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Modeling World Englishes from a cross-linguistic perspective

 The increasing diversification of English qua World Englishes contributes to cross-linguistic

variation. Still, we tend to consider and model varieties of English from a language-internal

perspective. Taking Mair’s (2013) World System of Englishes as a starting point, I here explore

how to model World Englishes from a cross-linguistic typological perspective, commenting on the

tension between normative pressure and cross-linguistic tendencies and generalizations. Variation

studies and language typology investigate micro and macro variation, respectively, though the

empirical domains in focus and the methodologies employed show considerable overlap. Moreover,

the traditional distinction between language and variety becomes increasingly difficult to draw in

today’s multilingual and highly interconnected world. I examine the commonalities and differences

of the two approaches to language variation that have largely been working independently of one

another focusing on language universals and the ways that grammatical phenomena from World

Englishes match up against them. Varieties of English attest a good deal of typological variation,

though they also offer curious features rarely found in other languages.
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Devyani Sharma

World Englishes and the Interface Hypothesis

The birth of New Englishes in multilingual, postcolonial regions has been a rich testing ground for

the role of universals (e.g. Kortmann and Szmrecsanyi 2004) and language transfer (e.g. Sharma

2009; Bao 2015) in language contact. However, in these settings we also see some variability that

does not ultimately stabilize into new, distinctive dialect forms. McMahon (1994: 248) frames the

actuation problem in historical change as fundamentally asking “why certain instances of variation

become changes and others don’t”. In this talk, I look at the outcomes of variability in New

Englishes in terms of degree of stabilization over time, with a focus on the following question: Why

does only a subset of variable syntactic usage become entrenched over time in a given contact

variety?

The analysis starts with a quantitative comparison of two Englishes with very different substrates—

Indian English and Singapore English. The data come from 24 sociolinguistic interviews for Indian

English, and the ICE corpus and secondary sources (e.g. Ho and Platt 1993) for Singapore English.

Variable use of several syntactic features (e.g. past tense, progressive, copula, articles, agreement,

modals) is better accounted for by substrate influence, particularly overt morphology in the

substrate, than by universals. However, when we look at variability across a proficiency cline of

Indian English speakers, we see that only some of this variable usage has stabilized and become

deeply embedded across the whole population. Substrates cannot fully account for this subtler

dynamic.

To better understand stabilization across the community, I turn to a sociohistorical hallmark of

postcolonial Englishes: diminishing input from the original colonial English variety. Second

Language Acquisition theory helps to finely model sensitivity to input in learning (the Subset

Principle, White 1989; the Interface Hypothesis (IH), Sorace and Filiaci 2006). The IH in particular

has been developed extensively in relation to bilingual language development, language, attrition,

and second language learning, but has not been widely used in the study of New Englishes. In the

analysis of Indian and Singapore English, I add in the factor of input demand, i.e. the relative need

for rich input for the acquisition of a specific syntactic form. I develop a four-way typology to

assess stable syntactic traits across New Englishes along these two core dimensions — high/low

substrate contrast, and high/low input demand. This typology of New Englishes can be used to test

aspects of the IH, including the debate over which interfaces are vulnerable (Sorace 2011), and the

extent to which the IH can account for overall contact outcomes. The analysis thus uses New

Englishes data to test recent generative theory, while also using these new theoretical constructs to

offer a more dynamic view of stabilization in New Englishes, integrating social exposure and

learner cognition alongside substrate effects.
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Bao Zhiming

Must and may in Singapore English and the limit of substratist explanation

In Singapore English, must and may retain the deontic and epistemic meanings. They exhibit

different degrees of influence from the local languages in usage as compared with how the two

modal verbs are used in British English, and in other varieties of English that have been studied

(Coates 1983; Collins 1988, 2005; Bao 2010; Ziegeler 2015). Specifically, must is predominantly

deontic, in sharp contrast to the epistemic bias in British and American English. By contrast, may

has the same usage pattern as in British English. Bao (2010) argues that the deontic bias of must is

due to the influence of Chinese (and to a lesser extent Malay). The fact that may does not exhibit

similar substrate-induced change merits a closer look at substratist explanation.

In this talk, I show that the difference in usage between must and may in Singapore English can be

explained in the way Chinese encodes the deontic and epistemic modalities. In Chinese, there is a

clear division of labor in expressing the obligation and necessity modalities. The translation-

equivalent of must, bixu, expresses the obligation modality, with the necessity modality of must

being expressed by yiding. The translation-equivalent of may in Chinese, keyi or keneng, is equally

ambiguous between the permission and possibility modalities.

The table below sets up the pattern:

Chinese Singapore English

obligation bixu must

necessity yiding must

permission keyi, keneng may

possibility keyi, keneng may

There is strong substrate force that moves must in the direction of the deontic. Such force does not exist

for may.
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Baris Kabak & Marie Himmel

Unity in phonological variability permeates L2 learning, multilingualism and language change

We explore how theories of sound structure and change can shed light on the sound patterns in

emerging Englishes and what phonological theories - which neglect to model sound evolution under

contact situations - can learn from such findings. For instance, Blevins’ Evolutionary Phonology

(2004) contrasts natural and unnatural histories of sound patterns. She argues that patterns with a

natural history “[…] transparently reflect language-internal phonetically motivated sound change,

whether these sound changes have sources in misperception, ambiguous feature localization, or

articulatory variation” (2006: 7). That is, when language-internal changes to phonetic features are

phonologized, “the resulting sound pattern is natural” (p. 7). In contrast, a contact-induced intrusion

of features that already completed their evolution yields unnatural sound change.

However, a wealth of data suggests that the sound patterns of new Englishes are genuine

manifestations of phonetically-determined and psycholinguistically-motivated sound change that

Blevins considers natural despite their roots in language contact. Nevertheless, these insights remain

largely unintegrated in phonological theory. We address this gap by showing that existing models of

sound change benefit from insights on such new sound patterns. We integrate the trajectories of

sound evolution in new varieties into phonological theory to develop a holistic understanding of the

mechanisms at work in contact situations which straddle psycholinguistics, sociolinguistics, and

principles of sound change.

Focusing on new varieties of English shaped by L2 learning and multilingualism, we present

empirical findings on the variable realization of postvocalic /r/, a pattern that vacillates time and

again in language change and development. We show that contact-induced variability in rhoticity

through language contact and L2 acquisition is guided by the same structural constraints also

observed in inner-circle Englishes, suggesting that sound change emerges from a complex

interaction of timeless laws of phonetics, limits of human cognition, and socioaffective factors. For

example, in both Chinese English and the English of American-German bilinguals, variables such

as speech style and the quality of the /r/-preceding vowel robustly affect the rate of rhoticity. That

is, /r/ in emerging varieties and L2 learning seems to be subject to similar phonetic constraints

which regulate the variable susceptibility to change across the different vowel contexts (Li & Kabak

2017, Himmel 2018), and are also observed in inner-circle varieties progressing towards non-

rhoticity (Piercy 2012) or towards rhoticity (Nagy & Irwin 2010).

Drawing from constraint-based approaches, we argue that such reincarnations of rhoticity are

predictable gradient abstractions regulated by a finite set of universal, language-internal constraints

which yield different grammars through language-specific constraint weights. These weights are

further subject to socio-affective variables (e.g., age, gender, target norms) and the community’s

historical and socio-cultural background. When multiple grammars are in contact, variability is

enhanced by cross-language differences of the constraint weights, governed by the same

mechanisms as non-contact-induced change, rendering all sound change genuinely natural. We

express these complex interactions in a mathematical equation to offer a unified dynamic approach

towards evolving and coevolving sound systems in various types and stages of language evolution

(e.g., L1 attrition and the emergence of new varieties).
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Folajimi Kehinde Oyebola

Discourse intonation in the non-native English environment

The researcher examines the significance of the application of discourse intonation to pedagogy in the

non-native English environment. He emphasizes the importance of the communicative function of

intonation in teaching English over the attitudinal one (Underhill, 1994; O’Connor & Arnold,

1961/1973; Brazil, 1994, 1996, 1997; & Chun, 2002). The research reveals that ‘Englishes’ from the

inner circle and the non-inner circle differ markedly in the way intonation is used to signal discourse

information structure and focus, as well as in the way intonation patterns are linguistically constructed;

as such, instructors of English in the non-native English environment differ from those in the native

English environment in their application approaches to teaching English intonation. The researcher

consequently suggests the application of discourse approach to teaching English intonation in the non-

native English environment. He substantiates this with evidences from earlier studies (Brown, 2001;

Celce-Murcia, Brinton & Goodwin, 1996; Chun 2002; Tarnopolsky, 1997, amongst others). Brazil’s

Discourse Intonation Theory (DIT) is therefore suggested to be of pedagogical importance to the

learners of English in the non-native English environment.



Umaima Kamran

Syllable structure of Pakistani English in phonological theory

This article gives a description of syllable of Pakistani English (PE) which is spoken as a non-native

variety of English in Pakistan. In Pakistan, many sub-varieties of English are spoken but this study

focuses on English news media: Pakistan Television PTV and Radio Pakistan. It discusses various

phonological procedures of PE at the level of the syllable in the light of developments and

shortcomings in eight different syllable theories. The present study compares the syllable of PE

with native variety of English, i.e. British English, in the light of concepts of syllabic (Chomsky and

Halle, 1968), internal structure of syllable (Selkirk, 1982), syllabification (McCarthy, 1979),

template (Hogg and McCully, 1987), syllable pattern (Maddieson, 2005), model of syllable

structure (Clements and Keyser, 1983; Carr, 1993; Blevins, 1995), phonotactics (Hawkins, 1984;

Katamba, 1989; Goldsmith, 1995; McMahon, 2002; Hansen, 2006; Yule, 2010) and syllable weight

(Hayes, 1989; Katamba, 1989; Goedemans and Hulst, 2005).

In the end, the following differences in syllabic phonology of PE and British English are

summarized: phonotactic constraints are conformed in the consonants cluster of the syllable of PE.

However, one difference is found that is in the syllable of PE cluster of three consonants i.e. /s/, /p

or t or k/, /l or r/ is allowed only in monosyllablic words such as splash, strict, scrap. Whereas, word

internally this cluster of three consonants is not permissible. So, [ek.skl・・d] becomes

[eks.kl・・d] in PE; unlike native variety of English, the weight of the syllable in PE is not only

based on the quality of vowel but also on the quality of consonant in the coda position; in PE every

syllable must contain vowel as a nucleus, none of the sonorant consonants like [l], [m], [n] can be

syllabic while they are syllabic in British English.

Keywords: Pakistani English, syllable structure, syllabification, phonotactics, syllable weight,

syllabic
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