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Abstract

This paperpresents the first large-scalemultivariate analysis

of future-time reference (FTR) variation in world Englishes.

On the basis of 7,922 hand-coded tokens from eight cor-

pora of the International Corpus of English suite, the study

probes the effect of eight predictor variables on the choice

between will and BE going to (BGT) as FTR markers. Statisti-

cally significant effects for all conditioning variables except

polarity are found, as well as two significant interaction

terms involving modality. By contrast, the predictor variety

enters the model only as a main effect, but is not involved

in any interactions. This is interpreted as a sign of strong

unity in the system of FTR variation in English world-wide.

At the theoretical level, the paper argues for a stronger focus

on such tendencies towards unity among global varieties of

English.

1 INTRODUCTION

Variable marking of future-time reference (FTR) has been extensively studied in British and North American vari-

eties of English, both diachronically and synchronically, but is less systematically documented in the context of world

Englishes. The present contribution seeks to address this research gap by adopting a comparative, empirical, and

usage-based perspective on FTR variation across eight national standardized varieties, as represented in the Inter-

national Corpus of English (ICE) project (Greenbaum & Nelson, 1996). On the basis of 7,922 tokens of the variable

under study, coded for eight predictor variables, the study shows that the linguistic conditioning of variation in

FTR is highly systematic on the global scale. Cross-varietal differences are predominantly found in the overall rates

with which different variants are used, whereas there is no evidence for divergence in the direction, strength, and
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significance of linguistic predictor variables. This fact attests to the longevity of regular conditioning, even where

varieties have taken divergent surface developments.

The English language offers a wide range of strategies to refer to situations in the future, including morpho-

syntactically unmarked forms such as (1a) and (1b) andperiphrastic constructions such as (1c). However, the twomajor

variants formarking FTR arewill (1d) and BE going to (BGT) (1e), followed by a verb in the infinitive encoding the event

in the future. Historically, the modal shall (1f) has played an important role in the competition as well (Nesselhauf,

2012), but its status and frequency in present-day English are highly restricted.

(1) (a)We are playing tennis on Sunday.

(b)My plane leaves in three hours.

(c) The game’s about to start.

(d) Youwill find everything you need.

(e) They are going to let me know by the end of the week.

(f) I shall need an assistant.

Analyzing the full range of variation in the English FTR system is a complex task, as many variants are not fully

interchangeable, but subject to different semantic constraints (Copley, 2009). For instance, whereas unmarked forms

may be used for scheduled events (see (1a) and (1b)), they are infelicitous in the context of less predictable events.

Periphrastic constructions, on theotherhand, oftenentail an immediate-futuremeaning.Most commonly, recent stud-

ies have focused their attention on the major variants will and BGT, for at least three reasons. First, both these forms

maybe used to refer to future events in general, without any further semantic restrictions. As such, they constitute the

most generally available FTRdevices in English. Second, and perhaps as a consequence,will andBGTare quantitatively

dominant compared to the other options (Denis & Tagliamonte, 2018, p. 405). Finally, both will and BGT result from

processes of grammaticalization that are of theoretical interest for understanding mechanisms of language change in

general. For this reason, their individual historical developments aswell as their competition have attracted significant

amounts of attention.

The present paper follows the literature in focusing on binary competition between will and BGT and refers to

this competition as variable (FTR). The starting point is the observation that the emergence and diachronic trajec-

tory of this variable coincides to a large extentwith the period of British colonial expansion and post-colonial linguistic

developments (Schneider, 2007). In other words, while the sociolinguistic characteristics of many New Englishes are

being shaped, change in the FTR system in the standardizedmetropolitan variety is also actively developing. Given the

complexity of this aspect of the grammar – with two majority variants undergoing fairly rapid change, many minority

alternatives, as well as the potential influence of substrate languages and general contact phenomena – it might be

expected that individual post-colonial varieties take idiosyncratic developments. As the analysis below will show, this

is far fromthecase. Thedata invite attention tounderlying similarities in linguistic structureeven in the faceof surface-

level frequency differences, in line with general insights from variationist sociolinguistics (e.g., Tagliamonte, 2012) as

well as recent arguments about modeling relationships amongworld Englishes specifically (Bernaisch et al., 2022).

2 BACKGROUND

2.1 The development of FTR in the recent history of English

In order to contextualize the synchronic variation in (FTR), it is important to take into account the historical devel-

opments that have converged to create the contemporary system. Both will and BGT derive from processes of

grammaticalization, by which lexical items increasingly acquire grammatical properties (Hopper & Traugott, 1993;

Bybee, Perkins & Pagliuca, 1994). What sets the two variants apart, for the purposes of a synchronic analysis, are

the different time depths of the grammaticalization processes and the different pathways leading from lexical source
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constructions to grammatical markers. It is common for grammaticalized constructions to retain traces of their lexical

sources, in terms of semantic specificities, collocational behavior, etc. (Bybee, Perkins & Pagliuca, 1994, p. 17). Such

effects can be assumed to weaken over time, a process referred to as ‘semantic bleaching’ (Givón, 1975) or ‘erosion’

(Lehmann, 1982). Consequently, the historical depth and specific pathway of each grammaticalization process lead to

different expectations about the kinds and strengths of constraint associated withwill and BGT, respectively.

Grammaticalization of will from an erstwhile verb of volition and intention to an FTR marker sets in during Old

English, at which time the lexical meaning ‘to will, intend, wish, be willing’ is clearly dominant (Warner, 1993, p. 181).

It is less clear when precisely and at what rate FTR uses of will increase in prominence, in large parts because differ-

entiating between volition, intention, and futurity in contextualized examples is a matter of subjective interpretation.

However, there is wide agreement that will has fully grammaticalized into a general FTR marker during Late Mod-

ern English times (Denison, 1998, p. 167; Warner, 1993, p. 181). In present-day English, only vestigial remnants of its

volitional semantics remain, in formulaic expressions such as ‘if you will’ and in the common nounwill.

The development of BGT is a more recent instance of grammaticalization along a typologically common path-

way from motion verb to FTR marker (Heine & Kuteva, 2002, p. 161–163). Kuteva (2001, p. 117–118) outlines the

following ‘grammaticalization chain’ with examples from English:

Stage I: Purposive spatial movement

Henry is going to town.

Stage II: Intention (with secondary senses of prediction and purposive spatial movement)

I am going to eat.

Stage III: Intention (with a secondary sense of prediction but no nuance of movement)

I am going to do my best to make you happy.

Stage IV: Prediction

The rain is going to come.

The first attestations of Stage III (uses without any component of movement) date back to the first half of the 17th

century (Danchev & Kytö, 1994; Garrett, 2012, p. 69). According to Kuteva (2001, p. 120), Stage IV emerged in the

late 19th century to early 20th century. However, each of these stages does not replace its predecessor, but adds a new

potential reading of the construction, leading to synchronic ‘layering’ (Hopper & Traugott, 1993, p. 49) of different

forms. In present-day English, all four stages exist, which is confirmed by the acceptability of each of the four exam-

ples given above. In contrast to will, then, the lexical source material for FTR BGT has not been bleached to the same

extent.

While the coreprocess of grammaticalizationhas been considered ‘completed centuries ago’ (Mair, 1997a, p. 1538),

there continues to be active change in frequency and in collocational behavior. A quick search of the offline version of

the Corpus of Historical American English (COHA; Davies, 2010) gives the appropriate context for the recent history

of variable (FTR) and its present state. In the left panel of Figure 1, the frequency developments of the search strings

‘BE going to _v?i’ and ‘will _v?i’ are shown. False negatives (such as cases with intervening negators or adverbs, or with

interrogative syntax) notwithstanding, this graph gives a rough overview of how the FTR system has been developing

over the past 200 years. BGT is steadily increasing its proportional share of the system, starting at values around 1 per

cent in the first half of the 19th century and peaking at 20 per cent in 2009.

Concomitant to the rise of BGT, the data show a decline in frequency for will. However, even by the early

21st century, at least in the written genres represented in COHA, will is by far the dominant variant, being three to

four times more common than BGT. This pattern is in line with most of the literature, which argues that BGT ‘is con-

sistently outnumbered’ (Szmrecsanyi, 2003, p. 296) by will. Evidence indicating a change to this pattern comes from

naturalistic speech in sociolinguistic studies (Denis & Tagliamonte, 2018; Torres Cacoullos &Walker, 2009), where at

least in some communities parity between the two variants appears to have been reached.
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F IGURE 1 Development of FTR variation over 200 years of American English. The left panel shows the
proportions ofwill and BGT over time. The right panel shows the percentage of all BGT cases per year with GO as the
main verb. Both plots show yearly values as dots, as well as smoothed conditional means over time and their
confidence intervals (solid lines and surrounding shaded areas).

The fact that the grammaticalization of BGT is an ongoing process can be gleaned from the right panel of Figure 1.

This plot shows, for each year in the corpus, the proportion with which go occurs as the main verb premodified by

BGT. For much of the 19th and into the early 20th century, the graph shows many values of 0, i.e. no occurrences

for a given year. The first instances of BGT + go can be found in the second half of the 19th century. However, the

development only gathers momentum from about 1900 onwards. What this graph shows is an initial repulsion of the

lexical source verb of BGT, presumably because language users remain conscious of its original semantics. As the

construction becomes increasingly grammaticalized, semantic bleaching occurs, which in turn leads to increasing

acceptance of BGT+ go.

2.2 Constraints on variation in the present-day FTR system

The grammaticalization trajectories outlined in the previous section have direct consequences on the systematicity of

FTR variation in present-day English. From the robust number of studies investigating this case of variation, a number

of consistent trends have emerged, which are summarized in the following.

Being the historically more recent and incoming form, BGT has the typical profile of a sociolinguistic innovation. It

is comparatively more frequent in spoken than in written English (Berglund, 2005; Biber et al., 1999; Mair, 1997a), in

informal rather than formal registers (Berglund, 2005; Mair, 1997b), and in the language of younger speakers (Denis

& Tagliamonte, 2018, p. 422). Under these circumstances, one would also expect a gender effect such that female

speakers show higher proportions of BGT. Yet, with the exception of Tagliamonte andD’Arcy (2009), this has not been

tested empirically. These authors find little indication of a gender effect in younger age groups, butmaintain thatwhile

‘gender differences have dissipated in these late stages of the change [. . . ] going towas originally advanced by women’

(Tagliamonte &D’Arcy, 2009, p. 95).

Among themost robust factors influencing FTR variation is the syntactic embedding of the variable, an aspect first

highlightedbySzmrecsanyi (2003). Findings fromnumerous studies convergeon aneffect of sentence type,with inter-

rogatives strongly favoring BGT (Denis & Tagliamonte, 2018; Torres Cacoullos &Walker, 2009). This may be a direct

residue of the grammaticalization path of BGT from ‘agent on a path toward a goal,’ which lends itself to inquiries
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‘about already-decided intentions or projected plans’ (Torres Cacoullos & Walker, 2009, p. 343). This, according to

their explanation, is the dominant purpose of FTR interrogatives. Questionswithwill, on the other hand, tend to retain

a focus on desire or willingness, typical of requests, but overall, a minority function.

Polarity is another syntactic variable that has frequently been invoked in studies on variable FTR. Diachronically,

Nesselhauf (2010) traces a decrease of will and increase of BGT particularly in negative context. The synchronic

picture, however, is far from clear. In Szmrecsanyi’s (2003) study, a regional contrast emerges, with negative

contexts favoring will in British English and BGT in American English. Torres Cacoullos and Walker (2009, 345) find

a ‘slight’ effect of negatives favoring BGT in sociolinguistic interview data from Quebec, whereas Fehringer and Cor-

rigan (2015) detect no significant differences between affirmative and negative environments in their Tyneside data.

A similar lack of statistically significant difference is reported in Denis and Tagliamonte (2018). Consequently, the role

of polarity has to be taken as rather weak and potentially subject to regional differentiation.

A key finding in Szmrecsanyi (2003, p. 316) is that BGT ‘is muchmore frequent in syntactically dependent contexts

than it is in independent contexts,’ and this has been corroborated in later studies aswell (Fehringer &Corrigan, 2015;

Torres Cacoullos & Walker, 2009). This observation requires explanation, since the default expectation is that ‘main

clauses are innovative, subordinate clauses are conservative’ (Bybee, 2001). Szmrecsanyi’s explanation is related to

information processing: syntactically dependent contexts indicate environments of higher structural complexity. In

such contexts, BGT is favored since its longer phonetic form allows for more planning time. Apodoses and protases of

conditionals, although technically sub-groups of main and subordinate clauses, respectively, have received separate

attention in some studies. Apodoses, i.e. the main clauses in conditional sentences, show a strong preference for will

(Szmrecsanyi, 2003, p. 309; TorresCacoullos&Walker, 2009, p. 341; Fehringer&Corrigan, 2015, p. 213). This factmay

be attributed to the ‘irrealis potential’ (Klinge, 1993, p. 315) of will, reflecting its origin in a verb of desire. In protasis

clauses, i.e. the subordinate clauses of conditionals, BGT is considered categorical in standardized English (Denis &

Tagliamonte, 2018).

Within the immediate linguistic environment of FTR devices, both the subject and the main verb have been shown

to play an important role in mediating the choice between will and BGT. Subject person and animacy both exert an

influence, and since these dimensions are inherently related to each other (first and second person subjects are always

animate), they are usually investigated jointly. Predictions on their effect based on the two variants’ grammaticaliza-

tion trajectories are no straightforward matter, as both will and BGT originate in contexts with animate subjects and

admit inanimate subjects only as a result of advanced grammaticalization. The common hypothesis for grammatical

subject (Torres Cacoullos & Walker, 2009) has to do with the different time depths of the grammaticalization trajec-

tories. Since will is the much older variant, it is considered to be semantically bleached to a larger extent than BGT.

Consequently, BGT retains a stronger preference for animate subjects. This prediction, however, is not borne out in all

empirical research. TorresCacoullos andWalker (2009) find first-person subjects tomost clearly favorwill and second-

person subjects to be the most conducive to BGT. Fehringer and Corrigan (2015) report no significant animacy effect,

and Denis and Tagliamonte (2018) show a difference between non-first-person animate and all other subjects, with

the former favoring BGT.

As for the lexical verb, the strongest focus has been on motion verbs. These are assumed to be indicators of

advancement in the grammaticalization of BGT. The majority interpretation is that verbs of motion collocating with

BGT indicate a late stage of grammaticalization, with semantic bleaching of the source verb allowing these collo-

cations to occur (Poplack & Tagliamonte, 1999). By contrast, Torres Cacoullos and Walker (2009, p. 331) take the

opposite view, arguing that frequent collocations with motion verbs indicate ‘‘harmonic’ constructions that appear

in the early stages of grammaticalization.’ These authors further subdivide all non-motion verbs into telic, activity,

and stative verbs. Yet, neither their analysis nor other studies (Denis & Tagliamonte, 2018; Fehringer & Corrigan,

2015) show any statistically robust effect of main verb type. Approaching verbal collocates from a different angle,

by using ‘distinctive-collexeme analysis,’ Gries and Stefanowitsch (2004) do find consistent differences between will

and BGT. They summarize that BGT ‘encodes more dynamic and more specific actions and events than will,’ with ver-

bal collexemes of the former often beingmore clearly agentive and the latter showing a preference for verbs encoding

perception (see), cognition (know), and general states (depend).
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A final nuance that has often been claimed to differentiate will and BGT is the temporal proximity of the future

event in relation to the time of utterance. The initial meaning of ‘purposive spatial movement’ (Stage I according

to Kuteva, 2001), the argument goes, leads BGT to be favored for proximal future events, whereas more distal

events would be more strongly associated with will. There is little empirical support for this claim in most studies of

present-day English, where temporal proximity simply does not appear to play a role (Denis & Tagliamonte, 2018;

Fehringer & Corrigan, 2015; Torres Cacoullos &Walker, 2009). The most plausible explanation is that the purported

contrast is levelled at a relatively early stage in the grammaticalization process. Indeed, Tagliamonte et al. (2014, p. 99)

find the temporal proximity effect precisely and exclusively in communities where BGT is a very recent innovation in

the vernacular grammar.

To summarize the above, a good deal is known about the language-internal conditioning of FTR variation in English.

This knowledge builds on numerous detailed studies of speech communities in Britain and North America and has

tended to focusongeneral regularities rather than regional differences. Thepossible exception is Szmrecsanyi’s (2003)

finding about the diverging influence of negation in British and American English. The following section details the

research into FTR in the remainder of the English-speaking world.

2.3 Variation in FTR in world Englishes

In research onworld Englishes, FTR variation hasmost commonly been discussed as part of the ongoing changes in the

system of English modals. The decline of the ‘core’ modals (such asmust, will, should) and concomitant rise of so-called

‘semi-’ or ‘emergingmodals’ (Krug, 2001) (e.g. HAVE to, BE going to, need to) has been a central topic in corpus-linguistic

work inBritish andAmerican English (Leech, 2011;Millar, 2009; Leech, 2003). Briefly summarized,many of the central

modal auxiliaries show a picture of retraction throughout the 20th century, while the class of emerging modals on the

whole is witnessing considerable frequency increase.

With the advent of the International Corpus of English (ICE) project (Greenbaum & Nelson, 1996), the empiri-

cal base has been created to carry studies of the modal system into the area of world Englishes. Collins (2009), for

instance, documents the relative frequencies of occurrence of five core and five emerging modals, including will and

BGT, respectively, in corpora representing standardized English from the UK, United States, Australia, New Zealand,

Hong Kong, the Philippines, Singapore, India, and Kenya. He finds that ‘the popularity of be going to is significantly

less in the [Outer Circle] varieties’ (Collins, 2009, p. 290) compared to the Inner Circle (Kachru, 1985) ones, and espe-

cially American English. Studies following a similar design, i.e. tracing relative frequencies of individual modal items

in comparable world Englishes corpora, have been conducted for a number of varieties (see, for instance, the special

issue ‘Diachronic approaches to modality in world Englishes’ of the Journal of English Linguistics; Noël, van Rooy & van

der Auwera, 2014). Noel and van der Auwera (2015) utilize large amounts of digitized newspaper writing to compare

short-term developments in British, American, andHong Kong English. Of particular relevance for the present discus-

sion is their finding that BGT is clearly on the increase in the two Inner Circle varieties between the 1990s and 2010s,

but decreases sharply in Hong Kong English newswriting.

All of the above findings, I submit, need to be taken with a grain of salt. As Mair (2015) demonstrates, many short-

term frequency differences in the modal systems of various Englishes are highly ephemeral against the backdrop of

long-term, cross-variety change. Consequently, comparing frequencies of occurrence may not be as revealing of the

overall similarities and differences between two varieties’ underlying grammars as one might hope. A similar argu-

ment comes from variationist sociolinguistics. Writing specifically about the comparative sociolinguistic approach,

Tagliamonte (2013, p. 130) cautions that

overall rates of presence or absence of the variants under investigation will likely vary according to

features of the situation [and thus be susceptible to random fluctuation]. However, the distribution,
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that is, preciselywhere it occurs in the language, as determined by the relative frequency of the feature

across its different contexts of use, is taken to represent the underlying grammatical structure.

A complementary approach to the strictly quantitative comparison of modal frequencies considers the different

uses of modal items in individual varieties of English. This is appropriate in the case of modals of futurity in particular,

since the functional division of labour between will, would, and sometimes additional options may take a different

shape in New Englishes compared to British or North American varieties (Mesthrie & Bhatt, 2008, p. 64–65). In

addition, such a perspective is better able to capture idiosyncrasies arising from the particular contact situations

of post-colonial Englishes. One such study is Deuber et al. (2012), in which the authors present a quantitative and

qualitative discussion of will and would in six New Englishes. They show that, to varying degrees, will is used with

habitual rather than future meaning in these varieties. This is a fact to be accounted for in analyses of FTR variation

in these varieties, as habitual will is not in immediate competition with BGT and thus would have to be excluded from

the analysis. In addition, their qualitative perspective allows the authors to include additional, variety-specific FTR

markers, such as Bahamian gon. What the study shows, on the whole, is that there is considerable variability in the

use of FTR markers in the Englishes under consideration, and that their frequencies and functions do not always

correspond to those in British or American English.

Another study highlighting the local complexity of the FTR system in one postcolonial variety of English is

Meierkord and Isingoma (2022). Their focus is the internal heterogeneity of Ugandan English and the influence of

native languages, migration, as well as exonormative models on the choice of FTR markers. In addition to the estab-

lished variants will, shall, BGT, and the futurate progressive, they consider the local features would and BE coming to.

The strongest effect appears to be the lingering exonormative influence of the British educational system, resulting in

conservative tendencies such as comparably low frequencies of BGT and the retention of shallwith first-person sub-

jects at relatively high frequencies. Clear differences between speakers of different native languages are also attested.

For the purposes of the present study, it is important to note that the local FTR variants are clearly in theminority.Will

and BGT combined account for 81 per cent of all tokens (Meierkord & Isingoma, 2022, p. 233). By contrast, the sup-

posed ‘particularly “African”’ (Huber, 2012, p. 811)BE coming tomakes up only 0.2 per cent of the data. As such, even in

highly complex New Englishes with idiosyncratic internal developments, the lion’s share of FTR expressions may well

consist of the established variantswill and BGT. However, theway inwhich their use is constrainedmay be affected by

internal developments that cannot easily be gleaned from a comparison of surface frequencies.

In order to uncover such details of conditioning, a statistical analysis is required that considers the effects of a num-

ber of predictors on each token of the variable in question. The only such study of variable (FTR) in a world Englishes

context tomy knowledge is Schneider (2016). Testing the influence ofmany of the predictors outlined in section 2.2 in

spoken British and Ghanaian English, Schneider is able to reveal both commonalities and subtle differences between

the varieties. She concludes that ‘in spoken GhEWILL and BE GOING TO generally favor the same linguistic environ-

ments as in spoken BrE, but in the former they are not as clearly distributed syntactically and semantically’ (Schneider,

2016, p. 167). In other words, while each variant is associated with certain niches in the grammar of British English,

their distribution is less systematic in Ghanaian English. Schneider (2016, p. 168) speculates ‘whether the strength of

constraints in the future time system of New English varieties correlates in any way with the developmental stage in

the sense of the DynamicModel’ proposed by Schneider (2007).

Addressing this question is precisely the aimof the present study. First, it seeks to test the hypothesized constraints

on FTR variation in world Englishes (see below). Second, the analysis is fundamentally interested in the degree of

similarities and differences with which constraints operate in individual varieties. As argued above, the study is less

interested in thegeneral frequencieswithwhichwillandBGTareused indifferent varieties, andmore in theunderlying

constraints that favor one variant over the other. Evaluating this systemof constraints requiresmultivariate statistical

analysis of authentic usage data in sufficiently large numbers.
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3 DATA AND METHOD

3.1 Corpora

The data for the present study are extracted from the ICE suite of corpora. Each ICE corpus contains 1 million words

intended to represent the educated standard of English used in a given nation. A detailed sampling frame ensures

coverage of a wide range of registers from the spoken (600,000 words) and the written (400,000) modalities. These

are further broken down into text categories ranging from naturalistic conversational data to academic writing.

To maximize precision and recall in the extraction of the target feature, part-of-speech (POS) tagged data was

required. The choice of individual corpora for inclusion in the present study was dictated largely by their availabil-

ity in POS tagged form. The sum of such material available to the author at the time of writing comprises the full ICE

corpora for Canada, Hong Kong, India, Jamaica, NewZealand, and Singapore, as well as thewritten sections of ICE-Sri

Lanka and ICE-USA. The total amount of data considered, consequently, consists of 3.6 million words of spoken and

3.2million words of written English, covering eight varieties.

Although the varieties covered in the present study were largely dictated by the availability of POS-tagged cor-

pora, they are suited to draw some general comparisons. Varieties at Stages 3 (Hong Kong), 4 (Jamaica, Singapore),

and 5 (Canada, New Zealand, USA) according to Schneider’s (2007) DynamicModel are represented, as well as Indian

and Sri Lankan English, which are cases for debate. There is some bias towards Asian and American varieties and a

noticeable absence of African Englishes. Thus, it may be difficult to disentangle areal from developmental patterns.

Future research incorporating a fuller spectrum of varieties would be desirable in this regard.

3.2 Variable extraction

All tokens of FTR will and BGT were extracted from the data by means of a Python script. The search algorithm

proceeded as follows:

∙ Find each instance ofwill, ‘ll,won‘t, present-tense BE going to, present-tense gonna.

Note that the variable system of FTR from a past frame of reference (withwas/were going to andwould as the major

alternants) is subject to a different system of constraints from the base FTR system (Torres Cacoullos & Walker,

2009, p. 327).

∙ Extract all of the above if followed by a verb in the infinitive.

This stipulation prevents false positives with will used as a common (‘it is her will’) or proper noun or BE going to in

themotion sense (‘I am going to the beach’).

∙ With the following optional intervening items, any number and combination of which were considered:

– Negators (e.g. ‘will not agree,’ ‘isn’t going to work’)

– Adverbs (e.g. ‘are really going to enjoy it,’ ‘will probably be delayed’)

– Subject pronouns (e.g. ‘Will you come?’ ‘Where are they going to sleep?’)

The optional interveningmaterial maximizes recall. To the author’s awareness, the only syntactic contexts this extrac-

tion algorithm fails to identify are interrogatives with non-pronominal subjects (‘Will the leadership of the party

agree?’) and cases where there are parenthetical insertions between the FTRmarker and the infinitival verb (‘she will,

in any case, resign’). Both of these are extremely rare in the data on the whole.

The script also identified the grammatical form of the lexical verb premodified by will/BGT in the following way: if

the infinitival verbwas be, get, or have, further checks weremade for whether these were followed by past or progres-

sive participles. This way, progressives (‘will be joining’), passives (‘will be considered’), and perfect aspect forms (‘are

going to have left’) are identified. The full grammatical formwas recorded, as well as the lemma of the lexical verb. The

full script, as well as all data and the RMarkdown for the statistical analysis, are available at https://osf.io/j67wm/.

https://osf.io/j67wm/
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This procedure yielded a total of 33,181 hits. These, however, had to be further processed manually, both to code

someof the predictor variables outlinedbelowand to ensure that only tokenswithin the envelope of variation are con-

sidered, i.e. cases where will and BGT could truly be used interchangeably. To this purpose, each sentence/utterance

containing the target variant was extracted and written to a spreadsheet for manual processing. Among items which

had to be excluded were uses of will like in the sense of would like, particularly prevalent in ICE-Singapore, and false

starts in the conversational data. Conventionalized ‘I’ll say so’ was particularly frequent in ICE New Zealand and

excluded because it generally did not allow substitution with BGT. In ICE-Jamaica, a handful of habitual tokens of will

had to bemanually removed.

For the analysis below, I rely on a hand-coded random sub-sample of all data. To arrive at this sub-sample, the order

of tokens fromall corporawas randomized, and the first 8,000 caseswere selected. Since 78 tokens had to be excluded

according to the criteria outlined above, the final number of observations is 7,922. Coding accuracy was determined

byhaving a second researcher independently code200 cases from this data set and calculating the per cent agreement

as well as Cohen’s kappa for the threemanually coded variables sentence type (99% agreement, kappa= 0.83), clause

type (90%, kappa= 0.91), and subject (97%, kappa= 0.96). The size of the sub-sample should ideally be determined by

power analysis. However, as the complex generalized linear model used below poses serious problems to power anal-

ysis, especially in the absence of an independent, well-formedmodel fromprevious research (Kumle, Võ&Draschkow,

2021), sample size was determined by availability of coding resources.

3.3 Predictor variables

The predictors in the analysis below, i.e. the variables hypothesized to influence the choice of FTR device, reflect

the accumulated record in the extant literature as well as the present study’s interest in regional similarities and

differences. These are:

• Sentence type, with the levels declarative (2.a) and interrogative (2.b). Due to the absence of punctuation in

the conversational data, this variable had to be hand-coded. The hypothesis in relation to this predictor is that

interrogatives favor the choice of BGT (Denis & Tagliamonte, 2018; Torres Cacoullos &Walker, 2009).

(2) (a) The PCFwill be able to copewith this target. (ICE-SIN-W2C-019)

(b) How are you going to celebrate your birthday (ICE-HK-W1B-001)

• Clause type, with the levels main (3.a), subordinate (3.b), protasis (3.c), and apodosis (3.d). This variable was also

hand-coded.Note that,whileprotasis clausesmaycategorically requireBGT in somevarieties (Denis&Tagliamonte,

2018, p. 414), this is not the case in thepresent data set. Following the evidence in the literature (Szmrecsanyi, 2003,

p. 309; Torres Cacoullos & Walker, 2009, p. 341; Fehringer & Corrigan, 2015, p. 213), the hypotheses the present

study tests is that protasis and subordinate clauses favor BGT compared tomain clauses, whereas apodosis clauses

favorwill.

(3) (a)Wewill send you further reports as work progresses. (ICE-CA-W1B-026)

(b) signs are there that improvement is going to happen (ICE-JA-S1B-058)

(c) so if you are going to talk that way about some you have to talk that way about the other (ICE-CAN-S1B-035)

(d) if the antics are staged, your opponent will soon find a face-saving way to resume talks (ICE-NZ-W2D-011)

• Subject, manually coded for the levels first-person (4.a), second-person (4.b), third-person animate (4.c), and third-

person inanimate (4.d). In the light of diverging findings inprevious research, this predictor is associatedwith several

competing hypotheses, namely:
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– That animate subjects favor BGT (the theoretical argument in Torres Cacoullos &Walker, 2009, partly borne out

in Tagliamonte &Denis, 2018).

– That first-person subjects favor will (Torres Cacoullos &Walker, 2009).

– That second-person subjects favor BGT (Torres Cacoullos &Walker, 2009).

(4) (a) I’m going to draw the curtains. (ICE-HK-W2F-012)

(b) you will study further af- after (ICE-IND-S1A-070)

(c) Real enthusiasts will find it very helpful to have a tab installed on the balcony (ICE-SIN-W2D-016)

(d) It will be field-tested in 20 other Canadian houses this year (ICE-USA-W2B-021)

• Polarity, with the levels affirmative (5.a) and negative (5.b). Intervening ‘not,’ ‘n’t,’ and ‘never’ were taken to indicate

negative polarity. Following the diachronic trend for BGT to spread particularly in negative clauses (Nesselhauf,

2010), negative polarity as amain effect is hypothesized to favor BGT. Further, with Szmrecsanyi’s (2003) finding of

a cross-varietal difference in the effect of polarity betweenAmEandBrE, the analysis also considers the interaction

between polarity and variety. The hypothesis is that negative clauses favor BGT in AmE, but show the opposite

effect in BrE. For all other varieties, it is hypothesized that their normative orientation towards either BrE or AmE

brings them in line with one of these varieties.

(5) (a) today, I’m going to broadcast you the latest songs (ICE-HK-W2F-003)

(b) I’m not going to come here and give you a handout (ICE-JA-S1B-017).

• Modality, with the levels spoken and written. The study also considered a finer-grained differentiation into the 12

text categories in the ICE sampling frame. However, an overall clear-cut oral-literate distinction in the conditioning,

alongwith the desire for a parsimoniousmodel, motivated the simpler distinction according tomodality. In addition

to a clear hypothesis that the spoken modality favors BGT (Berglund, 2005; Biber et al., 1999; Mair, 1997a), there

is recent evidence that register effects also mediate the strength of other constraints (Engel & Szmrecsanyi, 2022).

Since the precise extent of such mediation is currently under-explored, all pairwise interactions between modality

and all other main effects were considered in themodeling procedure.

• Semantics of the lexical verb. Combining the hypothesis that motion verbs might repel BGT, at least at early stages

of grammaticalization (Poplack & Tagliamonte, 1999, p. 335), and the findings fromGries and Stefanowitsch (2004)

thatwill is favoredwith perceptual, cognitive, and stative verbs, this variable comprises the following levels: motion

(6.a), perception/cognition (6.b), stative (6.c), other (6.c).

(6) (a) You know, I’m not going to come back toMittsuhashi again. (ICE-NZ-W2F-010)

(b) I’m afraid I will see him again (ICE-USA-W1B-010)

(c) They will be glad to assist you. (ICE-SIN-W1B-025)

(d) In the inaugural match Kerala will take on Bihar (ICE-IND-S2B-012)

• Grammarof themainverb. Futurizedeventsmayoccur in the simple infinitive (7.a) or as infinitival progressives (7.b),

perfects (7.c), and passives (7.d). To my knowledge, this variable has not been extensively explored in the literature.

However, a relatively straightforward hypothesis can be attached to it. As BGT is considered to be more directly

anchored in the present than will, any remove from the present moment will favor will. This is the hypothesized

behavior for both perfect and passive lexical verbs. The effect of the progressive may be in both directions. On the

one hand, it is a grammatical structure that highlights dynamicity and as suchmay be expected to favor BGT. On the

other, at the formal level a horror aequi effect may prompt language users to avoid a present participial form in close

proximity to the going in BGT (Vosberg, 2003). Note that, due to a sparsity of future perfect constructions in the

data, the level perfect has been excluded from statistical analysis.
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(7) (a) He’ll be here for sure. (ICE-HK-W2F-013)

(b)My gosh we’ll soon be planning for Christmas (ICE-CA-S1A-064)

(c) nobodywill have entered that job (ICE-IND-S1A-057)

(d) this video is not going to be tested (ICE-HK-W1B-002)

• Variety, with a level for each variety covered in the combined ICE data (CAN, HK, IND, JA, NZ, SIN, SL, USA). This

predictor tests thehypothesis that InnerCircle varieties (CA,NZ,US) favor theuseofBGTcompared to (the remain-

ing) Outer Circle countries (Collins, 2009). An anonymous reviewer points out that, as a main effect, variety only

tests for differences between the reference level (CanE) and all other levels. In order to address this issue, post-hoc

Tukey tests are applied to all pairwise contrasts among varieties. Since the descriptive aim of the present study is to

shed light on the patterns of unity and diversity in the FTR system across world Englishes, all pairwise interactions

involving variety were additionally considered duringmodel building.

The analysis does not consider temporal proximity of the future event. This factor is cost-intensive to code,

as it often requires attention to the wider context beyond the individual sentence/utterance. At the same time, it

has consistently failed to reach statistical significance in previous studies. Typical sociolinguistic variables, such as

speaker/writer age, sex, and socio-economic status, can also not be considered, as information on these is not sys-

tematically available in the ICE corpora. This drawbackmay bemitigated somewhat by the relative socio-demographic

unity of the population sampled in ICE, i.e. the educated segment of the public.

3.4 Statistical analysis

The analysis below follows the standard variationist practice of fitting mixed-effects logistic regression models to the

data and performing model selection according to principled criteria. Random intercepts are included for the influ-

ence of individual main verb lemmas, text categories, and corpus text files. The maximal model structure considered

included all the predictors listed above as main effects, all pairwise interactions involving modality, as well as all pair-

wise interactions involving variety.More complexmodel specifications, such as those including three-way interactions

involving variety,modality, and the other terms, introducedmodel convergence issues andwere therefore abandoned.

Startingwith themaximalmodel, backwardsmodel selectionwas performed, with the targetmodel being the one that

minimizes the second-order Akaike Information Criterion (AICc; Burnham & Anderson, 2010). All models were fitted

with the glmmTMB package (Brooks et al., 2017) in R (R Core Team, 2022).

One way in which the present study departs from common practice in the literature is that it only presents one

model for thewhole data set. It is common in comparative sociolinguistic studies to produce individualmodels per vari-

ety or speech community under analysis and, in a second step, to compare the significance, direction, and effect size

of predictors in each model (Tagliamonte, 2013; Szmrecsanyi, Grafmiller, & Rosseel, 2019). This approach has yielded

interesting results, but I remain skeptical of it for two reasons. First, it strongly presupposes differences in the variable

systems of individual speaker groups. No two models for separate data sets will fully converge on exactly the same

p-values and coefficient estimates. As a consequence, an analysis of this kind will always cast the different commu-

nity grammars under discussion as diverging from one another. This is fine where the analysis concerns the relative

extent of divergence among groups of varieties, such as in Szmrecsanyi et al.’s (2019) VADIS framework. However, the

methodwill always emphasize differences, evenwhere relative unity of individual community grammarsmaybe found.

The second point, to some extent, is a technical rephrasing of the first. It appears counter-intuitive to run complex

multivariatemodels only to compare their output naively. Thewhole point of (mixed-effects)multivariate analysis is to

probe beyond surface-level distributional observations and estimate the effects of all variables while considering the

influence of all others. Amodel’s coefficient estimates are the result of these careful procedures, and their associated

confidence intervals and p-values give a statistically robust sense of how much stock to put into the estimates. Yet,
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when comparing estimates and p-values across distinct models, fit on different data sets, it becomes difficult to assess

which differences are meaningful. Particularly, the fact that in one model a predictor is rated as significant according

to some predefined probability threshold (such as p<0.05), but that it does not emerge as significant in anothermodel

is no evidence that there is in fact a significant difference in the estimation of that predictor’s effect between these

twomodels (Gelman & Stern, 2006; Gries, 2021, p. 314–318).

A more robust choice, and one which does not a priori assume difference, is to fit one model for the entire data

set and consider interaction terms between the variable for the different data sets (here: country) and all other pre-

dictors. It is true that such a model requires relatively large amounts of data, as each interaction term consumes

additional degrees of freedom. But the problem of requiring more data for sound comparisons is equally present in

themany-models approach. The only exception is that it is more easily ignored there. In line with findings in Engel and

Szmrecsanyi (2022) on the influenceof register onFTRvariation, interactions involvingmodalitywerealso considered.

4 RESULTS

The result of themodeling steps outlined above is a generalized linear mixedmodel with the following formula:

glmmTMB(FTR ∼ sent_type + clause_type + subject ∗ modality + verbSem ∗ modality + verb_grammar

+ country + (1|file) + (1|verb) + (1|genre),data = FTR, family = binomial)

All predictorswith theexceptionofpolarity enter themodel specificationasmaineffects. In addition, interaction terms

for subject and modality, as well as verb semantics and modality, are also included. This model achieves a C-index of

.91, a prediction accuracy of 90.0 per cent (against a baseline of 87.7%), a conditional R2 of .46 and a marginal R2

of .23. In order to test for multicollinearity, Variance Inflation Factors (VIF) were calculated with the performance

package (Lüdecke et al., 2021) in R. VIF values range from 1.08 (for clause type) and 2.33 (for the interaction between

subject and modality), indicating only slight, non-harmful conditional associations between the predictors. The full

model statistics in tabular form are given in Appendix 1. The discussion of results here relies on visual representation

of themodel’s predicted probabilities (of choosingwill) for individual predictors. These were calculated and visualized

with the ggeffects package (Lüdecke, 2018).

Figure 2 shows the predictions for the four variables that enter the model only as main effects. The grammatical

conditioning of FTR variation that emerges from this graph is very much in line with the previous literature. A very

strong effect can be observed for the difference between declarative and interrogative clauses, with the latter being

one of the most favorable environments for BGT. Torres Cacoullos andWalker’s (2009, p. 343) explanation that BGT

retains a semantic component which lends itself to questions ‘about already-decided intentions or projected plans’

is corroborated by the fact that, in interrogative sentences, will occurs relatively more frequently with third-person

subjects (60% in animate, 72% inanimate contexts), whereas first- and second-person subjectsmore clearly favor BGT

(at 64% and 58%, respectively). This trend is only indicative, however, since the model does not include an interaction

term for sentence type and subject.

For the predictor clause type, the strongest effect size can be found for protasis clauses of conditionals, which

decidedly favor BGT. This comes as no surprise, as protases are sometimes even discussed as categorically barring

the choice ofwill. This is clearly not the case in the present data, where about one-third of all future protases (15 out of

47) are realized withwill. This general ratio holds for most countries individually as well. However, only protases with

BGT can be found in theHongKong and Sri Lankan sections of the data, and the only protasis clause fromUSEnglish is

realized withwill. Given the overall relatively small number of cases, the effect of this particular level should probably

be takenwith a grain of salt, however. The other levels of the predictor clause type corroborate findings from Szmrec-

sanyi (2003), TorresCacoullous andWalker (2009), andothers. Syntactically dependent environments, i.e. subordinate

clauses, favor BGT, although the effect is fairly small, whereas apodoses of conditionals favorwill.
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F IGURE 2 Predicted probabilities of will for the levels of the categorical main effects sentence type, clause type,
verb grammar, and country.

Explorationof the lexical verb’s grammatical encoding suggests that all formsother than simple infinitives favorwill.

Perfect forms had to be excluded, since only 27 of these occurred and they categorically selectedwill. While not being

suited for statistical analysis, this behavior does confirm the hypothesis articulated above, that temporal remove from

the situation of utterancewould disfavorBGT. The samehypothesiswas brought forth for passives and is confirmedby

the significantly positive coefficient estimate for that level. Progressive forms, it would seem, also repel BGT. Above,

a potential horror aequi effect was mentioned as the possible cause of this behavior. However, further analysis in this

direction would be required tomake any definite statement.

Finally, and at the center of interest to the present paper, the effect of country needs to be considered. The signifi-

cant main effect for this predictor largely confirms Collins’ (2009) observations about anOuter and Inner Circle cline.

To be sure, the countries least likely to use BGT overall – India (IND), Hong Kong (HK), and Singapore (SIN) – are all

from the Outer Circle. By contrast, New Zealand (NZ), Canada (CAN), and the United States all show comparatively

lower coefficient estimates, indicating their greater propensity towards BGT. This story is somewhat complicated,

however, by the fact that two Outer Circle countries, Sri Lanka (SL) and Jamaica (JA), lead the trend towards BGT.

A competing explanation for the cross-varietal differentiation visible in Figure 2 might invoke an areal pattern, with

three Asian varieties (HK, IND, SIN) all patterning together against the remaining, non-Asian varieties (barring SL, for

which only partial datawere available in the present study). Overall, the confidence intervals for each variety are rela-

tively large and there is considerable overlap. Out of the 28 pairwise contrasts between varieties, 12 are significant (p

< 0.05) according to post-hoc Tukey tests. Seven of these significant contrasts (HK-CAN, IND-CAN, SIN-CAN,HK-NZ,

IND-NZ, SIN-NZ, IND-USA) involve an Outer and an Inner Circle variety. However, the remaining five are contrasts

between Outer Circle varieties (JA-HK, SL-HK, JA-IND, SL-IND, JA-SIN). While there is a differentiation in terms of

general FTR variable selection, then, it is not clearly related to variety status and the differences are relatively subtle

once all other predictors are accounted for.
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F IGURE 3 Predicted probabilities of will for the interaction between subject type andmodality.

Figure 3 plots the interaction between the predictors modality and grammatical subject. The consistent prediction

is that, for all subject types, BGT is favored in the spoken corpus data, in line with Berglund (2005), Mair (1997a), and

many other sources. As mentioned above, a model with the 12-level text category distinction made by ICE instead of

the simple binary written-spoken difference was also fitted to the data, but the finer-grained text-category distinc-

tion was relegated to a random effect. It is worth noting in passing that, for each modality, one category bucks the

general trend. In the spoken data, prepared speeches showmuch lower frequencies of BGT than the other three cate-

gories. Fictionwriting, on the other hand, occupies an in-between position between all otherwritten categories and all

the spoken categories apart from prepared speeches. In absolute terms, academic writing shows the clearest prefer-

ence towards will, while spontaneous monologues most strongly favor BGT. All this confirms rather than complicates

a general organization of FTR variation along a continuum from spoken/informal to written/formal language.

Against this clear pattern, the by-modality differences in the role that subject plays are slight. In the spoken

data, the confidence intervals for all predictions overlap, indicating that the effect of subject plays a negligible role.

Robust differences can only be seen in the written data, where the hypothesized animacy constraint appears to be

operative: third-person inanimate subjects are the most favorable environment for will, although the differences in

predicted probabilities appear to be significant only in contrast to first-person subjects (the levelmost clearly favoring

BGT). Overall, a strong propensity of first-person subjects to collocate with will, as documented in Torres Cacoullos

and Walker (2009) and to some extent also Denis and Tagliamonte (2018), could not be replicated. In spoken texts,

first-person subjects occupy an intermediate position and do not behave clearly different from animate third-person

subjects. By contrast, inanimate third-person subjects do significantly favorwill. For the spoken data, the cline that can

be developed is second-person> all other animate> third-person inanimate. This ordering dovetails with the explana-

tion that thegreater historical depthof grammaticalizationhas renderedwilla relatively bleachedFTRdevice,whereas

BGT retains some of the constraints of its source construction. The fact that, in the written data, first-person subjects

are the most favorable environment for will, is entirely at odds with the literature. A look at the text-category level
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F IGURE 4 Predicted probabilities of will for the interaction betweenmain verb semantic group andmodality.

suggests at least a tentative explanation. The vast majority of will cases with first-person subjects in writing (280 out

of 457= 61%) come from text categoryW1B, written correspondence. Thus, it is likely that letter writing comprises a

set of conventions which favors the use ofwill over BGT.

Figure 4, finally, shows the interaction between modality and the main verb’s semantic class. Whereas the written

data show no meaningful difference between different verb classes’ preference for either will or BGT, a very specific

effect can be seen in the spoken data. The predicted probabilities of will are significantly lower for this subset of the

data, with the exception of verbs of perception and cognition. The prediction for these almost perfectly alignswith the

predictions for (all verb classes in) the written texts. The effect that verbs of perception and cognition favorwill dove-

tails with Gries and Stefanowitsch (2004). The question remains, however, why a similar effect cannot be observed in

the written data. It may be the case that the overall conservatism of written discourse – its strong tendency to favor

will –masks this effect, which then only becomes detectable in themore variable spoken data.

It is also important tonotewhat is not included in themodel. Asmentionedabove, all interaction terms involving the

predictor country were considered during model selection. The fact that none of these terms was selected indicates

that there is little evidence to speak of differences in the FTR systems in different Englishes. According to the data

analyzed here, each predictor represented in Figures 2–4 exerts its estimated influence irrespective of which coun-

try’s national standardized variety one considers. In other words, a speaker who hasmastered the FTR system in their

native variety has mastered it for all varieties.

5 DISCUSSION

World Englishes research takes a central interest in differences among varieties. This position is a logical consequence

of the field’s history and its dialectological roots. At the level of method, the close comparability of corpora in the ICE
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suite has also invited a productive focus on cross-varietal differences. By comparison, unity inworld Englishes remains

comparatively under-explored.

The analysis above demonstrates that not all surface differences should immediately be interpreted as indicators

of varieties drifting apart or developing nativized norms. It is true that there are important discrepancies in the overall

choicebetweenwillandBGT,with ratios ofBGT ranging from8per cent in India to21per cent in Jamaica.What ismore

important from the perspective of the variable FTR system, however, is its linguistic conditioning. In this respect, the

analysis above has revealed a general unity of all varieties considered. Being able to appreciate this unity required the

methodological choice of fitting one globalmodel to the data rather than comparing coefficients from separatemodels

per country.Doing so is justified both in theoretical and statistical terms. In termsof theory, the effects of all predictors

derive from aspects of the grammaticalization processes which have led to the two FTR variants. These are universal

rather than variety-specific. As such, the same general hypotheses hold for data fromdifferent English-speaking coun-

tries. Yet, differences in the size and presence or absence of effects might still be expected, depending on the degree

of spread BGT has undergone in a variety (see Tagliamonte, Durham, & Smith, 2014) and potential idiosyncratic local

developments. The consideration of interaction terms in themodel selection procedure incorporated the possibility of

detecting such variety-specific elements, provided there was enough evidence for them in the data. This did not turn

out to be the case.

It is possible that, given more data, interaction effects would emerge. Indeed, given the fact that sample size

has a direct relationship to p-values, this is entirely to be expected. If a future analysis should reveal such evidence

for variety-specific tendencies, it would then be a matter of assessing its importance relative to the main effects

involved in the interaction. Does the interactionmerelymodulate the estimates for a given predictor by small degrees

per variety, or do more radical differences emerge? At present, however, this question remains purely speculative.

There simply is not enough evidence in a data set of 7,922 observations to sustain any discussion of cross-varietal

differentiation.

To what extent the global unity found in the present study is specific to the FTR system or, conversely, how wide-

spread such unity is in world Englishes is a question that warrants further exploration. Taking a methodologically

completely different angle, Mair (2015) comes to a similar conclusion regarding regional differences in themodal sys-

tem. His study shows that historical forces are systematically reorganizing the English modal system and that, in the

light of these consistent historical developments, any regional contrasts are highly unstable, ephemeral, and subject

to distortion from confounding variables. I would make much the same argument about the present paper’s findings

regarding the FTR system. Perhaps, then, it is time tomake unity amore central concept in world Englishes research.

6 CONCLUSION

This paper has presented the first large-scale, empirical study of the constraints modulating variable FTR in world

Englishes, based on 7,922 observations from eight varieties. The syntactic, semantic, and text-level effects found

in the analysis largely corroborate findings from previous research: will maintains its strongest foothold in written

English, in declarative sentences, main clauses (particularly apodoses), with third-person and particularly inanimate

subjects. BGT, by contrast, is particularly favored in spoken English, in interrogative sentences, subordinate clauses

and protases, andwith first- and second-person subjects.

New findings concern the role of the futurized verb phrase. Semantically, it is neither stative nor motion verbs that

behavedifferent fromall others, but verbs of cognition, if only in spokenEnglish. These clearly favorwill. An aspect that

has not been addressed in the literature, but which did play an important role in the present analysis, is the grammar

of the futurized verb. Here, bare infinitives have been found to contrast with more complex forms such as passives,

progressives, and perfects (the latter of which showed categorical selection ofwill). The analysis also adds evidence to

the importance of register in mediating linguistic variation (Engel & Szmrecsany, 2022; Bohmann, 2022).



18 BOHMANN

Beyond the importance of these individual constraints, the chief interest of the paper lay in a systematic analysis of

the relationships between individual varieties in terms of their FTR system. In this respect, a strikingly uniformpicture

emerged.Beyondoverall tendencies to favoroneor theother variantmore strongly, the analysis simply couldnot show

any differences in the linguistic conditioning of the variable among the eight varieties considered. I have interpreted

this as a general indication that the forces involved in the grammaticalization ofwill and BGT are general and uniform

rather than subject to variety-specific developments. At the level of theory, the paper has argued that world Englishes

stands to gain from taking the concept of unity as seriously as that of divergence.
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APPENDIX 1: MODEL SUMMARY

Logisticmixed-effects regressionmodel for FTR variation in eight global varieties of English. The predicted level of the

response variable is will. P-values for the effect of individual predictors were calculated by means of Partial F-Tests

with the drop1() function in R. P-values are not provided formain effects that enter into interaction terms, since these

cannot be tested independently of the interactions they are a part of.

Predictor Term Estimate Std. Error z value p-value

(Intercept) 1.487 0.431 3.451 0.0000***

Main effects

Sentence type

(reference level:

declarative)

P= 0.0000***

Interrogative (default:

declarative

−2.109 0.203 −10.390 0.0000***

Clause type

(reference level:

main)

P= 0.0000***

Apododosis 0.479 0.207 2.316 0.0206*

Protasis −3.348 0.416 −8.046 0.0000***

Subordinate −0.454 0.093 −4.862 0.0000***

Subject (reference

level:

first-person)

Second-person −0.357 0.157 −2.279 0.0226*

Third-person animate 0.159 0.129 1.232 0.2181

Third-person

inanimate

0.426 0.131 3.250 0.0012**

Modality

(reference level:

spoken)

Written 1.181 0.391 3.016 0.0026**

Verb semantics

(reference level:

other)

Cognition/perception 1.263 0.250 5.044 0.0000***

Motion 0.197 0.232 0.849 0.3959

Stative 0.215 0.210 1.196 0.2315

Verb grammar

(reference level:

simple)

P= 0.000001***

Passive 0.672 0.218 3.087 0.0020**

Progressive 1.074 0.261 4.113 0.0000***

Country (reference

level: CAN)

P= 0.0000***

Hong Kong 0.676 0.170 3.973 0.00007***

India 1.114 0.194 5.737 0.00000001***

Jamaica −0.3397 0.174 −1.949 0.0513

NewZealand −0.199 0.167 −1.194 0.2326

Singapore 0.559 0.174 3.217 0.0013**

Sri Lanka −0.376 0.319 −1.176 0.2394

USA −0.176 0.356 −0.494 0.6211

(Continues)
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Predictor Term Estimate Std. Error z value p-value

Interactions

Subject x modality

P= 0.01303*

Second-person :

written

0.944 0.386 2.442 0.0146*

Third-person animate:

written

0.503 0.315 1.594 0.1109

Third-person

inanimate : written

0.888 0.308 2.887 0.0039**

Verb semantics x

modality

P= 0.06770.

Cognition/perception :

written

−1.196 0.428 −2.794 0.0052**

Motion : written −0.085 0.427 −0.198 0.8428

Stative : written −0.125 0.262 −0.477

Random effects

1 | file Type:

Intercept

N: 2,535 Variance:

0.9863

1 | verb Type:

Intercept

N: 1,278 Variance:

0.1881

1 | genre Type:

Intercept

N: 12 Variance:

0.2214

Summary statistics

N 7.922

Accuracy 90.0%

(baseline:

87.7%)

C 0.91

Marginal R2 0.23

Conditional

R2

0.46
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