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Abstract

This paper explores the prevalent simplification of morphosyntactic features
occurring in Postcolonial Englishes (cf. e.g. Williams 1987) by addressing the
hypothesis that finite complement clauses (CCs) should be more common in
these varieties than a non-finite counterpart due to their higher explicitness.
The hypothesis is tested in two varieties of English, British English as a
reference variety and Indian English, exploring the complementation profile of
REMEMBER by means of a corpus-based approach. In addition, a variable analysis
aims at shedding light on the language-internal features potentially conditioning
the choice between CCs in competition. The results partially confirm the
hypothesis; there is a larger proportion of finite CCs in Indian English than in
British English but non-finite CCs are the most common option in the two
varieties. Furthermore, not only simplification, but also other factors such as
substrate influence or second-language acquisition processes may be responsible
for the distribution found in Indian English. As for language-internal features,
while some factors condition the choice across varieties, others are variety-
specific.

Keywords: corpus linguistics, complementation, simplification, Postcolonial
Englishes.
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Resumen

Este articulo versa sobre la frecuente simplificacién de rasgos morfosinticticos que
se da en las lenguas inglesas postcoloniales (cf. ej. Williams 1987) y explora la
hipétesis de que las cliusulas de complementacién finitas fueran mds comunes en
estas variedades del inglés que su equivalente no finita debido a que son mas
explicitas. Este trabajo pone a prueba esta hipotesis en dos variedades del inglés, el
inglés britanico como variedad de referencia y el inglés indio, y explora el perfil de
complementacién del verbo remember mediante una metodologia de corpus.
Ademds, un andlisis cualitativo de variables intenta arrojar luz sobre los factores
internos del lenguaje que condicionan la eleccién de cldusulas de complementacién
que compiten entre si. Los resultados confirman la hipétesis parcialmente; hay una
mayor proporcién de cldusulas finitas en inglés indio, aunque las cldusulas no
finitas son la opcion mds comun en las dos variedades. Ademas, se observa que no
solo la simplificacién, sino otros factores como la influencia del substrato o los
procesos tipicos de la adquisicién de una segunda lengua pueden ser los responsables
de la distribucién hallada en el inglés indio. En cuanto a los factores internos del
lenguaje, mientras algunos factores condicionan la eleccién en las dos variedades,
otros son especificos de cada una.

Palabras clave: lingiiistica de corpus, complementacion, simplificacion, ingleses
postcoloniales.

1. Introduction

In Present-day English, zo-infinitival and gerund-participial complement clauses
(CCs) are frequently attested in complementary distribution after retrospective
verbs such as REMEMBER, REGRET and DENY (Quirk et al. 1985: 1193; Fanego 1996:
71), as shown in (1) and (2). These types of clauses are not freely interchangeable,
due to their specific functional differentiation: while zo-infinitival CCs encode a
situation which is projected into the future and has not yet taken place in relation
to the time of remembering, as in example (1), gerund-participial CCs encode a
situation which has already happened and is prior to the time of remembering, as
in (2) (Mair 2006: 215; Cuyckens et al. 2014: 182).

(1) Remember to call when you get there!
(2) I remember her calling when she got theve.

In addition to to-infinitival and gerund-participial CCs, the retrospective verb
REMEMBER, when it conveys the meaning ‘recall’,! can also take finite declarative
clauses (Mair 2006: 216; Cuyckens et al. 2014: 182-183), as in (3). Unlike the
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functional differentiation between fo-infinitival and gerund-participial CCs (cf. (1)
and (2)), declarative clauses and gerund-participial clauses seem to be freely
interchangeable on the basis of their identical propositional contents, as illustrated in
(3)and (4). Therefore, as has been described in the literature (Fanego 1996; Cuyckens
et al. 2014), non-categorical variation exists between declarative and gerund-
participial CCs after REMEMBER, which is part of what this paper sets out to explore.

(3) I remember that I called her.
(4) I vemember calling hev.

Since the complementation profile of verbs (and adjectives) is said to be one of the
classic examples where Postcolonial Englishes (PCEs) exhibit differences with
respect to other varieties (Schneider 2007: 86), the current study examines CC
variation between finite declarative clauses and non-finite gerund-participial
clauses (and some types of zo-infinitival clauses) after the verb REMEMBER in two
relevant World Englishes by performing a corpus-based analysis with data from
British English, an L1 and Inner Circle variety of English, and Indian English, a
PCE and Outer Circle variety of English (cf. B. Kachru 1985). Furthermore, the
study investigates the factors that condition the choice of CC, firstly by coding the
data on the basis of a number of relevant intralinguistic variables, and secondly by
performing a regression analysis of such factors. The main purpose of this article
then is to establish whether there are differences between British and Indian
English, that is, between an L1 and an L2 variety of English, and explore the
potential language-external and language-internal factors conditioning the
variation between finite and non-finite CCs.

The article is organised as follows: Section 2 presents a theoretical survey of
sentential verb complementation and of the complementation profile of REMEMBER
in particular, which serves as the main focus of the study. Section 3 describes the
data and the methodology followed. Section 4 shows the results of the variable
analysis and the binary logistic regression analysis, which are discussed in relation
to claims made in the literature regarding CC variation in general, and more
specifically the variation that pertains to the envelope of variation under discussion
here. Finally, Section 5 offers a brief summary of the main conclusions and their
theoretical and methodological repercussions on research into complementation,
particularly in Postcolonial Englishes.

2. Sentential Verb Complementation

Verb complementation, and more specifically clausal verb complementation, has
been a relevant area of interest in linguistics, not least within generative and
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cognitive-functional frameworks. The initial studies are synchronic in nature and
focus mainly on syntactic issues (e.g. the constituent structure of different
complementation patterns; cf. Bresnan 1970, 1979) and semantic issues (e.g. the
match between a particular verb and certain complementation options; cf. Noonan
2007). Over the last three decades, a large body of research has focused on
diachronic studies on the matter, providing an account of variation and change in
the complementation system of English throughout history (Cuyckens et al. 2014:
183-184; cf. Fanego 1996, 2004, 2007, 2016; Rohdenburg 2006, 2007, 2014,
among others) and also in recent times (cf. e.g. Kaunisto et al. 2018; Rickman and
Rudanko 2018).

Cuyckens et al. (2014), following the diachronic research tendency of recent
decades, look at the envelope of variation between finite and non-finite CCs after
the verbs REMEMBER, REGRET and DENY. The justification for their study is that this
type of variation is non-categorical: these clauses co-exist and seem to be used
depending on the speaker’s preferences and the time period involved, which they
explore in terms of the frequency, distribution and a number of variables that
influence the choice. Among these variables, they explore a set of structural factors
(e.g. TyrE supjecT CC and comrLexiTy CC) based on what Rohdenburg (1996,
20006) proposes in the Complexity Principle. According to this principle, in more
cognitively complex environments, the more explicit option should be preferred,
which in this case are finite CCs (they have an expressed subject, code for tense and
mode, among other features). Additionally, Mair (2006) points out that, in relation
to this same envelope of variation, a high degree of elaboration makes the use of
non-finite CCs less likely than finite CCs after REMEMBER, although the choice
remains free.

The results of their binary logistic regression analysis are summarised in Table 1, in
which the variables analysed are divided into those which favour non-finite
complementation and those which disfavour it (Cuyckens et al. 2014: 196-197).

Favouring factors Disfavouring factors
- Type suBJecT MaIN CLause (MC) - Meaning CC
- CowmpLExITY CC - INTERVENING MATERIAL IN WORDS
- Voice CC vers - Tvype susJecT CC
- DENOTATION

- Anivacy CC suBJEcT
- TEMPORAL RELATION
- PEerioD

Table 1. Factors favouring and disfavouring non-finite complementation in Cuyckens et al. (2014)
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As can be seen in Table 1, there are non-structural factors that influence the choice,
such as MEANING CC, DENOTATION, ANIMACY CC SUBJECT, TEMPORAL RELATION
(between the clauses) and periop. Furthermore, there are interesting results
regarding those variables which can be used to measure the cognitive complexity
of the environment. In line with Rohdenburg’s (1996, 2006) Complexity
Principle, grammatical manifestations of cognitive complexity such as INTERVENING
MATERIAL (between the MC and the CC) and complex subjects of the CC disfavour
non-finite CCs (Cuyckens et al. 2014: 199). However, complex CC predicates and
passive structures, which in theory would increase cognitive complexity, favour
non-finite CCs. From this, Cuyckens et al. (2014: 199) conclude that
“Rohdenburg’s proposed disfavouring effect cannot be generalized to all structural
complexity factors”. This paper will examine these and other intralinguistic factors
in the L1 and L2 data selected for the study (see Section 4.2).

As already noted, sentential verb complementation in English has been studied
both from a synchronic and a diachronic perspective. However, the topic remains
under-researched in the blossoming field of Postcolonial Englishes, that is,
varieties of English that emerged in former British and American colonial contexts.

This is so even though the complementation profile of nouns and verbs is

considered a feature likely to be subject to innovation and change in such varieties

(Schneider 2007: 86). Indian English, the PCE chosen for the present analysis, is

among the most researched varieties within the field of Postcolonial Englishes. A

number of studies have dealt with nominal and prepositional complementation in

Indian English (cf. Nihalani et al. 1979; Leitner 1994; Shastri 1996; Olavarria de

Ersson and Shaw 2003; Mukherjee and Hoffmann 2006; Schilk 2011; Schilk et

al. 2013; Rothlisberger et al. 2017, among others). However, research on

sentential verb complementation is scarce (cf. Steger and Schneider 2012;

Bernaisch 2015; Deshors 2015; Deshors and Gries 2016; Romasanta 2017)2.

The present study intends to contribute to the lexicogrammatical documentation

of Indian English by describing the sentential complementation profile of the

verb REMEMBER, and also to contrast Indian and British English here in order to
explore whether, and if so to what extent, the factors said to influence the
development of PCEs can explain a potential divergence between the two

varieties. Among these factors (cf. Williams 1987; Schneider 2007: 88-90, 99-

107; Brunner 2014, 2017; Sudrez-Gémez 2017, among others), the most

pertinent for this study are:

(i) Innovation: It refers to “the results of internal change and linguistic
creativity” (Schneider 2007: 102), which may be caused by three main types
of processes: restructuring, exaptation and simplification. The most relevant
for the present paper is the tendency towards simplification, which subsumes
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various mechanisms and processes such as the tendency towards transparency,
and which mainly affects morphosyntactic constructions (Schneider 2007:
102; cf. Wong 1983; Williams 1987; de Klerk 2003). Transparency (also
known as the one-to-one principle in second-language acquisition (SLA)
research; cf. Andersen 1984) is understood as “a transparent one-to-one
mapping of conceptual structure and surface form” (Steger and Schneider
2012: 156; cf. Williams 1987: 179; Schneider 2013: 145; Sudrez-Gémez
2017: 215, among others). This configuration minimises the acquisition
effort for L2 speakers (Steger and Schneider 2012: 157), and should lead to
a preference for more transparent constructions in PCEs, in that these are
L2 varieties arising from individual and community SLA (Steger and
Schneider 2012: 157). In this case, finite CCs are more transparent than
non-finite CCs.

(ii) Language contact: It may lead to the direct transfer of linguistic material from
the substrate languages, can have an impact on the frequency of use of a
certain structure, and it can also trigger a preference for particular patterns
(Brunner 2014: 23; cf. Brunner 2017; Sudrez-Gémez 2017). Sometimes,
language contact can also trigger or accelerate other processes, such as those
within innovation.

(iii) SLA processes: They also condition the development of PCEs, since these
varieties are the result of single and group SLA, and hence such processes
usually intersect with innovation and language contact (Schneider 2013: 143,
148; ct. Thomason 2001). For instance, processes associated with this kind of
acquisition may lead to speakers selecting options more similar to their L1,
that is, a substrate language (the Shortest Path Principle; cf. Wald 1996), or
sticking to structures that they know well and can use with confidence (the
Teddy Bear Principle; cf. Hasselgren 1994).

I have surveyed the complementation profile of the four most spoken languages in
India, that is Hindi, Telugu, Bengali and Tamil (in that order; cf. Eberhard et al.
2019). All these languages seem to have structures equivalent to declarative CCs
but only Telugu has a parallel structure to English gerund-participial CCs (see
Appendix 1; Annamalai and Steever 1998: 122; Krishnamurti 1998: 234-235; Y.
Kachru 2006: 217; Thompson 2012: 195).

Hence, this study examines the non-categorical variation between finite and
non-finite CCs following the verb REMEMBER, as shown in (5) and (6), in British
and Indian English. Such variation is characterised by indeterminacy: speakers
can choose freely between the two clauses at the level of usage (De Smet 2013:
27-29).
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(5) I remember on the 1996 tour of England, I went to the gym only once (...)
(GloWbE IN)

(6) (...) he vemembers going to Havelian and then to Golra junction near Texla to
catch the Frontier Mail to Lahore. (GloWbE IN)

With this purpose in mind my first methodological step is to explore the
frequency distribution of the two CC options in British and Indian English, and
then, by means of a binary logistic regression analysis, I proceed to seek which
factors significantly predict (in terms of odd ratios) the choice of CC and
whether these factors are the same in the two varieties. In doing so I will be
testing the following hypotheses, as informed by earlier claims made in the
literature:

(a) Discrepancies between British and Indian English (if they exist) are the
result of the factors that drive the linguistic evolution of PCEs, described
above as (i), (ii) and (iii), and

(b) Related to (a), in accordance with Rohdenburg’s (1996, 2006) Complexity
Principle (cf. Section 3.2), complex environments will favour the use of
finite CCs in both British and Indian English, but the Complexity Principle
will have a stronger impact on Indian English, due to factors (i) to (iii)
above.

3. Data and Methodology

3.1. Data Selection

As discussed in Sections 1 and 2, REMEMBER with the meaning ‘recall” allows free
variation between finite and non-finite CCs, something few verbs do. These CCs
always have a retrospective temporal relationship with respect to REMEMBER (cf.
Cuyckens etal. 2014). Starting with finite CCs after REMEMBER, these are declarative
CCGs, following the taxonomy of CCs in Huddleston and Pullum (2002: 951-
953), which can be either bare declarative clauses, asin (7), or expanded declarative
ones, as in (8).

(7) I remember @ I asked ber to buy them. (GloWbE GB)

(8) I remember that I asked her to buy them.

As for non-finite CCs after REMEMBER with the meaning ‘recall’; these are
predominantly gerund-participial CCs with or without an explicit subject, as in (9)
and (10) respectively. In addition, perfect to-infinitival CCs, as in (11), can also be
found, although very rarely.
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(9) (...) I remember HT doing a story on this very topic! (GloWbE IN)
(10) (...) I tried to remember ever loving him. (GloWbE GB)
(11) A more natural story we do not remember to have read. (GloWbE GB)

In order to study this variation, data were extracted from the Corpus of Global
Web-based English (GloWbE; cf. Davies 2013), by searching for the forms
<remember, remembers, remembered, remembering> and retrieving all examples,
which were then randomised. From the randomised data sets I selected a 3,000-
hit random sample from each variety, that is, British and Indian English. GloWbE
contains material retrieved from the Internet in 2012 and can be considered to
represent English as used on the web (Loureiro-Porto 2017: 455). Additionally,
it is an invaluable tool in the research of World Englishes since it contains
abundant data from 20 countries (L1 varieties like British English, PCE varieties
like Indian English, ESD —English as a Second Dialect— varieties such as
Jamaican English, etc.) and allows for research into low-frequency phenomena
such as CC variation. Other corpora containing PCEs, such as ICE (The
International Corpus of English) prove too small for such an endeavour (cf.
Garcia-Castro 2018).

The two random samples were pruned of all spurious hits manually, which included
non-valid hits (e.g. incomplete, repeated and ambiguous examples, among others)
and instances in which REMEMBER takes nominal complements or clausal
complements not in competition. This resulted in the following numbers. In
GloWbE GB there are 138 instances (i.e. 25.5%) of <remember + finite CCs> and
404 instances (74.5%) of <remember + non-finite CCs> after REMEMBER meaning
‘recall’ while in GIoWbE IN the numbers are 103 (32.5%) instances of <remember
+ finite CCs> and 216 instances (67.5%) of <remember + non-finite CCs>. These
examples were then coded as described in Section 3.2.

3.2. Coding of the Data

Each relevant corpus attestation consisting of <remember + CC> was entered into
an IBM SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences) Statistics 25.0 (IBM
Corp. 2017) software package database. Hits were coded for a number of factors
which might determine the CC choice: characteristics of the main clause (MC),
characteristic of the CC, and characteristics of the combined structure of the MC
and the CC, which are listed in Table 2 (See Appendix 2, where examples of each
variable and value are provided). The selection of potentially significant factors was
drawn from the literature, and comprises semantic, structural and other additional
factors (cf. Bresnan and Hay 2008; Nam et al. 2013; Cuyckens et al. 2014; Deshors
and Gries 2016; Shank et al. 2016).
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Name of variable

Values

Semantic factors

Meaning CC

Event/Action
State

Time REFERENCE

Independent time
reference
Dependent time reference

Structural factors

Type suBJEcT MC

Pronominal
Non-pronominal
Non-expressed

Type susJecT CC

Pronominal
Non-pronominal
Non-expressed

CompLEXITY CC IN NO. OF CONSTITUENTS Short (0-1)
Medium (2-3)
Long (4-5)
CompLExiTy CC IN NO. OF WORDS 1-7
8-14
+15
INTERVENING MATERIAL Presence
Absence
Voice CC vers Active
Passive
SUPPLEMENTATION Presence
Absence
COORDINATION Presence
Absence
PoLariTy MC Positive
Negative
PoLariTy CC Positive
Negative
Additional factors Animacy CC suBJECT Animate
Inanimate

CO-REFERENTIALITY BETWEEN THE MC AND THE
CC suBJECTS

Co-referential
Non-co-referential

COMPLEMENTATION TYPE

Finite
Non-finite

Table 2. List of language-internal variables coded
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As for semantic factors, Cuyckens et al. (2014: 196) find that MmeaniNnG CC is a
determinant factor since MEANING CC = statedisfavours non-finite complementation.
They also consider TIME-REFERENCE, a factor that “designates the relation between
the time referent of the complement and the meaning of the CTP [complement-
taking predicate]” (Cuyckens et al. 2014: 189; cf. Noonan 2007). Structural
factors are related to the Complexity Principle (Rohdenburg 1996, 2006) and, in
addition to the variables TYPE susjecT MC, TYPE susjecT CC, comPLEXITY OF CC IN
NO. OF CONSTITUENTS, INTERVENING MATERIAL and voIickE CC VERs, I also included
the following variables: CoMrLEXITY OF CC IN NO. OF WORDS as another means to
measure the overall structural complexity of the CCs, SUPPLEMENTATIONS,
COORDINATION and POLARITY MC and rorariTy CC to account for these features,
whose presence increases the complexity of the environment (cf. Rohdenburg
1996, 2006). Finally, as for additional factors, axmmacy CC supjecT and co-
REFERENTIALITY BETWEEN THE MC AND THE CC are considered since they are found
to condition CC-variation in Cuyckens et al. (2014: 196), with inanimate subjects
and non-co-referentinl subjects distavouring non-finite complementation. The
variable COMPLEMENTATION TYPE was included as it classifies CCs in the envelope of
variation after REMEMBER meaning ‘recall’.

4. Results

4.1. Distribution of Complement Clauses in British and Indian English

Table 3 presents the distribution of finite and non-finite CCs after REMEMBER
across the two samples, that is, GloWbE GB (Great Britain) and GloWbE IN
(India). As can be observed, the proportion of non-finite CCs in GloWbE GB
(74.5%) is higher than in GloWbE IN (67.5%) and the difference is significant at
p < 0.05.

GloWbE GB GloWbE IN

No. % No. %
Finite CCs 138 25.5 103 325
Non-finite CCs 404 745 216 67.5
Total 542 100 319 100

Table 3. Distribution of finite and non-finite CCs after rememser (‘recall’) in GIoOWbE (y? = 4.643,
df = 1, p-value = 0.031)
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These results are in line with the hypothesis that the proportion of finite CCs
should be larger in L2 varieties of English than in L1 varieties. This hypothesis
is based on claims that processes of simplification (cf. (i) in Section 2) will lead
L2 speakers (here speakers of Indian English) to select finite structures
proportionally more often than L1 speakers (British English speakers), due to
the closer correspondence between form and meaning characteristic of finite
clauses (e.g. expressed subject and tense marking; cf. Steger and Schneider
2012:172).

Furthermore, the larger proportion of finite CCs in Indian English may be
explained by substrate influence and SLA processes as well. As pointed out in
Section 2, the four most widely spoken substrate languages in India (Hindi,
Telugu, Bengali and Tamil; cf. Eberhard et al. 2019) have an equivalent structure
to English declarative CCs. However, only Telugu has a construction similar to
the English gerund-participial CC. Therefore, SLA processes such as the Teddy
Bear Principle (the tendency to select structures that the speaker knows and thus
feels safe using) and the Shortest Path Principle (the tendency to select the
structure closer to the one existing in the L1, when several are available) may
have influenced speakers to choose finite CCs, which is the option closest to
their L1 and hence which they feel most comfortable using, at the expense of
non-finite CCs.

Thus, our first hypothesis is confirmed, since discrepancies between British and
Indian English seem to be caused by those factors that drive the linguistic
evolution of PCEs, namely simplification (as part of innovation), language
contact, and SLA.

4.2. Factors Conditioning Complement Clause Variation

The results of the manual variable analysis described in Section 3.2 show that
none of the factors studied uniquely conditions one outcome or the other.
Although certain values trigger one option, they also allow the other. Consider,
for example, the results of the variable MeaniNG CC, shown in Table 4.
Although the meaning event/action triggers non-finite CCs in both varieties,
as illustrated in (12), this meaning is also expressed by means of finite CCs, as
in (13).

(12) I clearly vemember my Aunt buying n conl mining cottage in Pontypridd (...)

(GloWbE GB)
(13) (...) he remembered he had bought o new memory foam mattress (...) (GloWbE

GB)
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Finite CCs Non-finite CCs Total
No. % No. % No. %
GloWbE GB State 36 46.0 42 54.0 78 100

Event/action 102 22.0 362 78.0 464 100

Total 138 25.5 404 74.5 542 100
No. % No. % No. %
GloWbE IN State 26 65.0 14 35.0 40 100

Event/action 77 27.5 202 725 279 100

Total 103 325 216 67.5 319 100

Table 4. Distribution of finite and non-finite CCs according to the variable meaning CC*

In a similar vein, following the Complexity Principle (cf. Rohdenburg 1996,
2006), which states that complex environments should favour the use of
explicit alternatives, in this case finite CCs, we could hypothesise that CCs with
no or few constituents would be expressed by means of non-finite CCs, and
CCs with four and five constituents would be expressed by means of finite
CCs. However, as shown in Table 5, both long non-finite CCs and short finite
CCs are found.

Finite CCs Non-finite Total
CCs
No. % No. % No. %
GloWbE GB Short (0-1) 46 23.0 152 77.0 198 100

Medium (2-3) 84 27.0 229 73.0 313 100

Long (4-5) 8 26.0 23 74.0 31 100

Total 138 255 404 745 542 100

No. % No. % No. %

GloWbE IN Short (0-1) 21 225 72 77.5 93 100

Medium (2-3) 71 345 134 65.5 205 100
Long (4-5) 1 52.5 10 475 21 100
Total 103 325 216 67.5 319 100

Table 5. Distribution of finite and non-finite CCs in the variable compLExiTy CC MEASURED IN NO. OF
CONSTITUENTS®
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Tables 4 and 5 show that frequency distribution, although statistically significant,
cannot be used to identify which factors are determinant in the choice and which
type of CC is favoured in each case; the number of non-finite CCs is higher than
that of finite CCs, and thus these are always likely to be favoured to a higher
degree. In light of this, frequency distributions alone are clearly not enough to tell
us which variables determine the choice. Thus, we turn to a regression model,
since we are dealing with probabilistic complementation choice in a context where
various factors are in play. The variables analysed, then, will be used as predictors,
which in a statistical model such as the one described in the following paragraphs,
are factors triggering a particular outcome which are considered to have a certain
predictive value.

The next section describes the binary logistic regression analysis of the variables
carried out to examine their impact on CC choice. As will be explained below,
some variables had to be excluded due to issues related to their collinearity with
the dependent or independent variables, and also due to problems in their analyses.
Also, some variables were discarded from the model because their results were not
significant. These were:

TiME REFERENCE. The analysis confirms that both declarative finite CCs and
gerund-participial CCs have an independent —and the same— time reference,
since the time of the action in the CC is not conditioned by the time of the action
in the MC and is always anterior (cf. also Cuyckens et al. 2014).

TYPE sUBJECT CC. Findings for this variable show that CCs without an expressed
subject correspond to non-finite CCs, since non-finite CCs whose subject is co-
referential with that of the MC do not have an expressed subject. Therefore, non-
expressed subjects, rather than conditioning the choice of clause, are a feature of
most non-finite CCs.

4.3. Binary Logistic Regression Analysis

Binary logistic regression analysis predicts the choice between two variants (in this
case finite and non-finite CCs, that is, the dependent variable) based on a series of
explanatory factors (i.e., each of the variables under study; Field 2009: 265). The
analysis yields a value “that reflects the chances of one outcome compared with the
other outcome for a given combination of values of the predictors” (Levshina
2015: 253). When we apply a logistic regression model “the algorithm tries again
and again different sets of values of the model parameters and returns the
combination which maximally closely models the actual outcomes” (Levshina
2015: 254). However, before running a logistic regression model, it is necessary
to check that the data and the predictors used do not violate the requirements and
assumptions of logistic regression.
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The crucial value for the interpretation of logistic regression analysis is the odds
ratio value (OR). The OR is an indicator of the change in odds that results from a
unit change in the predictor and can be interpreted as follows (Field 2009: 270-
271; Levhsina 2015: 260):

— If'the value is higher than 1 it indicates that as the predictor increases, the odds
of the outcome occurring increase (the outcome being one of the values of the
dependent variable).

— If'the value is lower than 1 it indicates that as the predictor increases, the odds
of the outcome occurring decrease.

In this analysis, COMPLEMENTATION TYPE is the dependent variable, with the values
finite CCs and non-finite CCs. The results of the regression analysis (namely
predicted odds) indicate whether the independent variables and their values favour
or disfavour non-finite CCs (the outcome, in statistical terms). I followed the
customary steps to obtain an adequate regression model, that is, I began by
establishing a model which included all the potentially relevant language-internal
variables (with the exclusion of TIME REFERENCE and TYPE sUBJECT CC, as previously
noted). Subsequently, the models, one for each variety of English, were refined by
excluding non-suitable variables, that is, those that showed collinearity with
another variable or (quasi-)complete separation from the dependent variable.

I performed two binary logistic regression analyses, one for each sample of data, as
described below.

GloWbE GB

In the analysis of the data sample for GIoWbE GB, the variables INTERVENING
MATERIAL and POLARITY CC were discarded because the distribution of the data did
not fulfil the chi-square assumptions. Table 6 lists the significant factors out of all
those included in the binary logistic regression model. The factors that favour
non-finite CCs are the following: MEANING CC, where the value event/nction
increases the odds for non-finite CC by a factor of 2.477 with respect to the
default state, and rorarrty MC, where negative MCs increase the odds for non-
finite CC by a factor of 10.056 against the default positive MCs. The shadowed
cells in Table 6 show the values that disfavour non-finite CCs. CO-REFERENTIALITY
BETWEEN THE MC anp THE CC supjects has a slightly disfavouring effect on
complementation choice; if the value is non-co-referentinl, the odds for non-finite
CCs decrease by a factor of 0.949 (that is, 5.1%). As for animacy CC SUBJECT, the
value inanimate subjects distavours non-finite CCs robustly by a factor of 0.373
(62.7%).
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Odd ratios (OR) 95% Confidence
interval

Lower Upper

(Intercept) Not
significant

MeaninGg CC (default state)
Event/action 2.477 *%6 1.266  4.848

Co-REFERENTIALITY BETWEEN THE MC AND THE CC SUBJECTS
(default same)

Different 0.949 *#*% . 0.099 0.278
PoLarity MC (default positive)

Negative 10.056 xR 2.715 7.246
Animacy CC susJecT (default animate)

Inanimate 0.373 *x 0.180 0.775

Table 6. Significant variables in the model and confidence interval at 95% of these variables
(GloWbE GB)

The 95% confidence interval confirms these results (cf. Table 6). The values that
correspond to event/ action and negative MCs display values higher than 1, which
means that as the predictor variable increases so do the odds of non-finite CCs. In
contrast, the remaining values are lower than 1 (shadowed cells in Table 6), which
means that as the predictor variable increases the odds of non-finite CCs decrease,
which also agrees with the results of the odd ratios.

These results show that MEANING CC, CO-REFERENTIALITY BETWEEN THE MC AND THE
CC suBjJecTsS, POLARITY MC and anxtmacy CC suBjecT condition the choice of CC.
As was the case in Cuyckens et al. (2014), in my data non-co-referentinlity between
the MC and the CC subject and inanimate subjects of the CC disfavour the use of
non-finite CCs.

GloWDbE INDIA

For the data in GloWbE IN, the variables TYPE SUBJECT MC, INTERVENING MATERIAL,
roLARITY MC and rorariTy CC are not included because they violate the chi-square
assumptions. The collinearity test shows no signs of any collinearity issues, so all
variables are included in the model. The significant factors, presented in Table 7,
indicate that the only one that favours non-finite CCs is MEANING CC, where the
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value event/action increases the odds for non-finite CC by a factor of 4.346 with
respect to the default state.

In contrast, the shadowed cells in Table 7 show the values that disfavour non-finite
CCs. In terms of CO-REFERENTIALITY BETWEEN THE MC AND THE CC SUBJECTS, 707-
co-referentinl have a robustly disfavouring effect on complementation choice since
the odds for non-finite CCs decrease by a factor of 0.138 (86.2%). CompLExITY CC
MEASURED IN NO. OF WORDs also disfavours non-finite complementation, since
medinm CCs disfavour non-finite CCs by a factor of 0.357 (64.3%).

0dd ratios (OR) 95% Confidence
interval

Lower Upper

(Intercept) Not
significant

MeaninGg CC (default state)
Event/action 4.715 rEE 2.031 10.945

Co-REFERENTIALITY BETWEEN THE MC AND THE CC SUBJECTS
(default same)

Different 0.138 Hrx 0.076  0.251

CowmpLExiTy CC MEASURED IN NO. Worbs (default short)

Medium 0.357 * 0.137  0.926
Long Not
significant

Table 7. Significant variables in the model and confidence interval at 95% of these variables
(GloWbE IN)

As can be seen in Table 7, the 95% confidence interval values confirm these results,
in that event/action has values greater than 1. On the other hand, the remaining
values (shadowed cells in Table 7) are lower than 1, which means that as the
predictor variable increases the odds of non-finite CCs decrease, which also agrees
with the results of the odd ratios.

Therefore, the factors that influence the choice of CC in GloWDbE IN are MEANING
CC, co-REFERENTIALITY BETWEEN THE MC and THE CC susjecTs and compLExiTy CC
MEASURED IN NO. OF WORDS. These results are in accordance with Cuyckens et al.’s
(2014) study in that non-co-referentinlity between the MC and the CC subject
disfavours non-finite CCs in both studies.
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The main results from the regression analysis of the two data samples can be
summarised as follows:

— Non-finite CCs are favoured by MEANING CC = event/nction in both varieties,
and by Porarity MC = negative in GloWbE GB.

— Non-finite CCs are disfavoured by CO-REFERENTIALITY = non-co-referential in
both varieties, by animacy CC suBJecT = inanimate in GloWbE GB and by
ComrLEXITY CC IN NUMBER OF WORDS = medinm in GIoWbE IN.

In sum, there are common features that condition the choice of CC within the
different sections of GloWbE, no matter whether they represent an L1 or an L2
variety. These are the values event/action, which favours the use of non-finite CCs,
and non-co-referentinl subjects, which disfavours the use of non-finite CCs. As for
differences between the L1 and L2 varieties analysed, in GloWbE GB negative
polarity of the MC also favours non-finite CCs while inanimate CC subjects
disfavour their use. In GloWbE IN, however, these values have no apparent effect,
whereas medinm CCs in number of words, that is, CCs between 8 and 14 words
long, disfavour the use of non-finite CCs.

4.4. Discussion of Results

The results concerning differences in the features that determine the choice of CC
between sections of GIoWDbE are interesting in themselves, but are more relevant
if discussed in relation to the Complexity Principle (see hypothesis (b) in Section
2; Rohdenburg 1996, 2006) and to claims that the evolution of PCEs is
conditioned, among other factors, by simplification (cf. Williams 1987; Schneider
2007, among others; cf. Section 2). Starting with the Complexity Principle, our
hypothesis was that this would be found to be at work especially in Indian English,
since PCEs are claimed to prefer simpler structures (finite CCs in this case; cf.
Steger and Schneider 2012), which are easier to process and produce. This is
exactly what the results here show: in the case of GloWbE IN, a feature involving
an increase in the complexity of the CC, particularly longer CCs in number of
words, disfavour the use of (less explicit and thus more difficult to process) non-
finite CCs. Therefore, the results in Indian English are in line with the Complexity
Principle (Rohdenburg 1996, 2006), since more cognitively complex environments
disfavour the use of the less iconic option, that is, non-finite CCs. However, in
GloWbE GB, which is an L1 and then less likely to be affected by simplification, a
feature that adds complexity, the negative polarity of the MC, favours the use of
non-finite CCs, and thus goes against claims of the Complexity Principle.

Furthermore, these results also tie in with diachronic research on the
complementation profile of REMEMBER. Some of the factors that are shown to
determine variation between finite and non-finite CCs in Cuyckens et al.’s (2014)
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study” are the same as in this study; particularly MEANING CC and CO-REFERENTIALITY
oF THE MC aND CC SUBJECTS.

Finally, my results seem to confirm some of the claims made in previous research
on complementation in PCEs: (i) there are common cross-varietal features shared
by varieties of English which predict the choice of syntactic construction and, thus,
it seems that the core probabilistic grammar determining the choice is stable across
varieties (cf. Schilk et al. 2013; Bernaisch et al. 2014; Szmrecsanyi et al. 2016;
Rothlisberger et al. 2017); but (ii) there are also factors not shared among varieties
which may be related to SLA phenomena and language contact phenomena and
which may indicate that L1 and L2 speakers do not share the same abstract
knowledge of the morphosyntactic constraints associated with these constructions
(cf. Deshors 2015; Rothlisberger et al. 2017).

In sum, the conclusion derived from these analyses is twofold. On the one hand,
there are language-internal factors that condition the choice of CC in the two
varieties of English, independently of their status (L1 or L.2). On the other hand,
there seem to be other language-internal factors conditioning the variation which
are not shared between the L1 and L2 varieties and which are in line with claims
made in the literature regarding the Complexity Principle and the alleged
preference of PCEs for simpler, more transparent and more iconic structures (cf.
Williams 1987; Rohdenburg 1996, 2006; Schneider 2007; Steger and Schneider
2012; Brunner 2017, among others).

5. Conclusion

In this study I have examined the variability in the sentential complementation
profile of REMEMBER when it means ‘recall’” in British and Indian English as
represented in GloWbE. I have explored the distribution of finite and non-finite
CCs as happening in competition in these two varieties of English and, in order to
explore the multivariate nature of complementation choice, I have applied a binary
logistic regression analysis so as to shed light on what factors favour non-finite
complementation and what these factors are in the case of two specific varieties of
English. Finally I considered the relevance of the observed preferences for (i) the
alleged factors driving the linguistic evolution of PCEs, and (ii) Rohdenburg’s
(1996) Complexity Principle.

The most pertinent results from this study are that: (i) although non-finite CCs are
the most common type of CC in the two sections of GloWbE, the preference is
statistically significant less marked in GIoWbE IN, which seems in line with the
tendency towards transparency that is often identified in 1.2 varieties of English (cf.
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Williams 1987; Steger and Schneider 2012) since non-finite CCs, the less
transparent option, are used less frequently than in the L1 variety. The preference
for finite CCs in the L2 variety may also be the result of language contact and the
subsequent influence of substrate languages, as four of the most widely spoken,
Hindi, Telugu, Bengali and Tamil, can express complementation via CCs equivalent
to English declarative CCs and lack a construction equivalent to the English
gerund-participial CC (except for Telugu).

The conclusions derived from the variable analysis and the two binary logistic
regression analyses are twofold: (i) there are some factors that condition the choice
of CC across the two varieties, but (ii) there are also variety-specific factors that
condition the choice in the case of each variety. In addition, these results can be
connected to the Complexity Principle (Rohdenburg 1996, 2006), they agree
partially with diachronic research on the verb REMEMBER (cf. Cuyckens et al. 2014),
and tie in with previous research on complementation in PCEs.

So, the findings presented here largely corroborate earlier claims on the evolution
of PCEs and the expected behaviour of morphosyntactic structures in competition,
and thus support the hypotheses formulated in this article. Unlike other studies,
however, the present one uses a data set large enough to study the complementation
profile of REMEMBER and state-of-the-art methodology by applying statistical
modelling to CC variation in PCEs, which hence provides a more solid empirical
grounding than was the case in previous work.
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Notes

. RememBer governs CCs with  ‘recall’ is the only meaning with which an
three different meanings: ‘recall’, followed by ~ envelope of variation is found (cf. Fanego
finite and non-finite CCs; ‘bear in mind the 1996; Mair 2006; Cuyckens et al. 2014).
fact’, followed by finite CCs; and ‘remember 2, Romasanta (2017) explores the
to do’, followed by non-finite CCs. Therefore, = complementation profile of the verb ReGRreT,
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which, like rememBer, allows finite and non-
finite CCs in competition, across World
Englishes. However, in the distribution of
finite and non-finite CCs after REGRET
(Romasanta 2017: 136-137) she includes all
finite and non-finite CCs, not only those in
competition. Therefore, her results are not
suitable for comparison.

3. According to Huddleston and
Pullum (2002: 1350), supplements are
“elements which occupy a position in linear
sequence without being integrated into the
syntactic  structure of the sentence”.
Supplements are not accounted for in the
variable that measures complexity in number
of constituents (cf. Huddleston and Pullum
2002: 1353).
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Appendix 1 - Complementation in substrate
languages

India is linguistically complex, with 29 languages spoken by over one million speakers, and a total of 448
living languages, according to Ethnologue (Eberhard et al. 2019). I selected the most widely spoken
languages: Hindi (predominant in the north of India), Bengali, Tamil (predominant in the south of India)
and Telugu (Eberhard et al. 2019). In all these languages there are structures equivalent to English
declarative CCs but only Telugu shows a structure similar to gerund-participial CCs.

In Hindi, finite clauses as objects are introduced by the conjunction k: ‘that’ (Y. Kachru 2006: 217), as
can be seen in (1).

(1) us ne kaha ki voh piine mé nokri karta he
he AG say.PERF.M.SG that he Pune in job do.IMPF.M.SPRES.SG
‘He said that be has a job in Pune’. (Y. Kachru 2006: 217)

In Bengali we can find complex sentences which consist of at least one MC and one CC, both finite, which
are usually, but not always, linked by a conjunction (Thompson 2012: 195). An example of a complex
clause in Bengali is (2) below, where the conjunction ye, equivalent to English #hat, may be used (2) or
not (3), as happens with expanded and bare declarative CCs in English (Thompson 2012: 195).

(2) ami Jani ye tumi asbe

I know.1st.PR.SG that yon come. FUT

I know that you will come’. (Thompson 2012: 195)
(3) ami Jani tumi asbe

I knowlst.PR.SG you come. FUT

I know you will come’. (Thompson 2012: 195)

Tamil lacks conjunctions and complementation and coordination are marked through verb morphology.
CCs can be finite and non-finite. Finite CCs can be embedded using a set of clitic particles, which combine
with the host verb and form a phonological word with it. See for instance (4), where the verb Varu-v-an
‘come’ has the clitic 6 attached (Annamalai and Steever 1998: 122).

(4) raman nalaiklkn Varu-v-an=o enakkun  cantékam
Raman-NOM  tomorrow  come-FUT-3.8G.M=or I-DAT  doubt-COM
I doulbt whether Rama will come tomorrow’. (Annamalai and Steever 1998: 122)

In Telugu any clause can be embedded in another one as a CC if it contains a gerundive, which is formed
by adding the suffix atam/adam to the verb, as in (5), where the verb ceyyatam ‘do’ has the atam suftix
and becomes a gerund which complements the verb manésaeru ‘stopped’ (Krishnamurti 1998: 234). The
formation of the gerundive reminds of the English gerund-participial, which is formed by adding the
suffix ing to the bare form of the verb, as in remembering.

(5) Afisar lekapowatam walln gumdstalu  pani
of the officer not be-GERUND there  because  the clerks the work
ceyyatam manesern

do-GER stop-PAST
‘Because of the officer not being there, the clerks stopped doing the work’. (Krishnamurti 1998: 234)

The perfect conjunctive of the verb ani ‘say’ is used as a complementizer to introduce finite CCs with the
verb an ‘to say’, as illustrated in (6), where ani introduces the CC headed by the verb ceppaenu ‘said’
(Krishnamurti 1998: 235).

(6) nénu  repu wastan(n) ani  ceppenn
I tomorrow  come-FUT that say-PAST
I said that (1) will come tomorrow’. (Krishnamurti 1998: 235)
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Appendix 2: Variables analysed

A. Semantic factors

I. MeEaNING CC

Value Example
State (1) I remember being impatient with Rom that morning (...) (GlIoWbE
IN)

Event/action | (2) | remember | asked her to buy them. (GloWbE GB)

II. TimEe-REFERENCE (Noonan 2007)

Value Example

ITR (3) (...) Math should remember that correlation does not equal
causation. (GloWbE GB)

DTR (4) (...) people need to remember to be patient. (GIoWbE IN)

B. Structural factors

III. TyrE susjecT MC

Value Example
pronominal (5) I hadn’t remembered writing a suicide note. (GloWbE G)
subject

non-pronominal (6) Jamie remembers that it was he who left his bait to putrefy and
cause a ghastly stink as Vin did at “Starlings”. (GloWbE GB)

non-expressed (7) (...)it'simportant @ to remember to have a good sense of balance
subject throughout your time at university; (...) (GloWbE GB)

IV. TyeE suBject CC

T use the same values for the subject of the CC as I use for that of the MC (see (IIT) above).
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V. CompLEXITY CC MEASURED IN NO. OF CONSTITUENTS

Value Example

Zero (8) (...) and remember it can be renewed! (GloWbE GB)

One (9) (...) I do remember doing my Ranger promise... # (GloWbE GB)

Two (10) I remember telling him to ‘take me home’. (GloWbE GB)

Three (11) I remember that | also published my first guest post on HBB (...)
(GloWbE IN)

Four (12) I remembered then that | had heard Matthew there the first
morning too. (GloWbE GB)

Five (13) I remember first picking up this book from my brother’s

bookshelf when | was thirteen {(...) (GloWbE IN)

VI. CompLEXITY CC MEASURED IN NO. OF WORDS

Value

Example

1-7
162

(14) I don’t remember that the older series was that drab. (GloWbE

GB)

8-14

(15) I remember this captured my imagination as a small child.

(GloWbE GB)

+15

(16) [ distinctly remember the Conservatives in the 2005 Election and
before that saying immigration needed to be controlled.

(GloWbE GB)

VII. INTERVENING MATERIAL

Value

Example

Presence

(17) I remember very clearly that in 1993 most SYs (including myself)
were waiting expectantly for the Sahaj leadership to put the
collective desire into action (...) (GIoWbE IN)

Absence

(18) (...) they could remember being born (...) (GloWbE GB)

VIII. Voice CC VERB

Value Example
Active (19) (...) I don’t remember my predictions going wrong. (GloWbE IN)
Passive (20) The screams of people that she remembered being echoed

earlier was reduced to a faint buzzing in the back of her head.
(GloWbE IN)
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IX. SUPPLEMENTATION

Value Example

Presence | (21) (...) we need to remember that a section of the society —the
armchair critics— like to say things are bad. (GloWbE IN)

Absence | (22) | don’t remember having confessed. (GloWbE GB)

X. COORDINATION

Value Example

Presence | (23) He also remembers that on that November Sunday in Calcutta, he
was involved in the run-out of Allan Border, and that he dropped
John Emburey on the cover-point boundary. (GloWbE IN)

Absence (24) | remember watching Barfi! (GloWbE GB)

XI. Porarrty MC

Value Example

Positive (25) | remember writing an Astro Boy story when | was about 6.
(GloWbE GB)

Negative (26) I can’t remember having seen another national team play the

way Spain do. (GloWbE IN)

XII. Porarity CC

Value Example

Positive (27) But | also remember reading a comment piece by you a few
years ago (...) (GIoWbE GB)

Negative (28) | remember not wanting to tell anyone about it. (GloWbE GB)

C. Additional factors

XIII. ANmMacy CC SUBJECT

Value Example

Animate (29) | remember my class teacher coming late to the film {(...)
(GloWbE IN)

Inanimate | (30) | remember a party happening on the day we launched (...)

(GloWbE GB)

miscelanea: a journal of english and american studies 59 (2019): pp. 137-164 ISSN: 1137-6368

163



Laura Garcia-Castro

XIV. CO-REFERENTIALITY BETWEEN THE MC AND THE CC SUBJECTS

This variable indicates whether the subjects of the MC and of the CC are the same or not.

Value

Example

Co-referential

(31)

I remember @ earning about 120 a day in the 1980s from the
council pool {...) (GloWbE GB)

(32) Iremember once I heard this story of a lady walking on the
beach after a terrible storm. (GloWbE IN)
Non-co-referential | (33) I remember you had earlier mentioned that you would raise

around may be Rs 1400 crore of total debt. (GloWbE IN)

XV. COMPLEMENTATION TYPE

Value

Example

Finite

(34)

(35)

| still remember that last year | got an interview call from a very
renowned company (...) (GloWbE IN)

But | remember I stayed up all night thinking that even if my
heart is into it, | can not sell my family off. (GloWbE IN)

164

Non-finite

(36)

(37)

| remember many representatives of countries telling me a single
decision of the COP (Conference of the Parties) is an agreed
outcome (...) (GloWbE GB)

(...) a few lines from a hymn which | remember to have repeated
from my earliest boyhood (...) (GIoWbE IN)
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