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1. Introduction 

Nowadays it is almost unimaginable to have a spontaneous conversation in English without using 

pragmatic markers (Aijmer & Simon-Vandenbergen 2011: 223). Because of their high frequency in 

the English vernacular, pragmatic markers are mainly associated with informal speech, such as youth 

language (D’Arcy 2005: ii; Aijmer & Simon-Vandenbergen 2011: 226). However, the use of pragmatic 

markers is expanding to the speech of adults, to more formal register and to the speech of learners 

of English (Schweinberger 2011; Buysse 2012; Schoofs 2013: 27). For that reason, pragmatic markers 

are a salient feature of contemporary English (Aijmer & Simon-Vandenbergen 2011: 223). For 

instance, the pragmatic markers LIKE and SO are commonly used in English speech (D’Arcy 2005: ii; 

Lam 2010: 657; Schweinberger 2011: 1). Because of their high frequency in English, LIKE and SO 

already received scholarly attention within diverse perspectives: a first approach is an analysis of the 

functions of SO (i.e. Bolden 2009) and LIKE (i.e. Millert & Weinert 1995). Furthermore, D’Arcy (2005) 

focuses on the development and syntax of LIKE. Moreover, LIKE and SO are compared to other 

pragmatic markers in contrastive studies (i.e. Müller 2005; Lam 2010). Finally, LIKE and SO already 

have been the topic of cross-varietal studies as well (i.e. Buysse 2010, 2012; Schweinberger 2011). 

Although contrastive and cross-varietal studies are useful as they expand our knowledge of the 

pragmatics of English (Valentine 1991: 333; Lam 2010: 657), these studies on SO and LIKE are still in 

their beginnings. On the one hand, contrastive studies contribute to our understanding of the role of 

pragmatic markers in the discourse (Lam 2010: 657). For this study, I will explore the use of LIKE and 

SO to see if they expose any similarities. However, the focus is solely on clause-final LIKE and on 

clause-final SO, which have not received much attention so far as they are outnumbered by the 

respectively more traditional clause-medial and clause-initial use in most English varieties 

(Schweinberger 2011: 169; Buysse 2014: 24). I have chosen for these two pragmatic markers in final 

position as I briefly observed in my bachelor thesis (2013) that clause-final LIKE could work similarly 

as clause-final SO within particular functions. On the other hand, cross-varietal studies are useful as 

well since they compare the use of pragmatic markers in different English varieties and by doing so 

they explore the discourse strategies in these varieties (Valentine 1991: 333). Since little is known 
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about the use of pragmatic markers in New Englishes (Valentine 1991: 333), the English varieties of 

four former English colonies will be analysed: India, Hong Kong, Singapore and the Philippines. These 

New English varieties will be compared to Irish English to gain more insight on the use of English as a 

second language and the use of English as a first language.  

This study focuses on the use of clause-final LIKE and clause-final SO in Irish English and in the 

New English varieties of India, Singapore, Hong Kong and the Philippines by exploring their functions 

in these varieties and the frequency with which these functions occur. By doing so, this study also 

compares the use of clause-final LIKE with the use of clause-final SO and moreover it evaluates the 

use of pragmatic markers in English as a first language and as a second language. To address this 

research, five ICE-corpora are explored: The System of Pragmatic Annotation in the Spoken 

Component of ICE-Ireland (SPICE-IRL), The International Corpus of English: India Component (ICE-

IND), The International Corpus of English: Singapore Component (ICE-SIN), The International Corpus 

of English: Hong Kong Component (ICE-HK) and The International Corpus of English: The Philippines 

Component (ICE-PHI). Each corpus consists of 180 dialogues and each dialogue contains about 2000 

words (The ICE Project website 2009).1 This study begins with a review of previous accounts on the 

sociolinguistic profiles of the chosen English varieties and on the pragmatic markers LIKE and SO in 

general and more specifically in clause-final position. Afterwards, the results are reported and 

discussed within a cross-varietal and a contrastive perspective. Finally, I report my conclusion about 

the use of clause-final LIKE and the use of clause-final SO in the five chosen varieties.  

  

 

                                                             
1
 An exact counting of the words is not possible for several reasons (i.e. the lack of agreement what should be considered a  

word). However, each dialogue contains approximately 2000 words (John Newman, p.c., April 2013). 
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2. Review of the literature  

In this review I will first present the sociolinguistic profiles of the chosen English varieties. Before 

exploring clause-final LIKE and clause-final SO, it is important to understand the general concept of 

pragmatic markers. For that reason, I will focus on the terminology of the pragmatic markers LIKE 

and SO afterwards. Finally, previous studies on the clause-final position of LIKE and SO will be 

discussed. 

2.1 Sociolinguistic profiles 

Before exploring the status of English in each region separately, the concepts of World Englishes and 

New Englishes will be defined to provide the necessary background to understand the sociolinguistic 

reality of English.  

2.1.1 World Englishes and New Englishes 

As Bolton (2009: 240) points out, there is no consensus among scholars about the meaning and 

interpretation of the umbrella term World Englishes. Kachru (1992: 357) opts for this term to address 

the diverse varieties of English around the world. He states that a single worldwide variety of English 

does not exist as English has a multi-varietal identity (Kachru 1992: 357). Kachru (1992: 356-357) 

clarifies this diversity of English by his model of World Englishes (see figure 1):  

The Inner Circle refers to the traditional cultural and linguistic bases of English. The Outer Circle 

represents the institutionalised non-native varieties (ESL) in the regions that have passed through 

extended periods of colonisation. […] The Expanding Circle includes the regions where the 

performance varieties of the language are used essentially in EFL contexts (i.e., varieties that lack 

official status and are typically restricted in their uses). (Kachru 1992: 356-357) 
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Figure 1  Kachru’s model of World Englishes 

Oxford and Jain (2008: 5) note that on the one hand the Inner Circle consists of the United 

Kingdom and those countries where English is a first language as a result of the large British 

settlement, for instance, Ireland. On the other hand, India, Singapore, Hong Kong and the Philippines 

belong to the Outer Circle since English is spoken in these regions as a second language as a result of 

former colonisation (Oxford & Jain 2008: 5).  

However, Mesthrie (2010: 594) uses World Englishes more narrowly as a synonym for the term 

New Englishes. He defines World Englishes or New Englishes as a cover term for regional varieties, 

which are primarily established as a second language or a foreign language since the spread of 

English as a world language (Mesthrie 2010: 594). To clarify, the term English as a second language 

(ESL) describes the varieties of English spoken in former English colonisations where English has an 

official status nowadays since it is the main language used in chief institutions as the government, 

media and education (Van Herreweghe 2010: 60). For that reason, ESL can be associated with the 

regions in the Outer Circle as India, Singapore, Hong Kong and the Philippines (Kachru 1992: 356; Van 

Herreweghe 2010: 61). The term English as a foreign language (EFL) refers to the English varieties 

which are not the result of former colonisation and which do not have an official status in the region 

where it is spoken, for instance, in countries of the Expanding Circle as Belgium and China (Kachru 
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1992: 356; Van Herreweghe 2010: 60). In this study the term New Englishes refers to the chosen 

English varieties of India, Singapore, Hong Kong and the Philippines, which are former colonisations 

where English is now used as a second language (Kachru 1992: 356; Van Herreweghe 2010: 61).  

2.1.2 The status of English in Ireland 

The first English variety I will focus on is Irish English. English was introduced in Ireland after the 

Anglo-Norman invasion in 1169 (Amador- Moreno 2010: 17); however, the Irish language remained 

dominant in all domains (Mac Giolla Chríost 2006: 260). In the sixteenth century the dominance of 

Irish was threatened by the intervention of the Tudors, which resulted in an increasing use of English 

(Crawford 1993, cited in Mac Giolla Chríost 2006: 260). By the outset of the nineteenth century, 

English slowly started to replace Irish as the pre-eminent vernacular (Amador-Moreno 2010: 22). As 

Ireland is politically divided into the independent Republic of Ireland and the province of Northern 

Ireland, which belongs to the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland (Mac Giolla 

Chríost 2006: 266), the contemporary status of English in the Republic and in the province will be 

discussed separately. 

In the Republic of Ireland both Irish and English are official languages (Amador- Moreno 2010: 16) 

as indicated in the Constitution of the Irish Free State (Saorstát Eireann) Act 1922: “The National 

language of the Irish Free State (Saorstát Eireann) is the Irish language, but the English language shall 

be equally recognised as an official language” (Government of Ireland 1922). Amador-Moreno (2010: 

16) highlights that although Irish is mentioned first, English is the most present vernacular in the 

contemporary republic. Moreover, she adds that the monolingual speakers of Irish are negligible 

(Amador-Moreno 2010: 16); however, Irish remains a significant language since it is considered the 

national language of culture and literature (Kallen 1997: 18). The most recent census (2011) reveals 

that 40.6 per cent of the Irish population aged three and older claim to speak Irish, of whom 4.35 per 

cent affirm to speak it daily outside the educational system2 (Central Statistics Office 2013: 25). 

In comparison with the variety of the Republic, the Northern variety of Irish English is a more 

hybrid variety since it is not only influenced by Irish and English, but also by Scots and by the Irish 

English variety spoken in the Republic (The British Library Board website). Moreover, English is the 

official language of Northern Ireland as it is part of Great Britain; however, the Good Friday 

Agreement (1998) acknowledges the linguistic diversity of Northern Ireland and states the 

 

                                                             
2
 Information about the percentage of mother tongue speakers of Irish and English in the Republic is not available (Neil 

Nugent (CSO), p.c.). 
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importance of its regional languages as Irish and Ulster Scots (Tinsley & Harding-Esch 2012: 254). As 

Ó Baoill (1997: 73) argues, the Irish English varieties spoken in the Republic and in Northern Ireland 

are influenced by the Irish and the English tongue. 

2.1.3 The status of New Englishes 

In addition to the Irish English varieties, this study explores New English varieties which arose from 

the nineteenth century onwards as a result of their former British or American colonisation (Mesthrie 

2010: 594). Although India, Singapore, Hong Kong and the Philippines are all former English colonies 

(Mesthrie 2010: 594), the contemporary status of English can differ in these regions.  

2.1.3.1 The status of English in India 

The first New English variety I will discuss is Indian English. This English variety is one of the oldest 

regional varieties of English (Sedlatschek 2009: 1), which was established as a second language 

during the British colonisation (Platt, Weber & Ho 1984: 2-3). English remained an important medium 

of communication after India’s independence in 1947 as the result of the multilingualism that was 

present (Sedlatschek 2009: 1). To clarify, the decree that appointed Hindi as the official language of 

India evoked great protest from the non-Hindi speakers who have other indigenous mother tongues 

(Hohenthal 1998). For that reason, English was chosen as the “associate official language of the 

Indian Union” (Sedlatschek 2009: 1), which corresponds to Van Herreweghe’s (2010: 61) statement 

that English is often selected as a compromise in a country with a great number of local languages. 

However, English is not solely used for governmental purposes (Mesthrie 2008: 23), but it also 

developed into a prominent medium in diverse domains of the Indian society (Sedlatschek 2009: 1), 

such as education, the press, broadcasting and literature (Platt, Weber & Ho 1984: 2, 19; Sedlatschek 

2009: 1). According to Sedlatschek (2009: 1), India is even one of the biggest publishers of English 

literature. Moreover, Shastri (2002: 2) highlights that the middle and the upper classes are aware of 

the positive relationship between the knowledge of English and job opportunities. The lower classes 

also started to demand the opportunity to learn English to provide their youth with a better future 

(Graddol 2010: 64, 68). For all these reasons, a growing number of people are using English in their 

daily lives (Lange 2012: 47); however, the younger generation has a higher proficiency of English and 

they use it more frequently (India Tribune 2012). Besides, it is generally stated that India is the 

second largest English-speaking country as it has over a hundred million speakers of English (India 

Tribune 2012); however, this means that only 9 per cent of the population consider themselves 

(fluent) speakers of English (India Tribune 2012). 
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2.1.3.2 The status of English in Singapore 

The situation in Singapore is comparable to the status of English in India as Singapore is also one of 

the former British colonies where English retained its importance (Chye 2010: 4). Contemporary 

Singapore has four official languages: Malay, Mandarin, Tamil and English (Chye 2010: 2). After its 

independence in 1965 English was accepted as the main language for legal purposes and in diverse 

domains as inter alia commerce, business, science and media (Lim& Foley 2004: 5; Chye 2010: 4). 

This choice for English was strategic: not only is English the ‘safest’ choice in a country dominated by 

diverse ethnic groups as Chinese, Malay and Indian (Pakir 2001: 342), but it is also the most 

reasonable lingua franca for local and international commerce (Chye 2010: 4). Moreover, English is 

the main language of instruction used in the educational system (Lim & Foley 2004: 5; Chye 2010: 4), 

which results in a high proficiency of English3 (Lim & Foley 2004: 6). A consequence of this high 

proficiency is that English is emerging as a medium for daily conversations, in particular, among the 

younger population (Chye 2010: 3). Görlach (2002: 108) even suggests that Singapore might evolve 

from a society dominated by the English language to a society with native speakers of English; 

however, he points out that such a prediction is risky to make.  

2.1.3.3 The status of English in Hong Kong 

Although Hong Kong was under the British reign for the same timespan as Singapore, the outcome 

differs (Görlach 2002: 108). While English in Singapore is developing into a colloquial language, 

English is losing ground as a second language in Hong Kong (Görlach 2002: 108; Berry & McNeill 

2005: 390). This is the result of Hong Kong’s independence of Britain and the following return to 

Chinese sovereignty in 1997 as a special administrative region of the People’s Republic of China 

(Berry & McNeill 2005: 371; Lai 2007: 84). Under the British reign English was used for more formal 

purposes and for communication abroad, while Cantonese was the overall colloquial language which 

symbolised the solidarity among the population, which largely consists of ethnic Chinese (Lai 2007: 

84-85). But after the decolonisation English has been losing ground to Cantonese (Lai 2007: 85). For 

instance, in post-colonial Hong Kong only 25 per cent of secondary schools use English as their 

medium of instruction, while in its colonial era the amount was more than 90 per cent (Lai 2007: 85). 

The choice for Cantonese as the main medium of instruction is not that surprising (Berry & McNeill 

2005: 373) as Lai (2007: 84) and Görlach (2002: 110) note that 98 per cent of the Hong Kong 

 

                                                             
3
 Singapore ranks twelfth in the English Proficiency Index (Education First website). To make a comparison, Belgium is 

ranked thirteenth, India twenty-first and Hong Kong twenty-second; the website lacks a ranking for the Philippines 

(Education First website).  



 

8 

 

population considers Cantonese as their first language. Because of this predominant monolingualism, 

Hong Kong did not need English as a neutral language to provide a communication tool between the 

diverse ethnic groups (Görlach 2002: 109). The position of English is not only threatened by 

Cantonese but also by Mandarin, also known as Putonghua (Lai 2007: 84), the national language of 

China which is established as the third official language under the Chinese sovereignty (Lai 2007: 85). 

Lai (2007: 85) reports that Mandarin has more prestige than English since the Hong Kongers are 

primarily involved with China at a business level. Although the status of English declines because of 

the arising use of Cantonese and Mandarin, the governmental agencies try to improve the English 

proficiency since English is an important lingua franca in international business (Berry & McNeill 

2005: 371). Nevertheless, Görlach (2002: 108, 110) concludes that English is struggling to remain an 

important second language in Hong Kong. However, the future of a language is unpredictable.  

2.1.3.4 The status of English in the Philippines  

In contrast to India, Singapore and Hong Kong, the Philippines was not a British colony, but this 

country was under American reign from 1898 until 1946 (Bolton & Bautista 2004: 2). During this 

colonial era, the English language was spread first solely by American natives, the so-called 

Thomasites and later by the Filipinos themselves (Bolton & Bautista 2004: 3; Gonzalez 2004: 8). After 

the Philippines gained its independence in 1946, English retained its importance in education and 

governmental purposes (Bolton & Bautista 2004: 3). In the contemporary Philippines English is 

recognised as an official language, next to the national language Filipino (Bolton & Bautista 2004: 3). 

It is important to keep in mind that Filipino is not identical to Tagalog, although they share the same 

grammar (Nolasco 2007). Filipino can be considered the more prestigious variety of Tagalog, which is 

used as the medium of international mass media and which has the status of a national language, 

while Tagalog is considered to be the common colloquial language (Nolasco 2007). Despite its official 

status, English is losing ground to Filipino and the upcoming variety ‘Taglish’ (Görlach 2002: 110; 

Thompson 2003: 265). On the one hand, Filipino has replaced English in several domains with the 

result that English is solely the dominant language in higher education, print media and international 

business/relations (Gonzalez 2008: 21-22). A plausible explanation for this predominance of Filipino 

is the difference in attitude towards these two official languages: according to Gonzalez (2004: 14), 

most Filipinos consider Filipino to be the language which unifies them, while English is often 

considered a threat to this unity. However, he points out that the Filipinos do realise that English is 

the key to a better future as it is a world language (Gonzalez 2004: 13-14). On the other hand, 

‘Taglish’, which can be described as “switching between English and Tagalog” (Thompson 2003: 258), 

is replacing English in public discourse, for instance, as the medium of instruction in schools 
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(Thompson 2003: 257-258, 265). To sum up, English barely plays a role in the interpersonal lives of 

the Filipinos (Thompson 2003: 258, 265).  

2.2 The pragmatic markers LIKE and SO 

After providing more background on the status of the chosen English varieties, the selected 

pragmatic markers will be analysed. I will first discuss the choice to label LIKE and SO as pragmatic 

markers. Afterwards, their characteristics and use will be explored. 

2.2.1 The label ‘Pragmatic marker’ 

Schourup (1999: 228) points out that the labelling of LIKE and SO is problematic since they can be 

recorded in diverse classifications. For instance, Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen (2011) label them 

pragmatic markers, while inter alia Müller (2005) and Schweinberger (2011) describe them as 

discourse markers. According to Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen (2006: 2) pragmatic marker is 

preferred as the umbrella term since discourse marker is associated with textual functions, while 

most markers do not only function in the textual domain but also in the interpersonal domain. For 

that reason, I opt for the term pragmatic marker within the terminology of Aijmer and Simon-

Vandenbergen (2011: 225, 230): a pragmatic marker serves as a guideline for the hearer’s 

interpretation of an utterance. Moreover, a pragmatic marker is mainly associated with spoken 

language; specifically informal speech such as dialects and youth language (Aijmer and Simon-

Vandenbergen 2011: 237; Schweinberger 2011: 54, 71).  

Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen (2011: 231) argue that a pragmatic marker can function in the 

textual and in the interpersonal domain. When a marker has a textual function, it focuses on the 

structure of the discourse by signalling how the different speech parts are related to each other 

(Aijmer & Simon-Vandenbergen 2011: 231). Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen (2011: 231) exemplify 

this textual function by stating that a pragmatic marker can signal a topic shift. However, the marker 

can also function in the interpersonal domain by expressing the speaker’s attitude, feeling or 

evaluation towards the utterance (Aijmer 2002: 39; Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen 2011: 231).  

Another characteristic of pragmatic markers is that they are multifunctional: not only can a 

pragmatic marker have diverse functions according to the context (Aijmer & Simon-Vandenbergen 

2011: 228-229), but the same pragmatic marker can also fulfil different functions in the utterance 

(Schweinberger 2011: 53). A final important characteristic is that pragmatic markers are optional 



 

10 

 

(Valentine 1991: 329; D’Arcy 2005: 15). This optionality is not only the result of their syntactic 

independence of the sentence structure (Schriffin 1987: 32), but it is also because they rather 

contribute to the pragmatic interpretation of the utterance than affect its propositional content 

(Müller 2005: 6). 

2.2.2  The pragmatic marker LIKE 

The pragmatic marker LIKE has definitely entered present-day English, despite its image of being a 

vulgar and dialectal feature (D’Arcy 2005: ii; Aijmer & Simon-Vandenbergen 2011: 232; 

Schweinberger 2011: 1). Although LIKE is already attested in accounts of the eighteenth century (see 

2.3.1), it solely gained popularity in the latter half of the twentieth century in its clause-medial use 

(Schweinberger 2011: 73, 77). To clarify, Schweinberger (2011: 73, 77) states that LIKE in clause-

medial position is often labelled the American variant of LIKE, which has “its roots in New York City 

counterculture groups (jazz, cool and beat) in the 1960s” (Andersen 2000: 216, quoted in 

Schweinberger 2011: 73). This association of LIKE with American pop culture is a plausible 

explanation for its worldwide spread in the latter half of the twentieth century (Schweinberger 2011: 

77). 

Moreover, Jucker and Smith (1998: 183) highlight that the pragmatic marker LIKE is syntactically 

flexible and multifunctional. However, D’Arcy (2005: ii) and Meehan (1991: 40) claim that LIKE does 

not occur randomly in a sentence since it depends on the syntactic structure. In other words, LIKE 

cannot just appear anywhere in an utterance, but it does have “a certain degree of syntagmatic 

flexibility” (Schweinberger 2011: 85). As illustrated in Schweinberger’s (2011) study, LIKE can occur 

clause-initially (1), clause-medially (2) and clause-finally (3):  

(1) Like I can't make the usual adobo I’m not good at that nilaga but my Mom makes fabulous there’s 

nilaga waiting for me at home right now. (ICE-Philippines: S1A-062$B, cited in Schweinberger 2011: 

169) 

(2) Should I make like tartar sauce or something really decadent? (Santa Barbara Corpus: 

sbc003$Marilyn, cited in Schweinberger 2011: 198) 

(3) No how do you explain it like. (ICE-Ireland: S1A-063$C, cited in Schweinberger 2011: 102) 

Despite its multifunctionality, Müller (2005: 225) claims that LIKE solely occurs in the textual domain, 

in contrast to the pragmatic marker SO which can occur in the interactional domain as well.  

2.2.3 The pragmatic marker SO 

Similar to LIKE, SO is a prominent pragmatic marker in contemporary English vernacular (Lam 2010: 

657). However, SO has not received as much scholarly attention as LIKE so far (Müller 2005: 61; 
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Bolden 2009: 974). Nevertheless, the pragmatic marker SO has already been the topic of divergent 

academic studies, for instance, an analysis of its functions (Bolden 2009) and studies on the use of SO 

by native and non-native speakers of English (Lam 2010; Buysse 2010, 2012, 2014). 

Despite the previous studies, little is known about the history of this pragmatic marker. Similar to 

other pragmatic markers, contemporary SO is the result of pragmaticalisation “whereby so has 

undergone processes of semantic bleaching (loss of semantic meaning) and pragmatic strengthening 

(gain in pragmatic functions), which can point at a polysemous network of functions for so” (Buysse 

2012: 1777). Anping (2002: 42) clarifies this pragmaticalisation by stating that SO expanded from an 

adverb, which is a content word, to a function word as it became a conjunction and later on it even 

expanded to a pragmatic marker. 

As a pragmatic marker, SO is traditionally considered a marker of result (4) and of inference (5), 

where it occurs in initial position (Müller 2005: 62; Bolden 2009: 974; Buysse 2012: 1765): 

(4) I was sick, so I stayed in bed. (Van Dijk 1979: 453) 

(5) John is sick. So let’s start. (Van Dijk 1979: 453) 

In line with Müller (2005: 72), Buysse (2012: 1768) suggests that SO as marker of result (4) has the 

status of a pragmatic marker since it is optional at semantic and at syntactic level, while SO in this 

example would generally be interpreted as an adverb. Van Dijk (1979: 453-454) notes that SO as a 

marker of result (4) relates to the states of affair as it indicates that ‘I stayed in bed’ is the result of ‘I 

was sick’. While SO as a marker of inference (5) refers to the speech acts as it introduces the “speech 

act of drawing a conclusion” (Van Dijk 1979: 453-454).  

Because of this traditional view on the pragmatic marker SO, studies on other uses of SO are 

scarce (Bolden 2009: 976). However, it is recognised that the pragmatic marker SO is multifunctional 

and syntactically flexible (Müller 2005: 62; Buysse 2010: 466). Previous studies already illustrate that 

SO is most common in clause-initial position (6), while SO in clause-final position (7) has not received 

much scholarly attention so far:  

(6) A: <dir> So* girls would you like a glass of wine </dir> 

B: <dir> I'd love a wee glass of wine </dir> <#> <exp> Thanks very much </exp> (SPICE-IRL: P1A-

006$A-B) 

(7) A: Because I remember you told me <,,> in the British Council<,> that uh <,> you may not be joining 

us <,> so  

C: But I didn't know it will go on upto <,> (ICE-IND: S1A-019$A&C) 

Lam (2010: 660) highlights that the pragmatic marker SO can function in a textual, in an 

interpersonal and in an interactional domain. To clarify, Lam (2010: 660) states that functions which 

relate to the “speakers’ planning process and turn-managing activities” (Lam 2010: 660) are 
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interactional functions. However, other scholars who stick to the two-fold distinction between the 

textual and the interpersonal domain may consider these functions as part of the interpersonal 

domain (i.e. Buysse 2012). Moreover, Lam (2010: 672) points out that SO mainly works in the textual 

domain. Similarly, Buysse (2012: 1778) notices in his study that the pragmatic marker SO with 

interactional and interpersonal functions also helps to organise the discourse and by doing so it 

always works in the textual domain as well.  

2.3 Clause-final LIKE 

After reviewing the accounts on the pragmatic markers LIKE and SO, this section focuses on clause-

final LIKE. First, I will present the terminology and history of clause-final LIKE. Next, its sociolinguistic 

distribution will be reported. Afterwards, I will describe some functions cited in previous accounts 

and the most remarkable functions noticeable in my bachelor thesis. Finally, the use of clause-final 

LIKE in the chosen English varieties will be explored. 

2.3.1 Terminology and history 

Schweinberger (2011: 102) declares that clause-final LIKE can be labelled a pragmatic marker with a 

backward scope and illustrates this with the following example:  

(8) He's from Wexford so he's probably no good but we'll sign him up anyway like you know. (ICE-

Ireland: S1B-050$D, cited in Schweinberger 2011: 135) 

In this example LIKE has scope over the preceding clause, which confirms Kallen’s (2006: 12) 

statement that clause-final LIKE occurs after the clause it highlights. This backward scope can be 

clarified as a variant or development of the suffix -like which eventually became independent 

(Jespersen 1954: 417). This independent LIKE often focused on adjectives and could be interpreted as 

‘characteristic of’ or ‘similar to’ (Jespersen 1954: 417). Lastly, it evolved into a pragmatic marker 

which is mainly associated with a colloquial register (Jespersen 1954: 417). 

Schweinberger (2011: 176) points out that clause-final LIKE has its roots in the British Isles 

between the late eighteenth and early nineteenth century. Likewise, Miller (2009: 328-329) claims 

that clause-final LIKE is the oldest construction of LIKE since it is already recorded in the novel Guy 

Mannering of Sir Walter Scott (1815):  
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(9) The leddy, on ilka Christmas night..gae twelve siller pennies to ilka puir body about, in honour of the 

twelve apostles like. (Scott 1815, cited in The Oxford English Dictionary) 

D’Arcy (2005: 4) suggests that LIKE frequently occurred clause-finally in the late eighteenth and early 

nineteenth centuries. Moreover, D’Arcy (2005: 5) claims that this use of LIKE is pragmatic as it 

provides metalinguistic information about the preceding clause. She also agrees with The Oxford 

English Dictionary that it can be interpreted as ‘as it were’ or ‘so to speak’ (D’Arcy 2005: 5).  

To sum up, clause-final LIKE is the oldest construction of LIKE (Miller 2009: 328-329). Although it 

occurred frequently in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries (D’Arcy 2005: 4), it seems 

that clause-final LIKE is barely used anymore nowadays (Schweinberger 2011: 168). For instance, in 

most English varieties clause-initial LIKE clearly outnumbers clause-final LIKE (Schweinberger 2011: 

168). However, Schweinberger (2011: 168) points out that in Irish English clause-final LIKE is still the 

most frequently used construction.  

2.3.2 Sociolinguistic distribution 

As Kallen (2006: 14) suggests, for most of the English-speaking population clause-final LIKE is mainly 

considered a feature of dialectal speech since it is barely noticeable in the standard language and it is 

not prominent in youth language. However, Schweinberger (2011: 168, 176) demonstrates that 

clause-final LIKE occurs in diverse varieties of English, although its occurrence is often limited. In 

other words, clause-final LIKE seems in most regional varieties a “rather exotic form of LIKE” 

(Schweinberger 2011: 176). For instance, Schweinberger (2011: 176) shows that the Santa Barbara 

Corpus of Spoken American English solely contains one instance of clause-final LIKE. 

He observes this minimal frequency not only in American English, but also in the British variety 

(Schweinberger 2011: 176). Clause-final LIKE is almost non-existent in the ICE-corpus of Great Britain 

which is remarkable since it has its origin in the British Isles (Schweinberger 2011: 176). However, 

Schweinberger (2011: 176) notes that the ICE-corpus of Great Britain mainly consists of London 

speech; therefore clause-final LIKE may still occur in the local dialects (Schweinberger 2011: 176), 

which corresponds to Kallen’s (2006: 14) argument that  clause-final LIKE is  mainly considered a 

dialectal feature. 

In contrast with most English varieties, clause-final LIKE outnumbers its clause-initial and clause-

medial variant in Irish English (Schweinberger 2011: 167). Kallen (2006: 14) even claims that clause-

final LIKE is a salient feature of Irish English and that it is even increasingly present in formal 

situations as well, for example, in university lectures. Therefore, clause-final LIKE is often associated 

with the Irish variety of English (Schweinberger 2011: 175). Nevertheless, it is important to keep in 
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mind that also in the other regional varieties clause-final LIKE can occur in non-dialectal speech as 

the pragmatic marker LIKE is a prominent feature of contemporary English (Schweinberger 2011: 1).  

2.3.3 Functions 

Despite its minimal frequency in most regional varieties of English, clause-final LIKE can have multiple 

functions (Müller 2005: 8, 199; Miller 2009: 317). I will report the functions cited in previous 

accounts and the most remarkable functions observed in my bachelor thesis. 

2.3.3.1 To counter an assumption  

The first function is labelled To counter an assumption (Miller & Weinert 1995: 366). Miller (2009: 

336) points out that the speaker cannot only counter a previous utterance of his/her interlocutor, 

but (s)he can also anticipate the wrong assumption his/her interlocutor might have. The latter is 

illustrated by the following example of research assistant Mike Cullen whose father suffers from a 

heart condition (Miller & Weinert 1995: 389; Miller 2009: 336). One day he informs his colleagues 

that his father is back in hospital (Miller & Weinert 1995: 389): 

(10) He’s in for observation like. (Miller & Weinert 1995: 389) 

Mike explained later that he used clause-final LIKE as he thought that his colleagues might think that 

his father must be very sick since he is in hospital (Miller & Weinert 1995: 389). As this example 

illustrates, the clause preceding clause-final LIKE clears up a (possible) misunderstanding (Miller & 

Weinert 1995: 389). 

2.3.3.2 To request clarification  

Another function clause-final LIKE can have is To request clarification. According to Miller and 

Weinert (1995: 390-391) clause-final LIKE can solely occur at the end of a question if it is a request 

for more clarification about what has been said. They illustrate this function with a part of a 

conversation about taking interviews:  

(11) A1: how many of these interview or conversation things have you done?                                             

B1: have I done? I must have done quite a few now actually - I mean I've spent a couple of terms 

A2: moistly [mostly] in Edinburgh like? or – 

B2: at X - I was down at X High School - I had a couple of terms down there - it was good - it was all 

laid on ... (Miller & Weinert 1995: 391) 

A knows that B lived in Edinburgh; therefore A assumes that B took his/her interviews there, but 

since (s)he is not sure (s)he requests more clarification about the place where the interviews were 

taken (Miller & Weinert 1995: 391). 
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2.3.3.3 To provide clarification  

Clause-final LIKE not only indicates a request for clarification, but it can also indicate the provision of 

explanation (Miller 2009: 317). Miller (2009: 329) cites an excerpt of Hogg’s novel Winter Evening 

(2004) to illustrate this function:  

(12) A man, my good friend, may act foolishly at a time, an’ yet no be  a’thegither a fool.  To be a fool, 

you see, is to-is to-In short, it’s to be a fool-a born fool like… (Hogg 2004: 245-246, cited in Miller 

2009: 329).   

In this example, LIKE signals that the preceding clause provides clarification, in this case the definition 

of being a fool. Next to a definition, the clarification can also be provided with a reason (Schoofs 

2013: 15-16). 

2.3.3.4 To signal that clarification will follow 

Similar to To provide clarification (2.3.3.3), the clarification within To signal that clarification will 

follow can occur in diverse manners: reason, example and definition (Schoofs 2013: 17-18). However, 

it is important to notice that within this function LIKE precedes the clarification as it signals that the 

clarification will follow (Schoofs 2013: 17-18), for example: 

(13) B: So she's sitting across from me during this <,> story-telling and she just has <}> <-> this </-> <,> 

<=> this deathly</=></}> look on her like <,,>  

B: Almost as if <,> I have no right to be presenting <,> Saint Patrick to these children <,,> (ICE- CAN: 

S1B019$B, cited in Schoofs 2013: 18) 

In this example LIKE precedes A’s defining of the deathly look (Schoofs 2013: 18). As LIKE precedes 

the clarification, this function should be distinguished from To provide clarification (2.3.3.3) where 

LIKE follows the clarification (Schoofs 2013: 17). 

2.3.3.5 Metalinguistic awareness 

Clause-final LIKE can indicate that the speaker relies on the hearer’s metalinguistic awareness to 

create meaning (Van Bogaert 2009: 144). Metalinguistic awareness can be described as the linguistic 

knowledge and skills speakers of a language have to understand the underlying meaning of the 

utterance (Mora 2001: 1). In other words, it signals to the hearer to draw on their common linguistic 

knowledge to interpret the utterance (Van Bogaert 2009: 144). By using their metalinguistic 

awareness hearers recognise the irony or the metaphoricity of the utterance and understand its non-

literal meaning (Winner & Gardner 1993: 426). Similarly, Müller (2005: 200) states that LIKE in final 

position can signal that the preceding utterance should not be interpreted too literally. Kallen (2006: 
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14) declares that LIKE in this context could be replaced by ‘so to speak’ or ‘to some extent’, which is 

illustrated by the following example:  

(14) it's really tremendous 'cos there's a wee kiddies' pool you know where my wee girl can swim you 

know/she has her wings like//she jumps right in you know - she's two and a half and eh - it's a great 

place ... (Miller & Weinert 1995: 389)  

In this example LIKE signals the metaphorical meaning of the utterance: the child does not really 

have wings, but needs to wear inflatable armbands to swim (Schoofs 2013: 6).  

2.3.3.6 To provide confirmation  

Another function of clause-final LIKE is to provide confirmation (Schoofs 2013: 18). The following 

example shows that clause-final LIKE stresses the confirmation (Schoofs 2013: 18): 

(15) A:  So you were planning to become a lecturer only? 

B: Yeah <,,> 

A: Yours is a planned <,> uhm <w> it's </w> a <{> <[> planned </[> type  

B: <[> Yeah </[> </{>  

B: Yeah planned like <,> (ICE-IND:S1A-075$A-B, cited in Schoofs 2013: 18) 

B confirms A’s assumption that her choice of being a teacher was a planned one (Schoofs 2013: 19). 

As a result, clause-final LIKE highlights that the previous information is something A and B agree on.  

2.3.3.7 Hedge of imprecision  

As previously discussed (2.2.1), a pragmatic marker functions in the interpersonal domain as it 

expresses the speaker’s feeling, evaluation or attitude towards the utterance (Aijmer 2002: 39; 

Aijmer & Simon-Vandenbergen 2011: 231). An example of a speaker’s evaluation is the use of clause-

final LIKE as a hedge of imprecision (Schoofs 2013: 24): 

(16) I mean we started with Treasure Island or something <,,> and we ended up with I don't know Vanity 

Fair or <.> n </.> like (ICE-Canada:S1A-053$A, cited in Schoofs 2013: 24) 

In this example, the speaker indicates with the use of clause-final LIKE the uncertainty of the book’s 

name (Schoofs 2013: 24). This example proves that LIKE can function as a hedge which indicates the 

vagueness of the statement (Schweinberger 2011: 89). 

2.3.4 Clause-final LIKE in the varieties 

After discussing the functions of clause-final LIKE in general, this section will provide more 

information about how clause-final LIKE occurs in the selected English varieties. First, the previous 

accounts on its use in Irish English will be explored. Afterwards, I will address the limited information 
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about clause-final LIKE in New Englishes as the study of clause-final LIKE in these varieties is still in its 

beginning.  

2.3.4.1 Clause-final LIKE in Irish English  

Clause-final LIKE is a salient feature of Irish English; it even outnumbers its clause-internal and clause-

medial variants in this variety (Schweinberger 2011: 167, 176). For this overview I will rely on two 

different studies: Schweinberger’s (2011, 2012) and Kallen’s (2006).  

Schweinberger (2011, 2012) focuses on the profile of the clause-final LIKE user. He notes that 

clause-final LIKE occurs more frequently in the speech of youngsters (Schweinberger 2012: 193). 

However, it is also undeniably present in the speech of the older generation (Schweinberger 2011: 

263, 270). He even notices that among the older generation clause-final LIKE is unexpectedly more 

used by males than females (Schweinberger 2012: 193). Although Schweinberger (2011, 2012) does 

not particularly focus on the functions of clause-final LIKE in Irish English, he mentions that clause-

final LIKE can function as a focus puller in this variety (Schweinberger 2011: 261). 

Kallen (2006) explores the history of various pragmatic markers in Irish English, inter alia the 

pragmatic marker LIKE. He argues that clause-final LIKE in Irish English is prominent and has been 

spreading to more formal situations, while in other English varieties it is considered ‘alien’ and 

dialectal (Kallen 2006: 14). Similar to Schweinberger (2011: 261), Kallen (2006: 12) assumes that 

clause-final LIKE might function in Irish English as a focus puller on a preceding utterance, for 

instance, as a hedge of imprecision.  

2.3.4.2 Clause-final LIKE in New Englishes 

The information about clause-final LIKE in New Englishes is minimal; only some results of studies on 

clause-final LIKE in Indian English and Philippine English can be reported.  

Valentine (1991) briefly mentions the use of LIKE in Indian English while discussing the pragmatic 

markers of this English variety. She reports that most pragmatic markers of English are adapted to 

the local linguistic system as the Indian learners of English are not always familiar with the general 

patterns of the pragmatic markers in English (Valentine 1991: 332). However, she claims that LIKE is 

an exception: it is not adapted to the local linguistic system, but it is rather similarly established as in 

the American variety of English (Valentine 1991: 332). Moreover, Schweinberger (2011) is one of the 

researchers who deal with clause-final LIKE in Indian English. He argues that clause-final LIKE is 

minimally present in Indian English, although his study reveals that Indian English is one of the 
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English varieties with the highest frequency of clause-final LIKE4 (Schweinberger 2011: 167, 176). 

Schweinberger (2011: 292) also shows that clause-final LIKE mainly occurs in the speech of the 

younger Indian generation; specifically in the English speech of young women. Besides, he remarks 

that the use of LIKE in the Irish variety and the Indian variety resemble each other: clause-final LIKE is 

frequently used in both English varieties, while the traditional clause-medial LIKE does not occur that 

often in comparison with the other varieties (Schweinberger 2011: 168).  

Schweinberger (2011) not only deals with Indian English, but also with Philippine English. He 

states that the instances of clause-final LIKE are negligible in Philippine English (Schweinberger 2011: 

352). Schweinberger (2011: 360) explains this result by pointing out the colonial history of this 

English variety: Philippine English resembles the American variety in that the clause-initial and 

clause-medial use of LIKE are common in both varieties, while clause-final LIKE is considered to be 

rare (Schweinberger 2011: 176, 352). Moreover, Schweinberger (2011: 352) notes that the younger 

generation uses clause-final LIKE more frequently than the older generation.  

2.4 Clause-final SO 

Since the study on clause-final SO is still in its beginning, the information available is merely 

restricted to the study of Buysse (2014) on the non-prefatory use of SO in native speakers’ and 

learners’ speech. For that reason, this section deals with an overview of some functions which Buysse 

(2014) cites and a discussion about his results on the use of SO in learners’ speech. 

2.4.1 Functions 

Before discussing the possible functions of SO, it is important to notice that SO in final position can 

be considered a transition-relevance place, in other words, it signals to the hearer to take turn 

and/or to recover an implied proposition (Buysse 2014: 43). Since clause-final SO indicates a 

transition-relevance place, it is always related to the interactional domain, although its primary 

function might belong to another functional domain (4.3). This seems to contradict Buysse’s (2012: 

 

                                                             
4
 Schweinberger (2011) examined the English varieties of the U.S., Canada, Britain, Ireland, India, Jamaica, New Zealand and 

the Philippines.  
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1778) and Lam’s (2010: 672) statement that the pragmatic marker SO mainly works in the textual 

domain; however, their statement is mainly based on the traditional clause-initial variant of SO.  

2.4.1.1 A prompt for the hearer to reconstruct an implied proposition 

A first possible function of clause-final SO is to prompt the interlocutor(s) to recover an implied 

proposition, which might be a conclusion or a reiteration of a previous statement (Buysse 2014: 43). 

Buysse (2014: 27, 43) highlights that to reconstruct this implied proposition the interlocutor(s) might 

draw on the co-text and/or the context of the utterance5, and even on common knowledge. As 

Schriffin (1987: 223) points out, this function is actually a case of ellipsis as the conclusion or the 

reiteration of a previous statement is not uttered; therefore it needs to be recovered by the 

interlocutor(s). Since the speaker prompts the interlocutor(s) to reconstruct an implied proposition, 

clause-final SO also indicates a transition-relevance place (Buysse 2014: 27, 43).  

2.4.1.1a A prompt for the hearer to reconstruct a conclusion  

When clause-final SO is used as A prompt for the hearer to reconstruct a conclusion, the speaker does 

not state the conclusion explicitly, but (s)he provides the interlocutor(s) with a preface to it and by 

doing so (s)he encourages them to infer the intended conclusion (Buysse 2014: 24). For instance, in 

the following example the implied conclusion is the answer to the question, which can be interpreted 

as “so I hardly watch films so no I haven’t seen any films recently” (Buysse 2014: 28): 

(17) 1 Ir: uhu uhu. em any films that you’ve seen recently 

2 Ie: . erm well I hate films so 

3 Ir: you hate [films 

4 Ie: [yeah I hate films (CS16 (06:32), cited in Buysse 2014: 28) 

In this example, the interviewee cannot answer the question as (s)he has not watched any movies 

recently (Buysse 2014: 28). Therefore, (s)he states the reason (‘I hate films’) followed by clause-final 

SO to prompt to the interviewer to infer the negative answer (Buysse 2014: 27, 28). Buysse (2014: 

27) declares that clause-final SO within this function often signals a negative response due to the  

speaker’s inability to answer the question. Moreover, clause-final SO indicates a transition-relevance 

place as it signals to the interviewer to take turn since the interviewee (implicitly) answered his 

question (Buysse 2014: 28).  

 

                                                             
5
 Co-text relates to “the linguistic material in the surrounding text” (IGI Global Dictionary 2014), while context refers to “the 

information outside of the text, available to a reader through understanding of genre, situation, and world knowledge” (IGI 

Global Dictionary 2014).  
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Moreover, Buysse (2014: 30) illustrates with an example that the interlocutor might utter his 

interpretation of the implied conclusion:  

(18) 1 Ie: erm . normally about. sixty but usually we have about 

2 seventy-five . participants 

3 Ir: quite a lot [yeah 

4 Ie: [yes 

5 Ir: between the ages of 

6 Ie: well my session is erm with children between the age 

7 of . thirteen I think and fifteen so 

8 Ir: oh that’s okay 

9 Ie: that’s okay (EL17 (07:27),cited in Buysse 2014: 30) 

In this example, the interviewer interprets the implied conclusion as ‘so it is okay’, which seems the 

appropriate inference as the interviewee confirms his interpretation (Buysse 2014: 30).  

2.4.1.1b A prompt for the hearer to reconstruct the reiteration of a previous statement 

A prompt for the hearer to reconstruct the reiteration of a previous statement is similar to the 

previous sub-function (2.4.1.1a). However, within this function clause-final SO does not indicate to 

the interlocutor(s) to recover a conclusion, but as Buysse (2014: 28) notes, the implied proposition is 

a reiteration of a previous statement. In the following example, the interviewee thinks that his 

godfather moved to Canada because he lost his heart to that country (Buysse 2014: 28):  

(19) 1 Ir: uhu and why did they move . over there 

2 Ie: . er goh er they er visited er Canada er . pff . I 

3 think about fifteen years ago and eh I think they er 

4 lost their . heart . 

5 Ir: <laughs> 

6 Ie: <laughs> there 

7 Ir: uhu 

8 Ie: I don’t know . the: . . my er godfather had er . a good 

9 job here but . yeah . still he: thought it would be 

10 better there . so (CS09 (03:09), cited in Buysse 2014: 28) 

Buysse (2014: 28) remarks that the interviewee highlights in lines 8-9 that his godfather still moved 

to Canada, although he had to leave a great job behind. For that reason, the implied proposition after 

clause-final SO could be interpreted as ‘he really must have lost his heart to Canada’ which is already 

similarly stated in lines 3-4 (Buysse 2014: 28). Therefore, clause-final SO hints to the interviewer that 

the implied proposition, which is the answer to the question, is a reiteration of a previous statement 

(Buysse 2014: 28). For that reason, the interviewee does not feel the need to pronounce the 

proposition again (Buysse 2014: 28). 
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2.4.1.2 To signal an afterthought 

Another possible function that clause-final SO can fulfil is to signal an afterthought, which is still 

relevant to the prior turn (Buysse 2014: 29, 37). Buysse (2014: 29) states that this afterthought can 

be connected to the prior turn as, based on this afterthought and the prior co-text, an overall 

conclusion could be added. To make the relevance to the prior turn clear, Buysse (p.c.) indicates that 

the afterthought could be preceded by by the way. In the following example the interview is about a 

performance of a play the interviewee had written (Buysse 2014: 29): 

(20) 1 Ir: <laughs> would you like to: to d= to do that over again 

2 Ie: oh yeah definitely I mean any kind of writing whether 

3 it’s like erm . . I do <X> as my third subject and like 

4 the things I’m interested in you know I just write 

5 about really easily I I find it I’m more motivated 

6 therefore I . I do tend to do better with it 

7 Ir: mhm 

8 Ie: so it’s things like that like factual issues cos I did 

9 something about vivisection 

10 Ir: mhm 

11 Ie: and then like . . er just creative writing just total 

12 fiction and stuff 

13 Ir: mhm mhm 

14 Ie: and that the whole everything just like that interests 

15 me and that’s how come I’m interested in the 

16 English language 

17 Ir: oh yes 

18 Ie: that’s how I got interested in it so 

19 Ir: that’s interesting 

20 Ie: mhm (NS09 (11:07), cited in Buysse 2014: 29) 

In this example the interviewee states with the afterthought that she got interested in English by her 

passion for writing. Clause-final SO signals the relevance of this afterthought by relating it to the prior 

co-text where the interviewee talks about how she likes to write about ‘the whole everything’ (i.e. 

factual issues and creative writing) (Buysse 2014: 29). Buysse (p.c.) points out that an overall 

conclusion is possible, but far-fetched: “so I like writing just about everything and that has raised my 

interest in English” (Buysse, p.c.). Furthermore, clause-final SO again signals a transition-relevance 

position as the interviewee hints that her response is finished (Buysse 2014: 29). 

2.4.1.3 Turn yielder 

In contrast with the previous functions, clause-final SO can merely indicate a transition-relevance 

position and by doing so solely functions as a turn yielder (Buysse 2014: 30), for example:  
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(21) 1 Ir: have you had yourself [painted 

2 Ie: [no 

3 Ir: in a picture 

4 Ie: no . I did have like . the shadow . like . you know 

5 that when they draw your shadow . <begin 

6 whispering> like that <end whispering> . . but no . 

7 not a picture . we’ve been talking about it actually 

8 this afternoon my mom said . <imitates her 

9 mother> <tongue click> I wanna . make a portrait 

10 of you . I mean I wanna have a portrait . taken of 

11 you <end imitation> but no I’ve never . . . but I can 

12 sometimes . you know when there are pictures like . 

13 photographs taken of you that’s like . <imitates 

14 herself> that’s not me . I don’t look like that 

15 <laughs> <end imitation> no . really bad pictures 

16 <laughs> . <whispers> so 

17 Ir: okay . em . are there any . . final things you might 

18 wanna say maybe . any any hobbies you have that 

19 you really enjoy or . . [anything . (EL07 (14:10), cited in Buysse 2014: 31-32) 

In this example the interviewee indicates to the hearer to take turn as her elaboration is terminated 

(Buysse 2014: 32). Buysse (2014: 31) highlights that the speaker often pauses between the preceding 

utterance and clause-final SO, such as this example illustrates.  

2.4.1.4 To signal that a minimal comment will follow  

The final function of clause-final SO I will discuss is To signal that a minimal comment will follow. 

Clause-final SO signals to the interlocutor(s) that an elaboration on the previous utterance(s) will 

follow, in other words, the speaker continues his/her narrative by adding a minimal comment 

(Buysse 2014: 38). Clause-final SO still signals a transition-relevance place; however, the transition 

fails as the speaker holds the floor (Buysse 2014: 38). In other words, the speaker terminates the 

negotiation of turn by indicating that (s)he is not finished yet (Buysse 2014: 38). After this small 

elaboration the speaker finishes his/her narrative (Buysse 2014: 38). For example, the interviewer 

asks the interviewee if she would ever have her picture painted: 

(22) 1 Ir: would you ever have your. picture painted 

2 Ie: no I don’t think so 

3 Ir: why not 

4 Ie: erm. no. I I . . I don’t know where to: to hang it on 

5 or something so <laughs> I won’t see: er at my 

6 face in my my living room all the time so 

7 Ir: uhu 

8 Ie: or in the toilet or I don’t know where 

9 <begin laughter> 
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10 Ir: in the toilet 

11 Ie: I don’t know 

12 Ir: that would be a nice place (CS15 (12:15 & 12:20), cited in Buysse 2014: 38) 

Clause-final SO (line 5) helps the speaker to hold the floor, and by doing so it functions at the 

interactional level as well. However, the main function of clause-final SO is to signal that more 

elaboration on the topic will be provided in the following comment: in this case, by adding a second 

argument why she does not have her picture painted (‘she does not want to see her own face in the 

living room’) (Buysse 2014: 38). This elaboration is followed by another clause-final SO (line 6), which 

signals that the minimal comment is an afterthought, which is still relevant to the prior turn (Buysse 

2014: 38).  

2.4.2 SO in learners’ speech 

Although Buysse’s (2014) results on learners’ speech are based on the English speech of Dutch 

students to whom English is a foreign language, this study might be interesting for ESL as well 

because a speaker of the Indian, Hong Kong, Singaporean or Philippine variety of English is also a 

learner of English. 

Buysse (2014: 23) compares the use of non-prefatory SO in the English speech of students who 

have Dutch as their mother tongue to the English speech of native speakers. However, he remarks 

that the Dutch students have a high proficiency in English and he even describes them as near-native 

speakers (Buysse 2014: 26). He notes that these Dutch learners use SO more frequently than native 

speakers (Buysse 2014: 41). Buysse (2014: 41) explains this higher frequency by providing some 

possible reasons: to begin, learners might use SO more frequently to make sure that their discourse 

is as coherent as possible (Buysse 2014: 41-42). For that reason, they use SO to explicitly hint to the 

interlocutor(s) to interact (Buysse 2014: 41). Furthermore, Buysse (2014: 42) states that a learner 

might use SO more frequently in a certain function because of the “limited inventory of markers” 

(Buysse 2014: 23), while a native speaker would use another pragmatic marker for the same 

function. For instance, SO’s To prompt the hearer to recover an implied proposition is similar to the 

core function of the pragmatic marker you know as they both hint to the interlocutor(s) to draw the 

right inference (Buysse 2014: 42). Finally, Buysse (2014: 42) highlights that learners can make 

negative transfers from their mother tongue to their ESL or EFL when SO resemblances a pragmatic 

marker of the mother tongue, for instance, dus in Dutch. As a result of negative transfers, a learner 

might use SO more frequently (Buysse 2014: 42). Sankoff et al (1997: 214, quoted in Buysse 2010: 

462) state that the use of pragmatic markers will increase in the speech of learners of English as they 

become more proficient in ESL.  
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Following these results on learners’ speech, the expectations for this study are that, of all New 

Englishes’ corpora, ICE-SIN will contain the most examples of clause-final SO and of clause-final LIKE 

since Singapore has the highest frequency of ESL (see footnote 3, p.7). Besides, if Görlach’s (2002: 

108) statement that the Singaporean learners might evolve to native speakers of English is to be 

believed, these learners might already approach the status of near-native speakers; they have a high 

proficiency of ESL and they increasingly use English as a medium for daily communication (Chye 

2010: 3; Lim & Foley 2004: 6; Education First website). For that reason, the expectation is that ICE-

SIN contains more examples of clause-final SO than SPICE-IRL. A higher frequency of clause-final LIKE 

in ICE-SIN is not expected because its association with Irish English.  
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3. Data and methodology 

After discussing the review of the literature, I will now focus on the data and the methodology of this 

study. The data is gathered from five different ICE-corpora: SPICE-IRL, ICE-IND, ICE-SIN, ICE-HK and 

ICE-PHI. These corpora are composed with the same design: to begin, each corpus contains 180 

spontaneous dialogues, which are divided into private conversations (100) and public conversations 

(80) (The ICE Project website 2009).6 Moreover, each dialogue consists of circa 2000 words (The ICE 

Project website 2009), which approximately results in a total of 360000 words per corpus. 

Furthermore, these dialogues are created to collect naturally-occurring use of English (The ICE 

Project website 2009). Finally, the speakers recorded in each corpus are all minimal 18 years old and 

they are all educated in the English variety of the corpus (The ICE Project website 2009). Because of 

their similar design, these corpora assure comparability (The ICE Project website 2009); for that 

reason they are appropriate data for this cross-varietal and contrastive study.  

However, the ICE-corpora have their limitations. A first limitation is that the ICE-corpora do not 

provide the sound files of the recorded conversations; moreover, they do not offer pragmatic 

annotation of the dialogues, except for SPICE-IRL. Because of this lack of the intonation pattern in the 

New Englishes’ corpora it is not always clear in which position a pragmatic marker occurs. For that 

reason, such doubtful cases are left out of this study. Another important limitation is the lack of non-

verbal context as I have not observed the dialogues myself. Similar to the intonation, physical 

gestures can contribute to the meaning of a pragmatic marker since body language can direct the 

interlocutor(s) to a certain interpretation as well. A final limitation might be the observer’s paradox: 

“the aim of linguistic research in the community must be to find out how people talk when they are 

not being systematically observed; yet we can solely obtain this data by systematic observation” 

(Labov 1972: 209). In other words, because of the awareness of being recorded the speakers 

automatically pay more attention to their language and by doing so they might use pragmatic 

 

                                                             
6
  The ICE text categories for the dialogues are provided in the appendix.  
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markers less frequently since they are mainly associated with colloquial speech (Jespersen 1954: 

417). However, these spontaneous dialogues are the closest to natural language one can get.  

I would also like to make three comments about the corpora. First, the corpora include non-native 

speakers, whose speech is indicated as extra-corpus text (<x>… </x>), for instance, a Japanese in ICE-

HK. Their use of clause-final LIKE and clause-final SO are not taken into account in this study. 

Specifically, 80 per cent of the dialogues in ICE-HK include speech from speakers who do not have the 

Hong Kong identity. Bolton (p.c) explains this remarkability by stating that it was necessary to involve 

collocutors with another nationality to avoid that the Hong Kongers would use Cantonese since this 

language is their common vernacular. Besides, the dialogues in ICE-HK contain more words than the 

approximate norm of 2000; hence the total amount of English speech of the Hong Kongers is similar 

to the approximate norm of 2000 words (Bolton, p.c.). A second comment is that SPICE-IRL is divided 

into the English speech of the Republic and of Northern Ireland. For that reason, SPICE-IRL is not only 

approached in its entirety, but the English variety of the Republic and of Northern Ireland will also be 

discussed separately. Finally, it is important to keep in mind that non-clausal constructions with 

backward scope are not taken into account either, for instance:  

(23) A: <rep> Yeah* everybody has long hair except me and Jamie </rep> 

D: <#> <rep> And Daddy </rep> 

A: <#> <rep> And Daddy </rep> 

D: <rep> Daddy has no hair </rep> 

B: <dir> How long how long like@ </dir> (SPICE-IRL: P1A-051$A-B&D)7 

These non-clausal constructions should not be confused with the clause-final position. 

I observe 665 examples of clause-final LIKE and 320 examples of clause-final SO in the corpora. To 

analyse these data, I will first define whether they occur in the textual, the interpersonal or the 

interactional domain and the specific function they fulfil in these domains. Afterwards, the absolute 

frequency and the relative frequency of these domains and of their specific functions are evaluated 

to gain some insight of its proportion in all corpora and in each corpus separately. Finally, the results 

of clause-final LIKE and clause-final SO are compared to each other and to previous accounts. 

  

 

                                                             
7
  Explanation of the numbering scheme of the ICE-corpora is provided in the appendix.  



 

27 

 

 

4. Results and discussion 

In this section the results of this study on clause-final LIKE and on clause-final SO will be discussed. 

Before reporting the functions, I will provide more explanation on how I have interpreted the textual, 

the interpersonal and the interactional domain. Then the focus is on the use of clause-final LIKE and 

clause-final SO in the entire corpora and in each corpus. Finally, the results of clause-final LIKE and 

clause-final SO are compared to see if they expose any similarities and to see if they affirm previous 

accounts.  

4.1 The textual, interpersonal and interactional domains  

Before discussing the results, I will report how the textual, the interpersonal and the interactional 

domains are defined in this study. 

Textual functions are related to the organisation of the discourse (Buysse 2010: 473). When a 

marker has a textual function, it focuses on the structure of the discourse by signalling how the 

different speech parts are related to each other (Aijmer & Simon-Vandenbergen 2011: 231). 

A pragmatic marker functions in the interpersonal domain when it works at a subjective level 

(Brinton 1996: 6). On the one hand, the speaker can share how (s)he feels about a proposition by 

signalling an attitude, an emotion or an evaluation (Aijmer 2002: 39; Aijmer and Simon-

Vandenbergen 2011: 231). On the other hand, the speaker can indicate how (s)he expects his/her 

utterance to be understood (Lenk 1998: 184).  

Similar to Lam (2010: 660), the interactional domain is considered a separate functional domain. 

Interactional functions are related to the creation of a sphere of sharing (Brinton 1996: 6). To create 

this sphere of intimacy, the speaker can use pragmatic markers to hint to the hearer to interact and 

by doing so common knowledge will be created (Müller 2005: 68). Besides, the speaker can also 

express common ground himself/herself (Brinton 1996: 6).  
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4.2 Clause-final LIKE 

Before reporting the functions and their frequency in the corpora the total amount of clause-final 

LIKE in each corpus will be revealed since these numbers are important to keep in mind while 

discussing the frequency of a function in these English vernaculars: 

Corpora Total amount 

SPICE-IRL 

- Republic 

             - Northern Ireland 

495 

256 

239 

ICE-IND 84 

ICE-SIN 24 

ICE-HK 40 

ICE-PHI 22 

ALL CORPORA 665 

Table 1 The total amount of clause-final LIKE in the corpora 

First, I will focus on the three domains and on the functions clause-final LIKE fulfils in each domain. 

Next, the unclear functions will be reported. Afterwards, the use of clause-final LIKE in each corpus 

will be analysed. Finally, the results of clause-final LIKE will be discussed in general and will be 

compared to previous accounts.  

4.2.1 Textual domain  

As previously mentioned (4.1), textual functions are functions concerning the organisation of the 

discourse by indicating how a part of the speech act can be linked to the other part(s) (Lam 2010: 

660; Aijmer & Simon-Vandenbergen 2011: 231). In this study two textual functions of clause-final 

LIKE are observed: To provide clarification (2.3.3.3) and To signal that clarification will follow 

(2.3.3.4). Clause-final LIKE in general primarily occupies textual functions with a percentage of 

39.54%: 
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Corpora Absolute frequency Relative frequency 

SPICE-IRL 188 37.98% 

ICE-IND 40 47.62% 

ICE-SIN 7 29.17% 

ICE-HK 24 60.00% 

ICE-PHI 4 18.18% 

ALL CORPORA 263 39.54% 

Table 2 The frequency of clause-final LIKE in the textual domain  

The textual domain is the most prominent one in SPICE-IRL, ICE-IND, ICE-SIN and ICE-HK.  

4.2.1.1 To provide clarification   

The first textual function is To provide clarification. This function occurs frequently in the corpora; 

specifically in SPICE-IRL and ICE-HK: 

Corpora Absolute frequency Relative frequency 

SPICE-IRL 94 18.99% 

ICE-IND 12 14.28% 

ICE-SIN 3 12.50% 

ICE-HK 7 17.50% 

ICE-PHI 1 4.54% 

ALL CORPORA 117 17.59% 

 Table 3 The frequency of To provide clarification in the corpora 

As mentioned in the review of the literature (2.3.3.3), the utterance preceding clause-final LIKE is 

linked to the prior turn by providing more clarification (Schoofs 2013: 15-16). Similar to Lam’s (2010: 

662) description of the textual functions of SO, clause-final LIKE works in the textual domain as it 

signals the relation between the preceding utterance and the prior turn: from general to more 

specific. 

Before discussing this subdivision, I would like to note that in the corpora the clarification does 

not always immediately follow the utterance which it clarifies. For instance, it can be an answer to To 

request clarification (4.2.3.1), which is illustrated by the following conversation between three 

female students about the movie Forrest Gump. Speaker A says that she was kind of disappointed 

after watching the movie as she expected it to be funny:  

(24) A: <rep> <[> It was </rep> <#> <rep> It was good </rep> <#> <rep> It was </[> </{> a <.> w </.> well 
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made film like* but uhm <,> too long and too boring for me </rep> <#> <rep> I thought it was going 

to be a laugh a minute </rep> <#> <rep> I was crying all the way through </rep>                                                                           

C: <dir> Really </dir>                                                                                                                                                      

A: <rep> Mm </rep>                                                                                                                                                                                

B: <dir> You were crying all the way through </dir>                                                                                                                       

A: <rep> Screeching </rep>                

B:<#> <dir> Why </dir>                                                                                                                                                              

A: <rep> It's such a tragic story like@ </rep> (SPICE-IRL: P1A-080$A-C) 

Here, A does not immediately clarify why she was crying all the way through. She only explains her 

weeping in an answer to B’s question by giving the reason: she thought it was a sad plot. Moreover, 

this example shows that a reason is not always preceded by the subordinating conjunction because. 

In this example, clause-final LIKE works in the textual domain by highlighting that the preceding 

utterance is related to her prior turn as it provides the reason why she was crying. 

The clarification is not always a reason, it can also be definition. In the following example two 

undergraduates are talking about some courses they have (i.e. anatomy and physiology). Then A asks 

for more information about the practical classes B has. Speaker B starts to explain some of her 

practical courses; for instance, how she needs to dissect a frog in the amphibian practical. She 

eventually elaborates on her bio-chemical practical:  

(25) B: And bio-chem we <,> have separately done like <,,> how are this uh  <,,> proteins and <,>  

nutrition differential <.> bet </.> between the unknown  solutions <,>                                                                              

B: They will give us some unknown solutions and we have to do the <,> experiments until we  

found out whether <w> it's </w> protein or <,,> whether it is carbohydrates <,,> or sometimes <,> 

urea uh uric acid all those things                                                                                                                                                                                                                                           

A: <w> It's </w> uh <,> chemistry lab <,> ?                                                                                                                      

B: Yeah <,,> <w> it's </w> done in separately in <,,> chemistry lab <,,>                                                                    

A: So how many <,,> practicals you have <,,> ?                                                                                                          

B:How many practicals uh <,> like <,> for physiology we have <,> two practicals and <,,> bio- chem  

we have one practical and <,,> we have dissection in anatomy <w> that's </w> also a practical like 

<,,> (ICE-IND: S1A-90$A-B) 

Although B mentions the dissection practical before, she still seems to feel the need to provide A 

with more clarification about the dissection by defining it as a practical as well. This definition might 

be used to highlight that this dissection is the second practical.   

Moreover, in the corpus of Northern Ireland a new subdivision can be noticed: the speaker 

clarifies a previous statement by highlighting a condition. Although it solely occurs twice in the 

Northern Ireland corpus and therefore it can be considered negligible, it should be kept in mind as it 

is a way to provide clarification as well. For instance, C and D chat about C’s new home and D’s 

search for a place live. Then D asks more information about C’s new home. After C’s elaboration D 

states that C’s home is only a few minutes’ walk away from Ormeau Road:   
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(26) D:  <dir> <[> What what </[> </{> part of the road are you on% </dir> <#> <dir> Can you describe it 

for me% </dir>         

C: <dir> Uhm <,> do you know% <,> like* it's sort-of%* <,> straight ahead of% you know where 

Worthington Embankment stops% <,> on <{1> <[1> the Blessington </[1> Road% </dir> <#> <rep> 

It's pretty much there% </rep> <#> <rep> It's like* between% <,> where the gates are to the Oulton  

Square% and where the <,> uhm <,> BIFHE place <{2> <[2> is%  </[2> </rep> <#> <rep> It's pretty 

much just straight there% <{3> <[3> you-know%@*  </[3> </rep> <#> <rep> You just have to walk 

about thirty seconds% and  would be like* right at the gates of the Oulton <{4> <[4> Square% </[4> 

</rep> <#> <rep> So* it is like*straight off Blessington Road% and about ten doors down% </rep>                                                                                                           

D: <rep> <[1> Yes% </[1> </{1> </rep>                                                                                                                                   

D: <icu> <[2> Uh-huh% </[2> </{2> </icu>                                                                                                                                            

D: <[3> Right% right% </[3> </{3> </icu>                                                                                                                                            

D: <icu> <[4> Uh-huh% </[4> </{4> </icu>                                                             

D: <icu> 8RIght% </icu> <#> <rep> That's only like* ten minute walk then% from <,> Ormeau <{> <[> 

Road too % </[> </rep>                                                                                               

C: <rep> <[> From the </[> </{> Ormeau Road% totally% yeah%@* </rep> <#> <rep> <{> <[>  It's 

quite a nice walk% </[> <,> if it's if if it's during the day like%@ </rep>                                                                

D:  <rep> <[> Through the park% lovely% </[> </{> </rep> 

D:  <icu> 2YEAh% </icu> (SPICE-IRL: P1A-091$C-D) 

Speaker C clarifies that you can have a nice walk on condition that you go during the day, which is 

logical in a sense since it is not recommended to walk in a park at night. In other words, clause-final 

LIKE highlights the circumstances needed (specific information) to make a nice walk (general 

information).  

4.2.1.2 To signal that clarification will follow 

Similar to the previous function, To signal that clarification will follow occurs frequently in the 

corpora. This function is the most prominent one in each corpus, except in ICE-PHI:   

Corpora Absolute frequency Relative frequency 

SPICE-IRL 94 18.99% 

ICE-IND 28 33.34% 

ICE-SIN 4 16.67% 

ICE-HK 17 42.50% 

ICE-PHI 3 13.64% 

ALL CORPORA 146 21.95% 

 Table 4  The frequency of To signal that clarification will follow in the corpora 

Clause-final LIKE links two utterances by signalling that the following utterance clarifies the previous 

one, so clause-final LIKE precedes the clarification (Schoofs 2013: 17). Similar to To provide 
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clarification (4.2.1.1), the clarification does not always immediately follow the speaker’s previous 

statement. 

The first type of clarification is by defining the previous utterance (Schoofs 2013: 18). Not only a 

statement but also a question can be clarified by paraphrasing it into other words to make it clearer. 

For instance, A and B tell C about a trip to America they once made. They talk about some shootings 

that took place in Harlem while they were there. Speaker C likes to know more about their travel 

experiences after those incidents: 

(27) C: <dir> Did ye get anywhere else like%@ </dir> <#> <dir> Did ye travel around after or% </dir>                                              

A: <rep> We didn't </rep> <xpa> <unclear> 4 sylls </unclear> </xpa>                                                                                            

C: <rep> That's a pity% </rep>                                                                                                                                                         

B: <rep> Didn't go anywhere% </rep> <#> <rep> I went to Great America Amusement Park% </rep> 

(SPICE-IRL: P1A-065$A-C) 

Speaker C ends his first question with clause-final LIKE to signal to A and B that he will define it 

further in the following question: speaker C would like to know whether they still travelled around in 

the US or not. Speaker A says he did not, B mentions that she did visit this amusement park.  

Similar to To provide clarification (4.2.1.1), the clarification does not always have to be a 

definition, but it can also be a reason (Schoofs 2013: 17). The following example is a discussion 

between graduates about job opportunities. The civil engineer C tells that (s)he wants to work for the 

Public Health Engineering Department. Speaker B mentions that there is no Electronics Department; 

therefore she needs to find work somewhere else. She also states that she will participate in some 

exams to get a job. When A asks her if she is taking any exams now, B’s response is negative:  

(28) A: Okay then what about Keri <,,>? 

B: I really don't have any <,,> idea about my job <,> <O> laughs </O> but <,> as far as my subject is 

concerned I think I prefer <,,> working outside <,,> outside our place and 

A: Ah ha 

C: <X> Yeah but <w> that's </w> </X> 

A: Outside <,> uh so what <{> <[> <O> one word </O> </[> 

B: <[> Now </[> </{> in our place there is no electronics department now                                                        

A: Uhm                                                                                                                                                                                                               

B: So <,,> like I will try to pick up all those <,,> uh competitive exams no <,> and all I will keep on 

trying <O> laughter </O>                                            

A: Till you get one <,> <O> laughter </O>                                                         

B: Till I have one job from outside <,> <O> laughter </O>                                             

A: So what are the different <,,> uh things that you are trying for right now <,> ?                                                        

B: Right now <,> like <,> I am not trying for any exam like                                                                                               

A: Uhm uhm                                                                 

B: After finishing my <,,> this B E only I will prepare for those <,> exams                                                                                    

A: Uhm <,> (ICE-IND: S1A-039$A-C) 
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Speaker B’s use of clause-final LIKE is interpreted as a signal to A that she will clarify why she is not 

trying for any exams at the moment: she first wants to finish her B E before she prepares for those 

exams. Moreover, this excerpt illustrates that the clarification does not always immediately follow 

the statement which it clarifies. 

The final type of clarification can be described as supporting the previous statement with an 

example (Schoofs 2013: 18). This type solely occurs in SPICE-IRL and ICE-IND. In the following 

conversation between friends the topic is the possible evidence which can be used against a suspect 

in court, for instance, telephone tapping or writing comparison: 

(29) D: uh how fool-proof is a voice                                   

C: Yes not fool-proof                                                                                               

C: You know you can never proof by uh signature yah                                                             

C: The                                                    

A: So forgery all that lah                    

C: In Singapore at least none of the I mean tech officers will go down and confirm that that is the 

writing of someone                                                                                                                    

D: But this kind of things they will only do if it's something real serious like                                             

C: Yah                                    

D: you you confess that you murdered someone or you posted to your friends                                               

C: Yah (ICE-SIN: S1A-005$A, C-D) 

Speaker D suggests that one’s writing is solely checked by the authorities when the suspect is facing a 

serious trial. Then (s)he supports this argument by giving an example of a serious case: when you are 

accused of murder.  

4.2.2 Interpersonal domain 

Clause-final LIKE cannot only work in the textual domain, but it also occupies interpersonal functions. 

Clause-final LIKE functions in the interpersonal domain when it expresses the speaker’s attitude, 

emotion, evaluation or expectation (Lenk 1998: 184; Aijmer 2002: 39; Aijmer and Simon-

Vandenbergen 2011: 231). In contrast to the other corpora, the interpersonal domain is most 

frequent in ICE-PHI: 
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Corpora Absolute frequency Relative frequency 

SPICE-IRL 140 28.28% 

ICE-IND 16 19.05% 

ICE-SIN 7 29.16% 

ICE-HK 3 7.50% 

ICE-PHI 10 45.46% 

ALL CORPORA 176 26.47% 

Table 5 The frequency of clause-final LIKE in the interpersonal domain  

The interpersonal functions observed are To counter an assumption (2.3.3.1), Metalinguistic 

awareness (2.3.3.5), Hedge of imprecision (2.3.3.7) and the new observed To signal an emotion or 

attitude. 

4.2.2.1 To counter  an assumption 

The first interpersonal function is To counter an assumption, which is one of the interpersonal 

functions which occur in all corpora:  

Corpora Absolute frequency Relative frequency 

SPICE-IRL 56 11.31% 

ICE-IND 3 3.57% 

ICE-SIN 2 8.33% 

ICE-HK 1 2.50% 

ICE-PHI 4 18.18% 

ALL CORPORA 66 9.93% 

 Table 6 The frequency of To counter an assumption in the corpora 

As already mentioned in the review of the literature (2.3.3.1), clause-final LIKE follows the utterance 

which counters an (implicit) assumption of the interlocutor(s) (Miller 2009: 336). For that reason, it is 

an interpersonal function since clause-final LIKE indicates that the preceding utterance is how the 

speaker wants his/her interlocutor(s) to interpret his/her prior turn. In other words, the speaker 

guides his/her interlocutor(s) to the expected interpretation. I observe 66 examples of clause-final 

LIKE which fulfil this function in the corpora. 

On the one hand, a previous statement made by an interlocutor is countered (Miller 2009: 336). 

For example, two male students of the University of Hong Kong are discussing their respective 

residences. Student A talks about the big corridor hall in his residence in which he could play baseball 

if he would like. Student B wishes that he lived in the same residence as A. However, A points out 
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that the communal living room is not that great; therefore he often stays in his room. Then B 

assumes that he cannot visit A in the corridor hall during the weekdays: 

(30) A:  Playing baseball <unc> two words </unc> in the corridor 

B:  In the corridor 

A: Yah I mean I mean uh in comparison like our hall corridor is much wider than than the other like 

<.> y </.> like Lee Hall 

A: So just like a hotel 

B: I want to go to hall your <{> <[> hall </[> 

A: <[> It's </[> </{> so <.> na </.> I mean so living space is so tiny like you can't do anything 

A: So you just sitting back 

A: You’re <{> <[> sitting </[> inside your <{> <[> room </[> 

B: <[> So </[> </{> <,> <[> wait </[> </{> I can't go to your hall in the weekdays <{> <[> yeah </[> 

A: <[> No no </[> </{> no you can go in anytime like but you <.> ha </.> you <.> sh </.> you have to 

leave at ten before ten 

A: You know the <{> <[> watchman will </[> will will inspect each room like to see whether there're 

girls uh  lying on your bed <{> <[> like </[> (ICE-HK:S1A-099$A-B) 

Student A uses clause-final LIKE to counter student B’s assumption that he cannot meet him in the 

hall during the week by stating that he can, but he has to leave before 10 pm.  

On the other hand, the speaker can use clause-final LIKE to counter a wrong assumption (s)he 

expects his/her interlocutor(s) to have (Miller 2009: 336). For instance, two students have a 

conversation about their family. The male student B reveals that he has two siblings: a brother 

Michael and a sister Sarah who both have successful jobs. The female student A then asks if he gets 

on well with them: 

(31) B: <rep> Well* as I say Michael 's in England so I didn't see him like* I don't see him uh hardly ever  

</rep> <#>  

B: <rep> <{> <[> Maybe once </[> </rep>                                                                                                                             

A: <dir> <[> But do </[> </{> you not write to him <,> </dir>                                                                                          

B: <rep> No </rep> <#> <rep> Well* he doesn't write to me like* and </rep>                                                       

A:<icu> Yeah </icu>                                                                                                                                                                   

B: <rep> And I just don't you-know* you just don't have time </rep>                                                                             

A: <dir> And is your sister living at home </dir>                                                                                                                  

B: <rep> Yeah </rep> <#> <rep> Well* but she's got a <,> she's going out with a Marine an American 

<{> <[> Marine <,> </[> called Bat <,> </rep> <#> <rep> And uh he's <,> so she's going out with him 

</rep> <#> <rep> And she's hardly ever in the house </rep> <#> <rep> So <,> I don't know </rep>  

<#><rep> I get on with her a lot better than I do with Michael like@ </rep> (SPICE-IRL: P1A-048$A-B) 

Speaker B’s use of clause-final LIKE is interpreted as a countering of the implicit assumption A might 

have that B does not get along with either his brother or sister since he barely sees any of them. To 

counter that assumption, he states that he has a better relationship with his sister, although she is 

not home that often either.  
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4.2.2.2 Metalinguistic awareness 

Similar to To counter an assumption (4.2.2.1), clause-final LIKE signals how the speaker wants his 

utterance to be interpreted when it functions as Metalinguistic awareness. To clarify, clause-final 

LIKE hints to the hearer that the preceding utterance should not be taken too literally (Müller 2005: 

200). This function is not that common in the corpora, it does not even occur in ICE-SIN and ICE-HK: 

Corpora Absolute frequency Relative frequency 

SPICE-IRL 37 7.47% 

ICE-IND 7 8.34% 

ICE-SIN 0 0.00% 

ICE-HK 0 0.00% 

ICE-PHI 1 4.55% 

ALL CORPORA 45 6.77% 

Table 7 The frequency of Metalinguistic awareness in the corpora 

As Winner and Gardner (1993: 426) note, clause-final LIKE can signal to the interlocutor(s) that the 

preceding comment should be interpreted metaphorically. For instance, A and B are talking about an 

old woman Anne who lives in a nursery home. Speaker B states that Anne is often frustrated because 

she cannot make herself fully clear anymore. Afterwards, she tells an anecdote about Anne that 

Anita Martin told her: 

(32) B: <rep> Well* now* Anita Martin told me there a week ago that they she and Terry were over 

visiting <{> <[> and </[> the nurse came til her and told her that they had found Anne </rep> <#> 

<dir> You know she's in a room on her own </dir> 

A: <icu> <[> Aye </[> </{> </icu> 

A:  <rep> Yes </rep> <#> <rep> <{> <[> She's got the Zimmer in front of her </[> </rep> 

B:  <rep> <[> And they wouldn't be in <,> </[> </{> they wouldn't be in and out all that </rep> 

A:  <icu> No </icu> 

B: <#> <rep> She 'd got along the corridor on the Zimmer and was standing at the outside door 

</rep> <#> <rep> And they were afraid that she was going to speed off like@ </rep> <#> <rep> So I-

think* from that Enda has arranged these classes </rep> <#> <rep> Uh she was over for 

aromatherapy class <{1> <[1> in Beech Hall on the Andersonstown </[1> Road they had the uh 

Bobby Duffy 's <{2> <[2> centre </[2> </rep> <#> <rep> Bobby knows Anne and he's very fond of her 

</rep> (SPICE-IRL: P1A-004$A-B) 

B uses clause-final LIKE to highlight the metaphoricity of her comment as it would be ironical for 

someone to speed off if she is in need of a Zimmer to walk properly. What B really tries to say is that, 

because of the Zimmer, Anne may walk out of the door, which she is not supposed to do. As Kallen 

(2006: 14) states, clause-final LIKE could be replaced by ‘so to speak’ or ‘to some extent’ when it 

functions as Metalinguistic awareness.  
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4.2.2.3 Hedge of imprecision 

Clause-final LIKE as a Hedge of imprecision highlights the speaker’s evaluation of the reliability of 

his/her statement (Schoofs 2013: 24). In other words, it defines the previous statement as inaccurate 

(Schweinberger 2011: 89). This function is in general the least frequent interpersonal function 

(4.21%); however, it does occur in each corpus:  

Corpora Absolute frequency Relative frequency 

SPICE-IRL 19 3.84% 

ICE-IND 1 1.19% 

ICE-SIN 2 8.33% 

ICE-HK 2 5.00% 

ICE-PHI 4 18.18% 

ALL CORPORA 28 4.21% 

Table 8  The frequency of Hedge of imprecision in the corpora 

In SPICE-IRL and in ICE-IND it is the least common interpersonal function, while in ICE-HK and in ICE-

PHI it is one of the most prominent interpersonal functions.  

In the following example two girls are discussing some thrillers they have watched and how they 

got really scared watching them. Then B says that she watched Cape Fear at the front row since 

those were the only seats left:  

(33) B: <rep> <[4> Yeah% </[4> </{4> uhm actually* when we went to Cape Fear% it was desperate% cos 

we we arrived in late like%@* <,> </rep> <#> <rep> <{1> <[1> And </[1> there was only a few seats 

left up at the front like%@* </rep> <#> <rep> And we were literally <{2> <[2> in the film% </[2> <,> 

</rep> <#> <rep> And especially like when he's in it% <{3> <[3> it's <,> </[3> you 'd want to be 

further away from the screen% </rep> 

A: <icu> <[1> Right </[1> </{1> </icu> 

A: <exp> <[2> Oh-no% </[2> </{2> </exp> 

A: <icu> <[3> Yeah </[3> </{3> </icu> 

A: <rep> Yeah* God* we sat down the back there like* you-know%@* </rep> <#> <rep> <{> <[> But 

in the part </[> in Silence of the Lambs where they all get up and start applauding% </rep> (SPICE-

IRL: P1A-046$A-B) 

Clause-final LIKE in this example functions as a hedge of imprecision since A does not give a precise 

description of where they were seated, but her description is rather vague: the back seats. Because 

of her imprecise description, A does not only use clause-final LIKE to evaluate her statement as 

inaccurate, but she also uses the pragmatic marker you know to see if B has a certain idea which 

seats she means.  
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4.2.2.4 To signal an emotion or attitude 

The final interpersonal function of clause-final LIKE observed in the corpora is when it signals the 

emotion or the attitude of the speaker (Aijmer 2002: 39; Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen 2011: 

231). The frequency of this function clearly differs in the corpora:  

Corpora Absolute frequency Relative frequency 

SPICE-IRL 28 5.66% 

ICE-IND 5 5.95% 

ICE-SIN 3 12.50% 

ICE-HK 0 0.00% 

ICE-PHI 1 4.55% 

ALL CORPORA 37 5.56% 

Table 9  The frequency of To signal an emotion or attitude in the corpora 

The table shows that in ICE-SIN To signal an emotion or attitude is the most common interpersonal 

function, while it is not observed in ICE-HK. It also occurs frequently in ICE-IND and occasionally in 

SPICE-IRL and in ICE-PHI.  

An example of this function is the following discussion between two girls about the earrings B got 

from her father. Speaker B is very happy about the earrings and she describes what they look like. 

Then A asks B about the price of the earrings:  

(34) A: How much did you pay for it <,> 

B: Uhm <,> something two thousand five hundred or something <,> 

A: Gold <,> 

B: Yeah <,,> 

A: Ah <,> I thought you have bought some ordinary thing like (ICE-IND:S1A-040$A-B) 

Speaker A clearly did not expect that B was talking about expensive golden earrings. To hint her 

counter-expectation, A uses clause-final LIKE.  

 

4.2.3 Interactional domain 

Although Müller (2005: 225) argues that LIKE does not function in the interactional domain, two 

interactional functions of clause-final LIKE are observed in the corpora. When clause-final LIKE fulfils 

an interactional function, it is occupied with the creation of a sphere of sharing (Brinton 1996: 6). In 

the corpora clause-final LIKE does not occur frequently in the interactional domain: 
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Corpora Absolute frequency Relative frequency 

SPICE-IRL 54 10.91% 

ICE-IND 9 10.71% 

ICE-SIN 3 12.5% 

ICE-HK 2 5.00% 

ICE-PHI 4 18.18% 

ALL CORPORA 72 10.83% 

Table 10  The frequency of clause-final LIKE in the interactional domain  

The two interactional functions are To request clarification (2.3.3.2) and To provide confirmation 

(2.3.3.6). 

4.2.3.1 To request clarification 

To request clarification is the most common interactional function in SPICE-IRL, ICE-IND and ICE-PHI; 

it even occurs frequently in the latter. In contrast to these corpora, it does not occur in ICE-HK and it 

is slightly outnumbered by To provide clarification (4.2.3.2) in ICE-SIN:  

Corpora Absolute frequency Relative frequency 

SPICE-IRL 31 6.26% 

ICE-IND 6 7.14% 

ICE-SIN 1 4.17% 

ICE-HK 0 0.00% 

ICE-PHI 4 18.18% 

ALL CORPORA 42 6.32% 

Table 11 The frequency of To request clarification in the corpora 

This function belongs to the interactional domain because the speaker needs to request more 

clarification to see whether his/her assumption is correct before common ground can be created. For 

that reason, (s)he desires the interlocutor to take turn and by doing so to provide common ground.  

Within this function clause-final LIKE can occur at the end of an interrogative sentence (Miller and 

Weinert 1995: 390-391). For instance, at the end of a WH-question as in the following example 

where guests of a dinner party are reminiscing about the Crinkly pool, which is an outside pool where 

they used to swim in the summer:  

(35) E: <rep> It wasn't a <,> a proper heated <{> <[> swimming pool or anything% </[> </rep>                                 

F: <rep> <[> Oh* I didn't realise that% </[> </{> </rep> <#> <rep> I thought it was a proper </rep>                                  

D: <rep> That was her summer entertainment% </rep> <#> <rep> Mine was going to the uhm </rep>                               
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F: <dir> Was this when you were children like%@ </dir>                                                                                                                

D: <rep> The park% </rep> <#> <rep> The Dunville Park% with sandwiches% with 1bread and butter 

and jam% and a bottle of water% </rep> (SPICE-IRL: P1A-002$D-F) 

While discussing the Crinkly pool, speaker F has the assumption that the other guests spent their 

summer at the pool when they were children. Clause-final LIKE signals that F desires another guest to 

take turn and provide clarification to create common ground.  

However, the request does not always occur in a question form, which the following dialogue 

illustrates in which A talks about his earthquake experience. Speaker A narrates how his fan was 

swaying through the room. Afterwards, B requests more clarification about A’s experience:  

(36) A: And then I woke up because I thought I thought I was dreaming I thought I was dreaming and  

then I was getting dizzy and then when I woke up my fan was shaking my whole bed was shaking as  

in the whole fan was swaying left to right and then                                                                                                                                                 

B: You think it was gonna fall like that                   

A: It wasn't it didn't look like it was gonna fall but it was really shaking and my my fan had wheels so  

<{> <[> so </[>  

B: <{> <[> Oh </[> my God                                                                     

A: It was really shaking and my bed was made of <indig> narra </indig>                                            

A: Can you imagine it’s shaking like hell and I woke up and I was so scared                            

B: You didn't hear like things fall down like you know                                                                    

A: No but I heard my the the light the chandelier (ICE-PHI:S1A-007$A-B) 

The utterance preceding clause-final LIKE looks like a declarative sentence, but functions as a 

question: speaker B assumes that A heard things fall down and requests more clarification about the 

earthquake experience of A to create common knowledge. Moreover, a remarkable observation is 

that ICE-IND is the only corpus where the examples of this function occur more frequently as 

declarative sentences than in a question form.  

4.2.3.2 To provide confirmation  

The other interactional function is To provide confirmation, which is limited in the corpora. It does 

not even occur in ICE-PHI: 
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Corpora Absolute frequency Relative frequency 

SPICE-IRL 23 4.65% 

ICE-IND 3 3.57% 

ICE-SIN 2 8.33% 

ICE-HK 2 5.00% 

ICE-PHI 0 0.00% 

ALL CORPORA 30 4.51% 

Table 12  The frequency of To provide confirmation in the corpora 

By providing confirmation the speaker affirms the assumption of his/her interlocutor(s). As a result, 

the speaker creates a sphere of sharing since (s)he points out that (s)he and the interlocutor share 

common ground. Moreover, (s)he ends his/her affirmation with clause-final LIKE to negotiate turn.  

An example of this function is the following dialogue between two friends who are discussing the 

jealousy of A’s boyfriend Dennis. Speaker B suggests that the way A speaks about other boys to her 

boyfriend might upset him. A does not really agree and says that she only has to drop the word 

‘male’ and Dennis is already jealous:  

(37) B: All I could have to say is he's a male and okay that's it 

B: Out comes the horns and the green shade and what not 

A: Oh is it all right if he were to speak to females 

A: It's okay it's perfect okay right 

B: Ah he reckons that I am a dangerous person 

A: Oh I suppose like 

B: Really like 

A: Maybe I suppose if he finds it difficult to resist you he probably believes that all men feel this way 

(ICE-SIN:S1A-047$A-B) 

In this example B has the feeling that her boyfriend does not really trust her with other boys since he 

might think that she is a flirtatious person. A confirms B’s assumption as she presumes that this 

indeed might be the case. In other words, she uses clause-final LIKE to express common ground. 

4.2.4 Unclear functions  

In addition to the textual, interpersonal and interactional functions, the corpora also contain 

examples of clause-final LIKE of which the function is unclear:  
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Corpora Absolute frequency Relative frequency 

SPICE-IRL 113 22.83% 

ICE-IND 19 22.62% 

ICE-SIN 7 29.17% 

ICE-HK 11 27.50% 

ICE-PHI 4 18.18% 

ALL CORPORA 154 23.16% 

Table 13 The frequency of the unclear functions of clause-final LIKE in the corpora  

On the one hand, an example is considered unclear if its function is not ascertainable. This 

inaudibility could be the result of inter alia a lack of comprehension of the indigenous words (38) or 

of words missing to fully understand the context (39):  

(38) C: Neow means catie 

A: I thought <unclear> word </unclear) 

B: Le si bei neow le si bei That's why 

A: Ngeow ngeow wa zin ngeow ngeow means like 

B: No no no 

B: Then how can the neow how can the neow has anything to do with fish Le si bei neow ah le boh 
hie si bei neow (ICE-SIN:S1A-083$A-C) 

(39) F: For the customer you know I may be I may be proven you know right that oh there's something in 

my salad and all that but as long as the owner of the restaurant is pleasant and agreeable you know 

A: <unclear> 2 words </unclear>  

F: <unclear> 3 words </unclear> like you <{> <[> know </[>  

A: <[> And </[> </{> says don't worry <O> laughter </O> we only have just one caterpillar you won't 

get more caterpillars <O> laughter </O> (ICE-PHI:S1B-035#127$A&F) 

On the other hand, an example with an ascertainable function could be considered unclear when 

it is doubtful if this function is a genuine function of clause-final LIKE since its frequency is very 

limited. A first example of such an unclear function is To request confirmation. This function solely 

occurs seven times (1.41%) in SPICE-IRL. For instance, a couple of friends are talking about D’s job in 

a hotel. They talk about the residents staying there for the moment. Then C asks if any of these 

residents are constant residents as the old women in Fawlty Towers: 

(40) C: <dir> Is there any residents like* that are always there </dir> <#> <rep> Like* you-know* in Fawlty 

Towers there’s the Major <&> laughter </&> <{> <[> and the two the old </[> ladies </rep> <#> <dir> 

Is there anyone like that </dir>                    

D: <rep> <[> The old ladies </[> </{> </rep>                     

D: <dir> What who sort of pays a <.> su </.> subscription fee the rest of their life like@ </dir> <&> 

laughter </&>                     

C: <dir> Uh yeah* you know you know what I-mean* </dir> <#> <rep> They they just* they 're sort-

of*constant residents </rep> <#> <rep> They just pay <,> you-know* maybe a <{> <[> hundred 
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pounds  </[> a week and they stay there </rep>                                  

D: <rep> <[> Not really except <,> </[> </{> except for Larry like@ </rep> <#> <rep> I-mean* well* 

he owns it </rep> <#> <rep> And he does <,> he's lives there for eight he's lived in the hotel room for 

eight years </rep>                      

C: <rep> It would <{> <[> crack you </[> up like* </rep> <dir> wouldn't-it@ </dir>  

A:<dir> <[> Seriously </[> </{> </dir> <#> <xpa> <{> <[> Do you not <unclear> several sylls </unclear> 

</[> </xpa> (SPICE-IRL: P1A-14$A&C-D) 

Speaker D answers that no residents are staying constantly in the hotel, except for the hotel owner 

Larry. Then C seems to assume that D would find it very funny if there would be constant residents as 

the old ladies in Fawlty Towers; however, he asks confirmation to be sure. In this example clause-

final LIKE could easily be replaced with right? (Schoofs 2013: 19). Moreover, C seems to use the 

question tag wouldn’t-it to avoid the ambiguity by making clear he is expecting an answer. Clause-

final LIKE is used here in the interactional domain as C wants D to take turn to create common 

ground by providing confirmation. However, this function is not considered a part of the interactional 

domain in this study because it solely occurs in SPICE-IRL. Besides, its frequency in SPICE-IRL is so 

restricted that it does not seem a genuine function of clause-final LIKE in the English speech of 

Ireland either. Another example is when clause-final LIKE seems to function as To signal an 

afterthought, which Buysse (2014) relates to clause-final SO: the pragmatic marker SO indicates an 

afterthought which can be linked to the prior context (Buysse 2014: 29, 37). This function only occurs 

three times in SPICE-IRL (0.61%) and three times in ICE-IND (3.57%). Despite their negligibility in the 

corpora, these examples are remarkable because of the similarity with clause-final SO. Here, clause-

final LIKE works in the textual domain since it links the preceding utterance to the prior turn. Similar 

to clause-final SO, the afterthought could be preceded by by the way (Buysse, p.c.). For instance, 

student B tells student A about a woman who ran away after being harassed by her in-laws. B tried to 

contact the woman’s husband; however, his family forbade him to talk to her. For the moment, the 

woman moved back in with her parents:  

(41) B: so at the address of sugar factory so somehow we <,> contacted some official to tell her husband 

<,> that if this if this person working with you then we found out his address we used to go to him 

we informed him <,> 

B: So <,> then he came <,> to Bombay we talked to him 

B: But these people they didn't even allow her to meet him <,,> 

B: And there were so many problems and finally <,> we rescued that girl because <,> she didn't want 

<,> she had the total <O> one word </O> <,,> 

A:Uhm <,,> 

B: So she was sent back to her parents <,> 

B: But one good thing in this case was the parents were ready to take her like <,> 

A: I see (ICE-IND:S1A-069#134$A-B) 
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Student B concludes her story by saying that the woman was sent back to her parents. However, she 

expresses an afterthought which can be linked to her prior turn as it still relates to the story about 

the woman. Moreover, the utterance preceding clause-final LIKE can be paraphrased as ‘by the way, 

her parents were ready to take her in’. Similar to To request confirmation, its frequency is restricted 

in the varieties in which it occurs.  

Because of their restricted frequency, To request confirmation and To signal an afterthought are 

not considered genuine functions of clause-final. These functions seem the result of personal use of 

pragmatic markers rather than genuine functions of clause-final LIKE in the English varieties. For that 

reason, they are labelled unclear.  

4.2.5 Clause-final LIKE in the varieties  

After reporting the different functions of clause-final LIKE and the frequency with which these occur 

in the diverse varieties, the distribution of clause-final LIKE in each variety specifically will be 

discussed in this section. I will first explore the use of clause-final LIKE in SPICE-IRL and afterwards its 

use in the corpora of New Englishes. 

4.2.5.1 Clause-final LIKE in Irish English  

I observe 495 examples of clause-final LIKE in SPICE-IRL. This number is not surprising since clause-

final LIKE is a prominent feature of Irish English (Kallen 2006: 14). Before discussing clause-final LIKE 

in Irish English, I put its functions and the frequency with which these occur in a table ranked 

according to their frequency: 

Clause-final LIKE Absolute frequency Relative frequency 

1. To signal that clarification will follow 94 18.99% 

1. To provide clarification  94 18.99% 

2. To counter an assumption  56 11.31% 

3. Metalinguistic awareness 37 7.47% 

4. To request clarification  31 6.26% 

5. To signal an emotion or attitude 28 5.66% 

6. To provide confirmation  23 4.65% 

7. Hedge of imprecision  19 3.84% 

(Unclear 113   22.83%) 

TOTAL 495 100% 

Table 14  The frequencies of clause-final LIKE’s functions in SPICE-IRL  

As this table shows, each observed function is present in SPICE-IRL. To begin, the most prominent 

functions of clause-final LIKE in SPICE-IRL are the textual functions To signal that clarification will 
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follow and To provide clarification. The clarification is mainly provided by a definition in both 

functions. Clause-final LIKE with the function of To signal that clarification will follow can also follow 

an example, but these occurrences are negligible (0.81%). Moreover, clause-final LIKE frequently 

occurs in the interpersonal domain as well: To counter an assumption is the most common 

interpersonal function, while Hedge of imprecision barely occurs in the corpus. Although clause-final 

LIKE does not seem to occur that often in the interactional domain (4.2.3), the interactional function 

To request clarification does occasionally occur in SPICE-IRL, which is illustrated by its fourth place in 

the ranking. Finally, some examples of To request conformation and To signal an afterthought are 

observed in SPICE-IRL. Nevertheless, they are not considered genuine functions of this English variety 

because of their negligibility. To sum up, in SPICE-IRL clause-final LIKE occurs most frequently in the 

textual domain, followed by the interpersonal and finally the interactional domain.  

Since SPICE-IRL is composed of the English variety of the Republic and of Northern Ireland, the 

distribution of clause-final LIKE will also be discussed in each variety separately. To gain some insight 

in their distribution, the following graph visualises the distribution of clause-final LIKE in SPICE-IRL in 

its entirety and in the two varieties:  

 

 

Figure 2 Clause-final LIKE in SPICE-IRL  

This graph illustrates that in SPICE-IRL in its entirety and in the varieties of the Republic and of 

Northern Ireland clause-final LIKE primarily occurs in the textual domain, followed by the 

interpersonal domain and finally the interactional domain.  

SPICE-IRL Republic of Ireland Northern Ireland

Unclear 22.83 18.75 27.2

Interactional domain 10.91 12.5 9.21
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4.2.5.1a Clause-final LIKE in the English variety of the Republic of Ireland  

Clause-final LIKE occurs slightly more often in the corpora of the Republic than in the Northern one. I 

observe 256 examples of clause-final LIKE, which are ranked according their frequency in the 

following table:  

Clause-final LIKE Absolute frequency Relative frequency 

1. To signal that clarification will follow 64 25.00% 

2. To provide clarification  45 17.58% 

3. To counter an assumption  29 11.33% 

4. To request clarification  22 8.59% 

5. Metalinguistic awareness 16 6.25% 

6. To signal an emotion/attitude 13 5.08% 

7. To provide confirmation  10 3.91% 

8. Hedge of imprecision  9 3.51% 

(Unclear 48   18.75%) 

TOTAL 256 100% 

Table 15 The frequencies of clause-final LIKE’s function in the corpus of the Republic of Ireland 

Similar to SPICE-IRL in its entirety, clause-final LIKE mainly functions in the textual domain: the most 

prominent functions are To signal that clarification will follow and To provide clarification. Another 

similarity is the ranking of the interpersonal functions: To counter an assumption occurs most 

frequently, while Hedge of imprecision is the least frequent function. Moreover, in this ranking To 

request clarification is also placed fourth. For those reasons, the use of clause-final LIKE in the corpus 

of the Republic resembles its use in the entire SPICE-IRL.  

4.2.5.1b Clause-final LIKE in the English variety of Northern Ireland  

Although clause-final LIKE occurs less frequently in the corpus of Northern Ireland, it is a prominent 

feature of this English variety as I still observe 239 examples: 
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Clause-final LIKE Absolute frequency Relative frequency 

1. To provide clarification  49 20.50% 

2. To signal that clarification will follow 30 12.55% 

3. To counter an assumption  27 11.30% 

4. Metalinguistic awareness 21 8.79% 

5. To signal an emotion/attitude 15 6.28% 

6. To provide confirmation  13 5.44% 

7. Hedge of imprecision  10 4.18% 

8. To request clarification  9 3.76% 

(Unclear 65   27.20%) 

TOTAL 239 100% 

Table 16 The frequencies of clause-final LIKE’s functions in the corpus of Northern Ireland 

Similar to the previous corpora, clause-final LIKE primarily fulfils a textual function; however, a 

difference with SPICE-IRL and the Republic variety is that To provide clarification is the most common 

textual function in this corpus. This function occurs in a remarkable way in the Northern corpus as 

the clarification can be a condition. Nevertheless, it is questionable if this is a genuine pattern in the 

Northern variety as it solely occurs twice. In comparison with SPICE-IRL and the corpus of the 

Republic, clause-final LIKE occurs frequently in the interpersonal domain. However, the ranking of 

these interpersonal functions is similar to their previous rankings in SPICE-IRL and in the corpus of 

the Republic of Ireland. In contrast to these previous rankings, To request clarification is the least 

common function in the corpus of Northern Ireland. Since To provide confirmation also has a limited 

frequency in the corpora, the interactional functions of clause-final LIKE are negligible in this corpus.  

4.2.5.2 Clause-final LIKE in New Englishes  

In comparison with SPICE-IRL, clause-final LIKE is negligible in the corpora of New Englishes. 

Moreover, the use of clause-final LIKE differs from variety to variety: while clause-final LIKE fulfils 

most frequently textual functions in ICE-IND, ICE-SIN and ICE-HK, it mainly occurs in the interpersonal 

domain in ICE-PHI:  
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Figure 3  Clause-final LIKE in New Englishes  

Although these varieties are categorised under the same umbrella term New Englishes, this study 

shows that clause-final LIKE is used differently in these varieties. This diversity is a result of the 

adaptation of clause-final LIKE to the local language systems and their needs in each variety 

(Buchstaller and D’Arcy 2009, cited in Schweinberger 2011: 16). Because the use of pragmatic 

markers is variety-dependent, each variety is discussed separately. 

4.2.5.2a Clause-final LIKE in the English variety of India  

Of all New Englishes’ corpora, clause-final LIKE occurs most frequently in ICE-IND, which contains 84 

examples. Similar to SPICE-IRL, clause-final LIKE is primarily used to fulfil a textual function:  

Clause-final LIKE Absolute frequency Relative frequency 

1. To signal that clarification will follow 28 33.34% 

2. To provide clarification  12 14.28% 

3. Metalinguistic awareness  7 8.34% 

4. To request clarification  6 7.14% 

5. To signal emotion/attitude 5 5.95% 

6. To counter an assumption 3 3.57% 

6. To provide confirmation  3 3.57% 

7. Hedge of imprecision  1 1.19% 

(Unclear 19   22.62%) 

TOTAL 84 100% 

Table 17  The frequencies of clause-final LIKE’s functions in ICE-IND 

ICE-IND ICE-SIN ICE-HK ICE-PHI

Unclear 22.62 29.17 27.5 18.18

Interactional domain 10.71 12.5 5 18.18

Interpersonal domain 19.05 29.16 7.5 45.46

Textual domain 47.62 29.17 60 18.18
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As the table shows, the distribution of clause-final LIKE in ICE-IND is similar to its distribution in 

SPICE-IRL (4.2.5.1). To begin, all functions occur in both corpora. Moreover, clause-final LIKE mainly 

fulfils the textual functions of To signal that clarification will follow and To provide clarification. 

Furthermore, in the textual functions the clarification is primarily a definition and in To signal that 

clarification will follow the clarification could be an example; however, the latter is not that common 

in the corpora (4.76%). Another similarity between SPICE-IRL and ICE-IND is that To request 

clarification is ranked fourth; thus it occurs occasionally in both corpora. Nevertheless, a 

remarkability of ICE-IND is that within the function of To request clarification clause-final LIKE 

primarily follows sentences with a declarative structure, while in the other corpora it is primarily 

preceded by question forms. Finally, ICE-IND is the only corpus where Metalinguistic awareness is 

the most common interpersonal function.  

4.2.5.2b Clause-final LIKE in the English variety of Singapore 

I solely observe 24 examples of clause-final LIKE in ICE-SIN: 

Clause-final LIKE Absolute frequency Relative frequency 

1. To signal that clarification will follow 4 16.67% 

2. To provide clarification  3 12.50% 

2. To signal an emotion or attitude 3 12.50% 

3. To counter an assumption  2 8.33% 

3. Hedge of imprecision   2 8.33% 

3. To provide confirmation  2 8.33% 

4. To request clarification    1 4.17% 

5. Metalinguistic awareness 0 0.00% 

(Unclear 7    29.17%) 

TOTAL 24 100% 

Table 18  The frequencies of clause-final LIKE’s functions in ICE-SIN 

Similar to SPICE-IRL and ICE-IND, the functions with the highest frequency are the textual functions 

To signal that clarification will follow and To provide clarification. Although clause-final LIKE mainly 

occurs in the textual domain, it is also commonly used to fulfil interpersonal functions as the 

difference in frequency between those domains is only 0.01 per cent. 

ICE-SIN differs from SPICE-IRL in different ways. To begin, the clarification provided in the textual 

functions is primarily a reason in this corpus. Furthermore, ICE-SIN does not contain any examples of 

Metalinguistic awareness. Moreover, the most common interpersonal function in ICE-SIN is To signal 

an emotion or attitude, which has the highest frequency in ICE-SIN of all corpora. Finally, the 

interactional function To request clarification solely occurs once in ICE-SIN, while the other 

interactional function To provide confirmation has the highest frequency in this corpus of all corpora. 
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4.2.5.2c Clause-final LIKE in the English variety of Hong Kong 

Although only 40 examples of clause-final LIKE are observed in ICE-HK, this corpus has the second 

highest frequency of all New Englishes’ corpora. Similar to the previous corpora, clause-final LIKE 

mainly works in the textual domain: 

Clause-final LIKE Absolute frequency Relative frequency 

1. To signal that clarification will follow 17 42.5% 

2. To provide clarification  7 17.5% 

3. Hedge of imprecision 2 5.00% 

3. To provide confirmation  2 5.00% 

4. To counter an assumption  1 2.50% 

5. Metalinguistic awareness  0 0.00% 

5. To signal an emotion or attitude   0 0.00% 

5. To request clarification  0 0.00% 

(Unclear 11 27.50%) 

TOTAL 40 100% 

Table 19  The frequencies of clause-final LIKE’s function in ICE-HK  

To signal that clarification will follow has the highest frequency in ICE-HK, as almost half of the 

examples fulfil this function. The other textual function To provide clarification is also common, but it 

is remarkable that in ICE-HK the clarification within this function is rather a reason than a definition. 

Although ICE-HK has the second highest frequency of clause-final LIKE of all New Englishes, it is the 

corpus which lacks the most functions, such as Metalinguistic awareness, To signal an emotion or 

attitude and To request clarification. Because of the lack of the latter, clause-final LIKE solely occurs 

twice in the interactional domain with the function To provide confirmation. As a result, of all corpora 

clause-final LIKE occurs least frequently in the interactional domain in ICE-HK, while this corpus has 

the highest frequency of clause-final LIKE in the textual domain.  

4.2.5.2d Clause-final LIKE in the English variety of the Philippines  

ICE-PHI is the corpus where clause-final LIKE occurs least frequently: I solely observe 22 examples. 

This restricted frequency seems to affirm Schweinberger’s (2011: 352, 360) statement that, similar to 

the American variety of English, clause-final LIKE is rare in ICE-PHI as it is outnumbered by the clause-

initial and by the clause-medial variant. Despite its limited frequency, most functions are present in 

the corpus, except for the interactional function To provide confirmation: 
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Clause-final LIKE Absolute frequency Relative frequency 

1. To counter an assumption  4 18.18% 

1. Hedge of imprecision  4 18.18% 

1. To request clarification  4 18.18% 

2. To signal that clarification will follow 3 13.64% 

3. Metalinguistic awareness   1 4.55% 

3. To signal an emotion or attitude 1 4.55% 

3. To provide clarification   1 4.54% 

4. To provide confirmation  0 0.00% 

(Unclear 4 18.18%) 

TOTAL 22 100% 

Table 20  The frequencies of clause-final LIKE’s functions in ICE-PHI  

In contrast to the previous corpora, the interpersonal functions are dominant in ICE-PHI. Moreover, 

of all corpora this corpus has the highest frequency of To counter an assumption, of Hedge of 

imprecision and of To request clarification. Since the latter function is common in this corpus, clause-

final LIKE works as frequent in the interactional domain as in the textual domain. The distribution of 

clause-final LIKE in the domains clearly differs from SPICE-IRL where the textual functions are 

dominant, followed by the interpersonal functions and finally the interactional functions. Another 

difference with SPICE-IRL is that the clarification in To signal that clarification will follow is only 

provided by a definition. Besides, of all corpora this textual function has the lowest frequency in ICE-

PHI.  

4.2.6 Discussion of the results of clause-final LIKE 

After discussing the use of clause-final LIKE in the varieties, the results will be compared to each 

other and to previous accounts. 

In all corpora, except for ICE-PHI, clause-final LIKE primarily functions in the textual domain, 

followed by the interpersonal and the interactional domains. In other words, the functions with the 

highest frequencies in the corpora are To signal that clarification will follow and To provide 

clarification. However, ICE-PHI is an exception as in this corpus clause-final LIKE mainly fulfils 

interpersonal functions, such as To counter an assumption and Hedge of imprecision. ICE-PHI differs 

the most from SPICE-IRL since it is the only corpus where the interpersonal domain is dominant and 

where clause-final LIKE occurs with the same frequency (18.18%) in the textual and in the 

interactional domains. In contrast to ICE-PHI, ICE-IND resembles SPICE-IRL the most: all functions 

occur in both corpora, their ranking of the functions are similar and their function can occur in 

diverse ways; for instance, clarification by an example within To signal that clarification will follow.  
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Despite the observed similarities between SPICE-IRL and the New Englishes’ corpora, the 

frequencies of the functional domains and of the specific functions in these domains differ. This 

outcome can be explained by the adaptation of clause-final LIKE to the need of their linguistic 

systems (Buchstaller and D’Arcy 2009, cited in Schweinberger 2011: 16). In other words, while 

clause-final LIKE seems primarily needed in the English variety of the Republic of Ireland, Northern 

Ireland, India and Hong Kong to fulfil textual functions, it seems more necessary in the variety of the 

Philippines to work in the interpersonal domain. Because of the negligible difference in frequency 

(0.01%), it can be stated that clause-final LIKE seems mainly needed in Singaporean English to fulfil 

both the textual and the interpersonal functions. In comparison with the textual and the 

interpersonal domain, clause-final LIKE is less needed in the chosen varieties to fulfil interactional 

functions.  

On the one hand, this study confirms some previous accounts. For instance, it shows that clause-

final LIKE is a prominent feature of Irish English, while in the other varieties it can be considered rare 

(Schweinberger 2011: 176). Moreover, Kallen (2006: 14) points out that clause-final LIKE is primarily 

used in informal situations, although it can occur in more formal situations as well. Similar to Kallen’s 

(2006: 14) statement, only 44 examples of clause-final LIKE (6.62%) are used in public dialogues. 

Clause-final LIKE is mainly used in classroom discussions and business transactions, while it is barely 

noticed in formal language used in legal cross-examinations and parliamentary debates. Another 

remarkability is that the use of clause-final LIKE in informal situations is primarily observed in SPICE-

IRL (38 examples), which suggests that clause-final LIKE might slowly make its way up through the 

spoken standard of Irish English (Kallen 2006: 14).  

On the other hand, this study contradicts some previous accounts. Miller and Weinert (1995: 390-

391) state that clause-final LIKE can solely follow a question when this question is a request for 

clarification. Although To request clarification is the only observed question structure which can also 

be considered a genuine interactional function of clause-final LIKE, some unclear examples where 

clause-final LIKE follows a request for confirmation are observed as well. For that reason, Miller and 

Weiner’s (1995: 390-391) statement is too narrow-minded. Moreover, Müller (2005: 225) argues 

that, in contrast to the pragmatic marker SO, LIKE solely functions in the textual domain and not in 

the interactional domain. However, this study shows that clause-final LIKE fulfils two interactional 

functions: To request clarification and To provide confirmation. When clause-final LIKE functions as 

To request clarification, it resembles the use of clause-final SO since it signals a transition-relevance 

place: it hints to the interlocutor(s) to take turn and to provide the information needed to create 

common ground. Finally, Valentine (1991: 332) suggests that the pragmatic marker LIKE is not 

adapted to the local linguistic system of Indian English, but it is rather similar to the American English 
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variety. However, Schweinberger (2011: 176) notices that clause-final LIKE solely occurs once in the 

Santa Barbara corpus of spoken American English and this study shows that ICE-IND contains the 

most examples of clause-final LIKE of all New Englishes’ corpora. Similar to Schweinberger (2011: 

168), this study illustrates that ICE-IND resembles the results of SPICE-IRL the most. 

4.3 Clause-final SO 

After discussing the functions of clause-final LIKE, the results of clause-final SO will be reported. 

Clause-final SO is in general less present in the corpora: 

Corpora          Total amount 

SPICE-IRL 

- Republic 

            - Northern Ireland 

59 

30 

 29 

ICE-IND 42 

ICE-SIN 64 

ICE-HK 68 

ICE-PHI 87 

ALL CORPORA 320 

Table 21 The total amount of clause-final SO in the corpora 

The functions observed in the corpora are basically the same functions which we already discussed in 

the literature review. Similar to the results of clause-final LIKE, I will first analyse the textual domain. 

Since no interpersonal functions occur in the corpora, the interactional domain will be discussed 

afterwards. Next, the unclear functions will be reported and after that the functions and their 

frequency will be discussed in each corpus separately. Finally, the results will be compared to each 

other and to previous accounts.  

4.3.1 Textual domain 

In contrast with clause-final LIKE, clause-final SO does not frequently occur in the textual domain. I 

solely observe ten examples with a textual function:  
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Corpora Absolute frequency Relative frequency 

SPICE-IRL 2 3.39% 

ICE-IND 1 2.38% 

ICE-SIN 1 1.57% 

ICE-HK 5 7.36% 

ICE-PHI 1 1.15% 

ALL CORPORA 10 3.13% 

Table 22 The frequency of clause-final SO in the textual domain  

In the corpora, clause-final SO can fulfil two textual functions: To signal an afterthought (2.4.1.2) and 

To signal that a minimal comment will follow (2.4.1.4).  

4.3.1.1 To signal an afterthought 

 To signal an afterthought barely occurs in the corpora, it does not even occur in ICE-SIN and ICE-PHI: 

Corpora Absolute frequency Relative frequency 

SPICE-IRL 1 1.70% 

ICE-IND 1 2.38% 

ICE-SIN 0 0.00% 

ICE-HK 2 2.94% 

ICE-PHI 0 0.00% 

ALL CORPORA 4 1.25% 

Table 23 The frequency of To signal an afterthought in the corpora 

Despite its negligibility, a clear example of this function occurs in SPICE-IRL, where a conversation 

starts with a discussion of dinner plans:  

(42) A: <com> I 'm going to make uhm <,,> well* I was thinking just* sort-of* pate/ <{> <[> <,,> uh </[> 

and toast or whatever for starters </com> <#> <xpa> And then </xpa> 

B: <icu> <[> Mm hm </[> </{> </icu> 

B: <rep> That's lovely anyway </rep> 

A: <com> Uhm <,> I'm going to make coq-au-vin <,> </com> 

B: <dir> Oh* are you going to make it </dir> 

A: <rep> Yes </rep> <#> <rep> But I've <{1> <[1> never made </[1> it before but <,> got the recipe 

out of Delia's <,> <{2> <[2> book </[2> <,> </rep> <#> <rep> So* I'm making that with like <,> baby 

boiled potatoes and <{3> <[3> butter and </[3> chives kind-of* thing like@ </rep> 

B: <rep> <[1> Aw* great </[1> </{1> </rep> 

B: <icu> <[2> Mmm </[2> </{2> </icu> 

B: <rep> <[3> Oh* lovely </[3> </{3> </rep> 
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B: <rep> That sounds <{> <[> gorgeous </[> </rep> 

A: <rep> <[> Just </[> </{> veg whatever </rep> <#> <rep> And then <,> and then Laura's making this 

lovely <,> like* lime <,> cheesecake which <{1> <[1> she's made </[1> before </rep> <#> <rep> It's  

got like* chocolate chip cookie base and <,> lovely lime juice </rep> <#> <rep> So* she's making that 

with a bit of fruit and all on the side </rep> <#> <rep> She's making that tonight I-think*  <{2> <[2> 

so@* </[2> </rep> 

B:  <#> <exp> <[1> Mmm </[1> </{1> </exp> 

B: <rep> <[2> Oh* </[2> </{2> lovely <,> </rep> <#> <rep> Aye* cos you have to make cheesecake a  

day in advance for <{> <[> it to </[> set </rep> <dir> don't-you@ </dir> <#> <rep> I used to love  my 

mum's cheesecake </rep> (SPICE-IRL: P1A-036$A-B) 

Speaker A first goes through the things she is going to prepare for the planned dinner and the 

ingredients she needs for those recipes. Then she states that Laura will make her lime cheesecake for 

dessert and describes how Laura makes it. Afterwards, she adds the afterthought that Laura is 

already making that cheesecake tonight, although the dinner is only planned for tomorrow. Clause-

final SO indicates that this afterthought can be linked to the prior turn where A talks about the plans 

for her dinner since it provides more information about Laura’s preperation of the dessert, which is a 

part of the full dinner preparation. Moreover, the afterthought can indeed be preceded by by the 

way, which Buysse (p.c.) notices in his study. Clause-final SO also signals that B can take the floor as A 

fully completed her narrative now. However, the main function of clause-final SO is To signal an 

afterthought; therefore it functions in the textual domain.  

4.3.1.2 To signal that a minimal comment will follow 

The other textual function is To signal that a minimal comment will follow (2.4.1.4), where clause-

final SO signals that the previous utterance will be elaborated by the following minimal comment 

(Buysse 2014: 38). This function has a minimal frequency in each corpus; it does not even occur in 

ICE-IND: 

Corpora Absolute frequency Relative frequency 

SPICE-IRL 1 1.69% 

ICE-IND 0 0.00% 

ICE-SIN 1 1.57% 

ICE-HK 3 4.42% 

ICE-PHI 1 1.15% 

ALL CORPORA 6 1.88% 

Table 24  The frequency of To signal that a minimal comment will follow in the corpora 

This table shows that in most corpora To signal that a minimal comment will follow only occurs once; 

for instance, in SPICE-IRL it solely occurs in the corpus of the Republic.  
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The following conversation about school work between two students illustrates this function:  

(43) A: Yeah I was <{> <[> <.> b </.> </[> I was very busy last week 

A: <{> But <[> </[> then this week is is okay 

A: It just that I'm I'm working for uhm I cos I I'm taking the the Creative Writing course <{> <[>so </[> 

and we are putting together our our production for uhm a journal 

Z: <X><[> <unc> two-words </unc> a month </[> </{> 

Z: <[> Uh </[> </{> 

Z: <[> Oh </[> </{> 

Z: Uhm </X> (ICE-HK:S1A-092$ A&Z) 

A tells how she was busy for school last week. She also mentions that she is taking the Creative 

Writing course. Clause-final SO primarily occupies a textual function in this example by signalling that 

the previous utterance will be elaborated in the following comment: she needs to keep a journal for 

the Creative Writing course. Clause-final SO still signals a transition-relevance place; however the 

transition fails as A holds the floor to elaborate on her previous utterance. By adding this minimal 

comment, she seems to hint that Creative Writing is a lot of work. 

4.3.2 Interactional domain 

Because of the low frequency of clause-final SO in the textual domain and the lack of an 

interpersonal domain, it is not remarkable that in the corpora clause-final SO mainly functions in the 

interactional domain:  

Corpora Absolute frequency Relative frequency 

SPICE-IRL 55 93.22% 

ICE-IND 34 80.95% 

ICE-SIN 58 90.62% 

ICE-HK 58 85.29% 

ICE-PHI 85 97.70% 

ALL CORPORA 290 90.62% 

Table 25 The frequency of clause-final SO in the interactional domain 

In this study A prompt for the hearer to reconstruct an implied proposition (2.4.1.1) and Turn yielder 

(2.4.1.3) are considered interactional functions since they hint to the interlocutor(s) to infer or to 

take turn to create a sphere of sharing. 
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4.3.2.1 A prompt for the hearer to reconstruct an implied proposition  

The first interactional function is A prompt for the hearer to reconstruct an implied proposition, which 

is by far the most common function in each corpus:  

Corpora      Absolute frequency         Relative frequency 

SPICE-IRL 46 77.97% 

ICE-IND 25 59.52% 

ICE-SIN 49 76.56% 

ICE-HK 51 75.00% 

ICE-PHI 77 88.50% 

ALL CORPORA 248 77.50% 

Table 26 The frequency of A prompt for the hearer to reconstruct an implied proposition in  
 the corpora 

This function belongs to the interactional domain as the speaker desires the interlocutor(s) to 

interact by drawing the right inference. As a result, they can share common ground. As discussed in 

the literature review (2.4.1.1), the implied proposition can be a conclusion or a reiteration of a 

previous statement (Buysse 2014: 43).  

4.3.2.1a A prompt for the hearer to reconstruct a conclusion  

A prompt for the hearer to reconstruct a conclusion occurs most frequently in each corpus: 

Corpora Absolute frequency Relative frequency 

SPICE-IRL 33 55.93% 

ICE-IND 21 50.00% 

ICE-SIN 38 59.37% 

ICE-HK 43 63.24% 

ICE-PHI 63 72.41% 

ALL CORPORA 198 61.88% 

Table 27  The frequency of A prompt for the hearer to reconstruct a conclusion in the corpora 

Buysse (2014: 27) states that the most straightforward example of this function is when the implied 

conclusion is a negative response as the speaker is not able to provide an answer to the question. 

Such examples occur commonly in the corpora; for instance, in the following dialogue where A asks B 

if he got some news to talk about: 

(44) A: Yo Ricky what's the news 



 

58 

 

A: Uh know anything 

B: Actually I don't read the newspaper <{> <[> so </[>  

A: <[> Okay </[> </{>  

B: Any comics <,> (ICE-PHI: S1A-074$A-B) 

In this example the implied conclusion could be interpreted as ‘so I do not have any news’. As Buysse 

(2014: 27,28) notes in his article, the speaker utters the reason why he does not have any news 

followed by clause-final SO as a hint to the hearer to recover the implied conclusion, which is at the 

same time a negative response to the question. Moreover, clause-final SO indicates B’s desire for A 

to take turn and to change the topic. When A does not change the topic, B proposes a new topic 

himself: comics.  

Moreover, Buysse (2014: 30) points out that the hearer might utter an interpretation of the 

implied conclusion. This interpretation could be the appropriate inference (45); however, it could 

also be a wrong assumption (46) (Buysse 2014: 30): 

(45) A: I heard you're not going to attend the C C P thing so 

B: So you don't have a way to go there 

A: Yes 

B: But Jojo is gonna bring a car so you can like hitch a ride with her (ICE-PHI:S1A-047$A-B) 

(46) C: Will you be applying to Singles Development Unit <&>  SDU) 

C: Or have you applied 

D: Uhm I have a friend who keep asking me to apply uh because 

C: Who is he 

D: Huh 

C: Who is he 

D: Uh uh one one of my former campus friend 

D: Uh because he want he is quite interested to join some of the activities but he wanted some   

company so 

C: So have you applied 

D: Not yet lah (ICE-SIN:S1A-026$C-D) 

In the first dialogue two friends are chatting about some plans they have made. Then A tells B that 

she heard that B is not going to ‘the CCP thing’ and she adds clause-final SO to hint that B needs to 

recover the implied conclusion herself. B gets the clue and she interprets the utterance as ‘So you do 

not have a way to go there [since I am not going]’, which is affirmed by A as the right inference. 

However, the second dialogue illustrates that the interpretation of the interlocutor is not always the 

right one. In the second dialogue C wants to know whether D is a member of the SDU or not. Speaker 

D responds that his/her friend is in a way pushing him/her to apply as he wants some company. 

Speaker C’s interpretation of the implied conclusion is that D might have applied because his/her 

friend wants some company; therefore C asks for more clarification. However, D states that (s)he has 

not applied yet and by doing so counters C’s assumption.  
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In some examples of this function the speaker utters the implied conclusion himself/herself when 

(s)he is not sure whether the interlocutor(s) interpreted it right. For example, in the following 

dialogue A and B are talking about the British movie The Crying Game. A tells B that his/her friend 

went to see it and told him/her that it was a good movie: 

(47) A: I is a British film you mean 

B: It is a British film 

A: Oh Ai yoh my friend went to see it and she said it was very good also 

A: They have you know you said it was very good so  

B: Uh ah 

A: Ya must go see it lah 

B: I figured that we get movies like after two months uh after America has it (ICE-SIN:S1A-100$A-B) 

Speaker A adds clause-final SO to hint the implied conclusion ‘You must go see it [since it is a good 

one]’. However, A does not know whether B interpreted the implied conclusion correctly as B does 

not give A a useful response. To make sure that they share common ground, A explicitely utters the 

implied conclusion.  

4.3.2.1b A prompt for the hearer to reconstruct the reiteration of a previous statement 

Although A prompt for the hearer to reconstruct the reiteration of a previous statement is not that 

frequent as the previous sub-function (4.3.2.1a), it still occurs occasionaly in the corpora: 

Corpora Absolute frequency Relative frequency 

SPICE-IRL 13 22.04% 

ICE-IND 4 9.52% 

ICE-SIN 11 17.19% 

ICE-HK 8 11.76% 

ICE-PHI 14 16.09% 

ALL CORPORA 50 15.62% 

Table 28 The frequency of A prompt for the hearer to reconstruct the reiteration of a previous 
statement in the corpora 

The ellipsis following clause-final SO indicates that the implied proposition is (similar to) a previous 

statement; therefore the speaker does not need to repeat this statement (Buysse 2014: 28). For 

instance, the following classroom discussion about the Byzantine emperor Michael the Third and his 

sexual preference illustrates this function: 

(48) D: <xpa> So when when Basil is trying to uhm <,> </xpa> <rep> I-mean* he infers that Michael is 

homosexual </rep> <#> <dir> I-mean* wouldn't it be more accurate with all these you-know* 

women in the picture to kind-of* say he was bisexual </dir> <#> <rep> I-mean* if you-know* maybe 



 

60 

 

there was no term for that at that time </rep> <#> <rep> Maybe it was just* I-mean* <,> seen as 

quite acceptable that he could be with men or women and there wasn't that definition of it </rep> 

<#> <dir> But wouldn't it be more accurate if he </dir> 

C: <rep> Mm you're right there </rep> <#> <dir> Like* I-mean* if he was homosexual and he had a 

wife <,> why have a mistress on <{> <[> top of that </[> </dir> 

D:  <rep> <[> Exactly </[> </{> </rep> <#> <rep> You-know* <{1> <[1> if he maybe if he just </[1> 

had a wife I would say well* I-mean* it 'd probably <{2> <[2> mean because </[2> he was supposed 

to have a wife in order to <{3> <[3> give him </[3> an heir or whatever </rep> <#> <rep> But if he 

also had a mistress I-mean* that would infer more that he <,> you-know* was attracted to this 

woman and obviously <,> so@* </rep> 

B: <xpa> <[1> <unclear> 4 sylls </unclear> </[1> </{1> </xpa> 

?: <xpa> <[2> <unclear> 2 sylls </unclear> </[2> </{2> </xpa> 

B:  <icu> <[3> Yeah </[3> </{3> </icu> 

A: <rep> Cos I-mean* the other thing is that that his mistress <,> he actually had his mistress before 

he got married <,> and then his mummy said+ <quote> no you have to get married and you can't 

marry her </quote> </rep> (SPICE-IRL: P1B-003$A-D) 

 

They first talk about the feud between Michael the Third and his successor Basil the First and how 

Basil accused Michael of being homosexual. According to student D, Michael was definitely attracted 

to women as well, otherwise he would not have had a mistress. The ellipsis following clause-final SO 

could easily be paraphrased as ‘it is more accurate to say he was bisexual’, which D already stated 

before. For that reason, this example belongs to this sub-function, although the implied proposition 

could be considered as a conclusion as well. Since the reiteration of the previous statement is the 

conclusion of D’s utterance, clause-final SO also yields the interlocutors to take floor. 

4.3.2.2 Turn yielder 

Another interactional function is when clause-final SO merely serves to indicate a desire to switch 

turn (Buysse 2014: 30). In the corpora most examples of clause-final SO have another function than 

solely a turn yielder. However, clause-final SO merely as a turn yielder is present in each corpus: 

Corpora Absolute frequency Relative frequency 

SPICE-IRL 9 15.25% 

ICE-IND 9 21.43% 

ICE-SIN 9 14.06% 

ICE-HK 7 10.29% 

ICE-PHI 8 9.20% 

ALL CORPORA 42 13.12% 

Table 29 The frequency of Turn yielder in the corpora 
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In his article Buysse (2014: 31-32) provides an example of clause-final SO as a turn yielder to indicate 

that the utterance is over. In other words, it hints the speaker’s desire for the interlocutor(s) to take 

the floor (Buysse 2014: 31). For instance, a tutor can use clause-final SO to indicate his explanation is 

terminated:  

(49) A: How about say the public tool concerning with uh one direct taks property tax the scope of  

charge the <?> estimate </?> of income <,,> 

<&> A Cantonese sentence from a student </&> 

A: Uh well let let me remind you because today we have a one visitor this young lady okay that uh 

we have to conduct the tutorial in English due to the fact that uh she is doing some sort of  

research work concerning with some sort of uh terms in English that usually lecturer or student used 

either in the mass lecture or in the tutorial 

A: Okay I think that research is very useful in the future so that at least then it may find out the 

recent or some common terms that you use and what's the meanings okay 

A: So that's why then uh if you don't mind then I will suggest then why not then we we ask the 

question by English and I will <.> ex </.> explain to you in English as well unless that you feel 

problems of course in that case then perhaps then we can ask the <,> approval first okay <,> so 

?: Uh can you explain the case about <unc> two-words </unc> uh calculation of property taks (ICE-

HK:S1B-014$A-?) 

When a student asks a question in Cantonese, the tutor reminds him/her that this accounting tutorial 

needs to be in English as it will be used for a study on the use of English in lectures and tutorials. For 

that reason, he encourages his students to ask their questions in English as well; however, if they feel 

uncomfortable doing it they could ask the researcher for permission to speak Cantonese. After this 

explanation he uses clause-final SO to hint to his student to take turn by asking his/her question 

again, but in English.  

However, in the corpora clause-final SO as a turn yielder might signal the end of a request for 

clarification as well. For example, a lecturer of chemistry questions her students to see if they 

understand the study material:  

(50) A: Active metals how do you know they are active metals <,,> ? 

A: Sameer ? 

S: They react violently <,> 

A: They react violently so <,,> ? 

S: They are active metals 

S: They react with <,,> uh cold water and produce uh <,,> 

A: Okay they react I know but how do you come to know they are <,> active metals <,,> ? (ICE-

IND:S1B-016$A&S) 

When Sameer answers that they react violently, the lecturer wants him to clarify what their reaction 

has to do with being active metals to check if they share the same understanding. Therefore, she 

repeats his statement and she adds clause-final SO to indicate her request. For that reason, clause-

final SO has no other function as a turn yielder as the speaker only expects an answer to her 
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question. However, Sameer does not seem to fully understand her request; therefore the lecturer 

utters it explicitly afterwards. Similar to clause-final LIKE, clause-final SO can be used when the 

speaker wants more clarification about a previous statement. This request can happen in a question 

form, but a question structure is not compulsory (Schoofs 2013: 15).  

Moreover, in SPICE-IRL and in ICE-HK clause-final SO can occur after a request for confirmation; 

however, its frequency is restricted to three examples in SPICE-IRL (5.08%) and two examples in ICE-

HK (2.94%). Similar to clause-final LIKE, clause-final SO can be replaced with right? (Schoofs 2013: 

19), which is illustrated by the following example:  

(51) B: <rep> I got up in the middle of the night and everything to look out to see where the alarm was  

</rep> <#> <rep> I was <,> you-know* I'd laid there for about quarter of an hour like* listening to 

this alarm doing de doing <,> and there was a blue light flashing in the window and everything 

</rep> <#> <rep> So I said there was <{> <[> probably a fire </[> </rep> 

C:  <dir> <[> It was you </[> </{> opened the curtains so@* </dir> 

B:  <rep> Yeah </rep> 

C:  <rep> You didn't close them properly after you and this morning at seven o'clock <,> there was a 

light shining in my face <,> </rep> 

B:  <rep> Oh* shit time to be up <{> <[> anyway </[> </rep> (SPICE-IRL: P1A-050$B-C) 

Speaker B says that she woke up in the middle of the night because of a burglar alarm and that she 

stood up to find out what that noise was. For that reason, C assumes that it was B who opened the 

curtains and uses clause-final SO to negotiate common ground. B agrees with C’s assumption and by 

doing so they create common ground. In this example clause-final SO serves solely as a turn yielder 

since the speaker simply expects an answer to his request.  

4.3.3 Unclear functions  

Similar to clause-final LIKE, the corpora contain some unclear functions of clause-final SO: 

Corpora Absolute frequency Relative frequency 

SPICE-IRL 2 3.39% 

ICE-IND 7 16.67% 

ICE-SIN 5 7.81% 

ICE-HK 5 7.35% 

ICE-PHI 1 1.15% 

ALL CORPORA 20 6.25% 

Table 30 The frequency of the unclear functions of clause-final SO in the corpora 
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An example of clause-final SO is considered unclear when the context cannot be fully understood 

because of missing words (52) or indigenous words (53) and when the function is unclear (54): 

 

(52) A: Okay fine did you go around Mysore <,> 

B: Not much <,> uh you see <,> we have such busy schedules <w> it's </w> so many we get less time 

you have a little socialising to do and then on <O> one word </O> so <,> (ICE-IND:S1A-014$A-B) 

(53) B: The environment shapes you <indig> di ba </indig> <{> <[> so </[>  

A: <[> Yeah </[> </{> because in our R S class before we had this hand-out no not <.> hand </.> it 

was really a book it was compiled (ICE-PHI:S1A-064$A-B) 

(54) A: That’s why <,> I <,> I think uh <,> she really looks like a Chinese rather than a <{> <[> Japanese </[> 

Z: <[> She </[> </{> she is Chinese </X> 

A: Uh huh <,> so uhm <,> when you communicate uh so but your <,> your brothers can speak uh 

Cantonese (ICE-HK:S1A-006$A&Z) 

In contrast to the unclear functions of clause-final LIKE, no ascertainable functions of clause-final SO 

are considered unclear. 

4.3.4 Clause-final SO in the varieties  

After reporting the results of the functions and their frequency in the diverse varieties, the use of 

clause-final SO in SPICE-IRL and in all New Englishes’ corpora will be discussed. 

4.3.4.1 Clause-final SO in Irish English  

In contrast to the high frequency of clause-final LIKE in SPICE-IRL, clause-final SO has a minimal 

frequency in this corpus. Nevertheless, each function is present in SPICE-IRL: 

Clause-final SO Absolute frequency Relative frequency 

1. A prompt for the hearer to reconstruct  

an implied proposition  

46 77.97% 

2. Turn yielder  9 15.25% 

3. To signal an afterthought  

3. To signal that a minimal comment will 

follow 

1 

1 

1.70% 

1.69% 

(Unclear  2   3.39%) 

TOTAL 59 100% 

Table 31 The frequencies of clause-final SO’s functions in SPICE-IRL  

This table shows that the most prominent function is A prompt for the hearer to reconstruct an 

implied proposition, followed by Turn yielder. For that reason, it is justified to say that clause-final SO 

primarily works in the interactional domain in SPICE-IRL.  
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Similar to the discussion of clause-final LIKE in SPICE-IRL, the English varieties of the Republic and 

of Northern Ireland are discussed separately. Before reporting the functions and their frequency in 

these varieties, the frequency in the domains is visualised in the following graph:  

Figure 4  Clause-final SO in SPICE-IRL 

The graph illustrates that clause-final SO barely functions in the textual domain in SPICE-IRL, as both 

varieties solely contain one textual function. Moreover, the interactional domain is clearly dominant 

in SPICE-IRL and in the two varieties. 

4.3.4.1a Clause-final SO in the English variety of the Republic of Ireland 

Clause-final SO occurs once more in the English variety of the Republic of Ireland than in the English 

variety of Northern Ireland as I observe 30 examples in the corpus of the Republic: 

Clause-final SO Absolute frequency Relative frequency 

1. A prompt for the hearer to reconstruct  

an implied proposition  

21 70.00% 

2. Turn yielder  

3. To signal that a minimal comment will 

follow 

7 

1 

23.33% 

3.34% 

4. To signal an afterthought  0 0.00% 

(Unclear  1   3.33%) 

TOTAL 30 100% 

Table 32  The frequencies of clause-final SO’s functions in the corpus of the Republic of Ireland 

Similar to ICE-SIN and ICE-PHI, this corpus does not contain any examples of To signal an 

afterthought and by doing so clause-final SO barely serves in the textual domain. In comparison with 

SPICE-IRL Republic of Ireland Northern Ireland

Unclear 3.39 3.33 3.45

Interactional domain 93.22 93.33 93.1

Textual domain 3.39 3.34 3.45
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the Northern variety, clause-final LIKE occurs occasionally as a Turn yielder in this corpus where it 

even signals a request for confirmation, which solely occurs in ICE-HK as well. An example of To 

signal that a minimal comment will follow also occurs, which is the only example present of this 

function in the entire SPICE-IRL.  

4.3.4.1b Clause-final SO in the English variety of Northern Ireland  

Similar to the corpus of the Republic, clause-final SO occurs once in the textual domain in the corpus 

of Northern Ireland; however, it fulfils the function of To signal an afterthought in this corpus. 

Another similarity is that the interactional functions clearly dominate the corpus: 

Clause-final SO Absolute frequency Relative frequency 

1. A prompt for the hearer to reconstruct  

an implied proposition  

25 86.20% 

2. Turn yielder  2 6.90% 

3. To signal an afterthought  

4. To signal that a minimal comment will 

follow 

1 

0 

3.45% 

0.00% 

(Unclear  1   3.45%) 

TOTAL 29 100% 

Table 33 The frequencies of clause-final SO’s functions in the corpus of Northern Ireland 

Although To signal an afterthought solely occurs once in this corpus, it cannot be neglected as it is a 

good example of this textual function (see 4.3.1.1). Moreover, the other textual function To signal 

that a minimal comment will follow does not occur in this corpus. In comparison with the English 

variety of the Republic, clause-final SO barely occurs as a Turn yielder in this corpus. Moreover, the 

two examples of Turn yielder signal the end of a statement and by doing so this corpus lacks 

examples where clause-final SO signals a request for clarification or confirmation. As a result, it is the 

only variety where clause-final LIKE as Turn yielder solely signals the end of an utterance.  

4.3.4.2 Clause-final SO in New Englishes  

In comparison with SPICE-IRL, clause-final SO is more prominent in the corpora of New Englishes, 

except in ICE-IND. Nevertheless, the corpora of New Englishes show the same pattern as SPICE-IRL: 

the interactional functions are dominant, while the textual functions are negligible, as the following 

graph visualises: 
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 Figure 5  Clause-final SO in New Englishes 

Nevertheless, this graph illustrates some differences between the varieties. For instance, the 

frequency of clause-final SO in the textual domain is restricted to one example in ICE-IND, ICE-SIN 

and ICE-PHI, while it occurs more often in ICE-HK. Similar to the discussion of clause-final LIKE in the 

New Englishes’ corpora, the results of the four varieties are reported separately.  

4.3.4.2a Clause-final SO in the English variety of India 

While clause-final LIKE occurs most frequently in ICE-IND of all New Englishes’ corpora (4.2.5.2a), 

clause-final SO has the least common frequency in this corpus:  

Clause-final SO Absolute frequency Relative frequency 

1. A prompt for the hearer to reconstruct  

an implied proposition  

25 59.52% 

2. Turn yielder  9 21.43% 

3. To signal an afterthought  

4. To signal that a minimal comment will 

follow 

1 

0 

2.38% 

0.00% 

(Unclear  7 16.67%) 

TOTAL 42 100% 

Table 34 The frequencies of clause-final SO’s functions in ICE-IND 

In comparison with SPICE-IRL, A prompt for the hearer to reconstruct an implied proposition is less 

common, while the frequency of Turn yielder is slightly higher. However, in general both corpora 

ICE-IND ICE-SIN ICE-HK ICE-PHI

Unclear 16.67 7.81 7.35 1.15

Interactional domain 80.95 90.62 85.29 97.7

Textual domain 2.38 1.57 7.36 1.15
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show a similar distribution of clause-final SO in the different functional domains; except that ICE-IND 

lacks the textual function of To signal that a minimal comment will follow. 

4.3.4.2b Clause-final SO in the English variety of Singapore 

The distribution of clause-final SO in ICE-SIN is similar to its distribution in SPICE-IRL. However, the 

frequency with which these functions occur, differs:  

Clause-final SO Absolute frequency Relative frequency 

1. A prompt for the hearer to reconstruct  

an implied proposition  

49 76.56% 

2. Turn yielder  

3. To signal that a minimal comment will 

follow 

9 

1 

14.06% 

1.57% 

4. To signal an afterthought  0 0.00% 

(Unclear  5 7.81%) 

TOTAL 64 100% 

Table 35  The frequencies of clause-final SO’s functions in ICE-SIN 

The only remarkable differences are that ICE-SIN lacks the textual function To signal an afterthought 

and that clause-final SO as a Turn yielder does not signal a request for confirmation. Moreover, ICE-

SIN has the highest frequency (6.25%) of clause-final LIKE as a turn yielder signalling a request for 

clarification.  

4.3.4.2c Clause-final SO in the English variety of Hong Kong 

Of all corpora clause-final SO has the highest frequency in the textual domain. Although the 

frequencies of To signal an afterthought and of To signal that a minimal comment will follow are the 

highest in ICE-HK, they are still negligible in comparison with the interactional functions of clause-

final SO: 

Clause-final SO Absolute frequency Relative frequency 

1. A prompt for the hearer to reconstruct  

an implied proposition  

51 75.00% 

2. Turn yielder 

3. To signal that a minimal comment will 

follow 

7 

3 

10.29% 

4.42% 

4. To signal an afterthought  2 2.94% 

(Unclear  5  7.35%) 

TOTAL 68 100% 

Table 36 The frequencies of clause-final SO’s functions in ICE-HK 
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Although the frequency of Turn yielder is low in ICE-HK, the corpus contains examples where it 

signals a clarification and even where it signals a confirmation; the latter is only noticeable in the 

English variety of the Irish Republic as well. Similar to SPICE-IRL, clause-final SO fulfils both textual 

functions in ICE-HK, which is a contrast with the other New Englishes’ corpora where clause-final SO 

solely fulfils one textual function. 

4.3.4.2d Clause-final SO in the English variety of the Philippines  

In contrast to its frequency of clause-final LIKE, ICE-PHI has the highest frequency of clause-final SO 

of all corpora. Despite this high frequency, clause-final SO does not fulfil all observed functions: 

Clause-final SO Absolute frequency Relative frequency 

1. A prompt for the hearer to reconstruct  

an implied proposition  

77 88.50% 

2. Turn yielder  

3. To signal that a minimal comment will 

follow 

8 

1 

9.20% 

1.15% 

4. To signal an afterthought  0 0% 

(Unclear  1 1.15%) 

TOTAL 87 100% 

Table 37 The frequencies of clause-final SO’s functions in ICE-PHI 

This outcome is remarkable as the expectation was that all functions would be present because of 

the high frequency of clause-final SO in this corpus. However, ICE-PHI lacks the textual function To 

signal an afterthought. Similar to SPICE-IRL and the other New Englishes’ corpora, clause-final SO 

mainly fulfils interactional functions in this corpus, while the textual functions are negligible. 

4.3.5 Discussion of the results of clause-final SO 

In this final section on clause-final SO the results will be discussed and compared to previous 

accounts. 

A general pattern of the use of clause-final SO is noticed in the corpora: the interactional 

functions are prominent, the textual functions are barely present and no interpersonal functions are 

observed. In other words, A prompt for the hearer to reconstruct an implied proposition is clearly the 

most frequent function in each corpus. Moreover, the observed functions affirm their description in 

Buysse’s (2014) study. The only striking features are the utterance of the implied proposition by the 

speaker himself in A prompt for the hearer to reconstruct a conclusion and the possibility of clause-

final SO to signal a request for clarification or for confirmation as a Turn yielder. Furthermore, the 

two varieties with the most diversity in functions are the English variety of the Irish Republic and of 
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Hong Kong: these varieties exceptionally contain both textual functions and examples of clause-final 

SO as a Turn yielder indicating a request for confirmation. However, the diversity in the (sub-) 

functions and the frequencies with which these functions occur, illustrate that the use of clause-final 

SO is specific to each variety. 

This study on clause-final SO affirms Müller’s (2005: 225) statement that the pragmatic marker SO 

can function in the textual domain and in the interactional domain. Buysse (2012: 1778) and Lam 

(2010: 672) highlight that the pragmatic marker SO traditionally works in the textual domain, even if 

its main function belongs to another functional domain. However, this study shows that SO in clause-

final position barely signals how the different speech acts are related to each other, but it always 

indicates a possible transition-relevance position, even when it functions as To signal that a minimal 

comment will follow (Buysse 2014: 38, 43). For that reason, clause-final SO primarily works in the 

interactional domain, in contrast to clause-initial SO’s dominance in the textual domain. A similarity 

between clause-initial SO and clause-final SO is that clause-final SO with the function of A prompt for 

the hearer to reconstruct an implied proposition is also a marker of inference; however, the inference 

is not explicitly uttered by the speaker and needs to be recovered by the interlocutor(s). Finally, the 

results of this study are compared to Buysse’s (2014: 41) study in which the Dutch students, whom 

he considers to be near-native speakers of English, use SO more frequently than native speakers. The 

expectation for this study was that clause-final SO would occur more frequently in ICE-SIN than in 

SPICE-IRL. Although this study illustrates that the frequency of clause-final SO is indeed higher in ICE-

SIN than in SPICE-IRL, it should be noticed that the difference in frequency is negligible as ICE-SIN 

contains 64 examples and SPICE-IRL 59 examples. For that reason, it is too risky to assume that this 

study proves that near-native speakers use clause-final SO more commonly than native speakers do. 

To sum up, this study illustrates a general use of clause-final SO; specifically as a marker in the 

interactional domain. However, this general use is adapted to the local needs of each variety; 

therefore, the specific use of the functions and the frequency with which these functions occur, 

differ. 

4.4 Comparison of clause-final LIKE and clause-final SO 

To conclude this results and discussion section, the results of clause-final LIKE and clause-final SO will 

be compared to each other and to the previous accounts. The following table recaps the frequency of 

clause-final LIKE and of clause-final SO in each domain: 
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ICE-corpora Textual domain Interpersonal 

domain 

Interactional 

domain 

     LIKE           SO     LIKE           SO      LIKE          SO 

SPICE-IRL 37.98%     3.39% 28.28%     0.00% 10.91%     93.22% 

ICE-IND 47.62%     2.38% 19.05%     0.00% 10.71%     80.95% 

ICE-SIN  29.17%     1.57% 29.16%     0.00% 12.50%     90.62% 

ICE-HK 60.00%     7.36% 7.50%     0.00% 5.00%     85.29% 

ICE-PHI 18.18%     1.15% 45.46%     0.00%      18.18%   97.70% 

ALL CORPORA 39.54%     3.13% 26.47%     0.00% 10.83%     90.62% 

Table 38 The frequency of clause-final LIKE and clause-final SO in the functional domains 

As this table illustrates, clause-final LIKE mainly occupies textual functions in all corpora, while 

clause-final SO primarily works in the interactional domain. While the corpora illustrate a general 

pattern in the use of clause-final SO in the three functional domains, the general pattern of the use 

of clause-final LIKE is opposed by the dominance of the interpersonal domain in ICE-PHI. 

Nevertheless, it is important to keep in mind that the subdivision of these functions in the functional 

domains depends on my interpretation of these domains. For that reason, other interpretations of 

the functional domains will yield other functions and by doing so the frequency of clause-final LIKE 

and of clause-final SO in a functional domain can differ from study to study. Nevertheless, this study 

illustrates that clause-final LIKE primarily fulfils the functions of To signal that clarification will follow 

and To provide clarification, while clause-final SO mainly occurs with the function of A prompt for the 

hearer to reconstruct an implied proposition.  

This study also shows that there can be a functional overlap between clause-final LIKE and clause-

final SO. For instance, a comparison between the textual functions illustrate that To provide 

clarification resembles To signal an afterthought as clause-final LIKE and clause-final SO follow the 

elaboration, while they precede the elaboration in To signal that clarification will follow and To signal 

that a minimal comment will follow. Moreover, when clause-final LIKE functions as To request 

clarification, it indicates a transition-relevance place, which is the main characteristic of clause-final 

SO (Buysse 2014: 43). Besides, the unclear functions of To request confirmation and To signal an 

afterthought are related to the functions of clause-final SO; the first as a marker of turn taking, the 

latter as a textual function. However, clause-final SO can show characteristics related to clause-final 

LIKE when it functions as a Turn yielder, which signals the end of a request for clarification or for 

confirmation. For that reason, this study affirms Buysse’s (2014: 42) statement that a pragmatic 

marker can steal another pragmatic marker’s thunder; specifically when they appear in the same 
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functional domain. However, Buysse (2014: 42) notices that this functional overlap could be the 

reason why Dutch learners use the pragmatic marker SO more frequently, while in this study the 

functional overlap between clause-final LIKE and clause-final SO is primarily visible in SPICE-IRL, as it 

is the only corpus where on the one hand clause-final LIKE occurs as To request confirmation and as 

To signal an afterthought and on the other hand where clause-final SO functions as Turn yielder, 

which signals a request for clarification or for confirmation. 

This study also affirms the description of a pragmatic marker (2.2). To begin, it illustrates that 

these pragmatic markers in final position are multifunctional. Moreover, most examples of clause-

final LIKE and clause-final SO occur in private dialogues, which confirms that pragmatic markers are 

mainly used in informal speech (Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen 2011: 237; Schweinberger 2011: 

71). However, the uses of clause-final LIKE and clause-final SO are not restricted to private dialogues 

as some examples occur in public conversations such as classrooms discussions. Hence, pragmatic 

markers are primarily related to informal conversations; however, they can slip into more formal 

speech as well as they are a salient feature of present-day English (Aijmer & Simon-Vandenbergen 

2011: 223). Finally, they are syntactically and semantically optional as they do not contribute to the 

propositional content (Müller 2005: 6), but they guide the hearer how to interpret the pragmatics of 

the discourse by signalling the relation between different speech acts (textual domain), by sharing 

some subjective information (interpersonal domain) or by creating a sphere of sharing (interactional 

domain).  

Finally, I had two expectations for the use of pragmatic markers in learners’ speech. The first 

expectation was that clause-final LIKE and clause-final SO would occur more frequently in ICE-SIN 

than in the other New Englishes’ corpora as Sankoff et al (1997: 214, quoted in Buysse 2010: 462) 

state that a speaker uses more pragmatic markers when (s)he becomes more proficient in English. 

However, this study illustrates that clause-final LIKE and clause-final SO do not occur most commonly 

in ICE-SIN, although the Education First website shows that Singapore has the highest proficiency of 

ESL. Besides, clause-final SO even occurs most frequently in ICE-PHI and in ICE-HK, although Hong 

Kong has a lower proficiency of ESL and English is barely used as a vernacular in both regions since it 

is losing ground to respectively Taglish, Filipino and Cantonese (Thompson 2003: 257-258, 265; Berry 

& McNeill 2005: 373; Gonzalez 2008: 21-22; Education First website). The second expectation was 

that clause-final SO would occur more frequently in ICE-SIN than in SPICE-IRL as Buysse (2014: 41) 

shows that Dutch learners use the pragmatic marker SO more frequently than native speakers. This 

study, however, does not provide essential evidence to prove that near-native speakers of English 

use clause-final SO or clause-final LIKE more often than native speakers, since the difference 



 

72 

 

between the frequency of clause-final SO in SPICE-IRL and in ICE-SIN is negligible and clause-final 

LIKE, as expected, occurs more often in SPICE-IRL than in ICE-SIN.  

Hence, this study illustrates that the use of a pragmatic marker does not depend on the status of 

the English variety as a first or second language or on the proficiency of its speakers; but it is variety-

dependent. For instance, SPICE-IRL has the highest frequency of clause-final LIKE and a minimal 

frequency of clause-final SO, while a reversed pattern is visible in ICE-PHI. Besides, clause-final LIKE 

has the highest frequency in Indian English of all New Englishes, while clause-final SO has the lowest 

frequency in this variety. Moreover, the functions of clause-final LIKE and of clause-final SO occur in 

different appearances and with a diverse frequency in the corpora. Nevertheless, the corpora can 

resemble each other. For instance, the use of clause-final LIKE in ICE-IND resembles the use in SPICE-

IRL the most, while the use of clause-final SO in ICE-HK is most similar to the use in SPICE-IRL. Despite 

the observed similarities with ICE-IND and ICE-HK, the distribution of clause-final LIKE and of clause-

final SO in SPICE-IRL is characteristic to this corpus as in SPICE-IRL all observed functions and 

remarkabilities are present.  
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5. Conclusion 

This study focuses on the use of clause-final LIKE and clause-final SO in Irish English and the New 

English varieties of India, Singapore, Hong Kong and the Philippines by analysing the functions in 

these varieties and the frequency with which these functions occur. By doing so this study also 

compares the use of clause-final LIKE to the use of clause-final SO and moreover it contributes to the 

study on the pragmatic markers in English as a first language and ESL. To address this research, 

spontaneous dialogues of five ICE-corpora are explored: SPICE-IRL, ICE-IND, ICE-SIN, ICE-HK and ICE-

PHI. I observe 665 examples of clause-final LIKE and 320 examples of clause-final SO, which result in a 

diversity of functions and frequencies.  

This study illustrates that the English varieties can resemble each other in their uses of clause-final 

LIKE and of clause-final SO. For instance, in the corpora, except for ICE-PHI, clause-final LIKE primarily 

occurs in the textual domain, while clause-final SO overall fulfils interactional functions. More 

specifically, To signal that clarification will follow and To provide confirmation are the most popular 

functions of clause-final LIKE, while clause-final SO mainly fulfils the function A prompt for the hearer 

to reconstruct an implied proposition in the corpora. Because of their high frequencies, these 

functions might be the core functions of clause-final LIKE and clause-final SO respectively.  

Despite the observed similarities, the use of clause-final LIKE and clause-final SO is clearly variety-

dependent as their distribution is specific to each variety. To clarify, this study illustrates that the 

functions and their frequency vary in each variety. For instance, clause-final LIKE and clause-final SO 

can fulfil different functions in the same domain, the frequencies of the functions in the varieties 

may differ and the same function can also occur in diverse appearances in the corpora. Besides, this 

study also shows that there is no direct link between the proficiency of ESL and the frequency of 

clause-final LIKE or clause-final SO. Moreover, in the Irish variety of English the use of clause-final 

LIKE and clause-final SO is most extensive as SPICE-IRL contains all the functions and remarkabilities 

observed in the corpora. Nevertheless, it is risky to suppose that clause-final LIKE and clause-final SO 

occur more diversely in native speech as this study is restricted to the native speech of Ireland only. 

To sum up, this study shows that the distribution of clause-final LIKE and of clause-final SO does not 
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solely differ between the English speech of native speakers and learners of ESL, but the New English 

varieties also vary from each other. 

The comparison between clause-final LIKE and clause-final SO shows that a functional overlap is 

possible when they fulfil similar functions in the same functional domain. It also illustrates that 

pragmatic markers do not always function in the same functional domains as clause-final SO does not 

fulfil interpersonal functions. Besides, another result of this study is that clause-final LIKE and clause-

final SO have different core functions and by doing so clause-final LIKE can traditionally be 

considered a textual marker, while clause-final SO can traditionally be defined an interactional 

marker.  

Although this study yields more insight in the use of clause-final LIKE and clause-final SO, it has its 

limitations. The most obvious limitation is that I did not observe the conversations myself. As a 

result, I did not witness the paralanguage, such as the body language and the intonation pattern. For 

that reason, I could not take the paralanguage into account while defining the functions. Another 

limitation is the lack of a general agreement on the interpretation of the three functional domains. 

For that reason, the frequency of each domain depends on my interpretation of these functional 

domains and on which functions are related to these domains. However, this study still has value as it 

contributes to diverse studies on pragmatic markers. First, it provides more information about LIKE 

and SO in final position, which often slips scholarly attention. Moreover, this study expands our 

knowledge of the use of pragmatic markers in New Englishes by focussing on the English varieties of 

four former English colonies. Finally, it contributes to the study of pragmatic markers from a 

contrastive and cross-varietal perspective.  

For that reason, I can only encourage more studies on the clause-final position of pragmatic 

markers in diverse varieties of English since little is known about this topic. To close this gap, the 

study on clause-final positions of pragmatic markers needs to be expanded. Besides, this study shows 

that they play an equally important role in the discourse as their clause-initial and clause-medial 

variant do; therefore they should not be neglected. Moreover, I encourage further cross-varietal 

studies on ESL, such as New Englishes, and on EFL as they provide us with more insight in the use of 

pragmatic markers in diverse English varieties. More contrastive studies are recommended to gain 

more insight on the multifunctionality of pragmatic markers and on a possible functional overlap 

between the pragmatic markers. To sum up, further studies with a similar topic are encouraged to 

create a better comprehension of the use of pragmatic markers across English varieties world-wide.   
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Appendix 

Appendix I: The ICE text categories for the dialogues 

 

SPOKEN       S 

 

 DIALOGUE      S1 

 

  PRIVATE     S1A 

   Direct Conversations  S1A-001 to S1A-090 

   Telephone Calls   S1A-091 to S1A-100 

 

  PUBLIC     S1B 

   Class Lessons   S1B-001 to S1B-020 

   Broadcast Discussions  S1B-021 to S1B-040 

   Broadcast Interviews  S1B-041 to S1B-050 

   Parliamentary Debates  S1B-051 to S1B-060 

   Legal Cross-examinations  S1B-061 to S1B-070 

   Business Transactions  S1B-071 to S1B-080 
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Appendix II:  The numbering scheme of the ICE-corpora 

SPICE-IRL  The corpus name, SPICE-Ireland. 

P1A-051  The text category, in this case Private dialogues: Direct conversations.  

$A-B&D The identities of the speakers  

 


