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Word order is one of the linguistic resources speakers use to express specific mean-
ings and present information. The literature considers information structure a ma-
jor driving force behind word order and word order variation. The chapter argues
that this is particularly true in language contact settings, enhancing the emergence
of new word order patterns. We review studies that were conducted in the RUEG
group, covering a) language-specific phenomena (referent introduction in English,
V3 clauses and the placement of modal particles in German, and object-verb/verb-
object patterns in Russian) and b) a cross-linguistically available construction – left
dislocation in English, German, and Russian.

1 Introduction

In a world of increasingly dynamic global migration and communication, lan-
guage contact has become an important and pervasive phenomenon in linguistic
research. The interaction of different languages can result in the emergence of
new linguistic forms and the shaping of language use and communication. One
area of particular interest in studying language contact is the relationship be-
tween information packaging and word order. Information packaging involves
two key concepts: information structure and information status. Information
structure refers to how speakers encode and present information in a sentence
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and includes notions such as focus and topic (see Krifka & Musan 2012). Infor-
mation status means the status of referring expressions as referentially and/or
lexically given or new in discourse (see Baumann 2006). Both concepts affect the
packaging of information in spoken and written texts in order to respond to the
immediate communicative needs of the interlocutor (see Chafe 1976).

The impact of language contact on information packaging and word order is a
topic of ongoing research and debate. Information structure and status have been
identified as one of the main causes of word order variation in languages with rel-
atively free word order, such as German (Musan 2002), Russian (Jasinskaja 2016),
and Turkish (Özsoy 2019), as well as languages with fixed word order, such as
English (Ward & Birner 2004). Across different languages, word order has been
shown to be influenced by specific information packaging principles including
the given-before-new principle, the end-focus principle, the end-weight princi-
ple, and the complexity principle (see Hilpert 2021).

For example, according to the given-before-new principle (Halliday 1967, Hil-
pert 2021), discourse-given referents tend to appear before discourse new refer-
ents across different languages, such as English and Russian (Haviland & Clark
1974, Bock & Irwin 1980, Arnold et al. 2000, Slioussar 2007, 2011). In Russian, this
pattern may lead to word orders with inversion ((XP) V S) or dislocation (XP S
V), differing from the default subject-verb-object (SVO) pattern (e.g., King 1995,
Kallestinova 2007, Bailyn 2012). In German, constituents can scramble within
the clause to change their information status (e.g., Musan 2002). English uses
specific syntactic constructions for highlighting and focusing. For example, loca-
tive inversion and existential there structures highlight the introduction of new
information postverbally (Ward & Birner 2004).

The differences in word order flexibility and the different strategies in convey-
ing information syntactically are particularly interesting from a cross-linguistic
perspective, and language contact settings can be expected to enhance our un-
derstanding of the dynamic relationship between word order and information
packaging. Various studies point to different factors influencingword order varia-
tion in bilinguals. For particular word order patterns, some studies suggest cross-
linguistic influence as the explanatory factor (Polinsky 2018). However, for other
phenomena, there is no evidence of such cross-linguistic influence. Rather, bilin-
gual speakers seem more dynamic in language use than monolingual speakers
(Wiese et al. 2022). This claim is based on the idea that exposure to multiple
languages and linguistic systems allows bilinguals to draw on a wider range of
linguistic resources, resulting in a more flexible and adaptive approach to lan-
guage use (Wiese & Rehbein 2016). In particular, bilinguals may be more likely
to adapt information packaging and word order in response to language contact,
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as they can switch between different linguistic systems and draw on a range of
linguistic resources to encode information, leading to either new emerging word
order patterns or more frequent use of noncanonical patterns. In this chapter, we
delve into the relation between information packaging, encompassing informa-
tion structure and status, andword order, which seems to be dynamic in language
contact situations and bilingual speakers.

This chapter presents studies within the RUEG group1 investigating word or-
der phenomena related to information packaging in English, Russian, and Ger-
man.We consider different contact settings, namely 1) settings inwhich these lan-
guages are used as majority languages bymonolinguals and by speakers of differ-
ent heritage languages (i.e., Germany, the US, and Russia) or 2) settings in which
two of these languages, German and Russian, are used as heritage languages (i.e.,
Germany and the US). We start by discussing the empirical basis of the analyses
and findings for specific phenomena in English (referent introduction), German
(V3 and modal particles), and Russian (word order in main/embedded clauses
and OV/VO patterns). Then, we turn to the dynamics of information packaging
from a cross-linguistic perspective, discussing a noncanonical word order pat-
tern that occurs in all three languages, namely left dislocation constructions. To
our knowledge, no study has systematically looked at the use and structure of
left dislocation in different languages across different speaker groups (i.e., mono-
lingual and bilingual) and different communicative settings. Thus, our study is
one of the first to attempt such an endeavor and provides a broad perspective on
noncanonical variation at the interface of word order and information packaging.
Finally, we summarize our results and discuss implications for further research.

2 Word order variation in English, German, and Russian

English, German, and Russian exhibit various word order patterns related to
information packaging. The languages differ concerning word order flexibility,
making these language contact settings particularly interesting. As a language
with flexible word order, Russian has a default SVO pattern, but all other alter-
nations are possible, fulfilling information structural needs (e.g., Sirotinina 2003,
Slioussar 2007, 2011). German is an SOV language with a V2 constraint, leading

1The Research Unit Emerging Grammars in Language Contact Situations: A Comparative Ap-
proach (FOR 2537, 2018–2024, https://hu.berlin/RUEG), funded by the DFG, investigated lin-
guistic dynamics in monolingual and multilingual speakers’ repertoires. The present article
presents results from the subproject P8 (PIs: Shanley E. M. Allen, Oliver Bunk, Sabine Zer-
bian), focussing on information structural dynamics in contact situations.
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to finite V2 in declarative main clauses and finite verb last in subordinate clauses.
English is strict SVO with residual V2. In the following sections, we present find-
ings pronounced in bilingual speakers, indicating that this group is particularly
prone to word order variation triggered by information packaging.

2.1 Data basis

The empirical basis for the analyses is the RUEG corpus2 (Lüdeling et al. 2024).
The data were elicited using one common experimental set-up (Wiese 2020),
which allows for a systematic comparison of language in different communica-
tive situations. Participants were asked to picture themselves as a witness to a
car accident that they had just watched in a short video clip. They were tasked to
describe the accident in four communicative situations, differing in mode (spo-
ken vs. written) and formality (formal vs. informal). Table 1 illustrates these four
contexts.

Table 1: Communicative situations simulated in the Lang-Sit set-up
(Wiese 2020)

Formal Informal

Spoken voice recording to the police WhatsApp© audio message to a
friend

Written witness report to the police WhatsApp© text message to a
friend

The corpus comprises data from adolescent and adult speakers from differ-
ent countries and with different language biographies. Speakers were from Ger-
many, Greece, Russia, Turkey, or the US. They were either monolingually or
bilingually raised.3 Monolinguals spoke themajority language of their respective
countries, i.e., German, Greek, Russian, Turkish, or English. Bilingual speakers
were tested in Germany and the US. In Germany, bilingual speakers were speak-
ers of the majority language (German) and Greek, Russian, or Turkish as their
heritage language. In the US, bilingual speakers were speakers of the majority

2https://hu.berlin/RUEG-corpus
3We consider monolingually-raised speakers as speakers who grew up with one language as
their family language. Bilingually-raised speakers are considered speakers who grew up with
another family language in addition to the majority language. These speakers were either
born in Germany, Greece, Russia, Turkey, or the US with the respective majority languages or
migrated to these countries before the age of four years.
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language (English) and German, Greek, Russian, or Turkish as their heritage lan-
guage. Table 2 gives an overview of the subcorpora (RU-RUEG = Russian subcor-
pus, EN-RUEG = English subcorpus, DE-RUEG = German subcorpus; h=heritage,
mo=monolingual), including the numbers of speakers per group.

Table 2: Numbers of speakers in the different subcorpora

Speaker Number
group of speakers

RUEG-RU
mo-Russian (RUS) 67
h-Russian (GER) 60
h-Russian (US) 69

RUEG-EN
mo-English (US) 64
h-German (US) 34
h-Greek (US) 65
h-Russian (US) 65
h-Turkish (US) 59

RUEG-DE
mo-German (GER) 64
h-German (US) 36
h-Greek (GER) 45
h-Russian (GER) 61
h-Turkish (GER) 65

While the RUEG corpus was the basis for all of our investigations, we used
additional corpora for German, to conduct comparative analyses across differ-
ent language contact scenarios. We provide information on these corpora in the
respective sections.

2.2 Referent introduction in English

Even though English word order is canonically SVO, it can be changed according
to pragmatic constraints, resulting in specific information packaging construc-
tions (Huddleston 2002). For example, the given-before-new principle (Biber et
al. 2021, Hilpert 2021) discussed in the introduction leads to a conflict for new
subjects in English: a new subject referent has to be placed first because of SVO
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word order, but ideally, it would be placed closer to the end of the clause because
the referent is new.

To resolve this tension, speakers can use several non-SVO constructions that
put the original SVO subject referent after the finite verb, for instance, existential
there (1a), presentational there (1b), locative inversion (1c), and passivization (1d).
The referent might remain the syntactic subject (1c) or take a different syntactic
role – a notional subject in (1a) and (1b) or an object of a preposition in (1d).

(1) Original clause: A woman was unloading her groceries on the other side
of the street.
a. There was a woman unloading her groceries on the other side of the

street.
b. There stood a woman unloading her groceries on the other side of the

street.
c. On the other side of the street was a woman unloading her groceries.
d. <I saw some groceries.> They were unloaded by a woman.

There is some evidence that bilingual speakers use information packaging con-
structions differently compared to monolingually-raised English speakers, pos-
sibly because of cross-linguistic influence. For example, speakers of Singapore
and Jamaican English use fewer existential there constructions than speakers of
monolingual varieties (Winkle 2015).

Our pilot findings in majority English showed differences and similarities be-
tween bilinguals and monolinguals. Unlike monolinguals, bilinguals used loca-
tive inversion for new subjects. Both groups used existential there to a similar
extent.

Based on these previous findings, Pashkova et al. (submitted) focused on the
syntactic structures that are used for the introduction of new subjects in ma-
jority English. We asked if English bilinguals use more non-SVO constructions
for the introduction of new subjects as compared to English monolinguals. We
hypothesized that English bilinguals with heritage Russian and heritage Turk-
ish, languages with flexible word orders, would use more non-SVO structures in
English, possibly because of the cross-linguistic influence from the heritage lan-
guages. To evaluate the hypothesis, we compared the syntactic structures used
for new vs. given subjects produced by 82 English bilinguals (40 heritage Rus-
sian and 42 heritage Turkish) vs. 40 English monolinguals. Each subject was an-
notated for its information status (new vs. given) and for the syntactic structure
it was used in. Subsequently, the syntactic structures were divided into SVO-
type structures (SVO and copular clauses without inversion) and non-SVO-type
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structures (existential and presentational there, locative and non-locative inver-
sions, right and left dislocations, passives, questions, it- and pseudo-clefts). The
results of the analysis indicated no difference between the frequency of use of
non-SVO structures by English bilinguals and monolinguals. In contrast, there
was a difference between new and given subjects in the frequency of non-SVO
structures: new subjects weremore likely to appear in such a structure than given
subjects. There was no interaction between the information status of the subject
and speaker group (English bilinguals vs. monolinguals). These results show that
all speakers in our sample, regardless of their bilingualism, preferred to use non-
SVO structures for new subjects more than for given subjects. The data indicate
that new subjects appear more frequently in constructions referring to informa-
tion status (i.e., non-SVO), and both bilinguals and monolinguals similarly fol-
low this trend. Cross-linguistic influence, as suggested by other studies, does not
seem to play a major role. Rather, dynamics in information packaging appear to
influence word order patterns in both speaker groups.

2.3 V3 and modal particles in German

In contrast to English, German is a more flexible language, allowing for a range
of word order patterns. German is generally considered an SOV language with a
V2 constraint, placing the finite verb in the second position in declarative clauses.
Various constituents, such as subjects, objects, or adverbials, can occupy the pre-
verbal position. V2 is considered a rigid constraint in German by the vastmajority
of the literature, and deviations from V2 are often claimed to be ungrammatical
(see 2):

(2) * Gestern
yesterday

Johann
Johann

hat
has

getanzt.
danced

‘Yesterday, Johann danced.’ (Roberts & Roussou 2002: 137)

However, V3 patterns occur systematically in everyday language use, as (3)
exemplifies:

(3) danach
after.that

er
he

lässt
lets

den
the

ball
ball

fallen
fall

‘after that, he drops the ball’ (RUEG corpus, DEbi58MT_isD)

These instances show an adverbial-subject-finite verb linearization (but see
Sluckin 2021 for other V3 orders, such as adverbial-adverbial-finite verb orders,
sparsely occurring) and are not only reported for German (see Wiese 2013), but
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also for other V2 languages in language contact settings. V3 occurs in urban con-
tact dialects in Sweden (see Kotsinas 1992), Denmark (see Quist 2000), Norway
(see Opsahl 2009), and the Netherlands (see Meelen et al. 2020). It is also docu-
mented in contexts where Germanic languages are spoken asminority languages,
including German in Namibia and the US (see Tracy & Lattey 2010, Sewell 2015,
Wiese & Müller 2018), heritage Norwegian (see Alexiadou & Lohndal 2018, Kinn
& Larsson 2021, 2022), heritage LowGerman (see Rocker 2022), heritage Swedish
(Kinn & Larsson 2021, 2022), heritage Danish (Kühl & Petersen 2018) and heritage
Icelandic (Arnbjörnsdóttir et al. 2018). V3 is also reported for monolingual Ger-
man speakers (see Schalowski 2017, Wiese & Müller 2018, Bunk 2020). Wiese &
Müller (2018) find that multilingual speakers use more V3 structures than mono-
linguals, indicating that word order variation concerning the V2 constraint is
particularly dynamic in this speaker group.

Wiese et al. (2022) looked at the distribution of V3 sentences across speaker
groups in the RUEG corpus. Based on the corpus version 0.4.0 (Wiese et al. 2021),
the study highlights that most V3 sentences were produced by bilingual speak-
ers in Germany and the US. However, V3 also occurred in monolingual speak-
ers. A closer look at the speakers in Germany revealed that bilingual speakers
with Turkish as their heritage language produced the vast majority of the V3
sentences. Wiese et al. (2022) argue that these findings speak against contact-
linguistic transfer because Greek and Russian tend to have SVO, which might
more easily allow for V3, while Turkish is predominantly SOV, making trans-
fer to V3 in German less likely compared to the other two languages. However,
for heritage German in the US, cross-linguistic effects might be at play, as these
speakers produced V3 that also involves non-subjects (seeWiese et al. 2022). In a
follow-up study using the much larger database of the corpus version 1.0 (Lüdel-
ing et al. 2024), we found a similar distribution of V3 (see Bunk & Rocker in
preparation).

Information structure plays a crucial role in the emergence and use of Ger-
man V3 patterns (see Wiese 2009, Schalowski 2017, Wiese & Müller 2018, Bunk
2020). The adverbial-subject-finite verb linearization is closely tied to a “frame-
setter > (aboutness) topic > comment” order and this pattern appears to hold in
non-verbal contexts, i.e., contexts in which participants are asked to retell a story
using only toys and word cards (see Wiese 2020) as well as in second language
speakers (Bunk&Gamper forthcoming).Wiese & Rehbein (2016) argue that bilin-
guals more frequently use V3 since they are exposed to more linguistic variation,
leading to a less strict inventory of grammatical rules, which they apply more
productively to form noncanonical patterns. However, V3 also occurs in mono-
lingual speakers, and psycholinguistic evidence suggests that these speakers a)
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process V3 as an integral part of German grammar and b) judge adverbial-subject-
finite verb orders as more grammatical than adverbial-object-finite verb, arguing
for a representation of the former but not the latter structure (see Bunk 2020).
Taken together, these studies point to a cognitive preference for “frame-setter >
(aboutness) topic > comment” orders as a way of information packaging.

From these previous findings, it seems that V3 spotlights the interaction of in-
formation structure and word order. Concurrently, it sheds light on the external
interface of syntax and discourse (see Sorace 2011). The initial adverbial functions
as a frame-setter at the information structural level, as a discourse marker at the
discourse structuring level (see Schalowski 2017), or takes both functions simul-
taneously (see Bunk 2020). Bunk & Rocker (in preparation) investigate the distri-
bution of V3 types (frame-setting V3 vs. discourse-connecting V3 vs. ambiguous
cases) in the RUEG corpus, the Kiezdeutsch-Korpus (KiDKo, Wiese et al. 2010),
the DNam corpus (Zimmer et al. 2020), and a collection of V3 sentences from her-
itage Low-German in the US (Rocker 2022), focusing on spoken language. While
RUEG comprises data from the US and Germany, KiDKo contains data from mul-
tilingual and monolingual adolescents from Germany. DNam includes data from
adult and adolescent speakers of the German-speaking community in Namibia.
All corpora slightly differ in size and number of speakers, however normalized
numbers allowed for a comparison of the data. The corpora permit investigating
different contact scenarios with different statuses of German: 1) as a majority
language (Germany), and 2) as a minority/heritage language (US and Namibia).
While in the US, German is on the decline and influenced bymajority English, the
speech community in Namibia still uses German as a vital language. We were in-
terested in potential differences in the impact of other (majority) languages due
to these diverging statuses of German.

The data were annotated for the type of adverbial (frame-setter, discourse-
connector, ambiguous) in all corpora. We found that frame-setting and discourse-
connecting V3 structures were used at similar rates in the RUEG and DNam
corpus and that only a few cases were ambiguous. KiDKo exhibited only a few
discourse-connecting V3 sentences, while most were framesetting or ambiguous.
We argued that differences between KiDKo and RUEG/DNam are due to contex-
tual factors, such as the oppositions between dialogue vs. monologue and free
conversation vs. narration. However, we found that (und) dann (‘(and) then’) is
the preferred adverbial in V3 across all corpora (see Wiese & Müller 2018 for a
detailed discussion of dann (‘then’) in KiDKo, see Sewell 2015 for the prevalence
of temporal adverbs licensing V3 in heritage German in Wisconsin German). We
were also interested in the role of prosody in disambiguating frame-setting from
discourse-connecting adverbials in V3, and found that prosodic boundariesmight
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provide a disambiguating cue for the interlocutor (Bunk & Rocker in preparation,
Zerbian, Zuban, et al. 2025 [this volume] for a detailed summary).

Another case where information structure and discourse structure impact
word order, particularly in the peripheries, is modal particles (henceforth MPs).
MPs indicate “to the hearer the mood or attitude of a speaker” (Bross 2012: 183).
Bunk et al. (2024) focus on the MPs eben and halt, investigating their distribution
across speaker groups, function, and syntactic structure.

Eben and halt are often considered synonyms (e.g., Hentschel 1986, Diewald
2007), marking a proposition as definite and irrevocable, indicating irreversibility
and resignation (Helbig 1988). However, others acknowledge subtle differences
in meaning (see Thurmair 1989, Thielmann 2015, Blühdorn 2019). MPs are typi-
cally restricted to the so-called “middlefield”, the position between a finite and
non-finite verb or verbal parts (Höhle 1986). Both finite and non-finite verbs and
verbal particles form the “left sentence bracket” and “right sentence bracket” sur-
rounding the middlefield. Table 3 provides an example of MPs in their canonical
position in the middlefield.

Table 3: MPs in their canonical position in the middlefield

Prefield L. verb bracket Middlefield R. verb br. Postfield

Der Mann hat halt/eben den Ball in der Hand.
the man has MP/MP the ball in his hand

‘The man has the ball in his hand.’

In this study, we investigated halt and eben in the RUEG corpus, KiDKo, and
the DNam corpus, again, to tease apart the influence of the societal macro context
and the status of German on the use of the two MPs. The corpora comprise data
from Germany (RUEG, KiDKo), the US (RUEG), and Namibia (DNam).

In line with previous studies on the distribution of halt and eben (e.g., Elspaß
2005), our data show that all speech communities prefer halt over eben, except
for bilingual speakers of heritage German in the US. Here, we only encountered
one occurrence of halt and no occurrence of eben. Interestingly, we found several
cases where both MPs appear at the edge of the sentence and not in the middle-
field. Peripheral halt and eben were more frequently used by multilingual than
monolingual speakers, where we found only one instance of noncanonical parti-
cle placement in the right periphery. Thurmair (2020) argues that halt can only
appear in the right periphery but not in the left periphery, losing its function
as a MP and rather functioning as a discourse particle, toning down the impor-
tance of the preceding information. Imo (2008) finds halt in the left periphery,
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where it still functions as a MP. In our data, halt was used as both discourse
and modal particle in the left and the right periphery, predominantly frequent in
the multilingual speaker groups. Thus, our data indicate that multilinguals not
only use halt more frequently in a noncanonical position but also with a wider
functional spectrum, including the highlighting of important information. How-
ever, there might also be sociolinguistic factors at play. While Namibia considers
multilingualism the norm, Germany and the US are characterized by monoglos-
sic ideologies. The absence of MPs in the US might indicate a strong influence
of English as majority language due to these monoglossic ideologies. Previous
studies indicate that these differences in macro contexts lead to different types
of contact linguistic varieties (Wiese et al. 2022) and linguistic structures (Bunk
et al. 2024, forthcoming). Thus, an external factor of linguistic variation such as
different language contact settings might lead to different linguistic structures
as an external factor of linguistic variation.

2.4 Word order in Russian

Of the three languages considered here, Russian is the most flexible concern-
ing word order. Russian is reported to have a basic SVO order in pragmatically-
neutral contexts (i.e., in broad focus contexts). However, Russian allows remark-
able word order variation that is highly governed by information structure/sta-
tus (Švedova 1980, Kovtunova 2002, Sirotinina 2003, Kallestinova 2007, Slioussar
2007, 2011, 2012).

Several studies investigate word order in heritage Russian in Germany. How-
ever, these studies do not explicitly investigate the impact of information struc-
ture. For example, Brehmer & Usanova (2015) report that bilinguals differed from
monolingually-raised speakers of Russian by producing significantly more V-
final linearizations in both main and embedded clauses. The authors explain the
results in embedded clauses by referring to the influence from the majority lan-
guage German, which has finite V-final in embedded clauses, whereas the results
in main clauses might be due to pragmatic unmarking, in other words, V-final or-
ders being used in a wider range of contexts (for details see Brehmer & Usanova
2015).

In contrast to Brehmer & Usanova (2015), Zuban et al. (2021) and Martynova
et al. (2025) found that bilinguals with heritage Russian in Germany were sim-
ilar to monolingual speakers of Russian regarding the choice of different word
orders in both main and embedded clauses, not taking information structural
factors into consideration. Zuban et al. (2021) investigate word orders of subject,
verb, and (direct or indirect) object (i.e., SVO, OVS, SOV, OSV, VOS, VSO) of 16
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adolescent bilinguals residing in the US and Germany and 8 age-matched mono-
lingual speakers of Russian in the Russian subcorpus of the RUEG corpus. The
data were manually annotated for clause type (main/embedded), verb type (e.g.,
auxiliary, copula, finite, gerund, infinitive), and word order pattern. The word or-
ders included in the analysis contained a nonoblique subject, a finite verb, and an
object (either direct or oblique). The overall dataset consisted of 783 clauses. The
study revealed that bilinguals with heritage Russian in Germany were similar
to monolingual speakers regarding their word order repertoire and word order
distribution in both main and embedded clauses.

Martynova et al. (2025) examined the choice of OV/VO orders by 24 adolescent
bilingual speakers in the US and Germany and monolingual speakers of Russian.
The overall dataset consisted of 1,010 clauses. The data were manually annotated
for clause type (main/embedded), verb type (e.g., auxiliary, copula, finite, gerund,
infinitive), word order pattern (either OV or VO), and object realization (nominal
or pronominal). Contrary to Zuban et al. (2021) and Brehmer & Usanova (2015),
the study focused on the position of the object in relation to the verb, such that
the word orders included in the analysis were OV and VO with either a finite or
a non-finite verb and at least one object (direct or oblique). In addition, the study
byMartynova et al. (2025) explicitly considered the influence of object realization
(noun/pronoun) on OV/VO choice.

The study byMartynova et al. (2025) revealed that bilinguals in Germanywere
similar to monolingual speakers of Russian. Further, clause type and object role
influenced the choice of OV vs. VO order in the bilingual and monolingual speak-
ers similarly. Specifically, and in accordance with the literature on Standard Rus-
sian, the probability of OV over VO orders significantly decreased in embedded
clauses compared to main clauses. Furthermore, and again in line with the lit-
erature on Standard Russian, objects realized by pronouns were associated with
OV orders, while objects realized by nouns were associated with VO orders in
narrations of both speaker groups.

As already pointed out, the findings in Zuban et al. (2021) and Martynova et al.
(2025) contradict those of Brehmer & Usanova (2015). These differences could
be due to 1) different text types (semi-spontaneous narrations in different regis-
ters in Zuban et al. (2021) and Martynova et al. (2025); vs. written narrations in
Brehmer & Usanova (2015)), 2) differences in data annotation, and/or 3) differ-
ences in the data grouping and analysis.

As for the influence of information packaging onword order of heritage speak-
ers in Germany, some studies such as Zuban et al. (2021) and Brehmer & Usanova
(2015) acknowledge that word orders produced by heritage speakers are not al-
ways used to express the expected information structure or status. However, the
above-mentioned studies do not explicitly focus on information packaging and
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do not provide any quantitative results to support their observations. In the fol-
lowing paragraphs, we discuss one study that has examined the expression of
information status by heritage speakers of Russian in Germany (Zuban 2023).

In formal speech in monolingual Russian, in accordance with the given-before-
new principle, given referents canonically occur before new referents and new
referents appear postverbally and clause-finally (Slioussar 2007, 2011). In infor-
mal speech, this given-new order can be violated (e.g., Sirotinina 2003), leading
to a noncanonical new-given order. Zuban (2023) examined the syntactic and
prosodic expression of referents with the order new-given produced in the RUEG
corpus. The study analyzes the data of 120 speakers of the following groups: her-
itage speakers of Russian in the US (𝑁 = 40: 20 adolescents and 20 adults), her-
itage speakers of Russian in Germany (𝑁 = 40: 20 adolescents and 20 adults),
and monolingual speakers of Russian (𝑁 = 40: 20 adolescents and 20 adults).
The study focuses (among other things) on two questions: 1) whether heritage
speakers of both groups and monolingual speakers in Russia produce noncanon-
ical orders of referents (i.e., new before given referents in one clause), and 2)
whether the frequency of the order of referents new-given is similar across the
three speaker groups.

The data were manually annotated for word order based on Bailyn (2012) and
Villavicencio (2002). Information status of the 23 most frequent referents was
manually annotated according to the RefLex scheme (Riester & Baumann 2017)
and language-specific principles such as the position of a referent in a clause or
the expression of a referent by lexical or morphosyntactic means. Four types of
referents were annotated: new, bridging, unused, and given (see their definitions
in Riester & Baumann 2017: 5). The study shows that heritage speakers in Ger-
many and monolingual speakers produced referents with the order new-given,
as shown in the “target” in (4):

(4) Context:
i: v tot moment idët čelovek s mjačom (-) gde (-) u nego iz ruki (–)
otpuskaetsja mjač i vykatyvaetsja na dorogu
‘and: at that moment there is a person walking with a ball where the ball
is dropped from his hand and rolls out onto the road’

Target:
# potom

then

sobaka
snew
dog

(-) uvidela
v
saw

mjač
ogiven
ball

‘then a dog saw the ball’

391



Oliver Bunk et al.

Expected word order:
potom mjač

ogiven

uvidela
v

sobaka
snew (RUEG corpus, DEbi74MR_isR)

Overall, heritage speakers in Germany produced 52 instances of new-given
combinations out of 408 clauses with different discourse-new referents (i.e., new,
unused, and bridging), while monolinguals had 22 combinations of new-given
out of 292 clauses with different discourse-new referents. The numerical differ-
ence of new-given combinations between the two speaker groups was statisti-
cally significant, i.e., heritage speakers in Germany produced significantly more
combinations of new-given referents than monolingual speakers.

In the US, research generally reports on the increase of SVO and the reduc-
tion of word order flexibility in productions of Russian-English bilinguals (e.g.,
Isurin 2005, Kagan & Dillon 2006, Polinsky 2006, Isurin & Ivanova-Sullivan 2008,
Laleko & Dubinina 2018). However, Zuban et al. (2021) found that other factors,
such as clause type, may modulate the reduction of word order flexibility and
the increase of SVO. They found that bilingual speakers in the US were similar
to Russian monolinguals in main clauses but not in embedded ones, where they
predominantly produced SVO orders. Zuban et al. (2021) argue that these results
are not caused by transfer since transfer effects should emerge in both main and
subordinate clauses. Rather, higher complexity of embedded clauses compared
to main clauses led heritage speakers to the increased use of SVO word order
(see Zuban et al. 2021 for a detailed discussion).

Martynova et al. (2025) found that, like bilingual speakers in Germany, bilin-
guals in the US and monolingual speakers of Russian are similar regarding their
preference for OV and VO orders. Furthermore, the two groups of speakers were
similar concerning clause type and object realization (noun vs. pronoun). Again,
the different results in Martynova et al. (2025) and Zuban et al. (2021) are most
likely due to the differences in the investigated phenomenon.

Regarding information packaging, some studies in the US report that word or-
ders produced by heritage speakers are sometimes “contextually inappropriate”,
i.e., they do not always express the intended information structure or informa-
tion status (e.g., Laleko & Dubinina 2018, Kisselev 2019). This terminology of
“contextually inappropriate” is highly problematic as it considers the monolin-
gual formal language to be a norm for heritage speakers although the latter usu-
ally do not have exposure to formal instruction in their heritage language (see
Wiese et al. 2022 for a discussion). Several studies suggest differences between
bilingual and monolingual speakers and hint at different dynamics regarding in-
formation packaging. For instance, “contextually inappropriate” dislocation was
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found to comprise from around 12% up to 30% of all word orders with dislocation
in the data of bilinguals while monolingual speakers were reported to always pro-
duce “contextually appropriate” dislocation (Laleko & Dubinina 2018: 203, Kisse-
lev 2019: 164). Importantly, both bilinguals and monolinguals produced word or-
ders with dislocation. With respect to new-given orders in heritage Russian in
the US, we found that heritage speakers of Russian in the US produced referents
with the order of constituents new-given (61 instances out of 437 clauses) signif-
icantly more frequently than monolingual speakers (see Zuban 2023, 2024). The
results were thus in line with the findings from heritage Russian in Germany as
reported above.

Taken together, the results from our studies provide valuable insights into the
issue of word order choices in heritage Russian. At first glance, bilinguals prefer
the same word orders as monolingual speakers (Martynova et al. 2025, Zuban
et al. 2021). However, once information packaging is added to the equation, the
differences between bilinguals and monolinguals become obvious (Zuban 2023,
2024). Concurrently, the results of Zuban (2023, 2024) confirm the predictions of
the Interface Hypothesis, according to which phenomena that lie at the external
interface of syntax and discourse are predicted to show increased variability
under language contact (Sorace 2011). The exact reasons behind this variability
are less clear. However, the constant exposure of bilingual speakers to the various
linguistic structures of their majority language and heritage language as well as
different quantity and quality of input in the heritage languages might lead to the
outcomes of heritage speakers that differ from monolingual speakers (see Sorace
& Serratrice 2009, Zuban et al. 2023).

This section has summarized studies conducted within RUEG, showing that
word order phenomena are modulated through information structure and sta-
tus. These studies indicate that monolingual and bilingual speakers produce non-
canonical patterns for specific information packaging purposes, for example re-
garding referent introduction in English. Some phenomena even highlighted that
the relationship between information structure and word order seems particu-
larly pronounced in bilingual speakers, such as V3 orders and modal particles in
German and the order of new and given referents in Russian.

These findings provide valuable insights into the relationship between infor-
mation packaging and word order in English, German and Russian, discussing
isolated syntactic phenomena, with the major unifying factor being the influence
of information packaging on word order. As will be shown below, focussing on
a pattern occurring across these languages allows for a more systematic analysis
of the interaction of information structure and word order under language con-
tact. Taking this perspective, we might be able to pinpoint cross-linguistic effects
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as well as more general, language external factors that might impact the inter-
action of information packaging and word order. In the next section, we look at
left dislocation (LD) constructions as a case in point for such an endeavor.

3 Left dislocation constructions: A comparative view

3.1 LD in English, German, and Russian

Left dislocation (henceforth LD) is defined as “a construction in which a con-
stituent (e.g., a noun, a full pronoun, etc.) that appears before/to the left of its
predicate has, within the same sentence, a (nonreflexive) coreferential pronoun”
(Duranti & Ochs 1979: 378).

The construction is reported for most documented languages and is thus con-
sidered a universal phenomenon (Lambrecht 2001, Westbury 2016). This makes
LD constructions particularly revealing regarding the effects of language con-
tact on syntax and information packaging, especially when the languages in-
volved differ concerning word order flexibility and exhibit slight grammatical
and functional differences in LD constructions (see Westbury 2016 for an ex-
tensive overview of grammatical and functional features of LD across different
languages). Several studies in the RUEG group investigated LD constructions in
Russian (Zerbian, Barabashova, et al. 2025), English (Pashkova et al. submitted),
and German (Conti 2022, Sluckin & Bunk 2023), both in monolingual speakers
and bilingual speakers. (5) exemplifies LD constructions in English, Russian, and
German:

(5) a. English
My father, he’s Armenian. (Prince 1997: 2)

b. Russian
Moskv-a,
Moscow-nom

ona
she

gorodam
cities

mat’.
mother

‘Moscow is the mother of cities.’ (King 1995: 103)
c. German

Die Brigitte
the Brigitte

die
she

kann
can

ich
I

schon
mp

gar
mp

nicht
not

leiden.
like

‘Brigitte, I don’t like her at all.’ (Altmann 1981: 48)

LD constructions are a specific type of topic constructions where the dislo-
cated constituent is topicalized through its initial position and resumption (see,
among many others, Altmann 1981).
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LDs (re)introduce or (re)activate discourse referents (see Westbury 2016) or
promote topics (see Gregory & Michaelis 2001, Frey 2005). On the level of dis-
course pragmatics, they are used as floor-seeking devices (see Duranti & Ochs
1979). Even though there is no systematic analysis of LD in different commu-
nicative situations or registers, several studies have pointed out that LD tends
to occur in informal (Geluykens 1992) and spoken language (Shaer & Frey 2004,
Guryev et al. submitted). In spoken discourse, LD is particularly frequent in nar-
rations and discourses with present interlocutors (Bousquette et al. 2021).

Similar LD types have been categorized using different terminology in dif-
ferent languages, causing confusion from a cross-linguistic perspective. For ex-
ample, Frey (2005) indicates that the term “left dislocation” is misleading when
comparing German with English. While in English, the resumptive occurs in the
canonical position of the dislocated constituent in the following syntagma, in
German, the resumptive appears right after the dislocated constituent. However,
resumptives in German may also appear in other positions in the following syn-
tagma. In this case, the construction is called “Hanging Topic (Left Dislocation)
Construction” (HTLD; Altmann 1981, Selting 1993, Frey 2005). Frey (2005) refers
to constructions such as in (6c) as “Contrastive Left Dislocations” (CLD). (6) il-
lustrates the different constructions.

(6) a. Maria, I know her. (English LD)
b. Maria, die kenne ich. (German CLD)
c. Maria, ich kenne sie. (German HTLD)

Various subtypes of LD constructions differ regarding their grammatical struc-
ture. In German CLD, NPs, PPs, CPs, APs, and AdvPs can be dislocated (Dewald
2012). These constituents are resumed by a d-pronoun (der, die, das) or an ad-
verbial (see Sluckin & Bunk 2023 on adverbial resumption). HTLD in German is
less restricted than CLD concerning the resumptive. It can occur as a d-pronoun,
personal pronoun, a phrase, or it can be absent (see Altmann 1981, Dewald 2012).
HTLDs are usually restricted to left dislocated NPs or PPs (Selting 1993). Russian
and English LD constructions typically involve NPs that are resumed by a subject
or object pronoun (King 1995, Kallestinova 2007). LD constructions in the three
languages also differ concerning prosodic realization. While the left dislocated
element is usually separated from the rest of the clause by a pause in Russian
(Bailyn 2012), English (Frey 2005), and German HTLD, German CLDs lack such
a pause and are prosodically integrated in the following syntagma (Altmann 1981,
Selting 1993, Dewald 2012). In our analysis, we subsume all these different con-
structions under the term “left dislocation” (LD) for English, Russian, and Ger-
man. In order to account for grammatical and functional differences between the
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constructions, we annotated LD constructions concerning different grammatical
features using a joint annotation scheme (see Section 3.2).

Even though LD is a widespread construction in the languages of the world,
only a few studies have systematically investigated LD from the perspective of
language contact. Generally, studies indicate that bilingual speakers have “robust
knowledge of LD constructions” and “behave like monolingual native controls as
regards production, interpretation, and use” (Bousquette et al. 2021: 11). In their
investigation of heritage Norwegian and heritage German in the US, Bousquette
et al. (2021: 17) find that “specific constraints on LD appear to have been weak-
ened”. Overall, however, bilinguals patterned with monolinguals. Similar results
have been found for adverbial resumption in Germany in informal German and
Kiezdeutsch (Sluckin & Bunk 2023). Both varieties display similar patterns, even
though Kiezdeutsch generally allows for more word order variation than the
German of monolinguals, for example concerning verb placement (see Wiese &
Rehbein 2016), which we already discussed above.

For Canadian French and English, Nagy et al. (2003) report that anglophones
in Montreal use a distinct type of LD (“subject doubling”) in their French, but
the construction is also known from the varieties of Canadian English spoken in
Ontario, giving it a “distinctly French flavor” (Tagliamonte & Jankowski 2019: 1).
Usually, this construction is rare in English but frequent in French. While at first
glance, this observation might indicate cross-linguistic effects, the construction
is also found in speech communities with less direct influence from French. Thus,
Tagliamonte& Jankowski (2019: 13) conclude that the construction does not come
from French but that “French is influencing the use of English”.

For Russian, Laleko & Dubinina (2018) investigate different word order pat-
terns in bilingual and monolingual speakers of Russian in the US. Their study
looks at different word order patterns, though not specifically including the LD
constructions described here. They found that bilinguals produced fewer non-
canonical patterns than monolinguals, indicating decreased word order flexibil-
ity in Russian.

In the following, we present first results from our comparative study on LD
in language contact and contextualize findings from ongoing or published stud-
ies on LD in English, German, and Russian in language contact to gain further
insights into LD constructions from a cross-linguistic perspective.

3.2 Data annotation

The empirical basis is the RUEG corpus as described above. LD constructions
were identified in the RUEG corpus manually and annotated using a joint anno-
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tation scheme allowing for systematic, cross-linguistic analyses. We thoroughly
examined the corpus to identify all instances of LDs according to the definition
provided at the beginning of Section 3. Subsequently, we proceeded to annotate
each LD based on five features: 1. referent, 2. pronoun type (personal, posses-
sive, partitive), 3. noun phrase type (simple noun phrase, noun phrase with a
preposition, noun phrase with coordination, noun phrase with a relative clause),
4. presence of intervening material (present or absent), and 5. function (new in-
troduction, reintroduction, set, clarification).

3.3 Findings

Overall, our data show that all speaker groups in Germany and the US use LDs,
and the construction is almost always used in spoken contexts. However, the
groups differ concerning the number of LDs used by particular groups in the
respective countries. Differences also emerged for LD use in formal vs. informal
communicative situations. Table 4 gives a general overview of the number of LDs
normalized against the number of CUs.4

While the overall figures do not indicate major differences at first glance, our
statistical analyses revealed interesting results. For Russian, bilinguals in both
the US and Germany used a significantly higher number of LDs in total than
monolinguals (see Zerbian, Barabashova, et al. 2025). This is in contrast to the
literature reporting a decreased word order flexibility in bilinguals (e.g., Laleko
& Dubinina 2018). In addition to the number of LDs, more bilingual speakers
(again in both the US and Germany) than monolinguals produced LDs at all.
Formality was not a significant factor for the groups investigated, i.e., there was
no difference between formal and informal contexts, pointing to register leveling
in these groups (see Özsoy et al. 2022).

In German, monolinguals and bilinguals did not differ significantly from each
other. LDs were produced at similar rates. However, formality had a minor in-
fluence when comparing monolinguals and bilinguals speaking Turkish as a her-
itage language. German monolinguals produced fewer LDs in the informal than
in the formal context, while bilinguals of heritage Turkish produced fewer in
the formal than in the informal setting. These results were only marginally sig-
nificant; further investigations with a larger data set might thus enlighten this
aspect. Interestingly, bilinguals used a structure not yet attested in the literature.
They occasionally (9 times) produced an LD structure with a personal pronoun,
where a d-pronoun would be expected, as discussed in the literature. (7) provides
an example:

4We define a communication unit (CU) as an “independent clause with its modifiers” (Hughes
et al. 1997: 53).
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Table 4: Overall frequencies of LDs across speaker groups

Left
dislocations CUs LDs per CU

RUEG-RU
mo-Russian (Russia) 26 2780 0.009
h-Russian (Germany) 90 3374 0.030
h-Russian (US) 103 3222 0.030

RUEG-EN
mo-English (US) 24 2734 0.009
h-German (US) 15 1499 0.009
h-Greek (US) 19 2879 0.007
h-Russian (US) 41 3170 0.013
h-Turkish (US) 30 2864 0.010

RUEG-DE
mo-German (Germany) 19 3727 0.005
h-German (US) 2 1633 0.001
h-Turkish (Germany) 20 3627 0.006
h-Russian (Germany) 12 3639 0.003
h-Greek (Germany) 4 2251 0.002

(7) dieser
this

mann
man

er
he

spielt
plays

mit
with

äh
uhm

ball
ball

‘this man, he plays with the ball’ (RUEG corpus, DEbi59MT_isD)

Like LD in German, the number of LDs in English was similar between mono-
linguals and bilinguals – slightly above or under 1% out of all CUs. However,
speaker groups differed in using LDs in formal vs. informal situations. We found
different patterns of use between bilinguals with the heritage languages Greek
and Turkish on the one hand and bilinguals with heritage German, heritage Rus-
sian, and monolinguals on the other hand. In the formal situations, speakers of
the heritage languages Greek and Turkish used fewer LDs than monolinguals,
while bilinguals with heritage German and heritage Russian did not differ from
monolinguals. In the informal context, bilinguals with heritage Turkish produced
more LDs than monolinguals, while bilingual speakers with heritage Greek, her-
itage German, and heritage Russian did not differ from monolinguals. Finally,
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bilinguals with heritage Greek and heritage Turkish approached the formality
distinction differently from English monolinguals: these bilinguals had slightly
more LDs in the informal than in the formal setting, while monolinguals had a
reverse pattern: they had slightly more LDs in the formal setting than in the in-
formal one. Bilinguals with heritage German and heritage Russian did not differ
from monolinguals.

3.4 Discussion

The study on LD in the three languages leaves us with valuable insights and
many questions. For one, cross-linguistic influence might explain some of the
results, such as the more frequent use of LD in heritage Russian compared to
monolinguals, and the new pattern in German of replacing the resumptive d-
pronoun with a personal pronoun. Bilingual heritage Russian speakers might
use the noncanonical structure more frequently thanmonolingual English speak-
ers since, in both their languages, LD is a plausible option for topic promotion or
(re)introduction. The general flexibility of Russian word order compared to Turk-
ish, Greek, and German might amplify the use of LD in such contexts. Statistical
analyses are needed to further explore whether heritage speakers’ majority lan-
guage aligns with their heritage language regarding LD, in other words, whether
in this case speakers use LDs more regularly.

Cross-linguistic transfer, however, does not explain the distributional patterns
across different communicative contexts: while formality was not a relevant fac-
tor for heritage Russian in Germany, bilinguals with heritage Turkish produced
slightly more LDs in informal than in formal contexts, while monolinguals pro-
duced more LDs in formal than in informal situations. Interestingly, we found a
similar pattern in the US. Again, bilinguals with heritage Turkish (and heritage
Greek) produced fewer LDs in formal contexts than monolinguals or bilinguals
with heritage German and heritage Russian, who, in turn, produced fewer LDs
in informal than in formal situations. This finding is rather surprising, as it con-
cerns particular speaker groups. While for Russian, linguistic factors might be at
play, as Russian word order flexibility appears to provide speakers with a wider
range of grammar patterns, in heritage Greek and heritage Turkish, potential
reasons for the distribution of LDs in formal and informal settings might be ex-
tralinguistic factors. In the final section, we suggest how sociolinguistic factors
might provide further insights into LD use in language contact and that these
factors might influence linguistic structure.
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4 Conclusion and outlook

This chapter aimed to provide an overview of studies conducted within RUEG
exploring the relationship between information packaging andword order in lan-
guage contact settings. These studies suggest that both monolinguals and bilin-
guals make use of noncanonical structures that are influenced by information
structure and status. In English, monolinguals and bilinguals used non-SVO to
introduce new subjects, while in Russian, both groups used noncanonical new-
before-given word orders. In German, noncanonical V3 and peripheral modal
particles are used by both bilinguals and monolinguals and in all of these lan-
guages, LDs occur in both monolingual and bilingual groups.

Many of our studies also imply that bilingual speakers are flexible regarding
word order and its interaction with information structure and status. In Russian,
bilinguals use LDs more frequently, contrary to the decrease in flexibility in bilin-
guals with heritage Russian, as often claimed in the literature. In addition, they
apply noncanonical new-before-given word order more frequently than mono-
linguals. Even though some previous studies did not find any differences in word
order between monolinguals and bilinguals (e.g., Martynova et al. 2025), or these
differences were not found across all the investigated conditions (e.g., Zuban et
al. 2021), the picture changes when considering how new vs. given referents are
presented. In German, V3 is used more frequently by bilingual speakers, and
bilinguals place the modal particles halt and eben more frequently in the sen-
tence peripheries, taking on the functions of discourse particles and highlighting
important information.

Our data also indicate that bilingual speakers are not only more dynamic but
tend to be more sensitive to communicative situations, as we have seen for the
preference of LD in informal situations in most bilingual groups, except for Rus-
sian. These effects cannot be explained by cross-linguistic transfer, as we would
expect differences in all communicative situations for specific speaker groups.
Considering sociolinguistic factors might further illuminate these findings. Bunk
(2024) found that many German bilingual speakers with heritage Turkish and
heritage Russian produced fewer noncanonical patterns and more features as-
sociated with formal, standard-like German on several linguistic levels (lexicon,
phonetics, discourse-pragmatics) in the formal situations compared to monolin-
guals. For example, speakers tend to articulate non-morphemic -t in the auxil-
iary ist (‘is’) more frequently than their monolingual peers. In spoken language,
speakers often drop non-morphemic -t due to a regular phonological process.
This variant, however, deviates from written standard German and may not be
associated with formal language. Bunk (2024, in press) argues that a reason for
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such patterns may be linguistic pressure that multilingual speakers experience in
a societal macro context that is characterized by widespread monoglossic ideolo-
gies. Multilingual speakers might feel the need to align with the majority society
linguistically to be accepted as members of that society and to avoid Othering.
This conclusion is further supported by qualitative sociolinguistic interviews, in
which speakers reported the need to excel over monolinguals regarding stan-
dard language use in order to be considered valid members of the German soci-
ety Bunk (2024, in press). An example for such a notion, uttered by a bilingual
speaker with Russian as their heritage language in Germany, is given in (8):

(8) sagen wir mal, man sieht ausländisch aus, [...] man wird einfach anders
wahrgenommen, wenn das Deutsch perfekt ist
‘let’s say you look foreign, [...] you are simply perceived differently if your
German is perfect’ (CS_hR, 3:56)

The interview data illustrate strongmonoglossic ideologies, standard language
ideology, and perceived linguicism as indicated in (8). These ideologies are pres-
ent in both the US and Germany, which is typical for countries of the Global
North (Lippi-Green 1997, Blackledge 2000). Hence, they might affect the use
of noncanonical patterns, such as LDs, in bilingual speakers in these countries.
However, this interpretation of the data does not explain why speaker groups
differ from each other. Two possible factors come to mind: a) different experi-
ences of discrimination due to socialization, and b) different ideologies towards
multilingualism and the standard variety of the majority language between the
speaker groups.

If the societal macro context plays a role, we would not expect fewer LDs in
formal contexts than in informal contexts in bilinguals and more LDs in formal
contexts than in informal contexts by monolinguals in societies that perceive
multilingualism as normalcy, e.g., Namibia. In an ongoing study, Conti & Bunk
(in preparation) compare the use of LDs in German in Germany, the US, and
Namibia, investigating this question further. However, we found other patterns
that support this idea in the use of modal particles (see Bunk et al. 2024 and
Section 2.2), and bare NPs (Bunk et al. forthcoming). Additionally, Wiese et al.
(2022) show that the societal macro context seems to influence the overall struc-
ture of languages strongly. Even though this perspective does not explain all of
our data, it might explain the fewer occurrences of LDs in formal situations in
some bilingual speakers of heritage Turkish and heritage Greek in the US and
heritage Turkish in Germany compared to monolinguals. While more in-depth
studies are needed to determine language ideologies that are present in the soci-
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etal macro-context, such as through systematic discourse analysis of public dis-
cussions or policy papers, these findings indicate that linguistic ideologies might
be an important factor to consider when analyzing linguistic structures in lan-
guage contact, in particular regarding noncanonical variation.

The case of left dislocation shows that in addition to looking at language-
specific phenomena, systematic cross-linguistic analyses of similar patterns are
important to illuminate the interaction of information packaging and word order
variation. We further suggest that integrating sociolinguistic factors such as the
societal macro contexts and ideologies towards multilingualism into our models
of grammatical variation might further deepen our understanding of linguistic
dynamics in heritage speakers’ language use.
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