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    1. INTRODUCTION




    Currently, English has a special status among all the languages spoken in different countries. As a result of extensive colonial expansion, English is spoken in many different regions and is used in many different social contexts. Consequently, new English varieties have emerged in almost all corners of the world. These different postcolonial varieties also have their own singularities which vary according to socio-cultural background and history, as along with the level of prestige that English carries in those regions.




    The volume of research that describes the varieties of English is growing constantly (Diaconu, 2011). Hence, it seems necessary to complement these studies with analyses of the semantic features of English and extend the realm of research to non-standard English varieties worldwide. To this end, this study aims to assess which linguistic resources are used to express cohesion across four varieties of English: British English, Irish English, Philippine English, and Eastern African English. These varieties can be classified as native language varieties—British and Irish—and second-language varieties—Philippine and Eastern African (Kachru, 1986).




    Linguistic variation can be examined from many perspectives. One of them is the regional perspective: variations in a language occur as a result of geographical diversity, resulting in different dialects and sometimes national varieties. Another perspective is the functional one, and it is determined by the activity in which the language is being used. These activities presume a set of linguistic features that are more common for each context of situation. This set of features is commonly referred to as register.




    The concept of register originates from the idea that the context of the language determines its usage. Therefore, it is the linguistic framework that describes the context of a situation (Neumann, 2008). For this analysis, two different registers have been selected: conversation and academic writing. These registers represent specific contexts of situation and are expected to feature different patterns regarding the use of cohesive devices.




    Mapping linguistic variation through both regional and functional perspectives would not have been possible without a corpus investigation. In this respect, the components of British English, Irish English, Philippine English, and East African English of the International Corpus of English (ICE) shed light on which cohesive device is more prototypical of conversations and academic writing. The ICE1 is a set of electronic corpora that includes different national or regional varieties of English around the world. The primary aim of the corpus is to collect material for comparative studies of English worldwide. Therefore, a sampled sub-corpus of ICE, representing these English varieties, is most appropriate for this study.




    It is also important to mention that linguistic variation does not occur only on the morphological and syntactic levels but is also present in the interaction between cultural factors and the context of situation. This interaction enables functional alternation between the cohesive devices that are being used in different situations. This thesis focuses on two such devices, co-reference and lexical cohesion, as they inherently extend beyond morphological and syntactic units. Additionally, the methodological steps selected for this analysis are designed to focus on the referential relations between words within the text (cohesive ties), not on their grammatical classification (e.g., pronouns, lexical words, etc.).




    In a nutshell, this study seeks to investigate the cohesive relations of co-reference and lexical cohesion within in academic and conversational registers across four English varieties: British, Irish, Philippine, and East African. The analysis tests, first, if there are differences in proportions of lexical cohesion and co-reference between those languages and, second, if there are differences in proportions of lexical cohesion and co-reference between the registers.




    At this outset, this analysis formulates three hypotheses: in the proportion of lexical cohesion and co-reference, native language varieties are expected to be more similar to each other than second-language varieties are; conversational registers are expected to have more co-reference than lexical cohesion; and academic registers are expected to use more lexical cohesion than co-reference.




    According to Neumann and Fest (2016), a systematic account of registers across English varieties is still lacking, even though the varieties have been described extensively, both individually and comparatively. Therefore, this thesis contributes not only to the description of varieties of English from a non-structural perspective but also to register-based research across these varieties, a field which is still in its infancy and often focuses on individual linguistic features (Neumann and Fest, 2016).




    This thesis is organized into seven sections. Sections 2 and 3 lay down the theoretical foundations established by previous research on varieties of English and systemic-functional linguistics, which motivated the approach chosen for this study. Section 4 introduces the methodological framework. This section provides a detailed description of the methods used in this analysis, along with the statistical tests conducted with the results.




    Section 5 consists of a corpus-based analysis of the occurrences of co-reference and lexical cohesion across registers and varieties. To begin with, Section 5 focuses on the proportions of cohesive devices bearing the four varieties selected, representing the regional perspective. Then, a specific analysis regarding the functional perspective is conducted in the same section. All the findings of the study are discussed in Section 6. Finally, Section 7 provides a summary of the major results along with concluding remarks and suggests some potential directions for future research.




    




    

      

        1 The International Corpus of English (ICE) http://ice-corpora.net/ice/index.html


      


    


  




  

    2. PREVIOUS RESEARCH




    2.1 ENGLISH VARIETIES




    The term “variety” covers many ways of using a language. Gregory (1967) stated that this term covers different types of dialects such as temporal dialects (Old English), geographical dialects (“American English”), and even social dialects (Upper-Class English). These types are related to the context of the speaker’s situation in time, space, or society. When using the term “English varieties,” we refer to those varieties that emerged as the result of complex processes during colonial history (Schneider, 2007).




    Numerous researchers have sought to define and classify English varieties. For example, Schneider’s (2007) definition of English varieties relates to their colonial history in terms of their acceptance of either British or American norms. The author uses the term “postcolonial varieties” to refer to the regional variations that arose as a result of this mechanism. Thus, Schneider (2007) proposes a framework called the Dynamic Model of Postcolonial Englishes, and it comprises five different stages: foundation, exonormative stabilization, nativization, endonormative stabilization, and differentiation. These five stages cover a whole range of factors relating to social identity construction and new socio-cultural conditions in the former colonies or their linguistic effects. According to the author, multilingual and socio-historical backgrounds are essential criteria for understanding the linguistic variation within these postcolonial varieties (Schneider, 2007).




    Kachru (1986), on the other hand, uses the term “World Englishes” to refer to English varieties and classify them with a more general model. This model is defined by the functions performed by English in different countries around the world: English as a native language (ENL); English as a second language (ESL); and English as a foreign language (EFL). Kachru (1986) also represents these functions as three concentric circles: the inner circle, the outer circle, and the expanding circle, respectively. In his model, the native varieties are classified within the inner circle as the “norm-provider” (British, American, Australian English), whereas the second-language countries belong to the outer circle and are referred to as “norm-developing” (e.g., India, Ghana, the Philippines). The expanding circle does not share the same status with the “norm-developing” varieties, and it is instead considered “norm-dependent” (e.g., Germany, Brazil, China) (Kachru, 1986). Figure 1 illustrates the Three Circles Model.
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    Figure 1: The Three Circle Model. Source: Varieties of English Course, Ü35-01043. The University of Hamburg




    In ENL countries, English is used as first language by most of the population, and it is the only functioning language across all domains of use such as official documents and education. In ESL countries on the other hand, English is widely used as second language, but not by the majority. It is also used in many official contexts, but it is not the only functioning language. Therefore, English is used in the context of multilingualism, in which the languages have distinct functions and status. Finally, in EFL countries, English is not used for communication within the country, which means it is mostly used in non-native speaker interaction.




    Even though the Three Circles Model presupposes three different categories, it should be accounted as a continuum since varieties can shift between circles. Consider the Hong Kong variety, in which English moves toward the EFL category, or Singapore, where English migrates to ESL. Despite the model’s limitations—it does not include, for example, the post-creole varieties of Caribbean English, which shows the difficulty in setting boundaries between categories—it accounts for the basic differences and similarities between varieties, both in the social context of the use of English and in terms of structural variation.




    For this analysis, Kachru’s (1986) classification has been taken into consideration to refer to the status of the four English varieties selected—British English, Irish English, Philippine English, and Eastern African English. They represent different social-cultural situations and cover different types of varieties, drawing on the categories used by the Three Circles Model (Kachru, 1986). Therefore, they can be classified as ENL varieties (British and Irish) and ESL varieties (Philippine and Eastern African).




    2.2 COHESIVE DEVICES ACROSS VARIETIES




    The present thesis is motivated by a study of Neumann and Fest (2016), in which they analyze three cohesive markers—the use of pronouns, conjunctions, and lexical density—in six regional varieties of English used in Singapore, Hong Kong, India, Canada, Jamaica, and New Zealand from the perspective of register variation.




    The concept of register implies a certain frequency of recurrence and repetition of features or patterns in a given situation (Neumann, 2010). Since contexts are related to culture, it seems plausible to assume that these features will vary depending on the cultural context in which they occur. Thus, given the range of variation in terms of culture across English varieties, registers are unlikely to be uniform across them (Neumann and Fest, 2016).




    In their study, Neumann and Fest conceive the relationship between language, variety, and register as follows: “Language may consist of different varieties, and an established variety is partly identifiable as such because it has its own set of registers. More specifically, the particular cultural context of a speech community gives rise to a specific set of situation types which are likened to specific linguistic registers” (Neumann and Fest, 2016).




    According to Neumann and Fest (2016), a key question in exploring registers with respect to varieties of English is whether there is one English language with a certain range of registers and varieties as its generalized dialects or whether what is labeled as English is actually a collection of varieties more closely related to what one might call different languages. On this basis, the authors investigate the relationship between variety and register using a corpus-based approach, arguing that these two parameters of variation differ but are closely related in the way they influence and shape language.




    The results obtained in the study demonstrate, first, that the register of conversation has the lowest values for lexical density in all varieties and, second, that variation of all three linguistic markers in academic writing is generally low. Third, Jamaican English, Canadian English, and Singapore English stand out for the use of pronouns in conversations and broadcast discussions. Finally, Indian English exhibits the highest average of lexical density in written language, as opposed to Hong Kong English with the lowest. As the conversational and academic registers showed the most significant differences compared with the other registers analyzed, they were selected for this analysis.




    Neumann and Fest’s analysis also attempts to determine the degrees of cohesion within varieties. However, the authors conclude that to obtain a broader and more representative overview, more varieties have to be analyzed, which will ensure a more even coverage of the English language (Neumann and Fest, 2016). Therefore, four different varieties were selected here, namely British English, Irish English, Philippine English, and Eastern African English.




    Although this study also aims to examine the cohesive relations across varieties of English, the approach and methodology chosen for this purpose are different. Neumann and Fest (2016) use the ICE corpus version annotated with part-of-speech information based on the tagging provided by the ICE Corpus team. Nonetheless, only the English varieties selected by the authors (and USA written) are available in tagged versions.




    As mentioned in the introductory section, cohesion relations extend beyond the structural unit. In this respect, the methodology selected for this study does not focus on the part-of-speech classification of words; rather, it centers on the cohesive relations between them within the text. In other words, the analysis in this thesis is based on the number of cohesive ties present in the registers across the four English varieties mentioned previously.




    Furthermore, the concept of cohesion used for this analysis is based on the emergent systemic-functional description proposed by Halliday and Hasan (1976) and Halliday and Matthiessen (2014). This theory is explored in more detail in the next section.


  




  

    3. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND




    3.1 SYSTEMIC-FUNCTIONAL LINGUISTICS – BASIC CONCEPTS




    As mentioned in the previous section, the theory used to support this analysis is systemic-functional linguistics (henceforth SFL), initially proposed by Halliday (1961). This theory explains language as a semiotic and social phenomenon, and its realization through text is guided by functional principles.




    According to SFL, a text can be analyzed on four levels: context, semantics, lexico-grammar, and phonology, with the context being one of the most important concerns as it is central to the process of constructing meaning. When language occurs in a context, it is linked to either the context of culture (genres) or the context of situation (register) (Almurashi, 2016).
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    Figure 2: Metafunctions of systemic-functional linguistics (Halliday and Matthiessen, 2014)




    Additionally, SFL proposes three metafunctions to discuss how the linguistic system textualizes reality: ideational, interpersonal, and textual.




    The ideational metafunction is realized by the transitivity system, which translates the world perception, and is represented by the process (verb), participant (subject), and circumstance. The interpersonal function corresponds to the linguistic resources that establish personal relations and is represented by the mood system. Finally, the textual metafunction focuses on the message and its thematic organization (Halliday and Matthiessen, 2014). This metafunction also realizes the cohesion system, which is the focus of this study.




    3.1.1 THE CONCEPT OF TIE




    Halliday and Hasan (1976) state that in order to analyze cohesion, the basic concept that is employed is that of the tie. The term “tie” refers to a single instance of cohesion, or to one occurrence of a pair of cohesively related items. Consider the following example:




    “There was once a velveteen rabbit. He was fat and bunchy” (Halliday and Matthiessen, 2014)




    The relation between he and velveteen rabbit in the previous example constitutes a tie. It is possible to characterize any segment of a text in terms of the number and kinds of ties which it displays. According to SLF, the concept of a tie makes it possible to analyze a text in terms of its cohesive properties and gives a systematic account of its patterns. Many questions may be investigated in this respect, for example regarding the difference between speech and writing, the relationship between cohesion and the organization of written texts into sentences and paragraphs, and the possible differences among different genres and different authors in the numbers and kinds of tie they typically use. (Halliday and Hasan,1976)




    3.1.2 THE CONCEPT OF COHESION




    According to SFL, cohesion happens on the semantic level and realizes the means whereby elements that are structurally unrelated to one another are linked together through the dependence of one on the other for its interpretation. It is the internal organization of the text; the way the parts of the speech relate. Here, it is noteworthy that a text is regarded as a semantic unit that extends beyond the range of structural relations, which is how it is normally conceived. Therefore, cohesion within a text depends on something other than structure. Additionally, the text-forming relations considered in this study cannot be accounted for in terms of constituent structure; they are properties of the text as such, and not of any structural unit such as a clause or sentence. The use of the term “cohesion” in systemic-functional grammar refers specifically to these non-structural text-forming relations (Halliday and Hasan, 1976).




    Although cohesive relations are not concerned with structure, they may be found just as well within a sentence. However, this kind of cohesion attracts less notice because the cohesive strength of the grammatical structure is not as strong as it is at the semantic level. Since the sentence already hangs together by dint of its structure, cohesion is not needed, even though a cohesive relation might be there. Therefore, cohesive ties between sentences—rather than within them—stand out more clearly because they are the only source of texture. “In the description of a text, it is the ‘intersentence’ cohesion that is significant, because that represents the variable aspect of cohesion, distinguishing one text from another” (Halliday and Hasan, 1976).




    Therefore, cohesion is a general text-forming relation, or a set of such relations, which, when incorporated within a sentence structure, is subject to certain restrictions—since the grammatical condition of “being a sentence” ensures that the parts go together to form a text. For this reason, only the cohesive ties between sentences are considered in this study.




    According to SFL, there are four main types of cohesion: reference (co-reference and comparative reference), ellipsis and/or substitution, conjunction, and lexical cohesion.




    However, according to Halliday and Hasan (1976), only the relations of co-reference and lexical cohesion inherently extend beyond the structural units and refer to the meaning. Therefore, these two types are the focus of the present analysis.




    3.2 CO-REFERENCE




    There are two types of co-reference: personal and demonstrative. They differ with respect to which category they are referring to: person or proximity. Figure 3 shows the expression of these co-reference relations.
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    Figure 3 - Types of co-reference expression (Halliday and Matthiessen, 2014).




    3.2.1 PERSONAL CO-REFERENCE




    The category of personal co-reference is classified as determinative or possessive. Determinative personal co-reference is realized by personal pronouns (subject and object), while possessive is represented by possessive determiners (usually called “possessive adjectives”), and possessive pronouns. Example 1 and Figure 4 show the system of personal co-reference.




    Example 1




    “I mean ask Nigel you know”




    “He is such an awful perv and you know he is so revolting and and unspokenly




    he’s such an old lecherous git”




    “And I saw him and I’d forgotten”




    “And I said sort of oh hello oh all right”




    “And then he said uh will you play for the opera for me sort of thing and I said




    oh you know maybe I’ll I’ll consult”




    (ICE sub-corpus: British English – Conversational Register)
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    Figure 4 - Personal co-reference. (Halliday and Matthiessen, 2014).




    3.2.2 DEMONSTRATIVE CO-REFERENCE




    According to SLF, the premise regarding demonstrative co-reference is the concept of proximity. This category can either be specific, realized by demonstrative pronouns and adverbial demonstratives, or non-specific, realized by the determiner ‘the’ and the pronoun ‘it’ (when the latter refers to the whole of the preceding). The specific demonstrative co-reference can be either nominal (this, that, those, these), or adverbial (here, there, now, then). The nominal category can also differ depending on the position of the demonstrative pronoun in the nominal group: head or pre-modifier (Halliday and Matthiessen, 2014).




    Example 2




    “You want to tell me that man saw those withered thighs she wore you see




    a granny is wearing something the withered thighs just provoked him to go and rape her”




    “That’s why okay That’s why I said it depends on the occasion and the situation that someone is in”




    “Let’s put it this way Sammy let me ask you Tell me That shows if you get so excited because of just seeing thighs that shows you have just adjusted your mind to the rape ‘cause by the way you see those thighs are normal”




    (ICE sub-corpus: Eastern African English – Conversational register)




    3.3 ENDOPHORIC AND EXOPHORIC REFERENCE




    All co-reference items share a “phoric” characteristic, which simply means that they have the property of reference. This phoric relation can either be realized within the text or can be dependent on the context of situation. When the reference relation takes place in the text, it is called an endophoric reference; on the other hand, when the characteristic of this relation is dependent on the context, it is exophoric. However, Halliday and Hasan (1976) emphasize that only endophoric reference is cohesive. Although exophoric reference contributes to the creation of text as it links the language with the context of situation, it does not contribute to the integration of one passage with another within the text. Therefore, it does not contribute directly to cohesion (Halliday and Hasan, 1976).




    The endophoric relations can be anaphoric when they refer to something already mentioned in the text or cataphoric when they refer to something that is about to be mentioned. Therefore, in addition to the type of co-reference classification, the cohesive relations can also be either anaphoric or cataphoric. In this regard, it is worth mentioning that only the third person is inherently cohesive since it essentially refers anaphorically or cataphorically to the text. First and second-person forms are normally interpreted exophorically by reference to the situation and do not normally refer to the text at all.




    On this note, it is important to distinguish the personal relation of the first and second person and the third person because only the third-person form typically refers to a preceding item in the text. Referents of the first and second person are defined by the speech roles of the speaker and hearer; hence, they are normally interpreted exophorically by reference to the situation. Therefore, third-person forms essentially refer to the text, whereas those of the first and second person refer to the situation (Halliday and Hasan, 1976).




    Finally, the authors also refer to homophoric relations as a type of exophoric reference. According to Halliday and Hasan (1976), exo-homophoric relations happen when the referent is identifiable on extralinguistic grounds either because there is only one member of the class of objects referred to (the sun) or because the reference is to the whole class (the stars, the government). This term is used to distinguish it from the situationally specific type since it does not depend on the specific situation (Halliday and Matthiessen, 2014).




    3.4 LEXICAL COHESION




    According to SLF, lexical cohesion means the cohesive patterns represented by the selection of vocabulary. To be considered cohesive, lexical items must occur in the context of reference. In other words, they must have the same referent as the item which they presuppose. This relation can be signaled by the accompaniment of a co-reference item such as a determiner or a demonstrative pronoun.




    Halliday and Hasan (1976) classified lexical cohesive relations as elaborating and extending. Elaborating relations differ depending on whether the referent item shares the same identity (repetition and synonymy) or if this item is one subclass of another (hyponymy). Extending relations occur if the referent item is an extension of the item it is being referred to (meronymy).




    3.4.1 ELABORATING RELATIONS: REPETITION, SYNONYMY, AND HYPONYMY




    The most direct form of lexical cohesion is the repetition of a lexical item, which is normally accompanied by a reference item. (Halliday and Matthiessen, 2014)




    Example 3




    “The experimental set-up is shown in Figure 3. It is composed of a reactor, a solenoid valve and a heater which are connected by 1/2 inch galvanized iron pipe. The design of the reactor is the same as that of the existing laboratory scale non-isothermal CSTR of Olano, S. (1990). This reactor is equipped with a motor on top where the propeller is connected to. The motor is also connected to the variac in order that the rate of agitation can be controlled.”




    (ICE sub-corpus: Philippine English – Academic Register)




    Another form of lexical cohesion is the choice of a lexical item that is in some sense synonymous with a preceding one. This relation can be of synonymy or antonymy when lexical items which are opposite in meaning also function with a cohesive effect in a text.




    Example 4




    “The land problem, one of the root causes of poverty in the Philippines, is revealed as also being one cause of environmental degradation in this country.”




    (ICE sub-corpus: Philippine English – Academic Register)




    Repetition and synonymy are both elaborating relations based on identity; one lexical item restates another. A second kind of elaborating relationship is called attribution, which is realized by hyponymy. This is based on the classification that moves from general to specific: the first lexical item represents a class of things, and the second item represents either a superclass, a subclass, or another class at the same level of classification (Halliday and Matthiessen, 2014).




    Example 5




    “Some of the relatively cheap food crops that can help alleviate this protein crisis are the grain legumes of which the common bean Phaseolus vulgaris L. has been reported to play a vital role in most developing countries. The common bean is one of the main grain legumes grown in the tropics and is grown extensively in East Africa and Asia.”




    (ICE sub-corpus: Eastern African English – Academic register)




    3.4.2 EXTENDING RELATIONS: MERONYMY




    The extending relations are formed in the sense of meronymy, which means ‘be a part of’, and this is much like how a trunk, branch, or leaf are parts of a tree.




    Example 6




    Languages and humanities are invaluable in this regard. Of course, the domestic environment of the young person influences the proper disposition for such an education. The value of philosophy, theology, creative arts and literature - classical and modern - could hardly be over-rated for the rich development of a young adult.




    (ICE Corpus: Irish English – Academic Register)




    It is important to mention that, according to Halliday and Matthiessen (2014), there is no noticeably clear line between meronymy and hyponymy, especially when referring to abstract terms. A given set of items may be co-hyponyms of one term but co-meronyms of another; for example, “chair,” “table,” and “bed” are hyponyms of furniture but meronyms of furnishings. However, since either relationship is a source of lexical cohesion, it is not necessary to insist on deciding between them (Halliday and Matthiessen, 2014).




    For a broader and more detailed explanation of the cohesive categories, the reader is recommended to refer to Chapters 2 and 6 of the book Cohesion in English (Halliday and Hasan, 1976) and the work An Introduction to Functional Grammar (Halliday and Matthiessen, 2014).




    Supported by such theoretical background and previous research, two questions can be posed regarding cohesive relations across the four English varieties and the two registers selected for this study. First, if there are differences in proportions of lexical cohesion and co-reference between the languages, then native language varieties are expected to be more similar to each other in the proportion of lexical cohesion and co-reference than second-language varieties. Second, if there are differences in the proportions of lexical cohesion and co-reference between the registers, conversations are expected to have more co-reference than lexical cohesion, while academic registers are expected to have more lexical cohesion. Accordingly, the following section discusses the methodology that was used in this study in an attempt to answer these questions. The methodological steps were based on the literature listed in this section.
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