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Abstract

This study reexamines Learner Englishes (LEs)-New Englishes (NEs) continuum by con-
sidering intervarietal variation, mode differences, and multiple linguistic levels. Relying
on comparable written and spoken corpus data, we investigate the valency patterns and
senses of the verb TAKE across two LEs (Mainland Chinese English (MCE) and Belgian
French-speaking English (BFE)) and two NEs (Singapore English (SgE) and Hong Kong En-
glish (HKE)) within the Extra- and Intra-territorial Forces (EIF) Model. The study examines
whether internal linguistic factors, namely, mode (writing and speech) and linguistic levels
(valency patterns and senses), influence the variety positioning along the LEs-NEs contin-
uum and whether this positioning reflects the expected proximity cline to native English
(NativeE) (BFE > MCE > HKE > SgE) established within the EIF Model. Our quantitative re-
sults reveal that individual varieties intermingle depending on mode and linguistic levels
rather than occupying stable positions along the LEs-NEs continuum. Dendrogram anal-
yses yield distinct variety clustering patterns that contradict the expected proximity cline
to NativeE. Qualitatively, we identify some shared linguistic features across LEs and NEs
that suggest common underlying language learning strategies. These results contribute
to variationist linguistics by demonstrating that English varieties exhibit dynamic devel-
opment trajectories shaped by language-internal factors (e.g., mode and linguistic levels).
We propose refining the EIF Model to incorporate language-internal dimensions, thereby
bridging the gap between LEs and NEs through a more nuanced theoretical framework.

Keywords: Learner Englishes-New Englishes continuum; extra- and intra-territorial forces
model; mode; valency patterns; senses

1. Introduction

Learner Englishes (LEs) and New Englishes' (NEs) were traditionally treated as two
distinct categories, which can be reflected in Kachru’s (1985) Three Concentric Circles,
where LEs and NEs correspond to the expanding circle and the outer circle, respectively.
LEs in the expanding circle developed through the global extension of English as an inter-
national language of communication (i.e., globalization), as in China and Belgium, where
English has no official status and mainly serves for international communication beyond
classroom settings.” By contrast, NEs in the outer circle were mainly developed due to
British or American colonial history, as in Singapore and India, where English is an official
or semi-official language and serves for both intranational and international communica-

Languages 2025, 10, 285

https://doi.org/10.3390/languages10110285


https://doi.org/10.3390/languages10110285
https://doi.org/10.3390/languages10110285
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.mdpi.com/journal/languages
https://www.mdpi.com
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8741-3726
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7747-6443
https://doi.org/10.3390/languages10110285
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/languages10110285?type=check_update&version=1

Languages 2025, 10, 285

2 of 31

tion across a wide range of domains (e.g., education, administration, and literature). In ad-
dition, LEs and NEs were labelled, respectively, as norm-dependent and norm-developing
in Kachru’s (1985, p. 17) model due to their different norm-orientations: exonormative
for LEs vs. endonormative for NEs. To be more specific, LEs speakers usually orient to-
wards native English (NativeE) (mainly British English (BrE) or American English (AmE)),
while NEs speakers are thought to have the potential to develop local standards and norms
(Mukherjee & Hundt, 2011, p. 2). Given these differences, LEs and NEs have long been
addressed in two separate linguistic fields: second language acquisition (SLA) research for
LEs and contact linguistics for NEs.

This rigid distinction between LEs and NEs is problematic, however, considering
that there are obvious parallels between the two. First, both types of varieties share the
non-native English status and involve language contact in a multilingual context. Second,
they are both increasingly subject to global influences through digital mass media and
new communication technologies, which provide exposure to diverse global discourse
communities that transcend traditional geographical and historical distinctions between
LEs and NEs, though with different degrees. Third, LEs and NEs have been claimed to
be affected by similar cognitive mechanisms of language acquisition (Lowenberg, 1986;
Williams, 1987; Biewer, 2011; Schneider, 2012), such as overgeneralization, redundancy,
and analogy. These shared cognitive mechanisms inevitably lead to some common non-
standard linguistic features in LEs and NEs. For instance, studies on phrasal verbs with up
reveal that both LEs (Gilquin, 2015b) and NEs (Zipp & Bernaisch, 2012) tend to insert up
after the verb as a superfluous particle, as in rise up and cope up with. These non-standard
features are, however, usually referred to as “errors” by LEs researchers and “innovations”
by NEs researchers (see Gilquin, 2015a; Deshors et al., 2018 for further discussion). This
implies that, in such cases, the terminological difference is crucially established based on
researchers’ disciplinary perspective rather than on inherent linguistic levels. To overcome
this limitation, a more neutral term, “non-standard features”, is used here to describe us-
ages in native and non-native English varieties that diverge from established expert British
or American norms.

The disconnect between the two fields, therefore, cannot reflect the linguistic reality.
Sridhar and Sridhar (1986) criticized this separation as a “paradigm gap”. They advocated
for an integrated approach to the two types of varieties to promote the rapprochement be-
tween the two paradigms. Despite this early call for an integration, it was not until 2008
that a growing body of research began to address the paradigm gap, mainly by compar-
ing LEs and NEs using corpus resources (e.g., Nesselhauf, 2009; Gilquin, 2011; Mukher-
jee & Hundt, 2011; Davydova, 2012). Notably, several workshops3 were organized to en-
courage scholars from both fields to reevaluate the links between LEs and NEs. These re-
search endeavours generated significant attention and stimulated further dialogue among
linguists in the following years. This is evident in recent publications, including several
monographs (e.g., Buschfeld, 2013; Edwards, 2014; Percillier, 2016; Davydova, 2019) and
articles in relevant journals, which have contributed to bringing the two paradigms closer
together. One important finding from these corpus studies is that the distinction between
LEs and NEs is not clear-cut but represents a continuum with many in-between categories
(e.g., Gilquin & Granger, 2011; Buschfeld, 2013; Edwards, 2014). This advancement has
inspired researchers to reflect on the validity of existing NEs models in LEs contexts, and
vice versa, and to develop joint theoretical frameworks that integrate LEs and NEs, such
as Buschfeld and Kautzsch’s (2017) Extra- and Intra-territorial Forces (EIF) Model.

While the EIF Model provides a valuable framework to capture the dynamic develop-
ment trajectories of individual varieties along the LEs-NEs continuum, its focus on external
sociolinguistic forces leaves open important questions about the role of language-internal
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factors. In view of this, this study aims to extend the EIF Model by considering interva-
rietal variation, mode differences (writing and speech), and multiple linguistic levels (va-
lency patterns and senses), which are largely neglected in the existing comparative studies
of LEs and NEs (see Section 3). Two LEs (Mainland Chinese English (MCE) and Belgian
French-speaking English (BFE)) and two NEs (Singapore English (SgE) and Hong Kong En-
glish (HKE)) are chosen for this purpose, as they are expected to occupy different positions
along the continuum within the EIF Model (see Section 2).

This article is organized as follows. Section 2 discusses the rationale of the LEs-NEs
continuum and introduces the EIF Model, establishing the hypothesized proximity of LEs
and NEs to NativeE within the EIF Model. Section 3 provides a systematic summary of ex-
isting corpus-based comparative studies of LEs and NEs and the limitations of these stud-
ies. Our research questions are outlined at the end of this section. Section 4 presents the
data and methods used in this study. Our quantitative and qualitative results are provided
and discussed in Section 5. Finally, Section 6 closes the article by providing some conclusions.

2. LEs-NEs Continuum and the EIF Model

As pointed out above, the traditional categorical distinction between LEs and NEs
has gradually been replaced by a continuum that recognizes many hybrid varieties with
characteristics of both types of varieties in between. This shift is grounded in empirical
evidence from researchers in contact linguistics and SLA research. For instance, some re-
searchers observed that NEs are not necessarily the result of British or American colonial
history (e.g., Buschfeld & Kautzsch, 2014 on Namibian English; MeZek, 2024 on Swedish
English, to name just a few), but arise primarily from the general force of globalization,
which leads to the increasing use of English across multiple social and institutional do-
mains in those regions and thus makes them more similar to NEs than to LEs (e.g., English
is used for intranational communication). Furthermore, English in previous colonies is dy-
namic and may change from one status to another flexibly. For example, some scholars
argue that shifts have occurred from NEs to LEs status in the case of Cyprus (Buschfeld,
2013) and Hong Kong (Gorlach, 2002, pp. 109-110). These results point to the invalidity of
colonial history as the sole criterion for determining the variety status.

In addition, researchers noticed a continuum between LEs and NEs as they found
that the two types of varieties exhibit many shared non-standard linguistic features, pre-
sumably reflecting similar underlying cognitive mechanisms of language acquisition (e.g.,
Biewer, 2011; Callies, 2016; Nesselhauf, 2009) and recent sociolinguistic practices such as
the use of digital media (e.g., Buschfeld & Kautzsch, 2017). For instance, Nesselhauf (2009),
as one of the earliest researchers comparing LEs and NEs, examined a range of lexico-
grammatical co-selection phenomena in four LEs (German, French, Finnish, and Polish)
and four NEs (India, Singapore, Jamaica, and Kenya) and identified a number of new
prepositional verbs that are shared across LEs and NEs, including discuss about, demand
for, and enter into. These new prepositional verbs suggest that similar cognitive processes
are at play in both LEs and NEs, i.e., “nativized semantico-structural analogy” (Mukherjee
& Hoffmann, 2006). The prepositional verb discuss about, for example, can be an analogy
to a discussion about or speak/talk about.

More recent multifactorial analyses (e.g., Deshors, 2014; Gilquin & Merildinen, 2024)
provide additional evidence for the LEs-NEs continuum. For instance, in her study of the
dative alternation of the verb GIVE (prepositional vs. ditransitive construction) across LEs
and NEs, Deshors (2014) reported that German LE clusters with NEs, rather than with
French LE, in both constructions. This indicates that non-native English varieties do not
necessarily cluster together according to their LEs or NEs status but intermingle along the
continuum. This intermingling clustering challenges the prevailing LEs-NEs continuum
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model, which posits a linear and gradual progression from LEs to NEs, echoing Gilquin
and Granger’s (2011, 2021) finding of a non-linear variety relationship.

The increasing blurring between LEs and NEs and the growing force of globaliza-
tion on the development of both types of varieties have motivated researchers to question
whether existing NEs models could account for LEs contexts and seek to adapt or develop
models to capture these shifts. For instance, Schneider (2014) tested the applicability of
his Dynamic Model of postcolonial Englishes (PCEs) (Schneider, 2007) to LEs territories,
including China, (South) Korea, and Rwanda, and found that “the Dynamic Model is not
really, or only to a rather limited extent, a suitable framework to describe this new kind
of dynamism of global Englishes” (Schneider, 2014, p. 28). Against this background, he
proposed the concept of “Transnational Attraction”, which refers to “the appropriation of
(components of) English(es) for whatever communicative purposes at hand, unbounded
by distinctions of norms, nations or varieties” (Schneider, 2014, p. 28). In the same spirit,
Edwards (2014) applied the Dynamic Model to the Netherlands to explore the status of
English there. She found that it is difficult to classify English in the Netherlands as either
LE or NE because it displays characteristics of both types of varieties, and she called for an
integrated model for LEs and NEs.

In response to Schneider (2014) and Edwards (2014), Buschfeld and Kautzsch (2017)
designed the EIF Model, which demonstrates the parallels but also explains the differences
between LEs (i.e., non-postcolonial Englishes (non-PCEs)) and NEs (i.e., PCEs) within a
unified framework (see Figure 1). The EIF Model builds on two essential foundations. First,
it operationalizes Schneider’s (2014) abstract notion of “Transnational Attraction” through
a defined set of extra- and intra-territorial forces that drive the development of both LEs
and NEs. The external forces include (al) colonization, (a2) language policies, (a3) global-
ization, (a4) (extra) foreign policies, and (a5) sociodemographic background of a country.
The internal forces comprise (b1) attitudes towards colonizing power, (b2) language poli-
cies/language attitudes, (b3) “acceptance” of globalization, (b4) (intra) foreign policies, and
(b5) (intra) sociodemographic background of a country (Buschfeld & Kautzsch, 2017). The
external forces (a) and internal forces (b) correspond to each other and work as two parallel
lines throughout all phases (Buschfeld & Kautzsch, 2017, p. 114). The first force, coloniza-
tion, is the only factor that could differentiate NEs from LEs (Buschfeld & Kautzsch, 2020),
as there is no colonization history in LEs contexts. The second foundation of the EIF Model
is that it adapts Schneider’s (2007) diachronic development of varieties along five phases
for both LEs and NEs contexts: (1) foundation, (2) exonormative stabilization, (3) nativiza-
tion, (4) endonormative stabilization, and (5) differentiation.

A particularly relevant aspect of the EIF Model to the present study is its conceptual-
ization of the LEs-NEs continuum, which serves as the backbone of the EIF Model. This
continuum represents a developmental trajectory from LEs to NEs and potentially native
status (Buschfeld & Kautzsch, 2017, p. 117), which corresponds to the traditional catego-
rization of English as a foreign language (EFL), English as a second language (ESL), and
English as a native language (ENL), as illustrated in Figure 1. However, the model em-
phasizes that such developments are not unidirectional only (see bidirectional arrows in
Figure 1), allowing individual varieties to move in either direction along the continuum.
Despite its directional flexibility, the development trajectory in the EIF Model implies a
predictable proximity cline to native norms. As observed by some researchers (e.g., Schnei-
der, 2004; Mukherjee & Gries, 2009), varieties at later developmental phases (endonorma-
tive stabilization and differentiation) should distance themselves from NativeE, as more
advanced varieties in Schneider’s (2007) Dynamic Model are more divergent from native
norms (e.g., BrE or AmE). Given that the EIF Model largely builds on the Dynamic Model,
we can expect that developmental phases display an inverse relationship with the proxim-
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ity to native norms within the EIF Model. In light of this, LEs should be closer to NativeE
than NEs are.
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Figure 1. The EIF Model (reproduced from Buschfeld & Kautzsch, 2017, p. 117).

Our four varieties at different developmental phases may suggest a potential prox-
imity cline to NativeE. SgE is predominantly in phase 4 (endonormative stabilization) but
shows early signs of phase 5 (differentiation), whereas HKE is primarily in phase 3 (na-
tivization) but retains some traces of phase 2 (exonormative stabilization) (Schneider, 2007).
MCE, despite being conventionally classified as an LE, exhibits traces of nativization (phase
3), including distinctive features (e.g., Bolton, 2003; Xu, 2010; Ma & Xu, 2017), early codifi-
cation efforts (Xu, 2010), and acceptance in Chinese bilingual literary works (e.g., The Im-
portance of Living by Lin Yutang and Red Dust by Ma Jian). This has led some researchers
to argue that MCE is in the transforming stage of nativization (phase 3) (Ma & Xu, 2017,
p- 195). Nevertheless, researchers usually place MCE closer to the LEs end on the LEs-
NEs continuum (e.g., He & Li, 2009; Gilquin, 2024). It can therefore be argued that MCE
is primarily an LE but displays early traces of phase 3 (nativization). BFE, by contrast,
maintains clear LE characteristics, with English use being mainly restricted to education
and international contexts (Meunier, 2020) (i.e., positioned at the earliest developmental
phase). Following the EIF Model, developmental phases (SgE > HKE > MCE > BFE) should
display an inverse relationship with the proximity to native English norms, yielding the
following predictable proximity cline: BFE > MCE > HKE > SgE. However, recent research
challenges this linear progression and suggests that individual varieties intermingle along
the LEs-NEs continuum rather than clustering according to their assigned variety status
(e.g., Deshors, 2014; Edwards & Lange, 2016). We therefore examine whether LEs and NEs
cluster based on their assigned variety status ({BFE > MCE} > {HKE > SgE}) or intermingle
along the continuum.

It should be noted, however, that other clines could be predicted based on the liter-
ature. The exposure-based hypothesis (e.g., Gilquin, 2016a, 2025) within the usage-based
theory of language acquisition (e.g., Eskildsen, 2009; Diessel, 2014) might thus lead one to
expect that NEs should be more similar to NativeE than LEs are, as exposure to English is
generally more extensive in NEs contexts. This theoretical tension, therefore, necessitates
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empirical studies to investigate whether the EIF-based proximity cline can account for the
observed patterns.

Furthermore, recent refinements to the EIF Model introduce additional complexity to
the proximity cline. Buschfeld et al. (2018, p. 24) improved the EIF Model by introduc-
ing a third dimension besides extra- and intra-territorial forces and developmental phases,
namely, “variety-internal heterogeneity”, which emphasizes the role of sociolinguistic vari-
ables such as age, ethnicity, and social status on the position of individual LEs and NEs
along the macro-level continuum. This theoretical advancement recognizes the dynamic
development trajectories of LEs and NEs along the continuum, which is constrained by a
set of sociolinguistic factors. Empirical studies have corroborated this dynamic trajectory.
For instance, Buschfeld (2013) showed that the older generation in Cyprus exhibits more
NEs-like characteristics through a higher frequency of nativized linguistic features (e.g.,
double past tense marking), while the younger generation shows more LEs-like character-
istics. This suggests that different age groups within the same variety can occupy different
positions along the LEs-NEs continuum. Similarly, Davydova (2012) demonstrated how
socioeconomic settings systematically influence the linguistic features in Russia and India,
with speakers from smaller cities producing more basilectal forms, while speakers from
large cities produce more acrolectal forms. This illustrates how socioeconomic factors lead
to systematic intra-varietal differences that may interact with the positioning of individual
varieties along the continuum.

While the above studies have provided empirical evidence for the role of external soci-
olinguistic factors in the positioning of a variety along the LEs-NEs continuum, it remains
unclear whether language-internal factors might influence the position of individual vari-
eties along the continuum. A small body of research has noticed that different linguistic lev-
els may influence the positioning of varieties along the LEs-NEs continuum (e.g., Edwards &
Laporte, 2015). However, this crucial perspective has not received much attention and lacks
comparative studies of LEs and NEs examining additional language-internal factors.

3. Comparing NEs and LEs: Existing Corpus Research

Corpora representing LEs and NEs, especially the International Corpus of Learner
English (ICLE) (Granger et al., 2020) and the International Corpus of English (ICE) (Green-
baum, 1988), have facilitated systematic and rigorous comparisons between the two types
of varieties as Sridhar and Sridhar (1986, p. 12) advocated. Over the years, a range of lin-
guistic phenomena have been investigated in this context, including phonetic features (e.g.,
Gotz, 2015), lexical uses (e.g., Callies, 2016; Gilquin, 2024), phraseology (e.g., Nesselhauf,
2009; Gilquin, 2011; Edwards & Laporte, 2015), pragmatic markers (e.g., Gilquin, 2016b;
Davydova, 2019), and stylistics (e.g., Bernaisch & Gotz, 2021). Furthermore, a few studies
have analysed several linguistic phenomena to offer a more holistic view (e.g., Szmrecsanyi
& Kortmann, 2011; Gilquin, 2015a; Percillier, 2016). All these studies highlight the feasibil-
ity and value of comparing two types of varieties by illuminating their (dis)similarities
and identifying the factors that influence their degree of similarity, such as exposure to
English (Gilquin, 2016a) and English proficiency levels (Laporte, 2012). The accumulating
evidence from these studies has led most researchers to support the gradual LEs-NEs con-
tinuum discussed above. However, a small number of researchers hold the exact opposite
opinion, advocating for the traditional LEs/NEs dichotomy (e.g., Gotz & Schilk, 2011; Szm-
recsanyi & Kortmann, 2011; Paulasto & Merildinen, 2023). Gilquin and Merildinen (2024)
attribute this ongoing debate to the different linguistic phenomena investigated and the
methods chosen in previous studies. In addition, this debate might be related to some
limitations in the existing studies that might undermine the efforts to establish a reliable
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relationship between LEs and NEs, such as mode differences, genre differences, and ag-
gregate approaches.

The first limitation arises from mode differences (writing and speech). On the one
hand, many studies only focus on one mode, especially writing. This skewness is largely
due to the overall challenges of collecting and transcribing spoken data. Even rarer are
studies that combine spoken and written data to investigate linguistic features across LEs
and NEs. However, a systematic LEs-NEs comparison requires both types of data, as mode
is an important factor that influences language use (Biber, 1991, p. 47). Notable exceptions
are Gries and Deshors (2015) and Merildinen (2017), who investigate the dative alternation
and progressive forms, respectively, across LEs and NEs using both written and spoken
data. On the other hand, some studies directly compare written data from one group with
spoken data from another (e.g., Hilbert, 2011; Paulasto & Merildinen, 2023). For example,
when investigating the interrogative inversion, Hilbert (2011) used spoken data from ICE
representing SgE and Indian English while relying on written data from the Hamburg Cor-
pus of Irish English to represent Irish English.

The second limitation to corpus comparability is related to genre differences, which
often arise from the difficulty of finding comparable LEs and NEs corpora. For instance,
to investigate (dis)fluency features in LEs and NEs, Gotz (2015) compared the private con-
versations and broadcast discussions of the Sri Lankan component of ICE with interviews
of German English learners from the Louvain International Database of Spoken English
Interlanguage (LINDSEI) (Gilquin et al., 2010). While this choice can be partly explained
by the scarcity of comparable datasets, it may lead to genre-related effects that complicate
the interpretation of the results.

Another possible limitation is the aggregate approach, which treats LEs or NEs as one
group without accounting for possible intervarietal and intravarietal variation, such as first
language (L1) influence (e.g., Gilquin, 2015a; Nesselhauf, 2009). This approach may raise
questions about whether the observed differences or similarities are merely explained by
assigned variety status. For instance, in her investigation of several co-selection phenom-
ena, Nesselhauf (2009) aggregated four components of ICLE (L1 German, French, Finnish,
and Polish) as ICLE-4L1 to compare them with several NEs from ICE, without further dis-
cussing the possible L1 influence. Such L1 influence has, however, been highlighted by La-
porte (2012), who reported different pictures for the distributions of non-standard features
of MAKE-patterns across groups (LEs vs. NEs) and varieties. This suggests that different
populations with different L1s may have different tendencies to use non-standard features,
thereby highlighting the potential problem of the aggregate approach and the importance
of also carefully examining each variety individually.

Bearing these limitations in mind, this study aims to contribute to the collective cor-
pus efforts of bridging the paradigm gap between SLA research and contact linguistics
by comparing LEs and NEs. Special focus will be placed on the lexis-grammar interface,
which has been shown to be prone to the emergence of new linguistic features (Schneider,
2007). For this purpose, we investigate the valency patterns and senses of TAKE across
two LEs (MCE and BFE) and two NEs (SgE and HKE), using NativeE as a reference, based
on comparable written and spoken corpus data. We are especially interested in whether
language-internal factors, particularly mode differences (writing and speech) and multi-
ple linguistic levels (valency patterns and senses of TAKE), influence the positioning of
individual varieties along the LEs-NEs continuum. By “linguistic levels”, we mean the
different dimensions according to which language use can be examined and, in this study,
we specifically refer to the structural level (valency patterns of TAKE) and the semantic
level (senses of TAKE). The research questions can be specified as follows:
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1. Does the positioning of the individual LEs and NEs along the continuum differ be-
tween written and spoken modes? Does this support the expected proximity cline to
NativeE (BFE > MCE > HKE > SgE)?

2. Does the positioning of the individual LEs and NEs along the continuum vary ac-
cording to the valency patterns and senses of TAKE? Does this support the expected
proximity cline to NativeE (BFE > MCE > HKE > SgE)?

3. Arethere shared non-standard features of valency patterns and senses of TAKE across
LEs and NEs? What are the possible motivations for them?

4. Data and Methods
4.1. Corpus Data

To control for the possible mode and genre effects discussed above, this study investi-
gates both written data (limited to student argumentative essays) and spoken data (limited
to informal interviews) to ensure corpus comparability across LEs and NEs. The details of
the selection process are presented below.

The written data for the target LEs and NEs were drawn from three main resources:
ICLE, ICE, and the International Corpus Network of Asian Learners of English (ICNALE)
(Ishikawa, 2023). ICLE consists of (mainly) argumentative essays in LEs produced by uni-
versity students from 25 mother tongue backgrounds, with a higher intermediate to ad-
vanced proficiency level in English. ICE provides a wide range of written and spoken
genres in native varieties (e.g., BrE) and NEs. ICNALE includes topic-controlled spoken
and written data produced by novice to advanced university students in Asian countries
or regions.

The MCE written data were student essays drawn from the Chinese components of
ICLE (ICLE-MC) and ICNALE (ICNALE-MC). The Chinese component of ICLE was col-
lected from two groups (Granger et al., 2020, p. 37): Cantonese writers from Hong Kong
(around 90%) and Chinese writers (mainly Mandarin writers) from mainland China (about
10%). Two main criteria were adopted to select ICLE-MC: students’ native language (Chi-
nese Mandarin or Chinese) and the institution where the data were collected (University of
Portsmouth, UK). Due to the limited size of ICLE-MC, it was supplemented with student
essays from ICNALE-MC (ICNALE-MC-stw). To ensure comparability with ICLE in terms
of proficiency levels, only essays written by upper-intermediate and advanced students in
ICNALE-MC (i.e., only B1+ and B2+) were selected (Ishikawa, 2023, p. 27).

For the BFE written data, essays produced by French-speaking Belgian students in
ICLE were used (ICLE-FR).

The SgE written data were student essays drawn from both ICE and ICNALE. As
the limited size of student essays and examination transcripts from ICE (ICE-SIN-stw),
approximately 50,000 words for each variety, cannot provide adequate data for detailed
analyses (only 57 cases of TAKE), additional data were necessary. We therefore included
student essays from the Singapore component of ICNALE (ICNALE-SIN-stw). Different
from ICNALE-MC, ICNALE-SIN starts from the B1+ level, so all essays could be included
without jeopardizing comparability with ICE-SIN-stw.

For the HKE written data, essays were sourced from the Hong Kong component of
ICLE (ICLE-HK). Only essays written by students with Cantonese as a native language
from the Hong Kong Polytechnic University were included. These texts provide sufficient
data for HKE and are highly comparable to the data of other selected varieties.

The Louvain Corpus of Native English Essays (LOCNESS) (Granger, 1998) served as a
native baseline to provide native written control data for comparing LEs and NEs. Only the
American section of it was used because the British section contains too limited data (less
than 100,000 words) compared to LEs and NEs written data. Additionally, combining the
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British and American components of LOCNESS might introduce undesirable variability
in the reference corpus, given that these two varieties differ from each other in terms of
certain linguistic features (see Algeo, 2006; Baker, 2017).

While several corpora were combined to obtain adequate written data, the spoken
data come from three highly comparable corpora in this study: LINDSEI (Gilquin et al.,
2010), the New Englishes Student Interviews (NESSI) corpus (Gilquin, 2024), and the Lou-
vain Corpus of Native English Conversation (LOCNEC) (De Cock, 2004).* These three “sis-
ter corpora” are replicas of each other, designed according to the same criteria, and there-
fore serve as important resources for comparing LEs and NEs. Each corpus comprises
around 50 informal interviews with university students in the respective countries or re-
gions, following the same structure with three different tasks: a short monologue on one
of three set topics, a free informal discussion, and a description of the same sequence of
pictures. All interviews were transcribed following the same transcription guidelines.

For this study, the Chinese (LINDSEI-MC) and French components (LINDSEI-FR) of
LINDSEI were used for LEs spoken data, while the Singapore (NESSI-SIN) and Hong Kong
components (NESSI-HK) of NESSI were used for NEs spoken data. LOCNEC, which con-
tains 50 informal interviews with British university students, provided native spoken con-
trol data to compare LEs and NEs speech. It should be noted that only spoken data pro-
duced by interviewees from the three corpora are analysed, as the focus of this study is
specifically on students’ speech.

We acknowledge that there are differences between ICNALE and ICLE or ICE, which
might influence the distribution of valency patterns and senses of TAKE in writing across
varieties. ICNALE was compiled based on two topics: “It is important for college students
to have a part-time job” and “Smoking should be completely banned at all the restaurants
in the country”, while ICLE covered a wide range of topics, and ICE did not have topic
metadata. Nevertheless, all three resources represent the same genre (i.e., student essays),
which makes them sufficiently comparable for this study, though potential topic effects
should be considered when interpreting our results. We also acknowledge that differences
between the native written and spoken data (AmE vs. BrE) might partly explain some
of the differences between the two corpora. However, it is challenging to find suitable
British student written data or American student spoken data. More importantly, mixing
different native varieties (BrE and AmE) within the same corpus would undermine the
comparability of our corpora that were designed using the same systematic criteria within
each mode. Table 1 provides an overview of the corpora used in this study, along with
their word counts and the frequency of TAKE in each corpus.

Table 1. Overview of the corpora.

. No. of No. of
Variety Mode Corpus Words TAKE
. ICLE-MC +
LEs MCE Written ICNALE-MC-stw 150,130 432
Spoken LINDSEI-MC 63,493 87
BFE Written ICLE-FR 194,025 375
Spoken LINDSEI-FR 90,999 113
. ICE-SIN-stw +
NEs SgE Written ICNALE-SIN-stw 143,446 378
Spoken NESSI-SIN 136,527 257
HKE Written ICLE-HK 384,016 510
Spoken NESSI-HK 113,912 157
NativeE AmE Written LOCNESS 167,385 329
BrE Spoken LOCNEC 122,132 162

Total 1,566,065 2800




Languages 2025, 10, 285

10 of 31

Apart from the above corpora, the British National Corpus (BNC) and the Corpus of
Contemporary American English (COCA) were used in this study. They were not used
for direct comparison with non-native corpora but rather for spot checks when studying
possible non-standard features found in the target corpora. Valency patterns and senses
were classified as non-standard when they did not appear in either the BNC or COCA.
For ambiguous instances (e.g., low-frequency or suspicious uses), further evaluation was
conducted among native speakers of both AmE and BrE to determine the naturalness of
valency patterns and senses.

4.2. Methods

All instances of TAKE were retrieved from the target corpora using the corpus tool
LancsBox 6.0 (Brezina et al., 2021). Instances of repetition and incompletion were manu-
ally excluded from the analysis. For repetitions, we removed cases where the verb was
immediately repeated without adding new information, as illustrated in (1). For incom-
plete utterances, we excluded cases where the valency patterns and senses of the target
verb could not be determined due to limited contextual information, as shown in (2). In
total, 2800 instances of TAKE were kept for further analysis.

(1) B:Idon’t know take care of him take take him out (NESSI-HK-025)

(2) A: wha =what what are the differences between your . poly study experience and
your university experience
B: I think . for one it was much easier to make friends in poly . because like my cohort
in poly was really small . and we took like . my . basically I never changed classes
the whole way the whole three years that we were there (NESSI-SIN-041)

All instances of TAKE were manually coded for valency patterns and senses with
reference to the Valency Dictionary of English (VDE) (Herbst et al., 2004). The VDE was
developed within valency theory, whose basic assumption is that the verb occupies a cen-
tral position in a sentence and determines how other elements combine with it to form a
grammatical sentence (Herbst et al., 2004, p. xxiv). This makes valency theory particularly
suitable for the investigation of verb-specific features at the lexis-grammar interface across
different English varieties. Furthermore, the VDE provides important reference data, en-
abling systematic coding procedures across all varieties investigated in this study. Accord-
ing to the VDE, the valency patterns of TAKE specify the morphological-formal categories”
of each complement (e.g., noun, adjective, and adverbial) (Herbst et al., 2004, p. 843). For
instance, the valency pattern of TAKE in (3) can be described as SCU°® + TAKE + NP + as-NP.

(3) They take television as an important part in daily life rather than a tool through which
they can learn knowledge. (ICLE-CNUK-1122)

It should be noted that all passive sentences were treated like their active counterparts
in this study, unless only passive sentences were found in the corpora. This decision was
motivated by the observation that active-passive alternations typically preserve the core
meaning of the verb (Hanks, 2013).

The senses of TAKE were identified following the VDE (Herbst et al., 2004, p. 846),
with concise formal labels” adapted from Gilquin (2008) for analytical consistency (see
Table 2).° For instance, TAKE in (3) conveys the meaning of consider. Given that this study
examines non-native data and the VDE does not provide exhaustive semantic descriptions
comparable to traditional dictionaries (Herbst et al., 2004, p. xxxviii), the other category
was added to record senses not covered in the VDE and instances of ambiguity. To en-
sure coding reliability, intra-rater reliability (i.e., agreement of a single rater across time)
(McHugh, 2012, p. 277) was calculated. To do so, a random sample of 100 concordance
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lines with TAKE was re-coded after around two months. Cohen’s kappa test showed that
there was a very good agreement between the two rounds (k > 0.90, p <0.01).

Table 2. Senses of TAKE.

Senses Examples
1 Grab So the artist (er) you know took his paintbrush... (NESSI-HK-009)
2 Move He was taken to the Tower of London... (LOCNEC-EN043)
3 Habitual actions and qualities But they are more likely to take a drug... ICLE-CNHK1361)
4 Require It takes quite a long time to reach it. (ICLE-FRUC2009)
5 Travel Do you wanna take a taxi there. (NESSI-SIN-040)
6 Engage in The manager had an opportunity to take a computer class (ICLE-US-MICH-0002.1)
7 Do (delexical sense) They should not have to take part in a religion that... (LOCNESS-USMRQO0015.1)
8 Capture it started with the Romans trying to take Scotland... (LOCNEC- EN043)
9 Consider I took it as seriously as a film... (NESSI-SIN-021)
10 Assume I tend to take more leadership roles... (NESSI-SIN-028)
11 Particle verbs In conclusion, taking up part-time job... ICNALE-WE_SIN_PTJ0_003_B1_2)
12 Idioms This action takes place in a number of different countries. (LOCNESS-US-PRB-0023.1)
13 Accept Another benefit to taking these jobs... (ICNALE-WE_SIN_PTJ0_046_B2_0)
14 Use The wealthy countries will take an opportunity to help... (ICLE- FRUC1076)
15 Other More graduate men also took brides of equal qualifications. (ICE-SIN-W1A-003)

For data analysis, hierarchical clustering analysis (HCA) was used to explore the de-
gree of (dis)similarity between varieties regarding the distribution of valency patterns and
the senses of TAKE. Following previous studies (e.g., Gilquin & Granger, 2021; Laporte,
2021), the Euclidean distance metric as a measure of (dis)similarity and Ward’s rule as an
amalgamation strategy were employed when conducting HCA. The output of the HCA is
a dendrogram with several clusters displaying the distance between varieties. All plots
and statistical analyses were generated using R (version 4.5.2; R Core Team, 2025).

5. Results and Discussion
5.1. Valency Patterns of TAKE Across Varieties and Modes

Figures 2 and 3 visualize the percentages of the top 5 most frequent valency patterns
of TAKE in writing and speech in each variety using a heatmap with a dendrogram based
on HCA. In each heatmap,’ colour intensities (from light to dark) represent the percent-
ages of valency patterns, with darker colours indicating a higher percentage of the pattern.
The dendrogram based on HCA at the top illustrates the relationships between the vari-
eties in terms of the distribution of valency patterns. In the dendrogram, the length of
the vertical line indicates the distance between clusters. The lower merges suggest greater
similarity between items (English varieties here), while higher merges indicate dissimilar-
ity (Levshina, 2015, p. 309). Furthermore, each heatmap includes a distance annotation at
the bottom that specifies how far each variety deviates from NativeE based on overall va-
lency distribution. This is visualized through a mint green gradient where lighter shades
indicate closer similarity to NativeE (lower distance values) and darker shades represent
greater divergence (higher distance values). For further details, including raw frequency,
rankings, and percentage distribution of the top 5 valency patterns in writing and speech
across English varieties, see Tables Al and A2 in the Appendix A. Due to space limita-
tions, we only display the top 5 valency patterns, which account for 69.5% (NativeE) to
93.6% (HKE) of all patterns across varieties. Since the top 5 valency patterns differ across
varieties, the tables and figures include more than five patterns.
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Figure 2. Heatmap of the distribution of the valency patterns of TAKE in writing across varieties (%).
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Figure 3. Heatmap of the distribution of the valency patterns of TAKE in speech across varieties (%).

5.1.1. Valency Patterns of TAKE Across Varieties in Written Mode

Several interesting findings emerge from Figure 2, which presents the distribution of

the top 5 valency patterns of TAKE in writing across varieties. First, the distribution of

valency patterns of TAKE is heavily concentrated in a few core patterns (i.e., the top 5)

in writing across varieties. NativeE, however, displays a less concentrated distribution

(cumulative percentage of 76.6% for the top 5) than non-native English varieties, among
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which SgE exhibits the least concentrated distribution (83.4%), followed by BFE (84.3%),
MCE (88.2%), and HKE (88.9%). This suggests that, compared to NativeE writers, both
LEs and NEs writers show greater concentration in the top valency patterns of TAKE. This
supports broader findings that non-native English varieties often exhibit a more restricted
set of syntactic patterns (e.g., Edwards & Laporte, 2015). Yet, the trend is not uniform
within the two types of varieties. Both LEs and NEs show similar internal variation, with
MCE (88.2%) and HKE (88.9%) exhibiting higher concentration levels and BFE (84.3%) and
SgE (83.4%) showing lower concentration levels. The variation within both LEs and NEs
groups demonstrates the potential limitation of the aggregate approach and the impor-
tance of carefully examining each variety individually (cf. Section 3).

A second finding worth highlighting is that the most frequent valency pattern (i.e.,
SCU + TAKE + NP) is shared across all English varieties, as illustrated in (4) and (5).

(4) We must now be able to take responsibility for this behavior. (LOCNESS-US-PRB-0035.2)
(5) Ithink that when you have to take decisions, the support of people is needed. (ICLE-
FRUL1008)

However, the proportional dominance of this pattern varies across varieties, with
72.9% in MCE, followed by BFE (65.6%), NativeE (60.2%), and HKE (58.8%). Most striking
is the markedly lower proportion in SgE (32.3%), due to its reliance on another pattern,
SCU + TAKE + up + NP (32.3%), which remains very rare or absent among the top 5 va-
lency patterns in the other varieties, ranging between 0% (NativeE) and 6.3% (HKE). This
suggests that SgE, as the most advanced variety, may develop distinct pattern preferences
from both native and other non-native varieties. A closer look at the concordance lines
reveals that this unusually high frequency of SCU + TAKE + up + NP in SgE is primarily
driven by the recurrent expression TAKE up (a) part-time job(s) in ICNALE-SIN (see (6)).
This is clearly a strong topical focus in ICNALE, which was compiled based on two spe-
cific topics, i.e., a part-time job and smoking (see Section 4.1). However, in MCE writing, a
part-time job(s) tends to collocate with TAKE rather than TAKE up, reflecting the influence
of ICNALE-MC with its specific topical focus, as seen in (7).

(6) Therefore, it is good that college students take up a part-time job, but it is definitely
not as important as the focus they should place on their studies. (ICNALE-SIN-
WE_SIN_PTJ0_184_B1_2)

(7) Above all, I think it is important for college students to take a part-time job. (ICNALE-
MC_CHN_PTJ0_170_B1_2)

Third, the top 5 valency patterns vary significantly across varieties except for SCU +
TAKE + NP, appearing consistently as the most frequent pattern. This heterogeneous dis-
tribution suggests variety-specific preferences for the valency patterns of TAKE. As shown
in Figure 2, some of the top 5 valency patterns of TAKE in certain varieties are completely
absent in others (see 0% cells). For instance, SCU + TAKE + in + NP (see (8)) is the fourth
most frequent pattern in SgE (4%) but is absent in the top 5 ranks of NativeE, BFE, and
HKE, indicating clear variety-specific preferences.

(8) ...this way of fragmenting the sentence does not correspond to the way the human
brain takes in information. (ICE-SIN-W1A-006)

The dendrogram based on HCA for written data in Figure 2 reveals two distinct clus-
ters in the distribution of valency patterns of TAKE across varieties: one comprising HKE,
MCE, BFE, and NativeE, and the other consisting of SgE only ({HKE-MCE-BFE-NativeE}-
{SgE}). In the first cluster, NativeE and BFE cluster together first because of their more
balanced distributions of valency patterns of TAKE. This primary cluster is then joined by
MCE and HKE, which exhibit intermediate similarity to NativeE. The separate cluster of
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SgE can be explained by its distinctively high proportion of the pattern SCU + TAKE + up
+ NP (32.3%). It is noteworthy that HKE (an NE) does not cluster with SgE (another NE)
but with two LEs. This observation supports the previous finding that individual varieties
do not necessarily cluster together according to their assigned variety status within the
LEs-NEs continuum (e.g., Deshors, 2014; Edwards & Laporte, 2015; Gilquin & Granger,
2021). According to the Euclidean distance, BFE (8.7) shows the greatest similarity to Na-
tiveE, followed by HKE (14.6), MCE (15.7), and finally SgE (44.1) (BFE > HKE > MCE >
SgE), which differs from the expected proximity to NativeE (BFE > MCE > HKE > SgE)
established within the EIF Model. Specifically, HKE and MCE show reversed positioning
compared to the EIF Model’s predictions.

5.1.2. Valency Patterns of TAKE Across Varieties in Spoken Mode

Figure 3 presents the distribution of the valency patterns of TAKE in speech across
varieties. First of all, it appears that, like the written data, the overall distribution of the va-
lency patterns of TAKE in speech is heavily concentrated in a few patterns across varieties
(see also Table A2 in the Appendix A). This concentration is, however, more pronounced in
writing than in speech in NativeE, with the top 5 valency patterns of TAKE accounting for
76.6% in writing versus 69.5% in speech. This trend in NativeE might be partly attributed
to the use of different native varieties for the written (AmE) and spoken (BrE) control cor-
pora in this study, rather than merely being a mode-related difference. By contrast, the
remaining non-native English varieties show the opposite trend: the concentration is more
pronounced in speech than in writing, with the top 5 valency patterns in SgE showing a
cumulative percentage of 87.2% in speech vs. 83.4% in writing, HKE 93.6% vs. 88.9%, and
BFE 90.3% vs. 84.3%. Nevertheless, as in writing, NativeE still displays the least concen-
trated distribution of all varieties in speech (69.5%). Among non-native English varieties,
SgE again exhibits the least concentrated distribution (86.8%), but this time followed by
MCE (87.4%), BFE (90.3%), and HKE (93.6%).

A second interesting finding that emerges from Figure 3 is that the most frequent va-
lency pattern is still SCU + TAKE + NP across all English varieties in speech. However, this
pattern shows notable proportional differences across modes. In NativeE, this pattern is
proportionally much less frequent in speech (47.5%) than in writing (60.2%), while non-
native varieties show the opposite trend, with proportionally more occurrences in speech
than in writing. Particularly striking is the case of SgE, where the distribution in speech
becomes more similar to the other non-native English varieties compared to its distinc-
tive distribution in writing. This might be attributed to the spontaneous nature of speech,
which often favours shorter, less cognitively demanding patterns (e.g., Miller & Weinert,
1998; Leech, 2000). Furthermore, variety-specific preferences for certain valency patterns
of TAKE are also observed in spoken data. Notably, certain patterns appear among the top
5 most frequent patterns in specific varieties while being absent in others (see 0% cells).

Third, different valency patterns of TAKE are preferred in writing vs. speech across
English varieties. For instance, patterns with it-extraposition (e.g., [it] + TAKE + NP + to-
inf) occur among the top 5 most frequent patterns in speech, but not in the top 5 ranks
in writing. In writing, SCU + TAKE + NP + to-inf is usually used alternatively to convey
the same meaning. Examples (9) and (10) illustrate this difference. This distinctive pattern
highlights the importance of examining both written and spoken data when comparing
LEs and NEs.

(9) It takes quite a long time to get out (LOCNEC-EN020)
(10) Amy took a great deal of time to try and express what she had seen on television.
(LOCNESS-US-MRQ-0034.1)
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The dendrogram for spoken data in Figure 3 reveals two distinct clusters that differ
from the results based on written data, pointing to the significant impact of mode on the
clustering patterns. More specifically, non-native varieties cluster together, while NativeE
stands out as a separate cluster ({NativeE}-{HKE-BFE-SgE-MCE}). These clusters proba-
bly reflect the distinctive proportions of the most frequent pattern (i.e., SCU + TAKE + NP)
among varieties. NativeE is distinguished by its lower proportion of the most frequent pat-
tern (47.5%) compared to all non-native English varieties, which show higher proportions,
ranging from 71.6% in SgE to 82.2% in HKE. Within the non-native cluster, the groupings
cut across variety-type: BFE (LE) groups with HKE (NE), while MCE (LE) groups with
SgE (NE). This again suggests that individual varieties do not necessarily cluster together
according to their assigned variety status. Most significantly, the spoken data also chal-
lenge the expected proximity to NativeE, as SgE (25.5) emerges as the closest variety to
NativeE, followed by MCE (27.5), BFE (32.3), and HKE (35.8) (i.e., SgE > MCE > BFE >
HKE). Importantly, except for SgE (44.1), these distance values are considerably higher
than those in written data (15.7 in MCE, 8.7 in BFE, and 14.6 in HKE), indicating that non-
native varieties likely show greater overall divergence from NativeE in spoken language.
These observations reveal that mode has a significant influence on both the distribution of
valency patterns of TAKE across varieties and the positioning of individual varieties along
the LEs-NEs continuum. Our results also support Deshors’s (2014, p. 298) observation
that individual LEs and NEs intermingle within the continuum and position themselves
distinctively closer or further away from NativeE. This intermingled clustering, however,
cannot be detected in research using the aggregate approach (see Section 3) and again high-
lights the importance of investigating individual varieties when comparing LEs and NEs
(see Laporte, 2012).

5.2. Senses of TAKE Across Varieties and Modes

To explore the potential effect of different linguistic levels on the positioning of the
individual LEs and NEs along the continuum, we now investigate another linguistic level,
namely, the senses of TAKE. This analysis allows us to see whether different linguistic lev-
els reveal distinct clustering patterns and proximity sequences. As with the analysis of va-
lency patterns, Figures 4 and 5 visualize the semantic distribution of TAKE using heatmaps
with dendrograms, with distance annotation indicating the closeness between NativeE and
each of the other varieties. For further details, including raw frequency, rankings, and per-
centage distribution of the senses of TAKE in writing and speech across English varieties,
see Tables A3 and A4 in the Appendix A.

5.2.1. Senses of TAKE Across Varieties in Written Mode

Figure 4 presents the semantic distribution of TAKE in writing across varieties. Most
notably, like the valency patterns of TAKE, the semantic distribution of TAKE is concen-
trated towards a few senses across varieties, with the top 5 senses representing 74.5% in
NativeE, 89.2% in SgE, 86.3% in HKE, 83.1% in MCE, and 82.2% in BFE (see Table A3 in the
Appendix A). This indicates that both LEs and NEs show greater concentration in the top
senses of TAKE than NativeE. Importantly, different from the finding on valency patterns
in writing, where the trend was not uniform within the two types of varieties, LEs and NEs
display a consistent concentration trend this time, with a higher concentration level in NEs
than LEs.
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Another striking finding concerns the most frequent sense of TAKE in writing across
varieties. Do (delexical sense) (11) predominates in NativeE (33.4%), HKE (40.2%), and BFE
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(32.8%), whereas particle verbs (12) are the most common sense in SgE (52.1%), and accept
prevails in MCE (38.0%). The predominance of delexical TAKE in NativeE confirms previ-
ous findings (Gilquin, 2008), while the heterogeneous picture in non-native varieties sup-
ports Werner and Mukherjee’s (2012) observation regarding NEs (Indian English and Sri
Lankan English). The preference for particle verbs in SgE and accept in MCE likely reflects
the earlier discussion on the potential topic effect in the ICNALE, where SgE and MCE
exhibit different collocational preferences when talking about having a part-time job(s): SgE
favours take up a part-time job(s) (i.e., particle verbs) while MCE favours take a part-time job(s)
(i.e., accept). This observation demonstrates how the topic can influence both the valency
patterns and the semantic distribution of lexical items. In addition, different varieties dis-
play different preferences for the remaining top senses. For instance, consider ranks among
the top 5 senses in MCE and BFE, but not in the other varieties, indicating variety-specific
semantic preferences.

(11) He or she has taken the option of a non-marketplace, non-public and non-financially
rewarded job. (LOCNESS-US-IND-0004.1)

(12) However, having a co-curricular activity or taking up a leadership position in various
groups can better enhance the students’ college life. (ICNALE-WE_SIN_PT]0_004_B2_0)

Finally, among the different varieties, the other category represents the highest propor-
tion in NativeE (2.4%), followed by MCE (2.3%), HKE (2.2%), BFE (1.3%), and SgE (0.8%).
As a reminder, the other category refers to cases where TAKE cannot be assigned to senses
listed in the VDE, as seen in (13) and (14).

(13) Their struggles and hopes of forty years will not have been in vain—Without the
“events of Berlin Wall” history probably would not have taken a very different course.
(LOCNESS-US-MICH-0024.1) (sense: follow)

(14) Here, I would like to recommend students to take a good habit to have a record for
the use of credit card. (ICLE-CNHK1402) (sense: develop)

A similarly higher proportion of the other category of TAKE in NativeE than in NEs

was found in Werner and Mukherjee (2012),"

who attributed this phenomenon to the
more advanced status of NativeE. That is to say, the semantic extension process is arguably
linked to varieties’ developmental phases. However, our findings suggest a more complex
picture: SgE, the most advanced NE, exhibits the lowest degree of semantic extension, chal-
lenging the linear evolutionary model. We will return to the other category in Section 5.3.2.

The dendrogram based on the senses of TAKE in the written mode shows different
clustering compared to the results based on the valency patterns, indicating the effect of
linguistic levels on the clustering pattern. NativeE, BFE, and MCE form the first cluster,
while SgE and HKE constitute the second cluster ({SgE-HKE}-{MCE-NativeE-BFE}). The
separate cluster of SgE and HKE could be explained by their unusually high proportions
of particle verbs (52.1% and 31.8%). Notably, it is the first time that we observe individual
varieties clustering together according to their assigned variety status (NEs vs. LEs and
NativeE). This result differs from our earlier clustering for the valency patterns of TAKE
and the heterogeneity reported in previous studies on the semantic distribution of MAKE
(Laporte, 2012) and into (Edwards & Laporte, 2015). This is different from the clusters
based on valency patterns in writing (cf. Figure 2), where HKE clusters with the MCE and
BFE (two LEs) instead of SgE (another NE). This inconsistency seems to support Gilquin
and Merildinen’s (2024) suggestion that different linguistic levels may lead to different
conclusions regarding the relationship between LEs and NEs (two distinct categories or a
continuum). However, the Euclidean distance values demonstrate the same proximity to
NativeE as the results for valency patterns in writing: BFE (11.2) > HKE (26) > MCE (40.2)
> SgE (43).
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5.2.2. Senses of TAKE Across Varieties in Spoken Mode

Figure 5 presents the semantic distribution of TAKE in speech across varieties. Simi-
lar to written data, the semantic distribution of TAKE in speech is concentrated towards a
few senses across varieties, with the top 5 senses accounting for 83.3% in NativeE, 78.2% in
SgE, 78.4% in HKE, 76.9% in MCE, and 72.6% in BFE. This concentration is, however, more
pronounced in speech than in writing in NativeE, with the top 5 senses of TAKE account-
ing for 77.1% in speech versus 74.5% in writing, respectively. In contrast, the remaining
non-native English varieties show the opposite trend, with the concentration being more
pronounced in writing than in speech: 89.2% vs. 78.2% for SgE, 86.3% vs. 78.4% for HKE,
83.1% vs. 76.9% for MCE, and 82.2% vs. 72.6% for BFE.

Furthermore, it turns out that the most frequent sense of TAKE in speech varies across
varieties. Particle verbs are the most frequent category in NativeE (28.4%), engage in predom-
inates in SgE (25.7%) and HKE (26.8%), do (delexical sense) prevails in MCE (23.0%), and use
is the most common sense in BFE (25.7%). A comparison of Figures 4 and 5 shows that
particle verbs are more typical of native speech than of native writing. However, all non-
native Englishes display the opposite preference, using more particle verbs in writing than
in speech. This suggests that both LEs and NEs speakers have little awareness of mode dif-
ferences in NativeE, which differs from Gilquin’s (2011, 2016a) findings that NEs speakers
are better than LEs speakers at reproducing the native distribution of particle verbs across
modes. Similarly, varieties display different preferences for the remaining top senses. For
instance, engage in is among the top 5 senses in NativeE, SgE, HKE, and MCE, but not
in BFE.

Turning to the other category, a striking contrast emerges between spoken and writ-
ten modes. While written data partially support Werner and Mukherjee’s (2012) finding
that more advanced varieties exhibit greater semantic extension, with NativeE showing
the highest proportion of the other category, the spoken data display quite a different
trend: BFE (the least advanced variety) accounts for the largest proportion (8.0%), followed
by MCE (5.7%), HKE (3.2%), NativeE (2.5%), and SgE (1.6%). The trend in spoken data
suggests an inverse relationship between the semantic extension and the developmental
phases of English varieties: the more advanced the variety, the lower the proportion of
the other category. This relationship is particularly evident among non-native varieties,
though NativeE (the most advanced variety) shows a slightly higher proportion than SgE.

The dendrogram in Figure 5 reveals a different clustering pattern from the written
data. It is still formed by two main branches, but they cut across varietal types. On
one branch, NativeE and BFE still cluster together. However, on the other branch, SgE
and HKE (NEs) cluster with MCE (LE) ({NativeE-BFE}-{SgE-HKE-MCE}). This clustering
seems to suggest that varieties with similar mother tongue backgrounds (i.e., SgE, HKE,
and MCE) might retain similar usage patterns, pointing to L1 transfer as a potential factor
in the semantic distribution of TAKE. As for the cline of proximity to NativeE, the Eu-
clidean distance values based on the semantic distribution of TAKE in speech show that
MCE (29.8) is closest to NativeE this time, followed by SgE (35.3), BFE (38.1), and HKE (41)
(MCE > SgE > BFE > HKE). This cline, once again, does not reflect the expected proximity
to NativeE established within the EIF Model.

The comparison between written and spoken data demonstrates that mode has a sig-
nificant influence on the semantic distribution of TAKE across varieties, thus affecting inter-
variety similarities. This divergence, again, underscores the importance of examining both
writing and speech when comparing LEs and NEs. Compared to the clusters based on va-
lency patterns in the spoken mode, the clusters here also illustrate the effect of linguistic
levels on the positioning of individual English varieties along the continuum.
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The above quantitative analysis has uncovered the distributional features of valency
patterns and senses of TAKE across varieties and modes. On that basis, we find that in-
dividual varieties are intermingled along the LEs-NEs continuum rather than occupying
a stable position according to their assigned variety status, with proximity to NativeE
varying depending on the mode and linguistic levels investigated. However, such results
do not reveal whether there are new valency patterns and senses that are different from
standard usages (i.e., non-standard features) in LEs and NEs. The following section thus
presents detailed qualitative analyses of selected non-standard valency patterns and senses
of TAKE that are common in LEs and NEs and examines the motivations that drive these
non-standard features.

5.3. Non-Standard Features of Valency Patterns and Senses of TAKE Across LEs and NEs

According to Croft (2000, p. 8), the emergence of non-standard uses involves the remap-
ping between form and meaning (e.g., grammatical structure and semantics/pragmatics)
and is driven by various internal and external linguistic mechanisms, including cognitive
processes, language-internal irregularities, and language contact and transfer (Deshors
et al., 2018, p. 8). These mechanisms and remapping phenomena are common across all
English varieties, allowing for meaningful comparisons between LEs and NEs at this level
(Van Rooy, 2011; Merildinen, 2017).

5.3.1. Non-Standard Features of Valency Patterns of TAKE Across LEs and NEs

The analysis reveals two main categories of non-standard features of valency patterns:
(1) lexical non-standard features, which involve minor lexical modifications, particularly
in preposition uses (e.g., take into consideration of ), and (2) syntactic non-standard features,
which concern syntactic alternations (e.g., to-inf vs. -ing) in a valency pattern. These non-
standard valency patterns manifest new pattern-existing meaning remapping.

Lexical Non-Standard Features

In some valency patterns, the realization of certain slots allows for lexical variants that
deviate from standard English. One such variation pertains to prepositional complements,
particularly the insertion or misuse of prepositions. Prepositions are often regarded as the
béte noire for both teachers and learners because they bear little meaning, making them
challenging to learn and teach (Gilquin & Granger, 2011). As a result, they may lead to
some variation in non-native English varieties (Gilquin & Granger, 2011; Edwards & La-
porte, 2015). For instance, (15) and (16) illustrate the insertion of the preposition of in the
pattern SCU + TAKE + into-NP + of-NP in SgE and MCE.

(15) Laws should not be of a majoritarian model but take into consideration of the minor-
ity as well. (ICNALE-SIN-WE_SIN_SMKO0_071_B2_0)

(16) Taking into account of all these factors, we can safely draw a conclusion that univer-
sity degrees are theoretical but necessary, nowadays. (ICLE-MC-CNUK1158)

Edwards and Laporte (2015, p. 159) pointed out that the formation of the pattern SCU
+ TAKE + into-NP + of-NP in their HKE data (ICE-HK) could be explained by analogy to
existing patterns, i.e., take into account and take account of. Since take into consideration is
largely synonymous with the former two expressions, one can further argue that take into
consideration of is an analogy to take into account of. In addition, the superfluous of in the
above patterns can be explained through analogy with semantically similar patterns such
as think of. This suggests that analogical processes in the formation of features may operate
through multiple and interdependent pathways rather than in isolation (Nesselhauf, 2009).

Another interesting example related to the take into consideration pattern is take in con-
sideration (or take in account), which can be described as SCU + TAKE + in-NP + NP. Due
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to the obvious semantic connection between into and in, it is quite common for non-native
speakers to confuse these two prepositions (Gilquin & Granger, 2011; Edwards & Laporte,
2015). (17) and (18) illustrate this. It is interesting to note that even native (AmE) speakers
(18) seem confused about these two prepositions, indicating that the misuse of in and into
may be influenced by language-internal irregularities.

(17) In the following essay, the pros and cons of abortion will be discussed and the adop-
tion of abortion will be taken in consideration. (ICLE-HK-CNHK1772)

(18) However, when taken in account the effects of peer pressure, honor codes are weak-
ened. (LOCNESS-US-MRQ-0044.1)

Regarding minor lexical modifications, the adverbial particle away is found to be in-
serted in the valency pattern of TAKE in BFE (i.e.,, SCU + TAKE + NP + away + to-NP), as in
(19). This pattern may be largely attributed to L1 transfer, as the literal translation of take
me away to restaurants in French is m’emmener au restaurant where emmener literally means
take away in English.

(19) They: used to take me: away t= (er) to restaurants or: to parties and . (em) but the
first time I went was when I was sixteen (LINDSEI-FR004)

A second type of lexical non-standard features involves a mix of word classes in the va-
lency patterns of TAKE. For example, writers use the adjectival forms precedent, responsible,
and careful instead of the corresponding nominal forms precedence, responsibility, and care
in relevant valency patterns of TAKE, including SCU + TAKE + ADJ + over-NP, SCU + TAKE
+up + AD], and SCU + TAKE + AD]J, as illustrated in (20) to (22). It is interesting to note that
this phenomenon only appears in SgE, HKE, and MCE but not in BFE. This suggests that L1
transfer might be at play in shaping these patterns, since Chinese is an isolating language,
which does not distinguish various word classes by morphological changes (Zhao & Jiang,
2020). Example (22) illustrates the confusion between adjective and noun, as both respon-
sible and responsibility can be translated as zeren (literally responsibility) in Chinese. This L1
influence might lead Chinese English learners to apply this rule in their English writing.

(20) In other words, college is the best time for them to fully live out their lives, before
adult responsibilities set in and other priorities take precedent over their personal
desires and needs. (ICNALE-SIN-WE_SIN_PTJ0_044_B2_0)

(21) They can’t neglect the right of the babies. If they don’t want to have a baby parents
should take careful of their behaviours. Abortion is not a way to solve the problem.
(ICLE-HK-CNHK1322)

(22) Some of the criminals are not mean to kill other people and they do want to have an op-
portunity to confess while take responsible of hurting others. (ICLE-MCE-CNUK1150)

Syntactic Non-Standard Features

The second category of non-standard features pertains to syntactic variation in com-
plement patterns, such as the competition between gerunds (-ing) and infinitives (to-inf),
which has received some attention in non-native Englishes (e.g., Deshors & Gries, 2016;
Romasanta, 2020; Laporte, 2021). In (23) and (24), the valency pattern of TAKE can be de-
scribed as SCU + TAKE + NP + inf, with a bare infinitive instead of the more standard V-ing
or fo-inf.

(23) We have a system where we each take turns cook. (LOCNESS-US-MICH-0043.1)
(24) I was like this is what we're going to talk about let’s try to be civil about everybody
take turns hear each other out. (NESSI-SIN-033)
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Examples (25) to (27) illustrate the non-standard valency patterns SCU + TAKE + NP
+ V-ing and SCU + TAKE + NP + NP + V-ing in NativeE, BFE, and MCE, with to-inf being
used instead of the V-ing form.

(25) (mm) .. cos I know in Germany like you d = you can take years getting a degree
because you can just keep going (LOCNEC-EN039)

(26) To make Europe a nation is like to reassemble each piece of a jigsaw: it takes time
doing it. (ICLE-FRUC1067)

(27) It takes us much time working thus reduces our time for studying. (ICNALE-MC-
W_CHN_PTJ0_295_B1_2)

5.3.2. Non-Standard Features of Senses of TAKE Across LEs and NEs

This section examines the non-standard senses of TAKE across LEs and NEs by fo-
cusing on the other category, which represents cases that cannot fit into established seman-
tic categories of TAKE in the VDE and may contain certain non-standard senses in LEs
and NEs contexts. Examination of these cases reveals three potential motivations, namely,
metaphorical extension, L1 transfer, and overgeneralization, which may contribute to the
formation of non-standard features of TAKE in both NEs and LEs. These non-standard
senses illustrate existing form-new meaning remapping.

Metaphorical Extension

The prototypical meaning of TAKE can be described as physical grasping with a move-
ment to the agent (see Herbst et al., 2004, p. 846; Gilquin, 2008, p. 6), as exemplified in He
takes the book from Mary. This prototypical meaning may provide the cognitive foundation
for its semantic extensions across English varieties. For instance, in (28), European colour (a
cultural identity trait) could be conceptualized as an object that can be grasped and pos-
sessed in BFE.

(28) In other words, their identity will change a bit and take a European colour, but a loss
of it is hardly conceivable. (ICLE-FRUC1075)

In (29), the bride is likely to be metaphorically constructed as an object that can be
grasped by cognitive mapping in SgE: obtaining a spouse is grasping an object. It should be
noted, however, that this use may also stem from analogy with the established expression
take a wife.

(29) More graduate men also took brides of equal qualifications. (ICE-SIN-W1A-003)

Similarly, horror in (30) seems to be metaphorically conceptualized as a heavy object
that cannot be grasped mentally in HKE. However, this could also represent a conventional
phrase in standard English, I can’t take it (meaning: I can’t tolerate it). Examples (29) and (30)
manifest that various internal and external linguistic mechanisms may interact with each
other to motivate non-standard features in non-native English varieties (see Nesselhauf,
2009; Deshors et al., 2018).

(30) Ilike comedies sometimes romantic movies (er) sometimes animations but one thing
that I definitely do not like is horror or like bloody all the splatter (eh) I just c=1 just
can’t take it (NESSI-HK-046)

L1 Transfer

The second motivation for non-standard senses of TAKE is L1 transfer. The L1 equiva-
lents of TAKE is #/HY (na/qu) in Chinese (Wang, 2016) and PRENDRE in French. TAKE ev-
idence and high scores in (31) and (32) probably stem from direct translations from Chinese:
quzheng (literally taking evidence) and qude gaofen (literally taking a high score). Similarly,
(33) shows possible L1 transfer from French, since take a good time is a direct translation
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of prendre du bon temps. Interestingly, this BFE speaker immediately self-corrects by using
have a good time, which is more natural in standard English.

(31) The mistakes in taking evidence, disproportionate treatment on the poor and minori-
ties, corruptions in government and many other reasons will lead to the result of tak-
ing an innocent person’s life. (ICLE-CNUK1150)

(32) Taking high score is the must important of all for a student in China because this is
the warranty that others judge whether you are good or not. (ICLE-CNUK1183)

(33) yes . but now I'm I can really (er) . enjoy my living here and I can (er) take a goo=1
can have a good time in Louvain-la-Neuve and (er) (LINDSEI-FR-050)

Overgeneralization

The final possible motivation for non-standard senses of TAKE is overgeneralization.
Examples (34) to (40) illustrate this, with speakers who tend to use TAKE as a default op-
tion rather than using more precise verbs. This observation supports the so-called “lexical
teddy bear” effect (Hasselgren, 1994), a cognitive avoidance strategy where learners rely
on familiar high-frequency verbs when they have difficulty in finding more specific verbs.
Similar tendencies have been documented across non-native English varieties with other
highly frequent verbs (e.g., Liu & Shaw, 2001; Laporte, 2012; Wang, 2016). It is also inter-
esting to see that TAKE is used instead of other highly frequent verbs in our examples (see
(37) to (40)). While highly frequent verbs are shown to sometimes collocate with identical
nouns in delexical verb constructions, they display semantic and syntactic differences (see
Dixon, 2005; Giparaite, 2016). For instance, TAKE a look involves some effort while GIVE a
look expresses a short look affecting the object in some way (Dixon, 2005, pp. 473-474). The
substitution phenomena observed in our data seem to indicate that highly frequent verbs
like TAKE, HAVE, GIVE, and MAKE are undergoing delexicalization processes in other
structures in LEs and NEs. More specifically, these highly frequent verbs are becoming
so semantically bleached that they are more interchangeable for non-native English speak-
ers. Importantly, the overgeneralization of TAKE in our examples appears to reflect how
the “lexical teddy bear” effect can override linguistic accuracy, creating fossilized interlan-
guage features that resist native-like development. This indicates that SLA phenomena,
including language learning strategies (e.g., overgeneralization), interlanguage features,
and fossilization, may also operate in NEs contexts.

(34) Here, I would like to recommend students to take a good habit to have a record for
the use of credit card. (— develop) (ICLE-CNHK1402)

(35) They also take the bills by their credit cards. (— pay) (ICLE-CNHK1572)

(36) Having a part-time job can take us more advantages than disadvantages. (— bring)
(ICLE-MC-W_CHN_PTJ0_234_B1_2)

(37) Illtake it into practice in my college years. (— put) ICNALE-MC-W_CHN_PTJ0_180_B1_2)

(38) It may take a longterm effect to customers. (— have) (ICLE-CNHK1380)

(39) Anillustration may take this point clear. (— make) (ICLE-CNUK1143)

(40) They have to take a new lease of life. (— give) (ICLE-FRUC3087)

The above qualitative analyses illustrate shared non-standard usages across LEs and NEs,
which are driven by a similar set of language learning strategies or cognitive mechanisms,
indicating that form-meaning remapping processes operate in both acquisition contexts.

6. Conclusions

This article has examined the effects of language-internal factors (mode and different
linguistic levels) on the positioning of two LEs (MCE and BFE) and two NEs (SgE and HKE)
along the LEs-NEs continuum and their proximity to NativeE by investigating the valency
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patterns and senses of TAKE across written and spoken modes. The results (see Table 3)
make it possible to reassess the macro-level LEs-NEs continuum and refine the EIF Model.

Table 3. Variety clusters and proximity to NativeE.

Written Spoken
Expected {BFE > MCE} > {HKE > SgE}
Valency oatterns {HKE-MCE-BFE-NativeE}-{SgE} {NativeE}-{HKE-BFE-SgE-MCE}
yP BFE > HKE > MCE > SgE SgE > MCE > BFE > HKE
Sem {SgE-HKE}-{MCE-NativeE-BFE} {NativeE-BFE}-{SgE-HKE-MCE}
enses BFE > HKE > MCE > SgE MCE > SgE > BFE > HKE

Note: {} represents the clusters of varieties based on clustering analysis.

For the first two research questions, which focused on mode differences and different
linguistic levels in variety positioning along the continuum and their relationship to the
expected proximity cline to NativeE (BFE > MCE > HKE > SgE), our quantitative analysis
using HCA has revealed that both mode and linguistic levels have a significant influence
on the variety positioning along the continuum and its proximity to NativeE. For example,
focusing on valency patterns, HKE does not cluster with SgE (another NE) but with the
two LEs in written data, while all LEs and NEs cluster together in spoken data. Similarly,
the proximity to NativeE changes when we move from the written mode (BFE > HKE >
MCE > SgE) to the spoken mode (SgE > MCE > BFE >HKE). When focusing on the spoken
mode, we can also observe that the clustering and proximity to NativeE are different at the
level of valency patterns ({NativeE}-{HKE-BFE-SgE-MCE} and SgE > MCE > BFE > HKE)
and senses ({NativeE-BFE}-{SgE-HKE-MCE} and MCE > SgE > BFE > HKE). These results
suggest that LEs and NEs intermingle along the continuum depending on the mode and
linguistic levels investigated, rather than occupying a stable position according to their
assigned variety status. It shall be noted that the senses of TAKE in the written mode are
the only dimension showing the expected LEs/NEs clusters. The other three dimensions,
by contrast, support the intermingled clustering. Furthermore, the observed proximity to
NativeE consistently deviates from the expected cline across all four dimensions.

For the third research question, which dealt with non-standard features of the va-
lency patterns and senses of TAKE, our qualitative analysis has shown that non-standard
features by form-meaning remapping in both LEs and NEs seem to be driven by similar
underlying mechanisms, including L1 transfer, analogy, and overgeneralization. This sug-
gests that these non-standard features do not develop at random but follow systematic
trends, pointing to the creative ability of both LEs and NEs speakers (Deshors et al., 2018).
This provides additional evidence for the inappropriacy of the distinction between “errors”
in LEs and “innovations” in NEs (see Section 1).

While several studies (e.g., Deshors, 2014; Edwards & Lange, 2016; Gilquin & Granger,
2021) have established that individual varieties are intermingled rather than grouped ac-
cording to their assigned variety status, this study further reveals that intermingling clus-
tering is probably constrained by language-internal factors rather than being arbitrary, as
demonstrated by the systematic variation in variety clustering across mode (writing vs.
speech) and different linguistic levels (valency patterns vs. senses). In light of this, our
study reconceptualizes the traditional macro-level LEs-NEs continuum as a dynamic and
complex spectrum along which individual varieties exhibit variable development trajecto-
ries depending on language-internal factors (e.g., mode and linguistic levels in this study)
in addition to the assigned variety status.

Our findings address a critical gap in the current EIF Model. While previous research
has highlighted the role of external linguistic factors in variety positioning (cf. Section 2),
our study provides a first investigation of how language-internal factors influence the
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positioning of varieties along the LEs-NEs continuum. These results demonstrate that
language-internal factors, such as mode and linguistic levels, might override or interact
with developmental phases in determining variety proximity to NativeE. These findings
also have some implications for dealing with the theoretical tension in the field (Section 2).
The exposure-based hypothesis predicts that NEs should be closer to NativeE due to
greater exposure, while the EIF Model predicts an inverse relationship between develop-
mental phases and proximity to native norms. Our results suggest that both predictions
may be partially correct, and their validity depends on specific linguistic conditions. For
instance, the exposure-based hypothesis appears valid for valency patterns in the spoken
mode, where SgE shows the greatest proximity to NativeE compared to LEs, but the great-
est distance of HKE from NativeE contradicts the hypothesis. The EIF Model prediction
receives some support from senses in the written mode, where LEs are closer to NativeE
than SgE is, but the positioning of HKE, again, complicates the prediction.

Based on these findings, we propose refining the EIF Model (Buschfeld & Kautzsch,
2017; Buschfeld et al., 2018) by incorporating language-internal factors as a fourth dimen-
sion. This could supplement the existing third dimension of variety-internal heterogene-
ity in the current EIF Model (Buschfeld et al., 2018). While the current EIF Model mainly
focuses on language-external sociolinguistic factors (e.g., age and social status), our re-
fined model provides a more nuanced theoretical framework to understand the position-
ing of English varieties. Rather than viewing varieties as occupying fixed positions along
the LEs-NEs continuum, which are constrained by developmental phase or exposure to
English alone, the refined model acknowledges that all varieties have arguably devel-
oped through complex interactions between extra- and intra-territorial forces, as well as
language-external and -internal factors.

This refinement calls for a fundamental shift towards multidimensional analyses of
variety positioning. A potential implication involves examining systematic correlations be-
tween language-internal factors (e.g., mode and linguistic levels) and external sociolinguis-
tic variables (e.g., age, social status, and educational background). For instance, one may
wonder whether writing by highly educated groups within a community shows greater
proximity to native norms, or whether certain patterns or senses appear more frequently in
the speech of the younger generation. Such questions are crucial for determining whether
variety positioning is shaped by language-internal factors, language-external factors, or
their interaction. Methodologically, this requires rigorous research designs featuring bal-
anced cross-mode datasets, multi-level linguistic analysis, and combining both internal
and external variables. Only by doing so can we move beyond static variety categorization
towards a dynamic, empirically grounded understanding of English variety development.

Despite the contributions of this study, several limitations must be recognized. First,
the written data were collected from different sources with varying topics, which may have
potential effects on the results. For instance, the topic about having a part-time job in IC-
NALE led to a higher proportion of SCU + TAKE + up + NP in written SgE. Second, the con-
trol corpora represent different native English varieties (AmE for writing, BrE for speech)
and may thus account for some differences between the written and spoken modes. Third,
focusing only on one verb (TAKE) at two linguistic levels (valency patterns and senses)
in four varieties (mainly from Asian territories) limits the generalizability of our findings.
Future research, therefore, should incorporate more varieties in other regions (e.g., Africa)
and investigate additional linguistic phenomena (e.g., from the domains of phonology and
pragmatics). In addition, it would be interesting to explore more language-internal factors,
such as genre effects and text types, to test the validity of our dynamic LEs-NEs continuum.



Languages 2025, 10, 285 25 of 31

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, Y.T. and G.G.; methodology, Y.T. and G.G; software, Y.T.;
validation, Y.T. and G.G.; formal analysis, Y.T. and G.G.; investigation, Y.T. and G.G.; resources, Y.T.
and G.G.; data curation, Y.T.; writing—original draft preparation, Y.T.; writing—review and editing,
G.G,; visualization, Y.T.; supervision, G.G.; project administration, G.G.; funding acquisition, Y.T.
and G.G. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research was funded by the China Scholarship Council, grant number 202106730096.
Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.
Informed Consent Statement: Informed consent was obtained from all subjects involved in the study.

Data Availability Statement: The NESSI data are not publicly available at this stage. The data ex-
tracted from the corpus and presented in this study are available on request from the authors.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

Appendix A

Note: (#1-#5) indicate ranking within the top 5 patterns or senses in each variety in
this and subsequent tables.

Table A1. The top 5 most frequent valency patterns of TAKE in writing in each variety (raw frequen-
cies, rankings, and percentages).

NativE BFE ~ MCE  HKE  SgE
SCUSTAKESNP (@00 (o) (oo%) (5% (25%)
SCU + TAKE + NP + ADV ?61 g/f)) 245 éf/f)) (1'2%) (()g/o) (2.?%)
SCU + TAKE + NP + into-NP }f 6(3/3)) %78 éf/f)) 2482(;?)) (2_121% ) (1: éf/f))
SCU+TAKE + NP +away + 10 (#4) 0 0 25 (#5) 0
from-NP 30%) (%) (0%  49%)  (0%)
SCUSTAKE s away NP 0G0l gy Q1) (7% (19%)
SCU+TAKE+NP+torinf 4o, %?%7(#/4)) 0% 6% 4%
SCU + TAKE + on + NP (2‘17% ) (1.97% ) (09/0 ) (6122(2#(2)) (111(1)(532)
SCUSTAKE+wp NP (g0 1y a1y (o3 (2%
SCU+TAKE+in+NP (09%)) (09/0) 6% (ogA,) 2456?7:1))
SCU + TAKE + NP + for-NP (OE’)A) ) g 5(§/f)) 237 9(#;:1)) (02/0) (09/0)
Cumulative % (top 5) 76.6% 84.3% 88.2% 88.9% 83.4%

Table A2. The top 5 valency patterns of TAKE in speech in each variety (raw frequencies, rankings,
and percentages).

NativeE  BFE MCE  HKE SgE

77 (#1) 89 (£1) 64 (#1) 129 (#1) 184 (#1)

SCU+TAKE + NP 47.5%)  (78.8%)  (73.6%) (82.2%)  (71.6%)
SCU+TAKEs NP+ ADY 1302 3(8) 3@  7(2)  12(5)

(8.0%)  (27%)  (345%)  (45%)  (4.7%)
10(#3) 2 (#5) 2(#5) 3 (t4) 4

[+ TAKE+NP+todnf —(gooy  (18%)  (23%)  (19%)  (1.6%)
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Table A2. Cont.

NativeE  BFE  MCE  HKE SgE
o4y 4(22) 2 2 4
SCUTTAKE*XNP*out 56y (35%) (3%  (13%)  (16%)
5 (¢5) 1 0 0 15 (£2)
SCU+TAKE +on+ NP B1%)  (09%) (0% (0%  (58%)
. 4 4(#2)  3(3) 2 4
SCUXTAKE+NP+tosinf ) 5o (350)  (23%)  (1.3%)  (1.6%)
] 0 1 0 0 7 (44)
SCU + TAKE + NP + as-NP (0%) (0.9%) (0%) (0%) 2.7%)
0 1 0 3(#4)  5(#5)
SCU+ TAKE +up + NP 0%)  (09%) (0%  (1.9%)  (2.0%)
[it] + TAKE + NP + for-NP + 0 0 0 5 (3) 0
to-inf (0%) (0%) 0%)  (32%)  (0%)
. ) 0 2 4(#2) 0 0
[it] + TAKE + NP + NP + to-inf (0%) (1.8%) (4.6%) (0%) (0%)
Cumulative % (top 5) 69.5% 90.3% 87.4% 93.6% 86.8%

Table A3. Senses of TAKE in writing in each variety (raw frequencies, rankings, and percentages).

NativeE BFE MCE HKE SgE
do (delexical sense) 110 (#1) 123 (#1) 93 (#2) 205 (#1) 86 (#2)
(33.4%)  (32.8%) (21.5%) (40.2%) (22.8%)
idioms 44 (#2) 60 (#2) 6 10 19 (#4)
(134%)  (16.0%) (1.4%) (2.0%) (5.0%)
particle verbs 41 (#3) 34 (#5) 45 (#3) 162 (#2) 197 (#1)
(12.5%) (9.1%) (10.4%) (31.8%)  (52.1%)
capture 25 (#4) 19 10 2 6
(7.6%) (5.1%) (2.3%) (1.6%) (0.4%)
require 25 (#4) 39 (#4) 16 14 (#5) 12 (#5)
(7.6%) (10.4%) (3.7%) (2.7%) (3.2%)
consider 18 52 (#3) 32 (#4) 7 8
(5.5%) (13.9%) (7.4%) (1.4%) (2.1%)
move 17 8 3 13 7
(5.2%) (2.1%) (0.7%) (2.5%) (1.9%)
assume 11 14 25 (#5) 27 (#4) 9
(3.3%) (3.7%) (5.8%) (5.3%) (2.4%)
engage in 10 3 10 2 3
(3.0%) (0.8%) (2.3%) (0.4%) (0.8%)
accept 9 2 164 (#1) 32 (#3) 23 (#3)
(2.7%) (0.5%) (38.0%)  (6.3%) (6.1%)
habitual actions and qualities 8 8 16 14 2
(2.4%) (2.1%) (3.7%) (2.7%) (0.5%)
use 3 3 0 6 4
(0.9%) (0.8%) (0.0%) (1.2%) (1.1%)
travel 0 2 1 5 0
(0.0%) (0.5%) (0.2%) (1.0%) (0.0%)
grab 0 3 1 0 0
(0.0%) (0.8%) (0.2%) (0.0%) (0.0%)
other 8 5 10 11 3
(2.4%) (1.3%) (2.3%) (2.2%) (0.8%)
Cumulative % (top 5) 74.5% 82.2% 83.1% 86.3% 89.2%
Total 329 375 432 510 378
100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
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Table A4. Senses of TAKE in speech in each variety (raw frequencies, rankings, and percentages).

NativeE BFE MCE HKE SgE
particle verbs 46 (#1) 6 7 (#5) 8 (#5) 42 (#3)
(28.4%) (5.3%) (8.0%) (5.1%) (16.3%)
require 36 (#2) 18 (#2) 15 (#2) 17 (#3) 17 (#4)
(22.2%) (159%) (17.2%) (10.8%) (6.6%)
move 30 (#3) 8 (#5) 10 (#4) 8 (#5) 9
(18.5%) (7.1%) (11.5%)  (5.1%) (3.5%)
do (delexical sense) 14 (#4) 18 (#2) 20 (#1) 40 (#2) 55 (#2)
(8.6%) (159%)  (23.0%) (25.5%)  (21.4%)
engage in 9 (#5) 5 15 (#2) 42 (#1) 66 (#1)
(5.6%) (4.4%) (17.2%)  (26.8%)  (25.7%)
idioms 5 1 0 5 3
(3.1%) (0.9%) (0.0%) (3.2%) (1.2%)
assume 3 3 1 1 6
(1.9%) (2.7%) (1.1%) (0.6%) (2.3%)
consider 3 2 1 1 8
(1.9%) (1.8%) (1.1%) (0.6%) (3.1%)
accept 3 7 3 7 5
(1.9%) (6.2%) (3.4%) (4.5%) (1.9%)
capture 3 2 2 1 10
(1.9%) (1.8%) (2.3%) (0.6%) (3.9%)
travel 2 0 0 16 (#4) 21 (#4)
(1.2%) (0.0%) (0.0%)  (10.2%) (8.2%)
grab 2 1 0 1 2
(1.2%) (0.9%) (0.0%) (0.6%) (0.8%)
use 1 29 (#1) 4 4 7
(0.6%) (25.7%) (4.6%) (2.5%) (2.7%)
habitual actions and qualities 1 4 4 1 2
(0.6%) (3.5%) (4.6%) (0.6%) (0.8%)
other 4 9 (#4) 5 5 4
(2.5%) (8.0%) (5.7%) (3.2%) (1.6%)
Cumulative % (top 5) 83.3% 72.6% 76.9% 78.4% 78.2%
Total 162 113 87 157 257

(100%)  (100%)  (100%)  (100%)  (100%)

Notes

1

6

In the literature, alternative terms like English as a second language (e.g., Gilquin & Granger, 2011), postcolonial Englishes (e.g.,
Schneider, 2007), indigenized varieties of English (e.g., Sridhar & Sridhar, 1986), to name a few, are used to refer to NEs, while
English as a foreign language (e.g., Gilquin & Granger, 2011), performance varieties (e.g., Kachru, 1982), and non-postcolonial
Englishes (e.g., Buschfeld et al., 2018) are used to refer to LEs. In this article, LEs and NEs are chosen because the parallel
terminology enables systematic comparison while plural forms reflect the diversity of English varieties.

While English mass media and new communication technologies have created unprecedented opportunities for English expo-
sure beyond classroom settings in LEs contexts, there might be a gap between availability and actual use of these resources. For
instance, in mainland China, despite the availability of English mass media (e.g., China Daily) and English materials (e.g., English
films and books), learners of English rarely exploit these resources (Wei & Su, 2012; Zheng, 2014).

This includes “Second-Language Varieties and Learner Englishes” at the First Conference of the International Society for the Lin-
guistics of English in 2008 (Mukherjee & Hundt, 2011), “Corpus Linguistics and Linguistic Innovations in Non-native Englishes”
at the ICAME 36 conference in 2015 (Deshors et al., 2018), and “Global Englishes and SLA: Establishing a Dialogue and Common
Research Agenda” at the American Association for Applied Linguistics conference in 2016 (Bolton & De Costa, 2018).

Despite the high comparability of these three corpora, one caveat to bear in mind is that they were collected at different times (see
Gilquin, 2024, p. 5). For instance, LINDSEI-MC was compiled in 2001, while NESSI-HK was collected between 2016 and 2017.
For the full list of complement types, please refer to the VDE (Herbst et al., 2004).

SCU stands for subject complement unit. In the VDE, subjects are not specified in the valency patterns to maintain descriptive
simplicity. For instance, the pattern of TAKE in (3) is described as + TAKE + NP + as-NP in the VDE. However, the subject will be
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represented to provide a more complete account of valency patterns in this study. Given the difficulty of identifying SCU in an
unparsed corpus, valency patterns are usually presented in a reduced form (e.g., SCU + TAKE + NP) (see also Faulhaber, 2011).

7 Rather than using labels like “require”, the VDE adopts a less systematic and more flexible lexicographical approach. For in-
stance, “someone can take a certain amount of time to do something, i.e., need that time to do it” in VDE corresponds to the
formal label “require” in Gilquin (2008).

8 Ttshall be noted that this classification is not purely semantic, as categories such as particle verbs and other do not represent specific
senses of TAKE.

9 The ComplexHeatmap package in R was used to generate these plots https://jokergoo.github.io/ComplexHeatmap-reference/
book/index.html (accessed on 1 March 2025).

10" They used Gilquin’s (2008) semantic categories of TAKE, which are comparable to the present study.
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