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While there is undoubtedly more to discuss here, the above does already high-
light that the apparent-time analysis fails to uncover patterns in the data that the
real-time analysis did see.

3.3.2  LengthDiff x PrevChoice

Figure 12 is yet another false negative, the interaction LengthDiff x PrevChoice
obtained in the first real-time analysis but not in the apparent-time one. The results
show that, in the absence of priming (in the rare cases when there is no previous
choice), SinE60 speakers conform to short-before-long very much like the SinE50
speakers - it is only when LengthDiff makes no strong prediction that they differ
considerably. A similar pattern emerges when the previous choice was an s-genitive
although, there, SInE60 speakers are now much closer to the SinE50 speakers —
no doubt in part due to the priming. However, when the previous choice was on
of-genitive, things are different and SinE60 speakers behave less and less likeSinE50
speakers the longer the possessum becomes relative to the possessor.

The e ect of possessor/-um length di erence x previous choice
on the prob. of SinE- -like choices by SinE-  speakers
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Figure 12. Predicted probabilities of SinE-1950-like choices by SinE-1960 speakers:
The interaction of LengthDiff x PrevChoice
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3.3.3 TTR x PrevChoice

The final effect to be discussed briefly is shown in Figure 13, the interaction
TTR x PrevChoice, which was only obtained in SinE60 > SinE90. When there is
some priming from a previous choice, SinE90 speakers behave a lot like SinE60
speakers but somewhat less so when texts are of average lexical complexity, but
when there is no priming, SinE90 speakers behave differently from SinE60 speak-
ers in the most lexically complex texts. (It is worth pointing out that this may be
related to the fact that the TTR-values in SinE90 are a bit higher on average than
those in SinE60, but that difference is so small that it seems practically negligible:
difference between means: 0.02, difference between medians: 0.015, both on the
TTR scale from 0.39 to 1.

The effect of TTR x processor animacy
on the prob. of SinE-1960-like choices by SinE-1990 speakers
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Figure 13. Predicted probabilities of SinE-1960-like choices by SinE-1990 speakers:
The interaction of TTR x PrevChoice
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4. Concluding remarks

To recap, we have performed one MuPDAR analysis that is closely related in spirit
and assumptions to how most of the field has been conducting its corpus-based
analyses of structural nativization/emancipation of varieties from a historical source
variety and we discovered a variety of differences between BrE90 and SinE90.
However, we then proceeded to discuss more explicitly than is usually done two
central assumptions that underlie virtually all those analyses and that prove to
be highly problematic in indigenized-variety research, as they have in fact been
in sociolinguistics where a similar problem/conflict — apparent-time vs. real-time
research — has been discussed extensively. These assumptions are that (i) diachronic
processes can be reasonably enough approximated by synchronic data with certain
sampling characteristics and that (ii) the historical source variety changes so little
in the time period under consideration that its changes relative to the target variety
can be dismissed from consideration (despite much evidence testifying to how BrE
has changed over time).

Based upon this logic, we then proceeded to do the indigenized-variety equiv-
alent of real-time analyses and performed two MuPDAR analyses tracking changes
within SinE over time and we have seen that the apparent-time analysis produces
true positives (though without the added finer temporal resolution of the real-time
analysis!), but also false positives (effects that the real-time analysis cannot confirm)
and false negatives (effects that only the real-time analysis reveals). Our focus here
was methodological so we did not discuss each of the obtained effects in great detail,
but it seems clear to us that the results are ‘mixed’ enough to raise serious concerns
regarding what seems to be the state of the art in corpus-based indigenized-variety
research relating to evolutionary models of the Schneider type, but also more gen-
eral. This has two central implications.

First, we do not mean to imply that Moag’s or Schneider’s model(s) are flawed.
They are abstract sociolinguistic models with largely sociolinguistic classifications
and - although they feature structural or lexicogrammatical indicators of evolu-
tionary processes — they do not bear responsibility for how corpus linguists, with
their structural or lexicogrammatical interests, decide to operationalize their claims
and interpret corpus-based findings. That being said, it would certainly be useful
if such models were formulated with a degree of precision that makes it (more)
straightforward to arrive at falsifiable operationalizations to test their claims, not
to mention predictions.

Second, we also do not mean to imply that all non-real-time analyses of struc-
tural nativization are on the wrong track, and we remind the reader that due to
the general lack of diachronic data for World Englishes we ourselves have been
involved in analyses of the type we warn of here. That being said, it is clear that the
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assumptions underlying apparent-time analyses of the type that have been done so
frequently are not obviously tenable and that, when tested, the results from such
analyses do not obviously get confirmed - on the contrary. Thus, if the field wants
to (begin to) make better-founded claims about whether, when, how, and why
structural nativization happens, it needs to face the inconvenient facts that (i) the
methodological shortcuts we all have been relying on so far are treacherous, to say
the least, and that (ii) real diachronic data are required for analysis.

With regard to how to conduct real-time analyses of structural nativization, we
also want to emphasize that we do not mean to imply the procedure(s) adopted are
the only tenable ones or the obvious best ones — rather, the strongest claim we wish
to make with regard to our specific methodological choices — two MuPDAR:s for
three time periods - is that it yields results good enough to caution us. However,
other approaches are conceivable and need to be explored. For instance, while we
chose to do separate MuPDAR analyses for SinE50 — SinE60 and SinE60 — SinE90,
this is not the only (and certainly not the simplest way to proceed). Immediately
obvious alternatives would be the following two:

- one overall multifactorial regression on the whole SinE data set with Variant:
of vs. s as the dependent variable and all independent variables as well as Time:
1950 vs. 1960 vs. 1990 and all their, say; pairwise interactions as predictors;

- aMuPDAR approach of the type {SinE50 & SinE60} = SinE90, i.e. one where
R1 is fit on the combined 1950s and 1960s SinE data and R2 is fit with a pre-
dictor that separates SinE50 and SinE60.

In other words, we are trying to (i) raise a greater awareness of the fact that nearly all
previous structural nativization research is based on the same two assumptions that
make apparent-time studies in sociolinguistics risky and (ii) promote some kind
of real-time analysis that avoids those problematic assumptions. Consequently, we
hope our contribution is that of a — we believe, much needed - wake-up call, one
that will inform a hopefully large set of more precise and rigorous contributions
to indigenization.

All the above notwithstanding, we do also think that the approach outlined
here has a lot of merit and potential. First, to the extent that the results are robust,
the way in which the diachronic MuPDAR approach was able to pinpoint the time
period at which differences between successive points of time of the same variety
can be observed seems to be a promising additional tool to see when processes
compatible with nativization take place (to use the most careful language possible).
Second, more comprehensive comparisons — different varieties ‘crossed with™ dif-
ferent time periods — may help shed light on how both varieties in question, here
BrE and SinE, change over time.
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More diachronic studies in the field of World Englishes will also encourage
detailed models of language change in postcolonial settings. Moag’s (1982, 1992)
and Schneider’s (2003, 2007) models are invaluable points of departure for further
advancing our understanding of the interplay of progressive and conservative forces
in postcolonial Englishes. Still, when trying to relate the findings of the present
paper to said models, it becomes all the more obvious that their nature is rather
sociocultural than more strictly sociolinguistic. Both models assume that lexical
innovations occur at earlier stages of varietal development than grammatical ones.
More precisely, Schneider (cf. 2007: 56) reserves lexicogrammatical innovations for
the phase of nativization, while novel lexical forms can already emerge in the phases
of foundation or exonormative stabilization. In the light of the corpus-based evi-
dence presented here, both models would suggest that SinE has already developed
local structural flavors to a considerable degree and investigations of Singaporean
history, speaker identities, codification processes, attitudes, etc. would show that
SinE should (at least) be classified as an advanced endonormatively stabilised post-
colonial English (cf. Schneider 2007: 155). More structurally inclined models of
diachronic change in World Englishes would, however, seek to complement these
sociocultural findings by addressing questions with regard to e.g. agents of language
change, the speed of language change across modes and different genres or - as
elaborated in the next paragraphs - the equation of evolutionary progress with
structural divergence from a historical input variety.

With a view to future studies, it was argued in Section 1.1 that - in the dynamic
model of postcolonial Englishes (Schneider 2003, 2007) - past evolutionary pro-
gress and current status is evident from the structural profile of a given postcolonial
English. A continuation of this line of thought implies that the structural distinc-
tiveness of a postcolonial English will increase as it progresses through Schneider’s
(2003, 2007) developmental cycle because sociohistorical and/or sociolinguistic
advancement is assumed to be reflected in variety-specific/variety-preferential lin-
guistic choices (cf. Schneider 2007: 30-21). In other words, the dynamic model
rests on the assumption that more evolutionary progress means more structural
difference from a historical input variety, which is British English in most cases.

With the availability of diachronic corpus data for postcolonial Englishes, this
model assumption is (maybe finally) empirically testable. In this paper, we focused
on the congruence (and its absence) of structural findings in real-time compared to
apparent-time corpus studies in World Englishes using data from Singapore from
the 1950s, 1960s and 1990s and from Great Britain from the 1990s. With comple-
mentary British English datasets from the 1950s and 1960s (e.g. via adapting the
methodology put forward in Gries & Bernaisch 2016 or Heller, Bernaisch & Gries
2017 for synchronic regional varieties to diachronic scenarios), studies to come will
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be in a position to show specifically for Singapore English whether its progress from
phase 3 (nativization) to phase 4 (endonormative stabilization) in the 1970s (cf.
Schneider 2007: 155) is indeed marked by an increase in structural distinctiveness
and - more generally — whether postcolonial Englishes structurally converge with
or diverge from their historical input variety as social and sociolinguistic configu-
rations historically re-adjust.
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