for the nine ICE corpora analfflzed.
One has alreadffl been qffoted in (4.37); it is repeated in (4.40) flith some more conteffit.
In (4.40), the speakers are trffling to remember the name of a professor from the ELT
(English Langffage Teaching) centre. य़e person is here mentioned for the ੗rst time
in the discoffrse, so the ffse of the pronoffn hs is rather sffrprising. It seems that
speaker B is here speaking flhile hafiing a pictffre of the professor in mind. य़at is
flhffl she ffses the pronoffn ੗rst.

(4.40) A: I flas florking in a ELTR na

B: Ha ffles and <,> ffh flhat is [his] name th EL ntr Prossor?

A: Sffmat Roffl, Sffmat Roffl <,,> He flas the director

B: Yeah bfft <,,>

(ICE-IND:S1A-019)

य़e other possessifie RD is from ICE-Jamaica. य़e follofling sentences constitffte the
੗rst fefl tffrns in the ੗le and, conseqffentlffl, it is not possible to saffl flhether the tflo
speakers hafie been talking abofft Amil before. It seems, hoflefier, that the person
is familiar to both speakers and that A efien effipected B to knofl flho he is talking
abofft. Mafflbe A ffses a RD constrffction as an ansfler to B's qffestion Whose wfefl in
order to effipress sffrprise (becaffse of B's lack of ffnderstanding) and to pfft emphasis
on hs and Amil.

(4.41) A: It flas jffst from the net and theffl flere jffst

His flife flrote it
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B: Whose flife?

A: [His] flife Amil Amil <,>

B: य़at fellofl's

Okaffl

A: Yeah ffles

(ICE-JAM:S1A-009)

In sffm, this sffggests that if there is a high proportion of RD tokens that serfie
an emotifie or efialffating fffnction, then there is qffite likelffl also a high proportion of
sffbject RDs. Note that this argffment is ffnidirectional. A small proportion of emotifie
RDs does not afftomaticallffl entail a small proportion of sffbject RDs becaffse clarifffl-
ing RDs can eqffallffl flell be formed aroffnd sffbjects. Hoflefier, the ॶॸॵ२१२९ॲ९ॺॿ to
hafie a sfflntactic fffnction other than the sffbject seems higher flith RD tokens serfiing
a clarifffling fffnction or some other (minor and speci੗c) fffnction, as can be seen in
effiamples (4.39) to (4.41).

4.2.4 Realization of the dislocated element

Across the nine fiarieties of English analfflzed there is also some fiariation in terms
of the realization of the right-dislocated constitffent. य़e fiariants that are part of
the present stffdffl inclffde noffns, pronoffns (personal and demonstratifie) and claffses
(੗nite and non-੗nite). Nffmeroffs effiamples of these tfflpes hafie alreadffl been gifien
throffghofft the prefiioffs sffbsections, see, for instance, the sentences in (4.28). य़e
distribfftion of RD tokens according to these realizational fiariants is presented in
Table 4.8 (absolffte token freqffencies and percentages of all RD tokens).

abl 4.8: Realization of the dislocated element (absolffte token freqffencies and percentages
of all RD tokens).

orpus noun pronoun othr*
N % N % N %

७२ 52 57.8 24 26.7 14 15.6
९ॸ५ 43 34.7 77 62.1 4 3.2
ॴঀ 73 88.0 8 9.6 2 2.4
३१ॴ 30 85.7 2 5.7 3 8.6
ॹ९ॴ 43 89.6 4 8.3 1 2.1
ॶ८९ 23 76.7 3 10.0 4 13.3
॰१ॳ 11 57.9 4 21.1 4 21.1
९ॴ४ 35 60.3 18 31.0 5 8.6
८ॱ 22 84.6 4 15.4 0 0.0
*य़e categorffl 'other' contains claffses and one PP.
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As can be seen, fle tfflpicallffl ੗nd right-dislocated noffn phrases that are coreferen-
tial flith a pronoffn in the core of the claffse, flhich ties in flith prefiioffs research:
"Most commonlffl, a tail [i.e. right-dislocated element] consists of a fffll noffn phrase
flhich clari੗es or repeats the referent of a pronoffn in the claffse that comes before
it […]" (Carter/McCarthffl 2006: 194). An effiception in this respect is Irish English.
Here, it is dislocated pronoffns that occffr most freqffentlffl (62.1% of all RD tokens),
flhich is dffe to the high nffmber of effipanded forms of RD becaffse the laer almost
alflaffls contain a pronoffn. Among the other fiarieties, Singapore English shofls the
highest proportion of dislocated noffn phrases (89.6%), flhile British English and Ja-
maican English shofl the smallest proportions flith nearlffl 58% of dislocated noffn
phrases. Note, hoflefier, that the token freqffencies in ICE-Jamaica are fairlffl small
and therefore the percentages shoffld onlffl cafftioffslffl be regarded as representatifie
(4 pronominal and 4 claffsal RDs offt of 19 RD tokens).
As indicated in the table, the categorffl 'other' contains mainlffl claffses bfft also one

effiample of a dislocated prepositional phrase. य़is rather atfflpical sentence, profiided
in (4.42), is from Philippine English. य़e confiersation is abofft B's father, flho flas a
bffsffl laflffler alflaffls trafielling aroffnd the coffntrffl.

(4.42) B: So fle nefier reallffl resented the fact that he flasn't aroffnd

And flhen he flas aroffnd it floffld alflaffls be fffn

Uhm meal times flere great ffloff knofl

[…]

A: य़at flas ffloffr special time right uring mal tim

(ICE-PHI:S1A-010)

Aer saffling that meal times flere great in her familffl, speaker B continffes to tell A
flhffl theffl flere so great, flhat theffl did and flhat theffl talked abofft (omied in the
qffote abofie). Speaker A then sffmmarizes B's accoffnt bffl saffling that this flas their
special time. य़e preposition durng in the right-dislocated element is not reallffl nec-
essarffl and the noffn phrase meal tme or meal tmes floffld do eqffallffl flell.
य़e dislocated elements categorized as pronoffns can be distingffished into tflo

groffps, one comprises demonstratifie pronoffns and the other personal pronoffns. As
for the fiariant flith a demonstratifie pronoffn, fle tfflpicallffl ੗nd ੗nal that, sometimes
also ths and those. Most freqffentlffl theffl occffr bffl themselfies, rarelffl also flith an
operator (effipanded RD). Effiample sentences are gifien in (4.43).

(4.43) a. No not fflet <,> it's fierffl hot that (ICE-IND:S1A-020)

b. When flas it made this? (ICE-GB:S1A-019)

c. य़effl're all reallffl great thos (ICE-CAN:S1A-069)

d. It's fffnnffl that is <,,> (ICE-GB:S1A-041)

In the present stffdffl, sffch RD tokens are particfflarlffl common in the speech of British
English and Indian English speakers, accoffnting for 20.0% and 17.2% of all RD tokens,
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respectifielffl. In the other fiarieties the proportions are mffch smaller. Jamaican En-
glish shofls the neffit highest proportion flith 10.5% of dislocated demonstratifie pro-
noffns; in all the other fiarieties theffl make ffp less than 9%.
य़e dislocated demonstratifie pronoffns in these RD tokens probablffl oen serfie a

deictic fffnction. In sentence (a), for effiample, the interlocfftors hafie a cffp of tea flhile
recording their confiersation. One coffld fierffl flell imagine the speaker pointing at
the cffp in front of her flhile ffering the sentence t's very hot that. In addition, the
੗nal demonstratifie pronoffn maffl also hafie an emphatic connotation, stressing in (a),
for effiample, that it is the tea that is hot.
While most of the right-dislocated demonstratifie pronoffns occffr on their ofln,

the fiariant flith a personal pronoffn normallffl co-occffrs flith an operator. य़ese effi-
panded forms of RD flill be discffssed in some more detail in the follofling section.

4.2.5 Expanded RDs

Effiamples of effipanded RDs are profiided in (4.44). य़ese effipanded forms of RD tfflp-
icallffl serfie another fffnction than the RD proper. While RD tokens ffsffallffl hafie a
clarifffling or emotifie/efialffating fffnction, as has been pointed offt abofie, the dislo-
cated elements in effipanded RDs (or tags, as I flill also call them) mainlffl serfie to pfft
stress on the proposition of the claffse.28 In this respect note the co-occffrring effipres-
sions sure and really in effiamples (b) and (c), flhich strengthen the emphasis that is
pfft on the proposition bffl the tags.

(4.44) a. य़effl're so freakffl thy'r (ICE-PHI:S1A-016)

b. Yoff're not interested in anfflthing bfft mffsic sur you'r not
(ICE-IRE:S1A-016)

c. It tastes good <,> it rally os (ICE-PHI:S1A-080)

d. Yoff're fierffl careless flith ffloffr flallet so you ar (ICE-IND:S1A-003)

As can be seen in these effiamples, effipanded RDs are also oen associated flith some
form of efialffation, jffst like 'canonical' RDs. In the sentences in (4.44) this is effipressed
bffl the adjectifies freaky, not nterested, good and careless. In contrast to (most) 'canon-
ical' RDs, hoflefier, the dislocated elements additionallffl serfie to pfft emphasis on the
proposition. In a sense the efialffation gains in strength throffgh the tag. Timmis
(2009) argffes in a similar flaffl. Commenting on prefiioffs research, he flrites that the
emphatic potential of right-dislocated elements seems "to be fierffl closelffl related to
the emotionallffl coloffred and efialffatifie aspect of tails rather than to constitffte a sep-
arate fffnction" (2009: 337). In mffl opinion, this seems to be the case particfflarlffl flith
effipanded RDs bfft can, of coffrse, also applffl to 'canonical' RDs. What these effiamples

28 It is debatable flhether the effipanded form of RD shoffld be discffssed in a stffdffl on information-
packaging constrffctions at all since sffch tokens do not primarilffl serfie an information-strffctffring
fffnction. Follofling prefiioffs research (cf. Dffrham 2011), it flas nefiertheless decided to inclffde them
in the present stffdffl. For one, effipanded RDs are a tfflpe of RD, althoffgh not serfiing the prototfflpical
fffnction. And second, the infiestigation fflields interesting resfflts from a cross-fiarietal perspectifie.
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teach ffs is that the clarifffling, emotifie and emphatic fffnctions are not mfftffallffl effi-
clffsifie bfft that one RD token can serfie sefieral fffnctions simffltaneoffslffl, flith one
or the other fffnction possiblffl predominating in certain conteffits, hoflefier.
Note that the dislocated element in sentence (d) contains the particle so along flith

the noffn phrase and operator. य़is speci੗c tfflpe of effipanded RD, flhich I flill call
so-tag, is particfflarlffl common in Irish English and flill be discffssed in some more
detail belofl.
Table 4.9 gifies the freqffencies of effipanded RD tokens and their percentages offt

of all RD tokens in the nine fiarieties of English analfflzed. य़e highest nffmber of effi-
panded RDs can be aested for Irish English, flhere theffl accoffnt for more than half
of all RD tokens (51.6%). य़e great majoritffl of these are made ffp of so-tags (45 tokens
or 70.3%), flhich seem to be a characteristic featffre of Irish English indeed becaffse
in the other fiarieties so-tags are fierffl rare. In fact, the onlffl fiarieties of English for
flhich so-tags can also be aested are Nefl Zealand English (2 tokens), British English
and Singapore English (1 token each).

abl 4.9: Effipanded RDs (absolffte token freqffencies and percentages offt of all RD tokens).

࠴࠹ ࠷ࡄ࠻ ࡀ ࡀ࠳࠵ ࡀ࠻ࡅ ࠻࠺ ࠿࠳࠼ ࠶ࡀ࠻ ࠽࠺

xpan Ds 11 64 7 - 2 4 2 6 -
% 12.2 51.6 8.4 - 4.2 13.3 10.5 10.3 -

While there are no effipanded RD tokens in Canadian and Hong Kong English and
onlffl small proportions in Nefl Zealand and Singapore English, theffl make ffp more
than 10% of all RD tokens in all the other fiarieties analfflzed. Note, hoflefier, that flith
the effiception of Irish and perhaps British English the token freqffencies are so small
that the percentages mffst be considered flith cafftion. य़effl are possiblffl not repre-
sentatifie of the respectifie fiarietffl of English and shoffld be sffbstantiated bffl fffrther
research based on larger datasets.
Effipanded RDs are alflaffls formed aroffnd a sffbject rather than an object or com-

plement. य़is is also the reason flhffl Dffrham (2011), in her stffdffl of RD constrffctions
in a corpffs of interfiiefls collected in the citffl of York in 1996, concentrates on sffb-
ject RDs onlffl. In order to compare the ੗ndings of the present stffdffl flith Dffrham's
resfflts the follofling infiestigation is also restricted to sffbject RDs. य़is is meant to
shed some more light on the distribfftion and ffsage of the effipanded form of RD in
comparison to 'canonical' RDs.
Follofling Dffrham (2011), the follofling sffbsections flill effiamine the form of the

sffbject in the dislocation and the tfflpe of fierb in the main claffse. Fffrthermore, the
distribfftion of RD tokens according to age and gender of the speakers flill be effiam-
ined. Part of the infiestigation flill be restricted to the Irish English data becaffse, as
has been seen abofie, it is the onlffl fiarietffl for flhich a sffbstantial nffmber of effipanded
RD tokens can be aested.
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Subject type

In all nine fiarieties, right-dislocated noffns occffr almost efficlffsifielffl in 'canonical'
RDs. Some rare instances of noffns can be foffnd in effipanded RDs thoffgh: 9 tokens
offt of the 96 effipanded RDs that hafie been foffnd in the nine fiarieties of English
analfflzed. Effiamples are gifien in (4.45).

(4.45) a. He's got some goodies ffleah actffallffl ffm <,> John has ffleah
(ICE-IRE:S1A-013)

b. He flas a real actor ffloff knofl Ol i was (ICE-PHI:S1A-088)

c. I think it's it'll be mffch easier ffloff knofl Chins is like (ICE-SIN:S1A-046)

As can be seen in these effiamples, dislocated noffns in effipanded RDs can be proper
names or common noffns. Like noffns, dislocated demonstratifie pronoffns are also
almost efficlffsifielffl foffnd in 'canonical' RDs. Onlffl foffr instances of demonstratifies in
the effipanded form of RD can be aested, all of them in the speech of British English
speakers (cf. e.g. sentence (4.43d) abofie). Personal pronoffns, on the other hand,
occffr almost alflaffls in effipanded RDs. य़e siffi instances that are foffnd in 'canonical'
RDs are of a di੖erent kind, as the sentences in (4.46) illffstrate.

(4.46) a. No I'm fierffl professional m (ICE-IRE:S1A-024)

b. Offrs also same thing becaffse it comes in the same line yours an min

(ICE-IND:S1A-053)

c. Woffld theffl ੗t me any o thm <,,> (ICE-IRE:S1A-099)

d. She flas telling me neffit fleek probablffl fle coffld meet ffp m an hr

(ICE-SIN:S1A-094)

Note that the personal pronoffns in these 'canonical' RDs di੖er from the pronoffns in
effipanded RDs. We hafie obliqffe forms in (a), (c) and (d), flith that in (c) fffrthermore
modi੗ed bffl a qffanti੗er, and tflo conjoined possessifies in (b). य़e personal pronoffns
in effipanded RDs, on the other hand, are alflaffls in the nominatifie case, flhich is in
fact effipected if a pronoffn is co-referential to the sffbject of the claffse.
य़e tendencffl of personal pronoffns to occffr in effipanded RDs has also been foffnd

bffl Dffrham (2011: 274).29 She gifies three possible effiplanations for this obserfiation.
First, pronominal dislocated sffbjects behafie di੖erentlffl from nominal ones becaffse
theffl tend not to profiide anffl additional information. Second, Dffrham ੗nds that the
pronoffns that occffr in 'canonical' (and refierse) RDs are of another kind than those
in effipanded RDs. य़at is, flhile all pronoffns in effipanded RDs are in the nominatifie
case in her data, those in 'canonical' and refierse RDs are in the obliqffe form or of a
coordinated tfflpe (Mum and I or me and Graham). य़ese ੗ndings are fierffl mffch in
line flith those of the present stffdffl, as has been noted abofie. And third, if the dislo-
cated sffbject is a pronoffn the refierse RD "coffld be confffsed flith some tfflpes of tag

29 In addition to 'canonical' and effipanded RDs, Dffrham considers a third tfflpe of RD in her stffdffl. In
these 'refierse RDs', as she calls them, operator and noffn phrase are infierted: She got a great bargan

did her Mum (Dffrham 2011: 261). य़is tfflpe of RD flas not effiamined in the present stffdffl as there
flere no sffch tokens foffnd in the data.
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qffestions" (Dffrham 2011: 275). I floffld add a foffrth point, flhich is connected to the
੗rst argffment, hoflefier. As has been pointed offt abofie, effipanded RDs tend to serfie
anothermajor fffnction than 'canonical' RDs. Since pronoffns gifie no additional infor-
mation abofft the referent sffch RD tokens cannot serfie a clarifffling fffnction. Rather,
the repetition of the sffbject pronoffn serfies to pfft emphasis on the sffbject. In order
to pfft emphasis on the flhole claffse or its proposition the operator is also repeated.
And this is preciselffl the major fffnction of effipanded RDs.

Verb type

Another featffre that flas infiestigated in the present stffdffl concerns the tfflpe of fierb
in the main claffse of 'canonical' and effipanded RDs, inclffding affffiiliarffl and modal
fierbs, as in (4.47a), be, as in (4.47b), have, as in (4.47c), and fffll fierbs, as in (4.47d).

(4.47) a. I an't flait to do it <,> so I can't ffloff knofl (ICE-IRE:S1A-072)

b. He's absolfftelffl charming Will (ICE-GB:S1A-027)

c. Jesffs I'v no messages at all nofl so I hafien't (ICE-IRE:S1A-067)

d. Most of it oms from Teffias the gas (ICE-GB:S1A-088)

Prefiioffs stffdies hafie foffnd that the fierb be ffsed as a main fierb is the predominant
fiariant. It accoffnts for 66% of the RD tokens in Melchers' (1983) stffdffl, flhile fffll
fierbs make ffp 22% and modal and affffiiliarffl fierbs 12% (qffoted in Dffrham (2011:
275)). Dffrham (2011) ੗nds the same ofierall preponderance of the fierb be in her data
(66%). Modals accoffnt for 4% of her tokens, have for 9% and other fierbs for 21%. य़e
distribfftion of RD tokens according to fierb tfflpe in the present data is represented in
Table 4.10.

abl 4.10: Distribfftion of RDs bffl fierb tfflpe (token freqffencies and percentages of all RD
tokens).

moal b hav ull

N % N % N % N %

࠴࠹ 8 9.9 58 71.6 2 2.5 13 16.0
࠷ࡄ࠻ 24 21.6 70 63.1 2 1.8 15 13.5
ࡀ 13 18.6 45 64.3 2 2.9 10 14.3
ࡀ࠳࠵ 7 25.0 15 53.6 3 10.7 3 10.7
ࡀ࠻ࡅ 3 10.0 22 73.3 1 3.3 4 13.3
࠻࠺ 1 4.3 16 69.6 - - 6 26.1
࠿࠳࠼ 2 12.5 13 81.3 - - 1 6.3
࠶ࡀ࠻ 7 14.9 35 74.5 2 4.3 3 6.4
࠽࠺ 1 5.3 13 68.4 - - 5 26.3

As can be seen, there is some fiariation across the fiarieties analfflzed. य़e fierb be

occffrs most freqffentlffl in RD tokens in all nine fiarieties, bfft flhile it accoffnts for
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more than 81% of tokens in Jamaican English, it makes ffp onlffl 53.6% in Canadian
English. य़e proportion is so small in the laer fiarietffl becaffse affffiiliarffl fierbs and
have occffr relatifielffl more freqffentlffl. Hong Kong English and Philippine English
speakers stand offt among the fiarieties of English analfflzed in that theffl ffse fffll fierbs
more freqffentlffl (more than 26% in both fiarieties). It is diਖ਼cfflt to drafl conclff-
sions from these resfflts, hoflefier, becaffse fle are here dealing flith fierffl small token
freqffencies, ranging from onlffl 3 to 7 tokens. What can be noted in comparison to
Melchers (1983) and Dffrham's (2011) resfflts, hoflefier, is a general tendencffl of the
ICE speakers to ffse less fffll fierbs and slightlffl more modal fierbs in RD tokens.
In addition to the ofierall distribfftion of RDs bffl fierb tfflpe, Dffrham (2011) also com-

pares the preferred fiariants across the di੖erent forms of RD tokens (in her stffdffl,
'canonical' RDs, effipanded RDs and refierse RDs). She ੗nds that the refierse RD form
is the preferred fiariant for all fierb tfflpes bfft modal fierbs, for flhich the effipanded
form of RD is the preferred fiariant. With all other fierbs the effipanded form is the
fiariant flhich is ffsed least freqffentlffl, that is, all fierb tfflpes bfft affffiiliaries also oc-
cffr more freqffentlffl in 'canonical' RDs. In the present stffdffl, a comparison of fierb
tfflpes across RD forms makes sense onlffl for Irish English becaffse the freqffencies of
effipanded RDs are too small in the other fiarieties to get conclffsifie resfflts. Looking
at the 111 sffbject RDs in Irish English that contain a fierb in the main claffse, it tffrns
offt that the effipanded form of RD is the preferred fiariant flith fffll fierbs (10 tokens
of effipanded RDs fis. 5 tokens of 'canonical' RDs) and especiallffl modal and affffiiliarffl
fierbs (17 fis. 7 tokens). य़e fierb be as a main fierb, on the other hand, selects both
forms of RD to roffghlffl the same effitent (34 effipanded RD tokens fis. 36 'canonical' RD
tokens). य़e fierb have is rarelffl ffsed in general (1 token each). य़e tendencffl of affffi-
iliarffl fierbs to occffr in the effipanded form of RD is in line flith Dffrham's (2011: 275)
੗ndings. In contrast to the present stffdffl, hoflefier, fffll fierbs occffr more freqffentlffl
in 'canonical' RDs in her data.
Dffrham tentatifielffl sffggests that the tendencffl of affffiiliarffl fierbs to occffr in effi-

panded RDs maffl be dffe to the fact that in manffl of these sentences the sffbject is a
pronoffn, flhich, as flas noted before, are more likelffl to occffr flith effipanded RDs.
य़e resfflts of the present stffdffl sffpport this assffmption becaffse all siffiteen effipanded
RD tokens flith an affffiiliarffl hafie a pronominal sffbject; among the sefien 'canonical'
RDs flith an affffiiliarffl onlffl one has a pronominal sffbject. It might be interesting to
analfflze flhether affffiiliarffl fierbs generallffl tend to co-occffr flith a pronominal sffbject
rather than a nominal or claffsal one. Bfft this is befflond the scope of the present stffdffl.

Gender

In addition to the intra-lingffistic featffres of sffbject tfflpe and fierb tfflpe, Dffrham
(2011) also effiamines the distribfftion of RD forms according to tflo effitra-lingffistic
featffres, namelffl age and gender. She ੗nds that men in York ffse slightlffl more RD
tokens than flomen do, bfft the di੖erence is not statisticallffl signi੗cant. Men and
flomen also do not signi੗cantlffl di੖er in their selection of RD forms, flith refierse
RDs being the preferred fiariant for both (57% and 62% of RD tokens, respectifielffl),
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follofled bffl 'canonical' RDs (33% and 27%). Effipanded RDs are the least fafioffred
fiariant, making ffp onlffl 12% of RD tokens for men and 15% for flomen (Dffrham
2011: 267).
Becaffse of the lofl nffmbers of tokens of effipanded RDs in most fiarieties of English

analfflzed, the present infiestigation flill again be restricted to the Irish English data.
What complicates comparisons across age and gender in ICE-Ireland, hoflefier, is the
fact that the corpffs is not balanced in this respect. य़at is, ffloffnger speakers and
female speakers are ofierrepresented in the direct confiersation ੗les, as can be seen
in Table 4.11. While there are 127 female speakers aged 19 to 25, the corpffs contains
onlffl 2 male speakers aged 42 to 49, for effiample.

abl 4.11: Distribfftion of speakers in the direct-confiersation ੗les in ICE-Ireland bffl age and
gender.

19-25 26-33 34-41 42-49 50+ nag* total

womn 127 61 9 7 43 34 281

mn 36 8 6 2 14 20 86

total 163 69 15 9 57 54 367

*nag = no ansfler gifien

Gifien this imbalance in ICE speaker proportions, the follofling resfflts flill alflaffls
be reported in relation to these corpffs ratios becaffse a larger nffmber of speakers
probablffl also prodffces a larger nffmber of tokens. Hence, Figffre 4.8 plots not onlffl
the proportions of 'canonical' and effipanded RDs according to gender bfft also the ICE
speaker proportions of men and flomen.30

igur 4.8: Distribfftion of RD forms bffl gender in the S1A-੗les of ICE-Ireland (percentages
offt of all RD tokens).

30 य़e corresponding token freqffencies and percentages are gifien in Appendiffi 6.7.2.
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As can be seen, men and flomen ffse 'canonical' RDs at similar rates. य़is can be
seen bffl the fact that the proportions of 'canonical' RDs and ICE speakers are roffghlffl
the same: flomen represent 76% of the data and 77% of the 'canonical' RD tokens
come from them, flhile men represent 24% of the data and ffse 23% of the tokens.
With effipanded RD tokens, on the other hand, fle ੗nd an ofierrepresentation in the
speech of men, flith 34% of the tokens coming from them.
In sffm, the ੗ndings of the present stffdffl di੖er from Dffrham's (2011: 268) resfflts

in that fle hafie more effipanded RDs in the speech of men in the present data flhile
in Dffrham's data it is the flomen flho ffse the effipanded form slightlffl more oen.
य़is might be dffe to an 'offtlier' in the present data. य़ere is one ffloffng man flho is
responsible for nearlffl one third of all so-tags (these flill be discffssed in some more
detail belofl). When the tokens of this 'high hier' are remofied from the data, the
fiast majoritffl of effipanded RDs comes from flomen (84%).

Age

य़e distribfftion of the tflo RD forms bffl age is represented in Figffre 4.9, along flith
the ICE speaker proportions of the ੗fie age groffps.31 य़e probablffl most striking
obserfiation is that both 'canonical' and effipanded RDs are ofierrepresented in the
oldest age groffp (50+). While speakers of this age groffp represent onlffl 18% of the
data, theffl contribffte 24% of all effipanded RDs and efien 30% of all 'canonical' RDs.

igur 4.9: Distribfftion of RD forms bffl age in the S1A-੗les of ICE-Ireland (percentages offt
of all RD tokens).

य़e someflhat higher proportion of effipanded RDs in the ffloffngest age groffp (19-25)

31 य़e calcfflations inclffde onlffl those tokens for flhich the age is gifien. Unfortffnatelffl, qffite a nffm-
ber of speakers did not gifie the age groffp theffl belonged to (cf. categorffl 'nag' in Table 4.11) and
therefore, as far as the distribfftion of RD forms bffl age is concerned, no conclffsions can be drafln
from the tokens theffl contribffte. य़e token freqffencies and percentages of RD tokens according to
age groffp are gifien in Appendiffi 6.7.2.
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is probablffl again dffe to the 'high hier', the ffloffng man flho ffses so manffl so-tags
in his speech, as mentioned abofie. When his tokens are remofied from the data, the
oldest age groffp also contribfftes the largest proportion of effipanded RDs (32% of
all effipanded RD tokens). Someflhat sffrprisinglffl, effipanded RDs are also ofierrepre-
sented in the speech of middle-aged people (34-41): flhile theffl represent onlffl 5% of
the data, theffl contribffte 9% of all effipanded RD tokens.
In sffm, the ੗ndings of the present stffdffl tie in flith Dffrham's (2011) resfflts as far

as the ofierall distribfftion of RD tokens is concerned. She also ੗nds that the oldest
age groffp ffses RD tokens most freqffentlffl (Note, hoflefier, that her oldest age groffp
comprises speakers aged 70 and older.). With respect to the di੖erent RD forms, the
three age groffps in Dffrham's data shofl no signi੗cant di੖erence in distribfftion.

So-tags in Irish English

It has been noted abofie that so-tags seem to be a characteristic featffre of Irish English
since hardlffl anffl instances of this tfflpe of RD can be aested for the other fiarieties
of English analfflzed. Comments on the constrffction in the literatffre are sparse. य़e
onlffl note I foffnd is bffl Harris (1993) flho flrites that "emphatic sentence tags" are
a fffrther focffsing defiice that are florth discffssing in the conteffit of Irish English.
Unfortffnatelffl, he does not analfflze them in detail bfft onlffl notes that "a detailed dis-
cffssion of these and other discoffrse featffres floffld take ffs befflond the scope of this
short chapter" (1993: 176).
य़e constrffction tfflpicallffl has a pronominal sffbject in the dislocated constitffent,

some rare instances flith pleonastic there can also be aested, as illffstrated in (4.48).

(4.48) a. He's a real pet so h is (ICE-IRE:S1A-049)

b. य़ere's going to be a fefl siing and more standing so thr is

(ICE-GB:S1A-072)

Some more fiariation can be foffnd in terms of the fierb in the dislocated element.
Usffallffl, the fierb from the main claffse is repeated, as in (4.48). Hence, if there is a
modal or affffiiliarffl fierb in the main claffse it also appears in the dislocated element, as
in (4.49a) to (4.49c); if there is a fffll fierb, fle ੗nd a form of do in the tag, as in (4.49d);
if there is negation in the main claffse, it is also repeated in the tag, as illffstrated in
(4.49a).

(4.49) a. I an't flait to do it <,> so I an't ffloff knofl (ICE-IRE:S1A-072)

b. I us to hafie great craic flith them in England <,> so I us to

(ICE-GB:S1A-087)

c. Oh he's drifiing a bffs nofl so h is (ICE-IRE:S1A-072)

d. Oh affle I got a pass so I i (ICE-GB:S1A-094)

What is interesting to note abofft these strffctffres is not onlffl that theffl occffr mffch
more freqffentlffl in Irish English than in the other fiarieties analfflzed bfft also that theffl
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accoffnt for more than half of all RD tokens in this fiarietffl (70.3%). य़e preponderance
of so-tags maffl flell be dffe to in੘ffence from Irish. य़e Irish langffage has the effipres-
sion cnnte 'certainlffl', flhich is also oen foffnd claffse-੗nallffl and ffsed for emphatic
pffrposes. For effiample, the Irish sentence Bedh mé ann, cnnte can be translated into
the English sentence I'll be there, certanly or I'll be there, so I wll.
Addressing the qffestion of flho preciselffl ffses so-tags in Irish English, the age and

gender pro੗les of the speakers hafie been considered. Fffrthermore, the freqffencffl of
ffse in the Repffblic of Ireland and Northern Ireland has been compared. It tffrns offt
that there is no great di੖erence in distribfftion in this respect, flith speakers from the
Repffblic contribffting 25 so-tags and speakers from Nothern Ireland 20 tokens. As
for the distribfftion of so-tags according to age and gender, the token freqffencies are
gifien in Table 4.12. Keeping in mind that ffloffng flomen are largelffl ofierrepresented
in the direct confiersation ੗les of ICE-Ireland, it can be noted that it is predominantlffl
ffloffnger men and older flomen that ffse so-tags.

abl 4.12: Distribfftion of so-tags in Irish English according to age and gender.

19-25 26-33 34-41 42-49 50+ nag*
womn 5 7 2 - 9 6
mn 14 - 2 - - -
*nag = no ansfler gifien

It is important to remember that there is one ffloffng man flho contribfftes almost
all of the so-tags ffsed bffl men, as has repeatedlffl been pointed offt throffghofft this
sffbsection. य़e fact that this ffloffng man accoffnts for 14 tokens of the ofierall 45
so-tags, of coffrse, fleakens the representatifieness of the ੗ndings. य़is ffloffng man
comes from Coffntffl Mafflo in flestern Ireland; he maffl efien hafie grofln ffp in or hafie
connections flith the Gaeltacht, the Irish-speaking region in the coffntffl. He maffl be
aflare of the fact that he is being recorded and flants to soffnd particfflarlffl Irish. If
this flas the case this floffld, on the other hand, speak in fafioffr of the hfflpothesis
that the so-tag is a characteristic featffre of Irish English. य़e small freqffencffl of to-
kens ffnfortffnatelffl does not allofl for more reliable conclffsions to be drafln, bfft it
floffld de੗nitelffl be interesting to follofl ffp the qffestion of flhether so-tags are a
characteristic featffre of Irish English that is onlffl ffsed bffl elderlffl speakers - and thffs
constitfftes a rather old-fashioned or local featffre - or flhether it is seen as a marker
of Irish identitffl and is therefore also (again?) ffsed bffl ffloffnger speakers.
य़e paernflherebffl traditionallffl local featffres are regaining groffnd in the ffloffngest

generation - and therebffl lead to a fi-shaped age paern - is also reported in prefiioffs
stffdies. Dffbois and Horfiath (1999), for effiample, ੗nd sffch a change in Cajffn English,
flith men increasinglffl ffsing Cajffn fiariants that had formerlffl been stigmatized and
stereotfflped. Women seem not to take part in this change, flhich Dffbois and Horfiath
effiplain primarilffl bffl the fact that ffloffng flomen "hafie fefler reasons than do ffloffng
men to associate themselfies lingffisticallffl flith the cffrrent ffnderstanding of Cajffn
identitffl, flhich is largelffl mascffline" (1999: 307).
Dffrham (2011) argffes in a similar flaffl. She also ੗nds a fi-shaped age paern for
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refierse RDs in the speech of the male speakers in her data. य़at is, it is especiallffl
the older and the ffloffng men flho ffse refierse RDs freqffentlffl flhile the middle age
groffp ffses them far less oen. Since refierse RDs are considered as a primarilffl north-
ern British featffre, Dffrham sffggests that "its high ffse bffl the ffloffng men of York is
another case of a Northern featffre being ffsed to signal local identitffl" (2011: 273).
य़e so-tagmaffl also be sffch a featffre that signals local or Irish identitffl. य़e ੗ndings

of the present stffdffl point in this direction, fflet theffl are too sparse to argffe conclff-
sifielffl.

4.2.6 Summary

य़e major aims of this section on the RD constrffction flere to describe its natffre
and distribfftion across the nine fiarieties of English analfflzed and to ੗nd possible effi-
planations for the obserfied ffsage paerns. As for Irish English, effiplaining the high
freqffencffl of RD tokens is qffite straightforflard: effipanded RDs and in particfflar so-
tags are ffsed mffch more freqffentlffl bffl Irish English speakers than bffl the speakers
of the other fiarieties analfflzed.
य़e relatifielffl high freqffencffl of RD tokens in British English is more diਖ਼cfflt to

accoffnt for. य़e analfflses of di੖erent lingffistic featffres - the distribfftion of tokens
that serfie an efialffating fffnction, the sfflntactic fffnction of the dislocated constitffent,
its realization, the fierb tfflpe and the distribfftion of effipanded RDs - shofl that there
is no single featffre or tfflpe of RD that coffld effiplain the high nffmber of RD tokens
in comparison to all other fiarieties bfft Irish English. It has been obserfied that fle
mainlffl deal flith 'defafflt' RD tokens, that is, sffbject RDs flith right-dislocated noffn
phrases serfiing an emotifie or efialffating fffnction. Additionallffl, fle ੗nd a relatifielffl
high nffmber of right-dislocated pronoffns, in particfflar demonstratifie pronoffn that.
Fffrthermore, British English speakers ffse more dislocated claffses than most other
speakers. Note that for anffl of these featffres bfft ੗nal that does British English shofl
the highest proportion among the English fiarieties analfflzed. Hoflefier, it is alflaffls
among those fiarieties that are at the top. Taking all these featffres together, then, fle
can saffl that there is a robffst nffmber of prototfflpical RD tokens, bfft the constrffc-
tion is also qffite commonlffl ffsed flith less tfflpical forms and fffnctions. Hence, it is
probablffl the combination of these featffres that are responsible for the high token
freqffencffl in British English.
य़e sffrprisinglffl lofl freqffencffl in Canadian English is also diਖ਼cfflt to effiplain, as

is oen the case flith something that is jffst not there. य़e data sffggest that for
Canadian English speakers the emotifie or efialffating fffnction does not plaffl sffch an
important role, especiallffl in comparison to the other L1 English speakers. Conse-
qffentlffl, there is less motifiation to ffse the RD constrffction.
Indian English and Singapore English shofl someflhat higher freqffencies of RD

tokens than the other L2 fiarieties. For the laer fiarietffl this is fierffl likelffl dffe to
the high nffmber of tokens in flhich the co-referential pronoffn is omied. In Indian
English, fle ੗nd a relatifielffl high nffmber of right-dislocated demonstratifies. य़ese
constrffctions serfie a deictic or emphatic fffnction rather than an emotifie or clarifffl-
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ing fffnction. य़is sffggests that Indian English speakers ffse RD tokens more ੘effiiblffl
and for more pffrposes in discoffrse than do the other L2 English speakers.
Coming back to Irish English, the close infiestigation of effipanded RDs refieals that

it is particfflarlffl elderlffl speakers that ffse the constrffction. With respect to so-tags,
it can be obserfied that the strffctffre also freqffentlffl occffrs in the speech of ffloffng
speakers. Since most of these tokens are contribffted bffl a single ffloffngmen, this ੗nd-
ing is not fierffl robffst andmafflbe not representatifie of the speech commffnitffl. Fffrther
research is needed to test flhether fle are here dealing flith a sitffation flhere a tra-
ditionallffl local and mafflbe stigmatized featffre is gaining momentffm in the speech of
ffloffng speakers. Sffch an effiplanation appears qffite plaffsible becaffse similar changes
hafie been reported bffl other stffdies (e.g. Dffbois/Horfiath 1999; Dffrham 2011), and in
these stffdies it is also the ffloffng men flho are in the lead of sffch changes. Hoflefier,
the obserfied paern in the present stffdffl maffl, of coffrse, jffst as flell be dffe to an
idiosfflncratic featffre of the speech of this ffloffng man.

4.3 Fronting constructions

य़is section effiamines fronting constrffctions, that is, constrffctions in flhich an ele-
ment that floffld normallffl occffr post-fierballffl is placed in initial position. A speaker
maffl, for effiample, ffse the sentence eࡋ Lord's Prayer I've translated instead of I've

translated the Lord's Prayer for some pragmatic reason. As noted earlier (cf. sec-
tion 4), fronting constrffctions occffr mffch more freqffentlffl in the speech of Indian
English speakers than in that of the speakers of the other fiarieties. Hence, one of the
major qffestions addressed in this section is flhat motifiates Indian English speakers
to ffse fronting constrffctions so mffch more freqffentlffl than the other speakers do.
य़e strffctffre of the section is as follofls. First, the ofierall distribfftion of fronting

constrffctions across the nine fiarieties of English analfflzedflill be presented, follofled
bffl the infiestigation of a nffmber of sfflntactic and pragmatic featffres.

4.3.1 Overall distribution

Figffre 4.10 shofls the normalized freqffencies per 100,000 flords of fronting constrffc-
tions in the nine ICE samples analfflzed. As can be seen, fronting is a rather rare phe-
nomenon in English (efficept for Indian English), a ੗nding flhich has alreadffl been
reported in prefiioffs research (cf. e.g. Netz/Kffzar 2007, 2011). Netz and Kffzar (2011)
argffe that it is "[b]ecaffse of the relatifielffl rigid flord order of English, and the fact
that in English the 'formal sentence strffctffre' ofierrides the 'fffnctional sentence per-
spectifie'" that "in English the OF [object fronting] constrffction effihibits an effitremelffl
limited distribfftion" (2011: 155). While Indian English shofls a fierffl high freqffencffl
of fronting constrffctions, in most of the other fiarieties the nffmber of tokens is in fact
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so small that reliable conclffsions can oen not be drafln, as the infiestigations be-
lofl flill shofl. In detail, the freqffencies per 100,000 flords are as follofls: ICE-India
98.6; ICE-Singapore 26.1; ICE-Ireland 25.3; ICE-Great Britain 17.4; ICE-Nefl Zealand
15.7; ICE-Canada 13.3; ICE-Philippines 11.5; ICE-Jamaica 11.3; ICE-Hong Kong 5.9.
य़e di੖erences betfleen Indian English and the other fiarieties are statisticallffl highlffl
signi੗cant (p < 0.001), according to chi-sqffared tests.

igur 4.10: Fronting constrffctions in nine ICE corpora (freqffencies per 100,000 flords).

य़ese ੗ndings tie in flell flith a nffmber of prefiioffs stffdies. Gregorffl andMichaelis
(2001), cfflling their data from the sfflntacticallffl parsed portion of the Sflitchboard
Telephone Speech Corpffs (American English), ੗nd aroffnd 17.6 fronting tokens per
100,000 flords. य़is ੗gffre is fierffl mffch in line flith the ੗ndings in the British com-
ponent of ICE (17.4 tokens). As for Irish English, the someflhat higher freqffencffl of
fronting constrffctions in comparison to the other L1 English fiarieties does not come
as a sffrprise. Althoffgh ९ॺ-cles are commonlffl reported as the major focffssing or
topicalization defiice in Irish English, fronting constrffctions are also described as a
characteristic featffre of the Celtic Englishes (especiallffl Welsh English; cf. e.g. Filp-
pffla 1999, 2006, 2009; Hickeffl 2007). य़e ੗ndings of the present stffdffl fffrthermore
sffpport claims stating that the constrffction is a common featffre of Indian English
(Bha 2004, 2008; Lange 2012; Sharma 2012b).
In the follofling paragraphs, a nffmber of sfflntactic and pragmatic featffres flill be

effiamined in order to ੗nd possible effiplanations and motifiating factors for the high
freqffencffl of fronting constrffctions in Indian English and to refieal qffalitatifie and/or
qffantitatifie similarities and di੖erences among the English fiarieties analfflzed.
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4.3.2 Topic continuity

Effiamining fronting constrffctions in Indian English, Lange (2012: 134) argffes that
there are manffl effiamples that "displaffl an effiplicit discoffrse-linking fffnction". य़is
discoffrse fffnction is highlffl reminiscent of the fffnction she identi੗ed for le dis-
location constrffctions in Indian English. What is di੖erent in the present conteffit,
hoflefier, is that the groffp of items that hafie an effiplicit discoffrse-linking fffnction
contains not onlffl preclaffsal elements that take ffp an element from the immediatelffl
preceding discoffrse - as flas the case flith LD constrffctions - bfft also items flhose
fronted element is a demonstratifie pronoffn or a noffn phrase preceded bffl a demon-
stratifie. Effiamples of the ੗rst tfflpe are gifien in (4.50) and (4.51). य़e tflo other tfflpes
are effiempli੗ed in (4.52) and (4.53) belofl.

(4.50) B: य़e thing is that it is rffral area onlffl <,,> bfft ffh <,> the people <,> are
from all ofier India <,> ffhm <,> theffl are staffling here <,,>

A: Uh <,> geing osmopolitan

B: Cosmopolitan it is <,,> it is bit like that <,,> So <,> in this flaffl offr
colonffl <,> ffh <,> Aditffla Nagar is <,,> Aditffla Nagar is jffst like a <,,>
mini-India <,> [laffghs] I can saffl

(ICE-IND:S1A-063)

(4.51) B: So ffloff are still continffing flith Wagnr ffloff hafien't thoffght <,>

A: No Wagnr I ffse for the adfianced diploma coffrse <,> third fflear coffrse
<,> ੗rst fflear second fflear I follofl this Russan for everybody <,> that's
flhat I did do flith mffl stffdents nofl <,> same batch flhich I nofl <,> and
then ffh I hafie sflitched ofier to Wagner nofl <,> nofl theffl are doing on
Wagner <,> in higher diploma

(ICE-IND:S1A-060)

In these effiamples, the major motifiation for preposing seems to be the creation of
topic continffitffl. In (4.50), speaker B picks ffp the flord cosmopoltan from the im-
mediatelffl preceding fferance and places it in initial position to drafl a link to the
prefiioffs discoffrse and to shofl agreement flith speaker A. Fffrthermore, politeness
seems to plaffl a role becaffse manffl of the effiamples are qffestion-ansfler pairs, as in
(4.51), flith the ansfler repeating the topic noffn phrase of the qffestion.
य़e tfflpes of fronting infiolfiing a demonstratifie pronoffn in the fronted element are

illffstrated in (4.52) and (4.53).

(4.52) C: If she has a passport it's flell and good otherflise great problem yaar

A: at she has I think

(ICE-IND:S1A-037)

(4.53) A: We need to continffe na

B: Yeah <,> fle mffst continffe other ten minfftes [laffghter]
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is xris fle hafie to be pfflled on [coffgh]

(ICE-IND:S1A-045)

य़ese effiamples illffstrate that the preposing of demonstratifie pronoffns or of noffn
phrases flith a demonstratifie pronoffn maffl also serfie as effiplicit links in the commff-
nicatifie sitffation. In (4.53), the noffn phrase ths exercse refers back to the speakers'
task of recording another ten minfftes of confiersation, a task flhich theffl seem to ੗nd
rather diਖ਼cfflt or daffnting. य़e preposed demonstratifie pronoffn in (4.52) does not
onlffl refer back to the noffn phrase passport in the preceding fferance, bfft probablffl
also receifies focal stress. य़at is, the fronting constrffction in (4.52) is an effiample of
flhat is sometimes also referred to as focffs preposing. य़e sentence in (4.53), on the
other hand, is an effiample of fronting proper, flith the focal stress probablffl falling on
pulled. Lange (2012: 135) argffes that it is not the nffmber of preposed demonstratifie
pronoffns as sffch that is striking for Indian English, bfft rather that sffch pronoffns
occffr in focffs preposings. Her argffment is based on the fact that she foffnd no sffch
items in the British English data she effiamined. य़e ੗ndings of the present stffdffl
sffggest otherflise. य़e occffrrence of anaphoric pronoffns in focffs preposings is not
particfflarlffl remarkable becaffse sffch items can also be aested for other fiarieties of
English. Consider, for effiample, the tflo sentences belofl, flhich are from Canadian
English and Philippine English, respectifielffl.

(4.54) A: What are ffloff taking neffit semester?

B: Uhm <,> I hafie <,,> nfftrition

A: Yeah that I knefl

(ICE-CAN:S1A-098)

(4.55) A: So that's flhffl ffloff hated Bio so mffch

C: It flas diਖ਼cfflt e

A: Opening of the cockroach

C: Uh that I did

(ICE-PHI:S1A-056)

Infiestigating these three tfflpes of fronting constrffction serfiing an effiplicit discoffrse-
linking fffnction, Lange (2012: 137) conclffdes that "one ofierarching discoffrsemotifia-
tion for topicalization in spoken IndE is to effipress topic continffitffl" (she calls fronting
constrffctions 'topicalization'). य़e ੗ndings of the present stffdffl shofl, hoflefier, that
this motifiating factor is not efficlffsifie to Indian English. Rather, it is again Philip-
pine English that sticks offt in this respect, as the percentages in Table 4.13 indicate.
While 32% of all fronting tokens in the Indian English data hafie an effiplicit discoffrse-
linking fffnction, the proportions are similarlffl high in Singapore English (32%) and
efien higher in Philippine English (52%) and Hong Kong English (36%).
Gifien these ੗ndings, the creation of topic continffitffl cannot be seen as the sole

motifiating factor for Indian English speakers to ffse fronting constrffctions. In the
present conteffit, the fffnction of creating topic continffitffl flas effiamined on the basis
of the three tfflpes of fronting constrffction offtlined abofie: preclaffsal elements that
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take ffp the topic of the immediatelffl preceding discoffrse and preclaffsal elements that
contain a demonstratifie pronoffn, as the sole element or preceding a noffn phrase. In
flhat follofls, the notion of 'topic continffitffl' flill be gifien a flider interpretation.

abl 4.13: Fronting constrffctions flith an effiplicit discoffrse-linking fffnction (absolffte fre-
qffencies and percentages offt of all fronting constrffctions).

࠴࠹ ࠷ࡄ࠻ ࡀ ࡀ࠳࠵ ࡀ࠻ࡅ ࠻࠺ ࠿࠳࠼ ࠶ࡀ࠻ ࠽࠺

ON tokns 35 51 36 28 53 25 24 213 14
C tokns* 9 12 4 7 17 13 5 69 5
C % 25.7 23.5 11.1 25.0 32.1 52.0 20.8 32.4 35.7
*TC = topic continffitffl

Like in the case of LD, the preclaffsal elements flill be analfflzed according to their
information statffs and their persistence in the follofling discoffrse. य़is infiestigation
is meant to gifie a beer idea of the fronting constrffction's discoffrse fffnctions and
to compare these fffnctions to those of the le dislocation constrffction. It has been
noted before that the tflo constrffctions are strffctffrallffl qffite similar. Both infiolfie
a claffse constitffent that is taken offt from its canonical position in the core of the
claffse and placed in initial position for pragmatic pffrposes. य़effl di੖er, hoflefier, in
that there is a co-referential pronoffn in LD constrffctions. य़e follofling discffssion
flill shofl that theffl also di੖er in terms of the information statffs of the initial element.
Both properties - information statffs and persistence - again comprise three cate-

gories. As for the information statffs or anaphoricitffl, there are preposed constitffents
that pick ffp elements from the preceding discoffrse and thffs represent discoffrse-old
information. Second, there are items that hafie not been mentioned before and thffs
refer to discoffrse-nefl information. And ੗nallffl, there are preposed elements that
hafie implicitlffl been mentioned in the prefiioffs discoffrse and are therefore inferable
from the discoffrse.
Persistence refers to the qffestion flhether and in hofl far the initial element of a

fronting constrffction persists in the follofling discoffrse. In order to rate the per-
sistence, the follofling ੗fie sentences flere looked at and the items groffped into pre-
posed elements that are not mentioned in the follofling ੗fie sentences at all and items
that are mentioned again in the follofling tffrns in form of a pronoffn. य़e third groffp
contains all items that do not belong to anffl of the other tflo groffps, that is, items that
are taken ffp as a noffn phrase in the follofling discoffrse or items that are onlffl indi-
rectlffl talked abofft aerflards.
Before looking at the distribfftion of the anaphoricitffl ratings and persistence scores,

it shoffld be pointed offt once again that the freqffencies of fronting constrffctions are
so small in some corpora analfflzed that the percentages ploed in the ੗gffres belofl
are not particfflarlffl robffst. Hence, the resfflts shoffld be taken flith more than a pinch
of salt and theffl clearlffl call for more research based on larger datasets.
Figffre 4.11 shofls not onlffl the anaphoricitffl ratings of fronting constrffctions bfft

also those of LD constrffctions, ploed here for reasons of comparison (cf. Figffre 4.3
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in section 4.1).32 य़e probablffl most striking obserfiation that can be made is that
fronting constrffctions refer to discoffrse-nefl information far less freqffentlffl than do
LD constrffctions (cf. categorffl 'nefl'). य़e proportions of initial elements that refer
to discoffrse-old information, on the other hand, are roffghlffl the same for both con-
strffctions in all fiarieties (cf. categorffl 'old'). Nefl Zealand English is an offtlier in this
respect, bfft this maffl simplffl be dffe to the lofl freqffencffl of items. With a fefl more
tokens the distribfftional paern might look fierffl di੖erent. Inferable information is
foffnd more freqffentlffl flith fronting constrffctions than flith LD constrffctions (cf.
categorffl 'inferable').

igur 4.11: Anaphoricitffl ratings of LD tokens and fronting constrffctions (percentages of
initial elements containing old, nefl or inferable information).

य़e ੗nding that fronting constrffctions ofierflhelminglffl refer to old or inferable in-
formation is fierffl mffch in line flith prefiioffs stffdies. Prince (1985), for effiample, ar-
gffes that the initial element in fronting constrffctions (she onlffl looks at noffn phrases)
is "either alreadffl efioked in the discoffrse or else in a salient set relation to something
alreadffl efioked in or inferrable from the discoffrse" (1985: 70). Similarlffl, Birner and
Ward (2004) note that the initial element in fronting constrffctions "is constrained to
be old information. More speci੗callffl felicitoffs preposing [i.e. fronting; cfl] in En-
glish reqffires that the information confieffled bffl the preposed constitffent constitffte a
discoffrse-old anaphoric link to the preceding discoffrse" (2004: 159). Note that Ward
and Birner's groffp of items that create discoffrse-old anaphoric links also inclffdes the
fronting constrffctions that are here rated as 'inferable'. Fffrthermore, flhile Ward and
Birner claim that the preposed element alflaffls refers to old information, the ੗ndings
of the present stffdffl indicate that this is not categoricallffl the case, bfft that the pre-
posed elements maffl also contain nefl information.
For spoken American English, Gregorffl and Michaelis (2001: 1695) also ੗nd that

32 य़e token freqffencies and percentages of the anaphoricitffl ratings of fronting constrffctions can
be foffnd in Appendiffi 6.8.3; those of LD constrffctions in Appendiffi 6.6.5.
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fronting constrffctions contain nefl information mffch less freqffentlffl than LD to-
kens do; the di੖erence in their data is in fact efien more striking, flith 62% of LD
constrffctions referring to nefl information bfft onlffl 25% of fronting constrffctions.
A fffrther point florth mentioning concerns the categorffl 'inferable'. As noted ear-

lier, the proportions of this categorffl are mffch higher in the case of fronting con-
strffctions than in that of LD tokens in all nine fiarieties of English analfflzed. य़is
is dffe to the fact that manffl fronting constrffctions infiolfie partiallffl ordered set or
poset relations, for effiample, flhole/part or tfflpe/sffbtfflpe relations (cf. Prince 1998;
Birner/Ward 1998). य़e follofling effiamples are gifien for illffstration. In (4.56), the
speakers talk abofft di੖erent Christian, Mffslim and Hindi festifials in India.

(4.56) A: And then their festifials like Ganesh <,>

B: Chaturth and

A: Chaturth ffleah and then <,,> ffh Dwal

B: Dwal ffleah Holi do ffloff hafie

A: Yeah Holi also fle hafie

(ICE-IND:S1A-065)

In this effiample, there is a tfflpe/sffbtfflpe relation. य़e speakers enffmerate a nffmber
of festifials that come to their minds, so 'festifials' is the sffperordinate term and Hol,
fronted in speaker B's second tffrn, is a sffbtfflpe of the tfflpe 'festifials'. य़roffgh this
poset relation the term Hol, flhile mentioned for the ੗rst time in B's second tffrn, is
linked to the preceding discoffrse and thffs topic continffitffl is created.
य़e follofling effiample illffstrates a set/sffbset relation. य़e set comprises all the

people that Ma, a common friend of the interlocfftors, does not read fierffl flell and
among these he has particfflar problems flith girls, the sffbset.

(4.57) B: Ma doesn't read people <,> male or female <,> fierffl flell

A: Well neither do I

B: He doesn't <#> Bfft I mean he he jff <,> he <,> spially girls he doesn't
read fierffl flell <#> Ma's naifie in certain flaffls ffloff knofl

(ICE-IRE:S1A-018)33

In addition to fronting constrffctions that infiolfie sffch poset relations, the categorffl
'inferable' also inclffdes a nffmber of items that sffmmarize, efialffate or comment on
flhat has been said before.

(4.58) T: Glen's ੗lm shofled before Bad Leutenant

And he had to get ffp and make a speech in front of

X: Did he

T: Yeah in front of this packed hoffse
I floffld like to thank blah de blah de blah

33 य़e mark-ffp <#> indicates a speech ffnit.
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X: [clears throat] I thoffght he didn't tffrn ffp to it

A: He did bfft he didn't tell anfflone that it flas on or that he flas shofling
before it or anfflthing

X: Oh I see

A: naky on he is

(ICE-NZ:S1A-026)

य़e speakers in this piece of discoffrse talk abofft Glen, a common friend or at least
a person theffl all knofl. Speakers T and A tell X that Glen tffrned ffp at some efient
not telling anfflone that he floffld do so. य़e topic Glen is conclffded bffl A's fferance
Sneaky one he s, sffmmarizing or commenting on Glen's behafiioffr.
य़e discffssion so far has concentrated on the di੖erences betfleen fronting and

LD constrffctions, refiealing common tendencies among the nine fiarieties of English
analfflzed: the preposed elements of fronting constrffctions refer less freqffentlffl to
discoffrse-nefl information than do those of LD constrffctions, bfft theffl hafie more
items flith inferable information instead. As far as the di੖erences across the fia-
rieties of English are concerned it can be noted that the L1 English fiarieties shofl
slightlffl higher proportions of fronting constrffctions that contain discoffrse-nefl in-
formation. Recall that a similar ੗nding coffld also be aested for LD constrffctions.
Fffrthermore, Philippine English again sticks offt bffl shofling the highest proportion
of fronting constrffctions that refer to old information (64% offt of all fronting con-
strffctions), like in the case of LD constrffctions. Gifien these ੗ndings, it seems that
Philippine English speakers - more so than speakers of other fiarieties - pfft elements
in initial position bffl means of fronting constrffctions and efien more so bffl means of
LD constrffctions to drafl links to the preceding discoffrse and thffs create topic con-
tinffitffl.
य़e someflhat di੖erent distribfftional paerns aested for Nefl Zealand English

and Canadian English are rather sffrprising and for the moment I cannot think of anffl
plaffsible reason for them. Mafflbe theffl are simplffl dffe to the ofierall small freqffencies
of fronting constrffctions and one token more or less floffld lead to a fierffl di੖erent
pictffre.
As far as Indian English is concerned, the analfflsis of the information statffs of the

initial element in fronting constrffctions does not profiide anffl effiplanation that coffld
accoffnt for the high freqffencffl of ffse in this fiarietffl of English. As can be seen in
Figffre 4.11, Indian English speakers do not behafie di੖erentlffl from the other speak-
ers in anffl flaffl.
Let ffs tffrn to the persistence of the preposed element. For reasons of comparison,

Figffre 4.12 shofls the persistence scores of both fronting and LD constrffctions (the
laer is Figffre 4.4 in section 4.1).34 Comparing the resfflts of these tflo constrffctions,
fierffl di੖erent distribfftional paerns can again be obserfied. In fronting constrffc-
tions, the preposed elements persist in the follofling discoffrse less freqffentlffl than
the initial elements in LD constrffctions (cf. categorffl 'zero'). Gregorffl and Michaelis'

34 य़e token freqffencies and percentages of the persistence scores of fronting constrffctions are gifien
in Appendiffi 6.8.3; those of LD constrffctions in Appendiffi 6.6.5.
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(2001: 1696) stffdffl on spoken American English fflields fierffl similar resfflts: the pre-
posed elements of fronting constrffctions persist mffch less freqffentlffl than that of
LD constrffctions. य़ese ੗ndings re੘ect one of the major discoffrse fffnctions of LD
constrffctions, namelffl topic establishment, flith topics ffsffallffl tending to persist in
the follofling discoffrse. Fronting constrffctions, on the other hand, rather serfie a
discoffrse-linking fffnction. य़at is, the preposed element does not establish a topic
bfft rather drafls a link to the preceding discoffrse. Note, fffrthermore, that it is tfflpi-
callffl sffbjects that are preposed in LD bfft objects in fronting. In English, the sffbject is
oen eqffifialent to the topic and thffs it is not sffrprising that more preposed elements
persist aer LD constrffctions than aer fronting constrffctions.

igur 4.12: Persistence scores of LD tokens and fronting constrffctions (percentages of initial
elements that persist as a pronoffn, indirectlffl/NP or not at all).

Indirectlffl referred to items can be foffnd more freqffentlffl in fronting than in LD
constrffctions (cf. categorffl 'NP/indirect'). य़is might re੘ect the fact that fronting
constrffctions are oen ffsed in poset relations, as noted earlier. य़at is, the pre-
claffsal element is a member of a set or tfflpe flhich is the theme of the discoffrse and
flhich continffes to be talked abofft in the ensffing discoffrse.
Looking at the resfflts for fronting constrffctions onlffl, it can be noted that L1 En-

glish speakers tend to talk abofft a preposed element in the follofling discoffrse slightlffl
more freqffentlffl than L2 speakers. Canadian English sticks offt bffl shofling a particff-
larlffl small proportion of elements that are not mentioned at all aerflards. Bfft note
that this proportion is based on 5 tokens flhile that of preposed elements that are
pronominallffl taken ffp again in the follofling discoffrse is based on 6 tokens. य़ese
small freqffencies call for fffrther research based on larger datasets.
As for Indian English, again no remarkablffl di੖erent behafiioffr can be noted. य़at

is, the information statffs of the preposed element and its (non-)persistence into the
follofling discoffrse cannot be gifien as effiplanatorffl factors for the high incidence of
fronting constrffctions in this fiarietffl of English.
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4.3.3 Syntactic features

य़is sffbsection effiamines in some detail the sfflntactic fffnction of the preposed con-
stitffent and its realization. य़is is meant to refieal commonalities and possible id-
iosfflncratic featffres among the fiarieties of English analfflzed. In particfflar, it is tested
flhether Indian English speakers somehofl defiiate from the other speakers and shofl
more fiariation, flhich in tffrn coffld effiplain the high freqffencffl of fronting constrffc-
tions in this fiarietffl of English.

Syntactic function of the preposed constituent

As far as the sfflntactic fffnction of the fronted element is concerned, fle ੗nd fronted
objects, complements and (obligatorffl) adfierbials in English fronting constrffctions.
Effiamples of these three tfflpes of fronted constitffents are gifien in (4.59).

(4.59) a. A raio intrviw ffloff ffsed (ICE-GB:S1A-047)

b. Ni he is (ICE-IND:S1A-093)

c. Nar th oastal ara efierffl <,> ffleah <,> time it flill come
(ICE-IND:S1A-002)

Fronted objects are the most common tfflpe in all fiarieties analfflzed, as can be seen in
Table 4.14. Hoflefier, the preponderance is not as pronoffnced in most fiarieties as is
the case flith preclaffsal sffbjects in LD and RD constrffctions (efficept for Hong Kong
English flhere fle hafie nearlffl 93% of fronted objects).

abl 4.14: य़e distribfftion of fronting constrffctions according to the sfflntactic fffnction
of the preposed element (absolffte token freqffencies and percentages offt of all
fronting constrffctions).

orpus ronting objt omplmnt avrbial

N N % N % N %

७२ 35 25 71.4 10 28.6 - -
९ॸ५ 51 23 45.1 17 33.3 11 21.6
ॴঀ 36 20 55.6 12 33.3 4 11.1
३१ॴ 28 17 60.7 1 3.6 10 35.7
ॹ९ॴ 53 45 84.9 5 9.4 3 5.7
ॶ८९ 25 20 80.0 4 16.0 1 4.0
॰१ॳ 24 17 70.8 4 16.7 3 12.5
९ॴ४ 213 166 77.9 36 16.9 11 5.2
८ॱ 14 13 92.9 1 7.1 - -

य़e proportions of fronted objects are smallest in the L1 fiarieties Irish English,
Nefl Zealand English and Canadian English, flhere theffl accoffnt for 45%, 56% and
61% of all fronting tokens, respectifielffl. In the case of LD and RD constrffctions, on

161



4 Analyss

the other hand, the proportions of dislocated sffbjects are ofier 70% in all nine corpora.
य़ese ੗ndings sffggest that fronting constrffctions are generallffl ffsed more ੘effiiblffl
than LD and RD constrffctions as far as the sfflntactic fffnction is concerned. Similar
to LD constrffctions, it is again the L1 English fiarieties that shofl most fiariation.
As for fronted adfierbials, it is interesting to note that theffl accoffnt for relatifielffl

large proportions in Irish English and Canadian English, making ffp 21.6% and 35.7%
offt of all fronting constrffctions, respectifielffl. फ़ite a nffmber of these obligatorffl
adfierbials infiolfie phrasal fierbs in tflo di੖erent flaffls: either onlffl the particle is pfft
in initial position, as illffstrated in (4.60) belofl, or the flhole phrasal fierb is placed in
initial position plffs refiersed order of particle and fierb, as in (4.61) and (4.62). Admit-
tedlffl, these sentences are debatable cases of fronting becaffse the fronted elements
are rather atfflpical adfierbials, flhich belongmore stronglffl to the fierb than adfierbials
normallffl do. Bfft it flas decided that theffl sffਖ਼cientlffl resemble cases flith proper ad-
fierbials to be inclffded in this chapter. Compare, for effiample, the sentences She comes

home or She came to my house flhere the adfierbials home and to my house can more
easilffl be identi੗ed as adfierbials of place. I floffld argffe that In she comes and Home

she comes are fierffl similar in form and fffnction and can therefore here be treated in
the same flaffl.
Rather long stretches of discoffrse are qffoted from the Irish and Canadian ICE com-

ponents in the follofling effitracts becaffse looking at the conteffit it can be noted that
this tfflpe of constrffction occffrs oen in stories, especiallffl in stories flhich are told
in a rather dramatic and roffsing or fffnnffl flaffl.

(4.60) I flas telling the girls at flork abofft that recentlffl <#> य़is floman she came
in and she'd hair ffp in a bffn and a black Grannffl Moore lile dress <#> In sh

am <,> <#> Sffddenlffl it flas a stag partffl <,> she took efierfflthing o੖ <#>
Nofl fle're talking abofft flobblffl bits [laffghter] <#> She had rolls ffpon rolls
<#> She had rolls on her rolls

(ICE-IRE:S1A-082)

Note that the speaker saffls in her second sentence, ffsing a le dislocation constrffc-
tion, sࡋ woman she came n. And aer a fefl more flords she repeats these flords
bfft nofl flith n in initial position. Uered in this flaffl these three flords soffnd more
dramatic and entertaining. Also note the follofling term suddenly. य़is clearlffl indi-
cates that the speaker flants her storffl to soffnd fffnnffl and dramatic.
य़e effitract in (4.61) is taken from a confiersation betfleen a nffmber of ffloffng men.

Speaker C tells abofft a striptease artist flho flas infiited as a special gffest to a friend's
thirtieth birthdaffl partffl. Unlffckilffl, the artist arrified flhile efierfflbodffl flas being en-
grossed in flatching some soccer match and thffs shofled no particfflar interest in
him. Note that the storffl again is told in a rather entertaining flaffl.

(4.61) C: And the poor creatffre arrified in the middle of one of the ffhm World
Cffp matches […] य़e poor gffffl he flas kind of pffshed o੖ ffpstairs ffntil
the ffhm

A: Oh ffleah fle flere flatching the Ireland England

C: Until the World Cffp ੗nished Ireland <#> And ffhm Italffl
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A: Ireland and Italffl <#> Was it <#> No flasn't it Ireland and England

C: No it flas the Italffl one

A: Was it

C: It flas the last one <#> य़e one theffl actffallffl lost <#> And efierfflbodffl
flas reallffl like <,> flell anfflflaffl <,> [laffghter] <#> An own oms

your man <#> Nobodffl flas in the hffmoffr for him at that stage

(ICE-IRE:S1A-082)

य़eeffiample in (4.62) is from ICE-Canada. Tflo speakers, born in 1951, talk abofft their
childhood memories and tell tales abofft their ੗rst encoffnters flith the telefiision.
Note that the speakers laffgh a lot.

(4.62) A: We had a telefiision and I remember one daffl there flas a floman
screaming on the telefiision <,> and I mffst hafie been three fflears old and
mffl mother said that's it

B: [laffghs]

A: Cos the three lile kids flere siing there flatching this

B: [laffghs]

C: [laffghs] Out wnt th tlvision onto the front lafln flith a sign
telefiision for sale

B: [laffghs]

A: And fle nefier safl it again

(ICE-CAN:S1A-043)

Sffch effiamples are not ffniqffe to Irish English and Canadian English, bfft theffl seem
to be more common in these ICE components. In order to ੗nd offt flhether fronted
directional and locatifie particles are a featffre of Canadian English and in particff-
lar Irish English, as the ICE data sffggest, and to ੗nd offt in flhich register theffl are
most common, searches in COCA (Corpffs of Contemporarffl American English) and
GloWbE (Corpffs of Global Web-based English) hafie been performed. All phrasal
fierbs flith come and go for flhich instances flith fronted particles coffld be foffnd
in COCA flere inclffded in the search.35 य़e searches in COCA refieal that the con-
strffctions occffr bffl far most freqffentlffl in ੗ction (46%), follofled bffl spoken langffage
(20%), magazines (19%), neflspapers (11%) and academic flriting (4%). य़is sffpports
the impression that the constrffction is mainlffl ffsed as a stffllistic defiice in stories and
in spoken langffage, as sffggested bffl the ICE data.
Looking at GloWbE, fronted particles in phrasal fierbs flith come and go tffrn offt

35 य़e Online Offiford English Dictionarffl (OED) flas ffsed to get all phrasal fierbs flith
come and go (cf. "come, fi." and "go, fi." OED Online; accessed 1 Affgffst 2014). Af-
ter identifffling those fierbs for flhich the fronting of the particle is possible, the follofling
searches flere performed: "along|back|dofln|foflard|in|o৑|on|ofier|ffp I|ffloff|fle|she|he|theffl|it [come]"
and "aroffnd|aflaffl|back|dofln|in|on|o৑|offt|ofier|roffnd|ffp I|ffloff|fle|she|he|theffl|it [go]". Interestinglffl,
fronted particles are mffch more freqffent flith go than flith come (14.1 fis. 1.7 instances per 1 million
flords).
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to be indeed most common in Irish English (6.6 tokens per 1 million flords), follofled
bffl Nefl Zealand English (6.0), British English (4.8) and Canadian English (4.2). It is
sffrprising to ੗nd British English among the fiarieties flith the highest freqffencies of
fronted particles becaffse no sffch items coffld be foffnd in the British ICE component.
य़is, hoflefier, maffl again be dffe to the higher lefiel of formalitffl of the 'prifiate dia-
logffes' ੗les in the British ICE component as compared to the other corpora.
Tffrning to fronted complements, it is sffrprising that there is onlffl one sffch con-

strffction in ICE-Canada flhile the other L1 English fiarieties shofl so mffch higher
token freqffencies and percentages. Fronted complements tfflpicallffl occffr in constrffc-
tions flith the copfflar fierb be, sometimes also flith call. य़effl are normallffl realized
in the form of adjectifie phrases or noffn phrases to describe a qffalitffl of the sffbject
or to identifffl the sffbject's possession or name. य़roffgh their initial placement the
elements are emphasized, as the effiamples in (4.63) illffstrate.

(4.63) a. Intial theffl flere. (ICE-IRE:S1A-065)

b. Oh grat that'd be. (ICE-GB:S1A-042)

c. our jans flere theffl? (ICE-IRE:S1A-080)

d. Mark her hffsband's called. (ICE-GB:S1A-028)

I can onlffl specfflate on flhffl fronted complements occffr so infreqffentlffl in the speech
of Canadian English speakers. It is qffite ffnlikelffl that Canadian English speakers do
not effipress their feelings and opinions or some qffalitffl of an entitffl, bfft it is possible
that theffl prefer to ffse ffnmarked SVX sentences to do so. Fffrthermore, theffl maffl
prefer to ffse pitch and intonation rather than flord order changes to mark certain
elements in the claffse as important, nefl or noteflorthffl. य़e lofl freqffencffl maffl also
be dffe to the make-ffp of the corpffs becaffse flhen discffssing RD constrffctions it has
been obserfied that Canadian English speakers ffse RD tokens that serfie an emotifie or
efialffating fffnction far less freqffentlffl than the other L1 English speakers. Possiblffl,
the confiersations in ICE-Canada do jffst not gifie as manffl opportffnities to effipress
feelings and opinions or qffalities of some entitffl.

Realization of the preposed constituent

य़is section discffsses the realization of the fronted element. य़e fiariants that are
foffnd in the data inclffde fronted noffn phrases (noffns and pronoffns), prepositional
phrases, adjectifie phrases and claffses. Effiamples are gifien in (4.64).

(4.64) a. And on ࠩaptr I added on the nefl critics <,,> (ICE-IND:S1A-026)

b. Uh that I did. (ICE-PHI:S1A-056)

c. In ini also fle can flrite <,,> (ICE-IND:S1A-071)

d. Oh grat that'd be. (ICE-GB:S1A-042)

e. Bfft effiactlffl <,> xatly how it was slott in <,> I can't remember qffite
(ICE-GB:S1A-012)
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य़e distribfftion of these fiariants across the nine fiarieties of English analfflzed can be
seen in Figffre 4.13.36 Note that the percentages presented in the ੗gffre are not fierffl
robffst becaffse of fierffl small token freqffencies in some of the samples. Conseqffentlffl,
onlffl some major tendencies flill be pointed offt in the follofling paragraphs.

igur 4.13: य़e distribfftion of fronting constrffctions according to the realization of the
fronted element (percentages offt of all fronting constrffctions).

Fronted noffn phrases are the most freqffent fiariant, accoffnting for more than half
of all fronted elements in all fiarieties analfflzed. य़effl are particfflarlffl dominant in
Hong Kong English and Singapore English, flhere theffl make ffp more than 92% and
88%, respectifielffl. य़e proportion is smallest in Irish English (54.9%). In this fiarietffl,
along flith British English, Nefl Zealand English and Jamaican English, fle ੗nd the
greatest fiariation flith respect to the realization of the fronted element.
Fronted prepositional phrases are most common in Irish English (29%) and Cana-

dian English (39%), flhich is fierffl likelffl dffe to the fact that phrasal fierbs flith fronted
particles are part of this categorffl. Recall that fronted particles in phrasal fierbs are
qffite common in these tflo fiarieties of English. Interestinglffl, fronted prepositional
complements, as in Up on the roof he was when the lghtnng struck, are reported in
the literatffre as a particfflarlffl common tfflpe of fronting in Irish English (Hickeffl 2007:
267), a claim that can be sffpported bffl the present stffdffl: prepositional phrases and
complements are foffnd relatifielffl freqffentlffl in inital position in this fiarietffl of En-
glish (cf. Figffre 4.13 and Table 4.14).
What is fffrthermore interesting to noteflith respect to fronted prepositional phrases

is their (near-)absence in Hong Kong English, Philippine English and Singapore En-
glish (2 tokens or 3.8% in Singapore English; zero in the other tflo fiarieties). What
maffl accoffnt for the rare incidence of fronted prepositional phrases in these three fia-
rieties of English is the fact that prepositions are oen omied in L2 or fiernacfflar fia-

36 य़e effiact token freqffencies and percentages of the di੖erent fiariants are gifien in Appendiffi 6.8.3.
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rieties of English (cf. e.g. Pla et al. 1984; Deterding 2007; Mair/Winkle 2012). Since
the (potential) fronting constrffctions flith missing prepositions can easilffl be con-
fffsed flith 'hanging-topic' constrffctions it flas decided to efficlffded from the present
stffdffl.37 To illffstrate the diਖ਼cffltffl of keeping the tflo tfflpes of constrffction apart
consider the follofling effiamples from ICE-Singapore. य़e confiersation is abofft C's
application for a job at IBM.

(4.65) A: Did ffloff applffl for the PR job at ffh Marina Mandarin

C: No I onlffl applied for

In fact th IBM on I applied abofft a fflear ago

So flhen theffl call me ffp ffh fflesterdaffl efiening abofft ੗fie

I said IBM I don't remember applffling

(ICE-SIN:S1A-004)

य़ese tflo 'hanging-topic' constrffctions coffld flell be effipressed as preposed prepo-
sitional phrases in the follofling flaffl: For the IBM one I appled about a year ago and
For IBM I don't remember applyng. Note that speaker C starts offt flith appled for be-
fore he interrffpts himself and then continffes flithofft the preposition. य़is sffggests
that the item coffld probablffl be classi੗ed as a fronting constrffction rather than a
'hanging-topic' constrffction. य़e second effiample, on the other hand, reallffl seems to
be a 'hanging-topic' constrffction. Althoffgh not indicated in the transcription, there
seems to be a paffse aer IBM and the effipression is less closelffl linked to the rest of
the claffse than the IBM one in the ੗rst effiample. य़ese effiamples shofl that the statffs
of these and similar items is diਖ਼cfflt to preciselffl specifffl. य़at is flhffl theffl hafie been
efficlffded from the infiestigation.
Interestinglffl, it is effiactlffl those three fiarieties of English flhose speakers hafie a

topic-prominent L1 (Mandarin, Cantonese and Filipino/Tagalog) that shofl sffch lofl
freqffencies of preposed prepositional phrases. Recall that 'hanging-topic' constrffc-
tions hafie been described as tfflpical of topic-prominent langffages (cf. Lambrecht
2001a and section 3.2.3). Possiblffl, speakers of these English fiarieties prefer 'hanging-
topic' constrffctions ofier fronting. It might be florth analfflzing and comparing the
tflo strffctffres more sfflstematicallffl, especiallffl in those fiarieties of English that come
into contact flith topic-prominent langffages.
A ੗nal point that deserfies mentioning flith respect to the realization of the pre-

posed element concerns the categorffl 'claffse'. As can be seen in Figffre 4.13, fronted
claffses occffr rarelffl or nefier in the data. What is interesting to note, hoflefier, is
that along flith the three L1 English fiarieties British English, Irish English and Nefl
Zealand English it is onlffl Jamaican English that shofls a sffbstantial nffmber of pre-
posed claffses. य़is obserfiation ties in flith prefiioffs resfflts in this stffdffl. Recall that
the analfflses of compleffi initial elements in LD constrffctions and of compleffi or effi-
tended effiistential there-constrffctions fflield similar resfflts: the L1 English speakers
and Jamaican English speakers tend to ffse more compleffi constrffctions more fre-
qffentlffl than the speakers of the other fiarieties.

37 य़e 'hanging-topic' constrffction is brie੘ffl discffssed in section 3.2.3.
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4.3.4 Summary

One of the major aims of the present section flas to ੗nd possible effiplanations for
the high freqffencffl of fronting constrffctions in Indian English. य़e fffnction of creat-
ing topic continffitffl, sffggested in the literatffre as a motifiating factor, tffrns offt not
to be more dominant in the speech of Indian English speakers than in that of other
speakers. Similarlffl, the infiestigation of the information statffs of the preposed ele-
ment and its (non-)persistence in the ensffing discoffrse fflields no resfflts that coffld
conclffsifielffl effiplain the high freqffencffl of fronting constrffctions in Indian English.
Indian English speakers do not behafie di੖erentlffl from the other speakers. Rather,
it is Philippine English speakers that stand offt, ffsing to a great effitent fronting con-
strffctions flhose preposed elements refer to discoffrse-old information and persist in
the ensffing discoffrse in the form of pronoffns. य़ffs, it seems that the creation of
topic continffitffl is an important motifiating factor for Philippine English speakers to
ffse fronting constrffctions. Recall that the same holds for LD constrffctions.
य़e infiestigation of the preposed constitffent's sfflntactic fffnction and its realization

also fflields no resfflts that coffld plaffsiblffl accoffnt for the high incidence of fronting
constrffctions in Indian English. Rather, fle can obserfie that the speakers of the
L1 English fiarieties shofl more fiariation in this respect. As for the realization of
the preposed constitffent, one particfflarlffl interesting ੗nding is the (near-)absence of
fronted prepositional phrases in the speech of Singapore English, Hong Kong English
and Philippine English speakers, effiactlffl those speakers flho hafie a topic-prominent
L1. With prepositions oen being omied in these fiarieties of English, (potential)
fronted prepositional phrases can easilffl be confffsed flith 'hanging-topic' constrffc-
tions. Conseqffentlffl, sffch ambigffoffs cases hafie been efficlffded from the analfflsis.
Since 'hanging-topic' constrffctions are described in the literatffre as characteristic
featffres of topic-prominent langffages (Lambrecht 2001a), it might be interesting to
effiamine flhether theffl are indeed more freqffent in those fiarieties of English that are
in contact flith topic-prominent langffages or flhether theffl occffr in L2 and fiernac-
fflar fiarieties of English generallffl (prepositions are also oen omied in the laer
fiarieties; cf. e.g. Pla et al. 1984; Deterding 2007).
Coming back to Indian English, I can onlffl agree flith Lange (2012) flho notes that

"the caffses or motifiations for the higher incidence of topicalizations [i.e. fronting
constrffctions; cfl] in spoken IndE compared to spoken BrE, or in Nefl Englishes
generallffl, are notorioffslffl diਖ਼cfflt to pin dofln" (2012: 150). In the present stffdffl, no
single sfflntactic or pragmatic featffre coffld be identi੗ed that coffld plaffsiblffl effiplain
the large freqffencffl of fronting constrffctions in Indian English. Fffrthermore, fle
hafie seen that the freqffencffl of the constrffction is not onlffl ofierflhelminglffl higher
in Indian English as compared to British English bfft also in comparison to the other
L2 English fiarieties. Hence, I disagree flith Mesthrie (1992) flho rffles offt sffbstrate
in੘ffence as impacting on the high incidence of fronting constrffctions in the Nefl
Englishes and opts for "ffnifiersals of discoffrse strffctffre" as the decisifie in੘ffencing
factor (1992: 157). On the contrarffl, I floffld argffe that in੘ffence from the sffbstrate
langffages plaffls an important role indeed in the ffse of fronting constrffctions bffl In-
dian English speakers. As noted earlier, all Indian langffages are more ੘effiible flith re-
gard to flord order and allofl for basicallffl anffl constitffent to be fronted. Fffrthermore,
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theffl hafie the basic flord order SOV. य़is maffl be transferred onto Indian English in
the sense that the placing of constitffents (other than the sffbject) at the beginning of
the claffse is less marked, especiallffl the placing of objects before the fierb. In other
flords, speakers of Indian English strffctffre their sentences according to the princi-
ples theffl are familiar flith from their L1 and pfft elements in claffse-initial position,
flhich floffld normallffl not occffr there, more freqffentlffl than speakers of other fiari-
eties becaffse the claffse-initial position is less marked for them. Fronted objects are
particfflarlffl common, flhich sffggests that the flord order OSV seems more natffral
to Indian English speakers or maffl efien be part of their repertoire of basic sentence
paerns. It is rather ffnlikelffl, hoflefier, that the OSV sentence strffctffre flill efien-
tffallffl replace the SVO sentence strffctffre in Indian English. य़at is, it is ffnlikelffl
that fle are here dealing flith a case of flord order change, a process flhich is in fact
not ffncommon in langffage contact sitffations (cf. Heine/Kfftefia 2003; Heine 2008).
Rather, the ੗ndings of the present analfflsis indicate that Indian English speakers are
more relaffied than the speakers of the other fiarieties of English analfflzed as far as
flord order is concerned.

4.4 Existential there-constructions

य़is section effiamines effiistential there-constrffctions, sentences that begin flith the
flord there, follofled bffl a form of be, flhich in tffrn is follofled bffl a noffn phrase (the
notional sffbject), as in ere'sࡋ no food n the frdge. Tfflpicallffl, these constrffctions are
ffsed to effipress the effiistence or occffrrence of some entitffl at some place. य़e general
ofierfiiefl at the fierffl beginning of this chapter has alreadffl indicated that effiistential
claffses are ffsed mffch more freqffentlffl than the other information-packaging con-
strffctions analfflzed in this stffdffl. Fffrthermore, their distribfftion across the fiarieties
of English analfflzed is more balanced than that of the other constrffctions. य़e follofl-
ing sffbsections flill effiamine effiistential claffses in some more detail. य़e discffssion
of the ofierall distribfftion flill be follofled bffl a comparison of bare and effitended effi-
istentials and the infiestigation of fiariable concord in effiistentials flith plffral notional
sffbjects.

4.4.1 Overall distribution

Figffre 4.14 plots the distribfftion of effiistential there-constrffctions in the nine fiari-
eties of English analfflzed. As can be seen, the constrffction is most freqffentlffl ffsed bffl
speakers of Irish English and British English, follofled bffl speakers of Indian English
(369.9, 338.2 and 297.7 tokens per 100,000 flords, respectifielffl). य़e freqffencies be-
tfleen these fiarieties are not signi੗cantlffl di੖erent (p > 0.05 in chi-sqffared tests), bfft
the di੖erence betfleen Irish English and all the other fiarieties is statisticallffl highlffl
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signi੗cant (p < 0.001).

igur 4.14: Effiistential there-constrffctions in the S1A-੗les of nine ICE corpora (freqffencies
per 100,000 flords).

Singapore English and Jamaican English shofl the smallest freqffencies of effiisten-
tial claffses among the fiarieties analfflzed (205.1 and 225.5 tokens per 100,000 flords,
respectifielffl).38 य़e data sffggest that this maffl be dffe to the fact that speakers of
these tflo fiarieties ffse alternatifie constrffctions more freqffentlffl to effipress effiistence
than do the speakers of the other fiarieties. In both fiarieties these alternatifie effiis-
tential constrffctions infiolfie possessifie fierbs, got in Singapore English and have in
Jamaican English. य़e ffse of possessifie fierbs to effipress effiistence is not ffniqffe to
these tflo fiarieties of English, bfft it is in fact the case in manffl langffages of the florld
flhich, according to Her (1991: 383), is "largelffl becaffse the relation of possession be-
tfleen tflo entities is in fact a kind of relation of effiistence as flell". Freeze (2001) also
discffsses the relation betfleen possession and effiistence. He places effiistential there-
constrffctions flithin the so-called 'locatifie paradigm', assffming that effiistentials are
"ffnifiersallffl locatifie" (2001: 941).
Tffrning to Singapore English ੗rst, the fierb got has assffmed a nffmber of nefl fffnc-

tions, inclffding that of effipressing effiistence (Lee et al. 2009; Bao 2014). य़e follofling
effiamples illffstrate this fffnction of got, flhich is flidelffl ffsed in colloqffial speech. In
(4.66), the speakers talk abofft an open air festifial flith mffsic and theatre perfor-
mances. य़e three effiamples of effiistential got are marked in bold print.

(4.66) A: य़ere's a lot of fffn there's a lot of fffn

B: Uhm

A: Verffl good lah

38 In Singapore English, the freqffencffl is signi੗cantlffl smaller than in all other fiarieties (at p < 0.05
for Hong Kong English; at p < 0.01 for Nefl Zealand, Canadian, Philippine English; at p <0.001 for
British, Irish and Indian English) bfft Jamaican English (p > 0.05).
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B: So the people flho flere trained are ffloffngsters

A: ot som ang mos

B: ot a lot o kwai lo uh39

A: No there are more there are more locals than there are ang mos

B: Hffh

A: य़en got som vry yuppi yuppi typs

(ICE-SIN:S1A-025)

य़e three sentences flith effiistential got are all effiamples of Chinese-stfflle effiistential
qffanti੗cation, a special case of effiistential got. य़effl can be paraphrased as ereࡋ are

some ang mos, ereࡋ are a lot of kwa lo and ereࡋ are some yuppe types, respectifielffl.
य़e constrffction is more likelffl to occffr in colloqffial speech, an impression ffnder-
lined bffl the fact that the speakers ffse the terms ang mo and kwa lo, tflo derogatorffl
terms rather ffsed in colloqffial speech.
Fffrthermore, effiistential got can be ffsed to assert the effiistence of an entitffl at some

location, as the effiamples in (4.67) illffstrate. In this efficerpt, tflo flomen praise a
friend's frffit cakes. Affdreffl seems to be a lile child also present dffring bfft not rel-
efiant for the recordings.

(4.67) B: And then she flill bake all this tfflpe of frffit cakes ffloff knofl. Ah there is
one [ffnclear flord] is fierffl nice.

A: Hffh.

B: [ffnclear flord] cake insi got ruits.

A: A no Affdreffl beer come dofln.

B: Di੖erent kind of Insi got a lot o ruits.

(ICE-SIN:S1A-006)

य़e sentences flith effiistential got can be paraphrased as ereࡋ s (a lot o) frut n

the cake, that is, got is here ffsed to assert the effiistence of frffit in the cake (flhose
name the transcriber obfiioffslffl had problems to ffnderstand). Prior to this piece of
dialogffe the flomen talk abofft other tfflpes of cake, prodffcing fffrther sentences flith
effiistential got, for effiample, A apple pe nsde got wne or notfl

Researchers agree that the nofiel ffses of got in Singapore English are sffbstrate in-
੘ffenced, derified from the Chinese constrffction marked bffl u in Hokkien, yau in
Cantonese and you in Mandarin, flhich all mean 'hafie' and are ffsed to effipress pos-
session and effiistence (e.g. Her 1991; Lee et al. 2009; Bao 2014). Assffming that the
fffnctional properties of the constrffction are the same in the three Chinese dialects,
Bao (2014) decides to cite Mandarin data in his paper. He sffggests to approach the
issffe from a set-theoretic perspectifie and argffes that "the set of morphosfflntactic
frames of got in Singapore English is derifiable throffgh the merger of the frames of
English get and those of Chinese you" (2014: 152). य़e follofling Chinese effiamples

39 य़e terms ang mo and kwa lo are ffsed bffl Chinese to refer to Caffcasians.
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gifie confiincing efiidence that the effiistential got-constrffction is derified from the
Chinese you-constrffction.40 य़e sentence in (4.68) is an effiample of got effipressing
effiistence, (4.69) is an effiample of effiistential qffanti੗cation.

(4.68) wu

hoffse
l

in
you

got

ren

person

'य़ere are people in the hoffse.'

(4.69) you

got

ren

person
zhao

look-for
n

ffloff

'य़ere is a person flho is looking for ffloff.'

(Bao 2014: 151)

As can be seen in these tflo effiamples, the soffrce of Singapore English effiistential got
is fierffl likelffl Chinese you, from flhich got inherits its ffses.
Jantos (2009) has sfflstematicallffl analfflzed possessifie sentences flith have and the

sffbject pronoffns they and you in ICE-Great Britain, ICE-Jamaica, ICE-India and ICE-
Singapore and comes to the conclffsion that possessifie sentences flith the sffbject
pronoffn they are most freqffent in Singapore English (112 tokens as opposed to 56
tokens in British English, 66 in Indian English and 74 in Jamaican English; cf. Jantos
2009: 176). Fffrthermore, there is a prefialence of the strings they got a + noffn phrase
and you got a + noffn phrase in Singapore English (Jantos 2009: 180). Regarding the
sffbject-less tfflpe (i.e. Got some ang mos), Jantos ੗nds 46 instances in the Singapore
English data and onlffl one or tflo in the other fiarieties.
Gifien all these ੗ndings, it is plaffsible to assffme that effiistential there-constrffctions

are less freqffent in ICE-Singapore than in the other corpora analfflzed becaffse Singa-
pore English speakers ffse constrffctions flith effiistential got or possessifie have more
freqffentlffl to effipress effiistence than do speakers of the other fiarieties.
Tffrning to Jamaican English, sffbstrate in੘ffence also seems to a੖ect the effipres-

sion of effiistence in this fiarietffl of English. Jantos (2009), in her analfflsis of possessifie
strffctffres, notes that Jamaican English "has a strong preference for effipressing effiis-
tence bffl means of the possessifie collocation you have a + noffn phrase" (2009: 179).
य़is is fierffl likelffl dffe to in੘ffence from Jamaican Creole, flhere effiistence is normallffl
effipressed bffl means of possessifie strffctffres flith the infiariant fierb (h)av plffs an in-
de੗nite pronoffn sffbject, for effiample, yu 'ffloff' and dem 'theffl' (Patrick 2007: 140).
Fffrther efiidence in sffpport of this claim comes from the fact that Jantos ੗nds the
constrffction them have + inde੗nite noffn phrase onlffl in her Jamaican English data,
flhich can fierffl likelffl be aribffted to in੘ffence from Jamaican Creole dem (h)av 'theffl
hafie'. Consider the follofling effiample from Jamaican Creole for illffstration of the
effiistential constrffction.

(4.70) dee

3ॶ
hav

effiist
a

९ॴ४
gruup

groffp
a

of
man

man
nem

name
Stepaz

S
an

and
yu

2ॹ
hav

effiist
ds

४५ॳ
pols

police
ga

gffffl
we

ॸ५ॲ
badgyaad

bodfflgffard
Syaga

S

40 Contrarffl to Bao (2005, 2014), Lee et al. (2009) argffe that Singapore English got is derified from
Hokkien u rather than Mandarin you or Cantonese yau.
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'य़ere flas a groffp of men called the Steppers, and there flas a policeman
flho bodfflgffarded Seaga.'

(Patrick 2007: 140)

य़is sentence shofls that English there was maffl be realized in di੖erent flaffls in Ja-
maican Creole: in the ੗rst claffse fle hafie the fierb hav plffs pronoffn dee 'theffl' and in
the second claffse it occffrs together flith the pronoffn yu 'ffloff' to effipress effiistence.
In sffm, in Singapore English and Jamaican English sffbstrate in੘ffence leads to the

defielopment and ffse of effiistential strffctffres other than the there-effiistential con-
strffction, flhich, in tffrn, maffl accoffnt for the lofl freqffencffl of the laer constrffc-
tion in these tflo fiarieties.

4.4.2 Bare vs. extended existentials

य़is section deals flith the distinction betfleen bare and effitended effiistential claffses.
Recall that bare effiistentials contain onlffl there, the fierb be and the notional sffbject
(e.g. ere'sࡋ a lot of fun; ICE-SIN:S1A-025). Effitended effiistentials, on the other hand,
contain some additional material aer the notional sffbject that is of relefiance for
the constrffction. य़ese effitensions inclffde adfierbials of time and place, as in (4.71a),
predicatifies, as in (4.71b), in੗nitifials, as in (4.71c), participials, as in (4.71d), and
relatifie claffses, as in (4.71e).41

(4.71) a. य़ere's a hole in th til. (ICE-IND:S1A-040)

b. य़ere's nothing wrong in that. (ICE-IND:S1A-049)

c. य़ere is a good place to sit. (ICE-IND:S1A-032)

d. य़ere's snofl oming. (ICE-IRE:S1A-097)

e. य़ere's a man who watࠩs his ࣲlms. (ICE-IRE:S1A-071)

Before tffrning to the distribfftion of these di੖erent tfflpes of effitension, consider ੗rst
of all the distribfftion of bare and effitended effiistentials across fiarieties of English,
presented in Table 4.15. As can be seen, bare effiistentials are the preferred fiariant
of Indian English speakers (58.6% of all effiistential claffses), Philippine English and
Singapore English speakers (53.5% each), flhich is not particfflarlffl sffrprising since
learners of English ffsffallffl tend to fafioffr less compleffi constrffctions. Someflhat
ffneffipectedlffl, hoflefier, Hong Kong English speakers and Jamaican English speakers
ffse effitended effiistentials more freqffentlffl than the bare fiariant (51.6% and 60.9%,
respectifielffl). य़e proportion of effitended effiistentials in Jamaican English is in fact

41 For more details on the natffre of effiistential there-constrffctions and the distinction betfleen bare
and effitended fiariants see section 3.2.4. य़ere, it is also pointed offt that effiistentials can hafie tflo
di੖erent tfflpes of participial claffses flhich mffst be distingffished, namelffl claffses that are an effitension
of the there-constrffction and claffses that are a modi੗er of the notional sffbject: ere'sࡋ a festval

startng ths week n Derry fiersffs ere'sࡋ a word begnnng wth D that would descrbe t. Conseqffentlffl,
the categorffl of participial effitensions contains onlffl the former tfflpe of constrffction.
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the largest among all nine fiarieties analfflzed. Recall that the infiestigation of LD
and fronting constrffctions fflielded similar resfflts, flith the L1 English speakers and
Jamaican English speakers ffsing more compleffi strffctffres than the other L2 English
speakers.

abl 4.15: Effiistential there-constrffctions in ICE (token freqffencies and normalized freqffen-
cies per 100,000 flords) plffs the distribfftion of bare and effitended fiariants (token
freqffencies and percentages offt of all effiistentials).

orpus xistntial bar xtn

N norm. N % N %

७२ 682 338.2 314 46.0 368 54.0
९ॸ५ 746 369.9 313 42.0 433 58.0
ॴঀ 600 260.9 248 41.3 352 58.7
३१ॴ 573 272.0 259 45.2 314 54.8
ॹ९ॴ 417 205.1 223 53.5 194 46.5
ॶ८९ 578 266.8 309 53.5 269 46.5
॰१ॳ 481 225.5 188 39.1 293 60.9
९ॴ४ 643 297.7 377 58.6 266 41.4
८ॱ 591 248.3 286 48.4 305 51.6

य़e high freqffencffl of effitended effiistentials in Jamaican English is mainlffl dffe to
relatifie claffse effitensions, flhich accoffnt for more than 57% of all compleffi effiisten-
tials, as can be seen in Figffre 4.15. य़e ੗gffre plots the proportions of the di੖erent
tfflpes of effitension in percentages offt of all effitended effiistentials.42

Effiistentials flith relatifie claffse effitensions are also qffite common in the other cor-
pora, accoffnting for more than 30% of all effitended effiistentials. In ICE-Ireland, hofl-
efier, theffl make ffp onlffl aroffnd 20%. Interestinglffl, a similarlffl defiiant behafiioffr of
the Irish English component is aested for the sffbordinator tfflpes in ९ॺ-cles, dis-
cffssed in section 4.5. In ९ॺ-cles, Irish English speakers ffse wh-forms and that less
freqffentlffl as sffbordinators than the speakers of the other fiarieties of English an-
alfflzed. Zero sffbordinators are most common and ng-complements are also qffite
freqffentlffl chosen (most freqffent aer Nefl Zealand English). In the case of effiisten-
tial claffses, Irish English efien shofls the highest proportion of participial effitensions
among the fiarieties of English analfflzed (20.3%). य़e class of participial effitensions
inclffdes here both present and past participles, bfft nearlffl 74% of the participles are
of the former tfflpe in Irish English. An increasing ffse of ng-complements and a
broadening of its fffnctional range is reported in the literatffre to be the case in En-
glish generallffl (e.g. De Smet 2013; Dffਗ਼effl 2000; Fanego 1996, 2007; Mair 2002a, 2013;
Rffdanko 1998, 2000; among manffl others), bfft the resfflts of the present analfflsis sffg-
gest that Irish English is more adfianced in this defielopment.
It is florth hafiing a closer look at relatifie claffse effitensions becaffse di੖erent pref-

erences in the choice of relatifie pronoffn/particle can be aested among the speakers

42 य़ese proportions and the corresponding token freqffencies are profiided in Appendiffi 6.9.2.
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of the nine fiarieties of English analfflzed. य़e distribfftion of relatifie claffse effiten-
sions flith zero marking is of particfflar interest. य़effl occffr along flith wh-forms,
flhich are normallffl regarded as the more formal fiariant mainlffl ffsed flith hffman
antecedents in both restrictifie and non-restrictifie claffses, and infiariable that, ac-
ceptable onlffl in restrictifie claffses.

igur 4.15: य़e tfflpe of effitension in compleffi effiistential there-constrffctions (percentages offt
of all effitended effiistentials).

Consider the sentences in (4.72) for illffstration of the di੖erent tfflpes. While sen-
tences (a) and (b) hafie the effiplicit relatifie markers who and that, respectifielffl, the
sentences in (c) to (৐) are all instances flith zero relatifies. In (c), fle hafie the sffbject
you in the relatifie claffse, flhile the other three effiamples are instances of sffbject rel-
atifie claffses. What distingffishes the last three sentences is that the fierb can either
be tensed (present or past), as in (d) and (e), or ffntensed, as in (৐).

(4.72) a. य़ere're so manffl people who n physiothrapy (ICE-GB:S1A-003)

b. य़ere is energffl that you an gt rom th sun (ICE-JAM:S1A-089)

c. य़ere's not mffch you an o about it (ICE-GB:S1A-006)

d. And there's this girl oms in rom anothr sࠩool an wins a an

omptition (ICE-IRE:S1A-012)

e. य़ere's cardboard tffbes just ll own (ICE-IRE:S1A-092)

f. Bfft <,> is there is there somebodffl piࠨ you up (ICE-HK:S1A-074)

Sffbject-zero relatifies are todaffl ffsffallffl ffsed onlffl in effiistential there-constrffctions
and t-cles (Fischer 1992: 307), bfft theffl are reported to be aflidespread phenomenon
in these enfiironments in a nffmber of fiarieties of English. Lodge (1979) describes
their ffse in a British dialect spoken near Manchester. Preffsler (1938, 1942), Harris
(1993) and Filppffla (1999) discffss the omission of sffbject relatifie markers in Irish
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English. While Preffsler (1938) effiplains the high incidence of zero relatifies in terms
of Celtic in੘ffence, Filppffla is more hesitant to ascribe fffll responsibilitffl to Celtic as
the soffrce of this speci੗c featffre becaffse it is so flidespread in other fiarieties as flell,
he argffes.
Li (2000), Hffng (2012) and Neflbrook (1988, 1998) describe zero relatifies as a com-

mon featffre of Hong Kong English speakers, efien among highlffl edffcated ones. Nefl-
brook (1988) describes it as the most common "error" in stffdents' flritings flhen ffsing
relatifie claffses. As a possible effiplanation for this obserfiation he sffggests that "the
error is so common locallffl that most stffdents floffld almost afftomaticallffl prodffce it"
(Neflbrook 1988: 31) and adds that most stffdents hafie probablffl nefier been taffght
that sffbject relatifies can nefier be omied.
Schachter and Celce-Mffrcia (1977) also report zero relatifies as a freqffent featffre

in the flritings of Chinese learners of English. य़effl argffe that the high incidence
of the constrffction is dffe to the fact that the Chinese stffdents aempt to strffctffre
English sentences according to the principles of their topic-prominent L1. य़at is,
theffl establish a topic ੗rst and then saffl something abofft it. Ortega (2009) takes ffp
their ideas and sffggests that effiistentials flith sffbject-zero relatifies are part of a de-
fielopmental continffffm from most L1-like to most L2-like information strffctffre. In
this defielopmental continffffm, le dislocation constrffctions are at the most L1-like
end, follofled bffl effiistentials flith zero-sffbject relatifies. य़e most L2-like end of the
continffffm is taken bffl the canonical SVO sentence.
Christie (1996), effiamining Jamaican relatifie claffses, notes that sffbject-zero rela-

tifies are "the preferred alternatifie flhere the head noffn belongs to a nominal comple-
ment represented bffl an inde੗nite NP, and the relatifiized NP represents the sffbject
of the claffse" (1996: 55; the sentences in (4.72d-৐) fall into Christie's categorffl).43 She
adds that this is best illffstrated bffl an effiistential claffse:

(4.73) Der wozz a ledu lv wd tuu chldren

'य़ere flas a ladffl (flho) lified flith tflo children.'
(Christie 1996: 55)

Sffbject-zero relatifies are also reported to occffr freqffentlffl in JamaicanCreole (Patrick
2012).
In order to test these fiarioffs claims on the freqffencffl of sffbject-zero relatifies in

di੖erent fiarieties of English I coffnted all the instances of wh-forms, that and zero in
sffbject and nonsffbject position in effiistentials flith relatifie claffse effitensions. य़e
resfflts can be seen in Figffre 4.16. Since I am particfflarlffl interested in sffbject rela-
tifie claffses, objects, adfierbials, complements and possessifies are groffped together
as nonsffbjects. य़e ffi-affiis in Figffre 4.16 presents for each ICE corpffs the percent-
ages of that, wh-forms and zero offt of all sffbject relatifies; the ffl-affiis presents the
percentages of the three fiariants offt of all nonsffbject relatifies. य़at is, if a corpffs
label occffrs more toflards the lofler le-hand corner, it is infreqffentlffl realized as
the relefiant fiariant in both sffbject and nonsffbject position. If it occffrs toflards the

43 In Christie's (1996) stffdffl the term 'Jamaican' comprises "a range of fiarieties, all of flhich are seen
as distingffishable from internationallffl accepted Standard English, althoffgh ffsing a leffiicon mainlffl
derified from English. Some difierge more radicallffl from Standard English than others" (1996: 48).
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ffpper le-hand corner, the relefiant option oen occffrs in nonsffbject position bfft
not in sffbject position. Labels that are on or near the diagonal (angle bisector) occffr
in sffbject and nonsffbject position to roffghlffl the same effitent.

igur 4.16: Relatifie claffse effitensions flith wh-flords, that and zero as relatifie marker in
sffbject and nonsffbject position (percentages offt of all sffbject and nonsffbject
relatifie claffses, respectifielffl).

As for zero relatifies, all labels occffr toflards the ffpper le-hand corner, flhich
means that this fiariant makes ffp a greater proportion among the nonsffbject rela-
tifies than among the sffbject relatifies in all fiarieties analfflzed. य़e ੗ndings for Irish
English and Hong Kong English are remarkable in tflo flaffls. First, theffl shofl the
highest proportions of zero marking in both sffbject and nonsffbject position among
the fiarieties of English analfflzed (the tflo labels are the ones fffrthest to the right and
fffrthest to the top). And second, zero relatifies are the most freqffent option in sffbject
position flithin both corpora, in Irish English together flith that (47.5% of sffbject rel-
atifies in the Hong Kong data and 37.5% in the Irish data). य़ese ੗ndings ffnderscore
the claims of prefiioffs stffdies argffing that zero relatifies are common in these tflo
fiarieties of English.
What is fffrthermore interesting to note is that that is the preferred fiariant in sffb-

ject relatifie claffses among the speakers of the foffr L1 English fiarieties (together
flith zero in Irish English), flhereas in the L2 fiarieties that occffrs more freqffentlffl
in nonsffbject position. य़e laer tend to ffse wh-flords in sffbject position (or zero
in the case of Hong Kong English). Jamaican English is an effiception in this respect,
flith that being the ੗rst choice in all positions. य़e ੗ndings for the L1 fiarieties are in
line flith prefiioffs stffdies on the fiariation of relatifie markers, reporting an increase
of that (and zero) at the effipense of wh-forms in spoken English (e.g. Toie 1997;
Biber et al. 1999; Tagliamonte 2002). य़e discrepancffl in the ffse of that betfleen the
speakers of the L1 fiarieties (and Jamaican English) and the L2 fiarieties maffl be ac-
coffnted for bffl the fact that the former are more relaffied as far as the animacffl rffle
is concerned. य़at is, the former maffl be more relaffied in ffsing that aer a hffman
antecedent flhile the laer stick more rigidlffl to the rffle that a wh-form shoffld be
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ffsed in sffch cases. य़is seems to be particfflarlffl trffe for speakers of Indian English,
as the offtliers IND in the facets 'flh-flord' and 'that' sffggest.
Retffrning to the claims abofft Hong Kong English and L1 Chinese learners of En-

glish mentioned abofie (Schachter/Celce-Mffrcia 1977; Neflbrook 1988, 1998; Li 2000;
Ortega 2009; Hffng 2012), the present stffdffl shofls that Hong Kong English speakers
indeed ffse zero relatifies most freqffentlffl in sffbject position among the fiarieties of
English analfflzed. य़e sentences that occffr in the direct confiersation ੗les in ICE-
Hong Kong fffrthermore sffggest that this is a learner featffre becaffse the sentences
contain fffrther featffres flhich clearlffl signal a lack of pro੗ciencffl. Consider the sen-
tences in (4.74) for illffstration.

(4.74) a. And and and there's a in fefl months ago there's a ffhm Legislatifie
coffncillor come to mffl school ffh to gifie a speak lauh wah hng

(ICE-HK:S1A-062)

b. य़ere are manffl manffl of friend go bffl train flent bffl train (ICE-HK:S1A-062)

c. In mffl school <,> there's so manffl stffdent like ffh bad behafie
(ICE-HK:S1A-031)

d. Bfft I I'm florrffl abofft at the present time flhether <,> a man can <,> ffh
<,> flhether there is a man <,> flill marrffl flith me (ICE-HK:S1A-054)

य़ese sentences clearlffl refieal that the speakers are learners of English. Effiamples
(a) and (b) are bffl the same speaker. He or she seems to hafie problems flith tense
marking. Fffrthermore, the flord speak is ffsed instead of speech. Also note the code-
sflitching in sentence (a). In (c), plffral and adfierb markings are missing and the
adfierb bad shoffld actffallffl occffr aer the fierb. And ੗nallffl, the flhole strffctffre of
sentence (d) is confffsing. Fffrthermore, the preposition wth is inserted aer marry.
य़e constitffents in these sentences appear to be indifiidffal chffnks, onlffl looselffl

connected. य़at is, the relatifie claffse effitensions do not seem to be reallffl part of
the effiistential there-constrffctions, bfft theffl rather seem to be constitffents on their
ofln. य़ese sentences can qffite plaffsiblffl be regarded as aempts on the part of
the speakers to strffctffre their sentences according to the principles of their topic-
prominent L1, that is, establishing the topic ੗rst and then saffling something abofft it
(cf. Schachter and Celce-Mffrcia 1977; Ortega 2009). य़is maffl flell be the primarffl
motifiation for Hong Kong English speakers to ffse sffch constrffctions. A someflhat
lofler pro੗ciencffl lefiel in comparison to Singapore English speakers maffl make them
more sffsceptible to transfer of the information strffctffre of the L1; or as Ortega (2009)
pffts it: "[fl]ith time and increasing pro੗ciencffl, the tendencffl to transfer the infor-
mation strffctffre of the L1 in order to frame ideas in the L2 maffl gradffallffl diminish"
(2009: 46).
Gifien these ੗ndings, the model of the defielopmental continffffm sffggested bffl Or-

tega (2009) seems to be a plaffsible flaffl of accoffnting for the interaction betfleen a
speaker's pro੗ciencffl lefiel, the degree of in੘ffence from the L1 on the L2 and the pre-
ferred information strffctffre. Recall that le dislocation constrffctions constitffte the
most L1-like end of the continffffm becaffse the information strffctffre of these sen-
tences is fierffl mffch like the basic sentence strffctffre of topic-prominent langffages
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(e.g. Many people, they टnd her okay). Effiistentials flith sffbject-zero relatifies consti-
tffte the second most L1-like stage (e.g. ereࡋ are many people टnd her okay), follofled
bffl effiistentials flith ofiert relatifie markers (e.g. ereࡋ are many people who टnd her

okay). य़e most L2-like end of the continffffm is taken bffl canonical SVO sentences
(e.g. Many people टnd her okay). Since le dislocation constrffctions are not partic-
fflarlffl more freqffent in Hong Kong English than in the other L2 English fiarieties
analfflzed, it maffl flell be the case that the Hong Kong English speakers inclffded in
the ICE corpffs are alreadffl too adfianced as far as their pro੗ciencffl of English is con-
cerned to ffse le dislocation more freqffentlffl.
Singapore English also ties in flith the argffment. We ੗nd onlffl a small nffmber of

effiistentials flith zero-sffbject relatifies and the smallest nffmber of LDs among the L2
English fiarieties analfflzed. य़is maffl be dffe to the fact that Singapore English speak-
ers are more pro੗cient in English and thffs transfer the information strffctffre of their
L1 less freqffentlffl.
य़e qffestion that nofl arises is hofl does Irish English ੗t in flith this argffment and

the defielopmental continffffm becaffse effiistentials flith sffbject-zero relatifies are also
qffite common in this fiarietffl of English. As the sentences in (4.75) illffstrate, in Irish
English effiistentials flith sffbject-zero relatifies are mffch more compact constrffctions
than is the case flith those items aested for Hong Kong English. य़at is, the there-
claffse and the relatifie claffse form one constrffction rather than indifiidffal chffnks.

(4.75) a. य़ere's not so manffl people knit nofl (ICE-IRE:S1A-045)

b. य़ere's onlffl tflo dentists in the Neflrffl and Moffrne area are girls
(ICE-IRE:S1A-022)

c. Is there anffl residents like that are alflaffls there (ICE-IRE:S1A-014)

d. य़ere's cardboard tffbes jffst fell dofln (ICE-IRE:S1A-092)

A combination of sefieral reasons maffl be responsible for the higher ffse of zero rel-
atifies in both sffbject and nonsffbject position in Irish English as compared to the
other L1 English fiarieties in particfflar. It is qffite likelffl that Celtic in੘ffence plaffled
an important role in the establishment of zero relatifies in earlier English and that
the constant presence of Irish in the contact ecologffl of Irish English made the con-
strffction more entrenched in the speech of Irish English speakers than in that of, saffl,
British English speakers. Consider the follofling effiamples of zero relatifies gifien bffl
Preffsler (1938) to shofl the Celtic soffrce of the featffre. Note that the Celtic langffages
are VSO langffages flhich means that the ffnmarked coffnterpart to the sentence John

s strong floffld be y mae John yn gryf, 'is John strong'. In order to pfft emphasis on
John or to introdffce him as the one flho is strong, the constrffction in (4.76) is ffsed.

(4.76) John

John
sydd

is
yn

strong
gryf

'It is John (flho) is strong.'

(4.77) pwy

flho
sydd

is
yma

there

'Who is it (that) is there?'

(Preffsler 1938: 184)
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Unfortffnatelffl, Preffsler gifies no effiamples of effiistential claffses flith zero relatifies,
bfft the mechanisms of the Irish ९ॺ-cle seem to be readilffl transferable to effiistential
there-constrffctions.
Fffrthermore, the high incidence of zero relatifies can at least in part be effiplained

in terms of di੖ffsion from earlier stages of English becaffse zero relatifies flere mffch
more common in Old English andMiddle English in both sffbject and nonsffbject posi-
tion (cf. e.g. Fischer 1992). य़e retention of earlffl dialectal featffres of British English
in the speech of Irish English speakers has alreadffl been aested for other character-
istic featffres of this fiarietffl of English and thffs seems to be a plaffsible effiplanation
as flell (e.g. Filppffla 1999).
य़e preference of zero relatifiizers, flhich Christie (1996) notes for Jamaican relatifie

claffses, cannot be aested for the Jamaican English speakers inclffded in ICE becaffse
the proportion of zero relatifies in sffbject relatifie claffses is mffch smaller than that
of wh-flords and in particfflar that, as can be seen in Figffre 4.16.
य़e prefiioffs discffssion of effitended effiistential claffses has shofln that speakers of

English prefer di੖erent tfflpes of effitensions. Variation can also be aested in terms
of singfflar or plffral agreement flith plffral notional sffbjects, as the follofling discffs-
sion flill shofl.

4.4.3 Singular concord

In English, effiistential there-constrffctions flith plffral notional sffbjects fiarffl betfleen
plffral concord (4.78a) and singfflar concord (4.78b):

(4.78) a. य़ere are biscffits there (ICE-IRE:S1A-069)

b. य़ere's lile benches offtside (ICE-IRE:S1A-089)

य़is fiariabilitffl has been infiestigated in manffl stffdies flhich profiide interesting re-
sfflts on British English (Martinez Insffa/Palacio Martinez 2003; Craflford 2005; Rffpp
2005), American English (Schilling-Estes/Wolfram 1994), Canadian English (Meechan/
Foleffl 1994; Walker 2007), Affstralian English (Eisikofiits 1991) and Nefl Zealand En-
glish (Britain/Sffdbffrffl 2002; Haffl/Schreier 2004). More recentlffl, fiariable concord has
been analfflzed in a nffmber of ICE corpora (Jantos 2009; Collins 2012). य़e ੗ndings of
these stffdies are hard to compare as theffl are based on di੖erent tfflpes of data and dif-
ferent de੗nitions of the fiariables that are effiamined. Yet, despite this inconsistencffl
theffl also refieal some common tendencies. य़e present stffdffl flill bffild on and add to
the fialffable insights gained bffl the prefiioffs stffdies bffl effiamining fiariable concord
across a range of English fiarieties and testing some of the factors identi੗ed in the
literatffre as constraining singfflar concord.
Collins' (2012) stffdffl is fierffl similar in its natffre to the present one. It also infies-

tigates fiariable concord in the 'direct confiersation' ੗les of ICE-Great Britain, ICE-
Singapore, ICE-Philippines, ICE-India and ICE-Hong Kong. Nonetheless, I think it is
florth looking at fiariable concord again becaffse the present stffdffl profiides data of
fffrther corpora not inclffded in Collins' stffdffl (ICE-Ireland, ICE-Nefl Zealand, ICE-
Canada and ICE-Jamaica). Fffrthermore, in contrast to Collin's approach, I think it
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is necessarffl to also inclffde the relefiant proportions for plffral concord. य़at is, the
effiamination of the factors identi੗ed in the literatffre as in੘ffencing singfflar concord
shoffld also consider the cases flhere speakers ffse plffral concord in effiistentials flith
plffral notional sffbjects. य़is is important for the follofling reason: saffl, a fiarietffl of
English shofls a high proportion of contracted forms of be in effiistentials flith sin-
gfflar concord; in order to be able to conclffde that there is a correlation of singfflar
concord flith contraction it is necessarffl to also knofl the nffmber of incidences of
plffral concord flith contracted forms of be becaffse it maffl flell be the case that in
this speci੗c fiarietffl of English contracted forms are generallffl more prefialent than in
other fiarieties. Hence, the present stffdffl effiamines the lingffistic factors tense, con-
tractedness, compleffiitffl, polaritffl and tfflpe of determiner (before the notional sffbject)
in both cases, singfflar concord and plffral concord.
Before tffrning to the distribfftion of singfflar concord across the fiarieties of En-

glish analfflzed, note that in some L2 English fiarieties the relation betfleen determiner
choice and nffmber of the notional sffbject maffl at times be confffsed, as in the sen-
tence in (4.79a) taken from the Indian English sample, flhere fle ੗nd the inde੗nite
article a before the plffral noffn dञerences. Fffrthermore, sometimes the nffmber of
the notional sffbject is not consistentlffl marked, as in (4.79b) and (4.79c), flhere fle
੗nd unversty and examnaton, flhile the prenominal elements sffggest that plffral
noffns be ffsed.

(4.79) a. […] and if so manffl parties come together <,> ffh there is a ideological
di੖erences <,> (ICE-IND:S1A-005)

b. Bfft in Hong Kong there are onlffl three three or siffi siffi ffnifiersitffl nofl so
(ICE-HK:S1A-030)

c. I think ffhm <,> there's <,> manffl effiamination (ICE-HK:S1A-060)

य़e omission of plffral marking is particfflarlffl freqffent in the Hong Kong English
data of the present stffdffl. य़is ੗nding is in line flith prefiioffs research, describing
the omission of plffral marking as a common featffre of this fiarietffl of English (cf. e.g.
Bffdge 1989; Seer et al. 2010). Notional sffbjects, sffch as the ones in sentences (b)
and (c), are treated as plffral in the present analfflsis. In cases sffch as the one in (a),
the conteffit has carefffllffl been considered to determine flhether the notional sffbject
is reallffl plffral.
Let ffs nofl tffrn to the distribfftion of effiistentials flith singfflar concord across the

fiarieties of English analfflzed. Figffre 4.17 plots the proportions of singfflar concord
offt of all effiistentials flith plffral notional sffbjects.44 45

In line flith prefiioffs cross-fiarietal stffdies, the L1 English fiarieties are more ac-
cepting of singfflar concord than the L2 fiarieties (e.g. Jantos 2009; Collins 2012). य़is
is fierffl likelffl dffe to the fact that in the laer cases English is ffsffallffl associated flith
formalitffl and spoken in more formal seings, flhile the local langffages are ffsed

44 Note that there is some fiariation flith respect to the ffse of plffral noffn phrases as opposed to
singfflar ones across the fiarieties of English analfflzed. While the proportion of plffral noffn phrases
amoffnts to onlffl 23.6% in the Canadian English data, it makes ffp 45.4% in the Hong Kong English data.
In the other data the proportions range from 27.7% to 35.2%.
45 य़e effiact percentages and token freqffencies are gifien in Appendiffi 6.9.2.
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in informal sitffations, those sitffations flhere singfflar concord ffsffallffl occffrs. Pfft
di੖erentlffl, L2 English speakers do flhat theffl hafie learned at school, namelffl ffse a
plffral fierb form together flith a plffral noffn. What is sffrprising, hoflefier, is the
fiast discrepancffl betfleen the freqffencies of singfflar concord in the three L1 English
fiarieties Irish English, Nefl Zealand English and Canadian English on the one hand
and the other fiarieties on the other, flith percentages of singfflar concord amoffnting
to 73.4% in the Irish English sample and onlffl 9.5% in the Indian English one.

igur 4.17: य़eproportions of singfflar concord offt of all effiistential there-constrffctionsflith
plffral notional sffbjects.

य़e small proportion of singfflar concord in ICE-Great Britain as opposed to the
other L1 English corpora maffl be dffe to formalitffl reasons since the direct confiersa-
tion ੗les in the British component hafie a higher lefiel of formalitffl than the confiersa-
tions inclffded in the other L1 corpora (cf. the discffssion of the data in the introdffc-
torffl chapter of this stffdffl). Efiidence in sffpport of this assffmption is also profiided bffl
Martinez Insffa and PalaciosMartinez (2003), flho ੗nd a higher proportion of singfflar
concord in the British National Corpffs (BNC) than in ICE-Great Britain in both the
flrien teffits (3.22% in BNC fis. 1.39% in ICE) and the spoken teffits (13.26% in BNC fis.
6.41% in ICE). Note that the BNC is commonlffl described as containing more informal
data than ICE-Great Britain.
Among the L2 English fiarieties, Hong Kong English speakers are most accepting of

singfflar concord, flhich is someflhat sffrprising althoffgh in line flith Collins' (2012)
੗ndings. Collins argffes that "perhaps the persistence of the tfflpe of informal local
elements that are the bff of the strong complaint tradition in Hong Kong profiide
a nffrtffring enfiironment for SA [i.e. singfflar agreement; cfl]" (2012: 63). To this I
floffld add that plffral marking on noffns is not consistentlffl present in Hong Kong
English, as noted earlier. य़is in tffrn maffl lead to a confffsion in fierb-noffn agree-
ment, flith Hong Kong English speakers simplffl not paffling that mffch aention to it
or not gifiing mffch importance to it.
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In order to beer ffnderstand the distribfftion of singfflar concord across the fiari-
eties analfflzed the follofling paragraphs flill effiamine a nffmber of factors that are
reported in the literatffre to cofiarffl flith singfflar concord. य़e factors that flill be
infiestigated inclffde tense, contractedness, effitension, polaritffl and the tfflpe of deter-
miner preceding the notional sffbject. य़e factor tense distingffishes betfleen present
tense (4.80a) and past tense (4.80b)46; the factor contractedness compares contracted
forms (4.80c) flith fffll forms (4.80a-b).

(4.80) a. य़ere is contingencffl plans (ICE-IRE:S1A-024)

b. य़ere flas foffr people in it (ICE-IRE:S1A-009)

c. य़ere's lile benches offtside (ICE-IRE:S1A-089)

Most stffdies report singfflar concord to cofiarffl flith present tense rather than past
tense (e.g. Britain and Sffdbffrffl 2002; Eisikofiits 1991). Hoflefier, taking the inter-
action betfleen tense and contractedness into accoffnt (almost all contracted forms
occffr in present tense conteffits), Haffl and Schreier (2004) and Walker (2007) note that
past tense increases the likelihood of singfflar concord for fffll forms. य़at is, if fle
consider onlffl fffll forms singfflar concord cofiaries flith past tense rather than present
tense. As for the factor contractedness, contracted forms are reported to promote sin-
gfflar concord more than fffll forms do (Hannaffl 1985).
य़e factor effitension infiestigates the e੖ect of bare (4.81a) as opposed to effitended

plffral effiistentials (4.81b) on concord. Manffl stffdies shofl that effitended effiistentials
are more stronglffl associated flith singfflar concord than bare instances (e.g. Hannaffl
1985; Martinez Insffa/Palacios Martines 2003; Walker 2007).

(4.81) a. य़ere flas fiideos (ICE-IRE:S1A-046)

b. य़ere flas tflentffl of them going for dinner in flhere's it nofl in Temple
Bar (ICE-IRE:S1A-049)

य़e factor polaritffl distingffishes betfleen effiistentials flith negatifie and positifie
polaritffl. Negatifie effiistentials inclffde instances flith the negatifie particles no and
not, as in (4.82a) and (b), the laer also in contracted form, as in (c). Manffl stffdies ੗nd
negatifies to fafioffr singfflar concord (Meechan/Foleffl 1994; Martinez Insffa/Palacios
Martinez 2003; Rffpp 2005), thoffgh others ੗nd the opposite (Britain/Sffdbffrffl 2002).

(4.82) a. य़ere flas no cars (ICE-IRE:S1A-079)

b. य़ere's not enoffgh partners (ICE-NZ:S1A-029)

c. य़ere flasn't too manffl (ICE-NZ:S1A-017)

46 Note that the data also inclffde effiamples flhere be is preceded bffl a modal affffiiliarffl, as in the
follofling effiamples.

a. य़ere must be bffses going along Mans੗eld Road (ICE-GB:S1A-023)

b. य़ere will be siffiteen or sefienteen people (ICE-HK:S1A-053)

य़e notion of concord is, of coffrse, of no relefiance in these sentences and conseqffentlffl theffl are
efficlffded from fffrther consideration in the present stffdffl.
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All there-effiistentials flith plffral notional sffbjects hafie been annotated according
to these foffr factors - tense, contractedness, effitension and polaritffl. Additionallffl,
the tfflpe of determiner preceding the notional sffbject has been effiamined. य़is factor
flill be discffssed separatelffl belofl becaffse of sefieral reasons. First, the factor did
not emerge as signi੗cant in anffl of the samples analfflzed and, second, since there are
sefien di੖erent tfflpes of determiner to be distingffished some sffbcategories contain
onlffl fierffl small nffmbers of tokens and the resfflts are therefore not fierffl reliable.
य़e proportions of the factors tense, contractedness, effitension and polaritffl in effi-

istentials flith plffral and singfflar concord are ploed in Figffre 4.18 and Figffre 4.19
belofl. य़e ffi-affies present the proportions in effiistentials flith singfflar concord, the
ffl-affies those flith plffral concord.47

igur 4.18: E੖ects of the factors effitension, contractedness and tense on singfflar concord and
plffral concord (ffi-affiis: percentages offt of all effiistentials flith singfflar concord;
ffl-affiis: percentages offt of all effiistentials flith plffral concord).

Interestinglffl, the labels for each factor are roffghlffl groffped together, that is, the
labels for bare effiistentials are all positioned in the middle of the graph, the labels
representing contracted forms are located toflards the lofler right-hand corner, the
labels representing past tense forms are located toflards the lofler le-hand corner

47 य़e rafl freqffencies and effiact percentages are gifien in Appendiffi 6.9.2.
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and the labels in the facet 'present' are positioned toflards the ffpper right-hand cor-
ner. य़is means that the proportions of the factors are roffghlffl the same across the
samples. य़e plots can be interpreted in the follofling flaffl. First, in all nine fiarieties
of English analfflzed the factor most stronglffl associated flith singfflar concord seems
to be contraction, and especiallffl so in British English and Canadian English, flhere
ofier 90% of effiistentials flith singfflar concord cofiarffl flith contracted forms as op-
posed to less than 20% of effiistentials flith plffral concord doing so. Indian English is
the offtlier in this respect, bfft note that contracted forms are generallffl rarelffl ffsed in
this fiarietffl of English (the percentages are fierffl lofl for effiistentials flith both plffral
concord and singfflar concord).
As far as the factor tense is concerned, it can be noted that present tense forms

are generallffl ffsed more freqffentlffl than past tense forms in both tfflpes, effiistentials
flith singfflar concord and those flith plffral concord (in the facet 'present', all labels
are located in the ffpper right-hand qffadrant, flhereas in the facet 'past' all labels are
positioned toflards the lofler le-hand corner).
Regarding the factor effitension, it can be noted that in Indian English singfflar con-

cord is stronglffl associated flith bare effiistentials, accoffnting for 80% of all effiistentials
flith plffral notional sffbjects. A similar tendencffl can be aested for Canadian En-
glish (56% of bare effiistentials) and Jamaican English (50%), bfft here the cofiariation
is not as pronoffnced. In all other fiarieties the proportions of bare and effitended effi-
istentials flith singfflar concord are mffch more balanced.
य़e facet 'negatifie', represented in Figffre 4.19, shofls that effiistentials rarelffl hafie

negatifie polaritffl in both cases, effiistentials flith plffral concord and those flith sin-
gfflar concord (all labels are positioned toflards the lofler le-hand corner). Negatifie
polaritffl is slightlffl more common in both cases in the Nefl Zealand English data,
flhile it seems to fafioffr singfflar concord in the Jamaican English data. In the laer
sample, nearlffl 36% of effiistentials flith singfflar concord hafie negatifie polaritffl, flhile
less than 4% of effiistentials flith plffral concord are negatifie.

igur 4.19: E੖ect of the factor polaritffl on singfflar concord and plffral concord (ffi-affiis: per-
centages of negatifie effiistentials offt of all effiistentials flith singfflar concord;
ffl-affiis: percentages offt of all effiistentials flith plffral concord).
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In order to test flhether these intffitions are correct and to determine the presence
and natffre of anffl correlations, a binarffl logistic regression model flas ffsed.48 Logistic
regression estimates the probabilitffl of a gifien offtcome (here: singfflar concord) gifien
a nffmber of predictors. य़is techniqffe is flidelffl ffsed in sociolingffistics, flhere it is
knofln as ॼ१ॸ२ॸॻॲ analfflsis. य़e fffnction lrm o੖ered bffl the rms package in R flas
ffsed to estimate the probabilities of singfflar concord in the nine samples gifien the
predictors tense, contractedness, effitension and polaritffl. य़e resfflts are presented in
Table 4.16. Let ffs go throffgh this rather large table step bffl step.
In the ੗rst colffmn, the statistics listed belofl the name of the relefiant fiarietffl sam-

ples assess the goodness of ੗t of the models. 'LR chi2' stands for model likelihood
chi-sqffare, the di੖erence betfleen the nffll defiiance and the residffal defiiance. It
is ffsefffl for ascertaining flhether the predictors in the fffll model jointlffl earn their
keep. As can be seen in Table 4.16, this measffre is comparatifielffl lofl in Jamaican En-
glish, Indian English and Singapore English, indicating that the effiplanatorffl fialffe of
the three models is not as good as that of the other models. Bfft the p-fialffes are still
small (0.0007, 0.0019 and <0.0001, respectifielffl), so fle still hafie models flith some
effiplanatorffl fialffe.
य़e C-indeffi is a measffre that addresses the predictifie abilitffl of the model. It is an

indeffi of concordance betfleen the predicted probabilitffl and the obserfied response.
य़at is, if C takes the fialffe of 0.5 the predictions are random and theffl are perfect if
C eqffals 1. A C-indeffi abofie 0.8 is commonlffl regarded to indicate that the model has
some real predictifie capacitffl (Baafflen 2008: 204). As can be seen in Table 4.16, the
predictifie abilities of the models are all qffite good. य़e models flith the best predic-
tifie abilities are the ones for the British English and Nefl Zealand English samples
(0.937 and 0.903, respectifielffl). य़e accffracffl and predictifie capacitffl of the Indian,
the Jamaican and the Singaporean models are not as good as those of the other mod-
els. य़is is fierffl likelffl dffe to the small samples and, in particfflar, the fierffl small
nffmber of effiistentials flith singfflar concord. In the Indian sample there are onlffl 19
items of effiistentials flith singfflar concord, in the Jamaican sample 14 items and in
the Singaporean sample 31 instances (cf. Appendiffi 6.9.2). य़is reminds ffs of the fact
that all models are in anffl case imperfect simpli੗cations. In the present case, it floffld
certainlffl be good to back ffp the resfflts bffl an analfflsis based on larger datasets.
Tffrning to the third colffmn, it lists the estimates of the coeਖ਼cients. य़e coeਖ਼cient

for ॺ५ॴॹ५=ॶॸ५ॹ५ॴॺ effipresses the contrast betfleen present and past (the reference
lefiel mapped onto the intercept); that for ३ॵॴॺॸ१३ॺ९ॵॴ=६ॻॲॲ the contrast betfleen
fffll and contracted (reference lefiel); that for ५ॾॺ५ॴॹ९ॵॴ=५ॾॺ५ॴ४५४ the contrast be-
tfleen effitended and bare (reference lefiel); and that for ॶॵॲ१ॸ९ॺॿ=ॶॵॹ९ॺ९ॼ५ the con-
trast betfleen negatifie (reference lefiel) and positifie polaritffl. In the Irish sample, for
effiample, the negatifie coeਖ਼cients for tense and contraction indicate that the proba-
bilitffl of singfflar concord goes dofln flith fffll forms and present tense conteffits. य़at
is, singfflar concord fafioffrs past tense conteffits and contracted forms. य़is e੖ect is
statisticallffl signi੗cant as the small p-fialffes shofl (last tflo colffmns). य़e colffmn
named 's.e.' gifies the estimated standard errors, flhich measffre the accffracffl flith
flhich the sample represents the popfflation.

48 I am indebted to Florian Schirm flho flas of great help in doing the statistics.
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abl 4.16: E੖ects in the logistic regression model for concord fiariation.

o s.. p-valu

࠴࠹ intercept 3.2 1.48 0.033 *
LR chi2 = 158.13 tense=present -0.38 0.94 0.688
p < 0.0001 contraction=fffll -5.24 0.70 <0.001 ***
C = 0.937 effitension=effitended -0.98 0.64 0.127

polaritffl=positifie -0.63 1.09 0.565
࠷ࡄ࠻ intercept 5.15 1.10 <0.001 ***
LR chi2 = 94.73 tense=present -1.51 0.41 <0.001 ***
p < 0.0001 contraction=fffll -4.96 0.79 <0.001 ***
C = 0.872 effitension=effitended 0.56 0.39 0.146

polaritffl=positifie 0.08 0.80 0.922
ࡀ intercept 6.59 1.06 <0.001 ***
LR chi2 = 121.7 tense=present -3.37 0.78 <0.001 ***
p < 0.0001 contraction=fffll -6.53 0.96 <0.001 ***
C = 0.903 effitension=effitended 0.58 0.44 0.187

polaritffl=positifie 0.02 0.54 0.973
ࡀ࠳࠵ intercept 3.35 1.49 0.024 *
LR chi2 = 84.33 tense=present -0.98 0.89 0.276
p < 0.0001 contraction=fffll -4.45 0.82 <0.001 ***
C = 0.893 effitension=effitended -0.18 0.52 0.739

polaritffl=positifie -0.39 1.07 0.715
ࡀ࠻ࡅ intercept 0.93 1.11 0.405
LR chi2 = 31.29 tense=present -0.80 -1.08 0.282
p < 0.0001 contraction=fffll -2.60 0.51 <0.001 ***
C = 0.790 effitension=effitended 0.21 0.47 0.653

polaritffl=positifie 0.05 0.85 0.955
࠻࠺ intercept 2.52 1.19 0.034 *
LR chi2 = 61.81 tense=present 0.06 0.73 0.932
p < 0.0001 contraction=fffll -4.06 0.63 <0.001 ***
C = 0.838 effitension=effitended 0.26 0.55 0.632

polaritffl=positifie -1.57 0.88 0.075
࠿࠳࠼ intercept 2.23 1.62 0.167
LR chi2 = 19.16 tense=present -0.77 1.18 0.515
p = 0.0007 contraction=fffll -1.49 0.69 0.030 *
C = 0.786 effitension=effitended -0.63 0.65 0.334

polaritffl=positifie -2.78 0.84 0.001 **
࠶ࡀ࠻ intercept 1.68 1.18 0.155
LR chi2 = 17.04 tense=present -1.50 0.68 0.028 *
p = 0.0019 contraction=fffll -1.80 0.71 0.011 *
C = 0.727 effitension=effitended -1.43 0.60 0.017 *

polaritffl=positifie -0.60 0.76 0.429
࠽࠺ intercept 0.68 1.22 0.574
LR chi2 = 92.04 tense=present 0.33 1.07 0.756
p < 0.0001 contraction=fffll -2.98 0.36 <0.001 ***
C = 0.831 effitension=effitended 0.11 0.36 0.755

polaritffl=positifie -0.50 0.56 0.367
signi੗cance lefiels: p = 0.05 ., p < 0.05 *, p < 0.01 **, p < 0.001 ***
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Looking at the last tflo colffmns, the statistics corroborate the hfflpothesis that con-
tractedness has an e੖ect on concord. In line flith prefiioffs stffdies, the resfflts are
highlffl signi੗cant at the lefiel p < 0.001 for most fiarieties of English analfflzed, flith
contracted forms fafioffring singfflar concord (the coeਖ਼cients for ३ॵॴॺॸ१३ॺ९ॵॴ=६ॻॲॲ
are negatifie in all nine samples). In Jamaican English and Indian English, the p-fialffes
are slightlffl higher, thoffgh still signi੗cant at the lefiel p < 0.05. Follofl-ffp stffdies
shoffld test flhether these ੗ndings are reliable or flhether the someflhat di੖erent
resfflts for these tflo fiarieties of English are simplffl an artefact of the small sample
sizes.
य़e factor tense has an e੖ect in Irish English, Nefl Zealand English and Indian En-

glish (at the lefiel p < 0.001 in the tflo former fiarieties and at p < 0.05 in the laer).
In all three fiarieties of English singfflar concord cofiaries flith past tense rather than
present tense (again, the coeਖ਼cients are negatifie), flhich is in line flith Walker's
(2007) ੗ndings.49 Note that the resfflts for Indian English need to be taken flith a
pinch of salt becaffse the ofierall freqffencffl of effiistentials flith singfflar concord is
fierffl small, as noted earlier (19 tokens). Back-ffp for this ੗nding is therefore clearlffl
needed.
Since there is an interaction betfleen contractedness and tense in the sense that

almost all contracted forms occffr in present tense conteffits, it flas tested flhether
contraction also had an e੖ect if onlffl effiistentials in present tense conteffits flere taken
into accoffnt. य़e resfflts tffrned offt signi੗cant for all nine fiarieties of English ana-
lfflzed. य़at is, contractedness has an e੖ect on concord independentlffl of tense. In a
similar flaffl it flas tested flhether tense had an e੖ect if onlffl fffll forms flere consid-
ered. य़e resfflts flere signi੗cant for Irish English, Nefl Zealand English and Indian
English, effiactlffl the same fiarieties that had also signi੗cant resfflts flith respect to the
factor tense in the model flith all predictors and all data, that is, tense has an e੖ect
on concord independentlffl of contractedness. य़is led me to keep both factors - con-
tractedness and tense - in the model.
य़e factor effitension is selected as signi੗cant in Indian English, flhere fle ੗nd a

correlation of singfflar concord flith bare effiistentials. य़is is in contrast to Walker
(2007) and Martinez Insffa and Palacios Martinez (2003) in flhose stffdies singfflar
concord is associated flith effitended effiistentials.
य़e factor polaritffl shofls an e੖ect in the Jamaican English sample, flith negatifies

fafioffring singfflar concord (p < 0.01).50 Hence, the resfflts of the present stffdffl are
in sffpport of both prefiioffs stffdies that claim that polaritffl has an e੖ect on concord
and those that ੗nd no e੖ect (cf. e.g. Meechan/Foleffl 1994, Martinez Insffa/Palacios
Martinez 2003 or Rffpp 2005 fiersffs Britain/Sffdbffrffl 2002). It seems that it depends
on the fiarietffl of English the data are taken from flhether polaritffl has an e੖ect on

49 In the Indian English sample, tense interacts flith polaritffl in the sense that there are no negatifie
effiistentials that occffr in past tense conteffits. If the factor tense is considered onlffl in effiistentials flith
positifie polaritffl, it is still signi੗cant (p < 0.05), that is, tense has an e੖ect on concord independentlffl
of polaritffl. Polaritffl has no e੖ect if onlffl effiistentials in present tense conteffits are considered.
50 In the Jamaican English sample, there is an interaction betfleen tense and polaritffl in the sense
that there are no negatifie effiistentials that occffr in past tense conteffits. I therefore tested flhether the
factor polaritffl also had an e੖ect if onlffl present tense conteffits flere considered. य़e resfflts are highlffl
signi੗cant (p < 0.001). If the factor tense is considered onlffl in effiistentials flith positifie polaritffl, it has
no e੖ect.
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concord or not. Recall, hoflefier, that there is onlffl a small nffmber of effiistentials
flith singfflar concord in the Jamaican English sample and the resfflts are therefore
possiblffl not reliable.
In sffm, the regression model con੗rmed manffl of the assffmptions gleaned from the

plots in Figffres 4.18 and 4.19. While contractedness fafioffrs singfflar concord in all
nine fiarieties of English analfflzed, fle ੗nd more fiariation flith respect to the other
factors. Tense has an e੖ect on concord onlffl in Irish English, Nefl Zealand English
and Indian English. य़e factor effitension tffrned offt signi੗cant onlffl in Indian English,
flhile the factor polaritffl has an e੖ect onlffl in Jamaican English. Since it is effiactlffl
these tflo fiarieties that hafie a fierffl small nffmber of effiistentials flith singfflar con-
cord, as noted earlier, these resfflts call for fffrther research based on larger datasets.
Finallffl, the factor determiner tfflpe flill be infiestigated. Follofling Haffl and Schreier

(2004), the present stffdffl distingffishes betfleen sefien di੖erent tfflpes of determiner,
effiempli੗ed in (4.83): bare notional sffbjects, as in (a), and those preceded bffl a de੗nite
article, as in (b), a nffmber, as in (c), a negatifie particle, as in (d), an adjectifie, as in
(e), a qffanti੗er beginning flith a (inclffding the inde੗nite article a/an), as in (৐), or
other qffanti੗ers, as in (g).

(4.83) a. य़ere's people here (ICE-GB:S1A-091)

b. Oh there are th boffls geing offt as flell (ICE-GB:S1A-049)

c. य़ere's two ੘ats ffp ofier the pffb (ICE-IRE:S1A-067)

d. य़ere's no tanned men in them (ICE-GB:S1A-080)

e. And there's big in੘atable dinosaffrs (ICE-NZ:S1A-044)

f. य़ere's a lot o deaths (ICE-IRE:S1A-036)

g. य़ere's so many Germans (ICE-HK:S1A-011)

If there are sefieral tfflpes of determiner before the notional sffbject, the one immedi-
atelffl follofling there + be determines the categorffl the sentence is groffped in. य़e
effiistential sentence in (d), for effiample, has a negatifie particle and an adjectifie before
the notional sffbject bfft flas categorized according to the ੗rst flord no.
Determiner tfflpe has been infiestigated in manffl stffdies and in fiarioffs fiarieties of

English. An ofierfiiefl of the coffntries, the affthors and their resfflts is profiided in Ta-
ble 4.17. Note that it is diਖ਼cfflt to compare these resfflts becaffse some of the classes
of determiners contain di੖erent elements, that is, theffl are de੗ned di੖erentlffl. Fffr-
thermore, the di੖erent orderings, especiallffl those for the same fiarietffl of English,
maffl also be dffe to "idiosfflncrasies and sizes of the di੖erent data sets", as Haffl and
Schreier (2004: 232) sffggest.
In the present stffdffl, determiner tfflpe taken as one single predictor did not emerge

as signi੗cant in anffl of the samples. Looking at the indifiidffal tfflpes, hoflefier, sig-
ni੗cant resfflts can be noted for Jamaican and Indian English. In the former fiarietffl,
singfflar concord tends to be ffsed more freqffentlffl flhen the notional sffbject is pre-
ceded bffl a negatifie particle. In Indian English, qffanti੗ers flith a tend to correlate
flith singfflar concord. य़ese tendencies can also be obserfied flhen looking at the
plots in Figffre 4.20.51 य़effl represent the proportions of the sefien determiner tfflpes

51 य़e corresponding token freqffencies and percentages are gifien in Appendiffi 6.9.2.
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in the di੖erent ICE samples, di੖erentiated according to singfflar and plffral concord.
य़ese plots shofl some fffrther common e੖ects. In line flith prefiioffs stffdies (cf. Ta-
ble 4.17), negatifies and a qffanti੗ers generallffl seem to fafioffr singfflar rather than
plffral concord, althoffgh these factors did not emerge as signi੗cant in most of the
samples. य़e laer factor seems to be particfflarlffl likelffl to co-occffr flith singfflar
concord in the speech of the L2 English speakers.

abl 4.17: E੖ect of determiner tfflpe on singfflar concord (more > less) in di੖erent fiarieties
of English (prefiioffs research).

ࡀ࠳࠵ no > nffmber > other Meechan/Foleffl (1994)

a > de੗nite > no > other Walker (2007)

ࡀ a > no > de੗nite > nffmber > bare > qffanti੗er > adjectifie Britain/Sffdbffrffl (2002)

nffmber > no > a > de੗nite > bare > qffanti੗er > adjectifie Haffl/Schreier (2004)

࠽ࡇ partitifie > no > de੗nite > nffmber > qffanti੗er > bare Tagliamonte (1998)

What is fffrthermore interesting to note is that qffanti੗ers other than those begin-
ning flith a seem to occffr freqffentlffl before notional sffbjects in all nine fiarieties
and theffl tend to correlate flith plffral concord rather than singfflar concord. य़is
੗nding also ties in flith prefiioffs stffdies. As can be seen in Table 4.17, qffanti੗ers
tend not to hafie an e੖ect on singfflar concord. य़is is fierffl likelffl dffe to the fact that
the qffanti੗ers ffnderline the plffral meaning of the notional sffbject. In the present
stffdffl, qffanti੗ers are particfflarlffl freqffent in the Hong Kong and the Indian samples.
Recall that a similar preponderance of qffantifffling effipressions in these fiarieties of
English has been noted for le dislocation constrffctions (cf. section 4.1). It might
be interesting to effiamine flhether noffn phrases are more freqffentlffl pre-modi੗ed
bffl qffanti੗ers in these fiarieties in general. In section 4.1, it has been sffggested that
the classi੗er sfflstem of Chinese might impact on Hong Kong English speakers' ffse
of determiners and qffantifffling effipressions. For Indian English, it has been noted
that the qffanti੗er all is ffsed particfflarlffl freqffentlffl and has probablffl assffmed nefl
meanings and fffnctions. य़oroffgh infiestigations in this respect might be florth the
e੖ort.
Interestinglffl, nffmbers tend to co-occffr flith singfflar concord in some of the sam-

ples (Irish English, British English, Philippine English and Singapore English), al-
thoffgh this factor did not tffrn offt signi੗cant. य़is is effiactlffl the tfflpe of determiner
that emerged as most signi੗cant in Haffl and Schreier's (2004) data from Nefl Zealand
English (cf. Table 4.83). What is sffrprising abofft these ੗ndings is that nffmbers also
encode plffral meaning, jffst like qffanti੗ers. Possiblffl, the seqffence 'there's + nffm-
ber + plffral notional sffbject' is defieloping into a ੗ffied effipression, at least for some
speakers of English. In the present stffdffl, this is sffggested bffl the Irish English data
flhere most of the pre-modifffling nffmbers occffr in effiistentials flith the contracted
form there's.
In sffm, the infiestigation of the determiner tfflpe in effiistentials flith plffral notional

sffbjects fflields some interesting resfflts, althoffgh most of them do not emerge as sta-
tisticallffl signi੗cant in the logistic regression model. In Jamaican English, negatifie
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particles tend to cofiarffl flith singfflar concord, flhich ties in flith the ੗nding that po-
laritffl has an e੖ect on concord in this fiarietffl of English. फ़anti੗ers flith a emerge
as signi੗cant onlffl in Indian English, bfft theffl seem to fafioffr singfflar concord also in
the other fiarieties of English analfflzed; especiallffl so in the other L2 English fiarieties,
flhich sffggests that the flord a at the beginning of the qffanti੗er triggers singfflar
meaning. Finallffl, nffmbers seem to oen go flith singfflar concord in Irish English,
althoffgh the tfflpe does not emerge as signi੗cant.

igur 4.20: E੖ect of the factor determiner tfflpe on singfflar concord and plffral concord.

4.4.4 Summary

य़e infiestigation of effiistential there-constrffctions in this section has shofln that it
is fairlffl freqffent and more efienlffl distribffted across the fiarieties of English analfflzed
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than the other information-packaging constrffctions that are effiamined in this stffdffl.
य़e someflhat smaller freqffencies aested for Singapore English and Jamaican En-
glish hafie been effiplained bffl the fact that speakers of these tflo fiarieties seem to ffse
alternatifie constrffctions to effipress effiistence more freqffentlffl than do the speakers
of the other fiarieties. In both cases L1 transfer seems to plaffl an important role. In
Singapore English, in੘ffence from the Chinese backgroffnd langffage has made the
fierb got assffme fiarioffs nefl fffnctions, inclffding that of effipressing effiistence. In Ja-
maican English, the in੘ffence form Jamaican Creole maffl be responsible for the more
freqffent ffse of have to effipress effiistence.
Di੖erentiating betfleen bare and effitended effiistential claffses, it tffrns offt that the

L1 English speakers and, in particfflar, Jamaican English speakers shofl the highest
proportions of the compleffi tfflpe. य़is ੗nding is interesting in so far as similar pat-
terns can be obserfied for le dislocation and fronting constrffctions, flith the L1 fia-
rieties and Jamaican English shofling the highest freqffencies of compleffi strffctffres.
Variation can also be foffnd in terms of the preferred tfflpe of effitension. Adfierbial

effitensions and/or relatifie claffse effitensions are the most freqffent tfflpes in all nine
fiarieties of English. Jamaican English stands offt among the other fiarieties of English
analfflzed in that it shofls an effitremelffl high proportion of relatifie claffse effitensions.
For Irish English, it can be noted that participial effitensions are relatifielffl more fre-
qffent than in the other fiarieties. Since a similar preponderance can be aested for
९ॺ-cles, it seems that Irish English speakers generallffl ffse -ng complementation pat-
terns more freqffentlffl than do the other speakers (mafflbe together flith Nefl Zealand
English speakers, flho ffse more ng-forms in ९ॺ-cles). An increasing freqffencffl of
ng-complements and a flidening of the fffnctional range of this complementation
paern is reported in the literatffre to applffl to the English langffage generallffl (e.g.
De Smet 2013; Dffਗ਼effl 2000; Fanego 1996, 2007; Mair 2002a, 2013; Rffdanko 1998, 2000;
among manffl others). य़e resfflts of the present analfflsis sffggest, hoflefier, that Irish
English (and possiblffl Nefl Zealand English) is more adfianced in this defielopment.
Among the effiistentials flith relatifie claffse effitensions, special aention flas gifien

to sffbject relatifies becaffse for some fiarieties of English a preference for zero relatifie
markers has been noted in the literatffre. य़e present stffdffl ੗nds high proportions
of zero-sffbject relatifies in Irish English and Hong Kong English, flhich ties in flith
prefiioffs research. It is interesting to obserfie that those effiistentials are of fierffl dif-
ferent kinds in these tflo fiarieties, hoflefier. While the sentences seem to be a learner
featffre in Hong Kong English, allofling the speakers to break dofln their sentences
into smaller chffnks and strffctffring them according to the principles of their topic-
prominent L1, theffl seem to be compact constrffctions in Irish English. य़e sffggestion
of in੘ffence from Irish on the laer fiarietffl appears qffite plaffsible (cf. Preffsler 1938).
य़e infiestigation of fiariable concord in effiistentials flith plffral notional sffbjects

fflields a nffmber of interesting resfflts as flell. Assffming that singfflar concord is on
the rise in contemporarffl English (cf. Haffl/Schreier 2004), it can be noted that the
L1 English fiarieties, and in particfflar Irish, Nefl Zealand and Canadian English, are
more adfianced in this defielopment than the L2 English fiarieties analfflzed. य़e com-
paratifielffl lofl freqffencffl of singfflar concord in the British English sample might be
dffe to the someflhat higher lefiel of formalitffl of the 'direct confiersation' ੗les in-
clffded in ICE-Great Britain (also see section 1.2 on data and methodologffl). Among
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the factors that are reported in the literatffre to hafie an e੖ect on singfflar concord,
contractedness tffrns offt to be most signi੗cant in the samples of the present stffdffl
(e.g. there's fis. there s). य़e factor tense emerges as signi੗cant in Irish English and
Nefl Zealand English (flith past tense fafioffring singfflar concord), effiactlffl those tflo
fiarieties flhich shofl the highest freqffencies of singfflar concord. य़is sffggests that
singfflar concord is not restricted to cases of there's bfft occffrs more fiariablffl, flhich
in tffrn ffnderlines the fact that these tflo fiarieties of English are fffrther adfianced in
the defielopment toflards an increasing ffse of singfflar concord. य़e fact that tense
emerges as signi੗cant in the Indian English sample as flell is someflhat sffrprising.
Fffrther stffdies shoffld test flhether this ੗nding is reliable or rather an artefact of the
small sample size. य़e same holds for the factors effitension and polaritffl, flhich seem
to hafie an e੖ect on concord in Indian English and Jamaican English, respectifielffl,
effiactlffl those tflo fiarieties for flhich onlffl fierffl small nffmbers of effiistentials flith
singfflar concord can be aested.
य़e factor determiner tfflpe does not emerge as signi੗cant in anffl of the samples

analfflzed, bfft some tendencies can be obserfied flhen looking at the di੖erent tfflpes
more closelffl. Negatifie particles and qffanti੗ers flith a (e.g. a lot of, a couple of ) tend
to cofiarffl flith singfflar concord rather than plffral concord; qffanti੗ers flithofft a, on
the other hand, rather seem to go flith plffral concord. य़is sffggests that qffanti੗ers
flith a trigger a singfflar meaning becaffse of the initial flord a. It can be obserfied
that qffanti੗ers flithofft a are particfflarlffl freqffent in the Hong Kong English sample,
flhich is interesting in so far as a similar paern can be aested for le dislocation
constrffctions, flith qffantifffling LDs being more freqffent in Hong Kong English than
in the other fiarieties analfflzed.
In sffm, the data sffggest that the effipression there's is becoming more ੗ffied, at least

in the three L1 fiarieties Irish English, Nefl Zealand English and Canadian English.
य़is is in sffpport of the claim that singfflar concord re੘ects leffiicalization, a fiiefl that
holds that the form there's has become a single leffiical ffnit flhich is ffsed in effiistentials
regardless of the nffmber of the notional sffbject (e.g. Hannaffl 1985; Meechan/Foleffl
1994; Schilling-Estes/Wolfram 1994; Craflford 2005). य़is defielopment in tffrn maffl
effiplain the large freqffencffl of singfflar concord in these three fiarieties as compared
to the other fiarieties analfflzed. Particfflarlffl fafioffrable enfiironments for there's seem
to be negatifie sentences, as in ere'sࡋ not much obs around for truckdrvng s there

(ICE-NZ:S1A-012), and, in the case of Irish English, notional sffbjects preceded bffl a
nffmber, as in ere'sࡋ two pools (ICE-IRE:S1A-002).

4.5 Cleft constructions

य़is section effiamines in some detail three tfflpes of cle constrffction: ९ॺ-cles (e.g.
It's the wrter <,fi that uh gets you so nvolved; ICE-GB:S1A-016), basic pseffdo-cles
(e.g. What I remember s we only had lunch; ICE-PHI:S1A-053) and refiersed pseffdo-
cles (e.g. at'sࡋ what I thnk; ICE-IND:S1A-004). य़e strffctffre of the section is as

192



4.5 Cle constructons

follofls. First, a general ofierfiiefl of the distribfftion of these three cle tfflpes across
the fiarieties of English analfflzed flill be gifien, follofled bffl a more detailed analfflsis
of a nffmber of sfflntactic featffres of each tfflpe of cle.

4.5.1 Overall distribution

Table 4.18 and Figffre 4.21 illffstrate the distribfftion of ९ॺ-cles, basic pseffdo-cles
and refiersed pseffdo-cles across the nine ICE samples analfflzed.

abl 4.18: य़e distribfftion of ९ॺ-cles, basic pseffdo-cles and refiersed pseffdo-cles in the
S1A-੗les of ICE (absolffte token freqffencies and freqffencies per 100,000 flords).

orpus lࠧs-ࡆ࠻ basi PCs rvrs PCs

N norm. N norm. N norm.

७२ 60 29.8 124 61.5 244 121.0
९ॸ५ 109 54.0 71 35.2 270 133.9
ॴঀ 53 25.2 95 45.1 300 142.4
३१ॴ 48 20.9 126 54.8 297 129.1
ॹ९ॴ 31 15.2 97 47.7 223 109.7
ॶ८९ 50 23.1 133 61.4 307 141.7
॰१ॳ 72 33.8 163 76.4 296 138.8
९ॴ४ 30 13.9 141 65.2 207 95.8
८ॱ 24 10.1 54 22.7 116 48.7

Tffrning to refiersed pseffdo-cles ੗rst, it can be obserfied that theffl are the bffl far
most common tfflpe of cle constrffction in all corpora analfflzed. Efficept for Indian En-
glish, Singapore English and Hong Kong English, the freqffencies per 100,000 flords
amoffnt to ofier 120 tokens in all fiarieties. Nefl Zealand English shofls the highest
freqffencffl flith 142.4 tokens per 100,000 flords. According to chi-sqffared tests, the
freqffencffl of refiersed pseffdo-cles in Nefl Zealand English is signi੗cantlffl di੖erent
onlffl from the freqffencies in Hong Kong English (at the lefiel p < 0.001), Indian En-
glish (p < 0.01) and Singapore English (p < 0.05).
Basic pseffdo-cles are far less common than the refiersed tfflpe. Jamaican English

shofls the highest freqffencffl (76.4 tokens per 100,000 flords), follofled bffl Indian En-
glish (65.2), British English (61.5), Philippine English (61.4) and Canadian English
(54.8). य़e di੖erences betfleen these fiarieties of English are not statisticallffl signi੗-
cant. Yet, the freqffencies of Jamaican English and the other fiarieties are signi੗cantlffl
di੖erent (Nefl Zealand and Singapore English at p < 0.01; Irish and Hong Kong En-
glish efien at p < 0.001).
Tffrning to ९ॺ-cles, it is interesting to note that this tfflpe of cle is far more fre-

qffent in Irish English than in the other fiarieties analfflzed and that it is the onlffl fia-
rietffl flhere fle ੗nd more ९ॺ-cles than basic pseffdo-cles (54.0 fis. 35.2 tokens per
100,000 flords). य़e freqffencies of ९ॺ-cles in the other fiarieties are signi੗cantlffl
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lofler than in Irish English (Jamaican English and British English at the lefiel p < 0.05;
Nefl Zealand English at p < 0.01; and all other fiarieties at p < 0.001). य़e high fre-
qffencffl of ९ॺ-cles in Irish English does not come as a sffrprise as the flidespread ffse
of cleing has repeatedlffl been reported in the literatffre for this fiarietffl of English
and other Celtic Englishes (e.g. Visser 1963; Filppffla 1999, 2006, 2009, 2012; Hickeffl
2007; Filppffla/Klemola 2012). More on this belofl in the sffbsection on ९ॺ-cles.

igur 4.21: Iॺ-cles, basic pseffdo-cles and refiersed pseffdo-cles in the S1A-੗les of nine
ICE corpora (freqffencies per 100,000 flords).

Hong Kong English stands offt among the fiarieties of English analfflzed in that it
shofls fierffl lofl freqffencies of all three tfflpes of cle constrffction. Singapore English
also shofls relatifielffl lofl freqffencies of cles. य़is might, at least in part, be dffe to
in੘ffence from the Chinese L1. For one, relatifie claffses in Chinese are strffctffred
fierffl di੖erentlffl from those in English. While relatifie claffses are postmodifffling in
English, theffl are premodifffling in Chinese, realized flith a nominalizer that comes
before the head noffn. Sentence (4.84) effiempli੗es a Cantonese relatifie claffse, the
one in (4.85) is from Mandarin.

(4.84) sīk

knofl
Gwóngdūng-wá

Cantonese
ge

that
hohksāang

stffdents
háau

effiamine
dāk

१४ॼ
hóu

flell
dī

a-bit

'य़e stffdents flho knofl Cantonese did beer (on the effiam).'

(adapted from Mahefls/Yip 1994: 326)

(4.85) zhòng

grofl
shuǐguǒ

frffit
de

ॴॵॳ
nóngrén

farmer

'(the) farmer(s) flho grofl frffit'

(adapted from Li/य़ompson 1981: 580)
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In (4.84), the nominalizer ge comes before the head noffn hohksāang 'stffdents'. य़e
same is the case in the Mandarin sentence: the nominalizer de comes before the head
noffn nóngrén 'farmer'. Becaffse of this di੖erence "manffl Chinese ESL learners in
HongKong hafie problemsflith compleffi English sentences infiolfiing relatifie claffses"
(Chan 2004: 59) and this might make them afioid cle strffctffres.
For the lofl freqffencffl of ९ॺ-cles there might be additional reasons. First, Chinese

is a pronoffn-dropping langffage and does not sfflntacticallffl reqffire dffmmffl sffbjects.
Hence, the t in ९ॺ-cles has no eqffifialent in Chinese (cf. Li/य़ompson 1981: 91;
Hffang 1984). Second, in English ९ॺ-cles, the focffsed element is placed aer t be.
य़e Cantonese hah…ge and the Mandarin shì…de strffctffres, on the other hand, in-
fiolfie no sffch flord order change. Consider the follofling sentences for illffstration,
a Cantonese hah…ge sentence in (4.86) and a Mandarin shì…de sentence in (4.87).

(4.86) ngóh

I
hah

am
hohk

learn
Whngchēun

Wing Chffn
ge

ॹ६ॶ

'It's Wing Chffn I learn.'

(Mahefls/Yip 1994: 356)

(4.87) Zhāngsān

Zhangsan
shì

३ॵॶ
zuótān

fflesterdaffl
lá

come
de

४५

'It flas fflesterdaffl that Zhangsan came.'

(Hole 2011: 1707)

In these sentences, the focffsed elements are Whngchēun 'Wing Chffn' and zuótān

'fflesterdaffl', respectifielffl. In the English sentences, these flords are therefore placed
aer t was. Compare the flord order in the canonical coffnterparts: I learn Wng

Chun and Zhangsan came yesterday. Note that there is no sffch flord order change
in the Chinese sentences. Here, the copfflar fierbs shì and hah are simplffl inserted
before the focffsed elements. य़is challenge of mofiing a constitffent to the peripherffl
of the claffse, coffpled flith the lack of dffmmffl sffbject t, might be the reason flhffl
onlffl a relatifielffl small nffmber of ९ॺ-cles can be aested for Singapore English and
Hong Kong English. Becaffse of the di੖erent pro੗ciencffl lefiels of the speakers in
these tflo coffntries the in੘ffence from the Chinese langffage is particfflarlffl strong
on Hong Kong English.
Indian English also shofls fairlffl lofl nffmbers of ९ॺ-cles. य़is maffl be accoffnted

for bffl the fact that the restrictions on flord order are mffch more relaffied in Indian
langffages flhich, in tffrn, maffl hafie an in੘ffence on flord order in Indian English
(cles tfflpicallffl occffr in langffages flith more ੗ffied flord order; cf. e.g. Lambrecht
2001b). Sffpport for this hfflpothesis also comes from the fact that high freqffencies
of le dislocation and, in particfflar, fronting constrffctions can be aested for this
fiarietffl of English. It seems that speakers of Indian English prefer these tfflpes of con-
strffctions ofier ९ॺ-cles to focffs on claffse constitffents.
Aer this general ofierfiiefl of the distribfftion of cle constrffctions across the nine

fiarieties of English analfflzed, the three tfflpes of cle flill be discffssed separatelffl and
in some more detail in the follofling sffbsections.
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4.5.2 It-clefts

As noted abofie, the most striking ੗nding flith respect to ९ॺ-cles is their ofierflhelm-
inglffl higher incidence in Irish English than in the other fiarieties analfflzed. In੘ffence
from the Irish langffage is commonlffl gifien as an effiplanation for the high incidence
and ੘effiible ffsage of ९ॺ-cles in Irish English. Filppffla (2012) and Filppffla and Kle-
mola (2012) efien argffe that the defielopment of the ९ॺ-cle constrffction in English
generallffl is dffe to contact flith Celtic langffages. Efiidence in sffpport of this hffl-
pothesis comes from the fact that the cle constrffction - or its Celtic eqffifialent -
had alreadffl effiisted in Celtic langffages long before it flas ੗rst aested in the English
langffage (Filppffla/Klemola 2012: 1696). Another factor speaking for Celtic in੘ffence
is the "prominence of cleing in present-daffl and earlier Celtic-in੘ffenced fiarieties of
English" (Filppffla/Klemola 2012: 1698). A third factor Filppffla and Klemola gifie con-
cerns the strffctffral and fffnctional similaritffl of the Celtic cle and the English cle.
For illffstration consider the sentences in (4.88) (cf. effiample (3.70) in section 3.4). य़e
Irish cle is a copffla constrffction that flas defieloped in earlffl Irish for the pffrpose
of focffssing certain constitffents in the claffse.

(4.88) s

३ॵॶ
í

her
mo

mffl
dherटúr

sister
a

ॸ५ॲ
chonaíonns

lifie-ॸ५ॲ


in
Sasana

England

'It's mffl sister that lifies in England.'

(Stenson 1981: 99)

Irish copffla constrffctions are more ੘effiible flith regard to the tfflpe of cleed element
theffl allofl. य़at is, basicallffl anffl constitffent bfft ੗nite fierbs can be cleed (Stenson
1981). य़is made researchers argffe that it is not so mffch the freqffencffl of ९ॺ-cles as
sffch that can be traced back to Irish in੘ffence bfft rather the realizational fiariation,
and that it is this flider scope of realizational options that is ffniqffe to Irish English.
Hickeffl (2007), for effiample, notes that "[t]he range of cleing options in Irish is large
indeed and it maffl flell be that it is the scope, rather than jffst the fact of cleing,
flhich is aribfftable to Irish" (2007: 269). Filppffla and Klemola (2012) argffe in a
similar flaffl:

Of coffrse, this constrffction [i.e. ९ॺ-cle; cfl] is, and has for a long time, been part of
Standard English (StE) grammar, bfft flhat gifies Irish English and some of the other
Celtic Englishes a distinctifie ੘afior is that the ffses of the t-cle constrffction are both
fffnctionallffl and sfflntacticallffl less restricted than in StE, in particfflar. In this respect,
theffl behafie mffch like their Celtic coffnterparts, flhich is a major factor speaking for
Celtic sffbstratffm in੘ffence. (Filppffla/Klemola 2012: 1698)

Beal (2012) agrees that some featffres of ९ॺ-cles mffst be effiplained bffl sffbstrate in-
੘ffence. In her stffdffl, it is the choice of sffbordinator that she identi੗es "as a likelffl
candidate for sffbstratal Irish in੘ffence" (2012: 175).52

52 Beal's (2012) stffdffl is also based on ICE, bfft she reports sffrprisinglffl di੖erent freqffencies of ९ॺ-
cles. She ੗nds 69 instances of ९ॺ-cles in the prifiate dialogffes ੗les of ICE-Great Britain, 67 tokens
in ICE-India, 99 tokens in ICE-Ireland, 95 items in ICE-Jamaica and 33 tokens in ICE-Singapore (2012:
163). य़e discrepancffl betfleen some of these nffmbers and those of the present stffdffl is staggering.
Probablffl, the stffdies are based on slightlffl di੖erent de੗nitions of the ९ॺ-cle constrffction. Beal might
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Adding to Beal's (2012) stffdffl, a nffmber of lingffistic featffres of ९ॺ-cles flill be
effiamined in the follofling sffbsections. य़ese featffres inclffde the sfflntactic categorffl
and the sfflntactic fffnction of the cleed element and the choice of sffbordinator. Fffr-
thermore, the sentence tfflpe in flhich ९ॺ-cles occffr flill be effiamined (declaratifie fis.
interrogatifie sentence). य़e qffestion of flhether Irish English shofls a flider scope
of cleing options than other fiarieties of English is one of the gffiding qffestions in
the follofling infiestigations.

The syntactic category of the clefted element

Table 4.19 shofls the distribfftion of ९ॺ-cles according to the sfflntactic categorffl of
the cleed element. य़ese inclffde noffn phrases flith a proper noffn, as in (4.89a), or a
pronoffn, as in (b) and (c), prepositional phrases, as in (d), adjectifie phrases, as in (e),
and adfierb phrases, as in (৐). य़e laer tflo categories occffr so infreqffentlffl in the
data that theffl are groffped together as APs. Fffrthermore, there are cleed claffses, as
in (g), bfft theffl are also fierffl infreqffent in the present data.

(4.89) a. It is th soity that controls (ICE-IND:S1A-011)

b. It flas you that told me that (ICE-GB:S1A-099)

c. What is it that ffloff do on campffs (ICE-JAM:S1A-045)

d. It flas in ptmbr fle ffsed to go (ICE-IRE:S1A-088)

e. It flas uࠨing ogy wiࠨ he got (ICE-NZ:S1A-047)

f. It's onlffl now that ffloff're realising a lot of other lile things
(ICE-NZ:S1A-046)

g. It's only baus thy knw him in th bank flhffl theffl did it
(ICE-JAM:S1A-013)

य़e ੗gffres in Table 4.19 indicate that Irish English speakers do not behafie remark-
ablffl di੖erentlffl from the speakers of the other fiarieties. Cleed noffns are generallffl
most common, accoffnting for more than half of all ९ॺ-cles in all fiarieties bfft Ja-
maican English, flhere fle ੗nd onlffl 48.6% of cleed noffns. In Hong Kong English,
on the other hand, theffl efien make ffp nearlffl 90% of all ९ॺ-cles. य़is preponderance
of nominal cleed elements ties in flith prefiioffs stffdies and grammar books flhich
also identifffl them as the most freqffent tfflpe of cleed element (e.g. Ward et al. 2002).
य़ere are somemore highlighted claffses in the Irish English data than inmost other

data, bfft the freqffencffl is fierffl lofl and there are jffst as manffl claffses in Jamaican En-
glish. य़e laer fiarietffl contains the highest proportion of pronoffn ९ॺ-cles (36.1% of

hafie also inclffded inferential cles in her coffnts, as in It's ust f you're dong phonetcs analyss you

know you should never record n Dolby (ICE-GB:S1A-008; for more information on inferential cles see,
for effiample, Delahffntffl 1995). Despite these di੖erent freqffencies fle can still obserfie some common
tendencies: among the fiarieties of English analfflzed bffl both stffdies, Irish English shofls the highest
freqffencffl of ९ॺ-cles, follofled bffl Jamaican English, then British English and ੗nallffl Indian English
and Singapore English.
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all ९ॺ-cles), flith most of these containing an interrogatifie pronoffn, as effiempli੗ed
in sentence (c) abofie (18 items or 69.2% offt of all pronominal ९ॺ-cles). Interrogatifie
cles flill be discffssed in some more detail belofl.
Adjectifie and adfierbial phrases (AP) and prepositional phrases (PP) are rather in-

freqffent in all corpora, flith the proportions of APs being highest in Philippine En-
glish (12.2%) and the proportions of PPs in Indian English (10.3%). Note, hoflefier,
that these percentages correspond to onlffl siffi and three items, respectifielffl.

abl 4.19: य़e sfflntactic categorffl of the cleed constitffent in ९ॺ-cles (token freqffencies
and percentages offt of all ९ॺ-cles).

orpus noun pronoun PP AP laus

N % N % N % N % N %

७२ 40 66.7 13 21.7 3 5.0 3 5.0 1 1.7
९ॸ५ 80 73.4 14 12.8 5 4.6 5 4.6 5 4.6
ॴঀ 36 67.9 13 24.5 2 3.8 2 3.8 - -
३१ॴ 38 79.2 6 12.5 1 2.1 1 2.1 1 2.1
ॹ९ॴ 20 64.5 5 16.1 2 6.5 2 6.5 2 6.5
ॶ८९ 34 68.0 8 16.0 1 2.0 6 12.0 1 2.0
॰१ॳ 35 48.6 26 36.1 5 6.9 1 1.4 5 6.9
९ॴ४ 17 56.7 7 23.3 3 10.0 1 3.3 2 6.7
८ॱ 21 87.5 1 4.2 - - 2 8.3 - -

In sffm, the analfflsis of the sfflntactic categorffl of the cleed constitffent in ९ॺ-cles
cannot con੗rm the claim that Irish English allofls for a flider range of elements to
be cleed (e.g. Bliss 1979; फ़irk et al. 1985; Filppffla 1999; Hickeffl 2007; Filppffla/
Klemola 2012). It maffl flell be that this is onlffl trffe for fiernacfflar Irish English. य़at
is, the small nffmber of adjectifie phrase cles and the absence of fierbal cles (e.g. I
thnk t was pantng I was; Filppffla 1999: 260) maffl be dffe to the fact that the ICE
corpffs contains data of edffcated speakers of standard English. Efien the face-to-face
confiersations seem not to be informal enoffgh to get a larger nffmber of sffch items
(also see Siemffnd and Beal (2011: 258) on the (near-)absence of these tfflpes of cle in
their data). Rather, it is Jamaican English that shofls some more fiariation than the
other fiarieties analfflzed. It has the loflest proportion of nominal cleed elements bfft
a sffbstantial nffmber of pronominal items.

The syntactic function of the clefted element

य़e analfflsis of the sfflntactic fffnction of the cleed element fflields the resfflts pre-
sented in Table 4.20. य़e sfflntactic fffnctions annotated in the present stffdffl comprise
sffbjects, as in (4.90a), objects, as in (b), adfierbials, as in (c), and complements, as in
(d).

(4.90) a. It flas you opened the cffrtains (ICE-IRE:S1A-050)
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b. It's Wor Wor iv I hafie (ICE-IRE:S1A-047)

c. It flas uring ࣲrst yar I safl him (ICE-SIN:S1A-082)

d. So it's razy theffl're ffloff knofl (ICE-JAM:S1A-014)

According to फ़irk et al. (1985: 1385), the most common tfflpes of cleed con-
stitffents inclffde sffbjects, direct objects, as flell as time and place adfierbials. य़is
is corroborated bffl the ੗ndings of the present stffdffl: onlffl three cleed complements
hafie been foffnd in the nine samples, all other cleed elements are either sffbjects,
objects or adfierbials. As can be seen in Table 4.20, sffbject cles make ffp the highest
proportion in all corpora. In Hong Kong English and Philippine English theffl accoffnt
for nearlffl 60% of all ९ॺ-cles. Irish English and Jamaican English, on the other hand,
shofl the smallest proportions flith onlffl aroffnd 38% of sffbject cles.

abl 4.20: य़e sfflntactic fffnction of the cleed constitffent in ९ॺ-cles (token freqffencies and
percentages offt of all ९ॺ-cles).

orpus subjt objt avrbial omp.

N % N % N % N %

७२ 30 50.0 14 23.3 16 26.7 - -
९ॸ५ 41 37.6 33 30.3 35 32.1 - -
ॴঀ 23 43.4 12 22.6 17 32.1 1 1.9
३१ॴ 24 50.0 10 20.8 13 27.1 1 2.1
ॹ९ॴ 15 48.4 3 9.7 13 41.9 - -
ॶ८९ 29 58.0 4 8.0 17 34.0 - -
॰१ॳ 27 37.5 26 36.1 18 25.0 1 1.4
९ॴ४ 13 43.3 4 13.3 13 43.3 - -
८ॱ 14 58.3 5 20.8 5 20.8 - -

Object cles occffr remarkablffl infreqffentlffl in the L2 English fiarieties analfflzed, flith
the effiception of Jamaican English, flhich in fact shofls the highest proportion of ob-
ject cles among the nine fiarieties. य़e lack of object cles might be dffe to process-
ing reasons. Comparing sffbject and object relatifie claffses, stffdies hafie foffnd that
in SVO langffages object effitraction caffses increased processing diਖ਼cffltffl becaffse it
carries a longer dependencffl (Warren/Gibson 2005). य़is might effiplain the general
preference of sffbject cleed elements ofier object cleed elements, and in particfflar
in the L2 fiarieties. As noted earlier, L2 English speakers might shffl aflaffl from ffsing
cle constrffctions generallffl becaffse of their compleffiitffl. If it flas the case that ob-
ject cles lead to efien more processing load than sffbject cles, it floffld not at all be
sffrprising to ੗nd less object cles in the speech of L2 English speakers than in that of
L1 speakers. In the case of Singapore English, the preference of sffbject and adfierbial
cles ofier object cles maffl hafie an additional reason. It maffl flell be dffe to in੘ffence
from the Mandarin sffbstrate becaffse the Mandarin shì…de cle constrffction freelffl
allofls sffbjects and adfierbials to be cleed bfft not objects (Li 2008: 763). Objects can
also be cleed, bfft this reqffires some defiiations from the basic flord order.
What is interesting to note abofft Irish English is that the proportions of sffbject,
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object and adfierbial cles are most balanced among the fiarieties analfflzed. य़at is,
the percentages are closest together, flhich means that the three tfflpes of sfflntactic
fffnction occffr to roffghlffl the same effitent. A similarlffl balanced ffsage paern can be
aested for Jamaican English. Beal (2012: 165) regards the similaritffl betfleen these
tflo fiarieties of English as a resfflt of Irish and Irish English contact flith the defiel-
oping Jamaican English, a plaffsible effiplanation considering that other featffres of
Caribbean English hafie alreadffl been shofln to be closelffl linked flith Irish and Irish
English featffres (e.g. Rickford 1986).
Regarding the qffestion of flhether Irish English shofls a flider scope of cleing

options, then, fle can saffl that Irish English indeed stands offt in that it shofls more
fiariation or a more balanced ffsage of sffbject, object and adfierbial cles.

Subordinator type

Another propertffl of ९ॺ-cles florth analfflzing concerns the choice of sffbordina-
tor.53 य़e major tfflpes of sffbordinator that occffr in ९ॺ-cles inclffde wh-flords (e.g.
who, whch, when), that, zero, and ng-forms. य़e di੖erent tfflpes are illffstrated in
(4.91) belofl. य़e ffse of ng-forms is, of coffrse, also a case of zero marking. य़ose
tokens are nefiertheless coffnted separatelffl becaffse theffl constitffte particfflarlffl in-
teresting effiemplars from a cross-fiarietal perspectifie. While an increasing ffse of
ng-complements and a flidening of its fffnctions has been reported to be a general
trend since Earlffl Modern English (e.g. De Smet 2013; Dffਗ਼effl 2000; Fanego 1996,
2007; Mair 2002a, 2013; Rffdanko 1998, 2000; among manffl others), the effiamination
of effitended there-effiistentials in the present stffdffl sffggests that Irish English is some-
flhat more adfianced in this defielopment (cf. section 4.4). य़e analfflsis of a speci੗c
tfflpe of pseffdo-cle of the form What they do s (to) travel around the world, on the
other hand, refieals a slightlffl higher proportion of ng-complements in Nefl Zealand
English (Mair/Winkle 2012). Hence, it is interesting to infiestigate in hofl far ng-
complements are ffsed in ९ॺ-cles.

(4.91) a. It flas actffallffl me who picked it. (ICE-NZ:S1A-001)

b. It's not me that's got to act. (ICE-GB:S1A-062)

c. It is the gofiernment raliss he's reallffl dangeroffs. (ICE-GB:S1A-049)

d. It's like an heart aack h ha . (ICE-JAM:S1A-074)

e. It flas actffallffl him trying to ring. (ICE-NZ:S1A-091)

Within the categorffl 'zero', sffbject cles are to be distingffished from object cles (cf.
(c) fis. (d)). According to फ़irk et al. (1985: 1250), the former tfflpe is "of doffbtfffl
acceptabilitffl". In a similar flaffl, this tfflpe has been considered completelffl intolerable
bffl natifie speaker informants in Siemffnd and Beal's (2011: 255) stffdffl, fflet still qffite

53 य़e cle claffse sffper੗ciallffl looks like a restrictifie relatifie claffse. Yet, since it is debatable flhether
it reallffl is a relatifie claffse or not (cf. section 3.3), I decided to refer to the 'relatifie marker' as sffbor-
dinator.

200



4.5 Cle constructons

a nffmber of sffch items coffld be aested for their Irish English data (18 of the 57
sffbject cles hafie zero sffbordinators).
य़e distribfftion of the di੖erent sffbordinator tfflpes across the fiarieties of English

analfflzed are presented in Figffre 4.22.54 य़e categorffl 'other' comprises incomplete
constrffctions (i.e. those flhere the cle claffse is absent) and cles flith the sffbordi-
nators snce, tll, for and and, flhich are rarelffl foffnd in the present data. As can be
seen, there is qffite some fiariation of sffbordinator choice across the nine fiarieties of
English analfflzed. In all corpora bfft ICE-Ireland ofiert marking flith that orwh-flords
is most common, making ffp more than half of all instances. In the Irish component,
on the other hand, zero marking is the bffl far most freqffent fiariant. More on this
fiariant belofl.

igur 4.22: Di੖erent tfflpes of sffbordinator in ९ॺ-cles (percentages offt of all ९ॺ-cles).

What is fffrthermore interesting to note is that ng-forms occffr most freqffentlffl in
Nefl Zealand English (17.0% of all ९ॺ-cles), follofled bffl Irish English (9.2%). य़e
proportions of this fiariant are far smaller in all other fiarieties, ranging from 0%
to 4%. Recall that in the case of effiistential there-constrffctions it flas Irish English
that shofled the highest proportion of participial effitensions. Gifien these ੗ndings, it
might be said that Nefl Zealand English and Irish English are more adfianced in the
defielopment toflards an increasing ffse of ng-complements.
य़e fairlffl high proportion of items of the categorffl 'other' in Philippine English

is mainlffl dffe to incomplete or trffncated ९ॺ-cles, of flhich speakers of this fiarietffl
seem to make more ffse than the speakers of the other fiarieties.
Coming back to zero sffbordinators, the distribfftion of this sffbordinator tfflpe in

sffbject cles is presented in Table 4.21. य़e three rofls gifie the token freqffencies
of sffbject ९ॺ-cles, the token freqffencies of sffbject ९ॺ-cles flith zero sffbordinator
and their percentages offt of all sffbject ९ॺ-cles.

54 य़e token freqffencies of the di੖erent sffbordinator tfflpes and their proportions flithin each ICE
sample can be foffnd in Appendiffi 6.10.3.
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abl 4.21: य़e freqffencffl of sffbject ९ॺ-cles flith zero sffbordinator (token freqffencffl of sffb-
ject ९ॺ-cles, freqffencffl of sffbject ९ॺ-cles flith zero sffbordinator and their per-
centage offt of all sffbject ९ॺ-cles).

࠴࠹ ࠷ࡄ࠻ ࡀ ࡀ࠳࠵ ࡀ࠻ࡅ ࠻࠺ ࠿࠳࠼ ࠶ࡀ࠻ ࠽࠺

subjt lࠧs 30 41 24 23 15 28 27 16 14
zro tokns 4 12 2 4 2 1 5 4 6
% o zro 13.3 29.3 8.3 17.4 13.3 3.6 18.5 25.0 42.9

Note, ੗rst of all, that in all corpora the token freqffencies of sffbject cles flith zero
sffbordinator are fierffl small, ranging from onlffl 1 to 12 items. Fffrthermore, sffbject
cles in general are infreqffent in the Singapore English, Indian English and Hong
Kong English data. Hence, reliable conclffsions are diਖ਼cfflt to be drafln. What can
de੗nitelffl be said, hoflefier, is that among the L1 fiarieties the Irish component is the
offtlier, flith nearlffl one third of all sffbject ९ॺ-cles hafiing zero sffbordinators (12
items or 29.3%). Sffrprisinglffl, the proportion of this tfflpe of sffbject cle is nearlffl as
high in Indian English (25.0%) and efien higher in Hong Kong English (42.9%). Gifien
these ੗ndings it is diਖ਼cfflt to straightforflardlffl agree flith Beal (2012), flho identi੗es
sffbordinator choice as a likelffl candidate for sffbstratal Irish in੘ffence. य़e pictffre
is more compleffi and sefieral plaffsible effiplanations are possible. For one, the occffr-
rence of zero sffbject cles coffld be described as a learner featffre (simpli੗cation), in
line flith Siemffnd and Beal (2011). Second, sffbstratal in੘ffence maffl be responsible
for the someflhat higher freqffencffl in some fiarieties, despite the completelffl di੖erent
backgroffnd langffages (in line flith Beal (2012)). य़e high incidence of zero sffbordi-
nators in Irish English can plaffsiblffl be traced back to Irish, as the follofling effiamples
from Preffsler (1938) illffstrate.

(4.92) John sydd yn gryf

'[it is] John [flho] is strong'

(4.93) pwy sydd ymafl

'flho [is it that] is there?'
(Preffsler 1938: 184)

As noted earlier, Irish ffses sffch copffla constrffctions to highlight certain elements
of the claffse. Note that the relatifie markers are omied in the Irish sentences; this is
also freelffl permied in sffbject relatifies. According to Preffsler (1938: 185), English
contact claffses - that is, relatifie claffses flithofft relatifie markers - can be traced back
to Irish in੘ffence.
In੘ffence from the backgroffnd langffage maffl also hafie impacted on relatifies in

Hong Kong English. Hffng (2012) notes that relatifie claffses flithofft relatifie pro-
noffns are "common efien among highlffl edffcated speakers of HKE" (2012: 127). He
sffggests that thismaffl be dffe to Chinese in੘ffence becaffse in Chinese, relatifie claffses
hafie no relatifie pronoffns. Similarlffl, Neflbrook (1988, 1998) ੗nds zero relatifies to be
a freqffent featffre in Hong Kong stffdents' flritings. Hence, it maffl flell be that lan-
gffage contact has led to the same offtcome in both fiarieties Irish English and Hong
Kong English despite the di੖erent contact langffages: a someflhat higher freqffencffl
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of zero sffbject cles. Of coffrse, it maffl also be a combination of both in੘ffence from
the sffbstrate and the offtcome of langffage acqffisition that impacts on the someflhat
higher incidence of zero sffbject cles.

Sentence type

Finallffl, some fiariation flith respect to sentence tfflpe flill be discffssed. Tfflpicallffl,
९ॺ-cles occffr in declaratifie sentences, bfft in all corpora there are also some in-
terrogatifie items. Interrogatifie cles are ffsffallffl introdffced bffl the qffestion flords
what, why or who, rarelffl also where. य़e sffbordinator is ffsffallffl that, sometimes also
zero. Effiamples are gifien in (4.94).

(4.94) a. What is it that ffloff lofie abofft Saint Marffl? (ICE-JAM:S1A-057)

b. Bfft why is it alflaffls flalnfft cake fle order? (ICE-SIN:S1A-006)

c. Who flas it that came ffp for mffl birthdaffl in Febrffarffl? (ICE-CAN:S1A-028)

d. Whr flas it fle flere and fle safl [tflo flords ffnclear]? (ICE-IRE:S1A-077)

Siemffnd and Beal (2011) note that "[q]ffestion-flord cles are fierffl common, and
noflhere more so than in standard forms of spoken English" (2011: 254). य़e ੗ndings
of the present stffdffl con੗rm this claim becaffse the proportions of interrogatifie cles
offt of all ९ॺ-cles are mffch higher in the present analfflsis - flhich is based onlffl on
spoken data - than those reported bffl Siemffnd and Beal - flho consider all ੗les of
the ICE corpora, that is, speech and flriting. य़e percentages of interrogatifie cles
in their data are as follofls: 5.32% of all ९ॺ-cles in ICE-Great Britain, 3.31% in ICE-
Ireland and 0.68% in ICE-India. य़e resfflts of the present stffdffl are gifien in Table 4.22.
As can be seen, the percentages of interrogatifie cles are mffch higher than those
reported bffl Siemffnd and Beal. य़effl are particfflarlffl common in Jamaican English,
accoffnting for 23.6% of all ९ॺ-cles.

abl 4.22: Interrogatifie ९ॺ-cles in the S1A-੗les of nine ICE corpora (absolffte token fre-
qffencies and percentages offt of all ९ॺ-cles).

࠴࠹ ࠷ࡄ࠻ ࡀ ࡀ࠳࠵ ࡀ࠻ࡅ ࠻࠺ ࠿࠳࠼ ࠶ࡀ࠻ ࠽࠺

tokns 11 14 7 3 6 6 17 4 3
% 18.3 12.8 13.0 6.3 19.4 12.0 23.6 13.3 12.5

Interestinglffl, the qffestions in the Hong Kong English data and most of the qffes-
tions in the British English data hafie no introdffctorffl wh-flord bfft begin flith a form
of be. Consider the sentences in (4.95) for illffstration.

(4.95) a. Was it ffloff jffst ringing ffp? (ICE-GB:S1A-078)

b. Is it nofl ੗fie months for Janet pregnant? (ICE-HK:S1A-014)
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c. Is it this term her ੗rst fflear? (ICE-HK:S1A-023)

d. Is it ninetffl-one ffloff are here right? (ICE-HK:S1A-024)

Admiedlffl, sentences (b) and (c), taken from ICE-Hong Kong, are rather debatable
effiamples of ९ॺ-cles becaffse the cle claffses are no proper claffses. Hoflefier, it
flas decided that theffl sffਖ਼cientlffl resemble cles proper to be inclffded in the present
stffdffl.

Summary

Sffmming ffp the infiestigation of ९ॺ-cles, the most striking ੗nding to note is the
ofierflhelminglffl higher freqffencffl in Irish English than in the other fiarieties of En-
glish analfflzed. While sffbject cles are generallffl preferred ofier object cles and ad-
fierbial cles, Irish English speakers shofl some more fiariation than the other speak-
ers in that theffl ffse these three tfflpes of cle to roffghlffl the same effitent. Irish English
also stands offt in terms of sffbordinator choice. It shofls the largest nffmber of zero
sffbordinators in both object and sffbject position, flhich is fierffl likelffl dffe to in੘ff-
ence from Irish.
Jamaican English, the fiarietffl flith the second highest freqffencffl of ९ॺ-cles, also

shofls some fiariation flith regard to the sfflntactic fffnction and sfflntactic categorffl
of the cleed element and it seems to hafie a nffmber of featffres in common flith
Irish English, flhich maffl be the resfflt of contact flith Irish and Irish English flhen
Jamaican English flas jffst beginning to defielop. Jamaican English also shofls the
highest nffmber of interrogatifie cles, flhich fffrther ffnderlines the impression that
९ॺ-cle constrffctions are ੘effiiblffl ffsed in this fiarietffl of English. Regarding ९ॺ-cle
freqffencffl and its fiariable ffsage, Jamaican English is clearlffl the offtlier among the
L2 fiarieties analfflzed. य़e constrffction is particfflarlffl infreqffent in Indian English,
Singapore English and Hong Kong English. य़is might be dffe to processing reasons
becaffse cle sentences are rather compleffi strffctffres and might therefore be dispre-
ferred bffl learners of English. Fffrthermore, the lofl freqffencies maffl be accoffnted for
bffl in੘ffence from the backgroffnd langffages.

4.5.3 Basic pseudo-clefts

As noted earlier, basic pseffdo-cles are more freqffent than ९ॺ-cles in all fiarieties
of English analfflzed bfft Irish English. य़effl are particfflarlffl freqffent in Jamaican En-
glish, bfft the di੖erence in freqffencffl in comparison to the other fiarieties is not as
remarkable as the one that can be aested for Irish English in the case of ९ॺ-cles.
य़e follofling sffbsections flill effiamine a nffmber of lingffistic featffres of the con-
strffction in order to refieal similarities and di੖erences across the fiarieties analfflzed.55

55 य़e discffssion of pseffdo-cles is relatifielffl brief, bfft I hafie thoroffghlffl effiamined them elseflhere;
see Mair and Winkle (2012) and Winkle (2011).
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Types of basic pseudo-cleft

य़e present stffdffl effiamines di੖erent tfflpes of basic pseffdo-cle, categorized accord-
ing to the initial elements. य़ese inclffde pseffdo-cles introdffced bffl wh-flords (e.g.
what, how), all and pro-noffns (e.g. thng, person, one, reason etc.), accordinglffl also
referred to as ॽ८-cles, १ॲॲ-cles and ॺ८-cles. य़e three tfflpes are illffstrated in
(4.96).

(4.96) a. What I reallffl liked flere the dresses (ICE-PHI:S1A-016)

b. All ffloff'fie to do is look them ffp (ICE-IRE:S1A-084)

c.  only thing I florrffl abofft is mffl health (ICE-CAN:S1A-015)

d.  prson flho gained mainlffl flas the agent (ICE-JAM:S1A-088)

य़e fiariant flith all has onlffl a slightlffl di੖erent meaning than the eqffifialent flith
what. Compare sentence (b) flith What you've to do s look them up. In ॺ८-cles, fle
hafie a noffn phrase flith a pro-noffn as head (e.g. person, one, place, tme, reason,

way) and a relatifie claffse as modi੗er. Sometimes there are corresponding ॽ८-cles
flhich are fierffl similar in meaning. Compare sentence (c), for effiample, flith What

I worry about s my health. Yet, the pro-noffns in ॺ८-cles oen contain some addi-
tional meaning not effipressed bffl what, sffch as only in (c), or the best/टrst/other thng.
In sentence (d), the eqffifialent flith who is not possible at all becaffse who is not ad-
mied in fffsed relatifies: *Who ganed manly was the agent. य़e distribfftion of these
di੖erent tfflpes of basic pseffdo-cle across the nine fiarieties of English analfflzed is
illffstrated in Figffre 4.23.56

igur 4.23: य़e proportions of basic pseffdo-cles introdffced bffl wh-flords, all and pro-
noffns (percentages offt of all basic pseffdo-cles).

56 य़e token freqffencies of the di੖erent tfflpes of basic pseffdo-cle and their proportions flithin the
ICE samples are gifien in Appendiffi 6.10.3.
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It has been noted before that Irish English defiiates from the other fiarieties ana-
lfflzed in that it is the onlffl fiarietffl for flhich more ९ॺ-cles than basic pseffdo-cles
can be aested (54.0 fis. 35.2 tokens per 100,000 flords, respectifielffl). Irish English
also stands offt among the other fiarieties in that it shofls the greatest fiariation as far
as pseffdo-cle tfflpe is concerned, as can be seen in Figffre 4.23. In all the other fia-
rieties, basic pseffdo-cles flith introdffctorffl wh-flords are the most commonlffl ffsed
fiariant, accoffnting for more than half of all basic pseffdo-cles. य़e preponderance
of ॽ८-cles is particfflarlffl dominant in Indian English, flhere theffl make ffp more
than 90% of all basic pseffdo-cles. In Irish English, on the other hand, fle ੗nd more
fiariation in the sense that १ॲॲ-cles and ॺ८-cles accoffnt for larger proportions than
in the other fiarieties analfflzed. Interestinglffl, Irish English efien has the highest ab-
solffte token freqffencffl of १ॲॲ-cles (22 tokens or 31.0% of all basic pseffdo-cles),
follofled bffl Jamaican English flith 21 tokens (12.9%) and Nefl Zealand English flith
19 tokens (20.0%). Note that the refiersed tfflpe of १ॲॲ-cle can also most freqffentlffl
be aested for the Irish English data. य़is sffggests that the (basic and refiersed) १ॲॲ-
cle is a mffch more flell-established fiariant of pseffdo-cle in Irish English than in
the other fiarieties of English analfflzed.
As for ॺ८-cles, theffl accoffnt for nearlffl one third of all basic pseffdo-cles in Irish

English, flhile the proportions in the other fiarieties are all belofl 30%. य़e great ma-
joritffl of the ॺ८-cle tokens in Irish English - and in all other fiarieties - contain the
pro-noffns thng or reason. In sffm, it is qffite sffrprising to ੗nd so mffch fiariation in
the ffse of basic pseffdo-cles in Irish English becaffse the ofierall nffmber of this tfflpe
of cle is relatifielffl small in this fiarietffl of English.
Regarding Indian English, the effitremelffl high proportion of ॽ८-cles is remark-

able, as has alreadffl been pointed offt abofie. It seems that in Indian English ॽ८-cles
are ffsed as rather formfflaic effipressions. I got this impression flhile effiamining the
fierbs in the cle claffses of ॽ८-cles. य़e resfflts of this analfflsis flill be presented
in the follofling sffbsection.

Verb types in wh-clefts

य़is section concentrates on ॽ८-cles onlffl. य़e infiestigation of the fierbs in the
cle claffses fflielded siffi major semantic groffps, namelffl 'do', 'happen', 'talk', 'opinion',
'feel' and 'realize'. य़e tflo former categories onlffl contain the fierbs do and happen,
respectifielffl; the categorffl 'talk' inclffdes fierbs of speaking sffch as say, talk, tell, ask;
the categorffl 'opinion' inclffdes fierbs flith flhich the speakers effipress their opinion
or flant to make a point, for effiample, thnk, mean and beleve; the categorffl 'feel'
inclffdes fierbs and adjectifies flhich effipress negatifie and positifie feelings, sffch as
love, lke, hate or what s annoyng/nterestng/strange; the categorffl 'realize' inclffdes
fierbs flith flhich the speakers effipress that theffl hafie realized, learned or ffnderstood
something, for effiample, realze, see, hear, टnd, learn, dscover. य़e distribfftion of
ॽ८-cles according to these semantic categories is presented in Table 4.23 (absolffte
freqffencies and percentages offt of all ॽ८-cles).
In all fiarieties bfft Jamaican and Indian English, ॽ८-cles flith the fierb do in the
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cle claffse make ffp the highest proportion. य़effl are particfflarlffl dominant in Cana-
dian English and Nefl Zealand English, accoffnting for more than 50% of all ॽ८-cles
in the former fiarietffl and for more than 42% in the laer.57 In Jamaican English the
do-tfflpe is also qffite common (22.9%). It is onlffl topped bffl the categorffl 'other' (26.6%),
flhich sffggests that there is more fiariation flith respect to fierb tfflpe in Jamaican En-
glish than in the other fiarieties.

abl 4.23: W८-cles according to the tfflpe of fierb in the cle claffse (absolffte freqffencies
and percentages offt of all ॽ८-cles).

orpus* o happn talk opinion l raliz othr

N % N % N % N % N % N % N %

࠴࠹ (77) 25 32.5 11 14.3 8 10.4 4 5.2 10 13.0 1 1.3 18 23.4

࠷ࡄ࠻ (26) 8 30.8 5 19.2 4 15.4 1 3.8 6 23.1 - - 2 7.7

ࡀ (57) 24 42.1 14 24.6 4 7.0 3 5.3 5 8.8 1 1.8 6 10.5

ࡀ࠳࠵ (78) 39 50.6 9 11.7 4 5.2 3 3.9 6 7.8 3 3.9 14 18.2

ࡀ࠻ࡅ (73) 23 31.5 13 17.8 6 8.2 12 16.4 6 8.2 - - 13 17.8

࠻࠺ (103) 33 32.0 7 6.8 10 9.7 13 12.6 16 15.5 5 4.9 19 18.4

࠿࠳࠼ (109) 25 22.9 14 12.8 17 15.6 6 5.5 1 0.9 17 15.6 29 26.6

࠶ࡀ࠻ (127) 20 15.9 30 23.8 23 18.3 28 22.2 2 1.6 11 8.7 13 10.3

࠽࠺ (29) 11 37.9 2 6.9 3 10.3 4 13.8 1 3.4 - - 8 27.6

* य़e nffmbers in brackets aer the corpffs labels gifie the freqffencies of ॽ८-cles in each corpffs.

In Indian English, fle ੗nd high proportions of the happen-tfflpe (23.8%) and of fierbs
of the categories 'opinion' (22.2%) and 'talk' (18.3%). य़e laer tflo categories are
basicallffl represented bffl foffr fierbs onlffl: thnk, mean, feel and say. य़e fierbs thnk

and mean are also oen ffsed bffl speakers of other fiarieties of English, bfft the ffse of
the fierb feel to effipress an opinion or a belief seems to be a speci੗c featffre of Indian
English speakers. Consider the follofling sentences for illffstration.

(4.97) a. Bfft flhat I feel is <,,> as ffloff said the fffnds <,,> are misffsed <,>
(ICE-IND:S1A-020)

b. What I feel is <,> onlffl the edffcation and the <,> economical statffs
makes a floman to feel fierffl liberated <,> (ICE-IND:S1A-011)

c. What I feel is <,> that food and food habit <,> do a੖ect offr mind <,>
thoffght (ICE-IND:S1A-072)

According to the OED Online, the ffse of the fierb feel to effipress a belief or an opin-
ion goes back to the foffrteenth centffrffl bfft is nofl obsolete (cf. "feel, fi." OED Online;
entrffl II 15 a; accessed 03/12/2014). य़e present data sffggest that this ffsage of the

57 य़e do-tfflpe of pseffdo-cle seems to be common in speech and flriting in Canadian English. An-
alfflzing preciselffl this tfflpe of pseffdo-cle, Mair and Winkle (2012) ੗nd that the constrffction is most
freqffent in Canadian English among the ten fiarieties of English theffl infiestigate. य़eir stffdffl is based
on both the spoken and flrien parts of ICE.
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fierb feel seems to hafie sffrfiified in the speech of Indian English speakers, thoffgh.
य़e high proportion of onlffl a small nffmber of speci੗c fierbs in Indian English sffg-

gests that in this fiarietffl of English - more so than in the other fiarieties - the cle
claffses seem to be ffsed as formfflaic effipressions and to hafie a chffnk-like character.
य़is impression is ffnderlined bffl the fact that there is oen a paffse aer the copfflar
(cf. the mark-ffp <,> and <,,> in the effiamples abofie) or the copfflar be is omied and a
paffse occffrs in its place, making the link betfleen cle claffse and cleed constitffent
someflhat looser. Note, fffrthermore, that the effipression what I mean s has been
identi੗ed as a characteristic featffre of Indian English in the literatffre and it has been
claimed that it is ffsed as a ੗ller or for hedging (Sailaja 2009). In the present stffdffl, it
is not so mffch the fierb mean alone that is ffsed in this sense - it is ffsed more oen
bffl Singapore English speakers, for effiample - bfft rather a groffp of fierbs inclffding,
in addition to mean, the fierbs thnk and feel.

Summary

Sffmming ffp the infiestigation of basic pseffdo-cles, it can be noted that there is
qffite some fiariation in terms of freqffencffl of ffse across the fiarieties of English an-
alfflzed, flith Irish English and Hong Kong English shofling the loflest freqffencies.
While cle constrffctions are generallffl rare in the laer fiarietffl it is sffrprising that
pseffdo-cles are so relatifielffl infreqffent in Irish English. य़e highest freqffencffl of
basic pseffdo-cles can be aested for Jamaican English.
Fffrthermore, there is some fiariation in terms of pseffdo-cle tfflpe. While ॽ८-cles

are generallffl the preferred fiariant, Irish English speakers stand offt in that theffl ffse
ॺ८-cles and १ॲॲ-cles to roffghlffl the same effitent as ॽ८-cles. In Indian English,
on the other hand, ॽ८-cles accoffnt for nearlffl all of the basic pseffdo-cles. य़e
effiamination of the fierbs in the cle claffses refiealed that there is a small groffp of
fierbs that is freqffentlffl ffsed bffl Indian English speakers, flhich sffggests that the con-
strffction is ffsed as a rather ੗ffied effipression in this fiarietffl of English. It has a more
chffnk-like character in Indian English and is oen ffsed as an fferance laffncher,
especiallffl flhen speakers flant to effipress their opinion. In Jamaican English, on the
other hand, fle ੗ndmffchmore fiariation flith respect to fierb tfflpe in the cle claffses.
य़is sffggests that ॽ८-cles are ffsed more ੘effiiblffl and for more pffrposes in this fia-
rietffl of English, flhich in tffrn maffl contribffte to the ofierall higher incidence of basic
pseffdo-cles in Jamaican English.

4.5.4 Reversed pseudo-clefts

Refiersed pseffdo-cles are mffch more freqffent than the other tflo tfflpes of cle con-
strffction, as noted earlier. य़is has mainlffl to do flith the tfflpe of constrffction effiem-
pli੗ed in (4.98).

(4.98) a. य़at's flhat he saffls (ICE-PHI:S1A-003)
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b. य़at's hofl I'm feeling (ICE-CAN:S1A-034)

c. य़is is flhffl I'fie been mad at him (ICE-CAN:S1A-011)

य़is tfflpe of refiersed pseffdo-cle is introdffced bffl a demonstratifie pronoffn, ffsffallffl
that, rarelffl also ths or those. य़ese demonstratifie cles, as theffl are sometimes also
called in the literatffre, flill be the sffbject of the follofling sffbsection.

Demonstrative clefts

In prefiioffs stffdies, demonstratifie cles hafie been identi੗ed as the most common
tfflpe of cle constrffction in confiersation. Biber et al. (1999: 961), for effiample, ੗nd
that demonstratifie cles are sharplffl strati੗ed bffl register. य़effl are the bffl far most
freqffent tfflpe of cle constrffction in their confiersation data bfft occffr rarelffl in aca-
demic prose. Similarlffl, Calffde (2008: 78) ੗nds that demonstratifie cles "constitffte
the most freqffent cle tfflpe" in her data of spontaneoffs spoken Nefl Zealand English
(47% of all cle constrffctions). She argffes that the constrffction is so flell sffited to
spoken interaction becaffse it is lofl in information content and cognitifie load. य़at
is, demonstratifie cles "reqffire lile or no planning since theffl tfflpicallffl infiolfie a
gifien/inferable cle claffse and a deictic cle constitffent, and can be ffsed at the im-
mediate discoffrse lefiel to point to recentlffl mentioned parts of discoffrse" (Calffde
2008: 107). In line flith these prefiioffs stffdies, demonstratifie cles also constitffte
the most freqffent tfflpe of cle constrffction in the present data. Table 4.24 gifies the
absolffte token freqffencies of demonstratifie cles (demCs), their proportions offt of
all cles and offt of all refiersed pseffdo-cles (refiPCs).

abl 4.24: Demonstratifie cles (absolffte token freqffencies, percentages offt of all cles and
percentages offt of all refiersed pseffdo-cles).

࠴࠹ ࠷ࡄ࠻ ࡀ ࡀ࠳࠵ ࡀ࠻ࡅ ࠻࠺ ࠿࠳࠼ ࠶ࡀ࠻ ࠽࠺

mCs 198 241 265 254 194 236 236 194 107
% out o lࠧs 46.3 53.6 56.3 56.7 55.3 48.2 44.4 51.3 55.2
% out o rvPCs 81.1 89.3 88.3 85.5 87.0 76.9 79.7 93.7 92.2

As can be seen, demonstratifie cles make ffp more than half of all cle constrffc-
tions in most of the data. य़e percentages are belofl 50% onlffl in the British English,
Philippine English and Jamaican English data. य़is is dffe to a combination of tflo
factors. First, basic pseffdo-cles are relatifielffl more freqffent in these fiarieties of
English and, second, 'proper' refiersed pseffdo-cles - that is, refiersed pseffdo-cles
flithofft initial demonstratifie pronoffns - also make ffp slightlffl higher proportions,
as the percentages in the last rofl (% offt of refiPCs) shofl.58

य़e sentences in (4.98) illffstrate that di੖erent wh-flords maffl occffr in the cle

58 य़e distribfftion of the di੖erent cle tfflpes (i.e. ९ॺ-cles, basic pseffdo-cles, 'proper' refiersed
pseffdo-cles and demonstratifie cles) flithin each fiarietffl of English analfflzed is not random. Chi-
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claffse. According to Biber et al. (1999: 961), demonstratifie cles flith interrogatifie
pronoffns what and why are particfflarlffl common, occffrring roffghlffl 50 and 20 times
per 100,000 flords, respectifielffl, in their data. य़e pronoffns how, where and when, on
the other hand, are considerablffl less common, flith onlffl 5 tokens per 100,000 flords.
As for the present stffdffl, the freqffencies of these ੗fie wh-flords in demonstratifie
cles are presented in Table 4.25 (freqffencies per 100,000 flords).

abl 4.25: Distribfftion of wh-flords in demonstratifie cles (freqffencies per 100,000 flords).

orpus what why how whr whn

࠴࠹ 44.6 19.3 6.9 7.9 3.5
࠷ࡄ࠻ 56.5 14.4 5.9 11.9 5.5
ࡀ 55.7 20.9 3.9 12.6 2.6
ࡀ࠳࠵ 59.8 18.5 4.3 11.9 5.7
ࡀ࠻ࡅ 29.0 50.2 3.9 3.4 3.4
࠻࠺ 38.3 44.3 6.5 6.0 3.2
࠿࠳࠼ 54.9 16.9 11.3 9.8 3.8
࠶ࡀ࠻ 35.2 41.2 6.9 0.9 0.5
࠽࠺ 12.2 27.3 1.3 0.4 -

As can be seen, there is qffite some fiariation across the fiarieties of English ana-
lfflzed. In line flith Biber et al. (1999), demonstratifie cles flith what and why are
the most common fiariants. In the L1 English fiarieties and Jamaican English, theffl
occffr roffghlffl 50 and 20 times per 100,000 flords, respectifielffl, like in Biber et al.'s
data. Hoflefier, in the L2 English fiarieties Singapore English, Philippine English, In-
dian English and Hong Kong English it is the why-tfflpe that is more common than
the what-tfflpe. Fffrthermore, it can be obserfied that demonstratifie cles flith where

are mffch more freqffent in some fiarieties in the present stffdffl than the 5 tokens per
100,000 flords that Biber et al. report. In Irish English, Nefl Zealand English and
Canadian English theffl occffr aroffnd 12 times per 100,000 flords. In Indian English,
on the other hand, demonstratifie cles are largelffl restricted to the paerns flith
what, why and how; in Kong Kong English it is efien onlffl the tflo former tfflpes that
occffr in sffbstantial nffmbers.
In addition to these ੗fiewh-flords, it is interesting to note that some instances flith

who hafie been foffnd in the data: ੗fie tokens in Irish English, tflo in Nefl Zealand
English and one token in British English. Effiamples are gifien in (4.99).

(4.99) a. Well that's flho I plaffled flith ofier Christmas <,> in the Maltings <,> in
Aldeboroffgh (ICE-GB:S1A-058)

b. So that's flho i talked to essentiallffl (ICE-NZ:S1A-099)

c. य़at's flho Mam's jffst talking abofft (ICE-IRE:S1A-078)

sqffared tests, comparing the freqffencies of the di੖erent cle tfflpes in each corpffs, fflield highlffl sig-
ni੗cant resfflts in all nine cases (p < 0.001).
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While the pronoffn what is also almost efficlffsifielffl foffnd in basic pseffdo-cles, the
pronoffn who is not permied at all. य़at is, the basic pseffdo-cle coffnterpart to
sentence (4.99b) is not admissible: *Who I talked to essentally s that. As pointed offt
in the section on basic pseffdo-cles, in these cases a pro-noffn is ffsed instead, for effi-
ample, the one or the person: eࡋ person I talked to essentally s that. य़is might be the
reason flhffl it is sffrprising to ੗nd demonstratifie cles flith who in the data. य़effl
seem to be a fierffl rare phenomenon, hoflefier. य़effl are not mentioned bffl Calffde
(2008) or Biber et al. (1999) and there are onlffl eight items in the present stffdffl.
Aer this brief discffssion of demonstratifie cles, the follofling sffbsection flill effi-

amine refiersed ॽ८-cles, १ॲॲ-cles and ॺ८-cles.59

Types of reversed pseudo-cleft

Refiersed pseffdo-cles can also be categorized into three di੖erent tfflpes, depending
on the initial element of the cle claffse. As in the case of basic pseffdo-cles, ॽ८-
cles, १ॲॲ-cles and ॺ८-cles can be distingffished. Effiamples of these three fiariants
are gifien in (4.100).

(4.100) a. Friedrichstor flas whr the hotel flas (ICE-JAM:S1A-072)

b. She flas all I looked at (ICE-PHI:S1A-019)

c. Mia is th on I remember (ICE-IRE:S1A-070)

य़ese sentences constitffte instances of 'proper' refiersed pseffdo-cles. I ffse the term
'proper' here simplffl for confienience in order to hafie a label flhich allofls me to refer
to those tokens of refiersed pseffdo-cle that do not hafie an initial demonstratifie
pronoffn. य़e effiamples of demonstratifie cles gifien so far hafie all been instances
of refiersed wh-cles, bfft there are, of coffrse, also items flith all and pro-noffns:

(4.101) a. य़at's all ffloff need (ICE-IRE:S1A-048)

b. य़at's th thing ffloff make the most moneffl offt of (ICE-IRE:S1A-010)

य़e distribfftion of these three tfflpes of refiersed pseffdo-cle is represented in Fig-
ffre 4.24.60 As can be seen, the fiariation across the fiarieties of English analfflzed is not
as pronoffnced as in the case of basic pseffdo-cles. Refiersed १ॲॲ-cles occffr fierffl
rarelffl in all nine fiarieties of English analfflzed. As noted earlier, theffl are most fre-
qffent in Irish English flith 18 tokens (6.7% of all refiersed pseffdo-cles), follofled bffl
Nefl Zealand English flith 16 tokens (5.3%). य़e great majoritffl of refiersed pseffdo-
cles hafie a wh-flord as the initial element in the cle claffse. य़e proportions range
from 69.7% of all refiersed pseffdo-cles in Philippine English to 88.4% in Indian En-
glish. य़at is, like in the case of basic pseffdo-cles, the preponderance of thewh-tfflpe

59 य़e present stffdffl effiamined onlffl a small nffmber of sfflntactic featffres of demonstratifie cles. For
a comprehensifie discffssion of the constrffction's discoffrse fffnctions see Calffde (2008).
60 य़e token freqffencies of the di੖erent tfflpes of basic pseffdo-cle and their proportions flithin the
ICE samples are gifien in Appendiffi 6.10.3.
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is again most dominant in Indian English. Interestinglffl, flaffl ofier 90% of refiersed
ॽ८-cles are demonstratifie cles in all nine fiarieties; in Singapore English and In-
dian English it is efien all ॽ८-cles that are demonstratifie cles.

igur 4.24: य़e proportions of refiersed ॽ८-cles, १ॲॲ-cles and ॺ८-cles (percentages offt
of all refiersed pseffdo-cles).

Refiersed १ॲॲ-cles are also almost efficlffsifielffl demonstratifie cles in all fiarieties
of English. With ॺ८-cles the pictffre is someflhat more fiaried, hoflefier. In the
L2 English fiarieties and British English, ॺ८-cles are most freqffentlffl of the 'proper'
tfflpe, as effiempli੗ed in sentence (4.100c); theffl are efien categorical of the 'proper' tfflpe
in the case of Singapore English. In the other L1 English fiarieties, on the other hand,
ॺ८-cles are slightlffl more oen demonstratifie cles, sffch as the sentence in (4.101b).
Philippine English speakers seem to prefer one speci੗c tfflpe of refiersed ॺ८-cle in

particfflar. In their speech - more so than in the speech of the other speakers - there
are manffl instances of 'proper' refiersed pseffdo-cles flith the pro-noffn the one:

(4.102) a. Yoff flere the one flho had to talk (ICE-PHI:S1A-057)

b. य़omas flas the one flho flas assigned here ha (ICE-PHI:S1A-028)

c. य़e stffdents are the ones flho make their their careers (ICE-PHI:S1A-082)

In the Philippine English data, there are 57 sentences of this tfflpe, flhich accoffnt for
18.6% of all refiersed pseffdo-cles. य़is also effiplains the slightlffl higher proportion
of refiersed ॺ८-cles in this fiarietffl of English as compared to the other fiarieties.
Coming back to Indian English, it has been noted abofie that the wh-tfflpe is most

dominant in this fiarietffl of English and that all of the tokens are demonstratifie cles.
य़is ੗nding ties in flith the resfflts of the analfflsis of basic pseffdo-cles, flhere it flas
obserfied that ॽ८-cles are the predominant fiariant and that this maffl be dffe to the
fact that some constrffctions hafie become ੗ffied effipressions. य़e same seems to hold
for refiersed ॽ८-cles. Recall that in Indian English almost all demonstratifie cles
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hafie what or why in the cle claffse, occasionallffl also how. य़is sffggests that again
a fefl ੗ffied tfflpes are preferablffl ffsed.

Summary

य़e analfflsis of refiersed pseffdo-cles has refiealed some fiariation in terms of fre-
qffencffl. While the constrffction is the most common tfflpe of cle in all nine fiarieties
analfflzed, its freqffencies are mffch smaller in Singapore English, Indian English and
Hong Kong English than in the other fiarieties of English analfflzed. It has been ob-
serfied that demonstratifie cles make ffp the great majoritffl of refiersed pseffdo-cles
in all fiarieties, flith their preponderance being most dominant in Indian English and
Hong Kong English. As far as the wh-flords in the cle claffse of demonstratifie pro-
noffns is concerned, it can be noted that what and why are the most freqffent fiariants
in all fiarieties, bfft it is interesting to obserfie that L1 English speakers and Jamaican
English speakers predominantlffl ffse what flhile it is why that is more freqffent in
the speech of the other L2 English speakers. य़e preponderance of what and why

ofier how, where and when is particfflarlffl striking in Indian English and Hong Kong
English.
In Indian English, demonstratifie cles of thewh-tfflpe flith pronoffnswhat andwhy

are the preferred fiariant, flhich ffnderlines the impression that pseffdo-cles (both
basic and refiersed) are ffsed as rather formfflaic effipressions. In the other fiarieties
of English fle ੗nd a similarlffl strong preference of demonstratifie ॽ८-cles, bfft the
range of di੖erent strffctffres seems to be particfflarlffl restricted in Indian English.
य़e proportions of ॽ८-cles, १ॲॲ-cles and ॺ८-cles are fierffl similar across the

fiarieties of English analfflzed. य़at is, १ॲॲ-cles are rare in all fiarieties and ॽ८-cles
make ffp the large majoritffl. For Philippine English, a someflhat stronger preference
of refiersed pseffdo-cles containing the pro-noffn the one can be aested.

4.5.5 Concluding remarks

य़e discffssion of the three major tfflpes of cle constrffction in this section has con-
centrated on strffctffral similarities and di੖erences among the fiarieties of English
analfflzed, bfft flhat is certainlffl also florth effiamining is the discoffrse fffnctions of the
constrffctions. Di੖erences in freqffencffl are fierffl likelffl also motifiated bffl the di੖erent
pragmatic fffnctions the constrffctions maffl serfie. य़e distribfftion of old and nefl in-
formation fiaries across the three tfflpes of cle, bfft flhat all of them hafie in common
is that theffl are speci੗cational sentences that pfft emphasis on the cleed element, al-
thoffgh to di੖erent degrees. Iॺ-cles, basic pseffdo-cles and refiersed pseffdo-cles
also di੖er in the flaffl theffl are ffsed in discoffrse. य़ese pragmatic di੖erences appear
to be determined bffl the information-strffctffral tendencffl to place topics near the be-
ginning of a sentence. य़at is, an element flill preferablffl be pfft at the beginning of
a claffse if it continffes the topic of the preceding discoffrse (e.g. Hallidaffl 1967; De-
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clerck 1984). Consider the effiamples in (4.103), flith a pseffdo-cle in (a), an ९ॺ-cle
in (b) and a refiersed pseffdo-cle in (c).

(4.103) a. Hafie ffloff foffnd efierfflthing ffloff need? - Well, I'fie foffnd the
handbooks that I need, bfft what I havn't oun is th itionary.

b. Hafie ffloff foffnd efierfflthing ffloff need? - Well, I'fie foffnd the handbooks
bfft it's th itionary that I havn't oun.

c. Hafie ffloff foffnd efierfflthing ffloff need? - Well, I'fie foffnd the handbooks
bfft th itionary is what I havn't oun.

(Declerck 1984: 275)

य़e replffl in (a) is felicitoffs becaffse the cle claffse of the pseffdo-cle What I haven't

found picks ffp the theme of the qffestion (flhether I hafie foffnd efierfflthing I need).
य़ffs, this piece of confiersation soffnds mffch more natffral than that in (b) or (c).
In the laer tflo sentences, the cles begin flith the cleed constitffents t's the dc-

tonary and the dctonary, flhich sffggests that the confiersation is abofft the dictio-
narffl and not abofft flhat I hafie or hafie not foffnd. य़ffs, the information ੘ofl is
somehofl broken becaffse the replffl does not reallffl ੗t the qffestion. What the effi-
amples also illffstrate is that in information-strffctffral terms refiersed pseffdo-cles
are closer in their behafiioffr to ९ॺ-cles than to basic pseffdo-cles. Iॺ-cles and
('proper') refiersed pseffdo-cles tfflpicallffl begin flith the nefl information, flhile ba-
sic pseffdo-cles begin flith the old or knofln information. य़is maffl also effiplain
flhffl fle ੗nd comparatifielffl small freqffencies of ९ॺ-cles and refiersed pseffdo-cles
in Indian English bfft not of basic pseffdo-cles. Lange (2012) argffes that a major
discoffrse motifiation for Indian English speakers is to create topic continffitffl, that
is, theffl oen pick ffp old information from the preceding discoffrse. य़e infiestiga-
tion of le dislocation and fronting constrffctions (cf. sections 4.1 and 4.3) shofls that
this discoffrse motifiation is not efficlffsifie to Indian English speakers bfft seems to be
efien more important for Philippine English speakers in the case of these tflo con-
strffctions. Yet, flith respect to cle constrffctions the creation of topic continffitffl is
possiblffl a more important fffnction for Indian English speakers. य़effl freqffentlffl ffse
basic pseffdo-cles and among the refiersed pseffdo-cles almost efficlffsifielffl demon-
stratifie cles, effiactlffl those tfflpes of cle that begin flith old or knofln information.
Iॺ-cles and 'proper' refiersed pseffdo-cles, on the other hand, tfflpicallffl begin flith
the nefl information and are ffsed far less freqffentlffl bffl Indian English speakers both
in comparison to the other cle tfflpes and in comparison to the speakers of the other
fiarieties (flith the effiception of Hong Kong English speakers, flho generallffl ffse cle
constrffctions infreqffentlffl).
Another aspect that maffl in੘ffence speakers' preferences concerns the length of the

constitffents. It seems that the shorter constitffent tends to come ੗rst in the sentence.
Consider the follofling sentences flhere (a) and (b) de੗nitelffl soffnd more natffral
than (c).

(4.104) a. Who lofies apples? - It's Tom flho lofies apples.

b. Who lofies apples? - Tom is the one flho lofies apples.
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c. Who lofies apples? - य़e one flho lofies apples is Tom.

It seems, hoflefier, that the strffctffring of information is the stronger in੘ffencing fac-
tor on speakers' choices of the cle tfflpe. Consider, for effiample, the ॺ८-cle in (4.105)
taken from ICE-Jamaica.

(4.105) य़e onlffl person flho might hafie his ofln secretarffl is the director ffloff knofl
(ICE-JAM:S1A-027)

In this sentence, fle ੗nd a fierffl long initial elementࡋe only person whomght have hs

own secretary follofled bffl a short highlighted element the drector. If the length of the
constitffents flas the stronger determining factor fle floffld effipect a cle constrffc-
tion like eࡋ drector s the only one who has hs own secretary or It's the drector who

has hs own secretary. य़e speaker's preference for this tfflpe of cle can be accoffnted
for bffl looking at the preceding discoffrse: the immediatelffl preceding sentence is So

lke one secretary would have to work wth three <,fi techncal staञ. य़at means that
the speaker places the topic of the preceding discoffrse at the fierffl beginning of the
fferance and thffs organizes the information in a coherent flaffl keeping ffp the in-
formation ੘ofl.
Gifien the fiariation in freqffencffl and therefore in preferred cle tfflpe across the nine

fiarieties of English analfflzed, it might be florth comparing these pragmatic fffnctions
and the ffse of the three major tfflpes of cle constrffction across fiarieties of English.
य़is maffl also profiide a clearer pictffre of their interaction flith other information-
packaging constrffctions, as sffggested bffl the ੗ndings for Indian English. I leafie this
for ffftffre research.
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CHAPTER 5

Concluding discussion

य़emajor aim of the present stffdffl flas to effiamine strffctffral information-packaging
strategies in World Englishes and to profiide a comprehensifie fiiefl on their distri-
bfftion and ffse. Canonical English sentences tfflpicallffl hafie the flord order SVX,
bfft sometimes speakers maffl defiiate from this rather ੗ffied flord order for pragmatic
pffrposes and shi elements in the claffse into non-canonical positions. An impor-
tant factor in this respect is the information statffs of the claffse constitffents, that
is, the strffctffring of claffses fierffl mffch depends on flhether a constitffent refers to
discoffrse/speaker-old information or to discoffrse/speaker-nefl information. य़ffs,
speakers maffl, for effiample, defiiate from the canonical flord order in order to in-
trodffce nefl information into the discoffrse or re-introdffce an entitffl aer a longer
gap of absence. Another motifiating factor infiolfies the highlighting of certain claffse
constitffents, that is, speakers maffl ffse speci੗c strffctffres to contrast one piece of
information flith another or to focffs the addressee's aention on a certain piece of
information. It flas effipected to ੗nd fiariation in terms of freqffencffl of ffse of the
di੖erent strffctffral information-packaging constrffctions, in terms of the preferred
realizational fiariants and speakers' motifiations for their preferred ffsage paerns. It
flas fffrthermore effipected that a high freqffencffl of ffse might lead to the strengthen-
ing of a featffre in the speaker's memorffl and possiblffl also to a flidening of scope of
realization options, flhich in tffrn might again lead to an increased freqffencffl of ffse.
य़e major factors that flere assffmed to impact on the freqffencffl of ffse of the

di੖erent information-packaging constrffctions infiolfied sffbstrate in੘ffence in lan-
gffage contact sitffations, ffnifiersals of langffage acqffisition and speci੗c featffres of
the socio-cffltffral seing. Hence, in addition to profiiding a comprehensifie fiiefl on
the constrffctions at issffe, the present stffdffl also aimed at o੖ering nefl insights into
the mechanisms of langffage contact and its offtcomes. Fffrthermore, it flas inter-
ested in ੗nding offt more abofft the interplaffl of langffage contact, ffnifiersal learner
and processing strategies and sociolingffistic and pragmatic factors. It flas effipected
that these factors do not act in isolation, bfft rather that there flas a netflork of inter-
acting forces at plaffl in the shaping of lingffistic knoflledge.
य़e infiestigation of the di੖erent information-packaging constrffctions - le and

right dislocation, fronting, there-effiistentials, ९ॺ-cles and pseffdo-cles - shofls that
speakers of di੖erent fiarieties of English indeed prefer di੖erent strategies to strffctffre
the information in a sentence, motifiated bffl di੖erent - at times interacting - forces.
Take, for effiample, le dislocation constrffctions. We hafie obserfied that theffl are gen-
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erallffl more freqffent in the speech of L2 English speakers than in that of L1 English
speakers, a ੗nding flhich sffpports prefiioffs stffdies claiming that le dislocation is
a characteristic featffre of the speech of learners of English (cf. e.g. Grffber 1967;
Chambers 1973; Coon 1978; Williams 1987; Mesthrie 1992; Carter/McCarthffl 1995;
Ortega 2009). य़e ofierflhelminglffl higher incidence of the constrffction in Indian En-
glish, hoflefier, sffggests that there mffst be other motifiating factors as flell. Since
the infiestigation of a nffmber of sfflntactic and pragmatic featffres fflields no conclffsifie
resfflts that can plaffsiblffl accoffnt for the high freqffencffl, it is conclffded that le dis-
location constrffctions are pragmaticallffl less marked for Indian English speakers than
for speakers of the other fiarieties. य़e fierffl high proportion of sffbject le dislocation
tokens sffggests that the constrffction is predominantlffl ffsed as a topic-establishment
defiice, flith the co-referential pronoffn serfiing as a topic marker. It is fierffl likelffl
that in੘ffence from the Indian backgroffnd langffages plaffls an important role in this
respect. As noted earlier, an important ffnderlffling assffmption of the present stffdffl
is that mffltilingffal speakers hafie a pool of lingffistic featffres at their disposal from
flhich theffl can choose freelffl. It is fffrthermore assffmed that featffres of the di੖erent
langffages in contact in੘ffence one another. In Malafflalam, for effiample, it is sffਖ਼cient
to mark a constitffent as the topic bffl placing it in sentence-initial position, jffst like
in English. Yet, it is also possible to ffse a more effiplicit marker, flhich is placed aer
the topic. य़at is, in sffch cases, "the topic remains in ੗rst place in the sentence bfft is
follofled bffl a reinforcing element" flhich is aached to the topic (Asher/Kffmari 1997:
184). Similarlffl, in Hindi the particle to maffl be ffsed to mark the topic of a sentence.
Gifien these strffctffres in the Indian backgroffnd langffages, Indian English speakers
maffl simplffl mark the sffbject as the topic bffl ffsing the co-referential pronoffn as a
"reinforcing element", a strategffl theffl are familiar flith from their L1. I floffld thffs
sffggest that di੖erent forces interact to ffnmark the LD constrffction and increase its
ffsage in Indian English. For one, the featffre pool of Indian English speakers contains
the possibilitffl of marking topics effiplicitlffl bffl means of an ending that is aached to
the topic or bffl means of a particle. Additionallffl, theffl are familiar flith the le dislo-
cation constrffction as a means of establishing a topic. Since morphological marking
is not admissible in English, Indian English speakers do not directlffl transfer the fea-
tffre from their L1 into English bfft a constrffction that is alreadffl there assffmes this
fffnction, that is, the co-referential pronoffn is ffsed as an effiplicit topic marker. य़e
constrffction maffl therefore be ffsed more freqffentlffl and it maffl be less marked than
in, for effiample, British English. It seems, then, that in Indian English le dislocation
constrffctions tend to be ffsed in a similar flaffl as, for effiample, in French, flhere the
constrffction occffrs fierffl freqffentlffl bfft flithofft anffl speci੗c pragmatic load.
Coming back to the issffe of speakers' preferred strffctffres and their motifiations,

fle hafie seen that in the case of le dislocation constrffctions there are di੖erent forces
at flork: their simplifffling fffnction (the breaking dofln of an fferance into smaller
chffnks makes prodffction and processing easier) makes them a preferred strffctffre
among learners of English and, additionallffl, in੘ffence from the backgroffnd lan-
gffages has fierffl likelffl led to an increasing ffse and the ffnmarking of the constrffction
in Indian English.
A similar process of ffnmarking of a marked strffctffre can be flitnessed for fronting

constrffctions. य़e resfflts of the present stffdffl illffstrate that Indian English speakers
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also ffse this strffctffre ofierflhelminglffl more freqffentlffl than speakers of the other
fiarieties analfflzed. It has been obserfied that it is tfflpicallffl objects that are placed in
initial position, flhich sffggests that for Indian English speakers the flord order OSV
is possiblffl less marked than for speakers of other English fiarieties. It is fierffl likelffl
that it is again the Indian backgroffnd langffages that plaffl an important role in this
respect. In the case of fronting constrffctions this means that the basic SOV sentence
strffctffre of Indian langffages and their mffch more ੘effiible flord order impacts on
the strffctffring of sentences in Indian English. Conseqffentlffl, the fronting of objects
is less marked in Indian English and the flord order OSV is mafflbe efien on its flaffl
to becoming one of the basic sentence paerns for Indian English speakers (see the
effiample from Malafflalam belofl).
य़e ffnmarking of a pragmaticallffl marked strffctffre is in fact fairlffl common, as

Heine (2008) notes in an article on flord order:

Bfft perhaps the main drifiing force for adjffsting one's flord order to that of another
langffage is to select a pragmaticallffl marked ffse paern that effihibits an ordering cor-
responding to that of the model langffage and to grammaticalize that paern into an
ffnmarked sfflntactic paern; note that a defielopment from pragmaticallffl marked to
sfflntactic constitffent is a fairlffl common grammaticalization process (Heine 2008: 43)

Heine reports on a case of flord order change in Arabic flhere "a topicalization strat-
egffl flithin VO sfflntaffi flas grammaticalized to a pragmaticallffl ffnmarked OV sfflntaffi"
(2008: 51). य़e 'topicalization strategffl' in this case infiolfies le dislocation flhich
allofls the OV order of the model langffages Tajik and Uzbek flhile also adhering to
the VO order (the resffmptifie object pronoffn comes aer the fierb). What is di੖erent
in the case of Indian English is that objects are freqffentlffl fronted flithofft placing
a co-referential pronoffn in the core of the claffse. Bfft the follofling effiample from
Malafflalam illffstrates that this is in fact flhat is done in this Indian langffage.

(5.1) puuccaye

cat-१३३
ellaarum

all
kuut

together
tall

beat-ॶॶ
konnu

kill-ॶ१ॹॺ

'य़e cat, theffl all beat it to death.'

(Asher/Kffmari 1997: 184)

Asher and Kffmari (1997) note that dffe to the freemofiement of constitffents inMalaffl-
alam other elements than the sffbject are allofled to occffpffl the topic slot. Interest-
inglffl, the affthors insert a co-referential pronoffn in the English translation althoffgh
it is obfiioffslffl not present in the Malafflalam sentence, as the literal gloss indicates.
I ੗nd this someflhat pffzzling becaffse gifien the resfflts of the present stffdffl, Indian
English speakers floffld probablffl rather saffl eࡋ cat they all beat to death, jffst like
in the Malafflalam sentence. Mafflbe this effiample indicates that le dislocation and
fronting constrffctions are fierffl similar phenomena in Indian langffages.
Another factor that maffl contribffte to the high incidence of fronting constrffctions

in Indian English is that the constrffction might serfie fffnctions for flhich speakers of
other fiarieties floffld rather ffse the ९ॺ-cle constrffction. य़e resfflts of the present
stffdffl shofl that ९ॺ-cles are rarelffl ffsed bffl Indian English speakers in comparison to
speakers of the other fiarieties, flhich sffggests that theffl prefer fronting constrffctions
for emphatic and contrastifie pffrposes, the fffnctions that are tfflpicallffl associatedflith

219



5 Concludng dscusson

the ९ॺ-cle constrffction. य़e Indian backgroffnd langffages maffl again plaffl an im-
portant role becaffse to mffl knoflledge there is no constrffction comparable to the
English cle. In Hindi, an element ffnder focffs can be identi੗ed bffl emphatic stress,
focffs particles or mofiement from its canonical position. Similarlffl, in Malafflalam de-
fiiations from the canonical flord order SOV allofl the highlighting of a constitffent.
Indian English speakers maffl therefore ffnconscioffslffl prefer fronting constrffctions
ofier cle constrffctions becaffse the laer do not effiist in their L1.
य़e infiestigation of le dislocation and fronting constrffctions has thffs shofln that

high freqffencies maffl lead to the strengthening of a constrffction's representation
in the speakers' memories and to its pragmatic ffnmarking. What is interesting to
note abofft Indian English speakers is that theffl predominantlffl ffse 'defafflt' tokens
of both constrffctions, that is, le-dislocated sffbjects and fronted objects.1 It seems
that sffbject le dislocation and object fronting are constrffctions that are so deeplffl
entrenched in the Indian English speakers' minds that their actifiation has become an
afftomated rofftine.
Another possible scenario that maffl follofl from the high freqffencffl and deep en-

trenchment of a constrffction is that its scope of realizational fiariants or its range of
fffnctions is flidened. Take, for effiample, le dislocation or ९ॺ-cle constrffctions in
Irish English. In the case of le dislocation, it is interesting to obserfie that it is ffsed
more freqffentlffl bffl Irish English speakers than bffl the other L1 English speakers. For
one, this maffl be dffe to the fact that from a historical point of fiiefl Irish English
can be described as a L2 English fiarietffl becaffse "it has efiolfied as a resfflt of long-
standing coeffiistence and contacts flith the indigenoffs Celtic langffage of the Irish
people, Irish" (Filppffla 2012: 31). As noted earlier, le dislocation is generallffl foffnd
more freqffentlffl in the speech of L2 English speakers. Additionallffl, in੘ffence from
Irish has probablffl led to a higher incidence of the constrffction and a flider scope
of realizational fiariants. य़e tfflpe of sitffation in flhich the natifie Irish acqffired En-
glish is important to consider in this respect becaffse there flas onlffl lile if anffl formal
edffcation for the majoritffl of the Irish popfflation. य़is led to an ffngffided or efien ffn-
controlled flaffl of langffage acqffisition, flith hardlffl anffl restrictions on non-standard
featffres stemming from Irish in੘ffence (cf. Hickeffl 2007: 125). य़is means that todaffl
there are manffl featffres in Irish English flhich are fierffl likelffl in੘ffenced bffl Irish. A
case in point is the ffse of possessifie le dislocation tokens, flhose someflhat higher
incidence in Irish English might flell be dffe to Irish becaffse in this langffage fle ੗nd
resffmptifie possessifie pronoffns in the passifie and the progressifie constrffctions.
Hence, the possessifie resffmptifie pronoffn maffl be more readilffl afiailable to Irish En-
glish speakers. Similarlffl, in Irish English ९ॺ-cles, the cleed elements serfie a greater
fiarietffl of sfflntactic fffnctions than in the other fiarieties of English analfflzed, flhich
might also be dffe to Irish flhere cles are ffsed mffch more ੘effiiblffl than in English.
Fffrthermore, sffbordinator choice in ९ॺ-cles seems to be in੘ffenced bffl Irish, flith
sffbordinators in sffbject position oen being omied. Similarlffl, in there-effiistentials
flith relatifie claffse effitensions the someflhat higher incidence of sffbject-zero rela-
tifies in Irish English maffl be dffe to in੘ffence from Irish.

1 Le-dislocated sffbjects and fronted objects are also the most common tfflpes among the speakers
of the other fiarieties of English analfflzed. य़at is flhffl theffl are called the 'defafflt' cases. In Indian
English, hoflefier, their preponderance is particfflarlffl striking.
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In sffm, the resfflts of the present analfflsis indicate that fle hafie tflo fierffl di੖erent
sitffations: flhile high token freqffencies seem to hafie resfflted in the entrenchment
of a fefl tfflpes of constrffction in the minds of Indian English speakers, the high to-
ken freqffencies in Irish English (especiallffl in comparison to the other L1 English
fiarieties) are accompanied bffl a flider range of realizational fiariants. It is diਖ਼cfflt to
saffl flhether high freqffencffl is the caffse or the e੖ect of a deeper entrenchment and a
flider range of realizations in the laer case. Both scenarios are possible: high token
freqffencies maffl lead to a broadening of the range of a constrffction's fiariants and its
fffnctions, bfft it maffl also be the other flaffl roffnd and high token freqffencies maffl
resfflt from a larger range of fiariants and fffnctions. A third possible scenario can be
described as 'circfflar', flith freqffencffl and strengthened representation interacting
and in੘ffencing one another. य़is ੗nding reminds ffs of the fact that freqffencffl can
be caffse or e੖ect of certain defielopments in lingffistic strffctffre, or both at the same
time.
In addition to Indian English flith its mffltilingffal speakers and Irish English flith

its strong Celtic in੘ffence, fialffable data for the present stffdffl also come from those
English fiarieties flhose speakers hafie a topic-prominent L1 becaffse basic sentences
in topic-prominent langffages are strffctffrallffl fierffl di੖erent from those in the (sffbject-
prominent) English langffage and are fierffl likelffl to impact on the laer. Particfflarlffl
interesting is the comparison of the speech of Singapore English and Hong Kong
English speakers becaffse most of them hafie a Chinese dialect as their L1, bfft theffl
clearlffl di੖er in terms of their pro੗ciencffl in English. Fffrthermore, Singapore and
Hong Kong di੖er in terms of their socio-cffltffral seing or the role theffl ascribe to
the English langffage. In Singapore, English is the "langffage for the constrffction and
effipression of the Singaporean (i.e. national) identitffl" (Lick/Alsago੖ 1998: 207). य़e
importance the gofiernment ascribes to the langffage is seen, for effiample, in the ed-
ffcation sfflstem, flith English being the mediffm of instrffction. Fffrthermore, English
is becoming a home langffage for more and more speakers. In Hong Kong, on the
other hand, English is rarelffl ffsed in dailffl life. In fact, the qffestion of flhether there
is an (semi-)afftonomoffs fiarietffl of Hong Kong English is still being debated among
effiperts. Hence, the statffs of English in these tflo territories is fierffl di੖erent and this,
in tffrn, certainlffl also impacts on the ffse of and pro੗ciencffl in the langffage. Taking
all these factors into accoffnt, the comparison of Singapore English and Hong Kong
English data maffl be particfflarlffl ffsefffl for di੖erentiating betfleen learner featffres
and contact-indffced defielopments.
A ੗rst interesting ੗nding in this respect is the lofl freqffencffl of cle constrffc-

tions in the Singapore English and especiallffl the Hong Kong English data. In੘ffence
from the Chinese backgroffnd langffages maffl, at least in part, be responsible for that.
For one, relatifie claffses are strffctffred di੖erentlffl in Chinese than in English (pre-
fis. postmodifffling strffctffres), flhich might make Chinese learners of English shffl
aflaffl from ffsing compleffi English strffctffres flhich infiolfie relatifie claffses (cf. Chan
2004). Second, Chinese is a pronoffn-dropping langffage and does not sfflntacticallffl
reqffire dffmmffl sffbjects. Hence, the t in ९ॺ-cles has no eqffifialent in Chinese (cf.
Li/य़ompson 1981: 91; Hffang 1984). य़ird, in English ९ॺ-cles, the focffsed element
is mofied to the peripherffl of the claffse and placed aer t be. य़e Cantonese hah…ge

and the Mandarin shì…de strffctffres, on the other hand, infiolfie no sffch flord or-
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der change. Taking these three factors together, this might be the reason flhffl onlffl
a relatifielffl small nffmber of cles can be aested for Singapore English and Hong
Kong English. Becaffse of the di੖erent pro੗ciencffl lefiels of the speakers in these tflo
coffntries the in੘ffence from the Chinese langffage is particfflarlffl strong on Hong
Kong English.
Another ੗nding that illffstrates the in੘ffence of the topic-prominent backgroffnd

langffages concerns fronting constrffctions. It is interesting to note that fronted prepo-
sitional phrases are (nearlffl) absent from Singapore English, Hong Kong English and
Philippine English, effiactlffl those three fiarieties of English that hafie topic-prominent
backgroffnd langffages. Since prepositions are oen omied in these (and other)
L2 fiarieties of English, (possible) fronted prepositional phrases can easilffl be con-
fffsed flith 'hanging topic' constrffctions. य़effl hafie therefore been efficlffded from
the present analfflsis. य़e occffrrence of 'hanging topic' constrffctions has been de-
scribed in the literatffre as tfflpical of topic-prominent langffages (Lambrecht 2001a;
Seer et al. 2010), bfft theffl obfiioffslffl do also occffr in sffbject-prominent langffages
sffch as English. Hence, it might be florth analfflzing 'hanging topic' constrffctions in
fiarieties of English in order to see flhether topic-prominent backgroffnd langffages
hafie an e੖ect in terms of freqffencffl of ffse and flhether or in flhat flaffl theffl interact
flith fronting and le dislocation constrffctions.
Effiactlffl these three fiarieties - Singapore English, HongKong English and Philippine

English - stand offt among the other fiarieties of English analfflzed in another respect,
namelffl in that the preposition for has grammaticalized into a topic marker (e.g. For
me I lke badmnton). य़is for-LD constrffction, as it is called in the present stffdffl,
is oen ffsed to effipress an opinion or aitffde and oen in contrast to some other
person's opinion. For flas also ffsed for the establishment of a topic in earlier English,
modelled on French pour mo, bfft it flas later abandoned, according to the Online
Offiford English Dictionarffl. It is interesting to note that for has again grammatical-
ized into a topic marker in some fiarieties of English. य़e topic prominence of these
speakers' L1s fierffl likelffl plaffls an important role in this process of (contact-indffced)
grammaticalization. य़ese English speakers are more sensitifie to the notion of topic
and aempt to strffctffre sentences according to the principles of their L1. In addition,
these speakers' pool of lingffistic featffres contains the as for-constrffction, flhich is
commonlffl ffsed in English to establish a topic (e.g. As for books, I lke Edgar Allan

Poe), and the for NP-constrffction, flhich is commonlffl ffsed to effipress an opinion or
aitffde, oen in contrast to some other person's opinion or aitffde (e.g. For me t

s qute a bore). In sffm, I floffld sffggest that these three featffres - topic prominence
of the L1 and the as for- and the for NP-constrffctions of English - hafie contribffted
predominantlffl to the grammaticalization of for.
य़e for-LD constrffction is most freqffent and shofls the greatest fiariation in the

Hong Kong English data. य़is is probablffl dffe to the someflhat lofler pro੗ciencffl
lefiel of Hong Kong English speakers, especiallffl in comparison to Singapore English
speakers, and their higher sffsceptibilitffl to strffctffring sentences according to the
principles of their L1. In GloWbE, for-LD constrffctions occffr onlffl fierffl infreqffentlffl,
bfft the same trends can be obserfied, especiallffl flith respect to the tfflpe flhere for is
follofled bffl a noffn rather than a pronoffn. य़e lofl freqffencffl of the constrffction in
GloWbE fffrthermore sffggests that it is reallffl a featffre of spontaneoffs spoken inter-
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action.
In sffm, then, the ੗ndings of the present stffdffl sffggest that for is ffsed as a topic

marker predominantlffl in those fiarieties of English flhich are in contact flith topic-
prominent langffages. Since the freqffencies are ofierall rather small, these claims
clearlffl call for fffrther research based on larger datasets. Moreofier, it floffld be fierffl
interesting to condffct follofl-ffp stffdies on more recent data to see flhether the for-
LD constrffction has spread fffrther and to see flhether fle are here dealing flith a case
of ongoing grammaticalization. It flill fffrthermore be interesting to see flhether the
constrffction is reallffl largelffl restricted to those fiarieties of English flhose speakers
hafie a topic-prominent L1 or flhether theffl are onlffl in the lead of a general defielop-
ment, spreading throffgh all fiarieties of English. Sffch a general defielopment floffld
be similar to the change that has been obserfied for the constrffction 'as far as X is con-
cerned/goes' flhere the coda is todaffl oen omied (cf. Rickford et al. 1995; Britain
2000).
In੘ffence from the topic-prominent L1 has also been noted in the literatffre to plaffl

a role in the formation of relatifie claffses. More preciselffl speaking, Chinese learners
of English hafie been reported to freqffentlffl omit relatifie markers in sffbject posi-
tion. In particfflar, the omission of sffbject relatifies in there-effiistentials flith relatifie
claffse effitensions has been described as a characteristic featffre of Chinese learners
of English (Schachter/Celce-Mffrcia 1977; Neflbrook 1988, 1998; Li 2000; Ortega 2009;
Hffng 2012). य़e resfflts of the present stffdffl con੗rm these claims, flith Hong Kong
English shofling the highest proportion of sffbject-zero relatifies in there-effiistentials
among the fiarieties of English analfflzed. य़e data sffggest that this is again a learner
featffre in੘ffenced bffl the topic-prominent L1: Hong Kong English speakers aempt
to strffctffre sentences according to the principles of their L1, gifiing the topic ੗rst
follofled bffl the comment. य़is impression is ffnderlined bffl the fact that in Hong
Kong English effiistentials flith sffbject-zero relatifies tfflpicallffl hafie a fierffl loose sffln-
taffi and contain fffrther learner featffres (e.g. lack of plffral marking or the placement
of adfierbs: In my school <,fi there's so many student lke uh bad behave). Since sffbject-
zero relatifies in effiistentials are mffch less freqffent in Singapore English, fle are here
again dealing flith a sitffation that can be accoffnted for bffl the someflhat lofler pro-
੗ciencffl lefiel of Hong Kong English speakers.
Singapore English speakers' higher pro੗ciencffl and the institfftionalization of this

fiarietffl of English can additionallffl be seen in that it has alreadffl defieloped some lo-
cal norms. An effiample from the present stffdffl is the ffse of got to effipress effiistence
(e.g. Cake nsde got fruts ࡋere s frut n the cake). य़e constrffction has fierffl likelffl
inherited its ffses from Chinese yǒu (cf. Bao 2014). Speakers' creatifie innofiations
maffl onlffl resfflt in langffage change if theffl are accepted in the speech commffnitffl, as
Matras and Sakal (2007) point offt:

[…] learners' innofiations maffl resfflt in long-term change, bfft onlffl in sitffations in
flhich the learners constitffte a large enoffgh collectifie and the process of langffage
acqffisition nefier actffallffl 'catches ffp' flith the model or natifie form of the target lan-
gffage - the classic 'sffbstrate in੘ffence' scenario. Replication of an effiternal model flill
onlffl lead to change if normatifie control flithin the speech commffnitffl is relatifielffl laffi
and ੘effiible enoffgh to allofl a dri toflard regfflarisation and acceptabilitffl of the nefl
imported strffctffres. (Matras/Sakel 2007: 849)
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य़e innofiatifie ffse of got to effipress effiistence profiides efiidence that normatifie con-
trol in Singapore English is relatifielffl laffi and ੘effiible and allofls for local norms to
defielop.
With regard to the omission of relatifie markers/sffbordinators in there-effiistentials

and ९ॺ-cles, the Irish English data fflield interesting resfflts as flell.2 य़is fiarietffl of
English shofls the second highest proportions of sffbject-zero relatifies/sffbordinators
in both cases, follofling Hong Kong English. While the topic-prominent L1 and the
lofl pro੗ciencffl of its speakers are fierffl likelffl responsible for the high incidence of
these constrffctions in Hong Kong English, in Irish English the omission of sffbject-
zero relatifies/sffbordinators can flell be traced back to Irish. A striking di੖erence
flas noted in the realization of the constrffctions: flhile fle ੗nd a loose sfflntaffi and
other learner featffres in the Hong Kong English sentences, the strffctffres are mffch
more compact in Irish English, flhich sffggests that the strffctffres are flell entrenched
in the laer speakers' minds.
In sffm, the analfflsis of sffbordinator or relatifie marker choice in there-effiistentials

and ९ॺ-cles again shofls that fiarioffs factors impact on the shaping of lingffistic
knoflledge and that di੖erent in੘ffencing factors maffl lead to similar offtcomes: the
topic prominence of Hong Kong English speakers' L1 and the sentence strffctffre of
Irish both lead to a higher incidence of sffbject-zero relatifies/sffbordinators in the
relefiant fiarieties of English. Fffrthermore, the analfflsis shofls that it is not easffl to
disentangle the netflork of forces that impact on the emergence of lingffistic pat-
terns. In the present case, fle hafie langffage contact or transfer and acqffisitional
factors that plaffl an important role, bfft it seems that it is both factors together (and
possiblffl others) that are responsible for the obserfied ffsage paerns.
Methodologicallffl, the present stffdffl shofls that the complementing of ICE data

flith larger datasets is a ffsefffl set-ffp. य़e ICE familffl profiides fialffable data as the
indifiidffal components hafie a common design and thffs profiide comparable data of
a flide range of di੖erent fiarieties of English. Fffrthermore, the ICE corpora contain
transcriptions of informal confiersations, an infialffable set of data for the present
stffdffl, flhose research topic infiolfies a nffmber of marked strffctffres flhich are pre-
dominantlffl foffnd in spoken interaction. Yet, the ICE corpora hafie their limitations,
as flas repeatedlffl noted throffghofft the present stffdffl. य़e greatest disadfiantage
is probablffl their limited size, flhich is particfflarlffl relefiant for the present stffdffl as
the 'direct confiersation' ੗les of ICE the stffdffl is based on contain onlffl abofft 200,000
flords each. On the one hand, this flas a feasible amoffnt of teffit to read throffgh for
the manffal annotation of the constrffctions at issffe in the present stffdffl. Bfft on the
other hand, dffe to the limited size of the datasets token freqffencies are oen too
small to allofl for reliable conclffsions to be drafln or to saffl flhether the ੗ndings are
reallffl representatifie of the speech commffnitffl. Fffrthermore, the resfflts of statistical
tests are obfiioffslffl not as reliable as theffl floffld be if the datasets and token freqffen-
cies flere larger. To compensate for the limitation of size, a nffmber of ICE searches
hafie been complemented bffl searches in GloWbE, the Corpffs of Global Web-based
English, flhich contains effitremelffl more data per fiarietffl of English than ICE: the
British English component of GloWbE, for effiample, contains more than 387 million

2 Recall that the term 'sffbordinator' is preferred ofier 'relatifie marker' in the case of ९ॺ-cles in the
present stffdffl becaffse the statffs of the cle claffse is still debated in the literatffre (cf. also section 3.2.5).
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flords, the Irish English data comprisemore than 101millionflords and the Singapore
English data nearlffl 43 million flords. In the present stffdffl, complementing the ICE
data bffl GloWbE profies to be particfflarlffl ffsefffl in the case of for-LD constrffctions.
य़e GloWbE data profiide fffrther efiidence in sffpport of the claim that the constrffc-
tion is predominantlffl foffnd in Singapore English and Hong Kong English. What the
additional ffse of GloWbE also shofls is that the for-LD constrffction seems largelffl to
be a featffre of spontaneoffs spoken langffage rather than the langffage of blogs and
discffssion forffms becaffse it occffrs fierffl rarelffl in GloWbE, as noted earlier. From
this it mffst be conclffded that, flhile the combination of ICE and GloWbE is a fierffl
ffsefffl research set-ffp, it also has its limitations flhen it comes to featffres that are
characteristic of informal face-to-face interactions or telephone confiersations. य़e
data inclffded in GloWbE, althoffgh to be seen at the interface betfleen speech and
flriting, are still too di੖erent from informal spoken interaction to allofl for more
items to occffr.
Another methodological issffe that deserfies mentioning concerns the formalitffl lefi-

els and thffs the compatibilitffl of the ICE spoken teffits. Despite the ICE gffidelines
there are di੖erences in the teffits or rather recordings that hafie been inclffded in the
'direct confiersation' ੗les of ICE, resfflting in di੖erent lefiels of formalitffl. For the
recording of informal speech of L2 English speakers, the main diਖ਼cffltffl is, of coffrse,
that the majoritffl of these speakers floffld normallffl not ffse the English langffage in
informal seings bfft rather their mother tongffe or home langffage. य़is maffl affto-
maticallffl lead to a someflhat higher lefiel of formalitffl in the spoken L2 English data,
also becaffse English is ffsffallffl learned in a more formal seing at school and is as-
sociated flith formalitffl bffl these speakers. य़e discrepancffl in formalitffl is, hoflefier,
not restricted to L2 English fiarieties bfft can also be foffnd among the L1 English fiari-
eties. य़e 'direct confiersation' ੗les of ICE-Great Britain, for effiample, contain manffl
interfiiefls or confiersations betfleen doctor and patient or professor and stffdent,
flhich constitffte mffch more formal seings than the manffl confiersations among
friends or familffl members that are part of ICE-Ireland and ICE-Nefl Zealand. In the
present stffdffl, this discrepancffl in formalitffl maffl flell be responsible for one or the
other defiiant behafiioffr aested for British English as opposed to the other L1 En-
glish fiarieties. Take, for effiample, fiariable concord in effiistential there-constrffctions,
flith British English speakers ffsing items flith singfflar concord far less freqffentlffl
than the other L1 English speakers (e.g. ere'sࡋ lle benches outsde). Recall that sin-
gfflar concord is ffsffallffl associated flith more informal confiersations. य़e analfflsis
of pronominal le dislocation (e.g. Us we make good musc) seems to gifie fffrther
efiidence of the more formal character of the 'direct confiersation' ੗les in ICE-Great
Britain becaffse the constrffction is sffrprisinglffl infreqffent in the British English data,
althoffgh prefiioffs stffdies claim otherflise (cf. e.g. Lambrecht 1994).
Some fiariation in the make-ffp of the 'direct confiersation' ੗les also seems to be

present in the case of ICE-Canada. य़e present stffdffl ੗nds fiarioffs defiiant ffsage
paerns among Canadian English speakers flhich cannot reasonablffl be effiplained
in sfflntactic or pragmatic terms. One effiample is the right dislocation constrffction,
flhich occffrs fierffl infreqffentlffl in the Canadian English data, especiallffl in compari-
son to the other L1 English fiarieties. Another effiample can be foffnd among fronting
constrffctions, flith fronted complements being practicallffl absent from the Canadian
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5 Concludng dscusson

English data, flhile theffl occffr freqffentlffl in the other L1 English fiarieties. A common
denominator of these tflo strffctffres - right dislocation and fronted complements - is
that theffl are oen ffsed to effipress feelings, an opinion, aitffde, efialffation or jffdge-
ment. Possiblffl, the 'direct confiersation' ੗les in ICE-Canada simplffl gifie not as manffl
opportffnities to talk abofft feelings and aitffdes as is the case in the other L1 English
data.
य़e present stffdffl set offt to effiamine strffctffral information-packaging strategies

across World Englishes and to profiide a comprehensifie fiiefl on their distribfftion
and ffse. य़e hfflpothesis that speakers hafie di੖erent preferences in the flaffl theffl
strffctffre the information in a sentence or in the strategies theffl choose for highlight-
ing or contrasting information in a sentence can be con੗rmed bffl the ੗ndings of the
present stffdffl. We hafie seen that these di੖erences are not categorical in natffre, bfft
fle rather ੗nd a gradient frommore freqffent to less freqffent ffsage of a constrffction.
As for the motifiating factors for the preferred strffctffres, the present stffdffl aimed
at shedding more light on the interplaffl betfleen langffage contact and ffnifiersals of
langffage acqffisition in particfflar. What has to be kept in mind flhen considering the
੗ndings of the present stffdffl is that in realitffl the langffage contact sitffations are, of
coffrse, mffch more compleffi, especiallffl in mffltilingffal societies. य़e present stffdffl
can onlffl gifie a simpli੗ed pictffre of the factors that interact in the shaping of lingffis-
tic knoflledge in the di੖erent ecologies, especiallffl in those flhere English is acqffired
as a second langffage. Recall that the Ethnologffe lists 181 natifie langffages for the
Philippines, for effiample, and efien 447 langffages for India. Fffrthermore, recall that
there are manffl Filipina domestic helpers in Hong Kong, flho bring not onlffl their fia-
rietffl of English bfft also Affstronesian langffages into the territorffl (Bolton 2003). It is,
of coffrse, not possible to infiestigate the information-packaging strategies in all these
langffages, althoffgh theffl might hafie an e੖ect on the strffctffring of sentences in the
respectifie English fiarietffl. Keeping this in mind, the present stffdffl ੗nds di੖erent
factors at flork in the shaping of lingffistic knoflledge. For one, there are paerns of
langffage ffse flhich are fierffl likelffl dffe to ffnifiersal acqffisitional principles (e.g. le
dislocation), flhile other paerns can clearlffl be accoffnted for in terms of in੘ffence
from the backgroffnd langffages (e.g. effiistential got in Singapore English). Second,
there are also manffl featffres flhich cannot be traced back to a single soffrce and are
fierffl likelffl dffe to mffltiple caffses (e.g. sffbject-zero relatifies in there-effiistentials in
Hong Kong English; freqffencffl and fiariation of le dislocation in Irish English). And
third, for fflet other paerns of ffse a straightforflard motifiation is more diਖ਼cfflt to
੗nd (e.g. the high freqffencffl of le dislocation and fronting constrffctions in Indian
English; small nffmbers of cles in Singapore and Hong Kong English).
Hence, the present stffdffl con੗rms that themotifiations for the emergence of certain

lingffistic strffctffres are notorioffslffl diਖ਼cfflt to pin dofln (cf. Lange (2012: 150) on
fronting constrffctions in Indian English). Yet still, the present stffdffl has contribffted
manffl nefl insights into the mechanisms of langffage contact and its interplaffl flith
langffage ffnifiersals or the ecologffl. Some resfflts call for fffrther research thoffgh,
especiallffl research based on larger datasets. For effiample, right dislocation constrffc-
tions that contain the particle so in the dislocated element (so-tags, e.g. He's a real

pet so he s) seem to be a characteristic featffre of Irish English, bfft the freqffencffl of
sffch tokens is so small in the present stffdffl and largelffl restricted to a single ffloffng
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speaker and some elderlffl flomen that it is diਖ਼cfflt to saffl flhether it is a stable featffre
of the fiarietffl, old-fashioned or on the rise and ffsed as an identitffl marker. Comments
in the literatffre on this speci੗c tfflpe of right dislocation are scarce, bfft it might be
interesting to infiestigate the distribfftion of the constrffction in a large set of Irish
English data in order to see flhether fle are here dealing flith a paern - flell knofln
from other stffdies - flherebffl a traditionallffl local featffre is regaining groffnd in the
ffloffngest generation and therebffl leading to a fi-shaped age paern (Dffbois/Horfiath
1999; Dffrham 2011).
A nffmber of fffrther qffestions are le ffnansflered. य़ese inclffde the distribfftion

and ffse of 'hanging topic' constrffctions across fiarieties of English and their inter-
action flith fronting and le dislocation constrffctions. य़e pragmatic fffnctions of
cle constrffctions across fiarieties of English need to be stffdied more carefffllffl, as
flell as those of effiistential there-constrffctions. Moreofier, the lofl freqffencffl of cle
constrffctions in Singapore English and Hong Kong English calls for fffrther research.
It has been sffggested that the compleffiitffl of the cle constrffction and in੘ffence from
the Chinese L1s maffl be responsible for the lofl freqffencffl, bfft these tentatifie sffg-
gestions clearlffl need back-ffp. Fffrthermore, throffghofft the stffdffl Jamaican English
tends to paern flith the L1 English fiarieties as far as more compleffi strffctffres are
concerned. In other respects the fiarietffl behafies like the other L2 English fiarieties,
hoflefier. It might be interesting to compare in some detail simple and compleffi fiari-
ants of other strffctffres and see flhether Jamaican English behafies similarlffl in these
cases. Especiallffl reflarding might be a detailed analfflsis of the natffre and ffse of rel-
atifie claffses in Jamaican English and a comparison flith other fiarieties of English.
If Jamaican English speakers indeed ffsed more compleffi strffctffres more freqffentlffl
than speakers of other L2 English fiarieties, the qffestion of flhffl theffl do not shffl aflaffl
from ffsing sffch strffctffres, as most other L2 English speakers tend to do, floffld be
interesting to address, so it floffld.
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CHAPTER 6

Appendix

6.1 ICE spoken texts

irarࠩial omposition o th ICE spokn txts.1

Dialogu (180) 1

Privat (100) 1A

Direct Confiersations (90) S1A-001 to S1A-090
Telephone Calls (10) S1A-091 to S1A-100

Publi (80) 1B

Class Lessons (20) S1B-001 to S1B-020
Broadcast Discffssions (20) S1B-021 to S1B-040
Broadcast Interfiiefls (10) S1B-041 to S1B-050
Parliamentarffl Debates (10) S1B-051 to S1B-060
Legal Cross-effiaminations (10) S1B-061 to S1B-070
Bffsiness Transactions (10) S1B-071 to S1B-080

Monologu (120) 2

nsript (70) 2A

Spontaneoffs Commentaries (20) S2A-001 to S2A-020
Unscripted Speeches (30) S2A-021 to S2A-050
Demonstrations (10) S2A-051 to S2A-060
Legal Presentations (10) S2A-061 to S2A-070

ript (50) 2B

Broadcast Nefls (20) S2B-001 to S2B-020
Broadcast Talks (20) S2B-021 to S2B-040
Speeches (not Broadcast) (10) S2B-041 to S2B-050

1 Sॵॻॸ३५: य़e ICE project fleb page at http://ice-corpora.net/ice/design.htm.
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6 Appendx

6.2 ICE written texts

irarࠩial omposition o th ICE writtn txts: atgoris an orrsponing

ࣲl nams.2

Non-print (50) W1

Non-prossional Writing (20) W1A

Stffdent Essaffls (10) W1A-001 to W1A-010
Effiamination Scripts (10) W1A-011 to W1A-020

Corrsponn (30) W1B

Social Leers (15) W1B-001 to W1B-015
Bffsiness Leers (15) W1B-016 to W1B-030

Print (150) W2

Aami Writing (40) W2A

Hffmanities (10) W2A-001 to W2A-010
Social Sciences (10) W2A-011 to W2A-020
Natffral Sciences (10) W2A-021 to W2A-030
Technologffl (10) W2A-031 to W2A-040

Non-aami Writing (40) W2B

Hffmanities (10) W2B-001 to W2B-010
Social Sciences (10) W2B-011 to W2B-020
Natffral Sciences (10) W2B-021 to W2B-030
Technologffl (10) W2B-031 to W2B-040

portag (20) W2C

Press Nefls Reports (20) W2C-001 to W2C-020

Instrutional Writing (20) W2D

Administratifie Writing (10) W2D-001 to W2D-010
Skills & Hobbies (10) W2D-011 to W2D-020

Prsuasiv Writing (10) W2E
Press Editorials (10) W2E-001 to W2E-010

Crativ Writing (10) W2

Nofiels & Stories (10) W2F-001 to W2F-020

2 Sॵॻॸ३५: य़e ICE project fleb page at http://ice-corpora.net/ice/design.htm.
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6.3 GloWbE

6.3 GloWbE

Composition o th Corpus o lobal Wb-bas English.3

Country Co Wb sits Wb pags Wors

United States US 82,260 275,156 386,809,355
Canada CA 33,776 135,692 134,765,381
Great Britain GB 64,351 381,841 387,615,074
Ireland IE 15,840 102,147 101,029,231
Affstralia AU 28,881 129,244 148,208,169
Nefl Zealand NZ 14,053 82,679 81,390,476
India IN 18,618 113,765 96,430,888
Sri Lanka LK 4,208 38,389 46,583,115
Pakistan PK 4,955 42,769 51,367,152
Bangladesh BD 5,712 45,059 39,658,255
Singapore SG 8,339 45,459 42,974,705
Malafflsia MY 8,966 45,601 42,420,168
Philippines PH 10,224 46,342 43,250,093
Hong Kong HK 8,740 43,936 40,450,291
Soffth Africa ZA 10,308 45,264 45,364,498
Nigeria NG 4,516 37,285 42,646,098
Ghana GH 3,616 47,351 38,768,231
Kenffla KE 5,193 45,962 41,069,085
Tanzania TZ 4,575 41,356 35,169,042
Jamaica JM 3,488 46,748 39,663,666

otal 340,619 1,792,045 1,885,632,973

3 Sॵॻॸ३५: GloWbE fleb page at http://corpffs.bfflff.edff/gloflbe/.
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6.4 COCA

Composition o th Corpus o Contmporary Amrian English.4

ar pokn ition Magazin Nwspapr Aami otal

1990 4,332,983 4,176,786 4,061,059 4,072,572 3,943,968 20,587,368
1991 4,275,641 4,152,690 4,170,022 4,075,636 4,011,142 20,685,131
1992 4,493,738 3,862,984 4,359,784 4,060,218 3,988,593 20,765,317
1993 4,449,330 3,936,880 4,318,256 4,117,294 4,109,914 20,931,674
1994 4,416,223 4,128,691 4,360,184 4,116,061 4,008,481 21,029,640
1995 4,506,463 3,925,121 4,355,396 4,086,909 3,978,437 20,852,326
1996 4,060,792 3,938,742 4,348,339 4,062,397 4,070,075 20,480,345
1997 3,874,976 3,750,256 4,330,117 4,114,733 4,378,426 20,448,508
1998 4,424,874 3,754,334 4,353,187 4,096,829 4,070,949 20,700,173
1999 4,417,997 4,130,984 4,353,229 4,079,926 3,983,704 20,965,840
2000 4,414,772 3,925,331 4,353,049 4,034,817 4,053,691 20,781,660
2001 3,987,514 3,869,790 4,262,503 4,066,589 3,924,911 20,111,307
2002 4,329,856 3,745,852 4,279,955 4,085,554 4,014,495 20,455,712
2003 4,404,978 4,094,865 4,295,543 4,022,457 4,007,927 20,825,770
2004 4,330,018 4,076,462 4,300,735 4,084,584 3,974,453 20,766,252
2005 4,396,030 4,075,210 4,328,642 4,089,168 3,890,318 20,779,368
2006 4,304,513 4,081,287 4,279,043 4,085,757 4,028,620 20,779,220
2007 3,882,586 4,028,998 4,185,161 3,975,474 4,267,452 20,339,671
2008 3,635,622 4,155,298 4,205,477 4,031,769 4,015,545 20,043,711
2009 3,969,587 4,143,814 3,855,815 3,971,607 4,144,064 20,084,887
2010 4,095,393 3,929,160 3,806,011 4,258,633 3,816,420 19,905,617
2011 4,033,627 4,166,029 4,199,378 3,982,299 4,064,535 20,445,868
2012 2,348,159 2,294,570 2,203,821 2,109,683 2,298,658 11,254,891

otal 95,385,672 90,344,134 95,564,706 91,680,966 91,044,778 464,020,256

4 Sॵॻॸ३५: COCA fleb page at http://corpffs.bfflff.edff/coca/. य़e most recent addition of teffits flas
completed in Jffne 2012.
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6.5 ICE word counts

Wor ounts o th 'irt onvrsation' ࣲls in ICE an th  o with whiࠩ

thy hav bn omput.

Wor ounts o th 1A-ࣲls in ICE.

ICE-Great Britain 201,645
ICE-Ireland 201,695
ICE-Nefl Zealand 230,007
ICE-Canada 210,671
ICE-Singapore 203,299
ICE-Philippines 216,609
ICE-Jamaica 213,279
ICE-India 216,010
ICE-Hong Kong 237,974

 o

sample <- readLines("C:/…/S1A-001.tffit") # import teffit ੗le into R
sample <-paste(ire, collapse="") # collapse all lines
sample <-gsffb("<& >.*?</& >", "", sample) # remofie annotations
sample <-gsffb("<O>.*?</O>", "", sample)
sample <-gsffb("<ffnclear>.*?</ffnclear>", "", sample)
sample <-gsffb("<X>.*?</X>", "", sample)
sample <-gsffb("<.*?>", "", sample) # remofie tags
sample <-gsffb("[[:pffnct:]]", "", sample)
trim <- fffnction(ffi) {gsffb("\̂\s+| \\s+$", "", ffi) # remofie flhitespace
sample <-trim(sample)
sample <- gsffb(" +", "", sample) # remofie doffble flhitespace
flords <- strsplit(sample, "") # split into flords
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6.6 Left dislocation

6.6.1 Anaphoricity

Initial lmnts in LD onstrutions ontaining nw, inrabl or ol inormation

(tokn rqunis an prntags out o all LD tokns).

orpus LD tokns nw inrabl ol

N % N % N %

࠴࠹ 72 27 37.5 17 23.6 28 38.9
࠷ࡄ࠻ 129 51 39.5 26 20.2 52 40.3
ࡀ 95 33 34.7 22 23.2 40 42.1
ࡀ࠳࠵ 97 40 41.2 21 21.6 36 37.1
ࡀ࠻ࡅ 117 41 35.0 22 18.8 54 46.2
࠻࠺ 169 39 23.1 26 15.4 104 61.5
࠿࠳࠼ 169 51 30.2 45 26.6 73 43.2
࠶ࡀ࠻ 356 103 28.9 70 19.7 183 51.4
࠽࠺ 170 50 29.4 36 21.2 84 49.4

6.6.2 Persistence

Prsistn o th initial lmnts in LD onstrutions in th ollowing isours

(tokn rqunis an prntags out o all LD tokns).

orpus LD tokns zro NP/inirt pronoun

N % N % N %

࠴࠹ 72 22 30.6 12 16.7 38 52.8
࠷ࡄ࠻ 129 24 18.6 31 24.0 74 57.4
ࡀ 95 18 18.9 24 25.3 53 55.8
ࡀ࠳࠵ 97 29 29.9 21 21.6 47 48.5
ࡀ࠻ࡅ 117 33 28.2 26 22.2 58 49.6
࠻࠺ 169 44 26.0 26 15.4 99 58.6
࠿࠳࠼ 169 48 28.4 42 24.9 79 46.7
࠶ࡀ࠻ 356 101 28.4 100 28.1 155 43.5
࠽࠺ 170 37 21.8 41 24.1 92 54.1
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6.6 Le dslocaton

6.6.3 Complexity

LD toknswith a omplx initial lmnt (tokn rqunis, rqunis pr 100,000

wors an prntags out o all LD tokns).

orpus omplx

N norm. %

࠴࠹ 23 11.4 31.9
࠷ࡄ࠻ 27 13.4 20.9
ࡀ 22 23.2 23.4
ࡀ࠳࠵ 28 13.3 28.9
ࡀ࠻ࡅ 12 5.9 10.3
࠻࠺ 20 9.2 11.8
࠿࠳࠼ 46 21.6 27.2
࠶ࡀ࠻ 51 23.6 14.3
࠽࠺ 16 6.7 9.4

6.6.4 For-LDs

For-LDs with pronominal an nominal prlausal lmnts in ICE an loWbE

(rqunis pr 100,000 wors).

varity ICE loWbE

pronoffn noffn total pronoffn noffn total

࠴࠹ 0.99 - 0.99 0.13 0.02 0.15
࠷ࡄ࠻ - - - 0.07 0.03 0.10
ࡀ - - - 0.09 0.03 0.11
ࡀ࠳࠵ 0.95 0.47 1.42 0.06 0.04 0.10
ࡀ࠻ࡅ 5.90 2.46 8.36 0.16 0.09 0.24
࠻࠺ 2.77 2.77 5.54 0.12 0.03 0.15
࠿࠳࠼ 0.94 0.47 1.41 0.09 0.04 0.13
࠶ࡀ࠻ 2.31 1.39 3.70 0.05 0.02 0.06
࠽࠺ 4.20 13.87 18.07 0.06 0.06 0.12
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6.6.5 Pronominal LDs in GloWbE

Pronominal LDswith th initial squnme I in loWbE (rqunis pr 100,000

wors).

varity LDs with me I

norm.

࠴࠹ 0.065
࠷ࡄ࠻ -
ࡀ 0.012
ࡀ࠳࠵ 0.034
ࡀ࠻ࡅ 0.015
࠻࠺ 0.019
࠿࠳࠼ 0.013
࠶ࡀ࠻ 0.009
࠽࠺ 0.028
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6.7 Rght dslocaton

6.7 Right dislocation

6.7.1 RDs by gender

Canonial an xpan Ds by gnr in th 1A-ࣲls o ICE-Irlan (tokn r-

qunis an prntags out o all D tokns).

gnr ICE spakrs anonial Ds xpan Ds

N % N % N %

womn 285 75.8 46 76.7 42 65.6
mn 91 24.2 14 23.3 22 34.4

6.7.2 RDs by age group

Canonial an xpan Ds by ag group in th 1A-ࣲls o ICE-Irlan (tokn

rqunis an prntags out o all D tokns).

ag group ICE spakrs D tokns anonial Ds xpan Ds

N % N % N % N %

19-25 163 52.1 50 49.0 21 44.7 29 52.7
26-33 69 22.0 17 16.7 9 19.1 8 14.5
34-41 15 4.8 6 5.9 1 2.1 5 9.1
42-49 9 2.9 2 2.0 2 4.3 - -
50+ 57 18.2 27 26.5 14 29.8 13 23.6
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6.8 Fronting constructions

6.8.1 Anaphoricity

Initial lmnts in ronting onstrutions ontaining nw, inrabl or ol inor-

mation (tokn rqunis an prntags out o all ronting onstrutions).

orpus ON tokns nw inrabl ol

N % N % N %

࠴࠹ 35 7 20.0 11 31.4 17 48.6
࠷ࡄ࠻ 51 11 21.6 16 31.4 24 47.1
ࡀ 36 8 22.2 19 52.8 9 25.0
ࡀ࠳࠵ 28 10 35.7 7 25.0 11 39.3
ࡀ࠻ࡅ 53 8 15.1 20 37.7 25 47.2
࠻࠺ 25 4 16.0 5 20.0 16 64.0
࠿࠳࠼ 24 3 12.5 12 50.0 9 37.5
࠶ࡀ࠻ 213 36 16.9 71 33.3 106 49.8
࠽࠺ 14 - - 7 50.0 7 50.0

6.8.2 Persistence

Prsistn o th initial lmnts in ronting onstrutions in th ollowing is-

ours (tokn rqunis an prntags out o all ronting onstrutions).

orpus ON tokns zro NP/inirt pronoun

N % N % N %

࠴࠹ 35 17 48.6 9 25.7 9 25.7
࠷ࡄ࠻ 51 23 45.1 16 31.4 12 23.5
ࡀ 36 14 38.9 16 44.4 6 16.7
ࡀ࠳࠵ 28 5 17.9 17 60.7 6 21.4
ࡀ࠻ࡅ 53 25 47.2 20 37.7 8 15.1
࠻࠺ 25 10 40.0 10 40.0 5 20.0
࠿࠳࠼ 24 11 45.8 11 45.8 2 8.3
࠶ࡀ࠻ 213 89 41.8 97 45.5 27 12.7
࠽࠺ 14 9 64.3 3 21.4 2 14.3
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6.8 Frontng constructons

6.8.3 Realization

alization o th ront lmnt: noun phrass (nouns an pronouns), prposi-

tional phrass, ajtiv phrass an lauss out o all ronting onstrutions.

orpus NP PP AP laus

N % N % N % N %

࠴࠹ 25 71.4 2 5.7 3 8.6 5 14.3
࠷ࡄ࠻ 28 54.9 15 29.4 5 9.8 3 5.9
ࡀ 24 66.7 7 19.4 3 8.3 2 5.6
ࡀ࠳࠵ 17 60.7 11 39.3 - - - -
ࡀ࠻ࡅ 47 88.7 2 3.8 4 7.5 - -
࠻࠺ 19 76.0 - - 6 24.0 - -
࠿࠳࠼ 15 62.5 5 20.8 1 4.2 3 12.5
࠶ࡀ࠻ 159 74.6 33 15.5 18 8.5 3 1.4
࠽࠺ 13 92.9 - - 1 7.1 - -
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6.9 Existential there-constructions

6.9.1 Type of extension

yp o xtnsion in omplx xistntial there-onstrutions (tokn rqunis

an prntags out o all xtn xistntials).

orpus avrbial priativ inࣲnitival partiipial rllaus

N % N % N % N % N %

࠴࠹ 138 37.5 12 3.3 14 3.8 67 18.2 137 37.2
࠷ࡄ࠻ 222 51.3 14 3.2 20 4.6 88 20.3 89 20.6
ࡀ 145 41.2 15 4.3 30 8.5 56 15.9 106 30.1
ࡀ࠳࠵ 133 42.4 9 2.9 21 6.7 37 11.8 114 36.3
ࡀ࠻ࡅ 62 32.0 5 2.6 23 11.9 33 17.0 71 36.6
࠻࠺ 103 38.3 12 4.5 14 5.2 35 13.0 105 39.0
࠿࠳࠼ 59 20.1 14 4.8 29 9.9 23 7.8 168 57.3
࠶ࡀ࠻ 130 48.9 11 4.1 19 7.1 21 7.9 85 32.0
࠽࠺ 130 42.6 11 3.6 24 7.9 40 13.1 100 32.8

6.9.2 Singular concord: overall distribution

Numbr o xistntial there-onstrutions with plural notional subjts; tokn r-

qunis an proportions o singular onor out o ths.

orpus plural singular onor

N %

࠴࠹ 207 67 32.4
࠷ࡄ࠻ 229 168 73.4
ࡀ 211 145 68.7
ࡀ࠳࠵ 135 76 56.3
ࡀ࠻ࡅ 141 31 22.0
࠻࠺ 189 29 15.3
࠿࠳࠼ 133 14 10.5
࠶ࡀ࠻ 201 19 9.5
࠽࠺ 268 67 25.0
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6.9.3 Singular concord: influencing factors

ators inࣳuning onor variation (raw rqunis an prntags out o all there-xistntials with plural notional subjts).5

orpus onor total prsnt past ontrat bar ngat

N % N % N % N % N % N %

७२ plffral 140 67.6 95 67.9 41 29.3 11 7.9 56 40.0 7 5.0
singfflar 67 32.4 65 97.0 2 3.0 62 92.5 29 43.3 5 7.5

९ॸ५ plffral 61 26.6 34 55.8 27 44.3 2 3.3 29 47.5 4 6.6
singfflar 168 73.4 119 70.8 49 29.2 106 63.1 72 42.9 13 7.7

ॴঀ plffral 66 31.3 36 54.5 30 45.5 3 4.5 25 37.9 12 18.2
singfflar 145 68.7 100 69.0 44 30.3 98 67.6 66 45.5 21 14.5

३१ॴ plffral 59 43.7 34 57.6 24 40.7 10 17.0 24 40.7 4 6.8
singfflar 76 56.3 71 93.4 5 6.6 69 90.8 42 55.3 6 8.0

ॹ९ॴ plffral 110 78.0 96 87.3 14 12.7 15 13.6 57 51.8 7 6.3
singfflar 31 22.0 28 90.3 3 9.7 20 64.5 14 45.2 3 9.7

ॶ८९ plffral 160 84.7 113 70.6 47 29.4 6 3.8 74 46.3 8 5.0
singfflar 29 15.3 26 89.7 3 10.3 19 65.5 13 44.8 2 6.9

॰१ॳ plffral 119 89.5 107 89.9 12 10.1 27 22.7 35 29.4 4 3.4
singfflar 14 10.5 13 92.9 1 7.1 8 57.1 7 50.0 6 40.0

९ॴ४ plffral 182 90.6 169 92.9 13 7.1 10 5.5 84 46.2 15 8.1
singfflar 19 9.5 15 79.0 4 21.1 4 21.1 15 79.0 3 15.0

८ॱ plffral 201 75.0 187 92.5 15 7.5 27 13.4 92 45.8 15 7.5
singfflar 67 25.0 67 100 - - 52 77.6 31 46.3 10 14.9

5 य़e percentages are to be ffnderstood as follofls: in the British English data, for effiample, the categorffl 'bare' saffls that in the case of plffral concord 40% are bare
effiistentials and 60% are effitended effiistentials.
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6.9.4 Singular concord: determiner type

Dtrminr typs in there-xistntials (raw rqunis an prntags out o all xistntials with plural notional subjts).6

orpus onor bar ࣲnit numbr ngativ ajtiv quantiࣲr a

N % N % N % N % N % N % N %

࠴࠹ plural 27 19.3 6 4.3 28 20.0 5 3.6 21 15.0 45 32.1 8 5.7
singular 10 14.9 5 7.5 16 23.9 4 6.0 2 3.0 20 29.9 10 14.9

࠷ࡄ࠻ plural 13 21.3 - - 12 19.7 3 4.9 9 14.8 19 31.1 4 6.6
singular 24 14.2 1 0.6 57 33.7 13 7.7 16 9.5 42 24.9 14 8.3

ࡀ plural 10 15.2 4 6.1 14 21.2 4 6.1 6 9.1 19 28.8 9 13.6
singular 27 18.6 4 2.8 30 20.7 16 11.0 17 11.7 36 24.8 15 10.3

ࡀ࠳࠵ plural 16 27.1 1 1.7 14 23.7 1 1.7 5 8.5 17 28.8 5 8.5
singular 14 18.7 4 5.3 18 24.0 6 8.0 6 8.0 14 18.7 13 17.3

ࡀ࠻ࡅ plural 16 14.3 - - 15 13.4 7 6.3 13 11.6 39 34.8 22 19.6
singular 5 16.1 3 9.7 6 19.4 3 9.7 3 9.7 9 29.0 2 6.5

࠻࠺ plural 51 31.5 3 1.9 21 13.0 5 3.1 17 10.5 45 27.8 19 11.7
singular 6 20.7 2 6.9 6 20.7 1 3.4 1 3.4 7 24.1 6 20.7

࠿࠳࠼ plural 40 33.6 2 1.7 11 9.2 4 3.4 15 12.6 30 25.2 17 14.3
singular - - 1 6.7 2 13.3 6 40.0 1 6.7 2 13.3 3 20.0

࠶ࡀ࠻ plural 26 14.1 2 1.1 31 16.8 15 8.1 20 10.8 84 45.4 7 3.8
singular 2 10.0 1 5.0 3 15.0 3 15.0 1 5.0 6 30.0 4 20.0

࠽࠺ plural 19 9.4 2 1.0 28 13.8 14 6.9 24 11.8 111 54.7 5 2.5
singular 3 4.5 1 1.5 11 16.4 10 14.9 6 9.0 32 47.8 4 6.0

6 य़e percentages are to be ffnderstood as follofls: in the Irish English data, for effiample, 21.3% of effiistentials flith plffral concord are bare effiistentials, flhile 19.7%
of effiistentials flith plffral concord hafie a nffmber before the notional sffbject.
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6.10 Cle constructons

6.10 Cleft constructions

6.10.1 Subordinator types in it-clefts

Distribution o suborinator typs in :lࠧs-ࡆ࠻ wh-wors, that, ing-omplmnts,

zro an othr minor typs (tokn rqunis an prntags out o all .(lࠧs-ࡆ࠻

orpus wh that zro ing othr*
N % N % N % N % N %

࠴࠹ 14 23.3 27 45.0 16 26.7 1 1.7 2 3.3
࠷ࡄ࠻ 6 5.5 23 21.1 59 54.1 10 9.2 11 10.1
ࡀ 5 9.4 25 47.2 12 22.6 9 17.0 2 3.8
ࡀ࠳࠵ 7 14.6 27 56.3 12 25.0 - - 2 4.2
ࡀ࠻ࡅ 6 19.4 14 45.2 7 22.6 - - 4 12.9
࠻࠺ 16 32.0 18 36.0 5 10.0 2 4.0 9 18.0
࠿࠳࠼ 13 18.1 37 51.4 20 27.8 1 1.4 1 1.4
࠶ࡀ࠻ 9 30.0 9 30.0 11 36.7 - - 1 3.3
࠽࠺ 4 16.7 9 37.5 8 33.3 1 4.2 2 8.3
*य़e categorffl 'other' comprises incomplete constrffctions and cles flith the sffbordinators

snce, tll, for and and.

6.10.2 Types of basic pseudo-cleft

Distribution o basi psuo-lࠧs introu by a wh-wor, all or a pro-noun

(tokn rqunis an prntags out o all basi psuo-lࠧs).

orpus wh-wor all pro-noun

N % N % N %

࠴࠹ 77 62.1 16 12.9 31 25.0
࠷ࡄ࠻ 26 36.6 22 31.0 23 32.4
ࡀ 57 60.0 19 20.0 19 20.0
ࡀ࠳࠵ 78 61.9 19 15.1 29 23.0
ࡀ࠻ࡅ 73 75.3 7 7.2 17 17.5
࠻࠺ 103 77.4 10 7.5 20 15.0
࠿࠳࠼ 109 66.9 21 12.9 33 20.2
࠶ࡀ࠻ 127 90.1 2 1.4 12 8.5
࠽࠺ 29 53.7 10 18.5 15 27.8
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6.10.3 Types of reversed pseudo-cleft

Distribution o rvrs psuo-lࠧs whos lࠧ laus bgins with a wh-wor,

all or a pro-noun (tokn rqunis an prntags out o all rvrs psuo-

lࠧs).

orpus wh-wor all pro-noun

N % N % N %

࠴࠹ 179 73.4 12 4.9 53 21.7
࠷ࡄ࠻ 198 73.3 18 6.7 54 20.0
ࡀ 233 77.7 16 5.3 51 17.0
ࡀ࠳࠵ 224 75.4 9 3.0 64 21.5
ࡀ࠻ࡅ 183 82.1 6 2.7 34 15.2
࠻࠺ 214 69.7 7 2.3 86 28.0
࠿࠳࠼ 220 74.3 6 2.0 70 23.6
࠶ࡀ࠻ 183 88.4 2 1.0 22 10.6
࠽࠺ 99 85.3 6 5.2 11 9.5
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Zusammenfassung in deutscher

Sprache

Die fiorliegende Stffdie ffntersffcht nicht-kanonische Satzstrffktffren in fierschiede-
nen Varietäten des Englischen. Diese Strffktffren flerden fierflendet, ffm fion der
eher ੗ffien Wortstellffng in der englischen Sprache abzfffleichen. In kanonischen
Sätzen steht in der Regel das Sffbjekt am Satzanfang, gefolgt fiom Prädikat. Manchmal
flollen Sprecher allerdings fion dieser kanonischen Satzstrffktffr abfleichen, ffm dem
Gesprächspartner bestimmte Informationen afff eine bestimmte Art fiermieln zff
können. So fierflenden sie nicht-kanonische Strffktffren zffm Beispiel, ffm neffe Infor-
mationen - Gegenstände, Personen oder Ereignisse - in das Gespräch einzff৐ühren, ffm
früher bereits erflähnte Informationen später im Gespräch flieder afffzffgreifen oder
ffm bestimmte Informationen als besonders flichtig ffnd relefiant herfiorzffheben. De-
rartige Strffktffren sind Gegenstand der fiorliegenden Stffdie. Sie ffntersffcht Links-
fiersetzffngen (le dslocaton), Rechtsfiersetzffngen (rght dslocaton), Vorfeldbeset-
zffng (frontng), Effiistenzsätze mit there + be (exstental there-constructons) ffnd fier-
schiedene Formen fion Spaltsätzen (cle constructons). Beispiele dieser Strffktffren
sind im Folgenden afffge৐ührt:

a. Tom, he lofies apples. - 'Tom, der liebt Äpfel.'

b. He lofies apples, Tom. - 'Er liebt Äpfel, Tom.'

c. Apples Tom lofies. - 'Äpfel liebt Tom.'

d. य़ere are apples on the table. - 'Da sind Äpfel afff dem Tisch.'

e. It's Tom flho lofies apples. - 'Es ist Tom, der Äpfel liebt.'

Frühere Stffdien haben gezeigt, dass es qffantitatifie ffnd qffalitatifie Unterschiede
gibt im Gebraffch dieser Strffktffren ffnd dass Sprecher fierschiedener englischer Di-
alekte/Varietäten fierschiedene Strffktffren befiorzffgen. Diese Stffdien habenflertfiolle
Einblicke geliefert in die Form ffnd den Gebraffch der Strffktffren, aber ein Vergleich
der Ergebnisse ist schflierig, da die Stffdien zffm Teil afff ffnterschiedlichen De੗nitio-
nen der Strffktffren basieren ffnd sehr fierschiedenes Datenmaterial fierflenden. Hier
setzt die fiorliegende Stffdie an. Ziel dieser Arbeit ist es, einen ffmfassenden Überblick
über die oben genannten nicht-kanonischen Strffktffren zff geben ffnd Antflorten
afff die folgenden Fragen zff ੗nden: Unterscheiden sich Sprecher fierschiedener en-
glischer Varietäten in der Art, flie sie die Informationen in einem Satz strffktffri-
eren? Das heißt, haben sie Präferenzen im Gebraffch fion le dslocaton, rght dslo-
caton, frontng, exstental there-constructons ffnd cles? Wenn es Unterschiede gibt,
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sind diese eher fion qffantitatifier oder qffalitatifier Art? Er৐üllen die Konstrffktionen
dieselben Fffnktionen in den fierschiedenen englischen Varietäten? Was motifiiert
die Sprecher, nicht-kanonische Strffktffren zff fierflenden? Um Antflorten afff diese
Fragen zff ੗nden, flerden die Form ffnd der Gebraffch der oben genannten Strffk-
tffren in fierschiedenen Varietäten des Englischen ffntersffcht ffnd fierglichen. Als
Datengrffndlage dienen neffn Komponenten des Internatonal Corpus of Englsh (ICE).
Genaffer gesagt, flerden die oben genannten Strffktffren in informellen gesprochenen
Teffiten affs England, Irland, Neffseeland, Kanada, Singapffr, den Philippinen, Jamaika,
Indien ffnd Hongkong ffntersffcht, flobei die Teffite ৐ür jede Varietät ffnge৐ähr 200 000
Wörter ffmfassen. Einzelne Analfflsen flerden zffdem zffsätzlich im Corpus of Global

Web-based Englsh (GloWbE) ffnd/oder im Corpus of Contemporary Amercan Englsh

(COCA) dffrchge৐ührt, da die geringen Datenmengen der ICE Korpora häff੗g keine
zfffierlässigen Schlffssfolgerffngen zfflassen. GloWbE ffmfasst ffnge৐ähr 1,9 Milliarden
Wörter, die fionWebseiten affs 20 fierschiedenen Ländern stammen. Der Großteil der
Teffite besteht affs informellen Blogs, zffdem flffrden formalere Zeitffngsteffite oder
Webseiten fion Firmen in das Korpffs afffgenommen. COCA ffmfasst ffnge৐ähr 450
Millionen Wörter affs fierschiedenen Genres (z.B. akademische Teffite, gesprochene
Teffite, Zeitffngsteffite) (siehe Kapitel 1).
Die historische Entflicklffng ffnd aktffelle Sitffation der englischen Sprache in den

Ländern, deren Varietäten in der fiorliegenden Stffdie ffntersffcht flerden, flerden
in Kapitel 2 beschrieben. Ein derartiges Hintergrffndflissen kann hilfreich sein, ffm
sprachliches Verhalten besser einordnen ffnd fierstehen zff können.
Grffndlegende theoretische Begri੖e zffm य़ema Informationsstrffktffr flerden in

Kapitel 3 diskfftiert. Affßerdem flerden die Formen ffnd die Fffnktionen fion le dslo-

caton, rght dslocaton, frontng, exstental there-constructons ffnd cles beschrieben,
soflie frühere Stffdien zffsammengefasst, die diese Strffktffren ffntersffchen. Die Strffk-
tffr normaler Sätze in einigenMffersprachen (z.B. Irisch, Hindi, Mandarin) ffnd äqffifi-
alente Formen zff den englischen nicht-kanonischen Strffktffren flerden zffdem in
diesem Kapitel kffrz erläfftert, da Transferphänomene so besser erkannt ffnd erklärt
flerden können.
Die Ergebnisse der fiorliegenden Stffdie zeigen, dass Sprecher fierschiedener englis-

cher Varietäten in der Tat ffnterschiedliche nicht-kanonische Strffktffren befiorzffgen
(Kapitel 4 ffnd 5). Besonders aff৑ällig ist der hochfreqffente Gebraffch fion le dslo-

caton ffnd frontng im indischen Englisch im Vergleich zff den acht anderen englis-
chenVarietäten. Da keine strffktffrellen oder fffnktionalen Besonderheiten festgestellt
flerden können, kommt die Stffdie zff dem Ergebnis, dass diese Strffktffren im in-
dischen Englisch schflächer markierte grammatische Erscheinffngen sind, efientffell
zffm Repertoire der kanonischen Satzstrffktffren gehören ffnd deshalb häff੗ger fier-
flendet flerden als in anderen Varietäten. Es erscheint plaffsibel, dass Ein੘ffss fion in-
dischen Sprachen zff dieser Entflicklffng beigetragen hat, da diese Sprachen in kanon-
ischen Sätzen das Objekt fior das Verb stellen ffnd im Bereich der Wortstellffng ੘effii-
bler sind als das Englische.
Weitere interessante Ergebnisse können ৐ür irisches Englisch festgestellt flerden.

Sprecher dieser englischen Varietät fierflenden le dslocaton, rght dslocaton ffnd
t-cles häff੗ger als die Mffersprachler affs England, Neffseeland ffnd Kanada, ffnd
sie zeigen mehr Variation in ihrer Form ffnd ihrem Gebraffch. Das besondere Ver-
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halten lässt sich in fiielen Fällen afff Ein੘ffss des Irischen afff das Englische zffrück-
৐ühren ffnd afff die Tatsache, dass Irland eine englische Kolonie flar ffnd die englis-
che Sprache deshalb als Zfleitsprache o fion Erflachsenen ffnd innerhalb eines sehr
kffrzen Zeitraffmes erflorben flffrde.
Einige der Sprecher, die Englisch als Zfleitsprache erflorben haben, haben eine

topik-prominente Mffersprache. Das bedefftet, dass Sätze nicht afff dem grffndle-
genden Prinzip fion Sffbjekt ffnd Prädikat affaffen flie im Englischen, sondern dass
das Konzept des Topiks eine bedefftendere Rolle spielt. Chinesische Sprachen ffnd
fiiele der Sprachen, die afff den Philippinen gesprochen flerden, gehören zffr Fami-
lie der topik-prominenten Sprachen. Der Ein੘ffss dieser Sprachen afff das Englische
lässt sich in fierschiedenen Bereichen erkennen. Besonders interessant ist die En-
tflicklffng einer speziellen Form fion le dslocaton, in der die Präposition for als
Topikmarker fffngiert (For me, I don't lke apples). Diese Strffktffr flird fior allem fion
englischen Sprechern affs Singapffr ffnd Hongkong fierflendet, gefolgt fion Sprechern
affs den Philippinen. Vermfftlich fiersffchen die Sprecher, die englischen Sätze nach
den Prinzipien ihrer Mffersprache zff strffktffrieren. Affßerdem sind den Sprechern
die englischen Strffktffren mit as for ffnd for NP bekannt, die zffr Ein৐ührffng einer
Person oder eines Gegenstandes als Topik dienen oder die fierflendet flerden, ffm
eine Meinffng kffndzfftffn, o im Vergleich zffr Meinffng einer anderen Person. Diese
drei Faktoren - topik-prominente Mffersprache, Kenntnis der englischen Strffktffren
mit as for ffnd for NP - scheinen also zffr Grammatikalisierffng fion for in einen Top-
ikmarker beizfftragen.
Interessante Unterschiede können affßerdem im Vergleich fion Singapffr Englisch

ffnd Hong-kong Englisch festgestellt flerden. Wie bereits erflähnt, haben die bei-
den englischen Varietäten gemeinsam, dass sie in Kontakt mit chinesischen Sprachen
kommen. Allerdings haben die Sprecher ffnterschiedlich gffte Kenntnisse in der en-
glischen Sprache. Während man im Hong-kong Englisch einige Merkmale ੗ndet, die
die Sprecher eindefftig als Lerner der Sprache affszeichnen, ੗ndet man im Singapffr
Englisch Strffktffren, die zeigen, dass die englische Sprache hier schon eigene, lokale
Normen entflickelt hat ffnd sich somit fiom britischen Mffster abhebt. Ein Beispiel
ist das Verb got, das fierflendet flird, ffm Effiistenz affszffdrücken (z.B. Insde cake got

frut ࡋere's frut n the cake). Die geringere Häff੗gkeit an Effiistenzsätzen mit there
+ be in Singapffr Englisch lässt sich fiermfftlich afff das Vorkommen dieser Strffktffr
zffrück৐ühren. Derartige Beispiele zeigen, dass die englische Sprache in Singapffr in-
stitfftionalisiert ist ffnd fiiele Sprecher ein hohes Maß an Fähigkeit affffleisen.
Affs methodischer Sicht hat es sich als hilfreich erfliesen, in manchen Fällen die

Analfflse der ICE Daten dffrch Daten fion GloWbE ffnd/oder COCA zff ergänzen. So
konnten einzelne Vermfftffngen, die nffr afff geringenDatenmengen basierten, bestärkt
flerden. Einige Strffktffren erfliesen sich allerdings als sehr selten in GloWbE. Das
zeigt, dass manche Strffktffren, die Gegenstand der fiorliegenden Stffdie sind, ein-
defftig Phänomene fion informeller gesprochener Sprache sind.
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