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Introduction 
 
 
 

Existential There Constructions (ETC) are grammatical constructions expressing 

existence (e.g. there is a dog in the park or there are people in the park). The prescribed 

ETC form has subject-verb agreement (as the examples above demonstrate), but the non-

prescriptive (colloquial) ETC form has subject-verb disagreement and is called non-

concord ETC (e.g. there’s people in the park). Research has shown that the non-concord 

ETC are prevalent in all native English varieties (Collins 2012), but it is not well 

understood how non-native English speakers use ETC after learning about them. Non-

native English speakers can use concord or non-concord ETC. Having been taught 

concord ETC, the use of concord ETC by a non-native English speaker would be a result 

of instruction. However, why would a non-native English speaker use the non-concord 

ETC variant? Since non-concord ETC is a prevalent variant of native English, one 

explanation could be accommodation to native English speakers’ ETC. Indeed, the extent 

of exposure to native speech (time spent listening to, reading from, or interacting with 

native speakers) has been shown to influence the adoption of native, non-prescriptive or 

vernacular features (Sankoff 1997, Flanigan 1996).  

 Previous research leaves some questions unanswered, making this study important 

to several subfields of linguistics. While there is literature on the Second Language 

Acquisition (SLA) of ETC, there is no literature about the use of ETC by high-level non-
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native English speakers in the field of SLA. Also, use of non-concord ETC by non-native 

speakers has not been investigated. This will be a meaningful contribution to research on 

vernacular acquisition. In light of ESL instruction, this study will emphasize the 

importance of using authentic teaching materials and raising learners’ awareness to non-

concord variant in native English. Alongside the primary goal of this study to investigate 

the use of ETC by non-native English speakers, sociolinguistic research on the use of 

ETC by different genders is inconclusive, and this study provides new data toward the 

understanding of this relationship. 

This study is designed to show that L2 speakers’ (non-native English speakers) 

adoption of non-concord ETC (there’s people in the park) increases as their exposure to 

native speech increases. These findings can be generalized to suggest that with increased 

exposure to non-prescriptive native speech, non-prescriptive feature frequencies in L2 

speech will approximate the frequencies in native speech. 

 

 



 

 
 
 
 
 

Review of the Literature 
 
 
 

Existential There Constructions 

The nature of ETC, particularly non-concord ETC, is controversial. However, it is 

undisputed that it is a prevalent vernacular feature. All varieties of native English exhibit 

non-concord in spoken contexts. Australian English exhibits the highest amount of non-

concord ETC use with 9.7% non-concord followed by American English with 6.9% non-

concord and British English with 6.6% non-concord. In the following sections, we will 

explore the nature of ETC, factors that affect concordance, and confront some 

misconceptions about ETCs and their concordance. 

Diachronic. The word there in Modern English has two senses: locative and 

existential. The locative sense is a pronominal location word (I see the bus over there.). 

The existential sense is the there be form that expresses existence of something (There is 

public transportation in my town.). The locative sense identifies the referent’s location in 

space, but the existential sense establishes the existence without indicating the location of 

the referent in space. The diachronic (through history) research of ETC is inconclusive 

about its origins. Some researchers believe that the existential form of there is historically 

derived from the locative form (Pfenninger 2009). Others argue that the distinction was in 

place as early as Old English (Breivik 1977, 346) and that if one derived from the other, 

the derivation occurred before we have written record of it. Despite their differences, 
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both senses of there imply the occupation of space and even occur in overlapping 

distributions (There is a book on the table is ambiguous depending on intonation.). This 

begs the question: How different are they and where did they come from? While there is 

debate about the origin of existential there, for the purpose of this study we want to focus 

on the fact that they are distinct in Modern English and follow different rules and patterns. 

As demonstrated in (1)-(2), it is possible for the two senses of there’s to be 

indistinguishable without intonation (Breivik 1977, 340). In the examples, / indicates 

stress of the following word and # indicates the end of a speech unit. 

(1) There’s a /book on the table # - existential (in existence) 

(2) /There’s a book # on the /table # - locative (at that particular place) 

For those who prescribe to the theory that the two senses of there originated from 

a single form, the extension of locative there to the existential sense is believed to be due 

to the Old English V2 rule (verb in the second position of the sentence) and the 

introduction of SVO (subject, verb, object) word order. English has an obligatory subject 

position, so existential there fills that position syntactically (Pfenninger 2009). 

The long history of the two forms (locative and existential there) is consistent, 

persisting since the earliest records of Old English and proving to be a stable homophony 

(words that sound the same with different meanings). Furthermore, the singular 

contracted ETC form (there’s) has a long history. Contrary to prescriptive 

misconceptions, there’s is nearly as old as ETCs and neither a change in progress nor an 

emergent form. 

Synchronic. There are various analyses of synchronic ETC (concurrent) from 

semantic, syntactic, and pragmatic disciplines; however there is not a purely syntactic, 
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semantic, or pragmatic account of ETC that can explain it comprehensively (Abbott 1992, 

12). 

The fact that there are varied pragmatic uses of ETC does not mean that they 

belong to a separate categorization, but rather they are extra functions of the same 

syntactic construction (Abbott 1992, 3). Abbott refers to these non-typical pragmatic uses 

as “contextualized existentials”. 

(3) There’s the dishes to be done and the laundry to be brought in. 

(4) There’s the leftover chicken from last night. 

In addition to the aforementioned nuances to our understanding of ETC, Davidse 

(1999) argues for a division of the common ETC use into “cardinal existence” (e.g. 1,2,3) 

and “enumerative existence”(e.g. 1st, 2nd, 3rd). 

(5) There are five weaknesses in the current system. – cardinal existence 

(6) There’s skiing, snowboarding, and skating to do during vacation. – 

enumerative existence 

In addition to the lack of agreement in the research about the diachronic 

relationship between locative and existential there, ETC were thought by some 

researchers to be synchronically derived from locative there. This is problematic for ETC 

research because it would imply that locative there characteristics could influence ETC. 

In 1981, Breivik confronted this idea convincingly arguing that it is historically related, 

but the two types of there are distinct underlyingly. What this means for the present study 

is that synchronic patterns of locative there do not affect the patterns of ETC. In other 

words, concordance of locative there, which is predominantly invariant, and concordance 
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of ETC pattern independently. Because of this independent relationship, we can 

investigate ETC independently of locative there. 

As derivation of ETC is important to the present study, so is the effect of 

definiteness on the construction. Much of the initial research on definiteness and ETC 

proposed that ETC cannot accept definiteness (*There’s the leftovers in the refrigerator. 

–typically accepts a locative interpretation but not an existential interpretation). However, 

Ward (1995) said, “the wide range of definite postverbal NPs found in there-sentences 

precludes a (noncircular) characterization of any definiteness restriction based on 

linguistic form alone.” In other words, Ward argues that it is definiteness that determines 

ETC acceptability, but the fact that information is “hearer new.” The noun-referent can 

be hearer new and definite (uniquely identifiable) at the same time. For instance, it is 

acceptable for a noun to be definite (e.g. the leftovers) and still be hearer new as in the 

following exchange: 

Speaker A: I don’t know what to have for dinner.  

Speaker B: There’s the leftovers in the refrigerator. 

Therefore, definite nouns are acceptable referents for ETC, and the exclusion of definite 

nouns as ETC noun referents is done on the basis of other tests like intonation, not on the 

basis of definiteness. 

Agreement Variation 

Knowing what constitutes an ETC versus a locative there construction is fundamental to 

identifying tokens of the investigation. However, this study explores subject-verb 

agreement within the ETC tokens.  
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Subject-Verb agreement in English can vary from dialect to dialect, but what they 

all share is systematicity to the agreement (or non-agreement) patterns.  One common 

form of “quirky agreement” (den Dikken 2001, 22) involves what some researchers have 

called “agreement attraction” where a subconstituent of a complex noun phrase can 

trigger agreement on a finite verb even if the subconstituent number is different than that 

of the whole noun phrase. 

(7) !The source of the research funds are to remain confidential. 

While this type of agreement is “widely acknowledged in descriptive grammars” 

(as well as being prominent in colloquial language use), it is “frowned upon as a serious 

error in prescriptive grammars” (den Dikken 2001, 22). However, agreement attraction 

cannot occur in all environments. Agreement attraction is affected by definiteness of such 

noun phrases as pronouns, nominalized adjectives, and pronominally headed 

“pluringulars” (collective noun phrases that formally agree singularly). These cannot 

trigger agreement attraction (23-29). 

(8) The validity of them is not confirmed. 

(9) *The validity of them are not confirmed. 

(10) The poor are suffering the most. 

(11) *The poor is suffering the most. 

(12) This committee have/has decided already. 

(13) *These committee have decided already. 

Agreement variation in existential there constructions. In the examples above, 

we see that definiteness affects agreement attraction. Likewise, definiteness affects ETC. 

Recall that Ward argued that definiteness is not the determining factor for noun 
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acceptability; however, it is the determining factor for the same noun referents that affect 

agreement attraction. Examples (14)-(15) show that definite nouns are acceptable noun 

referents for ETCs. Examples (16)-(18) show that pronouns, nominalized adjectives, and 

pronominally headed “pluringulars” are not acceptable noun referents for ETCs (den 

Dikken 2001, 31). This is due to the nature of typical ETC being that of an unfamiliar 

noun referent. This observation shows us that agreement and definiteness are related, and 

this relationship is not exclusive to ETC. 

(14) There’s that cake in the fridge if you’re still hungry. 

(15) Then there’s this customer lingering when I’m trying to close the store. 

(16) *There are them. 

(17) *There are the poor. 

(18) *There are these committee. 

Aside from definiteness, there’s is considered by some researchers as a “frozen” 

construction because it cannot be inverted or negated (den Dikken 2001, 32-33). Breivik 

(2008) claims that non-concord ETC have acquired the status of a fixed pragmatic 

formula (there’s). However, some dialects do allow inversion and negation as seen below 

in 19-21 (den Dikken 2001, 33). 

(19) There’s 100 calories in a pack of gum. 

(20) How many calories ‘s there in a pack of gum? 

(21) There isn’t anymore clean places. 

Furthermore, we can have agreement variation in the case of inflected raising verb 

and not the contracted copula (den Dikken 2001, 33). 

(22) There seems/appears/happens to be only four oranges left. 
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The agreement variation of ETC is thought to be rooted in the ambiguity of the 

associate constituent. ETC can either choose to agree with the NP headed by the noun or 

the phrase as a whole. 

(23) There are [four dogs] in the street this morning. 

(24) There are [four dogs in the street this morning]. 

Considering what we’ve discussed thus far about definiteness, we can see that 

definiteness and agreement are not arbitrary in English. Pronouns, nominalization 

adjectives, and pronominally headed “pluringulars” cannot trigger agreement attraction, 

nor can they occur with ETC as seen in (8)-(18). ETC are also not affected by agreement 

attraction (den Dikken 2001, 36). This suggests that agreement variation in English is not 

a matter of mistakes or ignorance. Agreement variation in English is conditioned by 

particular factors that are both syntactically and semantically motivated as seen above 

with definite nouns and subconstituent influence on agreement. 

Besides definiteness, interruption of the copula and the noun referent phrase as 

well as the length of the noun referent phrase have been seen to increase the chances of 

non-concord (Martinez Insua 2003). Just as “agreement attraction” can happen with 

adjacency, speakers are more likely to produce non-concord when the noun referent 

phrase is either long or interrupted than when it is short or uninterrupted. 

Aside from internal, linguistic factors that influence concordance, Palacios-

Palacios (2006) explored the influence of gender on ETC and found a trend toward 

gender influence on ETC. However, it was not statistically significant. Most other studies 

regarding gender and ETC are inconclusive due to the nature of corpus research. It is 
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important to know if there is a difference in ETC use according to gender, so this study 

will code for gender to contribute to the body of literature on this topic 

In addition to understanding the nature of ETC in native English, it is important to 

consider the research investigating ETC in non-native English. 

Second Language Acquisition of ETC 

The learning of ETC is no easier than it is simple. Learners face such struggles as 

confusing subject placeholders (there and it) as in There is snowing outside or It is snow 

outside (Palacios-Martinez 2006, 214). Learners also must distinguish between the 

homophones: existential there, locative there, their, and they’re (214). The multiple 

pragmatic functions of ETC are not commonly exploited by non-native speakers like the 

use of ETC to express new information (example 14), existence, or bringing something to 

mind (example 15). Furthermore, just because non-native speakers are taught concord 

(e.g. There are cars. There is one car.), it does not mean that they can always interpret 

what the number agreement should be. For example, Spanish speakers commonly will 

use the singular form with people not because they want to sound native and use non-

concord but because the Spanish word for people, gente, is singular in Spanish (225).  

Thus, a Spanish speaker is likely to say There is people simply because the word people 

in their L1is a collective noun like family in English. Thus L1 is an important external 

factor and should be carefully considered when analyzing the data. 

Effects of Exposure and Experience on Language 

For as common as L1 transfer is in L2 production, the input is equally important. A 

common characteristic of EFL learners is their use of prescriptive forms because of their 

prescribed input. Rarely do teaching conventions perfectly mirror native production and 
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when native varieties differ from each other in respect to the lesson in question, it is 

impossible to mirror them all. The propensity to use prescriptive structures like To whom 

did you give it?  keeps ELs from sounding like native speakers. One account for non-

native prescriptiveness is the lack of native exposure by many EFL learners. Although 

they learn the prescriptive structures, if they are not exposed to native speakers, they may 

not be aware of the descriptively adequate constructions that are understood/feasible in 

English (e.g.,there’s cars). Flanigan et al. (1996) explored this topic through relative 

pronoun use. Flanigan found that non-native speaker use of relative pronouns was 

consistent among participants of similar exposures, but as their exposure to native 

speaker speech increased, they exhibited a higher frequency of native structures such as 

Who did you give it to? Another study investigated the effect of exposure with an even 

less commonly taught feature—discourse markers (Sankoff 1997). They found that both 

earlier exposure and longer exposure to native French speakers were predictive of higher 

frequencies of French discourse marker use. Both of these studies suggest that increased 

exposure to native speech correlates with the use of vernacular forms by non-native 

speakers. 

In sum, we know that locative there is distinct from ETCs, the contracted singular 

ETC (there’s) is an established non-concord variant, and non-concord ETC is prevalent 

in all varieties of native English. We also know that non-native English speakers are not 

taught the non-concord variant and non-prescriptive colloquial features are acquired by 

non-native speakers through exposure to native speakers. However, we do not know 

about the effects of exposure to native speaker speech on ETC.  Using a picture 

description task designed to elicit ETC, this study seeks to address this issue by 
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answering the question, “Does exposure to native English speakers affect L2 concord and 

non-concord ETC?”  In addition, secondary research goals consider factors such as 

phonological context (sound segments adjacent to the be verb), noun referents, non-noun 

collocates (quantifiers, discourse markers, etc. e.g. like, some, a lot of), L1, gender, native 

speaker attitude toward non-standard English, and kinds of exposure (e.g. length of 

residence, length of time studying English, amount of native English speaker social 

interactions). These objectives are outlined in the next section. 

 



 

 
 
 
 
 

Objectives  
 
 
 

The primary goal of this study is to contribute to our understanding of how non-native 

speakers of English use non-prescriptive forms such as ETC. Specifically, this paper 

seeks to explore this issue by answering the following research question:  

Since L2 (Second Language) English speakers are not taught to use non-concord 

ETC and non-concord ETC is prevalent in native English, does the extent of 

exposure to native English affect the L2 oral use of non-concord ETC? 

This primary research question is answered by testing the following hypothesis: 

If extent of exposure to native English is greater, then L2 oral use of non-concord 

ETC will increase, approaching native-like frequency. 

The secondary goal of this study is to determine the internal and external factors that 

influence a non-native English speaker’s use of non-concord ETC. Factors for secondary 

investigation include phonological context, noun referent, non-noun collocates, L1, 

gender, attitude toward non-standard grammar, and types of exposure (length of 

residence, length of time studying English, amount of native English speaker social 

interactions, etc.). The secondary goal considers equally important factors; however, this 

study’s experiment is designed specially to measure the primary goal and is not designed 

to account for the other factors in their entirety. 



 

 
 
 
 
 

Method  
 
 
 

Participants 

In order to test the primary hypothesis that greater exposure to native English results in 

more native-like non-concord ETC, this study elicited the oral use of ETC by native and 

non-native speakers of English. Participants comprised of 12 non-native English speakers 

(7 male and 5 female) and 29 native English speakers (14 male and 15 female) between 

the ages of 18 and 30 studying full-time at an American university. Non-native 

participants had to be eligible for full-time academic courses by either passing the 

TOEFL or by graduating from the university’s intensive English institute. Five 

participants were excluded after the fact due to age (one participant was over 30 years 

old) or failure to use ETC in the task. 

Tasks 

Picture description task. To elicit non-concord constructions (e.g. There’s three 

cars.), participants performed a picture description task where they were asked to 

describe a modified map of the university’s campus for five minutes. The map was 

digitally modified in the following ways to suit the purpose of this study: annotations 

were removed; landmarks were labeled directly; small images of animals, people, 

vehicles, and trees were drawn to scale; and small images were inserted in multiples 

throughout the map (See Appendix A). The university campus map was chosen because 
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the participants’ familiarity with the campus map would reduce the need to describe the 

landscape and would increase the attention paid to additional items within the map. 

Images were inserted into the map in multiples to get participants to describe the 

existence of plural nouns. Participants were told, 

I am doing research on the way people describe things on a map. You will have 5 

minutes to describe out loud anything you see on the map, and I will record your 

description. I will not be able to see the map, so try to describe it to me with as 

much detail as is necessary so that I can understand what you are seeing. (For a 

complete script, see Appendix B.) 

In a pilot trial we found that participants tend to use locative there and list nouns 

without giving complete sentences when the researcher could see what the participant 

was describing. This was also true when participants were told to describe but were not 

told to direct the description toward the researcher. When participants are told that the 

researcher cannot see the map and that they must describe the map to the researcher and 

use “as much detail as necessary so that I can understand what you are seeing,” 

participants were more likely to use complete sentences with ETC as opposed to locative 

there. Therefore, these instructions were designed to help the participant produce the 

maximum number of ETC and to avoid drawing participants’ attention to their own 

grammar. The participants were told that the research goal is to see how people describe 

things on a map and ETC were never mentioned or used by the researchers during the 

experiment. In so doing, the experiment protocol avoided priming and avoided bringing 

ETC above the level of consciousness. 
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The map was displayed on an iPad, and the recording was done on a laptop. The 

iPad was chosen for ease of zooming in, zooming out, and navigation. The laptop was 

chosen for recording because it faces away from the participant and toward the researcher 

allowing the researcher to start and stop the recording with minimal distraction and 

minimal participant attention of being recorded. The duration (five minutes) was chosen 

to be long enough to collect a large number of tokens while at the same time short 

enough that participants do not run out of things to describe and do not get bored or tired 

of the simple and repetitive task. 

Questionnaires. After the picture description task, participants filled out 

questionnaires that were recorded to maintain anonymity. 

Non-native participants were asked to respond to an exposure questionnaire that 

determined the participant’s extent of exposure to native English. Appendix C includes 

the exposure questionnaire that assesses the participants’ different kinds of native English 

exposure by inquiring about their time spent (a) in an English speaking country (see 

question 1), (b) with native English language instructors (see questions 2-3), (c) with 

native English social interactions (friends, family, pen pals, etc.) (see questions 4 and 7), 

and (d) with native English media (internet, TV, music, movies, etc.) (see questions 5 and 

8-9). Two of the questions on the non-native English speaker questionnaire are open-

ended (What is your first language? What is your major?). For two of the questions (How 

long have you been studying at Ball State? and question 1a) the length of their exposure 

to different kinds of English was measured in years on a seven-point scale from 0 to 6 or 

more years and a twelve-point scale from 0 to 11 months. The remaining questions used a 

seven-point semantic differential scale (Bernard 2011, 252), The minimum possible 
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exposure sum for these questions was 14 points and the maximum possible exposure sum 

was 181.833 points. These points are converted to a 0-10 point scale where an exposure 

sum of 14 points equals an exposure score of 0 and an exposure sum of 181.833 points 

equals an exposure score of 10. This formula is provided below. Exposure scores are 

rounded to the nearest hundredth of a point. 

(x - 14) ÷ (181.833 - 14) = exposure score 

(116.583 - 14) ÷ (181.833 - 14) = 6.9 

Native English participants, on the other hand, were asked to fill out a brief 

questionnaire assessing basic demographic information (gender, major) and their attitudes 

towards spoken grammar that may not be prescriptively accurate (See Appendix D). 

Native English speakers were given the full exposure score (10). 

The recordings from the map description were listened to for ETC. The tokens of 

concord and non-concord plural ETC (each time a participant uses ETC with a plural 

referent) were coded for phonological context (neighboring speech sound, e.g. /l/, /k/), 

collocates (neighboring words, e.g. some, like), noun referents (e.g. cars, bears), and 

concordance (concord There are /non-concord There’s). 

If participants described singular items using ETC, these tokens were not included 

in the data because these do not vary in number and agreement. It is important to mention 

that participants do not exclusively use ETC to express existence. They also use 

expressions like I see, You added, This building has…. The map design was chosen to 

elicit plural ETC without priming because if participants were aware of their grammar, it 

could corrupt the data by heightening their awareness of the construction. Therefore, 

participants were never told to use ETC. Even though they were perfectly capable of 
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producing ETC, not being told which construction to use opened the door for participants 

to use more of the other existence expressions than ETC.  

It is also possible that participants use locative there to express the locations of 

items on the map. This meaning is disambiguated by the intonational pattern used to 

express locative there versus existential there. All locative there instances will not be 

considered. 

The factors of definiteness and adjacency (as described in Review of the 

Literature) are not relevant to this particular study due to the nature of the experimental 

design, which avoids these forms. A very restricted type of ETC was elicited during the 

map description task so that the various pragmatic and semantic factors could be 

controlled. 

Analysis 

To measure the factors influencing ETC concord, the data was analyzed both within and 

between participants. Table 1 gives a summary of the analyses conducted. 

Table 1 
Analyses 
Within Participants Independent Variable Dependent Variable 

Internal Factors Phonological context 
Non-noun collocate 
Noun Referent 

Non-concord percentage 
Non-concord percentage 
Non-concord percentage 

Between Participants Independent Variable Dependent Variable 
Hypothesis Exposure score Non-concord percentage 
 Nativeness Non-concord percentage 
External Factors L1 Non-concord percentage 
 Gender Non-concord percentage 
 Native speaker grammar attitudes Non-concord percentage 
 Types of Exposure Non-concord percentage 

 
The within participants analysis will address contextual factors including phonological 

context (neighboring speech sound, e.g. /l/, /k/), noun referent (e.g. cars, bears), and non-
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noun collocates (neighboring words, e.g. some, like). The between participants analyses 

consider all participant-specific factors including exposure score, nativeness, L1, gender, 

and grammar attitudes and tell us which factors influence ETC concordance. 

Within participants. Within participants, I analyzed the relationship between the 

independent variables (phonological context, noun referents, and non-noun collocates)   

and the dependent variable (non-concord percentage). This analysis ensures that there are 

not particular contextual variables that influence the non-concord percentage within each 

participant. It is important to make sure that the non-concord percentage is not internally 

influenced. It is our goal in this study to address external influences divorced from 

internal factors.  

In other words, if internal factors strongly influence ETC concordance, it must be 

considered when investigating the influence of exposure. If internal factors affect ETC 

concordance, but they are left uninvestigated, the ETC concordance results could be 

erroneously attributed to the wrong factor. For example, if I did not code for non-noun 

collocates, the data could suggest that high exposure influenced ETC concordance. 

However, if 90% of tokens from high exposure participants contained the non-noun 

collocate some, and some had a non-concord rate of 100%, then I could potentially come 

to conclusions about ETC concordance being influenced by exposure score when the 

more influential factor was the non-noun collocate, some.  

Between participants. Between participants, I analyzed the relationship between 

each of the participant-specific factors (exposure score, nativeness, L1, gender, native 

speaker grammar attitudes, and exposure type) and the dependent variable (non-concord 

percentage). 



 

 
 
 
 
 

Results 
 
 
 

Within Participants 

Phonological context. In order to determine the effect of phonological context 

(the sound segment immediately following the copula) on ETC concordance, the concord 

and non-concord tokens of ETC were coded for following sound segment. Only the top 

ten sound segments to follow the copula in an ETC were analyzed since the other sound 

segments had ETC counts less than 10, which is not a large enough sample size to 

observe a reliable pattern. Table 2 shows the number of participants who contributed to 

the sound segment data, the concord, non-concord, and total ETC counts, and the non-

concord ETC percentage. Not all participants will have contributed a token to the data of 

each sound segment, but how many participants contributed to the token count is 

important to ensure that one singular participant is not responsible for skewed data. When 

more participants contribute to the token count of a category, the data are more 

generalizable and less influenced by participant-specific characteristics. In other words, 

more can be learned from data from many participants than data from few participants. 

Figure 1 depicts the concord and non-concord count data from Table 2.  

The most common sound segment was schwa (42.7% non-concord) and the 

highest non-concord percentage was /k/ (84.21% non-concord). The most interesting 

finding being /k/ with only 3 concordant ETC out of 19 ETC tokens shared among 12 
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participants. The other noteworthy sound segment is /l/ (69.81% non-concord). These are 

discussed in greater detail in the “Discussion” section. 

Table 2 
Concord and Non-Concord ETC Tokens by Following Sound Segment 
Sound 
Segment 

# of 
participants 

non-concord 
count 

concord 
count 

ETC 
total 

non-
concord % 

schwa 33 38 51 89 42.70% 
l 19 37 16 53 69.81% 
s 22 25 22 47 53.19% 
b 16 17 8 25 68.00% 
d 15 13 9 22 59.09% 
p 12 9 12 21 42.86% 
k 12 16 3 19 84.21% 
m 10 6 9 15 40.00% 
sh 10 5 8 13 38.46% 
t 10 4 9 13 30.77% 
total 159 170 147 317 52.91% 
 

 
Figure 1. Concord and non-concord ETC tokens by following sound segment. 

Noun referents. Each ETC considered in this research has a plural noun referent. 

In order to determine the influence that any one noun referent may have on the 

concordance of ETC, the concord and non-concord tokens of ETC were coded for the 

noun referent (e.g. cars, bears, camels). Only the top ten noun referents (listed by 
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descending frequency in Table 3) were analyzed since the remaining, less frequent noun 

referents had fewer than 10 tokens, which is not a large enough sample size to observe a 

reliable pattern. Table 3 shows the number of participants who contributed to the noun 

referent data, the concord, non-concord, and total ETC counts, and the non-concord ETC 

percentage. Figure 2 depicts the concord and non-concord ETC count data from Table 3.  

Table 3 
Concord and Non-Concord ETC Tokens by Noun Referent 
noun 
referent 

# of 
participants 

non-concord 
count 

concord 
count 

ETC 
total 

non-
concord % 

cars 16 16 14 30 53.33% 
dinosaurs 17 17 11 28 60.71% 
people 17 12 14 26 46.15% 
trees 10 8 13 21 38.10% 
dogs 13 8 6 14 57.14% 
sharks 11 7 7 14 50.00% 
lions 11 5 7 12 41.67% 
bears 10 7 3 10 70.00% 
camels 8 9 1 10 90.00% 
giraffes 7 7 3 10 70.00% 
TOTAL 120 96 79 175 57.71% 
 

 
Figure 2. Concord and non-concord ETC tokens by noun referent. 
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Non-noun collocate. In addition to the sound following the be verb and the noun 

referent agreeing or disagreeing with the be verb, the word quantifying or interrupting the 

noun and the copula (the non-noun collocate, e.g. some, like, a lot of) could influence the 

concordance of ETC. In order to determine the influence of non-noun collocates on ETC 

concordance, the concord and non-concord tokens of ETC were coded for non-noun 

collocates. The top ten non-noun collocates (listed by descending frequency in Table 4) 

were analyzed; however, only the top five non-noun collocates have large enough total 

ETC counts for making generalizations. “Like” was used by 5 different participants 15 

times with 100% non-concord (e.g. There’s like cars.). Table 4 shows the number of 

participants who contributed to the non-noun collocate data, the concord, non-concord, 

and total ETC counts, and the non-concord ETC percentage. Figure 3 depicts the concord 

and non-concord ETC count data from Table 4. 

Table 4 
Concord and Non-Concord ETC Tokens by Non-Noun Adjacent Word(s) 
non-noun referent 
word(s) 

# of 
participants 

non-concord 
count 

concord 
count 

ETC 
total 

non-
concord % 

lots of, a lot of, lot of 25 26 21 47 55.32% 
some 18 21 14 35 60.00% 
a bunch 11 9 8 17 52.94% 
like 5 15 0 15 100.00% 
more 7 6 3 9 66.67% 
a couple 5 2 4 6 33.33% 
what looks/seems like 6 1 5 6 16.67% 
many 3 0 5 5 00.00% 
a ton 2 0 3 3 00.00% 
also 3 2 1 3 66.67% 
TOTAL 85 82 64 146 45.16% 
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Figure 3. Concord and non-concord ETC tokens by non-noun adjacent word(s). 
 
Between Participants 

We saw from the within participant results that a few internal factors (e.g. phonological 

context, non-noun collocate, noun referent) influence the concordance of an ETC. This 

section presents the results concerning the relation between independent variables 

(exposure score, nativeness, L1, gender, grammar attitudes, and types of exposure) and 

dependent variable (non-concord percentage) between participants. 

Exposure score. While the ideal results for the primary hypothesis (that greater 

exposure to native English speakers results in greater non-concord percentage) would 

show a pattern as is depicted in the Figure 4 scatter plot, the scatter plot in Figure 5 

depicts the observed results for the primary hypothesis. Instead of the ideal where low 

exposure score correlates with low non-concord percentage, the actual results show a 

wide variety in non-concord percentage among native and non-native speakers. The 12 

non-native English speaker participants are distributed along the vertical axis by exposure 

score. The 29 native English speaker participants are distributed along the top line 

(exposure score of 10) across horizontally by non-concord percentage, showing that 
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native English speakers used a variety of concord and non-concord ETC and not all 

native English speakers used non-concord ETC and not all native English speakers used 

all concord ETC. 

 
Figure 4. Non-concord percentage by exposure score – ideal results.  
 

 
Figure 5. Non-concord percentage by exposure score – observed results. 

Table 5 shows the number of participants who contributed to the exposure score 

data, the concord, non-concord, and total ETC counts, and the non-concord ETC 

percentage for the 12 non-native English speaker participants. Figure 6 shows the non-
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native English speaker participants’ exposure scores and the token counts of concord and 

non-concord ETC to demonstrate the wide variety of ETC concordance and token 

frequencies. 

As one can see from Table 5, just one non-native speaker had 100% non-concord 

and more than half (7 of 12) of the non-native English speaker participants had 0% non-

concord demonstrating no clear pattern between non-native English speaker exposure 

score and their non-concord percentage. 

Table 5 
Non-Native Speaker Concord and Non-Concord ETC Tokens by Exposure Score 

exposure 
score 

# of 
participants 

non-concord 
count 

concord 
count 

ETC 
total 

non-
concord % 

2.62 1 0 3 3 00.00% 
3.12 1 0 4 4 00.00% 
3.55 1 0 6 6 00.00% 
3.72 1 0 1 1 00.00% 
4.14 1 2 3 5 40.00% 
4.91 1 0 6 6 00.00% 
5.18 1 1 15 16 06.25% 
5.32 1 1 1 2 50.00% 
5.74 1 5 0 5 100.00% 
5.82 1 0 5 5 00.00% 
6.02 1 0 1 1 00.00% 
6.95 1 1 3 4 25.00% 

TOTAL 12 10 48 58 17.24% 
 

 
Figure 6. Non-native speaker concord and non-concord ETC tokens by exposure score. 
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In contrast to the non-native speakers, the results for native English speakers 

demonstrate a different pattern. Table 6 shows the concord, non-concord, total ETC 

counts, and the non-concord ETC percentage. The participants are ordered from smallest 

to largest non-concord percentage. In Figure 7, we see the 29 native English speaker 

participant data from Table 6 (token counts of concord and non-concord ETC). 

Table 6 
Native Speaker ETC Tokens by Increasing Non-Concord Percentage 
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22 0 4 00.00%  36 4 2 66.67% 
1 0 6 00.00%  16 5 1 83.33% 
37 0 6 00.00%  24 7 1 87.50% 
3 0 9 00.00%  34 17 2 89.47% 
2 1 22 04.35%  39 13 1 92.86% 
9 1 17 05.56%  43 13 1 92.86% 
12 2 11 15.38%  29 1 0 100.00% 
38 1 2 33.33%  33 2 0 100.00% 
10 5 9 35.71%  6 3 0 100.00% 
4 2 2 50.00%  15 5 0 100.00% 
8 3 2 60.00%  41 5 0 100.00% 
45 15 10 60.00%  7 7 0 100.00% 
14 14 8 63.64%  31 16 0 100.00% 
11 2 1 66.67%  42 30 0 100.00% 
44 2 1 66.67%  TOTAL 176 118 59.86% 
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Figure 7. Native speaker ETC tokens by increasing non-concord percentage. 
 

Four native English speaker participants had 0% non-concord, and eight 

participants had 100% non-concord. Five participants had less than 50% non-concord and 

the remaining twelve participants had 50% or greater non-concord. The native English 

speaker average non-concord percentage is 59.86%. 

Nativeness. Because the sample size was so small for non-native English 

speaking participants, rather than looking at the spectrum of exposure score, I instead  

considered non-native speakers as a whole compared to native English speakers. In table 

7 we see the number of participants for each category of nativeness, the concord, non-

concord, and total ETC counts, and the non-concord ETC percentage.  Figure 8 shows the 

token counts of concord and non-concord ETC for native and non-native English 

speaking participants demonstrating that what native English speakers averaged much 

more non-concord than non-native English speakers did.  
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Table 7 
Concord and Non-Concord ETC Tokens by Native/Non-Native Speakers 

Nativeness # of 
participants 

non-concord 
count 

concord 
count 

ETC 
total 

non-
concord % 

Native 29 176 118 294 59.86% 
Non-Native 12 10 48 58 17.24% 
TOTAL 41 186 166 352 38.55% 

 

 
Figure 8. Concord and non-concord ETC tokens by native/non-native speakers. 
 

The non-native English speaker non-concord percentage (17.24%) is notably 

lower than the native English speaker non-concord percentage (59.86%). Native speaker 

use of ETC far exceeded the use of ETC by non-native English speakers (10.14 ETC per 

native English speaker and 4.83 ETC per non-native English speaker). 

Native language. Looking at the L1 of the participants, the total count of ETC 

and the number of participants was too low to be conclusive. I had hypothesized that L1 

would account for non-concord percentage variance from the expected trajectory of a 

positive relationship between L1 and non-concord percentage. I expected that the 

speakers of an L1 that does not show verb agreement would exhibit more non-concord 

regardless of exposure score. However, the sample size of this study is too small to come 
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to conclusions in this regard and a follow-up study would be required to draw any 

conclusions about L1.We can see in Table 8 the number of participants for each category 

of language, the concord, non-concord, and total ETC counts, and the non-concord ETC 

percentage. Figure 9 shows the token counts of concord and non-concord ETC for each 

non-native English language learner.    

Table 8 
Non-Native Speaker Concord and Non-Concord ETC Tokens by Language 

L1 # of 
participants 

non-concord 
count 

concord 
count 

ETC 
total 

non-
concord % 

Arabic 4 7 15 22 31.82% 
Chinese 3 2 22 24 08.33% 
Korean 1 0 5 5 00.00% 
Farsi 2 0 4 4 00.00% 
Dutch 1 0 1 1 00.00% 
Icelandic 1 1 1 2 50.00% 
TOTAL 12 10 48 58 17.24% 
 

 
Figure 9. Non-native speaker concord and non-concord ETC tokens by language. 
 

Gender. Based on previous research, I had expected that I would see no 

relationship between gender and non-concord percentage. However, these data show that 

females (65.42% non-concord) used non-concord ETC more than males (33.33% non-
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concord). Table 9 shows the number of participants for each category of gender, the 

concord, non-concord, and total ETC counts, and the non-concord ETC percentage. 

Figure 10 shows the token counts of concord and non-concord ETC for each gender.  

Table 9 
Concord and Non-Concord ETC Tokens by Gender 

gender # of 
participants 

non-concord 
count 

concord 
count 

ETC 
total 

non-
concord % 

male 21 46 92 138 33.33% 
female 20 140 74 214 65.42% 
TOTAL 41 186 166 352 49.38% 
 

 
Figure 10. Concord and non-concord ETC tokens by gender. 
 

The following graphics consider concordance and gender as well as nativeness. 

Figure 11 shows the token counts of concord and non-concord ETC for each gender 

divided by native and non-native English speakers. Table 10 shows the number of 

participants for each category of gender divided by native and non-native English speaker, 

the concord, non-concord, and total ETC counts, and the non-concord ETC percentage.  
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Table 10 
Concord and Non-Concord ETC Tokens by Gender and Nativeness 

  # of 
participants 

non-concord 
count 

concord 
count 

ETC 
total 

non-
concord % 

male 14 40 71 111 36.04% Native female 15 136 47 183 74.32% 
male 7 6 21 27 22.22% Non-Native female 5 4 27 31 12.90% 

 TOTAL 41 186 166 352 36.37% 
 

 
Figure 11. Concord and non-concord ETC tokens by gender and nativeness. 
 

When gender is seen for native and non-native English speakers separately, we 

can see a clearer pattern between gender and native English speaker use of ETCs. Female 

native English speaking participants (74.32% non-concord) showed more non-concord 

than the male counterparts (36.04% non-concord). It is more reliable to look at native 

speaker data separately from non-native speaker data in order to limit the number of 

compounding factors. The non-native English speaker data in regard to gender is too 

small to draw conclusions or even speculate. 

Native English speaker attitudes toward grammar. The results of the native 

English speaker questionnaire showed that there is no relationship between attitude 

toward improper grammar and non-concord percentage. This is to say that negative 
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attitudes toward improper grammar does not affect the non-concord production. This 

finding shows that attitude toward prescriptive grammar will not affect ETC concord and 

thus reinforces the idea that it is below the level of consciousness. 

Types of exposure. I expected there to be a stronger correlation between non-

concord and specific types of exposure (social interactions, years of language learning, 

and length of residence since arriving at university) as opposed to the other exposure 

questions regarding media and academic instructors on the non-native English speaker 

questionnaire. However, the sample size is too small to draw conclusions about particular 

types of exposure. 



 

 
 
 
 
 

Discussion 
 
 
 

Within Participants   

Phonological context. Phonological context did not show a dominant trend for 

concordance based on the following sound segment with the exception of two possible 

sound segments: /l/ and /k/ had high non-concord percentages (69.81% and 90% 

respectively). In other words, non-concord was highly likely in a structure like There’s 

lots or There’s cars when /l/ or /k/ followed the copula of the ETC. Notably, as for /k/, 

there was a small sample size (10 tokens) so the causes are unknown, but noteworthy. 

There are two things that can be happening to /l/. It could be that /r/ is avoided in the 

presence of /l/ by using there’s like or there’s lots instead of there are like or there are 

lots. /l/ and /r/ are both liquid segments that are commonly confused by second language 

speakers as well as trading places throughout language history. It could be that the 

adjacency of these two sound segments is being avoided. It could also be that /l/ segments 

are from a common word that correlates with there’s and the sound segment is not the 

driving force. “Like” (100% non-concord) and “lots” (55.32% non-concord) both have 

high non-concord percentages, which could suggest that the words themselves trigger 

non-concord and that /l/ is not a trigger for non-concord. However, further study is 

needed to identify whether or not segments /l/ and /k/ are non-concord triggers. 
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Noun referents. Some nouns show more non-concord favor than others. “Bears” 

(70.0% non-concord, 10 total ETC), “camels” (90.0% non-concord, 10 total ETC), and 

“giraffes” (70.0% non-concord, 10 total ETC) exhibited high non-concord, but they were 

small in number, so it is difficult to say that they affect the concordance. Another 

interesting observation regarding these nouns and select others is the inclusion or 

exclusion of the plural morpheme (-s) on the plural noun (e.g. bears vs. bear). Native 

English speakers sometimes said something like, “There’s some camel.” These speakers 

are presumably treating these nouns more like “deer” or “moose”. However, these same 

speakers would also sometimes say, “There’s some reindeers.” This suggests that the use 

of plural markers with groups of these animals is not well defined for these speakers. It 

could be a sign of dialectical change. If these nouns are becoming reanalyzed as special 

kinds of plurals, this could explain the non-concord preference. However, these 

speculations would require a more specially tailored methodology to explore the topic 

and a larger sample size to see if these nouns are indeed triggers for non-concord ETC. 

Non-noun collocate. The word “like” (100% non-concord) had the strongest 

preference for non-concord of all factors considered. Other words showed non-concord 

percentage above 50%, but none so striking as “like” and the reasons for the high non-

concord percentage is unknown. All concordance counts and non-concord percentages 

can be found in the results section. Since the use of “like” as a focus and discourse 

marker is a colloquial feature, it is not surprising that “like” and another colloquial 

feature (non-concord ETC) appear together. What is interesting about this observation is 

that it implies that people who use like as a discourse or focus marker are less prescriptive 

elsewhere. A larger sample size is needed to make stronger conclusions. 
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Between Participants 

Exposure score, types of exposure, nativeness, and L1. When considering 

native English speakers compared to non-native English speakers as a whole, we can see, 

not surprisingly, from the data that native English speakers (10.14 average total ETC 

count per participant) use ETC more than non-native English speakers (4.83 average total 

ETC count per participant). Native English speakers (59.86% non-concord) also use non-

concord more than non-native English speakers (17.24% non-concord) do. It seems from 

these that there is a trend toward higher non-concord percentage among native speakers 

than non-native speakers. But unfortunately, the sample size is too small to draw 

statistical conclusions. Additional research / numbers, however, would provide more 

conclusive evidence and should be carried out. 

Gender. Previous research suggests that gender is not a significant cue for non-

concordance. According to these data, female native English speakers (74.32% non-

concord) used non-concord ETC a lot more than men (36.04% non-concord). These data 

do not support the idea that gender is an irrelevant factor (though significance was not 

proven here). 

Native English speaker attitudes toward grammar. Native English speakers 

predominantly had negative attitudes toward improper grammar often claiming that they 

feel the need to correct the grammar offender or that they think that they are ignorant, 

uneducated, stupid, or from a certain area or background. Of all of these negative views, 

there were also strong feelings of superiority compared to the grammar offender. 

However, despite the negative views of most participants toward improper grammar, this 

did not affect the non-concord ETC use. 



41 

To demonstrate the non-effect of grammar attitudes on ETC concord, one 

participant indicated that she, an English education major, “feel[s] a strong need to 

correct people who speak with bad grammar.” This participant also used there’s 30 times 

with 100% non-concord.  Which says, perhaps, that she doesn’t even notice a problem 

with this construction.  It would be interesting to know what constructions she sees as 

problematic. 

Methodological Issues 

During the experiment sessions, I observed a number of unexpected behaviors that 

affected the results. Though the goal of the map description task was to elicit ETC, 

participants employed a variety of existence expressions (e.g. I see some cars vs. There’s 

some cars.) and even avoided existence expressions of any kind by approaching the 

description task using a variety of description strategies (e.g. giving a tour of campus or 

describing their day). 

Variety of existence expressions. There are a lot of strategies that one can use to 

express existence including “I see,” “You’ve got,” “The building has,” “You added,” 

“Down the street are,” and more. Other strategies include “seems to be,” “what looks 

like,” and combinations of those (e.g. “There seems to be what looks to be…”). 

Participants have a lot of options to express existence, but participants were almost 

always consistent about which expression they used. I had anticipated that participants 

would tire of a certain construction and try to mix it up. However, participants were quite 

comfortable repeating the same existence expression over and over again. To the dismay 

of my hypotheses, this consistency did not always mean they would use a lot of ETC. It 
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often meant that they would use another expression almost the whole time and use an 

ETC once or twice. This issue must be addressed for future research. 

 The choice of existential expressions was not always clear, but some expressions 

could be primed. If either the participant or I mentioned seeing something on the map, the 

participant almost always used “I see”. Likewise, if either the participant or I mentioned 

the added features on the map, the participant would be more likely to say “You added”. 

Although some participants did not use ETC frequently with this map task, it was 

interesting to note how they talked when completing the follow-up questionnaire.  

Anecdotally, in fact, we noticed a few (one in particular) who used ETC many 

times during the questionnaire (e.g. I just had to say “there’s some cars, there’s some 

trees” and stuff like that) but did not use any ETC with the map task. 

One such participant I knew personally. As he began the experiment, I was 

shocked to hear “You got some camels,” and “We’ve got some trees,” over and over 

again. He never once used an ETC. I smiled and sent him to the adjacent room to fill out 

a questionnaire. After he left, the research assistant asked me excitedly, “How many 

times did he do it?” Upon hearing that he avoided it entirely, she smirked and said, 

“That’s funny, because he came in the room and said, ‘That was easy. All I had to do is 

say there’s some camels, there’s some trees…’”. What this showed me is that the 

audience and the time elements are both important factors when choosing an existential 

expression. When he and I shared the picture in front of us, he used “we had,” but when 

he went to see someone else, he did not share those images with her and thus used ETC. 

This observation can give us insight into how the experimental design could be improved. 
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 Also, some speakers knew that they were to try to describe the image in a way 

that the researcher could understand the image from the description, which would require 

fairly complete sentences with references to locations of the image. However, it was 

common for participants to list items after one existence expression (ETC or otherwise) 

making it so that ETC could not be counted for each noun (e.g. There are bears by the 

soccer field… camels by the apartments… trees everywhere…). This particular issue was 

anticipated and to some degree inevitable since participants do not always follow the 

guidelines asking them to be clear or detailed. Some participants found themselves lost in 

the image giving me lists of nouns without any verbs or locations, forgetting what I had 

asked them to do. 

Variety of description strategies. What I expected and wanted the participants to 

do was not always what they did. I expected participants to describe the unusual images, 

noting the differences on the map. I expected that because they were familiar with the 

university campus, they would not feel the need to describe the layout of the campus and 

buildings and that they would describe the images I had added. As it turns out, using a 

map itself and using something familiar invited its own effects. 

Some of the participants often were distracted by the fact that the image chosen 

for the task was a map. Participants would consider the image as an app on the iPad or as 

a map to be used as a too. As a result, some participants described the map not as a 

canvas with multiple image components, but as a tool that allowed them to give me a tour 

of campus or to assess the tool features and how the map could be a better app. This 

would have been valuable if I had been piloting a campus map app, but for my needs, it 

was not useful.  
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Another unexpected effect was from using a familiar image. Participants expected 

to find symbolism asking me, “What does that mean?” or saying, “I don’t understand 

why.” Participants would also give me either the story of their life on campus or take me 

through a day in their life. These effects could probably be avoided by choosing an image 

that is not familiar to the participants. 

 This study requires a much larger sample size to come to statistical conclusions 

regarding most of the hypotheses including the primary hypothesis looking for a 

correlation between exposure and non-concord percentage. Also, it would be better to use 

just one L1 at a time to focus on the primary hypothesis of exposure score and non-

concord percentage. Ideally, the data would be spontaneous, but the task of collecting 

exposure information from spontaneous data is problematic. This is discussed more in 

“for future research.” 



 

 
 
 
 
 

Conclusion 
 
 
 

 The results of this study about the variable use of existential expressions and ETC 

concordance by native and non-native English speakers are important for bettering our 

understanding of ETCs and emphasize the importance of authentic data and descriptive 

instruction (not exclusively prescriptive instruction) for the benefit of L2 understanding 

and to help non-native English speakers sound more native-like.  

 One of the biggest lessons learned from this study is that description of existence 

is contextually conditioned. Description strategies are conditioned by the material, the 

content, the environment, the audience, and the participant characteristics. The familiarity 

and type of material used for description can influence the strategies of the participant as 

we saw with participants assessing the image as an iPad app or map tool or giving a tour 

of campus based on their experience with it. Existence expressions can be primed as well 

as contextually conditioned as we observed in the case of my friend who did not use ETC 

at all during the experiment. The audience and environment in the experiment session 

conditioned his use of “we’ve got,” but after the experiment with another researcher, he 

used ETC. Also, as we saw from the data, participant characteristics (e.g. gender, 

grammar attitude) can influence description strategies, existential expressions, and ETC 

concordance. 
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 Native speaker use of ETC is variable. Some native speakers of English use 100% 

non-concord but some 0% non-concord. Female speakers use non-concord ETC more 

than male speakers. Most native speakers of English use both concord and non-concord 

for plural objects, but the majority preferred non-concord. Both native and non-native 

speakers of English used a variety of ETC concordance, description strategies, and 

existence expressions, which are contextually conditioned. When looking at a map of a 

familiar area, differences are not always the first things to be described and many 

participants expect symbolism where symbolism was not intended. For example, 

participants would say, “There’s some dinosaurs by Robert Bell, I’m not sure what that 

means…. Maybe it means that the building is really old. I don’t know how old it is.” The 

participants seemed concerned with explaining the meanings of the icons even though 

they were not asked to do so.



 

 
 
 
 
 

For Further Research 
 
 
 

One of the greatest virtues of this research is that it leaves a lot of room for future 

research. Things that were inconclusive based on sample size include the relationship 

between exposure to native English speakers and non-concord percentage, types of 

exposure that are more influential on the acquisition of native speaker non-prescriptive 

forms, and the effect of L1 on ETC concordance. Some other factors that would benefit 

from larger sample sizes and special attention include phonological context (especially /l/ 

and /k/), noun referents (especially “bears,” “camels”, and “giraffes”), and non-noun 

collocates (especially “like”). 

Based on the observations of this study, there are a number of things happening in 

the description environment (e.g. variety of existence expressions, variety of description 

strategies, observer’s paradox) that make elicitation difficult. I would recommend for 

future research that collection of ETC tokens be either more structured to ensure equal 

tokens per participant or spontaneous. A more structured task could avoid priming by 

modeling the task for the participant with a singular ETC and having participants perform 

the descriptive task with a mixture of singular and plural ETC. However, a participant’s 

awareness to his or her own language could be heightened. A less structured, spontaneous 

data collection would pose problems for the collection of background information and 
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control of tokens per participant. Below are three questions that I think should be 

addressed first: 

1. Which existence expressions are more common than others and what factors 

condition the uses of these expressions? 

2. Could a more structured experiment achieve similar or better results? 

3. How would the percentages be different for more spontaneous speech?  

4. How could one capture better spontaneous use of ETC to determine effect of 

exposure? 

Through the investigation of these questions, we will come closer to 

understanding the nature of description, existence expressions, and ETC concordance for 

both native and non-native English speakers. 
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Appendix A: Map 
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Appendix B: Session Script 
 
(participant enters room1) 

RESEARCHER1: Welcome, please sit down. I am doing research on the way people 
describe things on a map. You will have 5 minutes to describe out loud anything you 
see on the map, and I will record your description. I will not be able to see the map, 
so try to describe it to me with as much detail as is necessary so that I can understand 
what you are seeing. After you describe the map for 5 minutes, I will stop recording 
and I will ask you to please fill out a questionnaire about your background 
information. After you have completed the questionnaire, I would like to thank you 
for your time with some candy. Please read the consent form explaining that 1) you 
will be recorded, 2) your information will be confidential, and 3) you may 
discontinue participation at any time. When you have read the form and agree to 
participate, please sign and we can begin. 

(participant reads the consent form and signs it.) 
RESEARCHER1: On this iPad is a map of Ball State’s campus. You will see a lot of 
things on the map. You can zoom in, out, and move around the map as much as you 
want. (researcher1 demonstrates and lets participant try) As you explore the map, 
describe out loud anything you see on the map, and I will record your description. I 
will not be able to see the map, so try to describe it to me with as much detail as is 
necessary so that I can understand what you are seeing. Do you have any questions? 

(before participant begins description, researcher1 starts recording) 
 REASEARCHER1: You may begin describing now. 
(participant describes the map for 5 minutes) 
(after 5 minutes of description, researcher1 stops the recording) 

RESEARCHER1: Thank you so much! You are done with this part of the experiment. 
Here is your participant code. This code makes sure that your description recording 
matches your questionnaire. Now please proceed to the other room. Give this code to 
the researcher there. They will give you a questionnaire to fill out. After you complete 
the questionnaire, you can help yourself to a candy. 

(participant leaves room1 and enters to room2) 
(researcher1 saves the sound file according to the participant code.) 

RESEARCHER2: Hello. May I have the participant code you were given in the other 
room? 

(participant hands the participant code to researcher2) 
(researcher2 writes the participant code on the top of the questionnaire) 

RESEARCHER2: Please fill out this questionnaire. 
(participant fills out the questionnaire) 

RESEARCHER2: Here is a small token of our appreciation (offer participant candy). 
You are done with the experiment. A debriefing statement will be available after 
January 27th upon request. Please contact the principal investigator at that time if you 
wish to receive this statement. Thank you! 

(participant leaves room2) 
(researcher2 makes sure the participant code is accurate and files the questionnaire.) 
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Appendix C: Non-Native English Speaker Questionnaire 
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Appendix D: Native English Speaker Questionnaire 

 


