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Introduction

Andy Kirkpatrick

Welcome to the second edition of the Routledge Handbook of World Englishes. This comes
ten years after the publication of the first edition, ten years which have seen further growth
in the use of English worldwide, perhaps most remarkably in the new roles English is now
playing in many of the countries Kachru originally classified as of the ‘Expanding Circle’
and where English was seen as a foreign language confined to language classrooms. Now,
in stark contrast to being simply a foreign language, in many expanding circle countries,
English is being increasingly used as a language of education from the primary through to
the tertiary level (Kirkpatrick and Liddicoat 2019), it is being increasingly used as a lingua
franca and it is being reshaped and adapted by its new users as it comes into contact with
the other languages its new users also speak (Proshina 2019). China provides an excellent
example of a country traditionally classified as expanding circle but where these new devel-
opments can be seen (as documented in the chapters in this volume by Xu and by Lee and Li
Wei). English is now the major language of education in China after Putonghua itself, and
the most reliable estimate has some 276 million current users of English in China (Bolton
and Bacon-Shone 2020).

I have tried to capture these new developments in this new edition in two major ways.
First, the majority of the authors who contributed chapters to the first edition have revised
and updated their chapters for this edition to take into account recent developments. Second,
seven new chapters have been written especially for the second edition to describe and docu-
ment new developments. The new chapters in Section 2, where regional and new varieties
of English are described, include Christiane Meierkord’s discussion on how English is being
used at the ‘grassroots’ in two countries that were protectorates of Britain, namely Uganda
and the Maldives. Chapters on English in Bangladesh (Hamid and Jahan) and on the Englishes
of South Africa (Coetzee-Van Rooy) are also new to Section 2.

Section 3 on emerging trends and themes sees a new chapter by Ahmar Mahboob entitled
‘World Englishes, Social Disharmonisation, and Environmental Destruction’. He investi-
gates the impact on local languages and people that the arrival of English can have and how
a change in the eco-linguistic environment of a region can have lasting and ongoing impact
on the peoples and the environment of the region.
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Three new chapters are included in Section 4, ‘Contemporary Contexts, Functions and
Variables’. In Chapter 30, Macaro reviews the extraordinary increase in the use of English
as a medium of instruction in higher education throughout the world, and he raises a series
of pertinent questions discussed further in the following:

In Chapter 33, ‘Translanguaging and Multilingual Creativity with English in the Sinophone
World’, Tong King Lee and Li Wei look at the creative and critical uses of English in three
Sinophone contexts: new Chinglish as used in the written vernacular discourses of inter-
net users in Mainland China; Singlish as used in subversive writings, text-based artefacts,
and government communications in Singapore; and Kongish as used in the Facebook-based
Kongish Daily and in social movements in Hong Kong.

A potentially significant development for the role of English since the publication of the
first edition of this Handbook has been the withdrawal of Britain from the European Union.
In the third new chapter in Section 4, ““‘Brexit” and the Postnational Dimension of English
in Europe’, Saraceni, Schneider and Bélanger argue that English will continue to play a
major role across Europe, as ‘the roots of the English language reach deeply in the European
sociocultural soil and are immune to Britain’s status within or outside the European Union’,
and that English is ‘simply part of the shared linguistic resource’ that is available to many
Europeans.

As indicated previously, in addition to these new chapters, the authors have also all revised
and updated their original chapters. Section 1, ‘Historical Perspectives and Traditional Eng-
lishes’, begins with Daniel Davis’ chapter on the history of English from the perspective of
Kachru’s three circles model. Davis uses comparative reconstruction, analysis of loanwords,
grammatical analysis of texts and evaluation of sociolinguistic factors affecting standardisa-
tion, to trace major developments in Old, Middle and Early Modern English. He argues that
the standardised metropolitan varieties of the inner circle are also world Englishes. Chapters 2
and 3 by Britain and Docherty, respectively, describe grammatical and phonological varia-
tion among the Englishes of contemporary England. In a wide-ranging review of grammati-
cal variation, Britain concludes by saying that ‘diversity reigns’, and every corner of the
country (i.e. England) ‘demonstrates a wide range of grammatically non-standard forms,
reminding us that such forms are the rule rather than the exception in the spoken language’.
Docherty notes that, even for native speakers of widely spoken varieties of English, ongoing
phonological change can lead to significant issues regarding intelligibility. The aim of his
chapter is to paint in broad strokes some of the key dimensions of innovation and change
in patterns of pronunciation of British English. Both these chapters show that variation is
characteristic of the native Englishes spoken across the United Kingdom.

In Chapter 4, Ray Hickey notes that it was not until the second half of the nineteenth
century that the heritage language Irish had declined radically so that under 10% of the popu-
lation spoke it as a native language. The forms of English which arose during the language
shift period were consolidated in the twentieth century into varieties with unique profiles.
English in Ireland was also the source of many transported dialects of English, first to the
Caribbean and North America and later to the Southern Hemisphere, above all to Australia
and New Zealand. Irish English today continues to develop along lines defined by both inter-
nal and external forces, for instance, in new modes of pronunciation and in its pragmatics,
both of which are closely linked to Irish customs and culture.

Chapters 5 and 6 take us to North America. In Chapter 5, Kretzschmar first discusses the
emergence of American English as a variety in its own right and then discusses how Standard
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American English differs from other varieties of American English and from other world
varieties. He shows that American English, as a national variety, can be distinguished from
British English and other world varieties of English not just by pronunciation but by subtle
variations in grammar and the meaning of words. In Chapter 6, Levey characterises the roots
of Canadian English and traces its subsequent evolution before describing major patterns
of phonological, (morpho-)syntactic and discourse-pragmatic variation and change in con-
temporary mainstream vernaculars. He also discusses the possible emergence of ethnolectal
variation in major urban centres such as Toronto and Montreal.

In Chapter 7, Burridge explores the development of standard Australian English, together
with distinctive varieties such as Aboriginal English. She notes that separation of urban and
rural communities is inspiring notable regional diversity, and contact with languages other
than English is also seeing the rise, particularly in recent years, of migrant ethnolects. In their
discussion of New Zealand English in Chapter 8, Warren and Maclagan point out that New
Zealand English (NZE) is unique among inner circle varieties of English in that recorded
evidence is available for its entire history. Their chapter provides background on the settle-
ment and population of New Zealand and the development of New Zealand English. The
chapter concludes with examples of the ways in which NZ authors try to capture distinctive
features of NZ speech and language in literature.

Section 2 provides descriptions of a selection of what are, following Kachru’s original
classification, outer circle and expanding circle varieties of English and illustrates how
Englishes in the expanding circle have taken on new roles. It would be impossible to
include all current varieties of these Englishes here, but I hope the selection that has been
included can give the reader an idea of how widespread the varieties of English are in
today’s world and of the many diverse contexts in which they function. The chapters here
include descriptions of Englishes of South, East and Southeast Asia; Africa; the Carib-
bean and South America. In Chapter 9, Mukherjee and Bernaisch offer a multitude of
perspectives on standard educated Indian English, framing it in Schneider’s (this volume)
model of the evolution of postcolonial Englishes. They also argue that Indian English
is the linguistic epicenter for other South Asian Englishes. In Chapter 10, Mendis and
Rambukwella show that the history of English in Sri Lanka dates back more than 200
years and that its position in Sri Lanka today is complex and evolving. They argue that
Sri Lankan English is a distinctive South Asian variety in terms of phonology, syntax,
grammar and the lexicon. They conclude by illustrating the increasing use of features of
Sri Lankan English(es) in codified genres such as poetry and fiction. Hamid and Jahan
describe the third South Asian variety, Bangladeshi English, in Chapter 11 but do so by
deploying a situated language use perspective to examine how English is used in locally
produced English language textbooks for Bangladesh’s national school curriculum. The
situated examination of English suggests that, regardless of how local varieties of English
are characterised, such varieties are likely to be an assemblage of Englishes of local and
metropolitan origins. This repertoire of Englishes was also found to utilise Bangla, the
national language, in a strategic manner.

The Englishes of Africa are represented in the next three chapters. Chapter 12 compares
East and West African English as two distinct regional varieties of African English. Hans-
Georg Wolf first recounts the historical development of English in these two regions, arguing
that British colonial policy contributed significantly to the sociolinguistic and, indirectly,
even to the structural differences that these varieties exhibit. He then moves on to give a short
overview of the national sub-varieties and shows that, although united by common linguistic
features, West African English is far more heterogeneous than East African English.
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In Chapter 13, Meierkord adopts a novel approach and discusses the spread of English
at the grassroots level in two former British protectorates: Maldives and Uganda. Moving
beyond the academic, business and political elites of these societies, she looks at the uses
of English among citizens from lower social class backgrounds and with low or no formal
levels of education. In doing so, she departs from most traditional research in the World
Englishes paradigm, which has tended to focus on those with formal education.

Chapter 14, on South African Englishes, is a new chapter in which Coetzee-Van Rooy
argues that South Africa is a unique environment for the study of World Englishes because
of the co-existence of significant populations using inner and outer (and in specific cases
expanding) circle Englishes in the same environment over long periods of time in the pres-
ence of sizable African mother tongues and Afrikaans (or Dutch in earlier times). After
summarising historical developments and briefly exemplifying a selection of distinctive
linguistic features of the varieties of English that make up the plurality of South African
Englishes, she focuses on the attitudes of people towards the inner and outer circle varieties
of South African Englishes. She shows how the attitudes of South Africans towards their
varieties of English are related to their multilingual environment, the role of English in mul-
tilingual repertoires and the potential of convergence or divergence of the varieties.

The increase in the roles of English in China was given as an example of how English
has developed new roles in the countries of Kachru’s expanding circle, where English tra-
ditionally functioned solely as a foreign language taught in the classroom. In Chapter 15,
Xu quotes Kirkpatrick and Zhichang’s earlier prediction that since the great majority of the
Chinese who have been learning English are likely to use it with other speakers of world
Englishes, the development of Chinese English ‘with Chinese characteristics’ will be ‘an
inevitable result’ (2002: 278). Xu reviews the definitions of Chinese English and identifies a
selection of lexical, syntactic, discourse and pragmatic features of Chinese English based on
an analysis of a variety of data including interviews, newspaper articles and literary works.
The chapter concludes by considering the likelihood of Chinese English becoming a power-
ful variety of English.

Following Hamid’s and Jahan’s approach to the study of Bangladeshi English, in Chapter
16, Martin situates the study of English in the Philippines from the perspective of English
language teaching (ELT). She contends that the history of English in the Philippines cannot
be mapped out without having scrutinised the ELT agenda. In doing so, she challenges four
present-day myths about the English language. These myths are (1) American English is
the only correct English, (2) English is the only cure to all economic ailments, (3) English
and Filipino are languages in opposition and (4) English is the only language of knowledge.

In Chapter 17, Low compares two well-established outer-circle varieties of English,
Malaysian and Singaporean. She begins by briefly tracing the historical development of
English in Singapore and Malaysia, from its birth to the point when it evolved into two dis-
tinct varieties. She compares the main linguistic features of each variety. The different lan-
guage policies adopted by each country after Singapore gained independence are surveyed
in an attempt to understand when and how the different varieties emerged.

In her treatment of the role of English in Japan, Takeshita investigates the current situ-
ation of the English language and its use in Japan from sociolinguistic, educational and
practical points of view. Although English remains an international, rather than an intra-
national, language in Japan, Takeshita argues that the Japanese are becoming more attuned
to the notion of linguistic diversity and the increasingly multilingual nature of Japanese
society, primarily brought about by increased immigration. A similar argument is made by
Proshina in Chapter 19, ‘Slavic Englishes: Education or Culture?” The chapter discusses
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the status, history, features and functions of Russian English as one of the Slavic varieties
and highlights some common characteristics of Slavic Englishes. The question raised in the
chapter title is motivated by the fact that English in the countries under discussion is learnt
(artificially) through a system of education rather than acquired naturally with the family
and social culture. However, the author stresses the gradual expansion of the functional
range in the Slavic varieties of English, including creative functions manifested in popular
culture, fiction and many other fields. She concludes by suggesting that English has moved
far beyond a traditional expanding-circle English, as it is now growing into the secondary
means through which Slavs express cultural identity.

Chapter 20 takes us to the Caribbean. Simmons-McDonald presents an overview of West
Indian English, with special focus on the development of Creole English varieties. The dis-
cussion refers to varieties from Jamaica in the North Caribbean, the emerging English Lexi-
con Vernacular of St. Lucia in the Windward Islands and the circumstances that led to their
emergence. The chapter uses selections from these varieties to examine the use of Creole
English in literature, and it refers to examples from other varieties where appropriate. The
discussion of the selected samples foregrounds the linguistic features of the variety, as well
as cultural and creative aspects of the literary texts. In Chapter 21, Gonzalez presents a gen-
eral picture of the current status of English in Colombia. Along with many expanding circle
nations, Colombia is experiencing a growth in terms of the presence and roles of English.
The interest from the population to learn it, the need to have teachers prepared to teach it,
the establishment of language education policies to regulate its practices and the academic
debates around all these issues reflect the new relationships between the English language
and Colombian society.

Section 3, ‘Emerging Trends and Themes’, opens with the chapter by Seidlhofer, which
looks at the role(s) of English as a lingua franca within a European context. She shows
that English has become the de facto ‘extraterritorial’ lingua franca throughout Europe.
This has, however, brought about resistance and controversy, due to the continued sym-
bolic significance of national languages that European policy-makers are still insisting on.
In contrast with the other (national) languages of Europe, where regional lingua francas also
exist, the role of English as a lingua franca (ELF) is not a national one, as it fulfils different
roles from national languages. ELF is quite literally an emerging theme in the European
context in that there is a marked discrepancy between the EU’s discourse about language
and communication on the one hand and the reality on the ground on the other. She con-
cludes by arguing that a genuine (re-)conceptualisation of ‘English’ in Europe as ‘ELF’ is
both necessary and desirable. In Chapter 23, Schneider surveys and explains similarities
and differences between World Englishes which have evolved in different historical and
geographical settings. Models to explain these phenomena are surveyed, including static
approaches (Kachru’s ‘“Three Circles’ and other categorisations) and dynamic ones, includ-
ing the author’s own highly influential ‘Dynamic Model’.

McLellan’s chapter, Chapter 24, through an analysis of texts in Brunei public online
discussion forums, investigates the consequences of patterns of multilingual overlaying in
contexts where new varieties of English develop and the hypothesis that World Englishes are
by definition code-mixed varieties. Speakers and writers of World Englishes have access to
other languages in the linguistic ecosystem of their national or local community, and these
languages contribute to the variety of English used for their intranational communication.
McLellan illustrates that the Bruneian text producers are highly proficient multilinguals
who have access to a continuum of code choices, including the equal mixing of Malay and
English. The implications of this for the World Englishes field are also considered. Sharifian
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looks at a different type of code mixing in Chapter 25, where he presents a semantic-prag-
matic account of Persian English, an emerging variety of English among Persian speakers,
from the perspective of cultural conceptualisations. Cultural conceptualisations are concep-
tual structures such as schemas, categories and metaphors that emerge from the interactions
between members of a cultural group. The chapter elaborates on a number of significant Per-
sian cultural schemas, such as dberu and tdrof, and explores how they underlie the semantic
and pragmatic aspects of certain words and expressions in Persian English in contexts both
of intercultural and intracultural communication.

Chapter 26 is a reprint of Ha Jin’s original chapter, ‘In Defence of Foreignness’, which
was written for the first edition. Ha Jin is an internationally renowned author of Chinese
ethnicity who now resides in the United States. He has written novels and short stories based
on lived experiences in both his original and adopted home. In discussing his adaptation of
Chinese idioms in his English writing, he is careful to point out that he does not directly
translate Chinese idioms into English but rather paraphrases them. For example, instead of
using the direct translation of the Chinese idiom referring to an ill-advised business venture
which would be ‘to hit a dog with a pork bun’, he uses ‘to hit a dog with a meatball’. He
makes these changes in order ‘to suit the context, the drama and the narrative flow’.

In Chapter 27, the final chapter of Section 3, Mahboob investigates the impact of English
on local languages and people. In doing so, the chapter introduces four interrelated ways
of defining language. He then illustrates how a change in the eco-linguistic environment
of a region can have lasting and ongoing impact on the peoples and the environment of the
region. To do this, Mahboob focuses on the grammatical system of English, as well as an
analysis of three concepts/words: ‘religion’, ‘language’, and ‘family’, that influence how
people look at and engage with others.

‘Contemporary Contexts, Functions and Variables’ is the sub-heading for Section 4. In the
opening chapter of this section, Warschauer, Jacob and Maamuujav report how the internet
has emerged as the world’s major source of international contact and communication. Their
chapter reviews the use of Englishes and other languages and dialects in the online realm.
From e-mail and text messaging to social media and YouTube, the authors examine the
presence of diverse languages and dialects, the use of non-standard language conventions,
new forms of global translanguaging and code-switching and contestations over voice and
power in online communication. In Chapter 29, Nickerson reviews the contexts in which
English is used as the language of business and shows how English transcends national and
cultural barriers. It is used as a first language for some speakers in business, but for millions
(perhaps billions) more, it is used as an additional language as a business lingua franca.
Although Business English within all three of Kachru’s circles has been well documented
and discussed as a separate entity in each case, all three situations may in fact occur simul-
taneously. Nickerson argues that, as the world continues to look to the emerging nations
around the globe for new and innovative economic solutions, it seems plausible that lingua
franca Business English will continue to take centre stage, posing a new set of challenges
for all those involved with teaching, researching and writing about the Englishes of business.

Chapter 30 by Macaro is a new chapter which considers the worldwide growth of English
as a medium of instruction, where academic subjects are taught in English in non-Anglo-
phone countries. After discussing definitions of EMI and their implications, Macaro docu-
ments the growth of EMI, along with the drivers that are leading to its global expansion. He
argues that these drivers raise a number of difficult questions, including, “Who makes the
decision to implement and expand EMI?’ ‘Does EMI restrict access to higher education for
some social groups?’ “Which variety of English should be promoted in EMI classrooms?’
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‘What challenges do teachers and students face when embarking on an EMI course?’ And,
most importantly, ‘What evidence is there that EMI is effective in improving English lan-
guage learning whilst having no detrimental impact on the learning of content?’

In Chapter 31, ‘The English of Popular Cultures’, Moody outlines a methodological
framework (and justification) for treating ‘popular culture’ as multimodal and multilingual
sites for linguistic analysis. The framework offers two dimensions of analysis of popular cul-
ture: (1) a horizontal analysis that examines influences across different cultures, languages,
nations and regions and (2) a vertical analysis that examines influence across different popu-
lar culture genres, including, but not limited to, television/radio, cinema, music, art (e.g.
comics), advertising and so on. Moody also examines various uses of English within popular
cultures of societies that are not monolingual English-speaking societies.

Call centres (or telephone ‘contact centres’) are the topic of Chapter 32, and Kingsley
Bolton shows how they have become a ubiquitous feature of business communications and
service encounters for the general public in Europe and North America. Since the early
2000s, large numbers of call centre operations and other business process outsourcing (BPO)
work have been outsourced to companies located in India and the Philippines. In his chapter,
Bolton focuses on call centre operations in the Philippines and examines the intersection
between call centre interactions and world Englishes while also discussing how some call
centre agents are able to transcend not only linguistic but also gender and geographical
boundaries in their call centre lives.

In Chapter 33, Lee and Li Wei look at creative and critical uses of English in three Sino-
phone spaces: New Chinglish as used in the written vernacular discourses of internet users
in Mainland China; Singlish as used in subversive writings, text-based artefacts and govern-
ment communications in Singapore; and Kongish as used in the Facebook-based Kongish
Daily and in social movement contexts in Hong Kong. Based on a translanguaging approach,
the authors offer a different analytical perspective on the notion of ‘varieties of English’ by
focusing on the transgressive, subversive and turbulent qualities of heteroglossic, performa-
tive discourses. They highlight the spontaneous and dynamic nature of language use in the
Sinophone world, with an eye on how resources from English are strategically appropriated
and blended with Sinitic-language resources in various locales.

In Chapter 34, the final chapter of Section 4, Saraceni, Schneider and Bélanger argue that
the uses of English in Europe are such that the position of Britain within or outside the EU is
irrelevant for the future of English in intercontinental Europe. In their chapter, echoing the
arguments put forward by Seidlhofer (this volume), they offer a perspective of English in
Europe that is beyond a naturalised concept of nation as the sole dimension of social identity.
They illustrate how English is the language of cosmopolitan communities and how such
communities are not only transnational in a physical sense but also represent sociocultural
identities that are alternative to those that run along national lines.

Chapter 35, ‘Variation across Englishes: Phonology’, by Deterding is the opening chap-
ter of Section 5. There is substantial variation in the pronunciation of Englishes around the
world, but, at the same time, varieties of the outer circle which originated in colonial set-
tings often share a range of features of pronunciation, including the absence of dental frica-
tives, monophthongal realisation of the FACE and GoAT vowels, a relative absence of reduced
vowels, syllable-based rhythm and widespread occurrence of spelling pronunciation. In this
chapter, short recordings of one speaker of English from each of Singapore, Nigeria and
India illustrate these features of pronunciation. While their pronunciation is quite distinct,
reflecting their national variety of English, they all exhibit these features of pronunciation,
thereby setting such outer-circle styles of speech apart from inner-circle accents typically
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found in the United Kingdom, the United States and Australia. It is suggested that none of
these outer-circle shared features of pronunciation interfere with successful international
communication, and they may even enhance intelligibility in English as a lingua franca set-
tings, and outer-circle Englishes may be at the forefront in developing trends in the ways
English is spoken around the world. In Chapter 36, ‘English Language Teachers in Context:
Who Teaches What, Where and Why?’, Dewey explores the impact of global Englishes on
our understanding of the professional suitability of English language teachers, examining
this in relation to notions of teacher identity, level and kind of experience, professional prep-
aration and the concept of expertise. In their chapter on the distinction of innovations and
errors, Li and He note that the line between error and innovation in English is fuzzy. Much
of that fuzziness is rooted in the linguistic inconsistency of Standard English as a semiotic
system, as reflected in tremendous phonetic and lexico-grammatical variation, making it
very untidy and learner-unfriendly. The authors argue that, to make meaning locally, English
as additional language (EAL) learners and users have no choice but to indigenise English to
meet their locally relevant lingua-cultural needs. Apparent deviations from Standard English
norms can no longer be held as a dictum for indiscriminately dismissing EAL meaning-
making acts as ‘errors’. On the contrary, such deviations must be seen as a legitimate voice,
or ‘innovations’.

Chapter 38, “Which Test of English and Why’, focuses on testing the ability of users of
English as a lingua franca to communicate effectively with other users of English. Tomlinson
takes the position that such users do not need to attain native speaker accuracy, but they do
need to achieve international intelligibility and to develop such vital communication skills
as accommodation, collaboration and gaining clarification. Tomlinson argues that ELF users
should be assessed on their ability to interact effectively in spoken and written discourse in
order to achieve intended outcomes in the lifelike contexts they are likely to find themselves
in rather than on their declarative knowledge of a standard English and their ability to inter-
act accurately with native speakers. He evaluates standard approaches to testing in relation
to this purpose and proposes assessment activities for ELF users.

Chapter 39, ‘Academic English: A Standardised Knowledge?” is the final chapter of Sec-
tion 5. In this chapter, the authors, Mauranen, Pérez-Llantada and Swales, describe the socio-
historic contexts academic discourse is ascribed to in order to highlight the rapid changes
that are taking place in academic practices, above all the way the technological affordances
of the internet enable multimodal text composing, prompting the emergence of hybrid
genres. They also discuss the widespread use and extremely complex variation of academic
Englishes, or second-order language contact varieties that reflect preferences beyond lexi-
cogrammatical correctness and instantiate the influence of different writing cultures. Finally,
they critically assess how the rich diversity of academic Englishes varieties not only resists
but also contests discourse homogenisation and standardisation both in the written and the
spoken mode.

As with the first edition, the last chapter of the Handbook, Chapter 40, on the future of
English, goes to Pennycook. He argues that whether the future of English should be seen in
terms of its continuation as a global language, a plurality of varieties or its ultimate demise
depends equally on global economic and political changes and theoretical and ideological
approaches to how we think about language. To argue for one, many or no Englishes is to
operate not only from a set of assumptions about how language and political economy are
interdependent but also from perspectives that construe languages along particular lines (as
nationally defined, countable entities, for example). It is important, therefore, to think about
English and globalisation outside the frameworks that gave rise to contemporary models of
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language and the world. In dealing with English in an uneven world, we need to understand
its historical formation within forms of nationalism and imperialism; its contemporary roles
in the inequitable distribution of resources and the threat it may pose to other languages,
cultures and ways of being. We also need to appreciate, however, how English is locally
positioned, not only its appropriation and relocalisation by diverse users but also its ideologi-
cal reconfiguration in different contexts. This requires detailed understandings of the local
entanglements of English in linguistic, cultural, material and ideological terms.

To this I would add a major reason commonly cited for the increasing global use and roles
of English has been American power, but that this power may now be weakening. Under the
presidency of Trump, American moral authority has been damaged, possibly mortally, and
Trump’s inward-looking focus has undermined America’s political status in many parts of
the world. The extent to which China is able to replace America in these contexts will have a
significant influence of the future roles of English. China’s own lack of moral authority may
undermine its drive to fill the vacuum caused by America’s departure, but it is inevitable that
the worldwide roles of Chinese will increase. Yet the growth of world Englishes, the role
of English as the international lingua franca and, above all, the fact that its new users have
taken ownership of English suggest that it will remain the world’s most spoken language,
both intranationally and internationally as a lingua franca for some time to come.

To conclude this introduction, I reiterate that it is impossible for a Handbook such as
this to encompass all varieties of World Englishes and all the developments and debates
that surround the use of English in today’s world. I hope, however, that the chapters in this
second edition of the Handbook prove both informative and stimulating and provide food
for thought. In closing, I would like to thank all the authors here represented for their happy
willingness to contribute to the Handbook and hope they feel that their hard work has been
worthwhile. I would also to place on record my thanks to the editors at Routledge for their
expertise and help in producing the final product.

Finally, the time between the publication of the first and second editions has seen the
untimely passing of two contributors to these editions, ‘tope Omoniyi and Farzad Sharifian.
It is to their memory that this Handbook is dedicated.
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Standardized English

The history of the earlier circles

Daniel R. Davis

Introduction

Before the Three Circles

Kachru (1992: 356) describes the Three Circles model of the sociolinguistic profile of Eng-
lish as consisting of “three concentric circles,” representing “the types of spread, the pat-
terns of acquisition, and the functional allocation of English in diverse cultural contexts.”
McArthur (1998: 97), substituting the description “contiguous ovals” for “concentric cir-
cles,” draws attention to the “smaller unlabelled ovals belonging presumably to the past.”
The purpose of this chapter is to give a brief history of those earlier ovals or circles, bearing
in mind that Kachru’s model enables a contextualization that has both historical and present-
day sociolinguistic significance (Kachru 2008: 568). The smaller unlabelled circles signify
ecarlier forms of English in time, or they signify sociolinguistic profiles or ideologies of
English inspired by those earlier forms but written on today’s map (see Milroy 2002: 9—12
on language history as a legitimizing ideology). As Kachru states:

The Inner Circle is inner with reference to the origin and spread of the language, and the
Outer is outer with reference to geographical expansion of the language — the historical
stages in the initiatives to locate the English language beyond the traditional English-speak-
ing Britain; the motivations, strategies, and agencies involved in the spread of English; the
methodologies involved in the acquisition of the language; and the depth in terms of social
penetration of the English language to expand its functional range in various domains, includ-
ing those of administration, education, political discourses, literary creativity, and media.
(Kachru 2008: 568)

It is fundamental to Kachru’s model that the historical contexts of the movement of English
have an effect on the sociolinguistic manifestation of world Englishes today.

Periodization

A useful periodization of English, based on Hogg et al. (1992-2001) and Ringe (2006), is
given in Table 1.1.
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Table 1.1 Periodization of the history of the English language

Date Period Initiated Defining Event
3000 BCE Proto-Germanic Grimm’s Law (sound change)
449 CE Old English Anglo-Saxon invasion of Britain
1066 CE Middle English Norman conquest of England
1476 CE Early Modern English First printing press in England
1776 CE Modern English First colonial transfer of sovereignty (USA)
1997 CE ? Last colonial transfer of sovereignty (Hong Kong)

Source: based on Hogg et al. 1992-2001

The periodization adopted in the Cambridge History is based loosely on external events
which held significance for the later development of the language.

Proto-Germanic period

Grimm’s Law (the first consonant shift)

Old English, in common with Gothic, Old Norse, and Old High German, descends from
Proto-Germanic, which itself descends from Proto-Indo-European. The Indo-European
language family includes not only the Germanic languages but also Sanskrit and the
Indic languages, Persian, Greek, Latin and the Romance languages, the Celtic languages,
Armenian, Albanian, Lithuanian, and the Slavic languages (useful charts appear in Morris
1969; Arlotto 1972: 107; Mallory 1989: 15). Proto-Germanic is the hypothetical parent
language reconstructed on the basis of the earliest surviving texts in the Germanic daugh-
ter languages; Proto-Indo-European is the hypothetical parent language reconstructed on
the basis of the earliest surviving texts in all of the Indo-European languages. Grimm’s
Law (the first Germanic sound shift) separates the Germanic languages from the other
branches of Indo-European. It was identified by Rasmus Rask as early as 1810 and given
popular form by Jakob Grimm in 1822 (Collinge 1995: 203). A set of regular correspon-
dences, one of which occurred between /p/ in Latin, Greek, and Sanskrit; an absence
(“zero”) in Old Irish; and a fricative /f/ in Gothic, Old English, and Old High German,
was identified. For example, Sanskrit pitar, Greek nazip [pater], and Latin pater have a
/p/ where Old Irish athir lacks the /p/ and where /f/ occurs in Gothic fadar, Old English
feeder, Old High German fater, and Old Norse fadir (all related or cognate words for
‘father,” Buck 1933: 121; Bammesberger 1992: 35; Ringe 2006: 79). The correspondence
p : fis regular in that it can be expected to occur in more than one example, so, taking
the word meaning ‘foot,” we see Sanskrit pat, Greek wod¢ [pous], Latin pés (Old Irish is
left out, as the word for ‘foot’ is not related; see Buck 1949: 243-244), Gothic fotus, Old
English f6¢, Old High German fuoz, and Old Norse fotr (Buck 1933: 121; Robinson 1992:
6; Ringe 2006: 94). By hypothesizing a parent language from which all of these lan-
guages descended and by suggesting that all p’s become f’s (p > f) within one dialect area
of that parent language, a linguistic history can be told, tracing the development of one
parent language, Proto- (meaning: hypothetical) Indo-European, through different sound
changes in different regions to result in differentiated daughter languages. When p > f,
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the daughter language Proto-Germanic came into being. Other sound changes within the
Proto-Germanic language gave rise to the daughter Germanic languages (Gothic, Old
English, etc.) in turn. These “granddaughter” languages (and their daughters following
on) still show evidence of the p > f change that separated their mother, Proto-Germanic,
from her mother, Proto-Indo-European. Nearly all of the consonants of non-loanwords in
all of the older and present-day Germanic languages are the output of Grimm’s Law and
so show its effect. In Modern English, these include voiceless fricatives /f, 8, h, h"/ (and
also, in special cases covered by Verner’s Law, voiced fricatives /v, 0/), voiceless stops
/p, t, k, k%/, and voiced stops /b, d, g/. The history of how a language breaks up into a
family of related languages can be told in terms of a sequence of regular sound changes,
and the sound changes involved in Grimm’s Law mark the divergence of the Germanic
languages from the rest of the Indo-European family.

The concept of regular sound change enables historians of the language to comment
on the direction and in some cases timing of word borrowing. The sound change p > f in
Germanic languages suggests that the word father ‘male parent” has existed in English from
the present day back through Early Modern, Middle, and Old English and Proto-Germanic
to the time in which the p > f change occurred. By contrast, the word paternal ‘pertaining
to the male parent’ must have been borrowed from Latin into English some time after the
sound change p > f was no longer in operation (otherwise one would expect paternal to have
undergone p > f to produce *faternal). Borrowing, supported by sound change, can be used
as a form of historical evidence for contact between speakers of different languages, placed
alongside archaeological and social historical evidence to allow the external or social history
of the language to be told.

Language and social contact in the Germanic period

Archaeological and linguistic evidence places the early speakers of Germanic languages
in Denmark and southern Sweden as late as 500 BCE and perhaps as early as 2000 BCE.
Roman historical records at the beginning of the Christian Era (roughly 100 BCE to 100 CE)
locate the Germanic tribes east of the Rhine and south of Denmark (Mallory 1989: 85;
Robinson 1992: 16-17), indicating the spread of the Germanic peoples and various types of
contact (including trade and warfare) with the Romans. This can be seen in early borrowings
from Germanic into Latin and the reverse: Lat sapo ‘soap’ < Gmce *saip(i)on (Buck 1949:
453); Gmc *kaup- (seen in OE c¢éap ‘bargain, price,” OHG kouf, ModE cheap ‘inexpensive’)
< Lat. caupé ‘merchant, small trader, innkeeper’ (Hoad 1986: 72; Serjeantson 1935: 291;
Ringe 2006: 296).

Kastovsky (1992: 301-302; using Serjeantson 1935: 271-277) estimates that there are
approximately 170 loanwords from Latin to Germanic during this period, showing Roman
influence in commerce, agriculture, building, military and legal institutions, and household
items. These early loanwords are identified through the existence of corresponding forms in
other Germanic languages (implying early borrowing) or by their phonological shape (show-
ing the effect of the earlier sound changes in Old English or not showing the effect of later
changes in Vulgar Latin). Further examples (cited in their OE form) include stréet “paved
road’ (ModE street), coper ‘copper,” purpur ‘purple,” socc ‘shoe, sock,” candel ‘candle,’
butere ‘butter,” win ‘wine,” cupp(e) ‘cup,’ panne ‘pan,’ cycene ‘kitchen,’ pipor, piper ‘pepper,’
and plante ‘plant’.

15



Daniel R. Davis

Old English 449-1066
Social history and its linguistic effects

The Roman Empire in Britain 43—410 CE

At the time of Julius Caesar’s attempted invasion during the Gallic War (55-54 BCE), south-
ern Britain was inhabited by speakers of the Brythonic or Brittonic branch of Celtic, dis-
tributed in tribal or ethnic regional kingdoms much like the Celts in Gaul (modern France).
Starting in 43 CE, the Romans conquered this area, created fortifications and towns, and
ruled Britain as a colony for 360 years. During this time, several hundred loanwords entered
into British and Irish from Latin (Lewis 1980: 31, 38, 45; Jackson 1953: 76, 227, 412).
Examples include British *pont ‘bridge’ (seen in Modern Welsh pont) < L. pons, pontis and
British *eclésia ‘church’ (seen in ModW eglwys, Cornish eglos, Old Irish eclais [eglif], and
the British place name Eccles) < L. ecclésia.

The settlement of the Angles, Saxons, and Jutes 449 CE

As the Roman Empire declined in the fifth century CE, Irish and Scots from Ireland and Picts
from present-day Scotland began to raid Romano-British settlements south of Hadrian’s
Wall. The Romano-British ruler Vortigern (etymologically in British, this name can be ana-
lyzed as ‘over-lord,” suggesting that it may have been a title) enlisted the help of Germanic
mercenaries, who, seeing the weakness of the British, began to occupy lands in the east of
Britain, following the river valleys inland and moving from east to west during the next 250
years. The Romano-British town and villa- (rural estate-) based economy collapsed, and the
British Celts were subjugated or were pushed to the west. They resisted but ultimately were
able to defend only isolated regions in the west: the corners and upland areas of Cornwall,
Wales, Cumbria (the northwestern corner of present-day England, that is, the Lakes District),
and southern Scotland. Some Britons fled to Gaul, settling in what is now Brittany in modern
France. British thus grew into three separate languages, Welsh, Cornish, and Breton (Jack-
son 1953: 194-219; Russell 2007: 188—189). As the Germanic tribes pushed west, political
power coalesced into seven kingdoms known as the Heptarchy: Wessex, Essex, Sussex,
Kent, East Anglia, Mercia, and Northumbria. Of these, Kent, Northumbria (625-75 CE),
Mercia (650-825 CE), and Wessex (800—-1050 CE) held varying and successively greater
degrees of prominence and influence throughout the Old English period (Toon 1992: 416),
and this had an indirect effect on the development, recognition, and literary productivity of
the dialects of Old English.

Contact with the British Celts

English place name evidence shows that there was some contact between the Britons and
the Germanic invaders. Jackson divides Britain into four areas with progressively greater
survival of Celtic river names, reflecting the extent to which the British-speaking popula-
tion survived at the time of conquest (Jackson 1953: 228-230). Earlier theories of genocide
or total depopulation are no longer supported (Jackson 1953: 229; Filppula et al. 2008: 14).
Nevertheless, less than ten words were borrowed from British into Old English, and the
only four uncontested are: binn ‘manger,” brocc ‘badger,” cumb ‘valley,” and luh ‘sea, pool’
(Coates 2007: 177; Kastovsky 1992: 318). Schrijver (2007) argues that the borrowings from
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Latin into British occurred in the Highland areas during Roman rule and that southeastern
Britain was populated by Latin speakers by the time of the Anglo-Saxon invasion. This
hypothesis explains the larger number of Latin as opposed to Celtic loanwords, as the Ger-
manic settlers moving from east to west came into contact with Romano-British Latin speak-
ers in the first instance. Tristram (2004) re-examines the evidence for contact between the
British and the Anglo-Saxons and, following White (2002, 2003), suggests that significant
numbers of British speakers may have survived in the southwest and north and over genera-
tions acquired a grammatically modified, low-prestige form of Old English. This would not
have appeared in the written record, for which more conservative, high-prestige dialects
were used. When the high-prestige form of Old English was submerged after the Norman
conquest, some of these British Celtic-derived (the progressive aspect in the southwest)
or Celtic-influenced features (invariable case and gender inflection of nouns, pronouns,
adjectives, and the definite article, starting in the north) survived and spread in the various
regional dialects of Middle English. Filppula (2008) considers the history of this question
and identifies four syntactic features present in the Celtic languages, in Celtic Englishes,
and in English in general, which are not present in other Germanic languages: The internal
possessor construction (He's got a nasty wound on his head), the periphrastic use of do, the
progressive -ing aspect, and cleft constructions (/¢ 5 father who did if). The body of evidence
and the debate over it is reviewed extensively in Filppula et al. (2008); a polemical version
is popularized in McWhorter (2008).

Latin loanwords in Old English

Old English continued the Germanic tradition of adopting loanwords from Latin.

Those borrowed during the period of settlement (450-650 CE) show the influence of
early Old English sound changes. Sound changes are not always able to provide a basis for
clearly dating these terms and distinguishing them from the first group. Serjeantson’s list
gives 112 loanwords from this period, including some words from the semantic field or dis-
course area of religion (Serjeantson 1935: 277-281). Examples are: peegel ‘pail,’ pere ‘pear,’
tritht ‘trout,” nunne ‘nun,” and seetern-(deeg) ‘Saturday.’

After St Augustine’s mission to the English in 597 CE, English kings, followed by
their subjects, converted to Christianity. Latin was the language of the Roman Catholic
Church and was used as the language of religious services and in the administration of
church affairs. Monasteries were founded, and the schools attached to them promoted
the study and copying of biblical and other Latin texts (Baugh and Cable 2002: 84).
The British and Irish Celts had converted earlier, and the influence of Irish missionaries
can be seen in the insular half-uncial script adopted in the English monasteries and in
the linguistic form of the word cross, which, though subject to debate, shows the effect
of the Irish sound change ks > s (Hogg 1992a: 11; Kastovsky 1992: 319). This led to a
fairly large number of borrowings into English from Latin, often influenced by written
forms and thus closer to classical Latin when compared with earlier loanwords. This
tendency was reinforced by the monastic reforms of the tenth century (Kastovsky 1992:
307; Baugh and Cable 2002: 87-90). The important economic role of the monasteries as
major landholders and as introducers of agricultural improvements is also seen in these
words. Serjeantson (1935: 281-288) lists 244 terms in discourse fields similar to earlier
borrowing but with a greater number relating to religion. Some of the words borrowed
in this third period are: spendan ‘spend,’ purs ‘purse,’ coc, cocere ‘cook,’ créda ‘creed,’
paradis ‘paradise,” and scol ‘school.’
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Contact with Old Norse

From the eighth through tenth centuries CE, social and political conditions in Scandinavia
encouraged sea raiders or Vikings to set out on long voyages in search of wealth and power
(Loyn 1977: 9-30). The Vikings attacked and eventually settled in numerous coastal, island,
and river locations in the Baltic, the North Sea, and the Atlantic, including Russia, the Brit-
ish Isles, France, Iceland, and Greenland (Baugh and Cable 2002: 92). They appeared in
England in 787 CE and sacked Lindisfarne monastery in 793 CE. During the ninth century,
Danes began settling in the east and Norwegians in the west. A Danish army threatened
to conquer the entire country but was defeated by the English king Alfred at Eddington in
Wiltshire. In the Treaty of Wedmore (reported variously as 878 or 886 CE), Alfred and the
Danish leader Guthrum established the Danelaw: an area in the north and east of England in
which the Danes and Norwegians could settle and within which the law had a Scandinavian
basis. Danish settlers took up unoccupied land in the midst of the earlier Anglian population
in this area. (See Strang 1970: 319; Wakelin 1988: 69—70.) Later attacks ultimately led to
a period of Danish rule in all of England under Canute and his son from 1016-1042 (Kas-
tovsky 1992: 325).

Lexical borrowing from Old Norse began during the Old English period, with 30 words
appearing before 1020 CE (hisbonda ‘householder, husband,’ feolaga “fellow,” lagu ‘law,’
utlaga ‘outlaw,” wrang ‘wrong’) and another 30 by 1150 CE (cnif ‘knife,” diegan ‘to die,’
hittan ‘to meet with’ [ModE hit], tacan ‘touch, take’). Many of these pertain to the law and
the sea (Serjeantson 1935: 63—70). A large number of loanwords from Old Norse (between
400 and 1000) appeared during the Middle English period: anger, bag, cake, dirt, flat, fog,
happy, ill, leg, low, neck, odd, raise, seem, silver, skin, sky, want, window (Burnley 1992:
421). Kastovsky (1992: 327-328) points out that, “Borrowings of the type encountered here
normally presuppose either a fair amount of mutual intelligibility or relatively widespread
bilingualism, and a considerable period of coexistence of the two languages involved.”
Thomason and Kaufman (1988: 274) draw attention to a “sizable but lesser amount of gram-
matical influence.” These dialects later played a key role in the development of a standard-
ized form of English, accounting for the third plural personal pronoun they, them, and their
replacing the Old English forms, and possibly involved in the development and spread of
present third singular verbal inflection -s replacing -eth (Nielsen 1998: 183—184). Modern
non-standard dialects of English in these areas show even greater influence, retaining Scan-
dinavian forms such as kirk ‘church’ < ON kirkja, laik ‘play’ < ON leika, and lop ‘flea’ < ON
hloppa (Wakelin 1988: 77-84).

Grammatical features

Old English was still to some extent a case-inflected language. Readers who have experience
of Sanskrit, Greek, or Latin will understand this, as will those who have studied Modern
German. In a case-inflected language, number and the grammatical function of the noun
phrase in the sentence is indicated by some form of morphological marking, such as an
inflectional ending, on the noun or associated adjectives or determiners. The names of the
cases are drawn from Latin and include nominative (the ending typically used for the subject
function), accusative (typically for the direct object function), genitive (typically for the pos-
sessor), and dative (typically for the indirect object and for the object of most prepositions in
Old English). Individual cases frequently identify more than one grammatical function in a
language, and the functions identified by a particular case vary from language to language.
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For example, accusative case marks the direct object (hé ofslog pone aldorman ‘He killed
the mayor’) but also an adverb denoting extent of space or time (pa sceton hiée pone winter
cet Cwatbrycge ‘they then stayed that winter at Bridgenorth’) and the object of a preposition
implying movement (Quirk, Wrenn and Deskis 1994: 60—61). A further challenge for learn-
ers is that a particular noun belongs to a specific declension; that is, it exhibits a patterned
set of endings. For example, the nouns sta@n ‘stone’ and cyning ‘king’ have the inflection -as
in nominative and accusative plural, whereas /ufu ‘love’ and falu ‘tale’ have the forms /ufa
and fala in nominative and accusative plural.

Within a declension, there are overlaps in the patterning: the nominative and accusative
singular are frequently identical. When this happens, the accompanying determiner (mascu-
line accusative singular demonstrative pone in the previous two examples) may help to iden-
tify the grammatical function of the noun phrase. However, as Hogg (1992b: 133) states, the
increasing similarity of various case endings throughout the Old English period emphasizes
the extent to which late Old English was dependent on other means (word order and prepo-
sitions) to indicate subject and object. The overall structure of the Old English case system
strongly resembles Modern German: determiners and pronouns rather than noun markers
seem to bear the functional load of identifying case (Hogg 2002: 18). In addition, certain
inflectional forms (such as plural -as declension) began to expand at the expense of forms
in other declensions. Remnants of the displaced declensions survive in Middle and Modern
English, as can be seen in the plural forms of Modern English irregular nouns (child/children,
sheep/sheep, foot/feet). Most grammatical survivals from Old English undergo regulariza-
tion in later forms of English (both standardized and non-standardized varieties, with regu-
larization more advanced in non-standard varieties). The survivors become grammatical
peeves or sticking points within the ideology of the prescriptive grammatical tradition.

Middle English 1066-1476
Social history and its linguistic effects

English submerged

The Norman Conquest of Britain in 1066 CE is the traditional date for the beginning of the
Middle English period. William, Duke of Normandy (in modern France), took advantage
of a period of social chaos following the death of Edward the Confessor and the election
of Harold to the English throne to advance his own claim. He and his followers invaded
England, defeated Harold at the Battle of Hastings in Sussex, and reestablished the feudal
hierarchy with a predominance of Anglo Norman (French) speakers in the upper classes.
Stenton (1943: 548-549, 618) attributes the Norman success to their ability to fight on horse-
back, to their rapid construction of motte-and-bailey earthwork fortifications to secure ter-
ritory against revolt, and to William’s insistence that his followers observe the pre-existing
framework of feudal rights and obligations in the lands with which he rewarded their service.
Berndt (1969: 370-377) states that there was no mass immigration from France, estimating
that at most 10 per cent of the population of England was of French origin. In some towns,
there were sizeable communities of Normans, but this was nowhere greater than 50 per cent
in any community. There were more French in the clergy and in the land-holding nobility,
particularly among the most powerful.

As a result of the conquest, England became a trilingual society, with Latin as the lan-
guage of official records (displacing Old English); French as the language of royalty and the
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upper nobility; and English as the language of the lower classes, particularly the peasants.
All three languages were used in the Roman Catholic Church, with French spoken by many
clergymen, Latin used as the language of the liturgy, and English used to communicate
with the mass of worshippers. The growing towns and cities were also multilingual, with
the number of French speakers varying but not greater than half of the speakers. During the
twelfth century CE, French was used in literature, but at the same time, there are indications
that English was becoming a household language for some members of the upper classes.
By the thirteenth century, this seems to have been the norm. At this time, a central dialect of
French enjoyed prestige as an additional language amongst the nobility, and Norman French
(or “Anglo-Norman”) acquired a provincial reputation (Smith 1992: 48-52; Burnley 1992:
423-428). Kibbee (1991) gives an authoritative and detailed discussion of the role of French
and the distribution of French speakers at different periods.

The reemergence of English

Traditionally, the reemergence of English is treated in the context of social developments
of the 1300s. However, it might be revealing in the context of world Englishes to see that
this reemergence took place after more than 200 years of Norman attempts to control the
marginalised Celtic societies of the British Isles. Having achieved the conquest of England
in 1066 and the enumeration of this conquest in the Domesday Book of 1086, the Normans
extended their field of operation to Wales, Ireland, and Scotland. In each of these opera-
tions, soldiers and settlers were drawn from England, Wales, and Flanders in Belgium. Each
resulted in diglossic societies with English and Celtic languages in some kind of equilibrium.
The central events of the fourteenth century no doubt influenced the status of the English
language on the Celtic periphery, but the reverse, that events on the periphery may well have
influenced the status of the English language in England, deserves further attention.

During the fourteenth century, the status of French and English changed. John Trevisa’s
commentary suggests that, following first outbreak of the bubonic plague (in 1348—1350),
French lost prestige and English gained prestige in education and in the upper classes (Smith
1992: 52-53, citing Leith 1983: 30; Sisam 1921: 149). The Black Death caused the death of
up to one third of the population and created a labour shortage, leading to the gradual eman-
cipation of serfs, the development of paid labour, and the growth of a middle class populated
by increasing numbers of English speakers. At the same time, the experience of fighting
in France against the French during Hundred Years’ War (1337-1453) made the Anglo-
Norman nobility more aware of their Englishness. This process had begun earlier, when
Anglo-Norman lords were forced to choose between their English and French lands owing
to the English king John’s refusal to swear fealty (as Duke of Normandy) to Philip, King
of France. Parliament opened in English in 1362. (Baugh and Cable 2002: 128, 141-148;
Kibbee 1991: 58-62).

French loanwords into Middle English

There are at least 1000 loanwords from French into Middle English. As was the case with
Scandinavian loanwords, there is a small trickle of words at first during a lag period of sev-
eral centuries, followed by a flood of loanwords. The difference is that the social domain of
Old Norse loanwords, that of everyday life, suggests a degree of social equality between Old
English and Old Norse, whereas the French loanwords in Middle English are associated with
institutional power and high culture. Castle was borrowed before the conquest; others that

20



Standardized English

follow have to do with politics (were ‘war,” pais ‘peace,’ iustise ‘justice”) and religion (mir-
acle, messe ‘mass,’ clerc ‘educated person, cleric’; see Burnley 1992: 429-430). In the early
loanwords, Norman French ¢ appears where later borrowings from Central French have ch
(catch versus chase); w appears for later gu (warrant versus guarantee). Textbooks (Brinton
and Arnovick 2006: 237; Millward 1996: 199-200) follow Serjeantson (1935) in dividing
these into semantic fields including social relationships and ranks (parentage, aunt, cousin,
duke), household and furnishings (chair, table, lamp, couch, mirror, towel, blanket), food
and eating (dinner, supper, fry, plate, salad, fruit, beef, pork), fashion (fashion, dress, but-
ton, jewel), sports and entertainment (tournament, dance, chess, fool, prize, tennis, audience,
entertain, recreation), the arts (art, painting, color, music, poet, story), education (study,
science, university, grammar, test, pen, pencil, paper), medicine (medicine, surgeon, pain,
disease, cure, poison), government (government, city, village, office, rule, court, police,
tax, mayor, citizen), law (judge, jury, appeal, punish, prison, crime, innocent, just), reli-
gion (chapel, religion, confession, pray, faith, divine, salvation), the military (enemy, battle,
peace, force, capture, attack, army, navy, soldier, captain, march), and economic organiza-
tion and trades (grocer, tailor, mason). Everyday or general words borrowed include age,
catch, chance, change, close, enter, face, flower, fresh, hello, hurt, large, letter, move, pay,
people, please, poor, rock, save, search, sign, square, sure, touch, try, turn, and use. These
semantic fields reflect those sociolinguistic domains in which French was used and in which,
when the shift to English came, French vocabulary was borrowed because of its prestige and
other identity associations within those domains. The situation is in some respects compa-
rable to code mixing of English-origin words in Cantonese in informal situations in Hong
Kong during the period preceding the return to Chinese sovereignty: as Luke (1998: 157)
states, “Cantonese-English language mixing in Hong Kong is not merely a way of talking
about new experiences, but, perhaps more importantly, the linguistic reflection of how dif-
ferent groups in society respond to these new objects, institutions, and experiences.” Li
(2002: 84) elaborates on Luke’s model, “orientational mixing allows for dynamic manipula-
tion, or ‘display’, of the speaker’s social identities and distance vis-a-vis the interlocutor(s).”

Loss of inflectional endings in Middle English

The most striking grammatical feature of Middle English is the loss of inflectional cases.
This happened during the early part of Middle English period when the sound change
termed “reduction” occurred. Unstressed /a/, /o/, /u/, and /e/ merged and were “reduced” to
/a/; then word-final and medial /o/ were lost. As a result, most noun endings were reduced
to those of the modern system (singular zero, possessive -(e)s, and plural -(e)s), and these
were generalized to nouns from other declensions, with some competition from the -en
plural from the Old English weak declension, seen in children, oxen, but also shoon or
shoen ‘shoes’. A more fixed word order and extensive use of prepositional constructions
developed with these changes. The subject came to occupy the first position in the sentence
(making nominative case marking redundant), the direct object came to occupy the position
after the verb (in place of accusative case marking), and the preposition fo came to mark the
indirect object, in place of dative marking. The preposition of marked non-possessive geni-
tive relationships (Brinton and Arnovick 2006: 266269, 271-272, 286-289; Lass 1992:
103-116). Adjective marking was greatly simplified, and the definite article was reduced
to a single invariable form.

Strong verbs began to undergo regularization to weak endings and thus appear with strong
and weak forms (halp beside helped) (Millward 1996: 175-178). The inflectional endings for
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verbs were reorganized differently in different dialects, as can be seen in the present indica-
tive plural -es in northern dialects, -e(n) or -es in Midland dialects, and -eth (as expected
from OE) in southern dialects (Brinton and Arnovick 2006: 284). Compared to this level of
variation, modern English variability in third singular present -s seems much less significant
but must be viewed in the light of the normativity that has accompanied standardization. The
same holds true for the surviving irregular forms, which often undergo some form of level-
ling in non-standardized dialects and varieties.

Early Modern English 1476-1776
Social history and its linguistic effects

Centralization of political power

The early modern period of the English language can be assigned to certain events marking
the end of the Middle Ages in England and the British Isles. In politics, the Tudor dynasty
emerged from the Wars of the Roses, marked by the defeat of Richard III by the Welsh-
descended Henry Tudor at Bosworth Field in 1485. In general, the Tudors favoured and
strengthened the central authority of the monarchy and supporting institutions at the expense
of the feudal nobility; this led to increased power for the House of Commons in parliament,
representing the urban merchants and rural gentry (smaller landowners).

Printing

While the strength of the Tudors clearly led to political centralization, the more important
event, from a linguistic perspective, was the establishment of the printing press in England
in 1476 CE. William Caxton set up his press in Chancery Lane, in the City of Westminster
(next to London), in close proximity to Chancery (later the Public Records Office). Texts,
which up to this point had been copied by hand, could be produced quickly and in much
larger numbers. This increased the potential audience for books, but forced printers, trans-
lators, and authors to confront the problem of dialect variation. In order to sell the largest
possible number of books, printers tended to choose the most common or understandable of
several variant forms. This form was then reproduced in hundreds of copies of a book. Over
time, this contributed to the standardization of the written form of English (Harris and Taylor
1997: 87-92; Graddol, Leith and Swann 1996: 139-141; Bex 1996: 32-34).

Chancery, law, and administration

The location of Caxton’s press on Chancery Lane suggests a link between the forms he
adopted and the standardizing practices of the scribes recording government records. Samu-
els (1969: 407) identifies four “types of language that are less obviously dialectal, and . . .
thus cast light on the probable sources of the written standard English that appears in the
fifteenth century.” The fourth of these is the “Chancery Standard” found in “a flood of gov-
ernment documents that starts in the years following 1430 (411). Nielsen (2005: 131-150)
explains that clerks were carefully trained and that Chancery documents were sent through-
out England in large numbers. There are disagreements over the details: the role of Chan-
cery is amplified in a series of papers by Fisher (1996) to an extent that is questioned by
Benskin (2004). Rissanen (2000), tracing four variables in the Helsinki Corpus, finds that
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in the case of future modal auxiliaries (shall vs. will), the legal records’ preference for shall
is outweighed by increasing preference for will in the speech-like genres. A preference for
compound adverbs (hereby, therefore) in legal and administrative texts is eventually over-
turned in favour of prepositional phrases more generally. On the other hand, provided that
seems to have spread from law texts to other genres, and legal texts led the way in relying
on not . . . any as opposed to double negative not . . . no.

The city of London

Keene (2000) reviews the role played by the city of London in the development of standard
English from 1100-1700. Though geographically on the margins of Europe, London was by
far the largest city in the British Isles and was a centre of local, regional, and international
commerce, manufacture, and immigration from other parts of Britain.

London is likely to have had an influence on the emergence of Standard English not
primarily as a site of government and power but rather as an engine of communication
and exchange. . . . Key processes to consider would include the establishment of fellow-
ship, trust and norms which fostered understanding and an ability quickly to conclude
deals in acknowledged and repeatable ways.

(Keene 2000: 111)

The wealth generated in these exchanges led to the further growth of the middle class. On the
one hand, immigration from other parts of Britain enabled dialect items to enter the feature
pool of standardizing English. On the other, competition within and insecurity about the
social hierarchy encouraged selection and codification (Knowles 1997: 128-29).

The Reformation

In the Protestant Reformation (1517 CE), factions (later denominations) broke off from
the Roman Catholic Church in Germany, England, and other countries while in most cases
retaining an official monopoly of religious practice under the authority of local and national
leaders. Barber (1976: 71) explains that, in England, the debate between advocates and
opponents of the Reformation occurred in English, as authors wanted to reach the widest
possible audience. Vernacular translations of the bible and the liturgy were authorized and
used at home and in religious services. The language of these translations had prestige and
exposure, providing a consistent prose model and source of idiom and style (Millward 1996:
225; Knowles 1997: 94—-100).

Expansion of vocabulary

Nevalainen (1999: 350-352, citing Wermser 1976: 40) indicates that, “borrowing is by far
the most common method of enriching the lexicon in Early Modern English.” Thousands of
words were borrowed during this time, ranging between 40 per cent and 53 per cent of all
new words. By contrast, Cannon (1987) shows that borrowing is less than 10 per cent of the
new words in American English from 1963-1981.

Latin is the primary source language for loans into Early Modern English, ranging from
45 per cent to 60 per cent, except during the first quarter of the eighteenth century, when the
percentage dropped to 37.9 per cent (Gorlach 1991: 166, citing Wermser 1976: 45). Over
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half of the loanwords from 1560-1670 come from Latin, and these are primarily learned
and specialist terminology, reflecting both the Renaissance interest in Roman and Greek
culture and the growth of science (Nevalainen 1999: 364-365; Leith et al. 2007: 79-96).
Barber (1976: 169-172; with examples supplemented by Serjeantson 1935: 264-265) identi-
fies sciences of medicine (cadaver, delirium, virus), anatomy (appendix, vertebra), biology
(fungus, pollen, species), physics (spectrum, vacuum), and mathematics (area, multiplicand,
radius), as well as religion (relapse), grammar (copula), rhetoric (caesura), logic (data,
tenet), philosophy (crux, query, transcendental), fine arts (literati), classical civilization
(gorgon, rostrum, toga), public affairs (militia, veto), and geography (aborigines, peninsula)
as major fields for Latin loanwords. Glosses are omitted to save space, and there is some
overlap that can only be decided by careful examination of the initial borrowing context
(for example, virus could be medicine or biology). More general loanwords given in Barber
(1976: 172) include relaxation, invitation, relevant, investigate, commemorate, and officiate.

Gorlach (1991: 166, citing Wermser 1976: 45) states that French loanwords range between
20 per cent and 40 per cent of the loanwords in any given 15-year period from 15101724,
second only to Latin. Italian (1-14 per cent), Spanish (1-3 per cent), and Dutch (1-3 per
cent) each contribute small percentages, while the rest of the European languages (2—7 per
cent) are comparable to overseas loans (0.3—7 per cent). Gorlach (1991: 167-168) character-
izes the social context of the French loanwords: French occurred commonly in certain docu-
ments until the seventeenth century, knowledge of French was common among the nobility
and even more common in Scotland, large numbers of French and Flemish Protestants emi-
grated to England after the Edict of Nantes (protecting French Protestants) was revoked
in 1685, and there was a surge of popularity for French when English royalists returned
to England at the restoration of the monarchy in 1660. The loanwords reflect the status of
French as a marker of membership in an educated elite. The phonology of these loanwords
bears greater resemblance to the source forms in comparison to earlier borrowings from
French: Earlier fine, now [fain], shows the effect of the Great Vowel Shift (discussed further
subsequently), while later machine [mafin] does not. Other more Anglicized loans neverthe-
less reflect changes that had occurred in French at the time of borrowing (Nevalainen 1999:
369, citing Skeat 1970: 12—13). The loanwords fall into the domains of military (colonel,
cartridge, platoon, terrain, espionage), navy (pilot), diplomacy (envoy), commerce (indigo,
gauze), social terms (bourgeois, naive, class, etiquette), arts (crayon, memoir, nuance),
fashion (dishabille, rouge, corduroy), games, dancing (ballet), food (fricassee, casserole,
ligueur), medicine (migraine), and geography (glacier, avalanche). Most of these examples
are from Serjeantson (1935: 160-165), supplemented by Nevalainen 1999: 370).

Greek loans, often via Latin, pertain to classical civilization (alphabet, bathos) and scien-
tific terminology (crisis, meteorology, coma). Italian loans are for the most part via French
and include domains of trade (traffic, bankrupt), literature, music, architecture, and other arts
(carnival, cupola, sonnet, piano). Spanish loanwords include trade (anchovy, lime, cargo),
military (armada), and some cultural loans (sierra, guitar), particularly those connected
with the Americas (cannibal, potato, alligator, tobacco, vanilla). Dutch loans fall within the
domains of seafaring (yacht, cruise, jib) and trade (dock, excise, dollar, snuff’) but include
terms from other discourse areas and of more general use (knapsack, easel, sketch, drill,
skate). Portuguese loanwords reflect Portuguese trade and colonization in Asia and Brazil
(banana, molasses, teak, veranda, palaver). German loans include lobby, hamster, zinc,
quartz, iceberg, nickel; both steppe and mammoth are Russian loans. “Overseas” source
languages, primarily relating to the expanding trade networks of the fifteenth through eigh-
teenth centuries, include Turkish (horde, jackal, yogurt), Persian (turban, divan, bazaar,
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caravan), and Arabic (algebra, arsenal, jar, civet, tamarind, tarragon, alcohol, albacore,
couscous, sherbet, albatross). Contact with African languages introduced zebra, baobab,
and chimpanzee. Hindi, Urdu, and Tamil were the source of words including typhoon, toddy,
cot, bungalow, dungaree, and shampoo. Other source languages are Malay, Chinese, Japa-
nese, and native American languages (Nevalainen 1999: 374-376). It can be seen from these
brief lists that many of the words from Arabic entered English via other languages, including
French, Spanish, Italian, and Turkish (this had been going on since the Old English period
but seems to increase in the Early Modern English period). In selecting from others’ lists,
I have deliberately avoided terms evoking cultural stereotypes (such as assassin) and have
tried to include everyday words from a wide range of social activities. These lists conceal the
method (identifying source forms and sound changes in source and borrowing languages)
but also raise the problems of lexical attrition, meaning changes, and most of all borrowing
into developing local varieties in new overseas contexts versus related but not identical bor-
rowing into the standardizing metropolitan variety/ies.

The Great Vowel Shift

The most important change demarcating Middle English from Early Modern English was
the Great Vowel Shift. Although recent views take the position that this is a number of sound
changes taking place during the period 1400-1700, it is convenient to summarize these
under the general term Great Vowel Shift. In phonetic terms, the tongue height for long
vowels was raised, and high long vowels were diphthongized (see Table 1.2).

The Great Vowel Shift accounts for a number of irregularities and inconsistencies trou-
bling English speakers, learners, and readers to this day. It explains why children learning to
read in English have to learn qualitatively different long and short pronunciations of vowel
symbols, for example, long @ pronounced [e1] versus short @ pronounced [&], and rules
such as, “The long vowel says its name.” It explains some of the haphazardness of English
spelling, since this began to assume an increasingly fixed form while the vowel shift was
underway. It explains why learners of English have to memorize or ignore morphophono-
logical alternations such as south [sawf] versus southern [sadarn]. It explains some of the
regional and social variation encountered throughout the English-speaking world, in forms
such as root (pronounced with [u:] or [v]) and route ([u:] or [av]). Brinton and Arnovick

Table 1.2 The Great Vowel Shift

1400 1550 1640 Later

Bite i — ¢i (ai) — ¢i (i) — ar [a1]
Meet e — i — i — i
Meat € — € — e() — i
Mate a - a:/ee: — € — er

Out U - au (au) — ou (au) — au [ov]
Boot o - u: — u: — u:
Boat 2 - 2 — o: — ov/ev

X/Y =“X or'Y in some dialects or varieties”
X(Y) = “X or Y according to some accounts”
X [Y] = “X with allophone Y in some environments”

Source: Based on Lass 1999b: 85, with additions.
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(2006: 309-311) give three examples of varieties in which some aspects of the vowel shift
were not realized: Scottish English, which retains [u] in mouse; Irish English, which retains
[e] in fea; and Canadian (and some dialects of the United States) in which ME [i] and [u] are
not fully lowered to [ai] and [au] but in some environments are [a1] and [ow]. Smith (2004)
explores Northern versus Southern versions of the vowel shift and clarifies sociolinguistic
context and actuation.

In theory, the Great Vowel Shift should permit dating of loanwords, with those words
borrowed earlier undergoing the shift (as in the example of fine and machine previously).
In practice, this is not so clear. For example, the word route ‘way, course’ appears as a bor-
rowing from Anglo-Norman in the thirteenth century; the modern British and American
pronunciation [ru:t] can only be explained as a re-borrowing from French after the Great
Vowel Shift had diphthongized /u:/ to /au/ (Hoad 1986: 409). The currently spreading and
standardizing American pronunciation [rast] must be either a spelling pronunciation (influ-
enced by out, shout, etc.) or possibly was borrowed from French into a particular British
regional dialect before that dialect had undergone the Great Vowel Shift, the output of which
then appeared after transportation to America. It can be seen that the vowel shift is of limited
utility in the face of the expansion of literacy and the dialect mixing that must have accom-
panied standardization, as the survival and standardization of the [e1] pronunciation of great
and steak (next to eat and freak with [i:]) suggest.

Grammatical developments in Early Modern English

Three major grammatical developments listed by Lass (1999a: 11) are: the replacement of
third singular present -(e)th by -(e)s; the loss of the -(e)n marker of verb plurals and infini-
tives; and the displacement of second singular personal pronouns thou, thee, thy, thine with
the second plural ye (later you), you, your, yours. In syntax, do-support is gradually restricted
to negative, interrogative, and emphatic clauses, and the progressive is developed.

Early Modern English allowed a great deal of grammatical variation that was later pro-
scribed within the grammatical tradition. Brinton and Arnovick (2006: 327-354) give a host
of examples drawn from Shakespeare, indicating variation which modern prescriptivists
would find unacceptable but which in many cases still occurs in one variety or another. One
out of many examples shows pronominal case variation: here object case appearing in the
subject: And damn’d be him that first cries, ‘Hold, enough!’ (Macbeth).

Conclusion

This chapter emphasizes the earlier periods at the expense of the later periods, committing
precisely the error that Jim Milroy (2007: 32-33) warns of. In part, this is necessary, as an
introduction to the history of standardized varieties in the context of world Englishes must
make clear the multiplicity of linguistic sources, the patchwork nature of language structure,
and the political character of ideologies shaping and regularizing language and our percep-
tion of it, then as much as now. Also, the comfortable methods of philology, as applied to
the earlier periods, cease to give reassurance in the sociolinguistic, cultural, and political
complexity of the modern world. It may be that we have too much evidence to generalize
away from variation, or it may be that, in their increased size and complexity, modern lan-
guage communities have outgrown methods that were developed to make sense of language
change occurring in societies with a predominance of relatively small and isolated agricul-
tural communities.
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At the same time as forces of standardization came into focus and were brought to bear
on the language, English entered on the world stage as explorers, fishermen, merchants,
pirates, and settlers engaged in a worldwide economic, political, and cultural expan-
sion. The resulting ideologies are examined in Bailey (1991). As imperial expansion
transformed those societies drawn or forced into a relationship with Britain, the indus-
trialization which drove it transformed British society itself (Briggs 1983: 158-224).
“Standard English” experienced a corresponding redefinition and reinstitutionalization
as language ideologies developed, spread, and receded (see Crowley 1989, 1991, 1996;
Curzan 2014). New words, including loanwords, reflect the growth of certain areas of
life as we have seen them in the earlier periods or circles of English. What is needed for
a full historical understanding of world Englishes is an analysis of the centre developing
in response to developments on the periphery. This is true in each period of English we
have examined and remains true in the modern period. This period is given extensive
coverage in Bailey (1996), Beal (2004), Gorlach (1990), Mair (2006), Mugglestone
(1995), and Romaine (1998).

English has always been heterogeneous and has always involved extensive language
contact. As Bailey (2006: 334) says, “English is (and has been) one language among
many.” Kirkpatrick (2007: 6) states, “After all, other languages preceded English in
England and the British varieties of English have certainly been influenced by local
languages and cultures. The same can be said of American and Australian varieties of
English.” The language has responded to social conditions and ideologies emerging from
economic and technological developments, prompting the adoption of successive cultural
identities. This heterogeneity is obscured by the historically inaccurate use of the term
Anglo Englishes as a shorthand for inner circle Englishes. Reducing the characterization
of these multiple identities and sources to this term is to impose homogeneity on these
heterogeneous experiences and even to confer a historical legitimacy upon their ideolo-
gies. It risks missing the point: the standardized metropolitan varieties of the inner circle
are themselves world Englishes. They, their compatriot non-standardized varieties, and
the varieties of the outer and expanding circles have been shaped by many of the same
social, political, and linguistic processes in the near and distant past. However, the inner
circle standardized varieties are accompanied by a set of ideologies which emerged in
response to those processes and which serve to control access to privileged varietal func-
tions. The paradigm of world Englishes, and the linguists associated with it, continues to
confront a world in which, to paraphrase Orwell, all varieties are created equal, but some
varieties are more equal than others.

Summary

This chapter introduces major effects of linguistic change found in standardized forms of
the English language and looks at contributing historical circumstances. Language contact is
shown to have influenced the lexical development of the language from the earliest period.
Loanwords from Latin, Old Norse, and Old French are examined, and the possibility of
Celtic influence on grammar is considered. Later changes include the loss of inflectional
endings at the beginning of the Middle English period and the sound changes collectively
termed the Great Vowel Shift. Historical factors influencing standardization during the Early
Modern period are examined. Awareness of the hybrid origins of standardized inner circle
Englishes can help speakers and linguists to contextualize and contain the defensive lan-
guage ideologies of that circle.
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Suggestions for further reading

Hogg, R.M., Blake, N.F., Lass, R., Romaine, S., Burchfield, R.W. and Algeo, J. (1992-2001) The Cam-
bridge history of the English language, Cambridge; New York: Cambridge University Press.
Authoritative and thorough, although historical and sociolinguistic context take second place to
language description.

Mesthrie, R. (2006) ‘World Englishes and the multilingual history of English’, World Englishes, 25
(3-4): 381-390. A useful application of current sociolinguistic thought to the multilingual origins
of English.

Milroy, J. (2007) ‘The history of English’, in D. Britain (ed.) Language in the British Isles, Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press. A concise and balanced overview of major structural changes and
sociolinguistic considerations in the history of English.

Mufwene, S.S. (2001) The ecology of language evolution, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
A valuable theorization of the language change in traditional and non-traditional sociolinguistic
contexts, with numerous illustrations from the history of English and other languages.

Smith, J.J. (1996) An historical study of English: function, form and change, London: Routledge. Well-
referenced and critical consideration of historical linguistic theory and method as it pertains to the
sociolinguistic and structural development of English. Benefits from non-traditional examples and
an extremely useful annotated bibliography.

Abbreviations

Lat Latin

Gmc Germanic

< comes from

> becomes

* reconstructed or unattested form
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2

Grammatical variation in
the contemporary spoken
English of England

David Britain

Introduction

Standard English is a minority dialect in England. Surveys of speech communities across
the country over the past few decades have consistently found a majority of the population
of whichever geographically based speech community is under investigation using at least
some non-standard dialect forms. The first person to guesstimate what proportion of the
population of the United Kingdom spoke Standard English was Trudgill (1974, and with a
detailed explanation for the rationale behind this figure, 2002: 171). He suggested that just
12% of the population spoke it (and therefore around 50 million people didn’t). Few have
scrutinised this claim in any detail, but the nearest we have to a contemporary figure is a
1995 report by Dick Hudson and Jason Holmes on the use of non-standard grammatical
features found in the formal classroom language of school children in four locations across
the country (the Southwest, London, Merseyside and Tyneside). (Hudson and Holmes 1995:
3-5). Despite the explicit and elicited formality, and given only five to ten minutes of speech
were collected from each child, they found that 61% of the 11-year-olds and 77% of the
15-year-olds used non-standard forms at some point (1995: 10). Given the formal contexts
in which the data were being collected and the likelihood that their informal speech is even
more likely to contain non-standardness, Trudgill’s 1974 figure of 88% non-standard speak-
ers is probably not wildly inaccurate even today. The figures also suggest that exposure to
formal education does not necessarily increase levels of Standard English usage — 15-year-
olds used /ess Standard English than 11-year-olds in the survey by Hudson and Holmes.

Cheshire et al.’s Survey of British Dialect Grammar (1989, 1993), also focussing on
school children, found a common set of non-standard forms to be reported in more than four
out of every five questionnaires. The suggestion that there is perhaps a core of non-standard
forms that are used by a majority of people in the country and which do not appear to be
regionally restricted is supported by other work (e.g. Hudson and Holmes 1995; Hughes
et al. 2005). This common core appears to include the following:

e them as a demonstrative;
»  absence of plural marking on nouns of measurement;
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° never as a past tense negator,

» regularised reflexive pronouns;

*  theres/there was with notional plural subjects;

*  present participles using the preterite rather than continuous forms;
» adverbs without -ly;

* aint/int,

*  non-standard was.

These features will all be discussed in more detail in the following. Surveys such as those
of Cheshire et al. (1989) and Hudson and Holmes (1995) have also been useful in shedding
some light on the actual geographical distribution of some grammatical non-standard vari-
ants. Some, that had been assumed to be common across the country, were, according to
these surveys, restricted to certain parts of the country or found in much higher proportions
in some areas than others — this set includes, perhaps surprisingly, negative concord (see
subsequently), reported at much lower levels in the North than in the South. Similarly, work
using the Freiburg Corpus of English Dialects (FRED), a collection of transcripts of oral his-
tory recordings from around the country, has also enabled comparative work on grammatical
variation and its geographical distribution of that variation across England and the rest of the
British Isles (e.g. Anderwald 2009; Hernandez et al. 2011; Hernandez y Siebold 2010; Kort-
mann 2004; Kortmann et al. 2004; Szmrecsanyi 2013). More recently, our understanding of
the geographical distribution of grammatical variation has been greatly enhanced by the use
of internet and smartphone app surveys and social media, for example, Twitter, analyses (e.g.
Britain et al. 2020; Leemann et al. 2018; MacKenzie et al 2014; Stevenson 2016).

England is internally diverse and highly variable, and it’s probably fair to say that it is a
good deal more variable, from a grammatical point of view, than many of the other ‘inner
circle’ Englishes spoken outside of the British Isles. The remainder of this chapter provides a
survey of the most well-documented characteristics of this grammatical variability, drawing
upon traditional dialectological studies and variationist sociolinguistic research, as well as
recent research emanating from social media technologies and sources.

Verbs

Verbs of possession

English has a variety of ways of verbally encoding possession, the two most common of
which are using have (as in 1) and have got (as in 2). Simple got (as in 3) has also entered
the mix more recently.

1 T have an allergy; it’s the fish
2 Oh, you’ve got a new lover?
3 We got the turkey in the fridge (from Graf 2015)

In general, American English tends to use #ave more than England, with the latter using
have got more than the American version. Graf (2015) provides a useful frame through
which to examine regional variability, as he presents an analysis of the young upper-
and upper-middle-class adults in the London-based ‘structured reality’ TV series Made in
Chelsea, providing a window on something approaching young spoken Standard English.
He finds that have is used overall 58% of the time and have got 37%. Tagliamonte (2013: 149)
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presents the rates from a number of locations, mostly rural, across England. In Maryport
in Cumbria and in York, have exceeds have got, but in Wheatley Hill in the Northeast and
Henfield, Tiverton and Wincanton in the South, iave got/got exceed have. Fanger (2013),
investigating the large East Anglian urban centre of Colchester, found have got at almost
80%. Interestingly, the pattern for Graf’s analysis of spoken upper-class London English
almost exactly matches the overall figures for York and does not at all resemble other parts
of the South.

A number of studies, especially from the North of England, find that have got is becoming
more common over time. Buchstaller and Mearns (2018: 224-225), in a real-time study of
change in Newcastle, showed that have got accounted for 49% of tokens in 1970 and 63%
in 2007 (see also Fehringer and Corrigan 2015b). Tagliamonte (2013: 158) shows have got
becoming more common across apparent time in York. One might deduce from this that
have got might be on the rise across the country. But Fanger’s analysis of Colchester showed
that the high levels of have got that she found there were nothing new — even her oldest
speakers had rates of have got at 80% (2013: 73). This, along with Tagliamonte’s (2013)
finding that Henfield, also in the Southeast, had high levels of have got, suggests that this
form entered vernacular varieties of English in that region at least a century ago and is now
solidly entrenched there.

Verbs of obligation

As with verbs of possession, there is competition between forms with and without got, as in
4, 5 and 6. These two forms are joined by must, as in 7.

You have to watch who comes in

You got to watch them!

He’s got to do what he is told (from Tagliamonte 2013: 134)
We must have those who are fit to help (Tagliamonte 2013: 136)

~N N D B

As with verbs of possession, have to is more common in the United States than England,
and have got to is the reverse. This has been subject to a fair amount of empirical scrutiny.
Tagliamonte (2004: 41) finds that in York, ~ave to and have got to are used to equal extents
overall and are both slowly becoming more common over time, at the expense of must,
which was used at very low levels by her youngest speakers. Her extended 2013 study of
several other locations across England shows have got to common across England, with
got to dominant in the Southwest (2013: 139). Fehringer and Corrigan (2015¢: 365) show
have to and have got to fluctuating over time in Newcastle. While have got to dominated
in earlier corpora, more recently, in data from 2010, the use of #ave to and have got to are
balanced evenly. Must fares badly everywhere and in most places does not reach 10% of
all tokens.

Present tense marking

Perhaps the most commonly found non-standard variability in the present tense verbal sys-
tem concerns the scope of -s marking. In some varieties, predominantly those in the South-
west of England, but also in parts of northern England, -s is variably applied across the whole
verbal paradigm and is not restricted to third person singular contexts, as in (8) (see Rupp
and Britain 2019 for a thorough overview).
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8 We eats there most Sundays

This generalised -s marking appears to be linguistically constrained in two ways. The first
is the so-called Northern Subject Rule, according to which -s is favoured after noun phrases
(NPs) and non-adjacent pronouns but disfavoured after adjacent pronouns. Tagliamonte
(2013: 68), for example, shows that -s marking on third person plural subjects is more
common in Maryport, Cumbria, after NPs than after pronouns. The second is the ‘following
clause constraint’ reported by Cheshire and Ouhalla (1997) in their work on the large town
of Reading. Here, if a) the subject is not third person singular, and b) the complement of the
verb is a clause or a heavy NP, -s is not found, as in (9) and (10):

9 1 bet the landlord hates it (cf. *I bets the landlord hates it).
10 They think he’s gone totally mad (cf. *they thinks he’s gone totally mad).

This generalised -s marking is almost certainly on the decline (cf. Cheshire 1982; Clark
and Asprey 2013; Fernandez Cuesta 2015; Godfrey and Tagliamonte 1999). The latter also
report that -s marking is most often found in third singular contexts (1999: 100), perhaps
indicating a gradual shift towards a more standard-like paradigm (1999: 106).

On the other hand, in East Anglia, present tense verbs traditionally lack any verbal mark-
ing at all, even in third person singular contexts (see Rupp and Britain 2019), as in (11):

11 She love going up the city.

As in the Southwest with generic -s, however, this non-standard form appears to be under-
going attrition. Kingston (2000), Spurling (2004) and Potter (2018) all find zero on the
decline across apparent time in rural and urban Suffolk, though the attrition seems to be
more marked, perhaps surprisingly, in rural parts of the region. This trend towards obso-
lescence is confirmed in Britain et al.’s (2020) apparent-time geographical analysis of this
feature from their English Dialects smartphone application. Zero marking is also occasion-
ally found in third person singular contexts in the Southwest, since, as mentioned previ-
ously, -s marking is variable right across the paradigm there (Godfrey and Tagliamonte
1999).

While third person zero appears to be largely restricted to East Anglia (and parts of the
Southwest as part of a variable generalized -s marking across person and number), it is much
more widespread in the negated form of the verb do, as in (12) (Beal et al. 2012; Cheshire
1982; Cheshire et al. 1989; Stenstrdm et al. 2002; Anderwald 2003; Szmrecsanyi 2013;
Britain and Rupp in preparation):

12 She don’t know what to do.

Clark and Asprey (2013: 98) report day for negated third person ‘do’ in the West Midlands,
as in (13). For the Northeast, divnt is reported as the negated form of present ‘do’ in New-
castle and dinnet in Sunderland, as in (14) and (15) (Beal et al. 2012; Buchstaller and Cor-
rigan 2015: 78-79):

13 It day seem fair, giving them all that money (Clark and Asprey 2013: 99)
14 1 divnt suppose he ever come back (Beal et al. 2012: 64)
15 I’'m a Wearsider, but I dinnet mind being called Mackem (Beal et al. 2012: 65)
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Present tense of BE

Despite the claim by Edwards et al. (1984: 19) that “virtually all dialects simplify the con-
jugation of o be,” there have been relatively few empirical reports of simplification and no
quantitative studies, beyond a wealth of discussion about the use of singular forms in plural
existential contexts (see subsequently). Thalainen (1985: 65) and Piercy (2010) report the
use of cliticised non-first person singular ’m in Somerset and Dorset, respectively, but both
show that these forms are only attached to pronoun subjects and not to full NPs [see (16)
subsequently]. Clark and Asprey (2013: 93) report the following paradigm for the Black
Country to the northwest of Birmingham: / bin: thee bist: he/her/it is: we bin: you bin: they
bin, but suggest it is now highly recessive. Britain (2015: 430) reports the use of bes in the
East Anglian Fens signalling habitual durative aspect, as in (17):

16 You put a big notice on your door saying you 'm a blood donor (Piercy 2010: 238)
17 Stephen says she bes in the Wisbech Arms a lot

Piercy (2010) reports invariant be, as in (18) from Dorset:
18 And I be one of they that didn’t have no brains our side of the family (Piercy 2010: 239)

The use of is, or much more usually ’s, in plural existentials is an extremely widely reported
phenomenon (e.g. Cheshire et al. 1989; Hudson and Holmes 1995 [who report it as the
most-used non-standard grammatical form in their survey]; see Rupp and Britain 2019 for
an overview), as in (19). Although common everywhere, Szmrecsanyi (2013: 62) finds this
somewhat more common in the North than the South of England:

19 There’s crumbs all over the floor

Periphrastic do/did

In the Southwest of England, an unstressed periphrastic do/did is found, as in (20) and (21)
(Ihalainen 1994; Megan Jones 2002; Klemola 1994; Kortmann 2002; Piercy 2010; Wagner
2004), with Klemola (1994) showing, on the basis of an analysis of the Survey of Eng-
lish Dialects and its fieldworker notebooks, that periphrastic did was more geographically
restricted that do.

20 In autumn, cider becomes too strong and that do wake ‘ee up a bit (Megan Jones
2002: 120)
21 She did jump on the pig’s back and he did take her to school (Piercy 2010: 237)

Present participles

A number of studies (e.g. Hudson and Holmes 1995: 20, Buchstaller and Corrigan 2015:
71) report the use of the preterite rather than the progressive in present participles, as in
(22). The preterite appears to be more common in the Midlands (e.g. Braber and Robinson
2018: 93) and the North:

22 I'm sat at a desk all day and I don’t even have a window
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There is also regional variation in the choice of preterite after need and want [as in (23)]
(Hughes and Trudgill 1979; Beal 2004). Beal, for example, reports the preterite after need
and want in the Northeast (2004: 135). Strelluf’s (2020) analysis of tweets confirms that
Newcastle has a significantly greater use of the preterite than anywhere else in England
(2020: 126).

23 Her hair needs/wants washing/washed

Past tense verbs

General descriptions of regional varieties of English in England always point to the very sig-
nificant differences between the past tense systems used in the non-standard dialects and that
used in standard variety (e.g. Anderwald 2009; Beal 2004; Cheshire 1982; Cheshire et al.
1989, 1993; Edwards 1993; Hudson and Holmes 1995; Hughes et al. 2005; Szmrecsanyi
2013; Stenstrom et al. 2002; Trudgill 2004; Wagner 2004). There is a wide range of different
past tense paradigms used across non-standard varieties spoken in England, but we can point
to the following common patterns:

a  Pasttense forms that are weak in the non-standard variety but strong in Standard English
(e.g. I grow, I growed, I've growed; I draw, I drawed, I’ve drawed);

b Preterite forms that are strong in the non-standard variety but weak in Standard English
(e.g. East Anglian owe, snow becoming /u:/ and /snu:/ [Trudgill 2003: 52—537);

¢ Past participle = preterite (e.g. I do, I done, I’ve done; I write, I writ, I’ve writ; I fall,
fell, I’ve fell; I take, I took, I’ve took, I begin, I begun, I’ve begun);

d  Present = preterite = past participle (e.g. I come, I come, I’ve come).

A number of studies (Hughes and Trudgill 1979; Cheshire 1982; Cheshire et al. 1989) point
to the difference in non-standard varieties between the past tense of full verb and auxiliary
do as in (24):

24 You done it, did you?

Past tense BE

Non-standard paradigms of past BE are well reported in England (see Rupp and Britain 2019
for an overview). Despite the dominant pattern of non-standard past BE marking outside
England showing a system favouring was across the paradigm, studies in England, however,
have largely found one of two different constellations of past BE forms. The first, and the
system that is perhaps dominant in the southern half of the country, levels to was in the posi-
tive paradigm and weren ¥ in the negative (Anderwald 2002, 2003; Britain 2002; Cheshire
1982; Cheshire and Fox 2009; Khan 2006; Levey 2007; Tagliamonte 1998; Vasko 2011), as
in (25) and (26):

25 She weren t very steady on her feet, was she?
26 The youngsters was drinking outside the shop, weren ¥ they?

A number of these studies from the South of England (e.g. Britain 2002; Levey 2007) find
levelling to weren t at higher levels than levelling to was. Tagliamonte (1998), Anderwald
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(2002) and Cheshire and Fox (2009) all find that weren ¥ levelling seems to be more common
in tags than in main clauses.

The other pattern common in England shows levelling to were in positive contexts
(Anderwald 2002, 2003; Beal 2004; Braber and Robinson 2018; Britain 2002; Moore 2010;
Petyt 1985; Richards 2010; Shorrocks 1999; Vasko 2011). Many of these show that levelled
were is found in an area concentrated in the Midlands and Northwest (parts of southern and
western Yorkshire, Derbyshire, the Midlands and southern Lancashire). Moore (2010) finds
were most common of all in tags. Both Britain (2002) and Vasko (2011) find were levelling
among older speakers in Cambridgeshire and the Fens in the East of England, though it is
now becoming much rarer.

The use of was after plural existentials, as in (27), is reported widely (see Rupp and
Britain 2019 for an overview), as it is in most (all?) L1 Anglophone speech communities:

27 There was piles of rotten apples everywhere

Other past tense verbs

Across England, standard past tense of COME, namely came, alternates with a commonly
used non-standard form, come, as in 28 and 29:

28 Dad never came because he was working
29 Lou come to my wedding (Levey et al. 2017: 191)

Relatively little is known about the regional distribution of this variability, but both Ander-
wald (2009: 164) and Szmrecsanyi (2013) find the non-standard form more common in the
South and Midlands than the North. In their analysis of past COME in London English,
Levey et al. (2017) found come to be used more than half the time among the adolescents
sampled, but it was much more common among Anglo than non-Anglo Londoners, espe-
cially Londoners of Bangladeshi and Black African descent. Tagliamonte (2001) examined it
in York and found overall lower levels of non-standard come use, with higher levels among
the old and the less well-educated younger speakers.

The most comprehensive regional analysis of other past tense verb forms is presented
by Anderwald (2009) on the basis of data from the traditional dialect speakers in the FRED
corpus. She finds:

*  For SEE [as in (30)], seen is the dominant non-standard form in the Midlands and South-
west and see in the Southeast, though saw is the majority form, and in the North, there
were few non-standard tokens of any kind.

30 That was the first time I see/seen the sea (2009: 120)

*  For DO, past tense form done (as in 31) was the majority form in the South, especially
the Southeast, but used rarely elsewhere, especially in the North.

31 Idone it for the love of animals (2009: 126)

*  For GIVE, past tense give (as in 32) was far and away the majority form in the Southeast
but also common elsewhere in England.
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32 He took out his wallet and give me a ten-shilling note (2009: 141)

*  For RUN, Anderwald finds that past tense run, as in (33), is the majority form every-
where except the Southwest, and even there it is very common

33 He run away from home when he were a lad (2009: 168)

Perfective aspect

Standard English uses auxiliary save to construct the perfect tense, as in (34), but in the
East Midlands and western parts of East Anglia, it is still possible to hear forms of be used
as the auxiliary instead (see Britain 2003: 205, 2015: 431; Ojanen 1982: 118-119, 143, 164;
Peitsara and Vasko 2002), as in (35):

34 They’ve heard all sorts of rumours about him
35 Tused to say to them ‘I’m give you some bloody good hidings’

Future tense verbs

Robust variation exists between will and be going to to mark future tense in English, as in
(36):

36 Idon’t think I’ll get taken on there . . . my odds are that I’'m not going to get taken on
there (Fehringer and Corrigan 2015a: 203)

This is variable across the English-speaking world, but evidence suggests that the inroads
made by be going to vary from place to place (see, for example, Hess 2019). Tagliamonte
(2013:126) investigated future tense forms across a range of locations in England. While
be going to was more advanced in urban York than the other more rural locations, there
appeared to be no coherent geographical distribution, and this was confirmed by Szmrec-
sanyi (2013: 50) in a dialectometric analysis of English dialects. Tagliamonte also found that
be going to was twice as common among the younger speakers in her York sample than the
oldest. In a real-time investigation of Tyneside English, Fehringer and Corrigan (2015a) find
that the rate of use of be going to almost doubles when comparing data from the 1960s with
data collected in 2010. As in all of Tagliamonte’s English locations, however, will remains
more likely in first person contexts than in second or third.

Modal verbs

The little research here on non-standard varieties concerns either the distribution of double
modals (usually in the form of reports rather than detailed empirical investigations — e.g.
Beal 2004; Milroy and Milroy 1993) or comparisons between the functions of the modals in
different varieties. Trousdale (2003) demonstrates that in the Northeast of England, unlike in
Standard English, each modal verb tends to carry either epistemic modality or root modality
but not both. So, for example, epistemic possibility in Tyneside is expressed with might and
root possibility and permission with can (2003: 275; see also Buchstaller and Corrigan 2015:
81). Must tends to carry epistemic modality in Tyneside rather than root necessity, for which
have got to or should are used.
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Quotative verbs

The system by which reported speech is marked in English dialect grammars has been in
considerable flux in the past few decades. The rapid rise of BE like [as in (37)] as a global
English quotative has been demonstrated in most Anglophone countries, and England is no
exception (see Buchstaller 2006, 2015; Levey 2006; Robles 2007; Stenstrdm et al. 2002;
Tagliamonte and Hudson 1999).

37 And she was like ‘no way, get out of here!’

The speed at which BE like has spread and the variable geographical patterns in its use
across England are demonstrated by a comparison of studies at different times over the
past 20 years. Stenstrom et al. (2002), on the basis of the Bergen Corpus of London Teen-
age Language (COLT) corpus of London teenage speech collected in the early 1990s, find
very low levels of BE like (accounting for less than 1% of their quotatives). Buchstaller’s
work on corpora from Derby and Newcastle, collected in the early to mid-90s, finds BE
like somewhat higher, at 4.5% (Buchstaller 2006: 8); Tagliamonte and Hudson’s (1999:
158) York corpus collected in the mid to late 90s showed 18% BE like; Richards’s (2008)
work on a suburb of Leeds found 23% of tokens in data collected in 2005 were realised as
BE like; and Buchstaller (2015: 463) found that 21% of tokens were BE like in Newcastle
in 2011. Cheshire et al. (2011: 173) find BE like accounts for 24% of the quotatives of
teenagers in Inner London (and 21% in Outer London). Robles (2007), investigating a
corpus of data collected in Colchester in Southeast England from the late 1990s to 2005,
finds BE like accounting for a third of all examples of quotatives. Quotative go, as in (38),
too, appears to be a feature in flux, appearing at higher levels among young people in
Buchstaller’s (2006: 12) earlier analyses of Derby and Newcastle and in Cheshire et al.’s
(2011) investigations of London but at lower levels in Newcastle in 2010 than in the 1960s
(Buchstaller 2015: 463).

38 And Helen went ‘aaaaarrrgh’

While much of the literature is focussing on the diffusion and the social and linguis-
tic embedding of the global variants BE like and go, Cheshire and Fox (2007; see also
Cheshire et al. 2011) unearthed a new local variant in London, namely this is SUBJECT,
as in (39) and (40):

39 This is them “What area are you from? What part?’

40 This is my mum ‘What are you doing? I was in the queue before you’

Imperatives

Few studies report variation in imperatives. Trudgill (2004) and Peitsara (1996) note that in
East Anglia, the second person pronoun is usually explicit in imperative forms [see (41)],
even when strengthened by the verb do (42):

41 Sit you down!
42 Do you shut up!
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Negation

Negative concord

The use of two or more negatives in a clause (as in 43) where Standard English requires just
one is such a frequently occurring feature of the world’s Englishes that Chambers (2004)
labels it a “vernacular universal.’

43 1didnt do nothing!

It is reported in studies from across England (Anderwald 2002, 2004b; Beal 2004; Beal
and Corrigan 2005a; Britain 2015; Buchstaller and Corrigan 2015; Cheshire 1982; Childs
2017; Edwards 1993; Hughes and Trudgill 1979; Milroy and Milroy 1993; Moore 2003;
Palacios Martinez 2017; Shorrocks 1999; Stenstrom et al. 2002; Trudgill 2004; Wagner
2004). Cheshire et al. (1989: 205) found, in their Survey of British Dialect Grammar, that
multiple negation was reported more in the South than in the North of England, a geographi-
cal distribution largely confirmed by Anderwald (2002: 105, 2004b: 187) on the basis of an
analysis of data from the British National Corpus (BNC). Buchstaller and Corrigan (2015:
78) confirm this, though they remind us that, although less common, they are nevertheless
still present in northern Englishes.

Negation of auxiliaries and modals
This is one of the more substantially studied features of the dialect grammar of England and
a site of considerable diversity, given that:
a negation can lead the auxiliary to be contracted [‘auxiliary (AUX) contraction’], as
in (44):
44 He’s not been feeling very well
b the negator itself can be contracted [ ‘negator (NEG) contraction’], as in (45):
45 She isn t feeling very well
¢ there is a wide range of regional variants of negated forms, as in (46) and (47):

46 He canna run any more
47 She divn't do it

d anumber of types of ‘secondary contraction’ exist, as in (48) and (49):

48 The band ain t [mn?] gonna come
49 They int [In?] gonna come either

e) there is variation in the negation of do, that is, doesn t and don t (50):
50 It don't seem to matter
A number of studies (Cheshire 1982; Tagliamonte and Smith 2002; Szmrecsanyi 2013) of AUX

versus NEG contraction of BE and HAVE have drawn attention to Hughes and Trudgill’s (1979)
claim that AUX contraction, as in (44), is more common ‘the further north one goes’ (1979: 20).
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Hughes and Trudgill’s claim (1979: 21), however, referred solely to speakers of standard Eng-
lish and did not include negation of BE. For negated BE, there is common agreement that AUX
contraction is substantially more common than NEG contraction across the country (Amos
et al. 2007; Hughes and Trudgill 1979; Cheshire 1982: 52; Tagliamonte 2013: 88, Tagliamonte
and Smith 2002: 270; Anderwald 2002: 76). Both Anderwald (2002: 78) and Tagliamonte and
Smith (2002: 272), considering data from the Midlands, find much lower levels of AUX con-
traction of BE, suggesting that perhaps the Midlands form a buffer zone of lower levels of AUX
contraction between regions to the north and south with much higher levels.

For negated HAVE, both Tagliamonte and Smith (2002: 268; see also Tagliamonte 2013:
88) and Amos et al. (2007) show extremely low levels of AUX contraction across England.
For negated WILL, AUX contraction is either negligible or, in Tagliamonte and Smith’s
(2002: 268) work near Durham, very high, approaching levels found in southern Scotland
and Northern Ireland (see also Buchstaller and Corrigan 2015: 80). If we put aside other
forms, to be discussed below, then, we have a system within which BE and HAVE tend to
be negated differently: shes not feeling well (AUX contraction with BE) but she hasn t felt
well (NEG contraction with HAVE).

Secondary contractions of negative contracted forms — variants such as ain t [em? — &m?],
in't [n?], eent [i:n?], and so on — disturb this neat pattern, however. Ain t (and the other sec-
ondary contractions) can be used to negate copula BE [as in (51)], auxiliary BE [as in (52)]
and auxiliary HAVE [as in (53)]:

51 It ain t my book
52 We ain't coming yet
53 They aint seen him for ages

These forms are extremely widely reported (e.g. Amos et al. 2007; Anderwald 2002, 2003,
2004b; Beal 2004; Britain 2015; Cheshire 1982; Cheshire et al. 1989, 1993; Edwards 1993;
Hudson and Holmes 1995; Ojanen 1982; Palacios Martinez 2011; Petyt 1985; Shorrocks
1999; Stenstrom et al. 2002; Trudgill 2004; Viereck 1997), though Tagliamonte and Smith
find very few examples in their data from a number of sites in both northern and southern
England (2002: 262), and Buchstaller and Corrigan (2015: 75) also state they are rare in
the North. Amos et al. (2007) found that East Anglia seemed to be the focal point for high
levels of secondary contractions, where they represented over 20% of all tokens of auxiliary
HAVE and over 15% of auxiliary and copula BE negation in Ipswich (Suffolk) and Mersea
(near Colchester in Essex) and a very high 89% and 96% of all tokens for HAVE and BE,
respectively, in Wisbech (Cambridgeshire).

Few studies distinguish between different forms of secondary contraction. Anderwald
(2002) shows that in  [In?] (as opposed to ain ¢ [em? — @m?]) is concentrated in London,
the Midlands and the Northwest. She reports in  as being absent in East Anglia (2002: 130,
131), yet Trudgill (2004) claims this to be the dominant East Anglian form, and Amos et al.
(2007) show it to be by far the dominant secondary contraction in Wisbech (Cambridgeshire)
(where secondary contractions represent the almost categorical negation strategy [Britain
2015]). Viereck (1997: 251) reports haint for East Anglian negated auxiliary HAVE and
Ojanen (1982) reports eent [i:n?] for southern Cambridgeshire. Amos et al. (2007) find
these, as well as en t [en?], heen t [hi:n?] and others. Cheshire (1981) shows evidence of a
functional distinction between ain ¢ and in ¢ in Reading, with in ¥ being the form of choice
in tag questions, especially what she calls ‘aggressive tags,” which demonstrate some sort of
hostility or divergence by the speaker towards the hearer.
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A number of regional negated forms have been reported, such as -na [see (46)] from parts
of the west and northwest Midlands (e.g. Viereck 1997: 761, 763), Scottish-type -nae forms
such as dinnae (for don't) and cannae (for can¥) reported for Berwick-upon-Tweed in the
far Northeast, and divn ¢ (for don ¥) reported across the Northeast (Beal 2004; Buchstaller
and Corrigan 2015; Pichler and Watt 2004; Rowe 2007) as in (47). Braber and Robinson
(2018: 95) report a wide range of different secondary contracted forms in the East Midlands.
Anderwald (2004a: 55) reports amn t for first person singular negated BE (see also Broad-
bent 2009) in parts of the northwest Midlands in the Survey of English Dialects (SED) data,
but it is not clear if it still survives.

Don t for third person singular doesn t, as in (50), is widely reported (e.g. Anderwald
2003, 2004b; Cheshire 1982; Cheshire et al. 1989, 1993; Hudson and Holmes 1995; Kings-
ton 2000; Ojanen 1982; Palacios Martinez 2016; Stenstrom et al. 2002). Anderwald (2003)
compares the geographical distribution of don t in the data from the Survey of English Dia-
lects (where she finds don  largely restricted to the South and Midlands) and the British
National Corpus, in which she finds that don 7 is ‘present in practically every dialect area
throughout Great Britain’ and has been ‘spreading from the South over the last few decades’
(2003: 515). Kingston (2000: 56), however, finds that whilst don # is the dominant form
among older and middle-aged people in rural Suffolk, it is being replaced by doesn ¥ among
younger, especially female, speakers. Palacios Martinez (2016) finds the reverse in London,
with don t being used by teenagers rather more than by adults.

‘Never’ as a negator

A number of studies report never being used as a negator with definite time reference, as in
(54) (Anderwald 2004b; Beal 2004; Cheshire 1982; Cheshire et al. 1989, 1993; Childs 2017,
Edwards 1993; Hudson and Holmes 1995; Stenstrdom et al. 2002; Viereck 1997):

54 1 met her last week and she never told me about that!

Adverbs

Many varieties of English in England show variation with respect to whether adverbs append
the inflection -/y (Hughes and Trudgill 1979). Inflectionless forms, as in (55) and (56),
are reported from right across the country (Anderwald 2004b; Beal 2004; Cheshire 1982;
Cheshire et al. 1989, 1993; Edwards 1993; Hudson and Holmes 1995; Ojanen 1982; Shor-
rocks 1999; Stenstrom et al. 2002; Tagliamonte and Ito 2002; Tagliamonte 2018; Wagner
2004; Watts 2006):

55 Come quick!
56 It happened real fast

Tagliamonte and Ito (2002), in the most detailed empirical investigation of this phenomenon,
showed a sharp decline in York English in the use of inflectionless forms across apparent
time, but this decline is almost totally accounted for by the decline in the use of adverbial
real as opposed to really in intensifiers. The use of zero marked adverbs otherwise showed
a much shallower decline in apparent time, though there was a strong tendency for all zero
marked forms to be found, especially in the speech of male working-class speakers (2002:
252-253). In a comparison of this York corpus with data collected in Cumbria, the Northeast
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and the Southwest, Tagliamonte (2018) finds uninflected adverbs common across all sites.
She also found that some adverbs, such as awfully and terribly, were much more likely to be
suffixless than others, such as nearly and really (2018: 129).

A number of researchers have investigated adverbial intensification of the kind that
Tagliamonte and Ito noted for real (Braber and Robinson 2018; Hudson and Holmes 1995;
Stenstrom et al. 2002; Barnfield and Buchstaller 2010; Palacios Martinez and Nuiiez Pertejo
2012). Hudson and Holmes (1995: 14) note that the use of the adverb dead as an intensifier
was one of the few grammatical features found predominantly on Merseyside in their survey
and Barnfield and Buchstaller (2010: 267) show a dramatic rise in the use both of dead and
real(ly) in their apparent time analysis of Newcastle English, along with a sharp decline in
the use of very. Stenstrom et al. (2002: 151) show that real as an intensifier, as in (56), is
used most by middle-class speakers in their London corpus — showing a radically different
social stratification of the feature than in York. They also show that intensifiers right as in
(57) and well as in (58) were also predominantly middle-class forms:

57 1was right pissed off with that
58 And I thought she was well hard, sticking up for herself like that

Palacios Martinez and Nuiiez Pertejo (2012) examined two corpora of teenagers from Lon-
don — the COLT data investigated in Stenstrom et al. (2002), collected in 1993, and a later
corpus collected in 2008 — and compare the results with an adult corpus from across the
country. They find that the young London teenagers use much less very and much more
really and so than the adults, in some respects mirroring the studies from the North of Eng-
land previously (2012: 780). Fucking and bloody were also used more by the teenagers than
the adults (2012: 783). Dead and well, however, were barely used at all in London. They also
point to some other forms commonly used by the teenagers: super, mega and uber.

Prepositions

Shorrocks (1999), Clark and Asprey (2013) and Vasko (2005) report a wide range of non-
standard prepositional usages in their analyses of Bolton, the West Midlands and southern
Cambridgeshire, respectively. Cheshire et al. (1993: 77) report the use of a simple preposition
where Standard English has a complex one, as in (59), and the use of a complex preposition
where Standard English has a simple one, as in (60) (see also Braber and Robinson 2018: 101):

59 I’m going up my friend’s house
60 He knocked his hat off of his head

Watts (2006) discusses variation in the omission and reduction of 7o in Cheshire and southern
Lancashire, contrasting Cheshire, where to is often completely omitted by working-class
speakers, as in (61) (2006: 322), with neighbouring Lancashire and Greater Manchester,
where it is reduced to some form of glottal stricture or devoicing of the final consonant of
the preceding word (Shorrocks 1999):

61 My dad needs to go the opticians (Watts 2006: 323)

Despite historical evidence that it was once more grammatically widespread, Watts only finds
omission after the verb go in her Wilmslow data. In other contexts, reduction or assimilation
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is found. Ojanen and Vasko (Ojanen 1982: 252; Vasko 2005: 168—174) find similar deletion
in southern Cambridgeshire, and Braber and Robinson (2018) find it in the East Midlands.

Plurality

Many non-standard varieties do not overtly mark plurality on a number of (especially mea-
surement) nouns (Anderwald 2004b; Beal 2004; Cheshire et al. 1989, 1993; Edwards 1993;
Hughes and Trudgill 1979; Ojanen 1982; Peitsara 1996; Petyt 1985; Shorrocks 1999; Trud-
gill 2004; Wagner 2004; Watts 2006), as in (62—-64):

62 That’s five mile from the farm
63 I need ten foot of rope
64 Three pound of potatoes, please!

In inner London, Cheshire (2013) finds a range of new plural forms of the noun ‘man’, as
in (65) and (66):

65 I wanna be with the mandem, innit, your friends who you grew up with (2013: 616)
66 if you put all the mans together, make them fight a cause together (2013: 616)

Pronouns

Personal pronouns

A number of non-standard forms are considered here: the use of distinct second person plural
subject pronouns, as in (67); the use of ‘gendered pronouns,’ as in (68) and (69); ‘pronoun
exchange,’ as in (70) and (71); the use of dummy that instead of iz, as in (72) and the use of
object forms as possessive determiners, as in (73):

67 Yous’ll have plenty of time for that

68 He have been a good watch

69 The little cottage up here, he’s semi detached and /e was put on the market for 350,000
(Piercy 2010: 239)

70 He wanted /e to go on milking the cows (Piercy 2010: 239)

71 Us don’t think naught about things like that (Wagner 2004: 158)

72 Come in quick — that s raining

73  We used to go in and have us food with his parents (Hernandez y Siebold 2010: 248)

A few studies report the use of youse as a plural form of you in some varieties, such as (67).
Beal notes its presence in Tyneside (Beal 2004: 118) (see also Cheshire et al. 1993: 81;
Buchstaller and Corrigan 2015: 85-86), Clark and Asprey (2013) for the West Midlands, and
Stenstrom et al. (2002) find it in London. Beal discusses both the possibility that this form
may have its origins in Ireland as well as the continued existence in the traditional dialects of
many parts of northern England (with the exception of Liverpool and Tyneside) of thou and
thee. Trudgill (2003) shows that in East Anglia, you . . . together can be used as the plural
form of the second person, as in (74):

74 Come you on together!
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Dialectologists of the Southwest of England have long recognised the existence there of
‘pronoun exchange’ whereby subject personal pronouns are used in non-subject positions
and the reverse (see Thalainen 1994; Wagner 2004; Piercy 2010; Hernandez y Siebold 2010)
[see (70-71)]. Wagner (2004: 157-159) claims that ‘with a frequency of occurrence of about
1% . . . pronoun exchange seems to be all but dead in its former heartlands’ (2004: 159).
Piercy (2010) finds pronoun exchange alive but rare in rural south Dorset. Based on an
analysis of the FRED corpus, Hernandez y Siebold (2010: 107, 122) finds that subject forms
in object position, as in (70), are overwhelmingly southwestern, whereas object forms in
subject position, as in (71), are found both in the Southwest and the Midlands. The use of the
subject pronoun in non-subject position was also once found in Essex (Trudgill 2003, 2004)
and is still found in Tyneside (Beal 2004: 117-118; Buchstaller and Corrigan 2015: 84-85).

Gendered pronouns are ‘instances of pronouns which are marked for masculine or femi-
nine gender but which refer to inanimate count nouns’ (Wagner 2004: 159; see also Ihalainen
1994; Hernandez y Siebold 2010; Piercy 2010), as in (68—69) previously. Wagner (2004) and
Piercy (2010) concur that these forms are now ‘rare’ but ‘by no means dead’ (Wagner 2004:
163). Hernandez y Siebold (2010: 98) finds gendered pronouns to be slightly more common
in the Southeast than the Southwest but largely absent elsewhere.

In East Anglia, that is often found in place of Standard English iz, as in (72) (Ayers 2000;
Peitsara 1996; Trudgill 2003, 2004), a feature that is still robustly in evidence across the
social and age spectrum. Hernandez y Siebold (2010: 249) finds the use of object forms as
possessive adjectives, as in (73), largely restricted to the Midlands (which, in her analysis,
includes as far north as Lancashire and West and South Yorkshire).

Possessive pronouns

One obsolescing non-standard form reported in some varieties is the use of -(¢)n forms, such
as hisn, hern, ourn and yourn. The Survey of English Dialects showed these forms to be used
in parts of the Midlands (e.g. Leicestershire) and the ‘mid-South’ (from Cambridgeshire across
to Herefordshire and down to Hampshire and Sussex, but not including London, East Anglia
or the Southwest) (see also Trudgill 1999: 90-91). Such forms are found at low levels among
older speakers in the Cambridgeshire Fens. The English Dialects App (Britain, Blaxter and
Leemann in preparation), however, found these forms to be almost entirely obsolescent today.

In East Anglia, possessive pronouns can be used to refer to someone’s house (Peitsara
1996: 293; Trudgill 2003: 61), as in (75):

75 Do you want to come round mine later?

Widely reported is the use of [mi] as the first person singular possessive pronoun — my in
Standard English. It is not clear if this form is the same grammatical form as the first person
object pronoun me or simply a distinct phonetic realisation of ‘my,” along with [ma] and
[ma], also well attested across England. Hollmann and Siewierska (2007) show how, in
Lancashire, [mi] is especially common before inalienable nouns. Snell (2010) finds that [ma]
is the dominant form among her sample of Teesside primary school children. There is also a
very strong effect of following phonological environment — over 98% of the tokens of [ma]
and [ma] were found pre-consonantally (pre-vocalic tokens would create a mid/low vowel-
vowel hiatus that would need to be resolved) (based on Snell 2010: 637). Snell argues that
the uses of [mi] in her data are strategically deployed to signal stances of negative affect or
transgression (2010: 647).
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Petyt (1985: 190) reports the use of us as a possessive pronoun in West Yorkshire (see
also Beal 2004), as in (76):

76 We all take us cars to work nowadays

Reflexive pronouns

Possessive pronouns are often used to form reflexive ones in non-standard varieties in England,
as in (77-78), marking them apart from the Standard system which uses both object and
possessive pronouns:

77 John bought hisself an iPhone
78 The fans did theirselves no good at all

This is reported widely (by, for example, Anderwald 2004b; Beal 2004; Buchstaller and Cor-
rigan 2015; Edwards 1993; Hudson and Holmes 1995; Hughes and Trudgill 1979; Stenstrom
et al. 2002; Trudgill 2003; Wagner 2004). The Survey of English Dialects showed, indeed,
that non-standard possessive forms were the majority forms everywhere in England except
in and around London and in the Midlands. Evidence from the English Dialects App (Britain,
Blaxter and Leemann in preparation) shows that they are now the majority form nowhere
in England. These forms are still nevertheless not infrequent, especially in West and South
Yorkshire, Newcastle and parts of Derbyshire and Nottinghamshire.

Relative pronouns

Variation is endemic in the relativization system in English (see, for example, Anderwald
2004b; Beal 2004; Beal and Corrigan 2002, 2005b, Britain 2020; Buchstaller and Corrigan
2015; Cheshire et al. 1989, 1993, 2013; Edwards 1993; Thalainen 1985; Shorrocks 1999;
Stenstrom et al. 2002; Tagliamonte 2002, 2013; Trudgill 1999, 2004; Wagner 2004). The
range of relative pronouns used in Standard English overlaps with those used in the non-
standard varieties of England (e.g. who, which, that, @), but both have forms not used in
the other (e.g. whom, what, as), and the forms they share often differ from each other and
differ across the non-standard varieties in terms of their relative frequency in different syn-
tactic environments. Important in determining relativizer choice is whether the antecedent
noun plays a subject (79a—c) or object (80a—d) role in the relative clause and whether the
antecedent is human or non-human but animate or inanimate (see Britain 2020 for a detailed
overview of relativization in local dialects of English in England).

79a Becky shouted at the bloke what spilt his drink on her coat
79b Becky shouted at the bloke who spilt his drink on her coat
79¢ Becky shouted at the bloke that spilt his drink on her coat
80a That’s the dog what he found injured on the side of the road
80b That’s the dog which he found injured on the side of the road
80c That’s the dog that he found injured on the side of the road
80d That’s the dog @ he found injured on the side of the road

In subject position, that is now the dominant form across the country (see, for example,
Tagliamonte’s [2013: 100] multilocality study from across England). In East Anglia, it was
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once what, but as Britain (2020) shows, what is retreating in the East in favour of that. O,
too, although rarely the most frequently occurring subject relativizer, is common in many of
the country’s dialects, especially in existentials, such as (81), and clefts, such as (82):

81 There’s not many people like getting up at stupid o’clock to go to work
82 It’s a small bungalow they moved to

Whilst non-standard in subject position, @ is a common form in object position. Cheshire
et al. (2013) and Britain (2020), however, both found it to be on the decline in London and
East Anglia, respectively, as both a subject and object relative. That is also extremely com-
mon in object position. Cheshire et al. (2013) and Tagliamonte (2002) both find the use
of that to be high and getting higher in London and York, respectively. Traditionally, that
was unusual in East Anglia. Poussa (1994: 424) found very little that in traditional Norfolk
speech and speculated about whether the area of ‘thatlessness’ extends beyond East Anglia
(see also Peitsara 2002). Britain (2020) found, as in London and York, that to be on the rise,
though it was less common in the north of the region than the south.

Two relativizers that occur only in non-standard varieties, what and as, seem to be experi-
encing somewhat different fates. 4s, once dominant across the Midlands, the lower North of
England and parts of the Southwest, appears largely obsolescent. Britain (2020) shows it is
all but absent in East Anglia. Although Peitsara (2002: 180) finds it to be quite common in the
Southwest, Van den Eynden Morpeth (2002: 182) finds it only at very low levels. In the North,
Shorrocks (1999: 98) mentions it as the main relativizer in Bolton near Manchester, though
Buchstaller and Corrigan (2015: 89-90) are less optimistic about its vitality in the North.

The fate of what appears to be geographically variable. While it accounted for more than
10% of the relativizers in the Southwest and East Anglian corpora in Herrmann’s research on
older speakers (2003), was a dominant form in both subject and object position in Reading
(Cheshire 1982) and was used heavily in East Anglia (Ojanen 1982; Peitsara 2002; Poussa
1994), it appears to be less widely used in the South and East today than it once was. Britain
(2020) shows in a multilocality study in East Anglia that what is being levelled away rapidly
in the south of the region among younger speakers but is more robust in the Fenland and
Norfolk. Similarly, Cheshire et al. (2013) find it to be almost absent in their contemporary
London corpus, and Piercy et al. (2011) find it only used amongst the over-60s in Dorset and
even then at very low rates. Herrmann’s (2003: 138) claim that what is spreading ‘from its
southeastern (East Anglia including Essex) heartland’ and ‘has been radiating out through
the adjoining Midlands and the Home Counties, especially London, to the Southwest and,
eventually, to the North’ appears to have some credence, since some recent work has pointed
to an apparent increase in what use in the Midlands and North (though as yet not in the
Southwest; see Piercy et al. 2011). So while Tagliamonte, in a study of York, claims that
‘what is virtually non-existent’ (2002: 154), Beal and Corrigan (2005b) find what to be
common in Sheffield and Braber and Robinson (2018: 85) suggest that what is now more
common in the East Midlands than it used to be. MacKenzie et al. (2014), in their internet
survey of ‘acceptability,” found that relative what was more likely to be deemed ‘acceptable’
in the North and most likely to be considered ‘unacceptable’ in and around London.

Personal pronoun ‘man’

Cheshire’s investigations of Multicultural London English unearthed examples of man being
used as a personal pronoun, as in 83:
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83 I got arrested, man paid for my own ticket to go Jamaica, you know, but I’ve never paid
to go on no holiday before this time I paid (2013: 609)

Cheshire argues that man, still rare in her data, ‘allows speakers to present themselves as a
member of a contextually defined group, and . . . adds to the communicative force of what
they are saying’ (2013: 621).

Pronominal word order

Marked regional variation exists in word order in clauses with both a direct and indirect
object pronoun, with (84-86) all possible in dialects of England (see Stevenson 2016). Kirk
(1985: 135), on the basis of data from non-mobile old rural men, so-called NORMs in the
Survey of English Dialects from the 1950s and early 1960s, finds that Verb + DO + to 10
(84) was reported as the dominant vernacular form only in the Southwest and Verb + DO +
10 (85) in the Midlands and Lancashire, with Verb + 10 + DO (86) dominant in the far North
and Northeast, London and East Anglia.

84 Give it to me
85 Give it me
86 Give me it

Recent examinations of this variable using internet and smartphone surveys, as well as anal-
yses of Twitter feeds, have shed more light on the contemporary regional distribution of this
variability. MacKenzie et al. (2014) examined variability through an internet survey with
over 8000 responses. They asked users about the extent to which they found the give it me
form ‘acceptable.’ The area of acceptability corresponded almost exactly with the SED find-
ings — the Midlands and Northwest. Stevenson (2016) examined this same feature in tweets.
His analysis confirmed once again what had been found before — the give it me form was the
majority or near majority form in Manchester, the Northwest, South Yorkshire and the Mid-
lands. Siewierska and Hollmann (2007) investigated give it me specifically in Lancashire in
the Northwest and found it to be used twice as much as give me it, though give it to me was
the majority form. Finally, Britain (in press), using the smartphone-based English Dialects
App to collect data from over 50,000 users, once more found the same pattern, with give it
me the majority form in Manchester, south Lancashire, Stoke-on-Trent and North Stafford-
shire, South Yorkshire and Derbyshire. Give me it is only the majority form in the far east
of the North, stretching from Grimsby up to Newcastle, the west of Cumbria, and, perhaps
unexpectedly, Liverpool, though it competes strongly with give it to me in West Yorkshire.

Human pronominal quantifiers

Variation exists across the English-speaking world in the human pronominal quantifiers
affixed by any/every/no/some: somebody or someone? Everybody or everyone? D’Arcy
et al. (2013) examine this question in spoken data from Newcastle, York and Derby in the
North of England and a comparison with written and spoken data from the British National
Corpus. They show in the BNC data that -body is overwhelmingly preferred in the spoken
language, while -one is preferred in the written. They also show that there is an ongoing trend
in their spoken corpora for -one to be on the increase. Further research is required, however,
to investigate the use of these forms in other parts of England.
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Demonstratives

A number of dialects in England show non-standard forms in the demonstrative system.
The use of them as a distal plural demonstrative is extremely common (Anderwald 2004b;
Cheshire 1982; Cheshire et al. 1989, 1993; Clark and Asprey 2013; Edwards 1993; Hernan-
dez y Siebold 2010; Hudson and Holmes 1995; Hughes and Trudgill 1979; MacKenzie et al.
2014; Piercy 2010; Shorrocks 1999; Stenstrom et al. 2002; Wagner 2004), as in (87).

87 Can you see them birds sitting in that hedge?

Both Cheshire et al. (1989: 194) and Hudson and Holmes (1995: 14) find that them is one
of the most commonly found non-standard grammatical features in England. A number of
varieties also report this here, these here, that there and them there used as demonstratives
(e.g. Rupp and Tagliamonte 2019b for York; Shorrocks 1999: 51 for Bolton in the Northwest,
Trudgill 2003: 62 for Norfolk; Wagner 2004: 164 for the Southwest).

Wagner (2004) reports that thik [01k] as a demonstrative has “all but died out’ in the South-
west (2004: 164), and Kortmann (2002) and Hernandez y Siebold 2010) report they used as
the distal plural form in the Southwest. Piercy (2010) finds both present in rural south Dorset
among older speakers only, as in (88) and (89), respectively:

88  Thik two boys, they got left standing there (Piercy 2010: 238)
89 The one thing about it in they days (Piercy 2010: 238)

Comparison

A good number of varieties spoken in England have ‘double comparison” and use both the
inflectional ending (-er for comparatives and -est for superlatives) and the appropriate ana-
lytic marker (more or most), as in (90-91), where in Standard English only one would be
found (e.g. Edwards 1993: 231; Hudson and Holmes 1995:20; Ojanen 1982: 211; Stenstrom
et al. 2002: 134):

90 It’s more fuller than what it was last week
91 The most wonderfulest holiday she’s ever had

Definite and indefinite articles

A well-known phenomenon from across the North of England is so-called Definite Article
Reduction, whereby the is reduced to [t] or [?] (see Mark Jones 1999 for a discussion of
regional variation in pronunciation and also Mark Jones 2002; Barras 2015; Ihalainen 1994;
Lodge 2010; Shorrocks 1999; Rupp and Page-Verhoeff 2005; Rupp 2008; Buchstaller and
Corrigan 2015; Petyt 1985; Tagliamonte and Roeder 2009), as in (92):

92 They had a baby, and as soon as ¢’ baby arrived he got jealous (Rupp and Page-Verhoeff
2005)

Rupp and Tagliamonte (2019a) demonstrate that in York English, the definite article can be

missing altogether, as in (93), especially in discourse-new, hearer-old contexts — where the noun
had not been referred to recently in the talk, but was known to both parties in the conversation.
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93 I could see it from landing window (Rupp and Tagliamonte 2019a: 2)

This is also reported at low levels in the East Midlands (Braber and Robinson 2018: 79). More
research is needed to examine how widespread this is in other varieties of English English.

Fox (2015), in a study of language use among a friendship group of adolescents of
White and Bangladeshi ethnicity in the East End of London, finds that allomorphy both of
the definite and indefinite articles is being rapidly eroded (see also Britain and Fox 2009).
Both articles are sensitive, in standard English, to whether the sound after the article is a
vowel or a consonant, as in (94-95). Fox finds, however, that the prevocalic variants are
undergoing attrition, as in (96), with a being used before vowels in 75% of all possible
cases among the Bangladeshi boys in her sample and [0a] before vowels in 81% of cases
(Fox 2015: 161, 167):

94 an apple, a pear
95 the [0i] apple, the [09] pear
96 aapple, the [027] apple

This phenomenon has been found sporadically in a number of traditional dialects (see, for
example, Britain 2003: 203; Ojanen 1982: 126; Peitsara 1996: 288 in East Anglia; Shorrocks
1999: 45 for the Northwest; Wagner 2004: 155; Piercy 2010, for the Southwest), but given
that these reports are from areas well away from London, it appears Fox’s dramatic findings
represent a diffusing innovation, possibly from within the ethnic minority community (see
also Britain and Fox 2009; Gabrielatos et al. 2010). Gabrielatos et al. (2010), examining a
number of corpora from London, found that prevocalic ‘a’ was especially common among
the inner London non-Anglo young. Britain et al. (2007) found prevocalic ‘a’ and [09] to
be especially frequent among older male adolescents of Italian descent in the East Midland
town of Bedford.

Conjunctions

A small number of studies report the use of non-standard conjunctions (e.g. Shorrocks 1999;
Peitsara 1996; Trudgill 1995). The East Anglian research by both Trudgill and Peitsara dis-
cusses what the latter labels ‘consecutive conjunctions’ (1996: 300), such as (97-98):

97 Don’t go near that dog do he’ll bite you
98 Will you tidy your room time I get tea ready?

Conclusion

Diversity reigns, then. In conclusion, we can point to a number of themes that this review
of grammatical diversity has raised. First, every corner of the country demonstrates a wide
range of grammatically non-standard forms, reminding us that such forms are the rule rather
than the exception in the spoken language — research has shown that there appears to be a
common core of non-standard elements found very widely across the country alongside more
local grammatical forms. Secondly, there do, nevertheless, seem to be some areas of the
country that stand out as demonstrating a particularly distinctive constellation of non-standard
grammatical forms: the Southwest, East Anglia and the Northeast, for example, have been
particularly prominent, though this could partly be because they have been relatively well
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described from a grammatical point of view. Third, and following on from the previous, there
remain huge gaps in our knowledge of the present-day grammars of varieties in England,
both from a sociogeographical perspective — which non-standard grammatical forms are used
in place X, and by what sort of speakers there? — and from a linguistic one — what is the lin-
guistic conditioning of the grammatical non-standardness? Much of what we do know from
some parts of the country comes from rather traditional and now almost certainly outdated
sources. Considerable amounts of recent sociolinguistic and variationist work have shed light
on phonetic and phonological variation, especially in the North of England (see Docherty in
this volume), but our understanding of current grammatical variation has by no means kept
up with this phonological work. It is likely that such research, if conducted, would unearth
further diversity, as well as providing us with an update on the continued survival (or not)
of some of the traditional grammatical variants reported in older dialectological research.
Recent work using internet and smartphone technologies has shown how these can contrib-
ute towards this endeavour. Fourth, as some traditional grammatical forms have died, or are
dying, others have been born — this review has highlighted a number of features which are
either relatively recent arrivals to L1 English in England (such as quotative BE like, this is me,
and personal pronoun man) and other forms which appear to have been rejuvenated (e.g. lack
of allomorphy in the article system). Central to many but not all of these are the innovating
role played by the country’s minority ethnic communities. Research such as that carried out
in London (e.g. Fox 2015; Cheshire et al. 2011) and Birmingham (Khan 2006) has showcased
the important role that these communities are playing not just in creating and adopting new
grammatical forms but also in diffusing them to the local Anglo populations with whom
they have contact. Further research is needed from different parts of the country to enable us
to fully understand the scope of these innovating communities. Despite the immediacy and
proximity of the hegemonic standard, then, and despite the fact that some non-standard gram-
matical features appear obsolescent, geography, demography and ethnicity have combined to
ensure that robust non-standardness remains pervasive in England.

Suggestions for further reading

Szmrecsanyi, B. (2013). Grammatical variation in British English dialects: A study in corpus-based
dialectometry. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

This text, using a large corpus of relatively traditional dialect speakers across Great Britain, exam-
ines a wide range of different non-standard morphosyntactic features. The approach enables us to
witness not only the geographical distributions of individual features but also whether geographical
regions emerge when the geographies of all non-standard features are considered as a whole.

Tagliamonte, S. (2013). Roots of English: Exploring the history of dialects. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

This book presents a comparative analysis of grammatical and other variation in ten (mostly rural,
relatively peripheral) locations across the British Isles. It provides a useful introduction to the meth-
ods of the comparative quantitative approach and reiterates the importance for an understanding of
the grammar of British English of social and linguistic influences on variability.

Leemann, A., Kolly, M.-J. and Britain, D. (2018). The English dialects app: The creation of a crowd-
sourced dialect corpus. Ampersand 5: 1-17.

This chapter presents an honest overview of the strengths and weaknesses of using a smartphone
application to collect geographical distributions of dialect features, including grammatical ones,
across England.
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Phonological innovation
in contemporary spoken
British English

Gerard |. Docherty

1 Introduction

Misunderstandings as the result of an erroneous interpretation of the phonetic characteristics
of an utterance are commonly discussed in the context of second language learners (e.g. Best
and Tyler 2007) but less so where they arise as a result of variation within the native language
(Labov 1994; Bond 1999; Tang 2015). An example of the latter is when the present author
(a long-time resident of the United Kingdom) misinterpreted as “Cheese Day” a UK under-
graduate student’s pronunciation of the word “Tuesday” (with the immediate context not
providing the necessary disambiguation until about ten seconds after the misinterpretation
had been made). The principal cause of this “slip of the ear” was the sheer auditory distance
between the front and unrounded vowel quality produced by the speaker in the first syllable
of that utterance (as is now regularly the case for speakers of his age — see below) and the
author’s phonological representation of the same vowel in the target word, such that, in this
particular instance, the target vowel /u/ was perceptually assimilated to /i/. The mispercep-
tion, of course, was enhanced by the realisation of the initial /tj/ consonantal sequence as
a palato-alveolar affricate [tf] identical to that found at the onset of cheese. Thus, even for
native speakers of widely spoken varieties of English, ongoing phonological change can
lead to significant issues regarding intelligibility, even when the listener is attuned to and
has regularly encountered this type of realisational variant in English and is familiar with its
association with a relatively younger generation of speakers.

If phonological innovations can lead to misinterpretations such as this for speakers of
varieties of English which are in social/geographical proximity, then it is arguably all the
more likely that they will be a more significant challenge for speakers of other varieties of
English either as an L1 or L2 who have not had exposure to the innovative phonetic realisa-
tions of the variety concerned. With this in mind, the aim of this chapter is to paint in broad
strokes some of the key dimensions of innovation and change in patterns of pronunciation of
British English. By necessity, the coverage is selective, and the chapter does not provide in-
depth accounts of the various features discussed. In presenting this overview, I do not focus
on one particular variety, nor do I attempt to provide coverage of all of the interesting vari-
ability observable within UK varieties of English. Rather, the material is designed to draw
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readers’ attention to a selection of features which are distinctive and in many cases relatively
recent innovations present across speakers of a number of UK varieties, particularly so in the
speech of the younger generations.

For further details of many of the features described subsequently, readers are referred
to the volumes by Britain (2007), Kortmann and Schneider (2004), Hickey (2015); to the
somewhat less recent collection by Foulkes and Docherty (1999); and to the descriptions
provided by Hughes et al. (2012 — especially the overview presented in Chapter 4), as well
as to a range of individual studies which are specified below. Readers are also referred to the
excellent online resources providing streamable samples of a wide range of contemporary
UK English accents, perhaps the most notable of which are the BBC Voices project (www.
bbc.co.uk/voices/) and the British Library “Sounds Familiar” archive (www.bl.uk/learning/
langlit/sounds/index.html). There is also an instructive selection of recordings of diverse UK
speakers available from the International Dialects of English Archive (www.dialectsarchive.
com/), and the International Phonetic Association has made available open-access [llustra-
tions of three varieties of British English: Liverpool (Watson 2007), Tyneside (Watt and
Allen 2003), and Received Pronunciation (Roach 2004).

2 Factors associated with variation and change

Prior to tackling some of the salient phonological innovations within contemporary varieties
of UK English, it is instructive to pause on what appear to be the factors associated with the
trajectories of change identified in recent studies of UK accents. A key observation is that,
across the British Isles, there has been a tangible retreat of a number of localised and strongly
marked variants. For example, in the north-east of England, the traditional realisation of /r/
as a voiced uvular fricative or approximant, the so-called Northumbrian “burr”, has now
almost completely disappeared, being now confined to a geographically constrained subset
of elderly speakers (Beal 2004). Likewise, in the realisation of the Tyneside NURSE' vowel,
the previously frequently encountered [o] variant now appears to be strongly in decline
and tied to a relatively restricted set of lexical items (Maguire 2008). The consequence
of changes such as these is that across the United Kingdom, there is now, at least in some
respects, a greater degree of accentual homogeneity than was historically the case —a process
which is typically referred to as “dialect levelling” (Trudgill 1986; Kerswill 2003) and which
appears to have built up momentum over the past 30-40 years.’

Sociolinguists (e.g. Kerswill 2001; Kerswill and Williams 2002; Kerswill 2003; Britain
2002) converge on the view that dialect levelling has arisen as a result of sharply increased
social mobility (in turn driven to a large degree by disruption of traditional patterns of
employment and changing social and economic equilibria between urban and rural popula-
tions) which has weakened the social ties believed to underpin strongly localised variet-
ies and which has increasingly brought people into contact with others who have different
accentual characteristics. While there is some controversy in the literature (e.g. Britain and
Trudgill 1999; Kerswill 2002) about the ways in which accents interact when they come
into contact in this way, there seems no doubt that one of the likely consequences is a degree
of convergence (Britain 2017). A very clear case of this has been tracked within the United
Kingdom in relatively recent years through Kerswill ez al.’s (e.g. Kerswill and Williams
2000, 2005) study of phonological variation in the new town of Milton Keynes, located
about 45 miles north of London, which demonstrates the development of new accentual
characteristics and norms as the result of co-locating over a relatively short period of time
populations of speakers with differing accents and socioeconomic backgrounds.
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But it is important to note that greater accentual homogeneity in the UK context does
not mean that speakers are converging on a single standard and likewise does not mean
that accentual innovation has ceased to take place. Evidence from recent studies points to
regional differentiation in respect of levelled varieties; for example, Watt and Milroy (1999)
and Watt (2002) show that levelling in speakers of Tyneside English can be analysed as the
adoption of a levelled variety with distinctively northern characteristics, contrasting in many
respects with the features identified by various investigators (Przedlacka 2002; Altendorf
2003) as characteristic of the so-called “Estuary English” levelled variety, which is widely
encountered over large parts of the south-east quadrant of England. But note, too, that the
extent of levelling is very much a function of speech style, with many investigators report-
ing a higher frequency of more localised variants being found in more informal styles and
contexts (for example, as shown for Newcastle by Docherty et al. 1997; Watt 2000; and for
Glasgow by Stuart-Smith 1999). And, of course, where the factors which have driven level-
ling have not been so powerful, marked local varieties and realisational variants still flourish,
as shown by Llamas’ (2001) study of Middlesbrough, Williams and Kerswill’s (1999) work
on Hull, Watson and Clark’s (2013) study of Liverpool, and Baranowski and Turton’s (2015)
account of Manchester, all locations where speakers continue to show significant divergence
from neighbouring varieties driven in part by demographic and socioeconomic factors but
also by prominent local ideologies which lead traditional accent features to act as strong
conveyers of local identity.

Crucially, while it is true to say that some traditional accent features are indeed disap-
pearing, levelling is perhaps best thought of (Trudgill 1986) as a process defined relative to
a previous state characterised by the presence of a variety of localised marked forms (some
of which had high symbolic value in the definition of local identities). It should not be read
as meaning that diversity and innovation are not strongly present within contemporary vari-
eties. Clearly the social and demographic factors which have delivered substantial levelling
in recent decades continue to evolve (e.g. Champion 2008, 2009) and in doing so create the
conditions conducive to new patterns of phonological innovation and change. For example,
recent work by inter alia Torgersen et al. (2006), Fox (2015), Heselwood and McChrystal
(2000), Khan (2007), Khattab (2007), Lambert et al. (2007), Cheshire et al. (2008), Cheshire
et al. (2013), McCarthy ef al. (2013), and Alam and Stuart-Smith (2014) points to the role of
the steadily (and in some places rapidly) shifting ethnic mix within the major urban centres
in the United Kingdom as a relatively new driver of phonological innovation (and there is
clear evidence of this factor shaping other areas of language use — e.g. Rampton 2017; Garcia
and Wei 2013).

Finally, in this section, the current status of Received Pronunciation (RP) warrants a
mention. While its position as a frame of reference provided in the instruction of English is
waning in many parts of the world (Low 2014; Sewell 2016), it remains the variety of UK
English which is described in greatest detail, due perhaps to landmark publications such as
Gimson (1980) and Roach (1983) but also to smaller-scale but detailed studies such as Bauer
(1985), Deterding (1997), Fabricius (2002a, 2002b, 2007, 2018), and Hawkins and Midgley
(2005). It seems clear that the social perturbations mentioned previously have also led to a
shifting of the ideologies associated with different UK varieties, and, as a consequence, the
prestige which for a very long period of time was associated with RP has significantly dis-
sipated (Kerswill 2001, 2006). Of course, one reflection of this is precisely the fact referred
to previously that dialect levelling does not involve gravitation to a single prestige variety
(i.e. speakers are not abandoning their localised marked variants in order to take up RP-like
realisations). More prosaically, this evolution of ideology is reflected in the readiness with
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which different varieties are now encountered through national media channels such as the
BBC and in the almost inevitable resistance to this change evidenced in regular diatribes
in the press by writers who appear to be motivated primarily by preserving the prestigious
ideology previously associated with RP (e.g. Henderson 2007).

While it is not difficult to find speakers of RP almost anywhere in England (and perhaps
more so in the south-east of the country), there is no doubt that it is undergoing changes,
some of which are discussed below, and in its own way appears to be participating in the
levelling process described previously, albeit from a very different starting point than the
traditional, localised accent features. An interesting perspective on this can be gained from
Harrington and colleagues’ analysis of the phonetic characteristics of the UK monarch over
50 years’ recordings of the annual Christmas Day Queen’s Speech (Harrington et al. 2000,
2005). Not only did this study provide a unique real-time account of variation in an individ-
ual’s speech performance, it also shed light on how even a particularly conservative variety
of RP had evolved over five decades (focusing in particular on shifts in vowel quality), albeit
given that the Queen’s phonological patterning remains somewhat conservative, not evinc-
ing to any significant extent the key innovative features described below (unlike the speech
of younger members of the UK Royal Family).

3 English in the United Kingdom

In the following section of this chapter, I now draw attention to key innovative aspects of
phonological patterning within British varieties of English. As mentioned previously, this
section does not attempt to give full descriptions of specific varieties (the references which
are cited provide ample descriptions of this sort) but focuses instead on features that are
particularly characteristic across many (but by no means a//) contemporary spoken varieties,
particularly for younger generations of speakers. I deal in the first instance with consonantal
variation before moving on to discuss vowels and some aspects of prosody.

3.1 Realisation of /t/

A remarkable number of the interesting innovations in consonantal realisation in UK variet-
ies of English are focused on /t/. Perhaps most notably, many studies over recent decades
have tracked the spread of glottal variants of /t/ and have clarified the social, geographical,
and linguistic factors which govern their occurrence. Docherty and Foulkes (2005) provide
a full list of references, including Andrésen (1968), Roach (1973), Trudgill (1974), Wells
(1982), Docherty et al. (1997), Docherty and Foulkes (1999), Fabricius (2002b), Przedlacka
(2002); more recent studies include Drummond (2011), Schleef (2013), and Baranowski and
Turton (2015). There are two types of glottal variant identifiable in contemporary varieties;
glottal replacement (referred to by some authors as glottaling), where a glottal stop is pro-
duced in contexts where a [t] would be expected to occur in a citation form realisation, and
glottal reinforcement (also referred to as glottalisation), where a glottal stop is produced as
a double-articulation at the same time as the [t] oral occlusion. While both variants are usu-
ally referred to as involving the production of a glottal stop, in fact, the little instrumental
phonetic research that has been carried out on these realisations (e.g. Docherty and Foulkes
1999 on speakers from Newcastle and Derby) suggests that the glottal articulation often
involves little more than a momentary interval of laryngealised voice quality® as a result of a
momentary adjustment of the tension of the vocal folds, and it is not unusual for a complete
and sustained glottal occlusion to be absent.
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The studies referred to previously provide a thorough analysis of the conditions in which
the two different types of glottal variant can be found across a number of different varieties
of UK English. But for the purposes of the present chapter, it is perhaps most valuable to
draw attention to the findings which point to a significant increase in the extent to which
speakers across many parts of the United Kingdom are deploying the glottaled [?] vari-
ant in two particular environments; in word-final pre-consonantal position (e.g. get this)
and perhaps most strikingly in intervocalic position both word-medially (as in water) and
word-finally (as in get off'), a key condition for both cases being a strong weak prominence
contour across the two syllables concerned. For example, in a study comparing Reading,
Milton Keynes, and Hull carried out in the mid-1990s, Williams and Kerswill (1999) note
that “glottal replacement of non-initial /t/ is the norm among young working class people in
all three towns” and that the frequency of occurrence is overall greater in younger than in
older speakers. In a study of Derby carried out at approximately the same time, Docherty and
Foulkes (1999) noted substantial use of glottal variants by younger speakers and much less
by their sample of older speakers (but with no class or gender differences), and in a recent
study, Earnshaw and Gold (2019) report abundant use of glottaled variants of /t/ by young
adult speakers from West Yorkshire. And glottaling of word-medial /t/ is regularly cited as
a key characteristic of the so-called “Estuary English” varieties of English (e.g. Altendorf
2003; Przedlacka 2002). Fabricius’ (2002b) study of /t/-glottaling in RP brings out another
aspect of this ongoing development, namely its sensitivity to speech style, finding that there
were much lower frequencies of occurrence in a reading passage as opposed to an unscripted
interview.

Of all of the innovations in UK varieties of English, the glottaling of /t/ in intervocalic
position, especially word-medially, is arguably the most salient. This salience is partly pho-
netic in origin (the phonetic distance between a fully occluded [t] and a momentary laryn-
gealisation at the interface of two vowels is, by any measure, quite substantial, lending
these variants significant auditory prominence), but it also relates to the social value which
is attached to variants concerned. As discussed in detail by Fabricius (2002b), t-glottaling
has become almost emblematic of the ideological shifts which have dissipated the status of
RP (a variety which is not conventionally associated with intervocalic t-glottaling). Thus, in
expressing their resistance to these shifts, commentators regularly alight on t-glottaling as
the example of an “undesirable” innovation in the speech of younger people (e.g. Norman
2001 — of course, this negative evaluation is not necessarily shared by the younger generation
of speakers, in whose speech performance t-glottaling abounds). Another dimension to this
is the interpretation given in the media to the use of t-glottaling by certain public personae
that, in doing so, they are somehow trying to reach out to or display solidarity with the large
part of the (especially younger) population, for whom this is an increasingly typical and (as
mentioned previously) prominent speech characteristic; the former prime minister, Tony
Blair, was often discussed in this respect — see, for example, Lyall (1998), de Burgh (2008).

But variation in /t/ is not restricted to the occurrence of glottal variants. Recent studies
suggest that there is now fairly widespread use of voiced variants. In the survey of regional
varieties in Foulkes and Docherty (1999), this was reported in overviews from Newcas-
tle (Watt and Milroy 1999), Glasgow (Stuart-Smith 1999), London (Tollfree 1999), and
Sandwell in the West Midlands (Mathison 1999). In some cases, this is described as being
a tap articulation ([r]), but in others, the description given suggests [d] or [t]. Stuart-Smith
(1999) notes that in Glasgow, the environment which is most regularly associated with this
variant (as an alternative to glottaling) is word-final intervocalic position with a preceding
short vowel as in lot of or get off, and a similar environment was found to be a productive

63



Gerard J. Docherty

locus for voiced variants of /t/ in Newcastle by Docherty et al. (1997). There are parallels
between the environments identified for this voiced /t/ variant and those which trigger the
so-called “t-to-r rule” applying to some speakers of a number of regional varieties of UK
English where /t/ is realised as a voiced approximant [1] (Carr 1991; Docherty et al. 1997,
Watson 2002; Broadbent 2008; Asprey 2008; Clark and Watson 2011). But, as with t-to-r,
what remains to be investigated more systematically is the extent to which the occurrence
of voiced /t/ is constrained to certain high frequency lexical items such as got, lot, let, get,
not, what, that, bit, it, and to what extent it is subject to social, stylistic, and prosodic factors.

A further innovation in the realisation of /t/ which is beginning to come to light as the
result of increased research on regional British varieties is the use of lenited or pre-aspirated
variants. While fricated and affricated variants of /t/ have for a long time been primarily
associated with the Merseyside variety of English (Knowles 1978; Honeybone 2001; Sang-
ster 2001; Watson 2006; Clark and Watson 2016), in recent years, studies on the eastern
side of the country have pointed to the existence of a range of other variants which appear
to result from either a weakening of the oral occlusion for /t/ or a relatively early abduction
of the vocal folds at the end of a preceding vowel or possibly both. In Newcastle, there is
evidence (Docherty and Foulkes 1999; Docherty 2008) pointing to a range of realisations
of /t/ in word-final pre-pausal position, including pre-aspiration, preceding vowel weaken-
ing, pre-affication, and spirantisation. These can be found in combination or in isolation
and are most strongly associated with the speech of young female speakers (although not
exclusively so). Subsequent work in Middlesbrough (Llamas 2001; Jones and Llamas 2003,
2008) and Hull (Williams and Kerswill 1999) and on Welsh English speakers (Hejna 2015)
has revealed a similar pattern of realisation. Contrary to the situation for t-glottaling, this
is an aspect of /t/ variation which appears to have been established without being explic-
itly noted by investigators working impressionistically, and, even in the areas where these
“weakened” variants are frequently used, they do not appear to carry any of the ideological
“baggage” associated with glottaling (in this light, it is also interesting to note the findings
of Gordeeva and Scobbie 2004 of what they refer to as “non-normative pre-aspiration” of
fricatives in Scottish English).

Other key aspects of the realisation of /t/ which should be factored in to any overview
of variation in UK varieties of English include the deletion of /t/ (and /d/ too, of course) in
word-final consonant sequences such as lost boy, mist came, or walked purposefully and the
palatalisation of /t/ preceding /j/ as in tune or Tuesday. The factors associated with t/d deletion
are amply documented in Tagliamonte and Temple’s (2005) study of a corpus of York speak-
ers, which points to differences in the conditioning factors that apply in that variety of English,
namely the relatively low influence of the word’s morphological class, compared to those
which are typically invoked for -t/-d deletion in USA English (e.g. Guy 1991).# The realisa-
tion of /t/ as [ﬂ] (and of /d/as [dA3]) before a /j/ (in fact, most likely the coalescence of /t/ and /j/
into a single complex segment) has been long recognised as a feature of less conservative UK
varieties of English (Wells 1982) but in recent years has been highlighted as one of the features
most characteristic of Estuary English (although this is a feature which is a well-established
and widespread feature of informal and formal speech throughout the United Kingdom).

3.2 TH-Fronting

A close second to t-glotalling as the most frequent object of topical comment regarding
UK English pronunciation is TH-fronting, that is, the realisation of /6/ and /3/ as the corre-
sponding labio-dental fricatives [f] and [v]. While this is a long-standing feature of London
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vernacular (Kerswill 2003) and has been closely associated with the levelled “Estuary
English” varieties prevalent within the south-east quadrant of England, there is now ample
evidence (mapped in detail by Kerswill 2003) that TH-fronting is present in many of the
urban centres of England and Scotland, most particularly (but not exclusively) in informal
speech styles (Wells 1982; Stuart-Smith and Timmins 2006; Schleef and Ramsammy 2013;
Baranowski and Turton 2015). It appears to be primarily a feature of younger generations of
speakers (outside of the south-east, Kerswill (2003) attributes it to speakers born post-1970,
so it remains to be seen whether this age-based difference will continue to be the case).
Reports suggest that TH-fronting may not be equally present across male and female speak-
ers; Schleef and Ramsammy (2013) found a higher occurrence in males than in females in
their London speakers (but not in their speakers from Edinburgh); likewise, in their study
of Milton Keynes, Reading, and Hull, Williams and Kerswill (1999) found quite high levels
of TH-fronting in both sexes but higher frequency in boys’ realisations. Research has also
highlighted a range of factors which are conducive to TH-fronting and that the impact of
these factors may vary across different varieties (see Schleef and Ramsammy’s 2013 com-
parison of speakers from London vs Edinburgh). A number of studies report that word-initial
/0/ is resistant to TH-fronting (Wells 1982: 328; Docherty and Foulkes 1999; Williams and
Kerswill 1999), that is, in a small set of high-frequency function words such as ¢his and that.
Stuart-Smith and Timmins (2006) found that the highest frequency of TH-fronting occurred
word-finally and the lowest word-medially; Clark’s (2009) study of TH-fronting in informal
conversations of adolescent members of a West Fife pipe band yielded effects of syllable
position (TH-fronting more likely in syllable coda position) and lexical category (ordinals
and place-names more likely to retain the dental realisation) and found that the presence of
a labiodentals earlier in a word seems to predispose a fronted realisation of a subsequent
dental.

3.3 Labial /r/ and rhoticity

In the not-too-distant past, the realisation of /t/ as a labiodental approximant [v], when it
persisted beyond the age at which it was developmentally typical, was typically character-
ised as a disorder of speech articulation and would not infrequently lead to a referral for
speech and language therapy. However, over the past two or three decades, for younger-
generation speakers of many contemporary UK varieties of English, the situation has sub-
stantially changed, with labiodental realisations of /r/ now being very common and generally
no longer evaluated negatively or as some form of speech production disorder. What is
perhaps most striking is that, unlike the situation applying to other changes over the same
period, this seems to have happened largely without overt resistance or comment on the part
of members of the speech communities concerned. This process of change is described in
more detail by Foulkes and Docherty (2000) and is perhaps most strikingly exemplified by
Trudgill’s observation that in Norwich in the early 1970s, [v] was characteristic of only a
small number of ‘idiosyncratic’ speakers (Trudgill 1974) whereas in a later study (Trudgill
1988), labio-dental variants were found to be present in around a third of the speaker sample
born between 1959 and 1973.

More generally, as pointed by Hughes et al. (2012), rhoticity (the realisation of /r/ in
syllable-coda position either pre-pausally or pre-consonantally) is one of the key dimensions
along which varieties of English (across the globe, not just in the United Kingdom) can be
distinguished. Within the United Kingdom, rhoticity is most typically associated with the
varieties of Scotland and Northern Ireland and with the south-western quadrant of England.
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There is also a small enclave of rhotic varieties in the north-west of England around the
towns of Blackburn and Burnley (Barras 2015). In general, though, Hughes ef al. point to
a gradual retreat of rhoticity within England, most likely due to the factors underpinning
dialect levelling more generally, referred to previously. What may well be the beginnings
of a shift of this sort have also been observed in the archetypally rhotic varieties of
English spoken in Scotland (Romaine 1978; Stuart-Smith 2007). Recent experimental pho-
netic studies of the realisation of coda /r/ in speakers of Scottish English (e.g. Stuart-Smith
2007; Lawson et al. 2013, 2018) point to a good deal of variability in the realisation of /r/
(including, for some speakers, variants with a very notable uvular or pharyngeal quality)
and also highlight a good deal of inter-rater variability in identifying when coda was /r/ was
present or not, suggesting that for some speakers of Scottish English, derhoticisation may be
further advanced than was previously thought simply because it has been difficult to identify
impressionistically.

3.4 Vowels

The configuration of the vowel space and its alignment to the lexical stock of English pro-
vides arguably the most important and systematic basis for differentiating varieties of English
(Wells 1982; Hughes et al. 2012), and the analysis of these differences has been enormously
facilitated by referring them to the “lexical sets” devised by Wells (1982) for capturing cross-
accent vowel differences. For example, varieties can be classified in multiple dimensions
by how they are positioned vis-a-vis the BATH-TRAP lexical sets (a front vowel akin to [a] for
both in many, especially, northern varieties, in contrast to an [a]-[a] split in many others), the
realisation of the sTRUT lexical set (as a central and relatively open [a] vowel or with a quality
which overlaps substantially with that for the Foot set),” or by whether they have a single
realisation for the FooT and Goosk lexical sets (as is typically reported for Scottish varieties),
as opposed to differentiating these in some way, most commonly via a []-[u] split (although
see the following for more on these particular realisations). Many of these differences are
deeply rooted, and, no less so today than in the past, many carry very significant social value
(e.g. within England, the fusion of the BATH-TRAP sets has strong ideological associations with
“northern-ness”), and they are accentual features that speakers will readily demonstrate an
awareness of if asked.

Research carried out in more recent years, however, has pointed to a number of innova-
tions in the realisation of vowel contrasts occurring across varieties which would on other
grounds be characterised as quite different from a vocalic point of view. While it is not within
the remit of this chapter to explore the causes of such changes, they would seem to be, at
least in part, a reflex of the more general process of dialect levelling commented on previ-
ously, although investigators (e.g. Kerswill ef al. 2008) are also keen to use these changes as
a means of testing the phonology-internal factors which are claimed by Labov (1994) to be
strong drivers of changes to vowel systems over time.

Perhaps the most striking of these is the fronting of the Goose and Goat vowels by younger
generations of speakers. Putting to one side those varieties where Goosk is already fused
with FooT (and already has quite a central and close quality, as is generally the case in Scot-
tish varieties), there are widespread reports of moderate to substantial fronting of Goose
together with the production of much less marked lip-rounding/protrusion; for example,
Tollfree (1999) reports [w:] for London, Williams and Kerswill (1999) observe [y:] or
[y:] for Reading and Milton Keynes, Trudgill (1999) reports a central diphthong [wu] for
Norwich with gradually increasing lip-rounding, and Docherty and Foulkes (1999) report
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[w:] and [#:] for Derby. These findings are confirmed in instrumental studies by Bauer (1985),
Deterding (1997), Harrington et al. (2008), Hawkins and Midgley (2005), Ferragne and
Pellegrino (2010), Haddican ef al. (2013), and Strycharczuk and Scobbie (2017). And, of
course, it is this particular innovation which underpins the misinterpretation cited at the very
start of this chapter. With Goar, the key innovation is found to apply to those varieties which
prefer a diphthongal realisation (not Scotland, for example) with a more fronted quality and
a lessening or complete absence of lip-rounding during the latter half of the diphthong. For
example, Williams and Kerswill (1999) note the use of [aY] in Reading and Milton Keynes,
and in the latter location, they observe a more open variant [9y] in the speech of younger
female speakers; Docherty and Foulkes (1999) report [ou], [at], and [ew] for younger-gener-
ation and older middle-class speakers in Derby; and while diphthongal realisations of Goar
in some northern varieties have become more frequent relatively recently, here too there are
reports of fronting taking place (see, for example, Haddican ef al.’s 2013 study of speakers
from York).

The struT lexical set has received a considerable amount of attention from investiga-
tors, particularly for those varieties which retain a stTrut-rooT split. Bauer’s (1985) acous-
tic study of RP speakers suggested that sTrRuT was well established as a “central-to-front”
vowel, as opposed to the back quality with which it was previously associated, a finding
which was confirmed by Hawkins and Midgley (2005) and for Milton Keynes speakers by
Williams and Kerswill (1999). In a similar vein, other investigators (Hughes et al. 2012;
Docherty and Foulkes 1999; Watt and Milroy 1999) note that in northern English varieties,
it is not unusual to hear a vowel akin to [a] or even slightly fronter than this. More recently,
however, Torgersen ef al.’s (2006) study of vowel variation in a range of London speakers
notes that younger speakers have “back and raised sTRUT vowels”, pointing to convergence
on this type of realisation across the south-east quadrant of England.

Other vocalic features which reports suggest are widely present across a number of con-
temporary varieties include the tensing of unstressed /1/ (referred to by Wells 1982 as Haprpy-
tensing) by which the unstressed vowels in words such as happy, city, pretty are realised
with [i] as opposed to [1] (this change has been commented on as an ongoing change for a
number of decades, but it does now appear to be strongly established across the southern
half of England),® the fronting, centralising, and loss of lip-rounding of the Foor lexical set
(Tollfree 1999 for London, Hawkins and Midgley 2005 for RP, Williams and Kerswill 1999
for Milton Keynes and Reading), and the convergence of the vocalic realisations of the CURE
lexical set towards that for NorTH (Tollfree 1999; Williams and Kerswill 1999; Docherty
and Foulkes 1999) such that, at least for younger speakers of many varieties in England,
the most frequent realisation of words like cure, poor, tour is with a monophthongal [o]
vowel as opposed to a diphthong akin to [9] (thus ensuring that pairs like paw/poor are
homophonous).” One vowel feature which does not receive a great deal of detailed discus-
sion in the literature but which seems to be widespread is the realisation of the FLEECE vowel
with an onset glide from a slightly centralised starting 