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Abstract

Motion is central to human experience; it is pervasive in our daily lives and also in
our communicative needs. However, it is a well established fact that languages differ
in their linguistic expression of motion. Talmy’s (1985, 2000) work distinguishes
two different types of languages according to the way the different elements of a
motion event are mapped onto linguistic elements: satellite-framed and verb-framed
languages. English and Spanish are often taken as examples of this typological
difference. English, as a satellite-framed language, expresses the core component of
motion, i.e., the Path or trajectory of motion, in satellites (e.g., up, down) or in
prepositional phrases (e.g., into/out of the house), leaving the verb slot free to encode
Manner-of-motion. Spanish, as a verb-framed language, typically expresses Path in
the main verb while relegating the expression of Manner to adjuncts (e.g.,
entrar/salir corriendo lit. ‘enter/exit running’).

Talmy’s seminal work has engendered a great deal of research and debate in
the literature on motion event descriptions over the last two decades. Despite the vast
amount of research on the linguistic expression of motion events, the fact that motion
verb roots might encode information apart from Path and Manner is often
overlooked, as are minor lexicalisation patterns that might occur. Furthermore,
scholars, more often than not, have neglected the study of path verbs in favour of the
study of manner verbs, as the differing expression of Manner has so far been the
most interesting diverging point between satellite- and verb-framed languages.
Finally, hardly any work has been devoted to an in-depth analysis of the semantics of
motion verb lexicons in both verb- and satellite-framed languages beyond the
comparison of the motion verbs found in novels or elicited orally in the two types of
language.

The present thesis aims at bridging the gap in the existing literature by
addressing the semantics of English and Spanish motion verbs. In the first part of this
dissertation, a systematic and detailed account of the semantics of English and
Spanish motion verb lexicons from a contrastive point of view is provided. The
patterns of general conflations are explored, as well as more subtle path notions and

fine-grained manner information which can be conveyed by motion verbs in these



two languages. Comparison between English and Spanish leads to the identification
of some similarities: (a) conflation of Motion plus one additional semantic
component, either Manner or Path, is the most characteristic lexicalisation pattern of
both motion verb lexicons; (b) both languages have path verbs which express, at
minimum, 13 different types of Path; among these, the most frequently lexicalised
types of Path are ‘Away from G’, ‘Up/Onto G — Upwards’, ‘To/towards G’ and
‘Down from/to G — Downwards’, whereas the least frequent is ‘Out of G’; and (c)
both languages possess many more walking verbs than running and jumping verbs.
These tendencies suggest that there are important similarities in how English and
Spanish, and possibly other verb- and satellite-framed languages, lexicalise the
domain of motion in their verb roots. In addition, some crosslinguistic differences are
noted: (a) English manner-of-motion verbs outnumber those of Spanish and tend to
exploit some manner parameters much more often than Spanish manner verbs (e.g.,
manner information about the mental and physical state of the Figure and details
about the way the Figure moves its legs while walking, motion using vehicles,
motion while dancing); and (b) the Spanish path verb lexicon is larger in size than
the English one, although both languages are able to express similar types of Paths.
The second part of this thesis aims to investigate an important subdomain of
motion, that of human locomotion, using experimental methods. Three studies are
reported: a definition and feature listing task, a free verb listing task, and a verb-
categorization rating task. These studies offer interesting insights into how English
and Spanish organise their motion verb lexicons and into the complex semantics of
human locomotion verbs. In addition, the findings provide empirical support for
some of the observations from the linguistic analysis undertaken in the first part of
this thesis, and they suggest that, rather than instantiating a single motor pattern,

some motion verbs might better be considered as a combination of motor patterns.
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. The problem

Motion is central to human experience; it is pervasive in our daily lives and also in
our communicative needs. It seems to be a universal concept present in all the
languages of the world. However, it is a well established fact that languages differ in
their linguistic expression of motion. Talmy’s (1985, 2000a, 2000b) work
distinguishes two different types of languages, i.e., satellite-framed and verb-framed
languages, according to the way the different elements of a motion scene are mapped
onto linguistic elements. English and Spanish are often taken as examples of this
typology. English, as a satellite-framed language, expresses the core component of
motion, i.e., Path or the trajectory of motion, in satellites (e.g., up, down) or in
prepositional phrases (e.g., into/out of the house), leaving the verb slot free to encode
Manner-of-motion. Spanish, as a verb-framed language, typically expresses Path in
the main verb while relegating the expression of Manner to adjunts (e.g., entrar/salir
corriendo lit. ‘enter/exit running’). However, it should be borne in mind that
typologies reflect tendencies rather than absolute differences among languages
(Berman & Slobin, 1994); thus, both languages have path-conflating and manner-
conflating verbs in addition to other verbs which encode other semantic information
pertaining to the motion event, as noted by Talmy and others.

Talmy’s typological work has inspired a great deal of research on motion
event descriptions over the last two decades. Such research has taken for granted that
the main difference between satellite-framed and verb-framed languages resides in
their differential encoding of Manner of motion; Manner is readily encoded in verbs
in satellite-framed languages whereas it is optional in verb-framed languages. As a
consequence, much less research attention has been given to the Path component,
which, as core of the motion event, is encoded either in the verb or in satellites.
Moreover, research has frequently overlooked the other possible semantic
conflations (e.g., Ground, Figure) that might exist in the motion verb lexicons of
satellite- and verb-framed languages, thus impoverishing their crosslinguistic
analyses.

Regarding manner verbs, Slobin (1997: 459) has pointed out that languages

seem to have a ‘two-tiered’ lexicon of manner-of-motion verbs: (1) a general one, or



CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

superordinate level, represented by everyday verbs such as walk, run, jump, fly, etc.;
and (2) a more specific and expressive level consisting of different ways of walking,
such as stroll, wander, or shuffle; different ways of running such as sprint or jog, etc.
Research based on elicited narratives and novels has shown that English possesses a
very extensive and elaborated second level whereas Spanish’s manner verb lexicon is
not as rich and mainly consists of general manner-of-motion verbs. In relation to path
verbs, Ozcaliskan (2004: 85) has claimed that path verb lexicons of both satellite-
and verb-framed languages ‘form a closed lexical category that does not provide
many options for elaboration’ and thus, both typological groups may possess an
approximately similar number of path verbs. However, her claims have not been
fully addressed by crosslinguistic research yet.

As a final point, despite the vast amount of research on the linguistic
expression of motion events in English and in Spanish, and of the claims about the
semantics of their manner verbs, hardly any research has been devoted to an in-depth
analysis of their motion verb lexicons, and a comparative study is, to our knowledge,
nonexistent. This dissertation aims at filling the gap in the existing literature by
providing a systematic and detailed account of the semantics of both English and
Spanish motion verb lexicons. A better understanding of the semantics of motion
verbs in these languages is of primarily importance for crosslinguistic research on
motion event descriptions in general, and for research investigating the effects that

differing semantic patterns may have on non-linguistic cognition.

1.2. Aims and methodology

The primary goal of this work is to provide a comparative account of the semantics
of a substantial part of the English and the Spanish motion verb lexicons, focussing
specifically on self-agentive and non-agentive motion verbs (Talmy, 2000b: 28). Our
starting point is Talmy’s general semantic components for motion: Motion, Figure,
Ground, Path, Manner and Cause. Our analysis, moreover, delves into the broad
categories of Path and Manner so as to look for more subtle differences in their

motion lexicons; for that purpose, some types of Path (e.g., Berthele, 2004; Wilchli,
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2001) and a number of fine-grained manner categories or parameters (e.g., Ibarretxe-
Antufiano, 2006a; Ozgaliskan, 2004; Slobin, 2000, 2005), which have been identified
by scholars working on this field, will be used. On the whole, this thesis seeks to
provide an answer to the following general research questions: (1) which semantic
notions are generally conflated in English and Spanish motion verbs? (2) Do English
and Spanish have comparable path verb lexicons? In size? In semantic nature? And
(3) do English and Spanish lexicalise similar manner-of-motion information in their
verbs? Which manner details are more often exploited in each language? Does
English exhibit greater manner granularity for all subdomains of motion?

A total of 376 motion verbs in English and 257 in Spanish were compiled
with the help of available verb lists in the existing literature (Cifuentes-Honrubia,
1999; Levin & Rappaport-Hovav, 1992; Levin, 1993; Morimoto, 2001; and Snell-
Hornby, 1983), monolingual and bilingual dictionaries, and thesauri. The motion
verbs under the scope of the present investigation include general motion verbs (i.e.,
no specific semantic information apart from the Motion component, such as the
Spanish verb moverse ‘to move oneself’, and the English move), accompany verbs
(cf. Levin (1993), e.g., escoltar ‘to escort’, guiar ‘to guide’, escort, guide, lead), and
path verbs (e.g., entrar ‘enter’, salir ‘exit’, arrive, come, depart, enter, exit, go) as
well as manner verbs. Manner verbs pertain to (a) human and animal locomotion
(e.g., andar ‘walk’, correr ‘run’, saltar ‘jump’, walk, run, fly, hop, pronk, slither),
(b) motion using a vehicle (e.g., conducir ‘to drive’, navegar ‘to navigate’, bike,
canoe, ferry, ship), (c) motion while dancing (e.g., bailotear ‘a careless way of
dancing’, waltz, foxtrot, twist), (d) motion of physical objects or inanimate entities
(e.g., rodar ‘roll’, oscilar ‘oscillate’, revolve, roll, spin, shake, swing) and (e) change
of posture (acostarse ‘to lay oneself down’, levantarse ‘to stand up’, arquearse ‘to
bend oneself’, kneel, lean, recline, twist). Drawing from dictionary definitions, each
motion verb will be analysed in terms of both the general and the more specific
semantic information which seems to be conveyed by the verb. Then, the semantics
of both languages will be compared and contrasted in terms of (a) their general
semantic distribution, (b) their path verbs, and (c) their manner verbs. Taken as a
whole, this methodology will enable us to better understand how the lexicon for

motion is organised in these two languages, to point out both crosslinguistic
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differences and similarities, and to formulate hypotheses for further psycholinguistic
research.

To address all the hypotheses and research questions that emerge from the
semantic analysis falls outside the limits of this dissertation as such an enterprise
would need a lifetime to be accomplished. The second part of this thesis, however,
aims to investigate an important subdomain of motion, that of human locomotion,
using experimental methods. This subdomain might be structured around three motor
patterns pertaining to motion on land: walk, run and jump. Walking seem to be the
most important and basic human motor pattern; it is the default way of moving for
humans. In contrast, running and jumping seem to be more peripheral activities as
people do not typically run or jump in order to go somewhere. Three
psycholinguistic studies will explore the semantics of human locomotion verbs and
the organisation of this subdomain of motion. The first study will be aimed at
exploring the defining features for each motor pattern, that is, which specific manner
details define the actions of walking, running and jumping. The goal of the second
study will be to provide psycholinguistic validation for some observations deriving
from the semantic analysis, namely, the claim that English and Spanish may organise
their human locomotion verb lexicons in a similar way (i.e., a larger number of
walking verbs over running and jumping verbs) despite the larger number of
walking, running and jumping verbs found in English. Finally, the third study will be
aimed at finding out the specific motor pattern which is denoted by a list of English

and Spanish motion verbs from our corpus.

1.3. Outline of the thesis

The present thesis is further organised into six chapters. Chapter 2, Chapter 3 and
Chapter 4 offer an extensive literature review on the theoretical background of this
dissertation, on the bulk of research on the topic of motion, and on the different
analyses and classifications of motion verbs which have been put forward. Chapter 5

and Chapter 6 address the semantics of the English and Spanish motion verb
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lexicons. Finally, Chapter 7 provides a summary of the key findings and suggests
avenues for future research.

Chapter 2 provides a brief but general overview of the theoretical background
of this dissertation. Section 2.1 deals with the birth and main tenets of the Cognitive
Linguistic enterprise in general, and with the main tenets and lines of research of
Cognitive Semantics, with special attention to Conceptual Semantics. In Section 2.2,
Talmy’s theory of lexicalisation patterns for motion is presented. The main concern
of Talmy’s work is the exploration of the systematic relations between meaning and
linguistic forms in order to find out whether languages exhibit a small number of
patterns (i.e., a typology) or a single pattern (i.e., a universal). In his exploration of
the domain of motion, he proposes two typologies: the three-way and the two-way
classifications of languages, which result from the two ways of looking at the
relation between meaning and linguistic forms. By looking at which semantic
information gets typically expressed in verb roots, he proposes the typology of path-
conflating, manner-conflating and figure-conflating languages; by looking at which
linguistic forms typically encode the Path of motion, the typology of verb-framed
and satellite-framed languages is put forward. Section 2.3 presents two proposals for
reformulating Talmy’s binary typology so as to account for both a larger number of
languages and for the observations that languages within the same typological group
also show differences in the expression of Manner and of Path. Finally, in Section
2.4, Sapir and Whorf’s linguistic relativity hypothesis and a weaker version of this
hypothesis, Slobin’s thinking-for-speaking hypothesis are presented. The domain of
motion is suitable for exploring how language-specific semantic patterns influence
the way speakers of a language talk and think about motion.

Chapter 3 summarises the whole gamut of research influenced by the Talmian
theory of lexicalisation patterns for motion events. Such research might be grouped
into two blocks: Slobin’s thinking-for-speaking research (Section 3.2) and linguistic
relativity research (Section 3.3). Slobin’s hypothesis of thinking-for-speaking
encompasses several lines of research in the attempt to account for the pervasive
effects that language use has on mental processes tied to language (i.e., speaking,
writing, translating, gesturing, etc). Section 3.2 reviews research on the impact that

lexicalisation patterns have on narrative styles of verb- and satellite-framed
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languages and on the translation process. Moreover, research on sign languages and
co-speech gestures, on language acquisition, and on language processing is also
reviewed. Linguistic research on the expression of motion has documented habitual
ways of speaking and writing about motion which has served as foundations for
further investigating how children acquire these language-specific patterns, the
effects of these patterns in language processing and whether the effects go beyond
language and have an impact on non-linguistic cognition. In Section 3.3, linguistic
relativity research is assessed. The question of whether differences in the encoding
of motion result in divergent conceptualisations of motion events by speakers of
verb- and satellite-framed languages has been extensively investigated, but this
research has yielded inconclusive results. It is also suggested that the intrinsic nature
of the stimuli (i.e., the types of Path, the types of Manner and the types of Figure)
might be responsible for these divergent results.

Chapter 4 describes some classifications and analyses of motion verbs from
(a) different theoretical backgrounds, (b) online databases for English and Spanish
lexicons, and (c¢) research on motion events. Section 4.2 begins with an overview of
the Syntax-Semantics Interface approach to the analysis of motion verbs, which
explores how a verb’s semantics can determine the syntactic realisation of its
arguments. In Section 4.3, two classifications of English motion verbs within the
Functional-Lexematic model are presented. Next, Section 4.4 offers a brief overview
of some of the existing online databases for English and Spanish verb lexicons; in
these databases, classifications of motion verbs which range from the more
syntactically-oriented to the more semantically-oriented are outlined. Finally, in
Section 4.5, crosslinguistic research on manner and path verbs is reviewed. This
research analyses motion verbs in a more fine-grained fashion than under Talmy’s
initial formulation; scholars break the Path and the Manner component into more
granular categories which permit exploration of the semantics of path and manner
verbs across languages in a subtler way.

Chapter 5 explores the semantic nature of the English and the Spanish motion
verb lexicons and offers a contrastive account with special attention to the path and
manner dimensions of motion. Section 5.2 describes the aims, research questions,

corpus and the methodology followed. In section 5.3, the general distribution of
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English and Spanish motion verbs, in terms of the general semantic components that
their verbs encode, are presented. Section 5.4 focuses on path verbs and zooms in to
the sort of path notions which seem to be typically expressed in these languages.
Next, Section 5.5 ponders the semantic nature of manner verbs in each language and
the sort of manner information which seems to be characteristically lexicalised in
these languages. Finally, Section 5.6 answers the research questions addressed
throughout the chapter and sums up the main conclusions, pointing out both
crosslinguistic differences and similarities.

Chapter 6 reports three experimental studies on human locomotion. In Section
6.2, the first study (i.e., the Definition and Feature Listing task) is reported; English
and Spanish native speakers are asked to define the verbs move, walk, run and jump,
and to list their defining features. Section 6.3 presents the second study (i.e., the Free
Verb Listing task), in which English and Spanish speakers are given one minute to
list verbs for moving, walking, running and jumping. In Section 6.4, the third study
(i.e., the Rating task) is reported; English and Spanish native speakers are asked to
rate whether a list of motion verbs are good examples of walking, of running and of
jumping. This chapter sheds light on how English and Spanish organise their human
locomotion verb lexicons and into the complex semantics of human locomotion
verbs.

Chapter 7 summarises the main findings of this dissertation, addresses
possible directions for future research and suggests some applications of the work
presented. This thesis concludes by suggesting the need for further experimental
research on the semantics of motion verbs and for further crosslinguistic research to
test whether the tendencies documented in this work apply to other verb- and

satellite-framed languages.
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2.1. An Overview of Cognitive Linguistics and Cognitive Semantics

2.1.1. Introduction

To provide a comprehensive description of Cognitive Linguistics would fall outside
the limits of this work; one of the latest introductions (Evans & Green, 2006) is more
than eight hundred pages long. Instead, we will try to provide a brief but general
overview which will give the reader unfamiliar with Cognitive Linguistics a taste of
the background of this dissertation.

In the following section, we will briefly deal with the birth and main tenets of
Cognitive Linguistics, which must be seen as a general movement instead of a
unified theory. Section 2.1.3 provides an overview of the main tenets and main lines

of research of Cognitive Semantics, with a special attention to Conceptual Semantics.

2.1.2. Cognitive Linguistics

Cognitive linguistics [...] is an approach to language that is based on our experience of the

world and the way we perceive and conceptualize it.
(Ungerer & Schmid, 1996: x)

In the eighties, a new approach to the study of language began to develop: Cognitive
Linguistics. This school of linguistics was born as a reaction against formal
approaches to language, such as Noam Chomsky’s Generative Grammar (e.g., 1957,
1965). Cognitive Linguistics rejects the main claims made by Generative Linguistics:
(1) language is an innate and autonomous cognitive faculty; (2) to know a language
is to know its grammar, which consists of a finite number of combinatory rules; (3)
syntax (form) is the main focus of linguistic analysis (and thus semantics (meaning)
is largely overlooked). The birth of Cognitive Linguistics is also rooted in the
emergence of the second generation of Cognitive Science in the 1970s, especially in
research on human categorisation (Rosch, 1973, 1975). The field of Cognitive
Linguistics is defined by two commitments: (1) the Generalisation commitment, and

(2) the Cognitive commitment. The Generalization commitment represents a
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dedication to characterizing the general principles governing all aspects of human
language: phonology, syntax, semantics and pragmatics. The Cognitive Commitment
represents the commitment to providing a characterization of these principles that
reflects what is known about human cognition. Therefore, cognitive linguists are
committed to characterizing the general principles governing all aspects of human
language while being faithful to empirical discoveries from parallel disciplines of
cognitive science such as cognitive psychology, developmental psychology,
psychophysical and neurophysical research about the nature of our mind and/or
brain, and artificial intelligence.

Cognitive Linguistics adopts a philosophical stance called experientialism,
which is opposed to objectivism. Objectivism had been the prevailing point of view
in the Western tradition from the times of Plato and Avristotle up to the 20™ century.
For objectivists, there is an external objective world that is independent of our
perceptions and interactions with it. However, for experientialists, this external world
is not fully independent from our perceptions and interactions. Objectivists claim that
thinking amounts to symbol manipulation. Those symbols acquire their meanings by
their direct connection to the outside world. Therefore, our mind is a mirror of reality
and is independent from our bodies. In contrast, for experientialists, thinking is not a
mere mechanical manipulation of symbols; our apprehension of the world is not
direct but constrained or mediated in large measure by our conceptual and perceptual
systems. The peculiar nature of our bodies and brains, especially our sensorimotor
system, shapes our very possibilities for conceptualisation and categorisation (Lakoff
& Johnson, 1999: 19-22). Thus, thought and language are embodied, i.e., based on
our experiences with the environment we inhabit.

Cognitive Linguistics must be seen as a movement or an enterprise, and not as
a specific theory (Evans & Green, 2006: 3; Cuenca & Hilferty, 1999: 22). Instead, it
is an approach that has adopted a number of guiding principles and assumptions,
which have led to diverse research directions and to the proposal of a number of
theories'. The fundamental assumptions or tenets of Cognitive Linguistics can be

'Evans, Bergen & Zinken (2007) distinguish two main branches of the cognitive linguistic movement:
(1) Cognitive Semantics (cf. Lakoff 1987; Langacker, 1987; Fillmore, 1985; Talmy, 2000a, 2000b)

and (2) cognitive approaches to grammar such as Langacker’s Cognitive Grammar (1987, 1991, 2005)
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summarised as follows: (1) language is not a modular system in our brain; (2)
language reflects general cognitive principles; (3) language and cognition are
embodied, that is, our linguistic and conceptual categories are grounded in physical,
social and cultural experiences; (4) language is all about meaning; language is the
vehicle of meaning and also a window into conceptualisation; (5) there are common
structuring principles which hold across all language areas (phonology, morphology,
syntax, semantics and pragmatics).

Having dealt with the birth of Cognitive Linguistics and its main
assumptions, we move on to one of the main areas in cognitive linguistic research:

Cognitive Semantics.

2.1.3. Cognitive Semantics

Cognitive Semantics was born out of the dissatisfaction with formal theories of
meaning based on the objectivist world view. In formal theories such as truth-
conditional semantics, meaning was seen as the link between the world and words,
completely disengaged from human cognition (Sweetser, 1990: 4). In contrast,
cognitive semanticists consider linguistic meaning as a manifestation of conceptual
structure, which emerges from bodily experience. Accordingly, Cognitive Semantics
is concerned with the relationship between experience, cognition and language, with
the result that it explores the connections between human bodily experience, the

conceptual system and the semantic structure expressed by language.

2.1.3.1. Main tenets and lines of research

Like Cognitive Linguistics, Cognitive Semantics is not a single theory. Rather,
cognitive semanticists are guided by four central assumptions or principles as
summarised by Evans & Green (2006: 157):

and Construction Grammar (cf. Bergen & Chang, 2005; Goldberg, 1995; Hilferty, 2003; Kay &
Fillmore 1999). Some of the theories developed within Cognitive Semantics are The Cognitive
Theory of Metaphor and Metonymy (cf. Barcelona, 2000, 2002; Lakoff & Johnson, 1980; Lakoff,
1987; Turner, 1996; Soriano, 2005), and Blending Theory (cf. Fauconnier, 1994; Fauconnier &
Turner, 2002).
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Conceptual structure is embodied. Our conceptual system arises from our
bodily experiences and is meaningful by virtue of its grounding in these
experiences. From this assumption it follows that any theory of conceptual
structure should be consonant with the ways in which we experience the

world around us.

Semantic structure is conceptual structure. The meanings conventionally
associated with words and other linguistics units (bound morphemes,
constructions, etc) can be equated with concepts®. This is not to say that
semantic structure and conceptual structure are identical: linguistic concepts

are only a subset of the possible concepts in the mind of the speaker.

Meaning representation is encyclopaedic; words do not represent ‘neatly
packaged bundles of meaning [...] but serve as points of access to vast
repositories of knowledge’ (Evans & Tyler, 2006: 160). In order to
understand the meaning of a given utterance, we draw on our encyclopaedic
knowledge relating to the specific situation depicted by the utterance to

construct its meaning.

Meaning construction is conceptualisation. Meaning is not fixed but a matter
of construal and conventionalisation. ‘Meaning construction is [...] a
dynamic process whereby linguistic units serve as prompts for an array of
conceptual operations and the recruitment of background knowledge. It
follows from this view that meaning is a process rather than a discrete ‘thing’

that can be ‘packaged’ by language.” (Evans & Tyler, 2006: 162).

2 Unlike other approaches, the study of the meaning of both open-class words (nouns, verbs and

adjectives) and closed-class words (prepositions, conjunctions, adverbs, etc) fall within the purview of

cognitive semantics. In fact, Talmy mostly concentrates on closed-class words — or grammatical

systems — as ‘the closed-class system of language is its most fundamental and comprehensive

conceptual structuring system’ (Talmy, 2000a: 13).
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Having laid out the basic assumptions of Cognitive Semantics, we turn to a
brief overview of some of the main issues investigated within this approach: the
encyclopaedic nature of meaning, categorisation, the bodily basis of meaning, and

conceptual structure.

Encyclopaedic nature of meaning

Formal linguistics holds that meaning can be divided into a dictionary component
and an encyclopaedic component. The dictionary component is the sole object of
study of lexical semantics, whereas the encyclopaedic component is external to
lexical semantics, falling within the domain of world knowledge or pragmatics. The
dictionary view of meaning separates core meaning (semantics) from non-core
meanings emerging in context (pragmatics). For cognitive semanticists there is no
such distinction between semantics and pragmatics, and they hold there is only
encyclopaedic meaning, which subsumes dictionary knowledge (Evans, Bergen &
Zinken, 2007).

Research on the encyclopaedic nature of meaning has focused on how word
meaning is organised; the encyclopaedic knowledge we have of any given word is
not a disorganised mess, but it is structured. One of the theories concerning the
organisation of word meaning is Charles Fillmore’s Frame Semantics (e.g., 1977,
1985) which proposes that word meanings are organised in frames: detailed
knowledge structures emerging from our everyday experiences. A given frame
relates entities associated with a particular situation. For example, the BUY frame
consists of a buyer, a seller, the goods, and the money (Fillmore, 1977: 104).
According to Fillmore, word meanings are understood by virtue of their connection
to a particular frame. Thus, the meanings of the English verbs buy or sell (see
examples below) cannot be understood independently of the BUY frame with which
they are associated. The verb buy profiles the buyer (Peter) against the whole frame,

whereas the verb sell profiles the seller (Mary).
(1)  a. Peter bought a DVD player from Mary

b. Mary sold a DVD player to Peter
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In sum, to understand the meanings of words we necessarily evoke a frame. Another
related theoretical construct can be seen in Schank & Abelson’s scripts (1977),
which are defined by Ungerer & Schmid (1996: 231-214) as ‘knowledge structures
that are particularly designed for frequently recurring event sequences’. For
example, the RESTAURANT script is divided into four scenes or sequences: entering
the restaurant, ordering, eating and exiting.

Other proposals of the way we organise our experiences in networks of
knowledge are George Lakoff’s Idealised Cognitive Models (1987), Gilles
Fauconnier’s Mental Spaces (1994) and Ronald Langacker’s Cognitive Domains
(1987). In Langacker’s theory, ‘[dJomains are necessarily cognitive entities: mental
experiences, representational spaces, concepts, or conceptual complexes’ (1987:
147). Our concepts can be described in terms of profile and base (1987: Section 5.1);
a word’s profile is the part of its semantic structure which is in focus, whereas the
base is part of its semantic structure not in focus but necessary in order to understand
the profile. As with frames, the meaning of a word can only be understood if a larger
system of concepts is also understood. For example, the concept of KNEE (profile)
presupposes the concept of a leg (base); to understand the meaning of KNEE, one

should know it is a specific part or joint of a leg.

Categorisation

Another phenomenon that has received great attention within cognitive semantics is
categorisation, that is, our ability to identify entities as members of groups or
categories. Research by Eleanor Rosch during the 1970s challenged the classical
view of categories, seen as sets of necessary and sufficient conditions with clear
boundaries, in favour of a prototype organisation of categories. The findings from
Rosch showed that the boundaries between categories are fuzzy and that membership
is graded instead of a matter of ‘all-or-nothing’. For example, for the category BIRD,
robins or sparrows are considered as better examples or prototypical members
whereas penguins and ostriches are less ‘bird-like’. George Lakoff’s notion of
Idealised Cognitive Model (1987) could be seen as an application to language of
Rosch’s observations on prototypicality. According to Lakoff (1987), we organise

our knowledge by means of structures called Idealised Cognitive Models (ICMs);
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prototypical members are those who fit with the background assumptions and
expectations of the ICM, of our ideal representation of the world. Let’s illustrate the
notion of ICM with the classic example of BACHELOR: Casanova would fit perfectly
into our ICM of being a bachelor because he is unmarried but marriageable whereas
the Pope would not fit as nicely in this category. The Pope, although unmarried, is
not a prototypical bachelor because the concept of POPE is more often understood in

terms of the ICM of the ROMAN CATHOLIC CHURCH, whose clergy cannot marry.

The bodily basis of meaning: image schemas

In his 1987 book, The Body in the Mind: The Bodily Basis of Meaning, Imagination,
and Reason, the cognitive philosopher Mark Johnson presented the notion of image
schema. In his own words, ‘an image schema is a recurring, dynamic pattern of our
perceptual interactions and motor programs that gives coherence and structure to our
experience’ (Johnson, 1987: xiv).

Let us take a simple example: the CONTAINER image schema. We experience
physical containment in our surroundings when we move in and out of rooms,
buildings, etc. We manipulate objects placing them in containers (cups, boxes, bags,
etc.). In addition, we are aware of our bodies as containers into which we put food,
water, air and out of which other things emerge (air, blood, food and water wastes,
etc.). In each of these cases there is a repeatable or recurrent spatial structure, namely
the CONTAINER image schema which has the following structure: an inside, a
boundary, and an outside. Johnson’s view is that we impose the CONTAINER image
schema on different entities, places, and events in the world via our perceptual and
conceptual systems.

Image schemas have a number of properties: (a) they are preconceptual and
prelinguistic, i.e., they derive from sensory perception enabling preverbal thought
and providing the foundations for language acquisition (Mandler, 1992, 2004). (b)
Image schemas are structured; a schema consists of a small number of parts standing
in simple relations, by virtue of which it can structure indefinitely many perceptions,
images and events. Thus, image schemas underlie our concepts. (c) They are not rich,

concrete images or mental pictures; they do not have the specificity of such rich
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images or mental pictures. They operate, instead, at the level of generality and
abstraction (Johnson, 1987: 23-24).

Conceptual Structure
Cognitive semanticists start from the assumption that semantic structure reflects
conceptual structure. They are concerned with the conceptual structuring
mechanisms reflected in linguistic structure and how the findings relative to the
linguistic representation of conceptual content are to be related to more general
cognitive processes. According to the cognitive semanticist Leonard Talmy,
language is ‘one system of mental functioning through which the mind could be
studied more generally’ (in Ibarretxe-Antufiano, 2006c: 254). The analysis of
conceptual structure and language is central and fundamental for the study of
cognition as it serves as a starting point to further understanding the organising
principles of other systems, whether by generalising the similarities or by contrasting
the differences.

In the following section, we will provide a detailed account of Leonard
Talmy’s theory of conceptual structure.

2.1.3.2. Conceptual Semantics

Leonard Talmy was one of the pioneers of the cognitive linguistic enterprise during
the 1970s. In his introduction to the two 2000 volumes under the generic title of
Toward a Cognitive Semantics, he explicitly characterises research on cognitive
semantics and the main methodology to be followed: ‘research on cognitive
semantics is research on conceptual content and its organization in language and,
hence, [research] on the nature of conceptual content and organization in general’
(Talmy, 2000a: 4). Moreover, he claims that introspection is a legitimate
methodology for accessing conceptual content. As the object of study is meaning and
‘meaning is located in conscious experience’, introspection takes the researcher to
where the subjective data are located. He argues that ‘the use of introspection must
be recognized as an appropriate and arguably necessary methodology in cognitive
science, together with the other generally accepted methodologies’ (Talmy, 2000a:
6).
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Our conceptual system, as manifested in language, is made up of two
systems: the conceptual content system and the conceptual structuring system. Taken
together, these two systems contribute to building up different aspects of our
understanding of a scene. As their names suggest, the conceptual structuring system
provides the skeleton or scaffolding for a given scene, whereas the conceptual
content system provides rich substantive information. Thus, the meanings associated
with the conceptual structuring system are rather schematic while those associated
with the conceptual content system are highly detailed. The manifestation in
language of the two systems of our cognitive representation (CR) is done by the
grammatical and the lexical systems (see Figure 2.1).

The grammatical or closed-class system includes both an overt type and an
abstract or implicit type of grammatical forms. Forms of the overt type can be bound
or free. Overt bound forms are inflections, derivations, and clitics. Overt free forms
can include, for example, determiners, prepositions, conjunctions, and particles.
Talmy considers that suprasegmental forms such as intonation patterns may be also
included in the overt type. The abstract or implicit type of closed-class forms, that is,
the ones without phonological substance, can include major grammatical categories
(e.g., ‘noun’, “verb’), grammatical subcategories (e.g., ‘count noun’, ‘mass noun’),
grammatical relations (e.g., ‘subject’, ‘direct object’), word order patterns, etc.
‘[P]erhaps also to be included among closed classes are certain categories of
grammatical complexes, including for instance grammatical constructions, syntactic
structures, and complement structures’ (Talmy, 2000a: 23). On the other hand, the
lexical or open-class system, includes roots of nouns, of verbs, and of adjectives. The
extensive system of ideophones or ‘expressive forms’ as well as lexical complexes
such as collocations might also be included as a type of open-class (Talmy, 2000a:
22).

On the whole, the grammatical and lexical subsystems seem to specify
different portions of a cognitive representation; the grammatical elements of a
sentence determine the majority of its structure, whereas the lexical elements
together contribute the majority of its content. “The grammatical specifications in a

sentence, thus, provide a conceptual framework or, imagistically, a skeletal structure
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or scaffolding for the conceptual material that is lexically specified’ (Talmy, 2000a:
21).

P N
CONCEPTUAL LANGUAGE
STRUCTURE
CONCEPTUAL CONCEPTUAL CLOSED-CLASS OPEN-CLASS
STRUCTURING CONTENT SYSTEM SYSTEM
SYSTEM SYSTEM (grammar) (lexicon)

Figure 2.1. The bifurcation of conceptual structure as it is reflected in language

Though Talmy’s work has examined both the lexical and the grammatical systems,
he has been mainly concerned with the semantics of the closed-class system. While
it is impossible to propose a finite inventory of open-class concepts, Talmy claims
that there is a universally available inventory of concepts which is encoded by
closed-class forms. A language expresses a selection of those concepts, but it does
not necessarily express all the available concepts. By examining the semantics of the
closed-class systems across languages, he identifies a number of schematic systems

which give structure to our conceptual system.

Schematic systems

The conceptual structuring system, according to Talmy, is based on a number of
schematic systems®. These schematic systems provide the basic architecture upon
which the rich content meaning (of open-class forms) hinges. In an interview with

Ibarretxe-Antufiano (2006), Talmy identifies five key schematic systems: (1) the

* In part 1 of volume | (2000), Talmy introduces the notion of schematic systems. In the remaining
three parts of that volume, he devotes chapters to three schematic systems: the Configurational
System, the Attentional System and the Force Dynamics System. A comprehensive account of

Talmy’s schematic systems is also to be found in Evans & Green (2006: Section 6.2.2, Section 15.2).
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Configurational System; (2) the Perspectival System; (3) the Attentional System; (4)
the Force Dynamics System, and (5) the Cognitive State System.

The first schematic system, the Configurational System, represents structure
for space or time and divides the scene into parts and participants. It includes much
that is within the schemas evoked by spatial prepositions, by temporal conjunctions,
and by aspect and tense markers. For example, at home represents a point-of-space,
in five minutes an extent-of-time, etc.

While the first schematic system establishes the basic delineations by which a
scene or event being referred to is structured, the second schematic system, the
Perspectival System, specifies the perspective from which one views a scene or
places one’s mental eyes. The perspective system includes at least the following
conceptual distinctions: spatial or temporal positioning within a larger frame, the
distance away from the referent entity, its change or lack of change of perspective
point in the course of time as well as the path it follows, and the viewing direction.
For example, in sentence (2) we have an internal perspective location, that is, our
mental eyes are inside the room. However, in sentence (3) the scene is viewed from

outside the room, in other words, we have an exterior perspective location.
(2) The lunchroom door slowly opened and two men walked in.
(3) Two men slowly opened the lunchroom door and walked in.

The third schematic system, the Attentional System, establishes how one is to
distribute one’s attention over the scene. For instance, in (4), the focal attention is on
the seller, while in example (5) the focal attention is mapped onto the buyer with

lesser attention on the remainder.
4) The clerk sold the vase to the customer.
(5) The customer bought the vase from the clerk.

Furthermore, there are also patterns of distributing attention, such as the windowing
of attention, in which one or more (discontinuous) regions within a referent scene are
allocated greater attention. According to Talmy, ‘[t]he portions that are foregrounded
by inclusion are windowed, and the portions that are backgrounded by exclusion are
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gapped’ (2000a: 257). In example (6), we find a maximal windowing of attention
over the whole path of the event. In contrast, in (7), there is a final windowing of

attention with and initial and medial gapping of the path.

(6) The crate fell out of the plane through the air into the ocean = maximal

windowing
(7) The crate fell into the ocean = final windowing of attention

The three systems presented above can be complemented by a fourth
schematic system, Force Dynamics, which deals with the forces exerted by and the
causal interactions among the entities* in the referent scene. Included here are the
exertion of force, resistance to said force, the overcoming of such resistance,
blockage of the expression of force, removal of such blockage, etc. Force Dynamics
refers not only to physical force interactions but also to psychological and social
interactions, conceived in terms of psychosocial pressures. In English, Force
Dynamics appears not only in subsets of conjunctions and prepositions, but also it is
the semantic category that ‘most uniquely characterizes the grammatical category of
modals as a whole, both in their basic and in their epistemic usages’ (Talmy, 2000a:
409).

A fifth schematic system of Cognitive State is also posited. This schematic
system comprises a sentient agent’s volition and intention. Volition is a cognitive
event in a sentient agent that causes some motion of the agent’s body or body parts.
As a separate cognitive state, the agent’s scope of intention is the amount of a causal
chain that the Agent intends to happen. Another major division within the schematic
system of cognitive state is epistemics, which refers to characterisations of a sentient
entity’s states of knowledge. This division includes indicative-subjunctive type

distinctions, forms for probability and possibility, etc. Cognitive state includes still

* Talmy (2000a: 413) remarks ‘[t]he primary distinction that language marks here is a role difference
between the two entities exerting the forces. One force-exerting entity is singled out for focal attention
— the salient issue in the interaction is whether this entity is able to manifest its force tendency or, on
the contrary, is overcome. The second force entity, correlatively, is considered for the effect that it has
on the first, effectively overcoming it or not’. The focal force entity is called the Agonist, and the force

element that opposes it the Antagonist.
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further divisions, such as expectations, which cover both the expected and the
surprising, as represented by closed-class systems such as the how / so forms in
English: How big your eyes are! Your eyes are so big! Finally, the affective division
(as expressed by diminutive and pejorative closed-class forms) is also a part of the
Cognitive State schematic system.

On the whole, these five schematic systems relate to fundamental aspects of
our embodied experience. The first three schematic systems (Configurational,
Perspectival and Attentional systems) have much to do with our visual perception
whereas the last two posited schematic systems (Force Dynamics and Cognitive
State) relate to our bodily experience of forces, pressures, etc, and to our intentions,

knowledge and expectations.

2.2. Talmy’s theory of lexicalisation patterns

2.2.1. Introduction

In volume 11 of Toward a Cognitive Semantics (2000), Leonard Talmy delves into
the exploration of the systematic relations in language between meaning and overt
linguistic forms, in other words, into the process of lexicalisation: ‘lexicalization is
involved where a particular meaning component is found to be in regular association
with a particular morpheme’ (Talmy, 2000b: 24).

His basic assumption is that we can isolate elements or components
separately within the domain of meaning and within the domain of linguistic
expression. Then, the next step a semanticist has to take is to examine which
semantic elements are expressed by which linguistic elements. Talmy remarks that
this relationship is not one-to-one; a combination of semantic elements may be
expressed by a single linguistic element, and a single semantic element may be
expressed by a combination of linguistic elements. Moreover, semantic elements of
different types may be expressed by the same type of surface element, and the same
type of semantic elements may be expressed by several different surface elements.
By way of illustration, an English motion verb (surface element) can encode distinct
types of semantic information: Manner of motion (e.g., hop), Cause (e.g., kick) and

Path (e.g., exit, enter). On the other hand, the Path element may be encoded in
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English by verbs and by prepositions (e.g., out, into), that is, by two different
linguistic elements. According to Talmy, by looking at the relations between
meaning and linguistic forms, a range of universal principles and typological patterns
might emerge”.

On the whole, his approach to lexicalisation can be summarized as follows
(adapted from (1) in Talmy (2000b: 22)):

a. Determine various semantic entities® in a language.
b. Determine various surface entities in the language.
C. Observe which (a) entities are expressed by which (b) entities — in what

combination and with what relationship — noting any patterns.

d. Compare (c)-type patterns across different languages, noting any
metapatterns (universal principles).

e. Compare (c)-type patterns across different stages of a single language
through time, noting any shifts or nonshifts that might be guided by a given
universal principle (or a (d)-type metapattern)

f. Consider the cognitive processes and structures that might give rise to the

phenomena observed in (a) through (e).

Finally, two directions or perspectives can be adopted for exploring meaning-
linguistic expression relations, both of which have been proven fruitful. One
direction is to hold constant a selected surface or linguistic entity and observe which
semantic entities are variously expressed by it, and the other direction is to keep a
particular semantic entity constant and observe the surface or linguistic entities in
which it can appear. The two typologies proposed by Talmy, the three-way
classification (Talmy, 1972, 1985) and the two-way classification of languages
(Talmy, 1991, 2000b), to which we will devote sections 2.2.3 and 2.2.4 respectively,

result from adopting either of these two possible directions.

> Talmy (2000b: Chapter 2, Section 3) provides an exhaustive classification of different types of
typologies and universals which summarises and organises his research findings.
® According to Talmy, entities are ‘elements, relations, and structures: both particular cases and

categories of these’ (Talmy, 2000b: 22).
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In sum, Talmy’s concern is to find out whether, for a particular semantic
domain, languages exhibit a wide variety of patterns, a small number of patterns (i.e.,
a typology), or a single pattern (i.e., a universal). One of the domains favoured by his
research is the semantic domain of Motion, though his findings are also generalised
to other domains’. He has examined the conceptual structure of motion events as
well as the typological patterns in which this conceptual structure is parcelled out. In

the following sections, these issues will be addressed.

2.2.2. The Motion Event

Before we concentrate on the semantics of a motion event, we need to define what an
event is. According to Talmy, an event is a portion of reality which has been
delimited or bounded by the human mind. As he explains: ‘[tjhe human mind in
perception or conception can extend a boundary around a portion of what would
otherwise be a continuum, whether of space, time [...] and ascribe to the excerpted
contents within the boundary the property of being a single unit entity’ (Talmy,
2000b: 215). Moreover, an event can be conceptualised as having a particular type of
internal structure and degree of complexity. Thus, there are complex events, which
are made up of a main event or framing event and a subordinate event or co-event
(both of which are ‘conceptualized as unitary events’), together with the relation that
the co-event bears to the framing event.

Talmy considers a situation containing motion and the continuation of a

stationary location alike as a motion event. In his own words:

The basic Motion event consists of one object (the Figure) moving or located with respect
to another object (the reference object or Ground). It is analyzed as having four
components: besides Figure and Ground, there are Path and Motion. The Path (with
capital P) is the path followed or site occupied by the Figure object with respect to the
Ground object. The component of Motion (with capital M) refers to the presence per se of

motion or locatedness in the event [...] In addition to these internal components, a Motion

" Talmy (1991) suggests the typology for motion events extends as well to five other events: temporal
contouring, state change, action correlation and realisation. For some examples see section 2.2.4. For a
detailed account see Talmy (1991) and Talmy (2000b: Sections 2.5, 2.6, 2.7, and 2.8).
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event can be associated with an external Co-event that most often bears the relation of
Manner or of Cause to it. (Talmy, 2000b: 25).

Let us illustrate it with the following example:
(8) Harry walked quietly down the stairs.

Harry is the Figure, the stairs is the Ground and down is the Path. The verb, to walk
expresses simultaneously the fact of Motion (framing event) and the Manner of
motion (Co-event).

The terms Figure and Ground® were taken from Gestalt psychology, but
Talmy gave them a distinct semantic interpretation: ‘[t]he Figure is a moving or
conceptually movable entity whose path or site is at issue. The Ground is a reference
frame, or a reference object stationary within a reference frame, with respect to
which the Figure’s path, or site is characterized’ (Talmy, 2000b: 26).

At this point, it is important to define the two types of motion found in
motion events: translational motion and self-contained motion. In Talmy’s (2000b:
35) words, ‘[i]n translational motion, an object’s basic location shifts from one point
to another in space. In self-contained Motion, an object keeps its same, or “average,”
location. Self-contained Motion generally consists of oscillation, rotation, dilation
(expansion and contraction), wiggle, local wander, or rest’. Let us consider examples
(9), (10) and (11) to illustrate these notions.

9) Ray entered the room = translational motion

(10)  The butterfly hovered over the flower = self-contained motion

8 According to Talmy, these notions have several advantages over Fillmore’s cases. The notion of
Ground captures the commonality of functioning as reference object for a figural entity which is
present in Fillmore’s separate cases of ‘Location’, ‘Source’, ‘Goal’, and ‘Path’. The terms Figure and
Ground are close equivalents of Langacker’s trajector and landmark (1987: 217): trajector is ‘the
figure within a relational profile’, whereas landmark refers to ‘other salient entities in a relational

predication’.
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(11) Claire slid through the hall in her socks = self-contained + translational

motion

Example (9) depicts the Figure’s change of location from the outside to the inside of
the room. In contrast, example (10) shows self-contained motion; the Figure stay
over the flower by moving its wings. Sometimes, it is difficult to tell translational
and self-contained motion apart, as we observe in (11). The manner verb to slide
includes a component of friction, or rubbing (i.e., self-contained motion) between the
Figure (Claire) and the Ground (the hall). However, such friction can only exist in
the course of the Figure’s translational motion (through the hall). Thus, in English,
the activity of self-contained motion has often come to be anchored in the framework
of translational motion (Talmy, 2000b: 228-229).

Self-contained motion is intrinsically linked to manner of motion, in other
words, to the Manner relation between the co-event and the motion event. In the
Manner relation, the co-event co-occurs with the motion event, as we have seen in
example (11), and is conceptualised as an additional activity that the Figure of the
motion event exhibits. This activity directly pertains to the motion event but is
distinct from it. However, the relation between the co-event and the motion event
need not be limited to that of Manner, rather it can bear a wide range of relations
(Talmy, 2000b: 42-47):

a. Causal relation: ‘the Co-event can precede the main Motion event in the case of
onset causation, or it can co-occur with the main Motion event in the case of
extended causation’ (Talmy, 2000b: 44-45).

(12)  Our tent blew down into the gully from a gust of wind = Onset causation
(13) 1 squeezed the toothpaste out of the tube = Extended causation

b. Precursion relation: the Co-event precedes the main motion event but does not
cause or assist its occurrence. In the example below, the splintering of the glass

preceded but did not cause the motion of the glass onto the carpet.

(14) The glass splintered onto the carpet.
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c. Enablement relation: the Co-event directly precedes the main motion event and
enables the occurrence of an event that causes the Motion but does not itself cause
this Motion:

(15) I scooped jellybeans up into her sack
(16) Could you reach/grab that bottle down off the shelf?

d. Reverse enablement: the Co-event named by the verb is an event that has
previously taken place and that now gets undone. This new event, in turn, enables the

main motion event named by the verb particle ‘auf’ in the following example:

(17)  Ich habe den Sack aufgebunden (Lit. I have the sack open-tied = I untied the

sack and opened it).

e. Concomitance relation: the Co-event co-occurs with the main motion event and is
an activity that the Figure of the motion event additionally exhibits. But this activity
does not in itself pertain to the concurrent Motion, that is, it could just take place by
itself:

(18)  She wore a green dress to the party.
(19) I whistled past the graveyard.

f. Concurrent result: the Co-event results from or is caused by the main motion event,

and would not otherwise occur:
(20)  The door slammed shut.
(21)  The rocket splashed into the water.

g. Subsequence relation: the Co-event takes place directly after the main motion

event, and is enabled by, caused by, or is the purpose of that motion event:
(22)  I’ll stop down at your office (on my way out of the building).

(23)  They locked the prisoner into his cell.
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Now that we have offered a definition of a motion event and examined the
semantic components which underpin the conceptualisation of this event and its
varying relations with a Co-event, we move on to deal with the characteristic
lexicalisation patterns observed for motion events. In the next two sections, the two
typologies of lexicalisation patterns proposed by Talmy are presented in detail®. As
we briefly mentioned in the introduction, the three-way classification (Talmy, 1972,
1985) and two-way classification of languages (Talmy, 1991, 2000b) represent a
different perspective taken on the relations between the semantic level and the
morphosyntactic (linguistic) level. The former perspective kept constant a
morphosyntactic constituent, the verb root, and looked at which semantic
components were characteristically placed in it by various languages. It was found
that most languages characteristically express either the Path, the Co-event (the
Manner or the Cause), or the Figure in addition to the fact of Motion in the verb. In
the later perspective, the semantic component of Path was kept constant, focusing the
examination on which morphosyntactic constituent it was characteristically placed in
by various languages. It was observed that most languages characteristically place
the Path component either in the verb root (in verb-framed languages) or in the

satellite'® and/or preposition (in satellite-framed languages).

2.2.3. The three-way typology: the verb root

This typology results from looking at which semantic components are
characteristically lexicalised in verb roots by several languages. Three typologically
principal lexicalisation types for verb roots are presented by virtue of the verb root
expressing either the Co-event (Manner or Cause), the Path, or the Figure in addition
to the fact of Motion.

% Although some European linguists, Bally (1965), Tesniére (1959) and Wandruzska (1976) had
already pointed out differences in the lexicalisation of motion in French and German, they had not
provided a systematic or theoretical account of the phenomena involved.

19 According to Talmy (2000b: 102), a satellite is ‘the grammatical category of any constituent that is
in a sister relation to the verb root’. Within this category, English verb particles, German separable

and inseparable verb prefixes, Russian verb prefixes, etc are included.
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Other conflations or minor patterns may exist within a language, as we will
see at the end of this section, although languages are categorised according to the
most characteristic lexicalisation pattern they exhibit. In most cases, a language uses
only one of these types for the verb in its most characteristic expression of Motion.
According to Talmy (2000b: 27), ‘characteristic means that (1) it is colloquial in
style, rather than literary, stilted, and so on; (2) it is frequent in occurrence in speech,
rather than only occasional; (3) it is pervasive, rather than limited — that is, a wide

range of semantic notions are expressed in this type’.

2.2.3.1. Lexicalisation pattern: Motion + Co-event

In one group of languages, including Finno-Ugric, Chinese, Ojibwa, Warlpiri and all
branches of Indo-European languages (except for Romance languages), the verb
typically expresses at once the Motion and a Co-event, usually either the Manner or

the Cause of the Motion. English is the prototypical example of this group.

(24)  English expressions of Motion with conflated Manner or Cause taken from
Talmy (2000: 28)

Move + Manner

Non-agentive

a. The rock slid/rolled/bounced down the hill

b. The gate swung/creaked shut on its rusty hinges

C. The smoke swirled/squeezed through the opening

Agentive

d. I slid/rolled/bounced the keg into the storeroom

e. I twisted/popped the cork out of the bottle

Self-agentive

f. I ran/limped/jumped/stumbled/rushed/groped my way down the stairs
g. She wore a green dress to the party

Move + Cause
Non-agentive
h. The napkin blew off the table
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I. The bone pulled loose from its socket

J. The water boiled down to the midline of the pot

Agentive

k. I pushed/threw/kicked the keg into the storeroom

l. I blew/flicked the ant off my plate

m. I chopped/sawed the tree down to the ground at the base

n. I knocked/pounded/ hammered the nail into the board with a mallet

At this point, the terms non-agentive, agentive and self-agentive motion call
for a definition. Firstly, non-agentive motion has to do with situations in which
entities that are incapable of motion on their own perform some motion. Secondly,
agentive motion refers to a motion event whose Figure is moved by an agent; the
agent causes the motion but the verb can express either its Cause or the Manner in
which the Figure moves. Finally, self-agentive motion refers to events in which

Figures are able to move by themselves.

2.2.3.2. Lexicalisation pattern: Motion + Path

In the second typological pattern for the expression of motion, the verb conflates
both the fact of Motion and Path. Semitic, Polynesian, Romance, Korean, Turkish,
Tamil, Nez Perce, and Caddo belong to this pattern. Spanish motion verbs are perfect

examples of this type:

(25) Spanish expressions of Motion with conflation of Path taken from Talmy
(2000: 49-51)

Non-agentive

a. La botella entro a la cueva (flotando)
The bottle MOVED-in to the cave (floating)
“The bottle floated into the cave’

b. La botella sali6 de la cueva (flotando)
The bottle MOVED-out from the cave (floating)
“The bottle floated out of the cave’

Agentive
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C. Meti el barril a la bodega rodandolo
I-AMOVED-in the keg to the storeroom rolling-it
‘I rolled the keg into the storeroom’

d. Saqué el corcho de la botella retorciéndolo
I-AMOVED-out the cork from the bottle twisting-it
‘I twisted the cork out of the bottle’

The reader should note that Spanish motion verbs are glossed as MOVED-in/out (for
non-agentive motion) and AMOVED-in/out (for agentive motion), to show the
conflation of Motion and Path.

As the examples (a-d) illustrate, if the Co-event (either Manner or Cause) is
expressed in Spanish, it tends to be in an independent element, usually an adverbial
or gerundive. In many languages, besides Spanish, the expression of Manner and/or
Cause by adverbials and gerundives is stylistically awkward. That is why
information about Manner or Cause is often omitted, especially when the Manner of
motion is a default or expected Manner of motion of the Figure, or it has been
previously established in the surrounding discourse.

In contrast, English verb roots readily conflate the Co-event but not Path.
This lexicalisation pattern is not characteristic, though English also has verbs that
incorporate Path, such as arrive, approach, circle, cross, descend, enter, exit, follow,
join, pass, rise, return, separate, etc., but most of them are historic borrowings from
Romance languages. Furthermore, Talmy (2000b: 62, 139) notes that this conflation
pattern, i.e., Motion + Path in verb roots, rarely extends to conflation of location with
site, such as ‘BE-on’, ‘BE-under’, etc, though in English, there are some incidental
cases of such conflation: surround (be around), top (be atop), flank (be beside),

adjoin (be next to), span (be from one side to the other), line (be in line) and fill.

2.2.3.3. Lexicalisation pattern: Motion + Figure

In the third typological pattern, the verb root conflates Motion and Figure.
Languages in this type are Navajo and Hokan languages (such as Atsugewi). English

does have a few forms that conform to this pattern:
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(26) English examples of conflation of Motion and Figure taken from Talmy
(2000b: 57)

Non-agentive

a. It rained in through the bedroom window
Agentive
b. | spat into the cuspidor

Talmy uses Atsugewi, a polysynthetic language of Northern California, as the
prototypical example of Figure-type languages. In Atsugewi, verb roots tend to
express movement of objects, body parts and garments: “Atsugewi has verb roots that
refer to a particular garment moved or located for wear that takes affixes indicating
whether the garment is on, or is put on or taken off oneself or someone else’ (Talmy,
2000b: 59).

(27)  Atwugewi verb roots of Motion with conflated Figure taken from Talmy
(2000b: 58)

a. -lup- “for a small shiny spherical object (e.g., a round candy, an eyeball, a
hailstone) to move/be located

b. -cag- ‘“for a slimy lumpish object (e.g., a toad, a cow dropping) to move/be
located’
C. -stag- “for a runny icky material (e.g., mud, manure, rotten tomatoes, guts,

chewed gum) to move/be-located

(28)  Atsugewi expressions of motion with conflated Figure (Talmy, 2000b: 59)

a. I’-w-uh-stag-ik -2/
Locative suffix: -ik ‘on the ground’
Instrumental prefix: uh- “from gravity (an object’s own weight) acting on it’

Inflectional affix set: *-w - -* ‘3rd person subject (factual mood)’
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Literal: “‘Runny icky material is located on the ground from its own weight
acting on it’

Instantiated: ‘Guts are lying on the ground’

b. I’-w-ca-stag-ict-?/
Directional suffix: -ict “into liquid’
Instrumental prefix: ca- “from the wind blowing on the figure’
Inflectional affix set: *-w - -* ‘3rd person subject (factual mood)’
Literal: *‘Runny icky material moved into liquid from the wind blowing on it

Instantiated: ‘“The guts blew into the creek’

. /s-’-w-cu-stag-cis- % /
Directional suffix: -cis “into fire’
Instrumental prefix: cu- “from a linear object, moving axially, acting on the
figure’
Inflectional affix set: s-’-w- -* ‘I subject,3rd person object (factual mood)’
Literal: “I caused it that runny icky material move into fire by acting on it
with a linear object moving axially’

Instantiated: ‘I prodded the guts into the fire with a stick’

Languages can sometimes conflate the same kind of semantic distinctions but
in very distinctive ways. For example, Southwest Pomo conflates Motion with
Figure, not as Atsugewi does, but rather with the numerosity of the Figure: ‘for

one/two or three/several together ... to move’.

2.2.3.4. Other minor patterns

While these three conflation systems for Motion verbs are apparently the main ones
found across languages, Talmy (200b: 62) notes other lexicalisation patterns which
occur as well, in addition to some which do not. He observes some minor systems of

agentive verbs conflating two semantic components:

a. Ground + Path + Motion, such as box and shelve in the following examples:
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(29) I boxed the apples = cause to move into a box

(30) I shelved the book = cause to move onto a shelf

b. Figure + Path + Motion, such as powder and scale in:

(31) She powdered her nose = cause facial powder to move onto
(32) I scaled the fish = cause the scale to move off of

These multi-component conflation patterns do not seem to form a language’s
characteristic lexicalisation pattern for expressing Motion. Such combinations would
require an enormous verb lexicon with fine-grained semantic combinations (Talmy,
200b: 62).

On the other hand, there are some conflations which are dispreferred. One
particular Motion-event component, the Ground, does not by itself conflate with the
Motion verb to form any language’s main system or pattern for expressing Motion.
Unlike other motion event components, it is not clear why the Ground component is
so disfavoured. Talmy (2000b: 61) considers that the explanation might be sought in

a concept of hierarchy:

[TThe different conflation types seem to be ranked in their prevalence among the world’s
languages, with conflation of Path as the most extensively represented, of Manner/Cause
next, and of Figure least so. It may therefore be the case that Ground conflation is also a

possibility, but one so unlikely that it has not yet been instantiated in any language.

Nonetheless, this does not really explain why the lexicalisation of Ground is
dispreferred by languages'. The prevalence of the three lexicalisation patterns
among the world’s languages may be interpreted as if languages are much more
concerned with expressing the trajectory of motion, the manner in which the Figure
moves and even the entity that moves than with conveying the reference entity. It
might be argued that Ground is the least prominent element of a motion scene, thus,
it is disfavoured in lexicalisation; however, we have not come across any

psycholinguistic research supporting this idea.

11| am grateful to Michele Feist for pointing this out.
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2.2.3.5. Split and parallel systems of conflation

Previously, it has been discussed that a language apparently has a characteristic
conflation type. However, a given language can characteristically (a) use a different
conflation system for different kinds of Motion, that is, a language may have a split
system of conflation, or (b) use different conflation types with the same type of
motion event, that is, a language may have a parallel system of conflation.

To illustrate split systems of conflation, Talmy focused on Spanish, Emai and
Tzeltal. As documented by Aske (1989) and Slobin & Hoiting (1994), Spanish uses
the pBath-conflating type for motion events whose paths are conceptualised as
crossing a boundary, and the manner-conflating type when there is no boundary-
crossing involved™.

A different split pattern is found in Emai (a language spoken in Nigeria)
(Schaefer, 1988). Emai has a great number of path verbs but generally uses them
only for self-agentive motion. For non-agentive and agentive motion it uses verbs
conflating the Co-event.

Tzeltal exhibits another split system. In fact, it uses each of the three

lexicalisation types for separate types of motion events:

a. Figure-conflating verbs when the Figure is or ends up supported at some
location. Tzeltal verb roots ‘largely distinguish Figure objects in terms of
their disposition: their form, orientation, and arrangement relative to other
objects’ (Talmy, 2000b: 65)

b. Path-conflating verbs for autonomous motion of the Figure, that is, ‘(for a
Figure) to MOVE along X Path’ and for controlled agentive motion, that is,
‘(for an Agent) to MOVE (the Figure) along X Path while holding (it)’
(Talmy, 2000b: 65).

12 Slobin and Hoiting (1994) find that the boundary-crossing constraint (i.e., present in events in
which the Figure crosses a boundary, such as exit and enter) is at work in French, Japanese, Korean

and Turkish as well.
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C. Co-event-conflating verbs in constructions with the “‘directional” form of the
Path verbs (which, according to Talmy (2000b: 65), function like Path
satellites).

Finally, for a parallel system of conflation, Talmy (2000b: 66) comments on
modern Greek, which uses the path- and the co-event conflating types to represent

most events of self-agentive motion “‘with comparable colloquiality” :
(33) Etreksa mesa (s-to spiti)

I-ran in (to-the house [ACC])

‘I ran in (-to the house)
(34) bika (trekhondas) (s-to spiti)

I-entered (running) (to-the house [ACC])

‘I entered (the house) (running)’

2.2.4. The two-way typology: Path of motion

The two-way typology results from looking at the morphosyntactic constituents that
characteristically encode the Path component of a motion event. Thus, Path appears
in the verb root in verb-framed languages such as Spanish, in (34), and it is

lexicalised in the satellite in satellite-framed languages such as English in (35):
(35) La botella sali6 de la cueva

The bottle MOVED-out from the cave
(36)  The bottle floated out of the cave

As a remainder, a satellite is ‘the grammatical category of any constituent that
is in a sister relation to the verb root” (Talmy, 2000b: 102). Satellites, which can be
either bound affixes or free words, encompass English verb particles, German
separable and inseparable verb prefixes, Latin or Russian verb prefixes, Chinese verb

complements, Lahu nonhead ‘versatile verbs’, Caddo incorporated nouns, and
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Atsugewi polysynthetic affixes around the verb root. Satellites™® can encode not only
Path of motion (e.g., English out, into, away, etc) but also Path + Ground (e.g.,
Atsugewi —ict ‘into a liquid’), Manner (e.g., Nez Perce manner prefix wis- ‘traveling
with one’s belongings’) and Cause (e.g., Atsugewi Ca- ‘from the wind blowing on P
[Patient]’).

Slobin (2004) provides a detailed list of verb- and satellite-framed languages:

o Satellite-framed languages:

o Germanic: Danish, Dutch, English, German, Icelandic, Swedish, Yiddish
Slavic: Czech, Polish, Russian, Serbo-Croatian, Ukrainian
Finno-Ugric: Finnish, Hungarian

Chinese: Mandarin

O O O O

Australian: Warlpiri

e Verb-framed languages:
0 Romance: Catalan, French, Galician, Italian, Portuguese, Spanish
Semitic: Moroccan Arabic, Hebrew
Turkic: Turkish
Basque
Japanese

Korean

O O O O O o

Sign Languages: American Sign Language, Sign Language of the
Netherlands

Talmy (1991, 2000b: Sections 2.5-2.8) suggests that the constituent where
Path is characteristically expressed is to a great extent where aspect, change of state,
action correlation, and realisation are characteristically encoded as well. In other
words, the binary typology for motion events extends to at least other four types of
events. Thus, verb-framed languages characteristically lexicalise the trajectory of

motion, aspect, change of state, action correlation and realisation in the main verb,

13 See (Talmy, 2000b: Chapter 1, Section 3) for an in depth presentation of the grammatical category

satellite and the sort of semantic notions it can lexicalise.
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whereas it is expressed by verb particles or satellites in satellite-framed languages.
Let us illustrate with a few examples of English and Spanish taken from Talmy
(2000b):

(37) Change of state

a. | blew out the candle

b. Apagué la vela de un soplido/ soplandola
C. I burned him to death

d. Lo maté con fuego/ quemandolo

(38)  Action correlation

a. I played the melody along with him
b. Yo lo acomparié tocando la melodia
C. | outplayed him

d. Yo lo superé tocando la melodia

In all of these examples, changes of state as well as action correlation are expressed
in English with the particle or satellite, while the main verb encodes the Co-event
(Manner or Cause). In contrast, in Spanish the main verb expresses the transition to a
new state in (37), and coactivity in (38), while the adjunct, either a prepositional
phrase (de un soplido, con fuego) or a gerund (soplandola, queméandolo, tocando),

expresses the Co-event.

2.2.5. Typological shifts

The shift of a language from one preferred lexicalisation pattern to another, or its
maintenance through the course of time is still an unexplored research area. The
factors that may have tilted one language towards maintaining its typological pattern
category and another language toward shifting to another must yet be discerned.

In a speculative fashion, Talmy (2000b: 118-119) comments that Latin,
classical Greek, and Proto-Germanic all exhibited the presumably Indo-European
pattern of using co-event-conflating verb roots together with path satellites that

formed prefixes on the verb roots. Possibly because of phonological changes that

39



CHAPTER 2. COGNITIVE LINGUISTICS AND THE THEORY OF LEXICALISATION PATTERNS

made the path prefixes less distinct from each other and from the verb roots, all three
languages apparently became unable to maintain their inherited pattern. Both
Germanic and Greek™ proceeded to develop a new set of path satellites that largely
supplanted the prior set. This permitted the maintenance of the inherited pattern for
representing motion events with co-event verb conflation. On the other hand, the
languages arising from Latin developed a new system of path-conflating verbs, rather
than re-establishing the path satellite system. In this process, Talmy (2000b: 119)
remarks that each of the daughter languages formed its set of path verbs in its own
way by variously coining new verbs or shifting the semantics of inherited verbs so as
to fill out the basic directional grid of the new path verb system. For example, the
Latin verb salio (‘jump’) which combined with path prefixes such as up and out
developed into Italian salire (‘ascend’) and Spanish salir (‘go out’) (cf. Walchli,
ms.). At the same time, these languages may have undergone the complementary
change of advancing their gerundive construction for the expression of Manner and
Cause.

Drawing on diachronic data, Anetta Kopecka (2004, 2006a, in press) deals
with French’s typological shift from a satellite-framed pattern to a verb-framed
pattern. She provides diachronic evidence of this shift and concludes this shift can be
mainly attributed to the weakening of productivity of verbal prefixes™. Although Old
French prefixes lost their productivity, many remnants are found in modern French.
On one hand, there are verbs with quite transparent prefixes, such as s’en-voler “fly
away’ and sur-voler ‘fly over’ which conform to the satellite-framed pattern. On the
other hand, there are more opaque verbs, whose composite nature is no longer
discernable, such as arriver ‘arrive’ and éloigner ‘move away’, which is consistent

with the verb-framed pattern.

! Note that modern Greek is categorised as a verb-framed language by Papafragou et al. (2002, 2006).
1> Other closely related factors contributed to this typological shift as well, namely, the loss of

prefixed verbs and the substitution of prefixed verbs by other lexical items.
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2.3. Typology revisited

2.3.1. Introduction

The typology of verb- and satellite-framed languages has engendered a good deal of
research on motion event descriptions in a vast number of languages. On the basis of
those numerous studies, this typology called for a reformulation. According to
Ameka & Essegbey (in press), Slobin (2004) and Zlatev & Yangklang (2004),
among other authors, there are some languages — as we will see in the following
section — which do not seem to fit nicely into Talmy’s two-way typology, as these
languages encode both Manner and Path in morphosyntactic constituents of equal
status. In the attempt to account for such linguistic diversity, the category of
equipollently-framed languages, i.e., languages in which both Manner and Path are
expressed by equivalent grammatical forms, has been proposed by Slobin (2004).
Moreover, Talmy’s theory of lexicalisation patterns does not seem to take
into account the fact that languages within the same typological group show a
differing degree of manner and path elaborations. For example, Spanish and Basque
are both verb-framed languages but their elaborations of Manner and Path are quite
different, as has been shown by Ibarretxe-Antuiiano (2004a, 2004b, 2004c, 2006a,
2006b). Basque describes Manner much more often than Spanish thanks to its sound
symbolic expressions or movement imitatives, and thus Basque is closer to satellite-
framed languages. On the other hand, in terms of Path, Basque generally offers more
detailed paths or trajectories than Spanish. As a solution, it has been proposed that
ranking languages on clines or continuums of manner (Slobin, 2004, 2006a, 2006b)
and path salience (Ibarretxe-Antufiano, 2004a, 2004c, 2004d, 2008) would be more
useful than placing them into typological categories. Slobin (2004, 2006a) and
Ibarretxe-Antuiiano (e.g., 2004a, 2008) identify a number of factors which contribute
to a language’s degree of path and manner salience respectively. Sections 2.3.3 and

2.3.4 will deal with this last proposal of clines of semantic component saliency.
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2.3.1. Equipollently-framed languages

Slobin (2004: 249) proposed a tripartite typology of motion-event constructions:
verb-framed, satellite-framed and equipollently-framed languages. Equipollently-
framed languages are those languages in which both Path and Manner have roughly
equal morphosyntactic status; in other words, Path and Manner are expressed by
equivalent grammatical forms. There are at least three subtypes of equipollently-
framed languages according to Slobin (2006a: 64):

(1) Serial-verb languages. In serial-verb languages it is not always evident which
verb in a series, if any, is the main verb. The Niger-Congo, Hmong-Mien, Sino-
Tibetan, Tai-Kadai, and Mon-Khmer families and some Austronesian languages

belong to this group.

(2) Bipartite verb languages: the Hokan and Penutian languages described by
Delancey (1989, 1996) are languages in which the verb consists of two morphemes
of equal status, one expressing Manner and the other Path. Talmy (2000b: 113),
drawing from Aoki (1970), provides a similar description of Nez Perce manner
prefixes, such as qugu. — lahsa ‘gallop-ascend’. Richard Rhodes (in a personal
communication to Slobin in 2003) reports that such constructions are typical of
Algonquian, Athabaskan, Hokan, and Klamath-Takelman. Huang & Tanangkingsing
(2004) report that at least one Austronesian language, Tsou, has apparently

developed bipartite manner-path verbs from serial-verb constructions.

(3) Generic verb languages: the Australian language Jaminjung (Schultze-Berndt,
2000) has a very small verb lexicon of about 24 function verbs. For encoding motion
events, one of five verbs is used, expressing a deictic or aspectual function: go, come,
fall, hit, do. These verbs are combined with satellite-like elements or coverbs, which
encode both Path and Manner in the same fashion. Once more, neither path nor

manner is unequivocally the main element in a clause.

In response to Slobin’s proposal of a third group of languages, Talmy (in
Ibarretxe-Antufiano, 2005: 331) agrees that the equipollently-framed category is a
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good way to view such linguistic variation, but he strongly argues that the criteria
used for judging main verb status in those languages have been too few, and that
authors need to apply an expanded set of criteria to elucidate which constituent is
privileged with main verb status. These criteria or factors range from phonological to
morphosyntactic to semantic factors.

2.3.3. Cline of Manner salience

Besides allocating languages into three typological categories, Slobin (2004, 2006a,
2006b) argues for a cline or continuum of manner salience. Independently from the
lexicalisation pattern they belong to, languages differ significantly in the amount of
manner information that is given, the frequency of mention of manner details, and
the sort of fine grained manner distinctions that they encode. Thus, there are high-
manner-salient languages and low-manner-salient languages. In Slobin’s (2004: 250)

own words:

In High-manner-salient languages, speakers regularly and easily provide information about
manner when describing motion events, whereas in Low-manner-salient languages manner

information is only provided when manner is foregrounded for some reason.

Furthermore, Slobin points out that high-manner-salient languages possess a rich
expressive lexicon of manner verbs encoding fine-grained distinctions, and that their
speakers are thought to pay attention to Manner. In contrast, low-manner-salient
languages have a less extensive verb lexicon expressing Manner, and are thought to
attend less to the Manner component of motion.

Slobin has observed that there are a number of factors that interact with
lexicalisation patterns in influencing manner salience: lexical and morphemic
availability, semantic constraints and processing load. One of the factors which plays
a role in the amount of manner information given by a language is lexical and
morphemic availability. The more accessible and codable the semantic component of
Manner is in a language, the more manner information this language is likely to
express. According to Slobin (2004), Manner of motion is more codable in a
language when it is expressed (1) by a finite rather than non-finite verb, (2) by a

single word rather than a phrase or clause, and (3) by a high frequency rather than
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low frequency lexical item. In high-manner-salient languages, there is an accessible

slot for manner made available in a number of ways:

a. as main verb in satellite-framed languages

b. as manner verb in serial-verb languages

C. as manner morpheme in bipartite verbs

d. as manner preverb in Jaminjungan languages

e. as ideophones or expressive forms (e.g., Basque (e.g., Ibarretxe-Antufiano,
2006a), Japanese (e.g., Kita, 1997; Ohara, 1995, 2003; Sugiyama, 2000,
2005).

Apart from lexical availability and codability of manner, it is important to
explore other factors, such as semantic constraints and processing load, which greatly
influence the expression of manner of motion across languages. Lexical availability
and ease of codability are not sufficient to understand why some languages
possessing the means to express manner of motion fail to do so. One answer lies in
what Slobin & Hoiting (1994) have called the boundary-crossing constraint, drawn
from Aske’s (1989) observations on the role of telicity in the expression of motion. It
seems that verb-framed languages (such as Spanish) only license the use of manner
verbs when the motion event depicted is atelic, that is, when the event is a motion
activity with duration and no boundary-crossing is predicated. Consider the

following example taken from Aske (1989: 3):
(39) Juan bail6 en circulos/de un lado para otro/hacia la puerta/hasta la puerta
John danced in circles/from one place to another/towards the door/to the door

For telic events where the end location of the Figure is stated, verb-frames
languages cannot use a manner verb, as in (40), but necessarily mark this change of
location with a path verb (entrar ‘enter’, salir ‘exit’, cruzar ‘cross’, etc) or neutral
verb (ir ‘go’, venir ‘come’, etc). In order to add Manner some sort of subordinate

construction is required (gerundive forms, prepositional phrases, etc) as in (41).

(40)  ? Nadaron adentro de la cueva
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They-swam to-inside of the cave
(41) Entraron a la cueva nadando
They-enter to the cave swimming

A further specification on the semantic constraints in the Spanish use of
manner verbs is made by Naigles et al (1998). In their study, they found that Spanish
speakers predominantly used path verbs for boundary-crossing events when the
boundary traversed was horizontal. In contrast, for punctual vertical boundary
crossing situations (e.g., tirarse a la piscina ‘throw oneself/plunge into the pool’),
Spanish licenses the use of manner verbs. It appears that a sudden boundary crossing
allows the use of manner verbs in Spanish and maybe in other verb-framed
languages.

Besides semantic constraints, another factor which comes into play in the
low-manner salience in verb-framed languages is processing effort. Although verb-
framed languages have the option of using adjuncts or subordinate constructions to
express Manner of motion, this alternative is avoided most of the time. As Slobin
(2006: 67) points out, the explanation for this general avoidance of Manner in verb-
framed languages may be sought in the unnecessary foregrounding of Manner, which
results in heavy processing of these constructions in terms of speaker’s production
and hearer’s comprehension. When Manner of motion is expressed outside the verb
root, it “emerges into the foreground of attention’. In contrast, when expressed in the
verb root, it ‘forms part of the semantic background where it attracts little direct
attention’ (Talmy, 2000b: 128). According to Talmy, a semantic concept which is
backgrounded is more readily expressed in a language, and ‘its informational content
can be included in a sentence with apparently low cognitive costs — specifically,
without much additional speaker effort or hearer attention” (Talmy, 2000b: 129).
Thus, in verb-framed languages, the expression of Manner outside the verb root is
often neglected as it would direct one’s attention to it causing an extra processing
load.

In sum, languages differ considerably in the amount of manner information
they express, even languages within the same typological group. The main factor is

the preferred lexicalisation pattern (verb-, satellite-, or equipollently-framed
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languages) though other factors come into play interacting with it and influencing the

degree of manner salience in a given language.

2.3.4. Cline of Path salience

In line with Slobin’s cline of Manner salience, Ibarretxe-Antufiano (2004a, 2004c,
2008) proposes a cline of Path salience. Languages vary in the degree of detailed
description of Path of motion independently from the lexicalisation pattern they
belong to. Her proposal classifies languages along a continuum between two ends:
high-path-salient languages and low-path-salient languages. The former offer
detailed and frequent descriptions of Path, whereas the latter, coarse descriptions
usually limited to the use of path verbs with or without a Ground.

Although Path is an obligatory constituent of a motion event, languages differ
in the degree to which they present Path and Grounds as well as complex trajectories.
For example, Spanish favours the use of path verbs with no Ground over path verbs
with explicit mention of the Ground, whereas Basque seems to favour the opposite.
Moreover, when those two languages describe complex paths, Basque generally
expresses complex paths with more than two Grounds, whereas Spanish typically
uses one.

As we discussed in the previous section with respect to the expression of
Manner, apart from typological factors, other factors have an effect on the
elaboration of a semantic component. At this point, it is necessary to investigate what
makes path of motion salient in a language. Ibarretxe-Antufiano (2004c, 2008) argues
that some factors such as space and motion lexicon, word order, verb omission,
dummy verbs, language orality and culture contribute to the degree of path and
ground elaboration.

Regarding the first factor, the available linguistic devices for space and
motion, high-path-salient languages often have rich lexical and morphological
resources such as locational cases, locative nouns, sets of directionals, etc.

The factor of word order is related to the observation that languages whose
verbs are in final positions tend to express details about Path and Ground before the

verb. Thus, these complements have already provided all the information for path of
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motion. This factor is crucial for languages such as Basque, Chantyal, Japanese and
Turkish (Ibarretxe-Antufiano, 2008).

The third factor has to do with verb omissions. High-path-salient languages
seem to be more likely to allow verb omissions than low-path-salient languages. The
former readily omit the verb as the path complements present in the utterance are
explicit enough, whereas the latter cannot omit the verb as it is one that conveys the
necessary information for the description of the motion event.

The fourth factor is related to the existence of dummy verbs (i.e., verbs whose
semantic content is poor) in high-path-salient languages. These verbs are
accompanied by path complements for describing motion events. A typical example
is the verb “to be’, such as in Swiss German and in Basque.

The fifth factor has to do with the concept of language orality (Mundlichkeit).
Ibarretxe-Antuifiano (2008) states that Koch & Oesterreicher (1985) and
Oesterreicher (2001) consider that irrespective the mode of expression (written, oral)
languages can be classified as conceptually written and conceptually oral.
Conceptually oral languages are languages characterised by redundancy, elliptic
constructions, hyperbolic expressions, self-corrections, etc. Ibarretxe-Antufiano
(2008) notes that conceptually oral languages, such as Basque and Swiss dialect
Muotathal, are more likely to be high-path-salient than conceptually written
languages.

Last but not least, according to Ibarretxe Antufiano (2008), cultural factors
have a say in Path salience. Wilkins (2004) and Bavin (2004) argue that aboriginal
communities show a great concern for detailed attention to motion paths and for
orientation in space. As a consequence, their linguistic descriptions reflect this

concern.

2.4. The Linguistic-Relativity Hypothesis

2.4.1. Introduction

The question ‘what is the relation between talking about reality and thinking about
it?’, in other words, ‘what is the relation between language and thought?” has

troubled many linguists and psychologists for many decades. Two general
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approaches can be identified in the literature concerning the nature of the relation
between language and conceptualisation: the Universalist/Nativist approach and the
Linguistic Determinism/Relativity approach.

Before focussing on the Linguistic Relativity approach, which is the one that
concerns us here, a brief presentation of the Universalist/Nativist approach is
required. The Universalist or Nativist approach emphasizes cross-linguistic
similarities due to our shared human nature. Noam Chomsky is the main figure of

this universalist approach to language and reality. His reason to study language is:

Language is a mirror of mind in a deep and significant sense. It is a product of human
intelligence...By studying the properties of natural languages, their structure, organization,
and use, we may hope to learn something about human nature; something significant, if it is
true that human cognitive capacity is the truly distinctive and most remarkable characteristic
of the species. (Chomsky, 1975: 4)

Some basic tenets of this approach are (a) conceptual structures are universal, (b)
syntax is also universal and innate, and (c) cross-linguistic variability does not reflect
conceptual but merely linguistic differences. According to universalists, speaking a
language consists of translating the language of thought (Fodor, 1975, 1983). As Li
& Gleitman (2002: 266) put it *humans invent words that label their concepts’;
linguistic categories are a straightforward mapping from universal concepts.
Universalists acknowledge that languages vary in the way they express reality, but
claim that this cross-linguistic variability does not reflect any substantive differences
in the way humans think about reality.

Conversely, cognitive linguistics/semantics adopts a different position. As we
have already noted, one of the basic tenets of cognitive linguistics/semantics is that
language is a window into conceptual structure. From there the claim follows that
cross-linguistic variability reflects differences in conceptualisation. This is exactly
the diverging point between universal approaches and the Linguistic
Determinism/Relativity approach, with which cognitive linguistics is consonant and
which we will present in the following section. However, there is also room for
some sort of universalism in cognitive linguistics/semantics. Divergences in
conceptualisation are ‘thought to emerge from common conceptualising capacity,

which derives from shared aspects of human cognition” (Evans & Green, 2006: 56).
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In sum, the stance in cognitive linguistics/semantics on the relation between
language and cognition is that in spite of the commonalities in the ways humans
experience the world and in the ways humans think, different languages can give rise

to distinct conceptual systems.

2.4.2. Sapir and Whorf’s Linguistic Relativity Hypothesis

Every student of language or society should be familiar with the essential idea of linguistic
relativity, the idea that culture, through language, affects the way we think, especially

perhaps our classification of the experienced world.
(Gumperz & Levinson, 1996: 2)

Linguistic Determinism/Relativism is associated with the American scholars Edward
Sapir and Benjamin Lee Whorf. They investigated the languages and cultural
practices of several native American tribes in the first half of the 20" century. On

the basis of his research, Sapir asserts:

Human beings do not live in the objective world alone [...] The fact of the matter is that the
“real world” is to a large extent unconsciously built up on the language habits of the group
[...] We see and hear and otherwise experience very largely as we do because the language
habits of our community predispose certain choices of interpretation. (Sapir, 1929: 209)

Along the same lines, Whorf claims:

We dissect nature along lines laid down by our native language. The categories and types
that we isolate from the world of phenomena we do not find there because they stare every
observer in the face; on the contrary, the world is presented in a kaleidoscope flux of
impressions which has to be organized by our minds—and this means largely by the

linguistic systems of our minds. (Whorf, 1956: 213)

Their view is that languages have the power to create distinctive worldviews out of
the same reality. This implies, therefore, that speakers of specific languages differ in
the way they think and act. Despite much academic confusion in interpreting Sapir
and Whorf as pointed out by Gumperz & Levinson (1996: 2, 22) and Pourcel (2005:
13-14), they did not claim that thought is completely determined by language. Their
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position seems to have been that language (as a structured semantic system)
influences habitual thought.

Sapir and Whorf were not the first to express the idea that language
influenced thought, i.e., our understanding and perception of reality. In the 19"
century, Wilhelm von Humboldt ([1836] 1988: 54) viewed language as the formative
organ of thought. He held that thought is externalised in speech, and that ‘[t]hought
and language are therefore one and inseparable from each other’. To his mind, every
language has a characteristic Weltanschauung or world-view; language steps in
between man and the world as language presents the world to man. Later on, the
anthropologist Franz Boas, who took a less deterministic approach to linguistic
diversity, observed that language ‘determines those aspects of each experience that
must be expressed’ (1938: 127).

On the whole, according to Gentner & Goldin-Meadow (2003: 4), what has
been coined as The Sapir-Whorf hypothesis states that (a) languages vary in how they
carve up the world; (b) the structure of one’s language influences how one perceives
and understands the world; (c) therefore, speakers of different languages will
perceive/conceptualise the world differently.

The Sapir-Whorf hypothesis™® is generally considered as consisting of two
versions: the strong version known as linguistic determinism and the weak version
named linguistic relativity. Linguistic determinism defends the ideas that language
entirely determines thought, our conceptualisation of reality, and that thinking would
be impossible without language. To put it simply, according to this view, if a given
language X does not have a linguistic category, speakers of language X cannot think
about it. Thus, speakers of language X understand the world in a different way from
speakers of language Y. Linguistic relativity claims language influences thought but

not in such a deterministic way. According to this weak version, language plays a

6 See Pourcel (2005: Chapter 1) for a comprehensive and extensive discussion on Linguistic
Relativity. In this chapter, she criticises the misunderstanding in the academic world of Sapir and
Whorf’s views. On the one hand, she remarks that these scholars did not claim that language entirely
determines thought, though they appreciate its psychological scope. On the other hand, she observed
that the principle of linguistic relativity is no longer considered an aim of anthropological linguistics;
instead, there has been a shift from linguistic relativity as a research tradition to linguistic relativity as

a questionable hypothesis.
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part in non-linguistic cognition, for example, in how speakers remember, categorise,
and reason about the world, but it does not rule out other alternatives.

The strong version of the Sapir-Whorf hypothesis was rejected by most
linguists on the basis of negative evidence from the domain of colour (Heider &
Olivier, 1972; Rosch, 1975, 1978), which showed that linguistic differences in
labeling colours between English and Dani did not reflect any differences in the way
speakers of both languages categorise and remember colours. In other words,
language does not seem to determine thought.

After decades of neglect due to the dominance of universalist approaches to
language (i.e., formal linguistics such as Generative Grammar) and of scepticism due
to negative findings from research on colour, the language and thought question has
again become an active research arena. According to Gentner & Goldin-Meadow
(2003), work by Talmy (e.g., 2000a, 2000b), Langacker (e.g., 1987, 1999), Choi &
Bowerman (e.g., Bowerman & Choi, 2001, 2003; Choi & Bowerman, 1991; Choi et
al, 1999), and Levinson (e.g., Levinson, 1997; Levinson et al. 2002), among others,
contributed to the renewed interest in linguistic relativity. These scholars analysed
the semantic systems of different languages and demonstrated convincingly that
important differences exist in how languages carve up the world. As evidence of this
renewed interest, two volumes on the issue of Linguistic Relativity have been
published: Gumperz & Levinson’s Rethinking Linguistic Relativity (1996), and
Gentner & Goldin-Meadow’s Language in Mind: Advances in the Study of Language
and Thought (2003), which cover a wide range of topics (space, gender, motion,
objects vs. substances, etc).

Studies on linguistic relativity often adopt a domain-centred and comparative
approach (cf. Lucy, 1992, 1997). This approach is the most efficient approach as
contrasts among languages shed light on similarities and differences in a specific
domain. When investigating linguistic relativity it is a prerequisite to identify an area
of linguistic divergence which could lead to potential cognitive implications for their
respective speakers in non-linguistic tasks (Pourcel, 2002: 126).

A prolific arena for research on linguistic relativity is space. For example,
Levinson (1997) and Pederson et al. (1998) showed that speakers’ linguistic frames

of reference influenced their distinct behaviour in non-linguistic tasks (e.g., ‘turning
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the table’ task). We postpone an overview of literature on motion exploring linguistic
relativity to Chapter 3. In addition to space, linguistic relativity research on
grammatical categories, such as number or gender, has been carried out. Lucy (1992)
and Lucy & Gaskins (2003), considered the differences in the pluralization systems
of Yucatec Maya and English, show that those differences have an impact on the way
speakers of those languages behave in non-linguistic tasks. Boroditsky et al. (2003)
suggests grammatical gender has pervasive effects on how people think about
objects.

Overall, this research falls within the idea of language as lens, i.e., language
influences how we see the world. According to Gentner & Goldin-Meadow (2003),
language may be also seen as tool kit and as category maker. As such, language can
be a strong force in facilitating representation and reasoning (e.g., Loewenstein &
Gentner, 2005), and in the development of particular concepts (e.g., Choi &
Bowerman, 1991; Bowerman & Choi, 2001, 2003; Casasola, 2005; Casasola et al.,
2006). Under the theme language as tool Kkit, Loewenstein & Gentner (2005) suggest
that the use of relational spatial language is instrumental for relational thought; when
young children heard relational spatial language, their performance in a mapping task
was enormously facilitated. Further research on language acquisition demonstrates
the influence of language in the development of relational concepts or categories
(i.e., language as category maker). Choi & Bowerman (1991) and Bowerman &
Choi (2001, 2003) found that language-specific differences among the categories of
containment and support in English versus tight and loose fit in Korean were in place
as early as 17-20 months. Children construct spatial categories that tightly fit the
adult system. Casasola (2005) and Casasola et al. (2006) also provided evidence in
favour of the idea that language facilitates infants’ formation of abstract spatial
categories. In sum, current research suggests that language influences thought under

specific circumstances.
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2.4.3. Slobin’s Thinking for Speaking

[R]esearch on linguistic relativity is incomplete without attention to the cognitive processes

that are brought to bear, online, in the course of using language.
(Slobin, 2003: 158)

There is a special kind of thinking that is intimately tied to language — namely, the thinking

that is carried out, on-line, in the process of speaking.
(Slobin, 1991: 75)

In 1991 the Wenner-Gren Foundation Symposium on the topic of rethinking
linguistic relativity took place. One important outcome was Slobin’s Thinking for
Speaking: language influences thought when one is thinking with the purpose to use
language. Despite the fact that Slobin was the first to develop an account of thinking-
for-speaking, delineating its implications and making it palatable for empirical
testing, similar observations had been voiced before by Pinker and by

anthropologists:

Whorf was surely wrong when he said that one’s language determines how one
conceptualises reality in general. But he was probably correct in a much weaker sense: one’s
language does determine how one must conceptualise reality when one has to talk about it.
(Pinker, 1989: 360)

Slobin (1991: 71) remarks that he is following a tradition in anthropological
linguistics exemplified by the thinking of Franz Boas. As aforementioned, Boas

observed that language plays a role in what aspects of reality must be expressed:

[ITn each language only a part of the complete concept that we have in mind is expressed,
and [...] each language has a peculiar tendency to select this or that aspect of the mental

image which is conveyed by the expression of the thought. (Boas, [1911] 1966: 38-39)

Boas was probably wrong in supposing that all speakers have a common complete
concept in their minds. However, he was right in suggesting that language selects
what to communicate. In Slobin’s (1991: 76) own formulation, ‘the expression of

experience in linguistic terms constitutes thinking for speaking — a special form of
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thought that is mobilized for communication’. He argues that whatever effects
language might have outside the act of speaking, the mental processes going on
while formulating and interpreting utterances are not trivial and deserve special

attention:

In the evanescent time frame of constructing utterances in discourse one fits one’s thoughts
into available linguistics frames. “Thinking for speaking” involves picking those
characteristics of objects and events that (a) fit some conceptualization of the event, and (b)

are readily encodable in the language. (Slobin, 1991: 76)

In the on-line process of thinking for speaking, speakers of a given language attend
to the specific aspects of reality which are to be verbalised in language. In other
words, language directs one’s attention to particular aspects of experience.

Slobin (2003: 160) extends the label ‘thinking for speaking’ to all forms of
linguistic production (speaking, writing, signing) and reception (listening, reading,
viewing) as well as a range of mental processes (understanding, imaging,
remembering) in the attempt to account for the far-reaching effects language use has
on mental processes tied to language. To his mind, research concerned with thinking-

for-speaking should have the following characteristics (Slobin, 2003: 161):

a. The research addresses a selection of languages and a semantic domain that is
encoded with some frequency in all of the languages.

b. The semantic domain is encoded by special grammatical constructions or
obligatory lexical selections in at least some of the languages under comparison.

c. The domain is relatively more codable in some of the languages to be compared.

d. The research addresses a selection of discourse situations in which the semantic

domain is regularly accessed.

Slobin’s research on thinking-for-speaking mainly concentrates on motion.
The semantic domain of motion is important for all languages (a), and as we have
seen in Section 2.2, it exhibits distinct lexicalisation patterns across languages (b).
Furthermore, some dimensions of motion, such as manner of motion, are more

codable in some languages than in others (c). And, finally, there are plenty of both
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written and oral discourse situations in which this domain can be examined (d). Thus,
the domain of motion is suitable for exploring how language-specific semantic
patterns influence the way speakers of a language talk about motion. The next
chapter will provide an in depth summary of thinking-for-speaking research on
motion.
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CHAPTER 3. BEYOND LINGUISTIC TYPOLOGIES: CROSSLINGUISTIC STUDIES ON MOTION EVENTS

3.1. Introduction

The domain of motion has received a good deal of research attention since Talmy’s
seminal work (e.g., 1985, 1991, 2000a, 2000b). This chapter provides a review of the
whole gamut of research inspired or influenced by the Talmian theory of
lexicalisation patterns for motion events. Such research could be divided into two
parts: Slobin’s thinking-for-speaking research (section 3.2) and linguistic relativity
research (section 3.3).

Thinking-for-speaking research attempts to account for the far-reaching
effects that language use has on mental processes tied to language. Sections 3.2.2 and
3.2.3 review the vast amount of research on the bearing that lexicalisation patterns
have on the narrative styles of a large number of languages, as well as on the process
of translating between typologically distinct languages. Next, sections 3.2.4 and 3.2.5
summarise research on both sign languages and gestures accompanying motion event
descriptions. Such research also falls within the purview of thinking-for-speaking,
namely thinking-for-signing/gesturing. In section 3.2.6 first language acquisition
research is reviewed. This line of research addresses whether children are or are not
influenced very early by their language-specific lexicalisation patterns, and the
nature of the potential effect. After that, section 3.2.7 presents several experimental
studies concerned with language-specific semantic biases in adults’ language
processing. Lastly, preliminary investigations into the relations between motion and
vision are presented in section 3.2.8; it seems that habitual ways of speaking about
motion also affect how we talk about vision.

Finally, in section 3.3, research on the everlasting question on the relation
between language and cognition is assessed. Linguistic relativity research draws
heavily on the crosslinguistic differences in the encoding of motion and asks whether
these differences result in divergent conceptualisations of motion events by speakers

of verb- and satellite-framed languages.
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3.2. Thinking-for-speaking research

3.2.1. Introduction

To investigate thinking-for-speaking, Slobin concentrates on the domain of motion.
His approach is comparative, initially investigating English and Spanish (e.g., Slobin,
1996a, 2000), but later broadening the scope to include other languages (e.g., Slobin,
2003, 20006).

As mentioned previously, Slobin (2003: 160) extends thinking-for-speaking
to all forms of linguistic production (speaking, writing, translating, signing) and
reception (listening, reading, viewing) as well as a range of mental processes
(understanding, imaging, remembering) in the attempt to account for the far-reaching
effects that language use has on mental processes tied to language. Throughout his
work, he argues that serious study of language in use points to pervasive effects of
language on selective attention for particular motion event characteristics. Path is the
core of the motion event and, as such, it is always encoded in motion event
descriptions, though by different linguistic elements (e.g., Talmy, 2000b). However,
Manner of motion is an external component, optional in verb-framed languages but
readily encoded in satellite-framed languages. This fact suggests that speakers of
satellite-framed languages may pay more attention to Manner of motion than
speakers of verb-framed languages. In brief, Slobin’s proposal is that ‘habitual,
online attention to Manner has made it especially salient in S-language speaker’s
conceptualizations of motion events’ (2003: 164). Thus, he hypothesises a number of

cognitive consequences of this differential encoding of Manner of motion.

If a language provides fine-grained, habitual and economical expression of manner of

motion:

(1) References to manner of motion will occur frequently, across genres and
discourse contexts.

(2) Manner-of-motion verbs will be acquired early.

(3) The language will have continuing lexical innovation in this domain,
including extended and metaphorical uses.

(4) Speakers will have rich mental imagery of manner of motion.
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(5) Manner of motion will be salient in memory for events and in verbal

accounts of events. (Slobin, 2003: 163-164)

Although these five consequences are called cognitive, it should be noted that the
first three consequences refer to linguistic cognition, whereas the last two are
cognitive hypotheses about speakers’ conceptualisations of motion (i.e., non-
linguistic cognition). Our review of thinking-for-speaking research in the following

sections will thus focus on the first three, leaving the final two for Section 3.3.

3.2.2. Narrative style

A great bulk of research on motion events across a wide range of languages comes
from elicited spoken narratives using a wordless picture book, Frog, Where are you?
(Mayer, 1969). The book is about a boy who goes in search of his runaway frog. The
book depicts several motion scenes, involving multiple types of Figures (humans and
animals), Paths, and Manners of motion.

Native speakers of a large number of languages have been asked to orally
describe what is happening in each of the pictorial scenes. In the majority of the
cases, participants have been both adults and children. The main outcomes of this
research have been two volumes under the same generic title Relating Events in
Narrative: the first volume edited by Berman & Slobin' (1994) and the second by
Stromqvist & Verhoeven® (2004).

! Berman & Slobin’s Relating events in narrative: A crosslinguistic developmental study is the result
of collaborations with Ayhan A. Aksu-Kog¢, Michael Bamberg, Lisa Dasinger, Virginia Marchman,
Yonni Neeman, Philip Rodkin, Eugenia Sebastian, Cecile Toupin, Tom Trabasso and Christiane von
Stutterheim. Their original interest was in language development, though they also gathered adults’
elicited narratives.

* Stromqvist & Verhoeven’s Relating events in narrative: Typological and contextual perspectives
examines American Sign Language (Galvan & Taub) and 13 spoken languages: Arrernte (Davis P.
Wilkins), Greenlandic (Elisabeth Engberg-Pedersen and Frederikke Blytman Trondhjem), English,
Spanish and Hebrew (Slobin and Judy Kupersmitt), Japanese (Aylin C. Kiintay and Keiko Nakamura),
Swedish and Icelandic (Hrafnhildur Ragnarsdottir and Sven Strémgqvist), Thai (Jordan Zlatev and
Peerapat Yangklang), Turkish (Ayhan Aksu-Koc and Goklem Tekdemir), Tzeltal (Penelope Brown)
Basque (Iraide Ibarretxe-Antufiano), and Warlpiri (Edith L. Bavin).
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In the first volume of the frog story studies, Berman & Slobin (1994: 198-
199) summed up the typological contrasts found between the narratives of three
verb-framed languages (Hebrew, Turkish and Spanish) and two satellite-framed

languages (English and German):

Satellite-framed languages allow for detailed description of paths within a clause, because
syntax makes it possible to accumulate path satellites to a single verb, along with
prepositional phrases that add further specifications (e.g., the deer threw them off over the
cliff into the water) [...] The satellite-framed languages in our sample also tend towards
greater specification of manner, probably because the lexicon provides a large collection of
verbs that conflate manner with change of location (crawl, swoop, tumble, etc), often
conflating cause as well (dump, hurl, shove, etc.). In verb-framed languages, such
elaboration is more of a “luxury,” since path and manner are eclaborated in separate
expressions, which are generally optional, and which are less compact in form. As a
consequence of these differences, it seems—at least in our data—that English and German
narrations are characterized by a great deal of dynamic path and manner description, while
Spanish, Hebrew, and Turkish narrations are less elaborated in this regard, but are often
more elaborated in description of locations of protagonists and objects and of endstates of

motion. (Berman & Slobin, 1994: 118-119)

As stated in the quotation, narrative styles in verb- and satellite-framed languages are
quite distinct in terms of dynamism of the events being depicted. Satellite-framed
languages presented more dynamic and lively descriptions of motion events both
with respect to manner of motion and paths, while verb-framed languages tended to
focus on static descriptions of the setting and the protagonist’s endpoint of location.
Applying Ikegami’s (1991) terminology of become-language (i.e., which focuses on
the change from one state into another, such as Japanese) vs. do-language (i.c.,
which focuses on the activity of an individual, such as English), verb-framed
languages might be described as become-languages since they devote more narrative
attention to static descriptions of the setting and tend to express more often the
Figure’s endpoint of location, leaving the Figure’s ways of moving through space
and the trajectories it follows to be inferred. These ways of moving an trajectories, in
contrast, are favoured by satellite-framed languages or do-languages. These

differences in narrative style were unexpected consequences of the two lexicalisation
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patterns posited by Talmy. Importantly, the differing ways of expressing Manner and
Path in verb- and satellite-framed languages have an impact on narrative style which
would not have been observed unless studying language in use.

For the purposes of this dissertation, we are concerned with crosslinguistic
differences in the expression and elaboration of Path and Manner between English
and Spanish. We briefly illustrate these differences with examples of English and
Spanish taken from Berman & Slobin (1994) and Slobin (1996a, 2004). Regarding
the expression of Manner, English elicited narratives displayed a greater token and
type frequency of manner verbs than Spanish elicited narratives, which in turn

contained a higher number of path verbs:

(1) English motion verbs: buck, bump, buzz, carry, chase, climb, come, crawl,
creep, depart, drop, dump, escape, fall, float, fly, follow, get, go, head, hide,
hop, jump, knock, land, leave, limp, make-fall, move, plummet, pop, push,
race, rush, run, slip, splash, splat, sneak, swim, swoop, take, throw, tip,
tumble, walk, wander. (Berman & Slobin, 1994: 153)

(2) Spanish motion verbs: acercarse ‘approach’, alcanzar ‘reach’, arrojar
‘throw’, baja(se) ‘descend’, caer(se) ‘fall’, correr ‘run’, entrar ‘enter’,
escapar(se) ‘escape’, huir “flee’, ir(se)’go (away)’, llegar ‘arrive’, llevar(se)
‘carry (off)’, marchar(se) ‘go (away)’, meter(se) ‘insert (oneself)’, nadar
‘swim’, perseguir ‘chase’, poner(se) ‘put (oneself)’, regresar ‘return’,
sacar(se) ‘remove (oneself)’, salir ‘exit’, saltar ‘jump’, subir ‘ascend’, tirar
‘throw’, traspasar ‘go over’, venir ‘come’, volar ‘fly’, volver(se) ‘return’.
(Sebastian & Slobin, 1994: 261)

Furthermore, in Spanish narratives, Manner tended to be subordinated, i.e., expressed
in optional constituents such as adverbs, gerundives, subordinated clauses, etc, since
the Spanish main verb typically encoded Path of motion.

In terms of the expression of Path of motion, Spanish speakers tended to use
bare motion verbs, i.e., ‘verbs with no elaboration of path beyond the inherent
directionality of the verb itself” (Slobin, 1996a: 200) more often than English

speakers, who frequently added locatives and directionals to their motion verbs:
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3) Se cay6
Lit. S/he fell
(4) They fell in/into the water.

Furthermore, in Spanish narratives just one piece of information about the ground
was usually given, either the source (e.g., from X), the medium (e.g., along, through
X) or goal (e.g., to, towards X). English speakers, in contrast, mentioned more
ground elements per clause. In general, Spanish speakers tended not to express
complex paths with a single verb; when a complex path was described together with
one motion verb in Spanish, the trajectory usually involved the motion from a source
to a goal as in (5). In contrast, in English it is morphosyntactically possible to attach
several path segments to a single verb. Thus, English speakers readily compacted

several trajectories (expressed by satellites) with a single verb as in (6):
(5) Se cayo de la ventana a la calle

Lit. S/he fell from the window to the street
(6)  He threw him over a cliff into a pond

Finally, when Spanish speakers described complex paths, they typically did so by

using several verbs and breaking the event into several segments:

(7) El ciervo le llevo hasta un sitio, donde debajo habia un rio. Entonces el ciervo

tiro al perro y al nifio al rio. Y después cayeron.

Lit. The deer took him to a place, where below there was a river. Then, the

deer threw the dog and the boy to the river. And after that they fell.

The same patterns observed in oral elicited narratives are widely attested in
novels (e.g., Slobin, 1996a, 1996b, 1997; Ozcaliskan & Slobin, 1999, 2003; Mora-
Gutiérrez, 2001), and newspapers across a range of languages (e.g., Slobin, 2003;
Slobin, 2006a). Writers of creative fiction and reporters, though free to make full and

imaginative use of the language, conform to the same patterns found in the frog
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stories. In terms of Manner, writers using satellite-framed languages devoted much
more attention to Manner of motion than writers using verb-framed languages.
Ozgaliskan & Slobin (2003) provided interesting insights into the differing functions
that manner expressions beyond the verb phrase seem to play in novels written in
satellite-framed languages such as English and in verb-framed languages such as
Turkish. Turkish writers tended to accompany their path verbs with adjuncts
expressing Manner to compensate for the impossibility to encode Manner in the verb
on many occasions (such as in boundary-crossing events, etc). Thus, the high rate of
such manner expressions beyond the main verb in Turkish suggests a compensatory
function of these expressions. In contrast, manner verbs in English were very often
accompanied by manner adjuncts, which further contributed to and enriched the
manner details of the motion scene expressed by the main manner verb. Thus, such
manner expressions serve an augmentative function in English. In terms of Path,
novels written using satellite-framed languages provided their readers with more
elaborate descriptions of paths or trajectories of movement than novels written in
verb-framed languages. In contrast, writers using verb-framed languages offered
more information about the physical setting and the protagonist’s psychological state,
which allowed their readers to draw inferences about the manner in which the
protagonist moves and the trajectories3 s/he follows.

The Frog stories considered in volume II (2004) offer a more complex picture
of the crosslinguistic differences in the expression of motion. In the light of the data
from a large number of languages, the rigid dichotomy of verb- and satellite-framed
languages has been questioned (e.g., Ibarretxe-Antufiano, 2004a, 2004c; Slobin,
2004; Zlatev & Yangklang, 2004) as we saw in Chapter 2 (Section 2.3). On the one
hand, a third typological group was proposed, equipollently-framed languages, for
those languages whose morphosyntactic constituents expressing Path and Manner
have equal status. On the other hand, it was argued that it could also be possible to

rank languages in clines or continuums of manner and path salience, as languages

3 For research on the role of inferences in verb-framed languages versus satellite-framed languages,
see Papafragou et al. (2006) for Greek vs. English, Pourcel (2005) and Pourcel & Kopecka
(submitted) for French vs. English.
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within the same typological group display different degrees of elaboration of manner
and path.

Another important outcome from the 2004 volume has been the proposal or
identification of a number of linguistic and non-linguistic factors which interact with
lexicalisation patterns. Slobin (2004) pointed out that the Talmian typology alone
cannot account for language use, and suggested that there are a number of additional
linguistic factors playing a part in the expression of motion. A language provides its
speakers with a range of lexical and morphological means for describing motion
events. It has also been shown than sound symbolic expressions contribute as well to
motion event descriptions in some languages, such as Basque (e.g., Ibarretxe-

Antufiano, 2004b) and Japanese (e.g., Hamano, 1998; Kita, 1997):

(8) Examples of sound symbolic expressions in Basque and Japanese (taken

from Slobin (2004: 233)
a. Basque: plisti-plasti ‘waddle’; taka-taka ‘walk with small and short steps’
b. Japanese: doya-doya ‘noisy way of moving’

In addition, a variety of non-linguistic factors*, including cognitive and cultural
factors, have to be taken into consideration to fully account for patterns of narrative
style.

Processing load is a cognitive factor that might account for the tendency to
omit manner information in verb-framed languages. Although these languages have
the option of using adjuncts or subordinate constructions to express Manner of
motion, this alternative is avoided most of the time. The reason seems to lie in the
unnecessary foregrounding of Manner when expressed in adjuncts, which results in
heavy processing of these constructions in terms of speaker’s production and hearer’s
comprehension (Talmy, 2000b: 128).

With regard to cultural factors, as Bavin (2004: 17) suggested: ‘[c]ultural
values will influence what a speaker determines as important when telling a story’.

Wilkins (2004) and Bavin (2004) pointed out that culture seems to play a role in the

* See also Chapter 2 (Sections 2.3.3 and 2.3.4) for a review of the factors that play a role in a

language’s degree of elaboration of Manner and Path of movement.
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great attention Arrernte and Warlpiri speakers give to path details. Australian
aboriginal culture highlights the importance of journeys as well as locations, and this
is without a doubt reflected in narrative style. Thus, in their frog stories, Arrernte and
Warlpiri speakers overall described scenes with many more path fragments than
speakers of other languages. Moreover, Bavin reported cultural preferences for

repetition of old information together with new information:

Information is repeated with some new added [...] telling the frog story, a speaker might
give the information that someone fell, then someone fell to the water, then someone fell

down to the water and then specify that the child and dog fell. (Bavin, 2004: 20)

In sum, Talmy’s dichotomy of satellite- and verb-framed languages provides
valuable insights into lexicalisation patterns for motion in language. It has been
shown, however, that lexicalisation patterns alone cannot account for how language
is used in narrative discourse. Verb- and satellite-framed rhetorical styles could not
have been understood, except through a close examination of language in use.
Furthermore, linguistic and non-linguistic factors should be taken into consideration

so as to offer a more complete picture of how different languages talk about motion.

3.2.3. Translation

Slobin (2003) does not include any hypothesis on the consequences that differing
attention to manner may have in the translation process. However, he opened this
venue of research on translation of written narratives. This line of research addresses
the process of translating between languages which belong to different typological
groups, raising the question of how each language accommodates itself to the
demands of the other. To explore this issue, Slobin and his collaborators used corpus
data from 20" century novels and translations of The Hobbit by Tolkien (1937).
Slobin (1996a, 1997) initially focused on translations between English and
Spanish novels. In general, it was observed that English texts lose more in the
translation process than Spanish texts. With respect to manner information, when
translating from English into Spanish, only 51% of the original English manner
information was maintained in the Spanish target text, while in translations from

Spanish to English, 77% of the original Spanish manner information was kept.
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Moreover, English translators generally added manner descriptions not present in the
original Spanish text. Consider the following examples taken from (Slobin, 1997:

460):

9) Spanish original: ... luego de diez minutos de asfixia y empujones, llegamos

al pasillo de la entrada ...

Lit. ... after ten minutes of asphyxiation and pushes, (we) arrived at the entry-

b

way ...

(10)  English translation: ... after ten minutes of nearly being smothered or crushed

to death, we finally fought our way to the exit ...

In the original Spanish text, the verb llegar ‘arrive’ (a path verb) has been translated
into English as fight our way. This expression encodes the difficulty of the motion
toward the entry which is not expressed by the main verb in the original text. This
manner information, however, could be inferred somehow by Spanish readers after
reading diez minutos de asfixia y empujones Lit.‘ten minutes of asphyxiation and
pushes’. Furthermore, it is important to reflect on the fact that English and Spanish
texts also differed in the type of manner information. As Slobin points out in the
quotation below, English possesses a richer and more elaborated manner-of-motion
verb lexicon than Spanish, whose manner verbs are quite general in meaning

compared to those of English.

Languages seem to have a “two-tiered” lexicon of manner verbs: the neutral, everyday verbs
— like walk and fly and climb, and the more expressive or exceptional verbs — like dash and
swoop and scramble. In S-languages [satellite-framed languages, e.g., English], the second
tier is extensive and elaborated, making distinctions that do not play a role in the
considerably smaller second tiers in V-languages [verb-framed languages, e.g., Spanish].

(Slobin, 1997: 459).

The greater diversity of manner verbs in English poses additional problems for
Spanish translators. When translating motion events without boundary crossing, they
may or may not decide to express the manner information conveyed in the English

original. If they opt to do so, Spanish translators tend to compensate lexical gaps by
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including adjuncts. However, as has already been mentioned, Spanish translators
sometimes decide not to include manner information at all. When the Manner of
motion is the common, natural or default way of moving, Spanish uses more neutral
verbs. For example, if we read un pajaro entr6 a la habitacion Lit. ‘a bird entered to
the room’, a Spanish speaker infers that the bird flew into the room. Thus, Spanish
readers seem to rely more on context and draw inferences from the text than English
readers, who are used to the overt expression (Sinha & Kuteva, 1995) of manner
information (e.g., The bird flew into the room). Another closely related reason that
might explain the avoidance of manner in adjunct expressions is that the pace of
narration could be easily broken up if translators give too many unnecessary details
to Spanish readers.

In terms of path details, English translations were faithful to the original
Spanish in 92% of cases, and even occasionally added some more path information.
In contrast, when translating from English to Spanish, the Spanish target text kept
only 76% of path descriptions. In general, Slobin (1996a, 1997) concluded that it
seems that Spanish translators resorted to omitting path and manner information
when it was easily recoverable from context and it was not relevant enough to be
included in the narrative. Thus, readers were left to rely on their inferences from
context, which is to be understood as including both descriptions of the setting and
information given earlier in the discourse. Consider the examples below taken from
Slobin (1997: 443). In example (11), two trajectories are described (across X to Y),
whereas in (12) the across trajectory is omitted as it can be easily inferred that, if the
protagonist is in a room and s/he goes toward the door, the protagonist needs to walk

across the room to reach the door.
(11)  English original: He strolled across the room to the door.
(12)  Spanish translation: Se dirigi6 a la puerta.

Lit. (He) directed himself to the door

Furthermore, the impossibility of expressing several trajectories with a single motion
verb in Spanish poses further problems to Spanish translators. As the examples

below illustrate, English’s smooth flow of the protagonist’s trajectory is broken in
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the Spanish translation by including a path verb for each one of the trajectories

expressed by English satellites.

(13)  English original: Then I, too, went down the steep twisting path through the
dark woods to the beach below

(14)  Spanish translation: También yo tomé entonces el pendiente y tortuoso

sendero que, atravesando la arboleda oscura, bajaba a la playa.

Lit. Then I, too, took the steep and twisting path that, traversing the dark

woods, descended to the beach.

On the whole, English translators seem to have an easier task than Spanish
translators as in English it is syntactically possible to pack both manner information
and elaborated trajectories (including several grounds) within a single clause. That
might explain why English translators often even include manner and path
information which is not present in the original Spanish text. For Spanish translators,
in contrast, the task is harder as they have to decide what sort of ground, path and
manner information to express in order not to slow down or break the pace of
narration.

More recently, Slobin (2005) has widened his research scope to include
translations from the English novel The Hobbit into nine languages: Dutch, German,
Russian, Serbo-Croatian, French, Portuguese, Italian, Spanish, Hebrew and Turkish.
His research further supports his previous findings regarding translations from
English to Spanish, and generalises them to a larger number of languages. Verb-
framed languages, as has been discussed, apparently are less concerned with manner
of motion than satellite-framed languages, and they break complex paths into several
segments. Overall, when translating from English into verb-framed languages, it
appears that there is a greater loss of both path and manner information than in
translations into satellite-framed languages.

Starting from Slobin’s insights into translations from English to Spanish,
Ibarretxe-Antufano (2003) compared and analysed in detail the different strategies
that Spanish and Basque translators follow when rendering fragments of Chapter 6

from The Hobbit. She started from the translation strategies described above (Slobin,
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1996a, 1996b, 1997, 2004). However, in the light of her data, she provided a richer

picture of translation strategies, as Table 3.1 illustrates:

MANNER INFORMATION

Strategy M-1 Omission of any manner information

Translation of the same type of manner information (verb or
Strategy M-2 )
separate expression)

Strategy M-3 Substitution of a manner of motion verb for a path verb
Strategy M-4 Substitution of a manner of motion verb for a motion verb
Strategy M-5 Substitution of a manner of motion verb for any verb
Strategy M-6 Translation of a portion of manner information
Strategy M-7 Translation of a different type of manner information

PATH INFORMATION

Strategy P-1 Omission of some path element
Strategy P-2 Insertion of a new motion verb, usually a path verb
Strategy P-3 Translation of all path information

Table 3.1. Strategies for translating path and manner information in Spanish and Basque (taken
from Ibarretxe-Antufiano, 2003: 165)

Her main contribution is the identification of more available strategies than those
discussed in previous research. It is necessary to take into account the quantity and
type of manner information translated into the target text: whether manner
information is totally or partly rendered, whether translators choose to render manner
verbs by other manner verbs which encode only part of the information (M-6) or
even different types of manner information (M-7), and if totally omitted, which verbs

are used instead (M-3, M-4, M-5).

3.2.4. Sign languages and co-speech gestures

Thinking-for-speaking research also extends to sign languages and to gestures
accompanying verbal descriptions of motion events. Research on sign languages
shows that sign languages encode much more conceptual information about the
motion event than spoken languages, as we will see in Section 3.2.4.1. Research on

co-speech gestures suggests that gestures are linked to what is being said, that is,
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gestures fit the speaker’s conceptualisation of the motion event for the purposes of
speaking. Moreover, like sign languages, gesture also encodes spatial information

which is not usually verbalised. We will consider co-speech gestures in Section

3.24.2.

3.2.4.1. Sign languages

Signed languages of course also have resources for describing motion events, some of which

may be unique to the sign modality.
(Taub & Galvan, 2000: 177)

In a written interview conducted by Ibarretxe-Antuiano (2006¢), Talmy” points out
that there is accumulating evidence that spoken and sign languages are different; they
differ in many respects in their structure and organisational principles (p. 261). One
of the differences, as noted by Talmy, is that signed languages have a formally
distinct subsystem that has no counterpart in spoken language. This subsystem is
dedicated solely to the schematic representation of objects moving or located with
respect to each other in space, and it has more spatial categories than the spatial
portion of spoken language. Talmy counts thirty spatial parameters expressed by
hand movements in signed language, whereas only six distinct parameters are found
in spoken language. Sign language allows finer spatial distinctions, which are mostly
iconic. Talmy (in Ibarretxe-Antufiano, 2006¢: 262) illustrated these parameters in
American Sign Language. A signer can move his dominant hand with respect to his
nondominant hand in a certain complex pattern that simultaneously represents all the

following parameters of a Motion event:

a. The category identity of the Figure object

b. The category identity of the Ground object
c. The motive state of the Figure

d. The Path of the Figure relative to the Ground

> See also Talmy (2003) for a comprehensive account on the representation of spatial structure in sign

languages.

70



CHAPTER 3. BEYOND LINGUISTIC TYPOLOGIES: CROSSLINGUISTIC STUDIES ON MOTION EVENTS

The elevation angle of the Path
The curvature or contour of the Path (e.g., straight line, curve, circle)

The distance between Figure and Ground (e.g., distal, proximal)

5= @ oo

The relative length of the Path before and after encounter with the Ground

The Manner of motion

—

] The speed of motion

However, similarities between signed and spoken languages in terms of the
expression of motion exist as well. For example, both modalities have basic
conceptual elements, and in both, a spatial situation can often be conceptualised in
more than one way.

Galvan & Taub® (2004) compared frog stories in English and in American
Sign Language. Their results showed ASL signers consistently incorporated much
more conceptual information into their descriptions of motion events than English
speakers; the visual modality of the signer’s hands, face and body allowed a richer
description than spoken language alone or combined with gesture. Furthermore, their
results supported the claim that motion events were conceptually separated into
different pieces (Slobin & Hoiting, 1994; Supalla, 1982, 1990). Signers break up the
details of Manner of motion, Paths, Figures and Grounds into different pieces which
are presented sequentially (like in spoken languages) instead of simultaneously.
Some of these elements are repeated to provide coherence to the separated
presentation. Their findings, moreover, suggested that boundary-crossing events
were, as in verb-framed languages, special for ASL signers: ‘they would create forms
with straight paths for non-impeded crossings and complex paths for impeded ones’
(ibid: 212). Finally, Galvan & Taub maintained neutrality on the issue of whether or
not sign languages are verb-framed languages. Although Slobin & Hoiting (1994)
claimed that sign languages are complex verb-framed languages (i.e., verb-framed
because they express Path; complex because of simultaneity of Figure, Manner and
Path), they suggested that ‘we need to expand Talmy’s typology to accommodate
languages which conflate Path, Manner, and Figure into a single verb form’ (Galvan

& Taub, 2004: 212).

% See also Taub & Galvan (2000).

71



CHAPTER 3. BEYOND LINGUISTIC TYPOLOGIES: CROSSLINGUISTIC STUDIES ON MOTION EVENTS

3.2.4.2. Co-speech gestures

David McNeill and his colleagues (e.g., McNeill, 1992; McNeill & Duncan, 2000;
Taub, Pifiar & Galvan, 2002; Ozyiirek & Kita, 1999; Kita & Ozyiirek, 2002; Ozyiirek
et al, 2005) explore the area of nonverbal expression of motion in studies of co-
speech gesturing, i.e., gestures accompanying speech. One of the methods they use is
to show participants a cartoon movie (Canary Row, with Tweety and Sylvester) and
ask for a subsequent narration, which is videotaped for later analysis. Their research
addresses the question of whether gestural descriptions of motion events reflect
cross-linguistic differences in lexicalisation patterns. On the whole, distinctly
different patterns of gesture in speakers of English, Spanish, Turkish and Japanese
were found.

McNeill (2000) and McNeill & Duncan (2000) reported distinctly different
behaviour for English and Spanish speakers’ co-speech gestures. Their studies
suggested that speakers of Spanish commonly conflated Manner and Path in their
gestures. Although Manner was often omitted in their verbal descriptions, Manner
was abundant in their gestures and was distributed over path phrases given in speech.
In other words, manner gestures were present throughout the utterance. Such
distribution of manner gestures over verbalised path expressions was termed manner
fog. Since Manner was not usually verbalised in speech but was frequently gestured,
they concluded that gestural descriptions by Spanish speakers served a compensatory
function.

Taub, Pifar & Galvan (2002) also focused on English and Spanish co-speech
gestures. Though their results were still preliminary, it seemed that English speakers
gave greater attention to Manner both lexically and gesturally than did Spanish
speakers. In line with their verbal descriptions, gestures by English speakers
expressed both manner and path information whereas gestures by Spanish speakers
generally downplayed manner details. These results might be interpreted as if
gestures only encode what is expressed in speech, and thus, gesture is tightly tied to

language’.

7 The interested reader can find a summary of competing theories of gesture production in Kita &

Ozyiirek (2002).
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Kita & Ozyiirek (2002) and Ozyiirek et al (2005) found that gestures that
were used to express the same motion events in English, Japanese and Turkish were
influenced simultaneously by (a) how conceptual elements were expressed in each
language, and by (b) spatial information in the stimulus (i.e., in the Tweety and
Sylvester cartoon movie) which was never verbalised. On the one hand, their results
showed that linguistic differences in the expression of motion were reflected in
gesture. Therefore, a semantic feature such as Manner of motion, which is difficult to
verbalise in verb-framed language, is less likely to be gestured by Japanese and
Turkish speakers than by English speakers. Furthermore, if a language can compact
or package manner and path information as English does, then, it is more likely that a
single gesture will be used instead of two separated gestures (as was the case for
Japanese and Turkish speakers). Finally, it was also found that in cases where there
were no cross-linguistic differences in speech, the gesture patterns looked alike. On
the other hand, gestural representation was also found to be influenced by spatial
information of the stimulus. Speakers of English, Japanese and Turkish regularly
gestured certain spatial details which were not verbally expressed in the concurrent
speech (e.g., movement from right to left, which was not considered as relevant for
linguistic description). This sort of information is typically encoded in sign
languages.

In light of the existing research on co-speech gesture, it might be concluded
that data on gestures in Spanish is not yet conclusive. It might well be the case that
manner gestures in Spanish could provide a sort of compensation for gaps in the
lexicon, but quantitative data is needed before drawing such a conclusion. On the
other hand, research on English, Japanese and Turkish, however, conclude that
‘gestures do not merely encode imagistic representations of the events but those
aspects that fit conceptualization of the event for the purposes of speaking’ (Ozyiirek
et al., 2005: 224).
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3.2.5. First language acquisition®

[C]hildren are sensitive to language-specific categorization principles from their earliest
productive uses of spatial forms, and at least in some cases in comprehension even before

production begins.
(Bowerman & Choi, 2001: 505)

[L]anguage properties influence how children select or organize spatial information during

the course of development.
(Hickman, 2006: 281)

Cross-linguistic research has unveiled variations in how children acquire spatial
language (e.g., Bowerman, 1996; Bowerman & Choi, 2001, 2003; Casasola, 2005;
Choi & Bowerman, 1991; Choi et al., 1999). Such variability across languages casts
doubts on the existence of universals in the acquisition of spatial language’, and
suggests that language-specific patterns have an impact on linguistic and cognitive
development. From early on, children are guided by their language and seem to
construct a spatial language which closely fits the adult system.

Cross-linguistic differences can also be observed in how children talk about
motion in elicited oral narratives (e.g., Berman & Slobin, 1994), verbal descriptions
of video clips (e.g., Hickman, 2006; Oh, 2003) and spontaneous conversations (e.g.,
Semilis & Katis, 2003). Research using the frog story picturebook as an elicitation
tool has shown that children acquiring their mother tongue are guided by the set of
distinctions in their language to attend to specific features of events while speaking
(Berman & Slobin, 1994; Ozcaliskan & Slobin, 1999; Slobin, 1996a; Slobin, 2001).

Generally speaking, children speaking satellite-framed languages use a higher

¥ The reader interested in second language acquisition can see, for example, Hohenstein, J. Eisenberg,
A. & Naigles, L. (2006) which concentrates on cross-influence of L1 and L2 in Spanish-English
bilinguals in the linguistic expression of motion events.

? For universalist accounts of spatial language, see, for example, Landau & Jackendoff (1993). For
experimental research suggesting general cognitive principles in language acquisition of spatial terms,
see for example, Munnich & Landau (2003), Helpos & Spelke’s (2004) replication of McDonough,
Choi & Mandler (2003) and Landau & Hoffman (2005).
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percentage of tokens and types of manner verbs than children speaking verb-framed
languages, who tend to use path verbs instead. As Slobin (2003) hypothesised,
manner-of-motion verbs are acquired very early by children learning satellite-framed
languages. Furthermore, children speaking satellite-framed languages use motion
verbs with some path elaboration, whereas such descriptions are hardly used by
children speaking verb-framed languages. It is also noted that older children are
closer to the adult system than younger children. As age increases, they are capable
of providing more detailed descriptions of the motion event in line with the adult
system. Verb-framed-language speaking children are more concerned with setting
the scene and asserting changes of location (results) than satellite-framed-language
speaking children, who assert trajectories and attend to Manner of motion (actions).

Kyung-ju Oh (2003) elicited verbal descriptions from 3-year-old Korean-
speaking and English-speaking children using clips depicting everyday motion by
humans. In line with previous findings, she also found that children are influenced
very early by the typological properties of their native language. Korean-speaking
children produced manner verbs less frequently and path verbs more frequently than
English-speaking children. Furthermore, Korean children produced descriptions
encoding Path but not Manner more frequently than English children, who produced
verbal descriptions encoding both Manner and Path. On the other hand, some
common characteristics were noted between Korean-speaking and English-speaking
children. At an early age, both groups rarely expressed Path and Manner together in
their descriptions, though English children did so more frequently. Oh speculated
that at an early age children might be too limited cognitively to attend to various
components of a motion event at the same time, though another possibility might be
that they have not yet mastered the skill to pack both manner and path information
into a single description. In addition, it was found that children from both language
groups seemed to be more biased toward Manner than toward Path, and that they
tended to produce coarse manner of motion verbs (such as walk, or run).

Maya Hickman (2003, 2006) used animated cartoons on a computer screen to
elicit verbal descriptions. Her results showed that typological properties of English
and French as satellite-framed and verb-framed languages strongly influenced how

children (three- and five-year-olds) talked about motion. In line with previous
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findings, she noted that English- and French-speaking children used more complex
descriptions of both Path and Manner together with increasing age.

In terms of spontaneous or naturalistic conversations, Selimis & Katis (2003)
showed that Greek- and English-speaking children followed the typological patterns
of their mother tongue in preferring verbs which lexicalise either Path (for Greek) or
Manner (for English). Moreover, it was found that these differences appeared even
earlier than two years of age, but then diminished with age as the manner verb
lexicon in Greek children got richer in later development.

All in all, these studies provide linguistic data suggesting that children adopt
language-specific characteristics from a very early age. However, some

characteristics seem to be mastered early, while others develop more slowly.

3.2.6. Language processing

There is abundant research which has asked whether there are psychologically real
effects of language-specific semantic patterns on how we process language. Some
studies suggest that language-specific verb semantics (i.e., whether languages
typically code either Path or Manner in their motion verbs) seems to have a pervasive
influence on how speakers interpret the meaning of novel verbs, as well as on
speakers’ performance on other linguistic tasks (such as verb generation, etc).
Naigles & Terrazas (1998) found that adult English and Spanish speakers
differed in their expectations as to whether a novel verb encoded Manner or Path, the
former favouring Manner and the latter Path. Furthermore, in their experiment,
participants adjusted their assumptions about whether a novel verb expressed Manner
or Path based on the syntactic frame in which the verb was presented. Naigles &
Terrazas showed English and Spanish participants a video clip of a motion event—
e.g., a woman skipping towards a tree—and gave them a single sentence containing a
novel verb: e.g., She’s kradding the tree! or She’s kradding towards the tree!. They
used two kinds of frames: path frames containing a verb plus a noun phrase, and
manner frames containing a verb plus a preposition plus a noun phrase. Then,
participants were shown two further videos on different screens, one preserving the
Manner of the event but changing the Path (e.g., a woman skipping away from the

tree) and one preserving the path of the event but changing the manner (e.g., a
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woman marching towards the tree). Participants’ task was to indicate which video
depicted the novel verb. On the whole, it was found that adult speakers of English
chose the video that preserved the Manner rather than the one that preserved Path,
and the reverse was true for Spanish. Furthermore, they found effects of syntactic
frame on the interpretation of the novel verbs; participants were more likely to
choose the manner video if they had heard the novel verb in a manner frame, and
more likely to choose the path video if they had heard the verb in a path frame.

Along the same lines, Cifuentes-Férez & Gentner (2006) tested whether
English and Spanish speakers would show effects of their differing semantic systems
when inferring the meanings of novel motion verbs in brief written narratives. They
presented English and Spanish monolingual speakers with eight short passages
containing either a novel noun or a novel verb. After each passage participants were
asked ‘What does X mean?’ or ‘What is an X?’. In order to prevent people from
simply translating the novel words into existing words, the passages described
unusual events — e.g., rolling a device designed to remove burrs over one’s clothes;
moving across a hall using cleaning-rags underneath one’s shoes, etc. The
descriptions of the events always included both a path and a manner, so that
participants could lexicalise either or both. As predicted, Spanish speakers produced
a significantly higher number of path verb interpretations than English speakers.
Conversely, English speakers produced more manner verb interpretations than
Spanish speakers. These results were obtained despite the use of syntactic frames that
biased them against the predicted patterns. Spanish speakers were given frames that
included a preposition, thus encouraging interpretation in terms of a manner verb.
English speakers were given bare transitive frames—which would normally invoke a
path interpretation—yet the English speakers still preferred manner verb
interpretations. All in all, English and Spanish speakers were guided by their
differing semantic systems in inferring the meanings of novel motion verbs from
context. Their specific linguistic systems influenced which features they extracted
from context as semantic components of the novel verbs.

Apart from cross-linguistic studies examining the pervasive influence of
language-specific semantic patterns on language processing, we also find research

addressing the nature of those effects within a single language. A good instance is
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Billman & Krych (1998), which addressed how memory for motion events presented
in video clips might be influenced by linguistic information (an accompanying verb).
They presented English speaking participants with videotaped events accompanied
by either manner or path verbs. Then, participants returned for a visual recognition
test in which no verbs were presented. The task was to discriminate the old items
from new items with changed Manner or Path of motion. Their results showed that
the presence of either a path verb or a manner verb altered the participant’s
recognition of events. They found an effect of the type of verb initially given by the
experimenter on the type of recognition errors. More concretely, hearing a path verb
(as opposed to a manner verb) made participants more likely to correctly reject a
changed Path, and hearing a manner verb helped participants to reject changed
Manner.

In a later study, Billman, Swilley & Krych (2000) also looked for effects of
the type of verbs present at encoding (path or manner verbs) on later recognition.
However, the language manipulation was more indirect; in this experiment path and
manner verbs were not given by the experimenter but produced by participants.
Participants were asked to generate a verb to describe a set of video clips, and on the
next day, their task was to discriminate old clips from new clips. In line with their
previous research, they found that the type of verb generated by participants had an
effect on later event recognition. On the whole, these studies suggest that when a
person hears or produces a verb, distinctions in verb meaning (path and manner) bias
recognition. Using a particular type of verb channels the speaker’s attention to some
properties of the event while downplaying others.

Finally, Havasi & Snedecker (2004) argued that even though language-
specific semantic patterns are learned while acquiring one’s native language, both
adults and children could be trained to develop either a path or manner bias. They
taught English-speaking adults twelve new motion verbs. For each motion verb,
participants saw an ambiguous scene with a salient Path and Manner, and after
obtaining their initial interpretation, they saw five further instances of the new verb
which disambiguated its meaning. Half the participants saw video clips with the
same Manner but varying paths (which favoured a manner interpretation), and the

other half saw video clips with the same path but varying manner (which favoured a
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path interpretation). Finally, participants were asked to extend the new verb. On the
whole, it was found that English-speaking adults have an initial manner bias, as
shown by their initial interpretations. However, in response to the input, they were
highly like to extend the new verb according to the common semantic pattern they
had experienced across the five exemplars. Moreover, there was preliminary
evidence that five-year-olds were sensitive to this manipulation as well; they
developed either a manner bias or a path bias in their novel word interpretations
based on which series of videos they had received. This suggests that the semantic
patterns of a language act as default biases, not as fixed rules; they can be overridden

by experience.

3.2.7. Extensions to the domain of vision

Some scholars have pointed out that motion language is used metaphorically in a
wide array of abstract domains. For example, Narayanan (1997) remarked that bodily
movement serves as a metaphor for political and economic events: prices can drift,
soar, lurch or plunge; Ozcaliskan (2002, 2004) pointed out that manner-of-motion
verbs are used for expressing basic emotional states: run into frustration, his mind
plunges in an awkward thought. This section does not deal with those abstract
domains but concentrates instead on the relation between motion and vision.

In a highly suggestive paper, Slobin (in press) explored the relations between
paths of motion and paths of vision in English, Russian, Spanish and Turkish. In both
English and Russian there are complex visual paths such as look from X to Y, look
past X into Y and look out into X. In contrast, Spanish and Turkish generally express
a single visual trajectory (e.g., ook into X, look through X, etc), though sometimes
the complex trajectory from X to Y is found. Even though visual path verbs are not

available in most languages'®, Slobin concluded that the patterns for conceptualising

' As Slobin (in press) noted, Toba is the only documented language that has a set of vision verbs
which also encode path information (Klein, 1981). Toba is a Guaykuruan language spoken in
Argentine Chaco whose vision verbs express the direction of vision in a similar fashion to motion
verbs. For example, wa ‘look inward’, la ‘look ahead’, sa:t ‘look up at something moving’. According
to Klein (1981: 234), ‘the notion of direction of the eyes appears to be equivalent in the mind of the

native speaker to the notion of direction of a person’s legs across space’.
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and expressing physical paths carry over into the conceptualisation and expression of
visual paths. Similar conclusions are reached in Chu (2003), who analysed visual
path expressions in Mandarin Chinese and suggested that this serial verb language
uses many physical path expressions with verbs of seeing.

Cifuentes-Férez (2006) contributed to this preliminary research on the
relationship between motion and vision as well as to the research on narrative
translations from satellite-framed into verb-framed languages. For her research, she
chose the well-known English novel Harry Potter and the Order of the Phoenix and
its translation into Spanish, Harry Potter y la Orden del Fénix. Her main aim was to
investigate whether the crosslinguistic differences between English and Spanish
which had been reported for the domain of motion also applied to the domain of
vision. The basic assumption was that motion and vision are related domains at least
in two respects: (a) seeing is a type of fictive motion'' (e.g., Talmy, 2000a: Chapter
2), and (b) verbs of seeing appear in the same kind of constructions as verbs of
motion (e.g., Gruber, 1967; Talmy, 2000a; Slobin, in press). Unlike Slobin (in press),
who just focused on the relations between paths of motion and paths of vision,
Cifuentes-Férez centred her research attention on both Path and Manner in both
domains; she compared and contrasted the degree of manner and path elaboration per
domain and language and she examined as well the translation strategies that the
Spanish translator resorted to in order to adapt the English source text to the Spanish
target text.

In terms of Manner of motion, her results were consistent with previous
research, and went a step further in unveiling some crosslinguistic differences.
English and Spanish differed in (a) which morphosyntactic constituents typically
encoded manner information, (b) the semantic specificity of their manner verbs, and
(c) the function that adjuncts encoding Manner had. As noted previously, the English
manner-of-motion verb lexicon is richer and presents finer manner distinctions than
does Spanish. It was found that Spanish motion verbs did not usually encode manner

information about the Figure’s physical or mental state (whether s/he is tired or

' Fictive motion refers to those events which are linguistically expressed as if actual motion occurs.
Other labels for the term fictive motion are Langacker’s abstract motion (1987), and Matsumoto’s

subjective motion (1996).

80



CHAPTER 3. BEYOND LINGUISTIC TYPOLOGIES: CROSSLINGUISTIC STUDIES ON MOTION EVENTS

angry, or s’he walks unsteadily, etc) and that the translator usually expressed this
information in adjuncts to compensate for lexical gaps (i.e., a compensatory
function). In the original English narrative text, in contrast, manner information
outside the verb root had an augmentative function as it further enriched the manner
information conveyed in manner verbs. With regard to manner of vision, it was
concluded that the English text used manner-of-vision verbs that were more specific
(i.e., richer semantically) than those of Spanish. As in the domain of motion, adjunct
expressions seemed to make up for lexical gaps (e.g., glare was translated by a
general vision verb plus an adverbial mirar con hostilidad ‘look with hostility’).
Furthermore, as Slobin (in press) had already pointed out, Spanish texts used
nominals (e.g., 0jos ‘eyes’, mirada ‘look’, etc as in lanzar miradas desafiantes
‘throw challenging looks’) to describe visual acts much more often than the English
text. It seemed that the Spanish translator resorted to these linguistic means to
compensate for the lack of Spanish manner-of-vision verbs encoding such fine-
grained information. On the whole, it was observed that there was a substantial loss
of manner information in the Spanish translation: 36.46% of cases for manner-of-
motion verbs and 38.46% of cases for manner-of-vision verbs were lost in
translation. Despite the available linguistic means, manner-of-motion and manner-of-
vision in the original English text were not fully conveyed in the Spanish translation;
on many occasions, manner information was not as specific as in the English
original, and it was even translated by different manners of movement and of seeing.

When examining Path of motion, the crosslinguistic differences reported in
previous research were further attested. In the Spanish texts, the use of path verbs
was significantly higher, and Spanish descriptions of Path were less complex and
contained fewer references to the Ground than those in the English original. English
presented a greater flexibility in the sort of path and ground combinations than
Spanish, which generally only expressed one trajectory plus a ground (e.g., en X
‘in/into X’; de X ‘from X’; hacia X ‘towards X’). The most complex path segment
found in the Spanish translation was por X hacia Y ‘through X to Y’, whereas the
most complex trajectory in the English original was down X, past Y, and down into Z
(four satellites plus 3 grounds). With regard to visual paths, no vision verbs in

English and Spanish expressing Path or trajectory were found (Slobin, in press).
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Visual trajectories were much less complex than physical ones and tended to mention
only one ground (i.e., the observed entity); yet, English visual paths were more
elaborated than Spanish visual paths. Regarding the translation strategies, it was
found that the Spanish translation kept path information in 51.61% of cases for
motion and in 50% of cases for vision, mostly by incorporating path verbs. However,
some trajectories were frequently omitted in the translation, particularly, paths
without grounds, such as deictic paths (e.g., around, back) and vertical paths (e.g.,
up, down).

Although examinations of original Spanish narrative texts would be needed
before we could draw sound conclusions on how Spanish expresses visual acts, this
preliminary exploration of the relations between motion and vision suggests that the
crosslinguistic differences reported for motion descriptions in narratives apply also to
the expression of visual acts. English, as a satellite-framed language, seems to have a
rich manner lexicon of verbs of seeing, and can readily compact several paths with a
single verb. In contrast, Spanish, as a verb-framed language, generally expresses a
single visual path: to/towards the entity being perceived (or Ground in Talmy’s
terminology), and their vision verbs are less specific semantically than those of
English. In sum, these differences reflect how language-specific ways of speaking
about motion influence how we talk about vision, and suggest that vision may be

conceptualised in terms of motion.

3.3. Linguistic relativity research

3.3.1. Introduction

The domain of motion has received special attention in linguistic relativity research.
According to Pourcel (2002: 127), motion events are an ideal arena for investigating
Whorfian effects for a number of reasons: first, languages differ in how they carve up
the domain of motion. Second, motion events are referred to in language with a high
level of frequency, and they are representative of actual language use. And third,
unlike the domain of colour, in this domain there are no ‘biologically-determined

concepts waiting to be labelled’ (Slobin, 2000: 122).
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Research on linguistic relativity effects in the domain of motion addresses
whether the differences in lexicalisation of Path and Manner result in divergent
conceptualisations of motion events. More concretely, research focuses on whether
the selective lexicalisation of Manner, optional in verb-framed languages but readily
expressed in satellite-framed languages, ‘entails differential levels of cognitive
salience of that variable across verb- and satellite-framed language speakers,
resulting in overall divergent conceptualisation of motion events’ (Pourcel, 2005:
126).

This question has been investigated by a number of scholars who provided
both positive and negative evidence for the bearing of motion language on cognition.
Section 3.3.2 offers a summary of research which provides positive evidence for the
claim that cross-linguistic differences in the encoding of motion have an impact on
the way we think about motion, in particular on mental imagery, on memory for
manner of motion and on how people form new concepts. Research on the negative
side suggesting that language does not affect cognition is assessed in Section 3.3.3.
Even though the same methods are approximately followed, studies in this arena
have produced mixed results. In light of this conflicting evidence, section 3.3.4
reviews research by Pourcel (2004a, 2004b, 2005) and Kopecka & Pourcel (2005)
which suggests that the intrinsic nature of the stimuli employed may be responsible

for a significant portion of the divergent results.

3.3.2. Positive evidence

As we saw in the introduction, Slobin (2003) hypothesised two cognitive
consequences concerning linguistic effects on imagery and memory: speakers of
satellite-framed languages will have rich mental imagery of Manner of motion, and
Manner of motion will be more salient in their memory.

Slobin (2000) reported richer mental imagery of manner of motion in English
speakers than in Spanish speakers. In a suggestive experiment, he gave passages
from novels to read to English and Spanish native speakers as well as English and
Spanish bilinguals, asking them later to report mental imagery for the protagonist’s
Manner of movement. The examples were extracted from Isabel Allende’s La casa

de los espiritus, and did not contain manner verbs, but the author provided
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information about the setting and the protagonist’s inner state allowing inferences of
manner of motion. His findings showed elaborated mental images for Manner in
English reports and less vivid or poorly detailed mental images for manner in
Spanish. Interestingly, bilinguals behaved according to the text’s language: if the text
was in English, and therefore, they were asked to provide reports in English, their
mental images for manner were significantly richer than when the text and the task
were in Spanish.

Kersten et al. (2003) showed that greater attention to Manner of motion by
English speakers relative to Spanish speakers is revealed as well in learning tasks.
English and Spanish monolingual participants viewed animated cartoons in which
bug-like creatures moved along various non-nameable paths in various non-nameable
manners. They were told that those creatures belonged to four different species and
they had to guess which by pushing one of four buttons. After each choice they were
told if they had guessed correctly or not. On the whole, no differences in how long
they took to learn to distinguish the bug-like creatures in terms of Path was observed,
but English speakers were significantly faster in learning to distinguish them in terms
of Manner despite the fact none of these manners of motion could be lexicalised in
English manner verbs. Furthermore, they also tested bilinguals in Spanish and in
English, and their results were similar to those found with monolingual speakers.
They concluded that the observed differences between the two groups regarding
learning Manner of motion concepts were a result of the different languages they
spoke. In sum, people learn to attend to the sorts of event details that are encoded in
their language.

Kyung-ju Oh (2003) reported differences in recall of manner details between
English and Korean monolingual speakers. She devised an experiment in which the
initial task of the participants was to view and describe some video clips. The clips
included several manners of motion (e.g., walking, striding, jogging, strolling,
trudging, sprinting, etc) as well as several paths (e.g., out of, up, down, around,
along, etc). Also, some filler clips which did not depict motion or displacement were
included (cooking in a kitchen and working with a computer). As predicted for this
task, English speakers provided more tokens and types of manner verbs and extended

manner descriptions than Korean speakers. The two language groups differed
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according to their language-specific lexicalisation patterns. The difference across
languages was more pronounced in the descriptions of Walking-and-boundary-
crossing video clips. After participants completed this task, they were presented with
an unexpected task. In this surprise task, they were told to compare their memory of
each clip with a standard clip of the same actor walking at a normal rate and then
answer a questionnaire on details of the events. The results showed that English
speakers were more accurate in identifying the length of stride and degree of arm
swing in the original clips than Korean speakers, although those specific manner
details were not present in their verbal descriptions from the initial task. Overall,
English speakers performed better than Korean speakers on memory for manner
information and answering manner questions about the videotapes.

Pourcel (2005) compared English and French speakers’ performance on two
recall tasks. English and French speakers were asked to view a short extract from a
silent Charlie Chaplin film, City Lights, and then they had to recall the scene verbally
(free prose recall). 24 hours later participants were presented with a questionnaire
about the film in which they had to recall varying aspects of the film extract. Like Oh
(2003), she used real-life motion, but her stimulus represented contextualised motion
events whereas Oh’s stimuli were not fully contextualised. Error rates in immediate
recall (after watching the short film) indicated significant crosslinguistic differences
in line with the semantic dimensions highlighted in French and English; French
showed better recall of agent details and path types (i.e., telic and atelic paths), but
worse recall of manner types (i.e., default manners, forced or instrumental manner of
motion, etc). In the late recognition task (24 hours later), significant differences were
also found. English speakers showed worse recall of telic paths, but better recall of
fine-grained manners, whilst default manners (e.g., run, walk) were equally recalled
by both groups. These findings suggest that English speakers pay closer attention to
fine-grained manners than do French speakers. Pourcel (2005: 285) concluded that
differences in memory across the two languages ‘appear to be in line with the
conceptual dimensions highlighted in French and English prototypical linguistic
encodings of motion, suggesting the possibility of relativistic effects of habitual

language patterns on memory’.
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3.3.2. Conflicting evidence

Before reviewing those studies yielding contradictory results, it is necessary to
provide a brief summary of the experimental paradigms adopted in order to better
understand the findings and conclusions. Most of this research usually combines
three tasks: naming, similarity judgments and memory tasks (recall and recognition).
In naming tasks, speakers are told to either fully describe or just label with one word
what is happening in visual motion video clips (e.g., Oh, 2003; Pourcel, 2005). In
similarity judgments, the triad paradigm is preferred. Triads consist of three video
clips: one is the target which displays both a Path and a Manner, and the other two
video clips are the path- and manner-alternates. That is, one of the video clips shares
the same Manner as the target, and the other shares the same Path. The three videos
in a triad usually display the same Figure (human or any other entity that moves) and
Ground, so as not to bias participants’ responses. Other tasks examine participants’
memory, either through recall (i.e., memory for details of what they saw) or
recognition tasks (i.e., just asks participants if the video clip they are watching is
‘new’ or ‘old’).

Gennari et al. (2002) were interested in investigating whether different
lexicalisation patterns of motion events in English and Spanish had any effect on
speakers’ performance in two non-linguistic tasks: recognition memory and
similarity judgments. They also investigated Slobin’s thinking-for-speaking by
asking some participants to verbally describe the motion events but not asking others.
The stimuli consisted of 36 triads of videotaped human motion. Overall, no
significant difference between English and Spanish speakers was obtained in their
memory for Manner of motion. However, they did find a linguistic effect in the
similarity task after verbal encoding. Spanish speakers in the verbal description
condition were more likely than English speakers to select the clip with same path.
Thus, the verbal encoding task had an effect on Spanish speakers’ later performance
in the similarity task. In contrast, English participants behaved in the same way
whether they linguistically described the stimuli before or after the similarity
judgments. Finally, when no linguistic encoding was required, performance across
languages did not show any preference for one dimension of motion over the other.

Their research suggests that linguistic and non-linguistic performances are
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dissociable, but language made available in the experimental context may mediate
the speaker’s performance in other tasks.

Papafragou et al. (2002) conducted a similar study to Gennari et al., using
English and Greek (a verb-framed language). Their participants were both children
and adults. The tasks included (a) verbal descriptions and recognition memory of
static pictures adapted from the frog story, and (b) similarity judgments using triads
of static human motion pictures. They found that the two language groups differed in
terms of their linguistic descriptions, but their performance in the two non-linguistic
tasks was similar. Unlike Gennari et al. (2002), they did not find a facilitating effect
of verbal encoding in later non-linguistic tasks. Taken together, however, these two
studies are consistent with the Universalist approach to language and cognition:
cross-linguistic variability in the expression of motion does not reflect any
substantive differences in the ways humans think about motion.

Zlatev & David (2004, 2005) focussed on French and Swedish (a satellite-
framed language). They used sets of triads showing a smiling tomato man'?
performing the motion scenes, which varied in terms of Manner (rolling, spinning,
sliding and jumping) and Path (e.g., from left to right, from right to left). As in
previous studies, participants saw triads and were asked to choose which alternate is
most similar to the target. Their results showed an overall preference for Manner
across languages. Unlike the research we have just reviewed, which concluded that
there was no a preference for either motion dimension over the other, Zlatev &

David’s results showed a significant preference for the dimension of Manner.

3.3.3. The role of telicity, type of Manner and type of Figure

Pourcel (2004a, 2004b) neither supports nor disproves linguistic relativity for the
domain of motion. However, her results are noteworthy as they show a correlation
between participants’ responses and the nature of the stimuli rather than between

responses and linguistic motion typologies.

'2 Tomato man is a virtual elicitation tool developed at the Max Planck Institute for Psycholinguistics

(Nijmegen, NL).
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In her research on non-linguistic cognition, Pourcel dealt with English and
French speakers. Two separate experiments were carried out with unrelated samples
of participants. In Experiment 1, participants were asked to judge 15 triads of silent
video clips (a target plus a clip differing in manner and the other differing in path) in
terms of similarity. In Experiment 2, participants provided linguistic descriptions of
the clips prior to performing the similarity judgement task. Generally, the clips
depicted telic and atelic paths as well as different kinds of manner of motion: (a)
default or expected, (b) forced (i.e., level of difficulty in performance, such as skip,
kick, limp, zigzag) and (c) instrumental (i.e., cycle, skate, drive). Irrespective of
whether participants were asked to verbally describe the clips before performing the
task, her results showed that the stimuli manifested differential salience of the Path
and Manner dimensions of motion. Specifically, telic paths triggered path responses
whereas atelic paths triggered manner responses. Thus, as she remarked,
directionality seems to override the dimension of Manner as a general rule. When
directionality is unclear, Manner is given higher salience. Her results also showed
that default manner types (i.e., expected manners) were more likely to prompt path
choices than forced and instrumentality types of manner, which triggered manner
responses instead.

Pourcel (2005) further confirmed previous findings in another task assessing
conceptualisation through drawing, in which subjects had to draw five videotaped
motion scenes onto a static 2-D format. She found that Manner is more consistently
drawn when involving a higher degree of force dynamics, and Path when involving
telicity.

Moreover, these findings were further supported and extended by Kopecka &
Pourcel (2005), who adopted the same methodology. They found that Path salience
seems to be triggered not only by telic paths and default manners of motion, but also
by the animacy of the Figure. That is to say, when the Figure in the clip is human or
animate, Path is more salient to speakers across langauges than when non-human
Figures (such as tomato man) and inanimate objects are used in the video clips.

On the whole, linguistic relativity research starts from the assumption that the
main diverging point across languages is the greater attention to Manner by satellite-

framed languages than by verb-framed languages —as Slobin has repeatedly claimed
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throughout his thinking-for-speaking enterprise. However, conflicting findings have
been reported. Research by Pourcel (2004a, 2004b, 2005) and Kopecka & Pourcel
(2005) suggests those contradictory results may be due to the intrinsic properties of
the stimuli used, more concretely, to the types of Path, types of Manner and types of
Figures depicted in the video clips. As Pourcel (2004b: 90) concluded ‘[m]otion
itself is in fact exceedingly complex and cannot afford to be experimented on in so

naive a light. A lot more understanding is yet to be acquired’.

3.5. Summary

Talmy’s binary typology has engendered a good deal of research and debate in the
literature on motion event descriptions over the last two decades. Slobin’s
hypotheses of thinking-for-speaking encompasses several lines of research in the
attempt to account for the pervasive effects that language use has on mental
processes tied to language.

Talmy’s typology provides valuable insights into lexicalisation patterns for
motion in language, but lexicalisation patterns alone cannot account for how
language is used in discourse. It has been shown that those lexicalisation patterns
have an impact on narrative or rhetorical style: English speakers seem to devote more
narrative attention to the dynamics of movement, in line with the availability of
manner verbs, which can be followed by satellites and locative prepositional phrases
to describe elaborated trajectories. Spanish speakers, in contrast, seem to be
constrained by their language to devote less narrative attention to actions and more
attention to static scenes instead. Moreover, in addition to these typological factors, a
number of non-linguistic factors, including cognitive and cultural factors have been
shown to play a part in the linguistic expression of motion.

Research on translation, reviewed in Section 3.2.3, has shown that differences
in lexicalisation patterns pose a great number of problems in terms of the expression
of both trajectories and manners of motion to translators.

Research on sign languages and co-speech gestures has also been reviewed.

Though sign languages provide richer conceptual information in their descriptions of
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motion events than spoken languages, similarities between them exist as well. Both
modalities share some basic conceptual elements (Figure, Ground, Path, Manner,
etc), which are presented sequentially rather than simultaneously. In addition, in both
types of languages, a spatial situation can often be conceptualised in more than one
way. Moreover, like verb-framed languages, sign languages seem to be sensitive to
boundary-crossings. Relatedly, research on co-speech gestures concludes that
gestures, which are used to express the same motion events in different languages,
are influenced simultaneously by (a) how conceptual elements are expressed in each
language, and by (b) spatial information in the stimulus. In other words, gestures
reflect cross-linguistic differences but, irrespective of language, speakers also include
in their gestural descriptions other spatial properties of the motion event which are
not verbally encoded. In sum, due to the intrinsic iconic nature of signing and
gesturing some spatial details tend to be expressed which are normally ignored in the
verbal descriptions of motion events.

Taken as a whole, linguistic research inspired by the Talmian typology
documents habitual ways of speaking and writing about motion which have served as
foundations for investigating (a) how children learn language-specific patterns, (b)
the effects of those patterns on language processing, and (c) whether the effects go
beyond thinking for the purposes to use language.

Section 3.2.5 has concentrated on child language acquisition research. A
number of studies have concluded that children are influenced very early by the
typological properties of their languages. Verb-framed-language speaking children
are more concerned with setting the scene and asserting changes of location (results)
than satellite-framed-language speaking children, who assert trajectories and attend
to manners of motion (actions). Irrespective of language, it has also been shown that
older children are closer to the adult system than younger children. At an early age,
children rarely express Path and Manner together in their descriptions, though
English children do so more frequently than verb-framed-language speaking
children. With increased age, children are capable of providing more detailed
descriptions of motion events in line with the adult system. On the whole, it might be
concluded children are trained to think-for-speaking in terms of their mother tongue

acquiring some language-specific properties earlier than others.
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Section 3.2.6 focused on language processing. It has been argued that
language-specific verb semantics seem to bias speakers’ interpretations of novel
verbs as well as their performance on other linguistic tasks. It has been found that
English and Spanish speakers are guided by their semantic systems when inferring
the meanings of novel motion verbs from context. In addition, it has also been shown
that adults could be trained to think with a path or a manner bias and to interpret
novel verbs in agreement with such training. These findings suggest that, in response
to linguistic input, adults may show similar flexibility to that seen in children’s
learning and interpreting the meaning of motion verbs.

In section 3.2.7, the similarities that motion and vision share with regard to
the expression of Path and Manner were discussed. Research suggests that (a) the
patterns for conceptualising and expressing physical paths carry over into the
conceptualisation and expression of visual paths, and (b) satellite-framed languages
which possess rich manner-of-motion verb lexicons also have an extensive manner-
of-vision verb lexicon. In general, it has been shown that the crosslinguistic
differences reported for motion descriptions in narratives apply as well to the
expression of visual acts. As a consequence of those linguistic differences, translators
face similar problems to those reported for motion when translating visual acts
between typologically distinct languages.

Finally, research addressing the linguistic relativity hypothesis was reviewed
in section 3.3. This line of research addresses whether differences in the
lexicalisation of Path and Manner in verb- and satellite-framed languages has an
influence on speakers’ conceptualisation of motion. This question has been
extensively investigated, yielding mixed results for the influence of language on
cognition. On the one hand, several studies suggest that speakers of satellite-framed
languages seem to have richer mental imagery of Manner of motion, and that the
Manner dimension of motion appears to be more salient in their memory for events
than for speakers of verb-framed languages. On the other hand, a number of studies
which suggest that language does not influence non-linguistic cognition have been
reported. Although both sets of studies use similar methodologies, their results are
contradictory. Research by Pourcel (2004a, 2004b, 20005) and Kopecka & Pourcel
(2005) shed some light on this conflicting evidence by demonstrating that the stimuli
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employed in linguistic relativity research may be responsible for such divergent
findings. These scholars show that the intrinsic nature of the stimuli, specifically, the
types of Path, Manner and Figures, appear to have a significant effect on the salience

of Manner and Math across typologically distinct languages.
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CHAPTER 4. CLASSIFICATIONS AND ANALYSES OF MOTION VERBS

4.1. Introduction

The first aim of this chapter is to briefly review classifications and analyses of
motion verbs from different theoretical backgrounds. Although this dissertation is not
based on any of these theories or approaches, their insights into motion verbs are of
valuable interest to better understand the complex syntactic and semantic nature of
motion verbs.

Section 4.2 begins with an overview of the Syntax-Semantics Interface
approach to the analysis of motion verbs, which explores how a verb’s semantics can
determine the syntactic realisation of its arguments. Scholars within this approach
seek to both identify the semantic notions which are relevant for syntactic structure
(i.e., which semantic properties of verbs are syntactically reflected) and to put
forward motion verb classes in English and Spanish in terms of their semantic and
syntactic properties. In section 4.3, two classifications of English motion verbs
within the Functional-Lexematic model are presented. Though also concerned with
the syntactic properties of motion verbs, scholars working within this model adopt a
more semantically-oriented approach to the organisation of the motion verb lexicon.
Section 4.4 offers a brief overview of some of the existing online databases for
English and Spanish verb lexicons. In these databases, various classifications of
motion verbs can be found, ranging from more syntactically-oriented to more
semantically-oriented classifications.

The second aim of this chapter is to offer a list of fine-grained semantic
notions which have proven useful for exploring crosslinguistic differences and
similarities in the motion verb lexicon. As we presented in Chapter 2 (Section 2.2.3),
Talmy’s three-way typology proposed a classification of languages based on the sort
of semantic information which their verb roots characteristically encode; thus, he
identified three major types of motion verbs: Path-conflating verbs, Manner-
conflating verbs, and Figure-conflating verbs. However, motion verbs might be
further analysed in terms of more specific manner details (e.g., rate or speed of
motion, means of conveyance or vehicle, etc) and path details (e.g., horizontal axis,
vertical axis, motion away from/towards, etc). Section 4.5 presents the semantics of
motion in a more fine-grained fashion than Talmy’s general components. In addition,

crosslinguistic research on manner and path verbs is briefly reviewed; this research
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suggests that verb-framed and satellite-framed languages possess a similar number of
path verbs, whereas they significantly differ in the number of manner verbs as well

as in the sort of fine-grained manner information that they encode.

4.2. The Syntax-Semantics interface

4.2.1. Introduction

Many theories have been built on the assumption that the syntactic realisation of
arguments is largely predictable from the meanings of verbs. The fact that verbs with
similar meanings show characteristic argument realisation patterns suggests that
these patterns can be attributed to the semantic properties of each class. The main
goal of theories concerned with the close relation between syntax and semantics is to
identify the relevant components of meaning as well as to explicate their connection
to the range of argument realisation options (Levin & Rappaport Hovav, 2005: 3). In
the present work, these theories or approaches are grouped under the rubric/label 7he
Syntax-Semantics Interface.

Motion verbs are a problematic verb class for research on the relation
between syntax and semantics since they do not seem to behave syntactically as a
coherent semantic class. Across languages, it is observed that syntactic subjects of
some motion verbs share some properties with the direct objects of transitive verbs
(i.e., they act as Patients or Themes), whereas subjects of other motion verbs act as
Agents.

Perlmutter (1978) formulated The Unaccusative Hypothesis, by which two
types of intransitive verbs associated with two different syntactic configurations were
proposed: unacussative and unergative verbs. The former are intransitive verbs
whose syntactic subjects are not semantic Agents; whereas the latter are intransitive
verbs whose syntactic subjects act as Agents. Accordingly, intransitive motion verbs
can be further divided into unaccusative and unergative verbs.

Levin & Rappaport Hovav (1992: 252) suggested that motion verbs would be
better characterised in terms of which components of meaning are lexicalised in the

verb itself, rather than in terms of the thematic roles of the verb’s arguments —as the
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Unaccusative Hypothesis claims. In other words, they argued for a closer look at
what components of verb meaning are relevant for the unaccusative-unergative
distinction. Overall, these authors concluded that the meaning components of
direction (Talmy’s Path), manner (Talmy’s Manner) and direct external cause
(Talmy’s Cause) have proven to be useful for the lexical semantic representation of
motion verbs, as they seem to account for the different syntactic realisations of

motion verbs.

4.2.2. Motion verb classes

Among the different classifications of motion verbs from the point of view of the
Unaccusative Hypothesis and/or the Syntax-Semantics Interface, we are especially
interested in the contributions of Levin & Rappaport-Hovav (1992) and Levin
(1993), for English motion verbs, and Cifuentes-Honrubia (1999), De Miguel (1999)
and Morimoto (2001) for Spanish motion verbs.

Levin & Rappaport-Hovav (1992: 252-253) proposed three main groups of

intransitive motion verbs:

a. Arrive class: arrive, come, go, depart, fall, return, etc. These verbs are
unaccusative and express inherent direction, as their meaning includes a specified

direction of motion.

b. Roll class: roll, slide, move, swing, spin, rotate, etc. These are unaccusative verbs
encoding Manner of motion as well as direct external cause, that is, the action
denoted by the verb is directly caused by some external agent or force. As pointed
out by the authors, one interesting property of manner verbs with direct external
cause is that they allow transitive (i.e., causative, agentive) and intransitive uses. For
example, Andrew rolled Bill down the hill / Bill rolled down the hill. This alternation
seems to be found in many languages (Hale & Keyser, 1987, 1992).

c. Run class: run, walk, gallop, jump, hop, skip, swim, etc. These verbs express

Manner of motion but lack of direct external cause (i.e., the action denoted happens
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spontaneously). This group displays unergative behaviour; the syntactic subjects

have direct control over their actions.

Beth Levin, in her 1993 book English Verb Classes and Alternations: A
preliminary investigation, dealt with transitive motion as well. Her study was also
driven by the hypothesis that a verb’s meaning influences its syntactic behaviour.
She showed how identifying verbs with similar syntactic alternations provides an
effective way for distinguishing semantically coherent verb classes. With regard to
transitive and intransitive motion verbs, Levin (1993: 263-270) proposed the

following nine verb classes:

a. Inherently directed motion: advance, arrive, ascend, come, depart, descend, enter,
escape, exit, fall, flee, go, leave, plunge, recede, return, rise, tumble. The meanings
of these verb include a specification of the direction of motion (i.e., Path), even in the
absence of a directional complement. According to Levin, none of these verbs
specifies the Manner of motion. However, the members of this class do not behave
uniformly in all respects. Verbs differ as to how they can express the goal, source, or
trajectory of motion; depending on the verb, these may be expressed in a

prepositional phrase, as a direct object, or both ways as shown in (1).
(1) a. The convict escaped from the police.
b. The convict escaped the police.

b. Leave verbs: abandon, desert, leave, etc. These verbs do not specify Manner of
motion; they just indicate that motion away from a location has taken place. The
direct object of these verbs is understood to be the location that has been left. The

location cannot be expressed in a prepositional phrase.
(2) We abandoned the area.

c. Roll verbs. bounce, drift, drop, float, glide, move, roll, slide, swing, etc, plus verbs
describing motion around an axis: coil, revolve, rotate, spin, turn, twirl, twist, whirl,

wind, etc. This verb class specifies manners of motion characteristic of inanimate
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entities, that is, the Figure does not necessarily control its motion. In the absence of a
prepositional phrase, none of these verbs indicates the Path of motion. Levin noted
that many of the roll verbs that describe motion around an axis take a rather restricted
range of prepositions heading the prepositional phrase that describes the path of
motion, as in (3). Most verbs in this class show the Causative/inchoative alternation

only if the motion is externally controllable as in (4).
3) a. The ball rolled down the hill/over the hill/into the gutter.
(4) a. Bill rolled the ball down the hill.

b. The ball rolled down the hill.

d. Run verbs: amble, backpack, bolt, bounce, bound, bowl, canter, cavort, charge,
climb, crawl, dart, dash, float, fly, gallop, goosestep, hike, hop, jump, march, mosey,
promenade, race, run, shuffle, sleepwalk, somersault, stroll swim, tiptoe, vault,
waddle, walk, etc. Most of these verbs describe manners in which animate entities
can move, although some of them may also be used to describe the movement of
inanimate entities. Further, no specific direction of motion is implied unless they
occur with an explicit directional phrase. Levin (1993: 267) pointed out that Run
verbs would probably need to be further subdivided as their syntactic behaviour is
not uniform. For example, as can be seen in (5), some Run verbs are found in

resultative constructions whereas others are not.
(5) a. Tom ran the soles off his shoes.
b. ?We walked ourselves into a state of exhaustion.

e. Verbs that are Vehicle names': balloon, bicycle, bike, boat, bobsled, bus, cab,
canoe, caravan, chariot, coach, cycle, dogsled, ferry, gondola, helicopter, jeep, jet,
motorbike, parachute, raft, rocket, skate, ski, tram, yacht, etc. These verbs mean

roughly ‘go using the vehicle named by the noun’. In principle, it should be possible

" For a detailed discussion see Clark & Clark (1979). In their paper titled When nouns surface as
verbs, they explore different groups of English nouns which have come to be used as verbs over the

course of time.
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for any vehicle name to be used as a verb of this type. Finally, this verb class does

not imply direction of motion unless there is an explicit directional phrase present.
(6) They skated along the canal/across the lake.

f. Verbs that are not vehicle names: cruise, drive, fly, oar, paddle, pedal, ride, row,
sail, tack, etc. This group of verbs denotes motion using a vehicle but the vehicle
name does not coincide with the verb. For instance, fly implies an aircraft, pedal a
bike; cruise, row, sail and tack a ship or boat, etc. Similarly to the previous verb
class, no specific direction of motion is implied unless an explicit directional phrase

1s present.
(7) They rowed along the canal/across the lake.

g. Waltz verbs: boogie, bop, cancan, clog, conga, dance, foxtrot, tango, tapdance,
waltz, etc. These verbs mean roughly ‘perform the dance’. No specific direction of
motion is implied unless there is an explicit directional phrase present. Like vehicle

nouns, it appears that any dance noun can be used as motion verb.
(8) They waltzed across/into/through the room.

h. Accompany verbs: accompany, conduct, escort, guide, lead, shepherd, etc. These
verbs relate to one person taking another from one place to another. According to
Levin, these verbs are differentiated semantically by the nature of the relationship

between the two participants.
) Jackie accompanied Rose to the store.

i. Chase verbs: chase, follow, pursue, shadow, tail, track, trail, etc. These verbs are
typically transitive, with the chaser as subject and the person being chased as object.
Some of them allow an intransitive use, with the chaser as subject and a prepositional

phrase headed by after expressing what is being chased.
(10)  a. Jackie chased the thief.

b. Jackie chased after the thief.
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Cifuentes-Honrubia (1999)* and Morimoto (2001) split Spanish intransitive
motion verbs into two main groups: displacement verbs and manner verbs. These
authors observed some restrictions on the use of trajectories by these two groups of
verbs; to be precise, displacement verbs can combine with telic trajectories (i.e.,
implying a resultative change of location or endpoint), whereas manner verbs can
only combine with atelic trajectories which do not imply an endpoint (Aske, 1989;
Slobin & Hoiting, 1994).

Unlike Levin & Rappaport-Hovav (1992) and Levin (1993), Cifuentes-
Honrubia and Morimoto did not separate manner verbs with external cause (i.e., Roll
class) from those without external cause (i.e., Run class). However, Morimoto (2001:

47) further subdivided Spanish manner verbs into two groups:

a. Caminar ‘walk’ class, which includes verbs such as correr ‘run’, gatear ‘crawl’,
nadar ‘swim’ and volar ‘fly’. This group refers to ways of moving which imply, but
do not specify, a change of location. To put it differently, the Figure (in Talmy’s
terminology) necessarily goes somewhere when performing these activities. Thus,

this group of verbs denotes translational motion”.

b. Tambalearse ‘totter, stagger’ class, which includes verbs such as agitarse ‘sway
onself’, balancearse ‘swing oneself’and temblar ‘shiver, tremble’. This group refers
to motion which is internal to the Figure; in other words, change of location is

absent. This group of verbs denotes self-contained motion.

With respect to displacement verbs or verbs of inherent direction (Levin &

Rappaport Hovav’s Arrive verbs), De Miguel (1999: 74-78) pointed out that Spanish

% Cifuentes-Honrubia (1999) is not interested in the division of intransitive verbs into unaccusative
and unergative verbs; he argues that all Spanish intransitive motion verbs are agentive, and thus, such
a division is irrelevant. However, in much the same way as in the research on the Syntax-Semantics
Interface, Cifuentes-Honrubia is concerned with identifying all the relevant semantic distinctions
among motion verbs which are reflected in syntax.

3 See Chapter 2, Section 2.2.2 for a definition of translational and self-contained motion.
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verbs of inherent direction can be further subdivided into two groups, since these

verbs display syntactic differences”:

a. Inherently achieved location verbs: caer ‘fall’, bajar ‘go down’, subir ‘ascend’,
entrar ‘enter’, salir ‘exit’, llegar ‘arrive’, etc. This group of verbs denotes inherent

direction with an endpoint; the Figure reaches its final destination or goal.

b. Inherent path verbs: dirigirse ‘go towards’, acercarse, arrimarse ‘go closer to’,
irse ‘go’, moverse ‘move oneself’, regresar ‘come back’, etc. This group denotes
inherent direction without an endpoint; thus, though the goal or final destination is
usually expressed by complements (e.g., irse a casa ‘Lit. go home’), it has not been

reached yet.

Much along the same lines as De Miguel, Cifuentes-Honrubia (1999) and
Morimoto (2001: 82) stated that inherent direction verbs — displacement verbs in
their terminology — might also be categorised in terms of the sorts of trajectories that

the verbs describe:

a. Trajectory HACIA ‘to, towards’: subir ‘ascend’, bajar, descender ‘descend’,

aproximarse ‘go closer to’, etc.
b. Trajectory DE and/or A4:
- without boundary crossing: venir ‘come’, llegar ‘arrive’, partir ‘leave’, etc.

- with boundary crossing: entrar ‘enter’, penetrar ‘penetrate’, salir ‘exit’, etc.

c. Trajectory of traversal: pasar ‘pass, go through’, cruzar ‘cross’, etc.

* According to De Miguel, verbs of inherently achieved location (i.e., verbs denoting the endpoint or
conclusion of motion) are unaccusative verbs whereas verbs of inherent path are unergative. The
former can be found in resultative constructions: Una vez caido el Muro de Berlin, la izquierda se ha
acabado (Lit. Once fallen the Wall of Berlin, the left has finished) whereas the latter cannot:
?Regresado Miguel, nos fuimos al restaurante (Lit. Come back [past participle] Miguel, we went to

the restaurant).
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To sum up, the heterogeneous syntactic nature of the motion verb lexicon has
posed problems to scholars concerned with the close relation between syntax and
semantics, leading them to propose different motion verb classes. Even though some
of the classifications are much more granular than others, all scholars agree that each

motion verb class is defined by both syntactic and semantic properties.

4.3. The Functional-Lexematic model

4.3.1. Introduction

The Functional-Lexematic Model was proposed by Leocadio Martin Mingorance
(1998), drawing heavily on Simon Dik’s Functional Grammar (1980, 1997). The
Functional-Lexematic model integrates semantic and syntactic aspects of verb
lexemes within a framework in which both paradigmatic relations (i.e., relations to
other verbs) and syntagmatic relations (i.e., relations to other elements in the
sentence) find their place. According to this model, the interaction of the
paradigmatic and the syntagmatic axes creates a third axis called the cognitive, which
consists of a hierarchy of conceptual categories which are linguistically motivated
(Rodriguez-Garcia, 1997: 21).

Faber & Mairal-Uson (1999) and Rodriguez-Garcia (1997) followed the
Functional-Lexematic model. Their main objective was to offer an account of the
English verbal lexicon which shows not only the semantics of verbs in a hierarchical
fashion (i.e., domains and subdomains), but also the relations between verb meanings
and syntactic argument realisations, on the one hand, and their close connection with
conceptualisation in the human mind on the other. These authors claim that argument
structure is motivated semantically (Faber & Mairal-Uson, 1999: 143), and thus do
not take syntax as starting point for the classification of the lexicon—in contrast with
approaches working on the syntax-semantics interface. In the Functional-Lexematic
model, the organisation of the verb lexicon is primarily guided by semantics, though
it also reflects syntactic properties. Furthermore, it is argued that such organisation of

the verb lexicon is ‘consonant with what is known of the organisation of the mental
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lexicon’ (Faber & Mairal-Uson, 1999: viii). On the whole, Faber & Mairal-Uson and
Rodriguez-Garcia suggest that the hierarchical organisation of the verb lexicon they

propose may well correspond to our mental lexicon.

4.3.2. Lexical subdomains of motion

Faber & Mairal-Usén (1999: 55) considered a given lexical domain to include a
group of lexical units that share the same meaning (conceptual structure) and also
show a similar syntactical behaviour. They divided the verb lexicon into thirteen
major lexical domains®: Existence, Movement, Position, Contact, Change,
Perception, Cognition, Feeling, Speech, Sound, Light, Possession, and Action. For
the purposes of the present work, we are mainly concerned with their proposed
hierarchical organisation of the motion verb lexicon. They partitioned the lexical
domain of Movement into 4 major categories which were further subdivided as

follows:

1. General Movement (move, go, come)
a. To move in a particular way: speed, race, lumber, glide, leap
b. To move off/away: separate, leave
c. To move towards a place: go, travel, advance
d. To move across: cross
e. To move over/through: pass, clear
f. To move about in no particular direction: wander, drift
g. To move in relation to somebody/something: accompany, herd, take, bring,
follow
h. To move back and forth between places: sway, swing
1. To move into a place: enter, burgle
j. To move out of a place: emerge, exit
k. To move to a different place/position: change, switch, transfer

1. To not move anymore, after having moved: stop, halt

> For a detailed list of the lexical domains and subdomains, see Appendix 1 in Faber & Mairal-Usén
(1999).
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2. Liquid
a. To move as liquid in a particular way: flow, ripple
b. To move in/downward below the surface of a liquid: sink, plunge
c. To move over liquid: sail, cruise

d. To move upwards to the surface of a liquid: surface

3. Atmosphere
a. To move as air: blow
b. To move through the air: fly, flutter, float
c. To move upwards in the air: rise, soar

d. To move downwards in the air: swoop, dive

4. Land
a. To move in a particular way: skulk, creep, scamper
b. To cause somebody/something to move downwards to the ground: trip,
tumble

c. To move one’s body: gesture, exercise

Faber & Mairal-Uson’s semantic classification of motions verbs mainly
included intransitive motion verbs in which the Figure moves or goes somewhere by
itself/himself/herself. In addition, they also take into account of some transitive
motion verbs in which the Figure is moved or displaced by an Agent (e.g., change,
switch, transfer, pull, drag, push, shove, meaning to cause somebody/something to
move to a different place/position). In other words, both self-agentive motion verbs
and agentive motion verbs were dealt with within their work.

Rodriguez-Garcia (1997: 75-79) focused only on English transitive motion
verbs (i.e., agentive motion), though intransitive uses of these motion verbs were also
considered in his analysis. He distinguished three subdomains for Motion: (1)
Positional (Existence and Change), (2) Positional and Directional Motion, and (3)
Directional Motion, which were further subdivided. For the purposes of this
dissertation, we are mainly concerned with subdomains (2) and (3), subdivided as

follows:
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2. Positional and Directional Motion®

a. Causing to alter a fixed course or position: flip, reverse, diverge, deviate

b. Emphasis on movement manners:
bl. causing to move around, in a circular manner: turn, spin, twirl,
revolve, wind
b2. causing to move from side to side: swing, sway, nod, bob
b3. causing to move up and down: bounce, spring, leap, throb
b4. causing to move in all directions: spread, cast, sprinkle, distribute
b5. causing to move in a liquid medium: drip, spray, drain, pour,
spill

c. Emphasis on the movement degree:
cl. causing somebody/something to move quickly: propel, race, rush,
gallop
c2. causing somebody/something to move slowly: decelerate, brake
c3. causing somebody/something to move suddenly: dart, dash, shoot,
c4. causing somebody/something to move briskly: shake, throb, flutter
c5. causing somebody/something to move slightly: stir, fotter,

shudder

3. Directional Motion
a. Moving/Taking somebody/something away from (horizontal axis):
separate, leave, flee, remove, withdraw
b. Moving somebody/something forwards and towards (horizontal axis)
bl. by advancing: advance, approach
b2. by gathering things: gather, join, glue, tie
b3. by gathering people: crowd, meet
c. Moving somebody/something upwards to a higher position (vertical axis):

raise, elevate, climb, ascend

% This lexical subdomain includes motion verbs that can express both positional or locative motion

(i.e., no change of location) and directional motion.
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d. Moving somebody/something downwards to a lower position (vertical

axis): lower, descend, plunge, sink

Now that we have listed Faber & Mairal-Uson’s and Rodriguez-Garcia’s
semantic classifications of motion verbs into domains and subdomains, we will
briefly comment on which semantic notions seem to be relevant for these
organisations of the domain of motion. On the whole, Faber & Mairal-Uson’s and
Rodriguez-Garcia’s analyses of motion verbs took into consideration the semantic
notions of Path and Manner of motion. Faber & Mairal-Uson’s classification mixed
both path and manner verbs within the same domain; particularly, the domain of
general movement merges verbs denoting various paths (e.g., offfaway, towards,
across, over, through, into, out of) together with verbs expressing particular manners
of motion (e.g., race, lumber, glide). Furthermore, their analysis took into account
Grounds, that is, whether the Figure is moving in relation to land, air, or water, and
thus, they proposed three distinct domains. On the other hand, Rodriguez-Garcia’s
analysis of motion verbs separated path verbs from manner verbs. In the domain of
Positional and Directional Motion, he included manner verbs denoting two distinct
groups of manners: verbs referring to self-contained motion (i.e., with no change of
location of the Figure) and verbs denoting translational motion (i.e., the Figure
moves to an unspecified location by moving in a certain way). The former, i.e., self-
contained motion, included verbs denoting that the Figure moves in a circular
manner (bl), from side to side (b2), and up and down (b3). The latter, i.e.,
translational motion, grouped manner verbs that imply that the Figure displaces, such
as those in (cl), (c2) and (c3). Finally, with regard to path verbs, Rodriguez-Garcia
classified verbs within the domain of Directional Motion in terms of both the

horizontal and vertical axes, and in terms of motion away from — to/towards a place.
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4.4. Online verb databases

4.4.1. Introduction

Nowadays, there are some online databases on the syntax and the semantics of verbs
embodying a variety of theoretical backgrounds. Most of these databases can be
navigated with their own browser and a few of them are freely available for
download. In this section, we provide a brief overview of some databases for English
and Spanish, in which different classifications of motion verbs can be found, ranging
from semantically-oriented classifications, such as those in ADESSE, FrameNet and

WordNet, to more syntactically-oriented classifications, such as those in VerbNet.

4.4.2. Adesse’

The Project Adesse (Alternancias de Didtesis y Esquemas Sintactico- Semdanticos del
Espariol) is being developed at the University of Vigo, Spain. The goal of the project
is to achieve a database with syntactic and semantic information about verbs and
clauses from a corpus of Spanish (160,000 clauses from a corpus of 1.5 million
words). The main final outcome of ADESSE is a corpus-based syntactic-semantic
database including, for each verb and each clausal construction in the corpus, a
pattern of arguments characterised in terms of syntactic function, phrase type, and
semantic role. Adesse proposes verb classes which are the result of a purely semantic
classification independent from syntactic differences among verbs. However,
syntactic structures have been considered a posteriori.

On the whole, general verb classes have been identified (e.g., FEELING,
PERCEPTION, COGNITION, SPACE, etc), which have been further divided into 51
subclasses, associated with more concrete conceptual frames, each of which
providing a specific set of semantic roles for labelling verb arguments. Thus, the
most basic and useful category in ADESSE is subclass. For example, the verb venir®

(meaning ‘to move toward the speaker’) belongs to the general semantic class of

7 http://webs.uvigo.es/adesse/index.html. See also Garcia-Miguel & Albertuz (2005) and Garcia-
Miguel et al (2005) for a more detailed explanation of this project.
¥ http://adesse.uvigo.es/data/desc_verbo.php?sense=3383
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SPACE and to the subclass of Displacement. When we navigate with the browser, we
learn that venir ‘come’ has been found in 1169 clauses with 53 different syntactic-
semantic realisations. Furthermore, a rich picture of the verb’s arguments, their
syntactic function and the semantic roles’ that they play in each one of those 53
syntactic-semantic realisations emerges on the screen.

Within the domain SPACE, over 400 Spanish verbs were classified into five

sub-classes (Martinez-Fuentes, 2004):

a. Displacement: 228 verbs, such as ir ‘go’, andar ‘walk’

b. Location: 216 verbs, such as poner ‘put’

c. Posture: 47 verbs, such as sentar ‘sit’, agachar ‘crouch’

d. Orientation: 11 verbs, such as sefialar ‘point’, apuntar ‘aim’

e. Manner of motion: 40 verbs, such as chapotear ‘to splash’, aletear ‘flutter’, mecer

‘rock, swing’

More recently, a sixth sub-class has been added, namely Union ‘Joint’, which
includes verbs such as juntar ‘join, put together, assemble’.

In Adesse, Displacement verbs (subclass a) include two groups of verbs: (1)
those expressing the manner of motion and (2) those of inherent direction (Martinez-
Fuentes, 2004: 889). However, in most analyses of motion verbs, these two groups of
verbs are usually differentiated and grouped into two separate verb classes (e.g.,

Cifuentes-Honrubia, 1999; Morimoto, 2001)

4.4.3. FrameNet and Spanish FrameNet'”

The FrameNet project is creating an online lexical resource for English, based on

Fillmore’s Frame Semantics'' and supported by corpus evidence (British National

? The specific set of semantic roles for labelling verb arguments are: Movil ‘Figure’, Origen Source’,
Direccion ‘Direction’, Trayecto ‘Trajectory’, Beneficiario ‘Beneficiary’, Finalidad ‘Aim’, Medio de
Transporte ‘Means of transport’, Manera ‘Manner’, and Lugar ‘Location’.

' http://framenet.icsi.berkeley.edu; http://gemini.uab.es:9080/SFNsite/

"' For a brief overview of Frame Semantics see Chapter 2 (Section 2.1.3) and Evans & Green (2006:

Section 7.2).
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Corpus, 100 million words). The aim is to document the range of semantic and
syntactic combinatory possibilities (valences) of each word in each of its senses. The
major product of this work, the FrameNet lexical database, currently contains more
than 10,000 lexical units, more than 6,100 of which are fully annotated in more than
825 semantic frames and exemplified in more than 135,000 annotated sentences.

According to Baker & Ruppenhofer (2002: 29), in FrameNet, verbs and other
lexical units are grouped according to conceptual structures or frames instead of in
terms of their syntactic behaviour. The main implication is that verbs grouped
together in FrameNet might be semantically similar but have different argument
realisations, and verbs which share the same syntactic behaviour might be
represented in two different semantic frames. The same applies to Spanish verbs in
Adesse. Thus, both FrameNet and Adesse adopted a semantically-oriented approach
to the classification of verbs. However, as Garcia-Miguel, Costas & Martinez-
Fuentes (2005) remark, a major difference exists between the two databases;
semantic classes in Adesse are much more general than frames in FrameNet.

In FrameNet, a lexical unit is a pairing of a word with a meaning. Typically,
each sense of a polysemous word belongs to a different semantic frame, a script-like
conceptual structure that describes a particular type of situation, object, or event and
the participants and props involved in it. For instance, the verbs drift, float, fly, glide,
and go evoke the Motion frame. This frame describes the situation in which an entity
(Theme) starts out in one place (Source) and ends up in some other place (Goal),
having covered some space between the two (Path). Theme, Source, Goal and Path
are the frame elements.

FrameNet can be considered as dictionary and thesaurus. The lexical units
come with definitions (e.g., walk is defined as an excursion or act of travelling on
foot) and with a set of examples which are meant to illustrate the combinatorial
possibilities of the lexical units. As each lexical unit is linked to a semantic frame,
and thus to the other words that evoke that particular frame, this makes the FrameNet
similar to a thesaurus. By way of illustration, the verb walk belongs to the Self-
motion frame, which also contains verbs such as amble, back, bound, dash, hop,
march, meander, promenade, scurry, sneak, tiptoe, trip, wade, waltz, etc.

Furthermore, FrameNet provides a network of relations between frames (e.g.,
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Inheritance relation, Subframe relation, Using relation, etc). For example, Self-
motion inherits from the Motion frame, which in turn does not inherit from a parent

frame. The Motion frame is the parent frame of the following frames:

° The Mass-motion frame, e.g., crowd, flock, troop

° The Motion-directional frame, e.g., descend, drop, fall, plummet, plunge, rise

. The Self-motion frame, e.g., amble, back, bound, dash, hop

° The Traversing frame, e.g., circle, crisscross, cross, pass, traverse

° The Motion-noise frame, e.g., bang, buzz, crash, hiss, roar, rumble, splash,
thunder

° The Fluidic-motion frame, e.g., bubble, cascade, course, drip, leak, splash

Moreover, the Motion frame is used (i.e., some of its frame elements are used),

among many others, by the following frames:

° The Body-movement frame, e.g., bend, blink, bob, cross, shrug, wink

° The Bringing frame, e.g., bring, carry, cart, convey, drive, fly, take,
transport

° The Change-direction frame, e.g., swing, turn, veer

° The Departing frame, e.g., abandon, depart, desert, disappear, escape, exit,

leave, vanish, withdraw
. The Operated-vehicle frame, e.g., balloon, bicycle, bike, cruise, drive, fly,

motor, parachute, pedal, skate, taxi

Active research projects are creating comparable frame-semantic lexicons for
other languages. One instance is Spanish FrameNet which is being developed at the
Autonomous University of Barcelona (Spain) and the International Computer
Science Institute (Berkeley, CA) in cooperation with the FrameNet Project. The
starter lexicon is expected to be available to the public in July 2008 and will contain
at least 1,000 lexical items (including verbs, nouns, adjectives, adverbs, and
prepositions) representative of a wide range of semantic domains. Like FrameNet,
Spanish FrameNet database will act both as a dictionary and a thesaurus. Like a

dictionary, it will include definitions, tables showing how frame elements are
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syntactically expressed in sentences containing each word, and annotated examples
from a corpus. Like a thesaurus, Spanish FrameNet will link words to the semantic
frames in which they participate, and frames, in turn, to wordlists and to related

frames.

4.4.4. WordNet and MultiWordNet'?

WordNet is a large lexical database of English, developed under the direction of the
psychologist George Miller. English nouns, verbs, adjectives and adverbs are
grouped into sets of ‘cognitive synonyms’ called synsets, each expressing a distinct
lexicalised concept. Thus, synsets are the most important units; they are interlinked
by means of semantic and lexical relations, such as troponymy (i.e., Y is a way of X),
hyperonymy (i.e., X is a kind/type of Y), synonymy (i.e., X is similar to Y),
antonymy (i.e, X is not Y), meronymy (i.e., an X is a part of a Y), etc. Miller &
Fellbaum (1991: 216-220) state that troponymy (from Greek tropos, i.e., manner or
fashion), also called verb hyponymy, is the most common semantic relation among
verbs. Many verbs indicate more precisely the manner of doing something, for
example, march, strut, traipse, amble, and mosey are troponyms of fo walk. To put it
differently, they are ways of walking, mutually inclusive or temporally co-extensive
with walking; thus, when someone marches or struts, s/he is walking.

To illustrate how WordNet works, let us consider the motion verb walk. In
our search with the browser, it was found that walk as a verb has 10 synsets or
distinct meanings, among them ‘to use one’s feet to advance’, ‘to accompany or
escort’, ‘traverse or cover by walking’, ‘make walk’, ‘walk at a pace’, ‘take a walk
or walk for pleasure’. If we consider the synset ‘to use one’s feet to advance’, a full
list of troponyms (e.g., march, strut, promenade, stride, march, amble, mosey),
hyperonyms (e.g., travel, move, go, locomote) and antonyms (e.g., ride ‘be carried or
travel on or in a vehicle’) are displayed on the screen.

Generally speaking, WordNet acts as a dictionary and a thesaurus in much the
same way as FrameNet. However, a major difference between the two lexical
databases is that FrameNet is founded on corpus attestations, and thus includes

examples taken from the BNC corpus. Also, FrameNet offers syntactic information.

2 http://wordnet.princeton.edu/; http://multiwordnet.itc.it/english/home.php
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FrameNet, however, does not take into consideration semantic relations (e.g.,
synonymy, antonymy, hyponymy, etc) between words within frames in the way
WordNet does.

MultiWordNet is a lexical database for Italian which has been modelled after
English WordNet. The Italian synsets are created in correspondence with the
WordNet synsets, whenever possible, and the semantic relations are imported from
the corresponding English synsets. The information contained in the database can be
navigated through the MultiWordNet browser, which facilitates the comparison of
the lexicons of English and Italian. Furthermore, the MultiWordNet browser allows
for access to the Spanish, Hebrew and Romanian WordNets. MultiWordNet stresses
the usefulness of an alignment between WordNets of different languages, as it is able
to represent true lexical idiosyncrasies between languages, such as lexical gaps. For
instance, English amble, meaning ‘to walk leisurely’ has as Spanish counterpart
deambular or pasear, whereas Italian, Hebrew and Romanian do not seem to have a

semantically equivalent verb.

4.4.5. VerbNet"

VerbNet is an online database for English verbs developed at the University of
Colorado by Martha Palmer. VerbNet extends Levin’s (1993) classes through
refinement and addition of further subclasses to achieve syntactic and semantic
coherence among members of the same verb class. Each verb class contains a set of
syntactic descriptions depicting the possible surface realisations of the argument
structure. Moreover, for each verb, VerbNet adds links to other lexical resources,
among them, WordNet and FrameNet. By way of illustration, the verb walk belongs
to the Run verb class (as in Levin’s classification) which includes 127 verbs (e.g.,
amble, hop, rush, stride). This group of verbs is characterised by the semantic roles

of an Agent, a Theme and a Location, and by a number of syntactic descriptions.

13 http://verbs.colorado.edu/~mpalmer/projects/verbnet.html
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4.5. The semantics of motion verbs

4.5.1. Introduction

In Chapter 3, we reviewed a vast amount of literature on motion events, especially
from a crosslinguistic perspective. In order to compare the encoding of motion events
across languages (e.g., in written and oral narratives), scholars found it necessary to
identify a number of conceptual categories as well as a range of linguistic devices
available in various languages. Thus, Slobin and his collaborators created a coding
system, which has not been published yet, though an outline can be found in Slobin
(2005). He offered a list of the semantic categories and linguistic elements which
were included in their coding system.

Here, our main concern is the semantic categories which were put forward.
Slobin and his collaborators took into consideration Talmy’s general semantic

components but further broke them into more fine-grained categories:

o Figure: the moving object.
0 Individual or group
0 Type: human, animal, bird, etc

0 Posture: change of posture at beginning or end of path

. Ground: entity or entities that the Figure is moving in relation to.
0 Source: initial location

Goal: final location

Milestone: location passed along path

Linear substrate: bridge, etc

Medium, terrain: field, river, etc

O O O O O

Non-solid environment: air, fog, storm, darkness, etc

. Path: the trajectory of the Figure.
0 Direction of movement: forward, up, north, etc
0 Deixis: direction with regard to viewpoint of narrator

0 Contour: curved path, zigzag, etc
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o Manner: the way in which motion is performed.
O Motor pattern required to execute movement
0 Force dynamics
O Rate
0]

Means of conveyance: by animal, car, airplane, etc
. Cause: what originates the motion itself.

By way of illustration, the motion event depicted in the sentence Dori climbed out of
the tree may be analysed as consisting of a human-like creature directed in a
descending path, in a grasping manner, from a source defined as the tree to an
unspecified goal.

These categories are useful for exploring the semantics of motion verbs in
addition to motion events. However, as we will see in the next two sections,
crosslinguistic research on motion events has proposed even more specific manner
and path categories in order to capture semantic differences among verbs across
languages. Section 4.5.2 concentrates on manner verbs and provides a summary list
of fine-grained manner distinctions proposed by a number of scholars. Finally, in
Section 4.5.3, we offer a review of some studies which direct their research attention
to the semantics of path verbs, which have been often ignored in crosslinguistic
research on motion events. As with the manner component, fine-grained path

categories are proposed as well.

4.5.2. Manner verbs

Within the voluminous literature on motion events, there is an interesting
crosslinguistic study exploring manner of motion verbs as well as verbs from other
domains. Snell-Hornby (1983) compared and contrasted the semantics of English and
German motion verbs by grouping them into subclasses and then focusing on subtle
differences of meaning among verbs within each subclass. She summarises her

research as follows:
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[L]exemes are examined in their semantic function as against that of their neighbours in the
same language, and at the same time as they compare with semantically similar lexemes in

the other language. (Snell-Hornby, 1983: 17)

In her analysis of 483 German and 617 English verbs, she proposed 4 major fields:
Human Behaviour, Movement and Position, Sounds, and Facial Expression and
Light. Each field comprises a range of structured subfields. Thus, the major field of
Movement and Position was subdivided into 3 subfields: (1) Walking and Running,
(2) Movement in air and water, and (3) Static and Negative; these subfields, in turn,
were further subdivided (Snell-Hornby, 1983: 80, 133, 142). Here, we provide the
divisions of (1) and (2), with examples of English verbs, as these fall within the

purview of this dissertation.

1. Walking and Running
a. Leisurely, aimless: wander, ramble, roam, rove, stray, hike, meander, stroll
b. Laborious: trudge, plod, tramp, stump
c. Clumsily, unsteadily: waddle, toddle, totter, dodder, stagger
d. Nimble, with energy: trot, trip, skip, frisk, caper, frolic, romp, hop, jump

2. Air and Water
a. Speed: race, rush, dash, whiz, zoom, sweep, hurtle
b. Flying, smoothness: soar, hover, float, drift, waft
c. Water: ripple, splash, flow, trickle, drip
d. Diving, falling: tumble, topple, pitch, plummet, plunge, dive
e. Throwing: hurl, fling, toss, dump
f. Turning: twiddle, twirl, spin, whirl, swirl
g. To and Fro: swing, wave, sway, shake, shiver, tremble

h. Sudden movement: jump, bounce, jolt

To illustrate her crosslinguistic semantic comparison of English and German motion
verbs, we summarise a small part of her analysis of the field Walking and Running
and subfield (a) Leisurely, aimless motion (Snell-Hornby, 1983: 133-134). In this

group of motion verbs, English amble, saunter and stroll along with German
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bummeln, schlendern and spazieren focus on the leisurely attitude of the agent.
Amble focuses on easy pace and even movement; saunter emphasizes the agent’s
self-confident attitude, and stroll emphasizes unhurried, but not necessarily even
movements as it includes starts and stops. German schlendern can render all three
English verbs; bummeln focuses on slow tempo, pleasure and relaxed mood, with the
likehood of pauses, thus resembling stroll. Within this group, English wander and
German wandern are also included; these verbs indicate movement over a larger area
without a destination or route. However, German wandern also denotes walking
lengthy distances on foot as a healthy form of recreation, which is covered by
English ramble, which focuses on the pleasurable aspect, and hike, focussing on
walking as healthy but strenuous exercise.

Snell-Hornby compared manner verbs from two languages which belong to
the satellite-framed group. Her analysis dwells on subtleties of meaning which are
useful for understanding and discriminating the meaning of motion verbs within and
between the two languages. However, Snell-Hornby does not provide any list of
manner details which might serve as a basis for the comparison of motion verbs from
other languages.

As we saw in Chapter 3, Slobin (e.g., 2004, 2006) has observed that the
availability of an open verb slot in satellite-framed languages has led these languages
to develop a richer and more expressive manner verb lexicon than verb-framed
languages. In order to investigate this claim, the general tendency in crosslinguistic
research on motion events has been to use data from novels, oral elicited narratives,
and translations. Though a definitive count has not been undertaken, Slobin (2006a:
71) has recently estimated around several hundred manner verbs for languages within
the satellite-framed group and less than one hundred for verb-framed languages.
Accordingly, English is expected to have several hundred manner verbs whereas
Spanish less than one hundred.

Among the studies that compare and contrast manner verbs from both
satellite- and verb-framed languages, we offer a brief review of Slobin (2005) on
English, Serbo-Croatian, French and Turkish, Ozgaliskan (2004) on English and
Turkish, and Cifuentes-Férez (2006) on English and Spanish. Slobin (2005)

compared translations of a chapter of Tolkien’s The Hobbit into some verb- and
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satellite-framed languages. He found that the rich manner verb diversity of the
English text is matched by Serbo-Croatian (satellite-framed language), surpassed by
Russian (satellite-framed language), but reduced to a few manner verbs in French
and Turkish (verb-framed languages). Ozcaliskan (2004: 81) compared manner verbs
taken from English and Turkish novels. She provided a summary table illustrating
the distribution of some English and Turkish verbs using the following specific
manner categories: rapid motion, forced motion, leisurely motion, smooth motion,
obstructed motion, furtive motion, manners of walking, manners of running, and
manners of jumping. She concluded that, for each manner category, English novelists
used a greater variety of manner verbs than Turkish ones. Much in the same vein,
Cifuentes-Férez (2006) compared manner verbs taken from an English novel and its
Spanish translation. She concluded that English carves up manner in a more fine-
grained fashion than Spanish; for example, she pointed out that Spanish does not
seem to have as many verbs encoding information about the Figure’s physical and
psychological state as English has, e.g., whether the Figure is tired as in traipse,
relaxed as in amble or stroll (Spanish ‘pasear’), injured as in /imp (Spanish ‘cojear’)
or hobble.

Within the satellite-framed group of languages, Jovanovic & Martinovic-Zic
(2004) compared English and Serbo-Croatian'* manner verbs elicited using the frog
stories, Kopecka (2006) examined English and Polish manner verbs, and Dimitrova-
Vulchanova & Martinez (ms.) focused on English, Bulgarian and Norwegian manner
verbs.

Jovanovic & Martinovic-Zic (2004) found that Serbo-Croatian speakers
produced a greater variety of manner verbs than English speakers. Instead of
analysing manner details (e.g., rate, state of the Figure, etc) encoded in verbs, they
centred their analysis on the role that aspect (i.e., temporal contouring), which is
incorporated via morphology to the verb root, plays in the meaning of manner verbs.
For example, a set of manner verbs whose basic meaning is that of jumping or
hopping is full of aspectual nuances as (11) illustrates. Thus, the greater variety of
manner verbs in Serbo-Croatian than in English seemed to be due to aspectual

notions expressed in manner verbs. On the whole, they concluded that aspect has

' See Filipovi¢ (2007) for a detailed account on the lexicalization of motion in Serbo-Croatian.
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implications for manner of movement in Serbo-Croatian whereas its role is not

prominent in English.

(11)  Serbo-Croatian set of manner verbs (taken from Jovanovic & Martinovic-Zic

(2004: 222)

a. skakati ‘jump’

b. poskociti ‘hop, do a quick, short jump upward’
c. skakutati ‘hop energically and repeatedly’

d. pre-skakati ‘jump over’

Kopecka (2006) explored the expression of motion in English and Polish.
Unlike the research we have just reviewed, she used monolingual and bilingual
dictionaries as the source for her data. Overall, she found three main diverging points
in the linguistic expression of motion events between English and Polish. Firstly, her
data suggested that English makes more fine-grained semantic distinctions in verbs
than does Polish; for example, English has three different manner verbs lexicalising
contact' (glide, slide, slither) whereas Polish has only one (slizgacé sie).
Furthermore, she observed that English conflates more manner details in the verb
than Polish; English verbs like amble are translated into Polish by periphrastic
expressions such as is¢ spokojnym krokiem ‘to walk with a slow step’. Secondly, she
noticed that English seems to have conventionalised the use of some nouns as motion
verbs, more precisely, verbs lexicalising vehicles such as bicycle and skate, whereas
Polish has not. Thirdly, in English, different types of verbs including sound emission
verbs can combine with path satellites to express motion events, as in (12), whereas

in Polish this type of motion construction'® is much more restricted.

!> Narasimham (2003: 135) considers contact, i.e., friction between the Figure and the Ground, as a
manner component relevant for exploring crosslinguistic differences in the manner verb lexicon.

!¢ Unlike other satellite-framed languages, English allows a great flexibility as to the types of verbs
which can combine with path satellites to express motion events. See Narasimham (2003) and

Narasimhan et al (2006) for a discussion of motion constructions and their productivity across two
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(12)  Sound emission verbs (taken from Goldberg & Jackendoff, 2004)
a. The wagon creaked down the road.
b. The bullets whistled past the house.

Dimitrova-Vulchanova & Martinez (ms.) aimed at unveiling the sort of
manner details which are lexicalised in English, Bulgarian and Norwegian (three
satellite-framed languages). In their study, they asked English, Bulgarian and
Norwegian speakers to name, using only verbs, a range of motion events which
differed in a number of ways: whether the Figure was or was not human, direction of
motion, speed, path-shape, etc. For example, they found that for crawling events,
English and Norwegian manner verbs are sensitive to the species characterisation of
the Figure, while Bulgarian crawling verbs refers to both human and non-human
Figures. Thus, English possesses craw! for humans and more specialised verbs which
are used for snakes, snails and insects (e.g., wind, slither, slide, creep), and
Norwegian uses krabbe for human crawling, kryppe for insects, and aale seg for
snakes. Word-Allbritton (2004) also reported this manner verb sensitivity to the
Figure’s characteristics in Turkmen, a verb-framed language spoken in
Turkmenistan. In Turkmen, birds, insects and planes ug ‘fly’ but people do not, while
in English, the verb fIy applies to a wide range of Figures (human, animal, objects,
etc.) Thus, it seems that Manner in Turkmen is closely connected to the physical
characteristics of the Figure; specific manners of motion may be uniquely associated
with certain Figures. Word-Allbritton concluded that verb-framed languages do not
seem to generalise the use of manner verbs with Figures other than those for whom
they express the main or unique Manner of motion.

One of the problems that arises from research on motion events is that the
category of Manner is too general; as we have seen above, it includes a wide range of
information: speed of motion, psychological states (anger, tiredness), basic
locomotive abilities (walk, run, jump, etc), means of conveyance or vehicle, contact,

etc. In an attempt to shed light on the sort of specific manner details which are

satellite-framed languages (English, Polish), and three verb-framed languages (Hindi, Turkish and
French).
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encoded in verbs and/or in other lexical items, Ibarretxe-Antufiano (2004b, 2006a),
Ozgaliskan (2004), Slobin (2000, 2005), and many others, have subdivided Manner
into different semantic categories. Ibarretxe-Antufiano (2006a) provided a summary
list of fine-grained manner categories which have been proposed for the analysis of

. 1
motion verbs'’:

. Motor pattern: basic locomotive abilities

0 Ways of walking

0 Ways of running
0 Ways of jumping
0 Ways of swimming
0 Ways of flying
o Energy: stamina required for performing motion; e.g. throw, fling, churn
. Forced motion: motion requires an effort to be performed; e.g. drag, trudge
o Furtive motion: hidden purpose or secretive motion; e.g. crawl, creep, sneak
o Obstructed motion: there is some impediment or obstacle for motion; e.g.

stumble, trip

° Smooth motion: motion flows, there is no obstacle; e.g., glide, slide

° Leisurely motion: motion for pleasure; e.g., hike, trek

o No aim in motion: no special purpose; e.g., roam, saunter

o Violent motion: e.g., charge, dash

. Unsteady motion: unbalanced motion; e.g., totter, stagger

o Rate: speed of motion (fast or slow rate; increasing or decreasing speed); e.g.,

hurry, dash, zoom
. State of Figure: physical or psychological state; e.g., limp, traipse, stroll,

swagger

In addition, Nikanne & van der Zee (2004) and Dimitrova-Vulchanova & Martinez
(ms.) identified a further manner parameter, namely, global or local path-shape as

expressed in the verbs curve and zig-zag. In contrast, path-shape is regarded as a path

1 . . . . . .
7 She uses these manner categories in her analysis of Basque sound symbolic expressions for motion.
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parameter by other scholars (e.g., Ibarretxe-Antuiiano, 2006a; Slobin, 2005; Talmy,
2000D).

The manner categories or parameters are not mutually exclusive, that is, a
verb can encode more than one fine-grained manner detail. For example, the English
verb jog could be analysed as motor pattern-run and slow rate of motion; stagger as
motor pattern-walk and unsteady motion, etc. Furthermore, it is important to remark
that Manner might be conflated together with Path in the verb root, as in the verb
soar, which could be analysed as motor pattern-fly, fast rate of motion and upwards
path of motion.

When exploring the semantics of motion verbs, more often than not scholars
have found it hard to decide whether Manner alone or Manner plus Path are encoded
in motion verbs. Authors frequently differed in their semantic analyses of motion
verbs and in what they count as manner and path verbs. By way of illustration, let us
consider how Wilchli (ms.) and Ozcaliskan (2004) classified some motion verbs. On
the one hand, Wilchli (ms.) considered that there are intermediate verbs which
conflate both Manner and Path. These intermediate cases are manner verbs with a
preferred direction, such as fall and sink (usually with downwards motion), flee
(usually with motion away from a location), c/imb’® and soar (usually with upwards
motion). On the other, Ozcaliskan (2004) categorised verbs conflating Manner and
Path (that is, Wélchli’s intermediate verbs) as manner verbs. Within the manner
group, she also included verbs conflating Manner and Ground, such as fly (Ground:
air), swim and sink (Ground: water). Unlike Wilchli’s analysis, Oz¢aliskan analyses
sink as a verb conflating Manner and Ground, but not Path (downwards motion).

At least two explanations might be put forward in order to account for the

different positions taken up by scholars’ analyses of motion verbs. On the one hand,

'8 According to Fillmore (1982: 32-33) and Jackendoff (1985: 279, 2002), English climb is a cluster
concept, that is, there are two conditions relevant for a situation to count as an instance of climbling:
(1) effortful clambering movement (with use of limbs), and (2) upwards direction. However, these two
factors do not need to be simultaneous, and neither is necessary, but either is sufficient. For example,
in English a human can climb up and down, but a snake can climb up (upward direction condition is
met), but not down (because the limbs supporting condition and the upward direction conditions are

not being met).
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since manner verbs with a preferred direction (e.g., soar, climb, upwards motion) can
combine with different path satellites (e.g., soar up and down, climb to, climb across,
climb down), it seems that path information, rather than residing in the verb, is
relegated to satellites. Therefore, it might be argued that these manner verbs are
devoid of the Path component. On the other, the fact that some manner verbs are
frequently associated with certain paths suggests that the meaning of those manner
verbs imply those paths; in other words, both Manner and Path are thought to be
conflated in the verb. Thus, soar could be said to denote a quick or fast rate in the
motion (Manner) plus an upwards trajectory (Path); climb as encoding the use of
one’s legs and/or hands (Manner) in order to go up or onto something (Path).

All in all, crosslinguistic research exploring manner verbs has zoomed into
the features which make up Manner in order to capture fine-grained semantic
differences lexicalised in verbs across languages. As has been shown, the Manner
component can be decomposed into a number of independent categories pertaining to

various aspects of the motion scene.

4.5.3. Path verbs

Despite of the importance of Path in the motion event, the emphasis of the analysis
of motion verbs has usually been on the Manner of motion (cf. Ibarretxe-Antuiano,
2003b; Sivonen, 2005). So, it is no exaggeration to state that both the semantic
component of Path and path verbs themselves demand an investigation.

In order to better understand the differences among path verbs, both within
and between languages, it is useful to start by pointing out the distinct components
which constitute this element. According to Talmy (2000b: 53-56), the three main

components of Path are the Vector, the Conformation, and the Deictic'’:

1. The Vector refers to the direction of motion of the Figure with respect to the

Ground, which can be a source, a milestone or a goal; thus, Vector can denote

1 According to Talmy (2000b: 53), Path in spoken languages consists of three components (Vector,
Conformation and Deixis), whereas in sign languages two other components are added: Contour and

Direction.
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motion from a source (e.g., move from), past or along a milestone (e.g., move along,

via), and to or towards a goal (e.g., move to, towards).

2. The Conformation is related to the geometry of Grounds, which can be
conceptualised as containers (e.g., move into, out of), surfaces (e.g., on), points (e.g.,

past), etc.

3. The Deictic component is clearly defined by Talmy (2000b: 56) as follows: ‘[t]he
Deictic component of Path typically has only the two member notions toward the

speaker and in direction other than toward the speaker’.

The three Path components can cooccur. If we consider example (13), the English
satellite into combines both Vector and Conformation; the Figure reached its goal or
endpoint of motion, which is a container. In (14), the Spanish verb salir denotes
motion from a point inside a container, and thus, it conflates Vector and
Conformation. The Spanish preposition de ‘from’ just encodes the Vector (i.e., from

a source)
(13)  The ball rolled into the box
(14)  Pedro salio de casa

Lit. Peter exited from home

Talmy pointed out than in Spanish path verbs, Conformation and Deixis cannot be
conflated together. Thus, there are Deictic verbs (e.g., venir ‘come’, ir ‘go’) on the
one hand, and Conformation plus Vector verbs (e.g., entrar ‘enter’, salir ‘exit’) on
the other.

Slobin (in press) proposed a fourth component, Earth-grid Displacement.
This component relates direction of motion to earth-based geometry: north-south-
east-west, up-down, and other absolute coordinates (upstream, downstream). For
example, the Spanish verbs ascender ‘ascend’ and descender ‘descend’ denote
motion along the vertical axis; Vietnamese and other languages have verbs for ‘go

upstream’ and ‘go downstream’.
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Narasimhan (2003: 136) explored the English and Hindi path verb lexicon
taking as a starting point Talmy’s Path components. She identified the following Path

components in Hindi and English verbs of motion:

a. Complex endpoint: e.g., enter. It encodes features of the endpoint, e.g.,

whether it is an enclosure.

S

Complex source-point: e.g., emerge, exit.

Simple endpoint: e.g., reach, arrive.

e o

Simple potential endpoint: e.g., approach, near, advance.
Simple source-point: e.g., leave, depart.
Midpoint: e.g., pass.

Direction: e.g., climb, ascend, rise, descend.

= @ oo

Deixis: e.g., come, go.

Narasimham’s components (a) - (f) are specific formulations of Talmy’s Vector and
Conformation. For example, complex endpoint is the same as Vector (towards a goal,
which is the endpoint of motion) and Conformation (the Ground is an enclosure or
volume). Components (g) and (h) pertain to Earth-grid Displacement and to the
Deictic component respectively.

In general, Vector, Conformation, Deixis and Earth-grid Displacement should
be seen as Path components which are useful for exploring crosslinguistic differences
in the type of path information expressed in path verbs. Besides these, scholars have
proposed other ways to further analyse path verbs, which may equally serve the same
purposes.

Wilchli (2001) offered a more fine-grained typology of path verbs; more
precisely, he proposed 6 types of paths or cardinal kinds of displacement (in his
terminology), which he labelled with the help of Latin prepositions:

a. AD = the Figure goes to the Ground

b. IN = the Figure goes into the Ground

c. SUPER = the Figure goes onto the Ground

d. AB = the Figure comes away from the Ground
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e. EX = the Figure comes out of the Ground

f. DE = the Figure comes down from the Ground

Berthele (2004) used Wilchli’s types of paths with some modifications. In
particular, in (¢) and (f), Wélchli seemed to mix displacement along the vertical axis
and a specified movement towards (onto) or away (down from) a Ground. According
to Berthele (2004: 99), this association is avoidable since a motion verb coding a
downward path can be followed by a complement denoting either the source, as in

(15), or the goal of motion, as in (16).
(15) The boy falls from the tree
(16)  The boy falls onto the ground

Thus, Berthele proposed that paths be categorised without specifying the source or
goal in the vertical dimension (see his classification below). Moreover, unlike
Wilchli’s list which used the deictic verbs go and come, Berthele decided to use the

verb displace in order to avoid reference to an unnecessary deictic centre. Here is his

reformulation:

a. AD = the Figure displaces to the Ground

b. IN = the Figure displaces into the Ground

c. SUPER = the Figure displaces up

d. AB = the Figure displaces away from the Ground
EX = the Figure displaces out of the Ground

f. DE = the Figure displaces down

In a recent unpublished manuscript, Wélchli (ms.) proposed 5 basic domains
for Path: ENTER, EXIT, ASCEND, DESCEND, and PASS/CROSS. His new proposal
leaves out the AD type of path (i.e., the Figure goes to the Ground), but incorporates
the notion of a Figure going past or crossing the Ground. Moreover, he overcomes
the limitations of his earlier classification (Walchli, 2001).

On the whole, to categorise path verbs in terms of types of paths or domains

seems to be a useful tool for crosslinguistic analyses as well. The types of paths
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which have been proposed encompass Talmy’s Vector, Conformation and Deixis,
and Slobin’s Earth-grid Displacement (vertical and horizontal axis). For instance,
ascend might be categorised as a SUPER verb (i.e., the Figure displaces up) or as a
verb encoding Earth-grid Displacement (i.e., vertical axis: up); leave as an AB verb
(i.e., the Figure displaces away from the Ground) or as a verb encoding Deixis (i.e.,
motion away from the deictic center). In contrast, the domains of Path later proposed
by Wailchli, i.e., ENTER, EXIT, ASCEND, DESCEND, and PASS/CROSS, exclude the
deictic component of Path.

Finally, it has also been suggested that the path verb lexicon may be closed-
ended (i.e., limited in the sorts of notions it can convey) and that languages,
regardless of typological status, may have comparable path verb lexicons. Ozgaliskan
(2004) found that English and Turkish present a similar number of path verbs, more
concretely, 20 types for English and 24 types for Turkish. She claimed that the
manner verb lexicon is open ended (i.e., open to new additions, cf. Slobin, 2003,
2006), but the path verb lexicon ‘forms a closed lexical category that does not
provide many options for elaboration’ (Ozgaliskan, 2004: 85). Though motion
research data points in that direction, the claim of comparable size of path verb

lexicons across languages has not yet been addressed.

4.6. Summary

Motion verbs have been the subject of a great deal of research from different
theoretical frameworks because they present interesting semantic and syntactic
characteristics. Even though motion verbs are considered to be a coherent semantic
class, this chapter shows how motion verbs encode different types of semantic
information, and also display different syntactic behaviours.

Sections 4.2 and 4.3 reviewed a number of approaches to grammar centred on
the verb lexicon: the Syntax-Semantics Interface and the Functional-Lexematic
model. The general label ‘the Syntax-Semantic Interface’ was given to those
theories which assume that argument structure is largely predictable from the

meanings of verbs, and that verbs with similar meanings display similar syntactic

126



CHAPTER 4. CLASSIFICATIONS AND ANALYSES OF MOTION VERBS

behaviour. Scholars working within the Functional-Lexematic model adopted a more
semantically-oriented approach to the study of motion verb Ilexicons. Both
frameworks have provided interesting insights into the semantic and syntactic nature
of motion verbs, and different classes of motion verbs are proposed in terms of these
characteristics. Unlike scholars concerned with the syntax-semantics interface, who
identify motion verb classes based on their syntactic behaviour, scholars within the
Functional-Lexematic paradigm do take semantics rather than syntax as starting
point for their classifications of motion verbs. Nevertheless, they also claim that
motion verbs within the same class not only share semantic content but also exhibit
similar syntactic behaviour. Overall, the general tendency for analysing motion verbs
has been to separate path verbs from manner verbs. On the one hand, path verbs are
often divided into classes in terms of (1) the trajectories they describe and (2)
whether or not they denote an achieved location/endpoint. Manner verbs, on the
other hand, are normally sorted into two groups: manner verbs implying translational
motion (e.g., walk, run) and manner verbs denoting self-contained motion (e.g.,
shiver, tremble, spin, twirl).

Section 4.4 offered a summary of some online lexical databases available for
English and Spanish; they provide different analyses of motion verbs, which range
from more syntactically-oriented approaches to more semantically-oriented ones.
These online databases are valuable tools for exploring the semantics and syntax of
motion for at least four reasons: (1) they all allow for unlimited searches with their
browsers; (2) semantic and syntactic information is retrieved in a few seconds and
fully displayed on the screen; (3) Adesse and FrameNet are based on corpora and
thus, use real language, and (4) Adesse, FrameNet and WordNet act as both
dictionaries and thesauri and, thus, a particular motion verb is both defined and
presented in relation to other verbs within the same class, frame, or synset.

Section 4.5 delved into the semantics of motion verbs, leaving syntactic
considerations aside. In this section, research on motion events, with particular
attention to the Manner and Path components, has been reviewed. Manner as a
general semantic category is useful in the description of lexicalisation patterns for
motion; specifically when Manner is contrasted with Path. Furthermore, as has been

shown in section 4.5.2, crosslinguistic research exploring manner verbs have
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concentrated on zooming into the features which make up Manner in order to capture
fine-grained semantic differences lexicalised in verbs. Thus, it has been found that
the Manner component can be decomposed into a number of independent parameters
which pertain to various aspects of the motion scene: forced motion, smooth motion,
rate of motion, state of the Figure, etc. In contrast, Path of motion has not received as
much research attention. Section 4.5.3 showed that Path may also be subdivided into
four basic components (Vector, Conformation, Deixis and Earth-grid Displacement)
which serve the purpose of exploring what sorts of path notions are encoded in path
verbs. Crosslinguistic research, moreover, suggests that path verbs may be
categorised in terms of basic types of paths or domains. Last but not least, it has been
suggested that unlike the manner verb lexicon, which seems to be open to new
additions, the path verb lexicon might be closed-ended, and that languages from both

typological groups might have path verb lexicons which are comparable in size.
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CHAPTER 5. THE SEMANTICS OF THE ENGLISH AND THE SPANISH MOTION VERB LEXICONS

5.1. Introduction

This chapter sets out to explore the semantic nature of the English and the Spanish
motion verb lexicons and to offer a contrastive account with special attention to the
Path and Manner dimensions of motion. Despite the bulk of research on the linguistic
expression of motion events in English and in Spanish, and the resulting claims about
the semantics of their verbs, hardly any research has been devoted to an in-depth
analysis of their motion verb lexicons, and a comparative study is, to our knowledge,
nonexistent. As has been stated in previous chapters, Slobin (1997: 459) pointed out
that languages seem to have a ‘two-tiered’ lexicon of manner-of-motion verbs': (1) a
general one, or superordinate level, represented by everyday verbs such as walk, run,
Jjump, fly, etc.; and (2) a more specific and expressive level consisting of different
ways of walking, such as stroll, wander, or shuffle; different ways of running such as
sprint or jog, etc. English possesses a very extensive and elaborated second level. In
contrast, in Spanish the manner-of-motion verb lexicon is not as rich and mainly
consists of general manner-of-motion verbs. Though a definitive count has not been
undertaken, Slobin (2006: 71) estimated around several hundred manner-of-motion
verbs for English and less than one hundred for Spanish. Moreover, in an attempt to
shed light on the sort of specific manner details which are encoded in verbs and/or in
other lexical items, scholars have subdivided Manner into different semantic
categories. In terms of path verbs, it was pointed out in Chapter 4 that Ozgaliskan
(2004: 85) claimed that path verb lexicon of both satellite- and verb-framed
languages ‘form a closed lexical category that does not provide many options for
elaboration’. Thus, she hypothesised that both satellite-framed and verb-framed
languages seem to possess approximately the same number of path verbs. However,
her claim has not been fully addressed by research yet.

The present chapter aims at bridging the gap in the existing literature by

examining a substantial set of motion verbs in English and Spanish: specifically, we

" This does not seem to be only specific to motion verbs but also to verbs from other semantic fields,
such as verbs of seeing (with see and look at the superordinate level and stare, gaze, glance, gape, etc.
at the specific level); verbs of laughing or smiling (with guffaw, smirk, grin, etc at the second level),
verbs of saying, verbs of hearing, etc. However, research is needed to test whether languages have

these two levels for most semantic fields or just for some of them.
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will be focussing on self-agentive and non-agentive motion verbs (Talmy, 2000b:
28), that is, intransitive motion verbs normally found in the construction ‘Figure +
Motion Verb’. Our research consists of three parts: first, we concentrate on the sort
of general semantic components which are encoded in these motion verbs; second,
we delve into the sorts of path notions expressed in verbs, and third, we zoom in to
the type of fine-grained manner details which are lexicalised in verbs. Moreover, our
investigation intends to compare and contraste English and Spanish motion verb
lexicons and to address two general research questions: (1) the question of whether
English and Spanish have path verb lexicons which are comparable quantitatively
(i.e., a similar number of verbs) as well as qualitatively (i.e., both path verb lexicons
display similar sorts of path information) and (2) the question of whether English and
Spanish manner verbs encode comparable manner details despite the fact that
English manner-of-motion verbs outnumber those of Spanish.

In section 5.2, our aims, research questions, corpus and methodology are fully
described. Sections 5.3, 5.4 and 5.5 delve into the analysis of English and Spanish
motion verbs. In section 5.3, the general distribution of verbs in terms of the general
semantic components that they encode is presented. Section 5.4 focuses on path
verbs and zooms in to the sorts of path notions which seem to be typically expressed
in these languages. Next, section 5.5 considers the semantic nature of manner verbs
in each language and the sort of manner information which seems to be
characteristically lexicalised in these languages. Within each section, we first deal
with English motion verbs, then with Spanish motion verbs, and finally, we compare
and contrast the two languages. Section 5.6 answers each one of the research
questions addressed throughout the chapter and sums up the main conclusions drawn

from our analysis.

5.2. Aims and methodology

5.2.1. Aims

The primary goal of this chapter is to provide a systematic and detailed account of

the semantics of both the English and the Spanish motion verb lexicons, and to
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compare and contrast them. Our starting point is Talmy’s general semantic
components for motion, but our analysis looks into the broad categories of Path and
Manner so as to search for more subtle differences in the motion lexicon, which
would enable us to (a) better understand how the lexicon for motion is
organised/distributed in these two languages, and (b) formulate hypotheses for
further psycholinguistic research (some of which will be addressed in Chapter 6).
The research questions that guide our semantic analysis are the following

ones:

1. Which semantic notions are conflated in English and Spanish motion verbs?

This research question aims at exploring which sorts of conflations are generally
found in English and Spanish motion verbs and which are not. Beyond the path-
conflating and the manner-conflating verb types, other lexicalisation patterns are
expected to be found: Motion + Figure in Co-Motion (e.g., acompanar and
accompany, in which several figures go together), Motion + Ground (e.g., atajar ‘to
go somewhere by taking a shortcut’, costear ‘to sail or move along the coast’),
Motion + Path + Ground (e.g., embarcar ‘to go on board’, embark ‘to go on board’,
emigrate ‘to leave one’s country’, land ‘down onto the ground’), Motion + Path +

Ground + Manner (e.g., ford ‘to cross a river by wading, walking); etc.

2. Do the two languages have comparable path verb lexicons?
2.1. Are the two path lexicons comparable in size?
2.2. Are the two path lexicons comparable in their semantic nature?
2.2.1. What sorts of path notions are typically lexicalised in English?
2.2.2. What sorts of path notions are typically lexicalised in Spanish?

We intend to test Ozgaliscan’s claim that path verb lexicons of satellite- and verb-
framed languages are comparable in size. Our research attention is directed to the
semantics of English and Spanish path verbs to unveil both crosslinguistic
similarities and differences. It might be the case that English path verbs of Latin

origin (e.g., enter, ascend, descend, arrive, etc) look like Spanish path verbs sharing
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the same etymology (e.g., entrar, ascender, descender, arrivar, etc) and, thus,
express the same sorts of path information. It could be expected, however, that there
exist path verbs of a different semantic nature in the Spanish lexicon; for instance,
verbs whose etymological origin is that of a preposition (encoding Path) plus an
adverb: adentrarse ‘to go into’ = a + dentro (‘inside’), from Latin deintro;
acercarse ‘to bring nearer to’= a + cerca (‘near’), from Latin, circa ‘around’. In
general, by contrasting the English and the Spanish path verb lexicons both
quantitatively and qualitatively we mean to give path verbs the research attention

they deserve.

3. Do both languages lexicalise similar manner-of-motion information in verbs?
3.1. What sorts of manner details are typically lexicalised in English?
3.2. What sorts of manner details are typically lexicalised in Spanish?
3.3. Does English exhibit a greater degree of manner granularity in all
subdomains of motion? If not, in which suddomain(s) does Spanish exhibit a

greater degree of manner granularity?

Crosslinguistic research has suggested that English manner verbs outnumber those of
Spanish and that they encode much finer manner information. Thus, our endeavour is
also to investigate which types of fine-grained manner information are lexicalised in
both lexicons. Furthermore, we intend to find out which types of manner information
are more productively expressed in verbs. Research has shown that English allows a
great flexibility as to the types of verbs which can combine with path satellites to
express motion events, such as sound emission verbs. In addition, English can use
vehicle names and dance names as motion verbs. Finally, our research seeks to find
out (a) whether the English manner verb lexicon is equally rich and varied for all
subdomains of motion with which we have dealt (i.e., human and animal locomotion,
motion of objects or inanimates, motion in/on vehicles, etc), and if not, (b) whether
the Spanish manner verb lexicon might be richer than the English for some particular

subdomains.
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5.2.2. Corpus of motion verbs

Our corpus consists of 376 English motion verbs and 257 Spanish motion verbs. The
motion verbs under the scope of the present investigation include general motion
verbs (i.e., no specific semantic information apart from the Motion component, such
as, the Spanish verbs moverse and menearse ‘to move oneself’, and English move),
accompany verbs (e.g., escoltar ‘to escort’, guiar ‘to guide’, escort, guide, lead), and
path verbs (e.g., entrar ‘enter’, salir ‘exit’, arrive, come, depart, enter, exit, go) as
well as manner verbs. Manner verbs pertain to (a) human and animal locomotion
(e.g., andar ‘walk’, correr ‘run’, saltar ‘jump’, walk, run, fly, hop, pronk, slither),
(b) motion using a vehicle (e.g., conducir ‘to drive’, navegar ‘to navigate’, bike,
canoe, ferry, ship), (c) motion while dancing (e.g., bailotear ‘a careless way of
dancing’, waltz, foxtrot, twist), (d) motion of physical objects or inanimate entities
(e.g., rodar ‘roll’, oscilar ‘oscillate’, revolve, roll, spin, shake, swing) and (e) change
of posture (acostarse ‘to lay oneself down’, levantarse ‘to stand up’, arquearse ‘to
bend oneself’, kneel, lean, recline, twist).

Berthele (2004: 108-109) states that posture verbs are ‘manner of position’
verbs as they encode ‘configurational information about the dimensions and the
vertical and the horizontal orientation of the Figure’. However, we decided to count
posture verbs in our corpus as they express motion which is internal to the Figure
(i.e., self-contained motion). In other words, the Figure moves its body by changing
its posture or orientation though it does not move to a different location (i.e.,
translational motion). Talmy (2000b) widens the category Posture to include
‘postures or orientations that are assumed by the human body or by objects treated
as comparable to the body’ [emphasis ours]. Thus, inanimate objects can be Figures
of posture verbs as well. However, the semantic natures of posture verbs in English
and in Spanish are different. As Talmy (2000b: 80) remarks, English posture verbs
(lie, sit, stand, lean, kneel, squat, crouch, etc) refer to ‘being in a state’. These verbs
must be augmented by a satellite to denote getting into a posture (e.g., lie down,
kneel down). In the case of lie, it must be further augmented by an agentive
derivation (lay down) to refer to putting things into the lying posture. In contrast,
Spanish lexicalises posture notions in the agentive ‘putting into a state’ type (i.e.,

transitive or caused motion, such as acostar, levantar). To express the other types,
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grammatical elements are used, for example, estar acostado ‘be in lying posture’ for
the stative; acostarse includes the reflexive morpheme ‘se’ to get the meaning of
getting into a posture (‘to lie down”). On the whole, the reflexive pronoun ‘se’ makes
an agentive posture motion verb a self-agentive one.

Manner of motion verbs mostly depict self-agentive motion and non-agentive
motion (Talmy, 2000b). Self-agentive verbs are mainly intransitive verbs which
typically denote that the Figure has control over its motion, that is to say, there is no

external agent causing its motion:
(1) a. He walked/ran/limped down the hall
b. Andod/corrid/cojeo por el pasillo

On the other hand, non-agentive verbs are also intransitive verbs, but their Figures
are inanimate entities, as in (2). Non-agentive motion typically refers to motion
where the Figure does not necessarily have direct control over its motion (Levin,

1993: 264-265; Morimoto, 2001: 46-47).
(2) a. The ball slid/rolled/bounced
b. La pelota se desliz6/rod6/botd

Generally speaking, the motion verbs which fall within the scope of this
dissertation are those which can be found in the intransitive construction ‘Figure
(subject) + Motion Verb’ and in the transitive constructions ‘Figure (subject) +
Motion Verb + Ground (direct object)’, as in (3), and ‘Figure + Motion Verb +
Figures in Co-Motion’ (especially for accompany verbs), as in (4). Transitive motion

verbs denoting caused motion do not fall within the purview of the present work.
3) a. We left home

b. Abandonamos la casa
4) a. He accompanied/guided Mary

b. Acompané/gui6 a Maria
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In order to compile our corpus of motion verbs, we made use of available

verb lists in the existing literature, monolingual and bilingual dictionaries, and

thesauri. Within the literature on English motion verbs, we consulted Levin &

Rappaport-Hovav (1992), Levin (1993) and Snell-Hornby (1983). Also, the

following English dictionaries and thesauri were employed:

Oxford English Dictionary (OED)

Cambridge Advanced Learner’s Dictionary, CD-Rom version 1.1.
Cambridge University Press. 2003 (CALD)

Cambridge Klett Compact, CD-Rom version 1.0b. Cambridge University
Press. 2002 (CKC)

Merriam-Webster Online, available at http://www.merriam-webster.com/
(MW)

The Free Dictionary, (http://www.thefreedictionary.com/dictionary.htm)
(TFD)

Longman Language Activator. Pearson Education. 2002 (LLA)

Roget’s thesaurus of English words and phrases (RTE), available at
http://poets.notredame.ac.jp/Roget/

To gather our corpus of Spanish motion verbs, Cifuentes Honrubia® (1999)

and Morimoto (2001) were the sources within the literature on Spanish motion verbs.

In addition, Spanish motion verbs were taken from the following monolingual

dictionaries:

Diccionario de uso del Espaiiol. Maria Moliner, CD-Rom version 2.0,

Gredos. 2001. (DUE)

Diccionario de la lengua espariola. Real Academia Espafiola, 21st edition.

Espasa Calpe. 1992. (DRAE)

* T am grateful to José Luis Cifuentes Honrubia for sending me the full manuscript of his 1999 book,

Sintaxis y Semantica del Movimiento, as it is currently out of print.
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5.2.3. Methodology

Motion verbs in English and Spanish were included in two separate Excel sheets (see
Appendices 1 and 2). Ten columns were created. The first listed the motion verbs in
alphabetical order, and English translations were provided for each Spanish motion
verb. The second column showed whether the verb expresses translational motion or
self-contained motion (Talmy, 2000b: 35). As has been stated in previous chapters,
translational motion (i.e., change of the Figure’s overall location) is conveyed
primarily by path verbs but also by some manner verbs. More specifically, manner
verbs such as walk, tiptoe, jog and run (e.g., Morimoto, 2001) imply the Figure’s
change of location though the path of motion remains unspecified. In contrast, self-
contained motion is, in most cases, linked to non-agentive manner verbs (i.e., motion
of inanimate entities), which generally express oscillation, rotation, wiggling,
trembling, etc, such as revolve, roll, rotate, swing, sway, and shake. In addition, self-
contained motion is linked to posture verbs, which denote motion of a Figure which
remains in its overall location.

The third column coded whether each motion verb can also denote agentive

motion (henceforth AM), that is, an agent that causes the Figure to move:
(5) He plunged his son into the swimming pool
(6) He slid/rolled/bounced the ball into the house

By way of illustration, the self-agentive verb plunge is an intransitive verb which
denotes ‘to move or fall suddenly and often a long way forward, down or into
something’ (CALD); however, it can be used transitively meaning ‘to cause someone
or something to do so’ (CALD)’. Thus, in the third column, we coded whether verbs

in our corpus can display agentive motion (caused motion).

3 These definitions are drawn from Cambridge Advanced Learner’s Dictionary (henceforth, CALD).
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The fourth column coded the general semantic components that were
conflated in each verb. A motion verb can encode one or more of the following

. 4
semantic elements”:

o Figure: the moving object
o Ground: the entity or entities that the Figure is moving in relation to
o Motion: the presence of motion per se

. Path: the trajectory of the Figure
. Manner: the way in which motion is performed

. Cause: what originates the motion itself

For example, arrive conflates Motion and Path, walk conflates Motion and Manner,
and blow conflates Motion and Cause (i.e., current of air or wind). Besides the Co-
event relations of Manner and Cause, we took into account whether the verbs under
the scope of this dissertation encoded any other co-event relation (Talmy, 2000b: 42-
47). As motion verbs inherently encode the Motion component, we deliberately
avoided its constant repetition throughout the analysis of verbs in the spreadsheet.

Next, in the fifth column, we counted the number of conflated elements in
each motion verb. For example, if a verb encodes Path besides Motion, then we
coded ‘1’; if a verb conflates Path and Manner besides Motion, then we coded ‘2,
and so on. The sixth and seventh columns exhibit the sorts of path notions and types
of paths, if any, conveyed by motion verbs and the manner details.

In terms of the Path component of motion, the following notions were taken

into account:

. ‘Vector’: refers to the departure (from), traversal (via, along) or arrival
(toward) of a Figure in relation to the Ground.
o ‘Conformation’: is linked to the geometry of the Ground, whether it is a

container (into, out of), a surface (onto), etc.

* See Chapter 2, Section 2.2.2, for a comprehensive account on the basic semantic components of a
motion event and the types of relations between the main event and the co-event, and Section 2.2.3 for

the different lexicalisation patterns which have been identified across languages.
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o ‘Deixis’: direction toward or away from the speaker; e.g., ir ‘to go’, venir ‘to

come’, come, go.

. ‘Earth-based orientation’’: up-down orientation, north-south-east-west, etc.

All these path notions may be expressed by the types of path which are listed next.

The reader should note that G stands for Ground:

. Types of Path®:

0]

(0]

0}

0]

To/towards G (arrival, endpoint): alcanzar ‘to reach’, reach, arrive
Away from G (departure, source): abandonar ‘to abandon’, abandon,
depart

Into G (container): entrar ‘to enter’, inmigrar ‘to immigrate’, enter,
immigrate

Out of G (container): salir ‘to exit’, exit

Up/onto G - Upwards: ascender, subir ‘to ascend’, embark, mount, scale
Down /down from G - Downwards: descender ‘to descend’, caerse ‘to
fall down’, descend, sink, fall

Pass/cross G (traversal, milestone): cruzar ‘to cross’, pasar ‘to pass’,
traverse, pass, cross

Closer to G: acercarse, arrimarse ‘to move closer to G’

Forwards: avanzar ‘to advance’, advance

Back to G/ Backwards: desandar, retroceder ‘to walk/go backwards’,
back

Change direction: desviar (se) ‘to divert’, virar ‘to tack’, swerve

Multiple directions from a unique start: esparcir, dispersarse ‘to scatter’

> Slobin (in press) adds this fourth distinction to Talmy’s subcomponents of Path (Vector,

Conformation and Deixis). The notion ‘Earth-based orientation’ has also proven useful for manner

verbs depicting self-contained motion with a specific orientation, such as posture verbs.

% The first seven path types (i.e., from To/toward G to Pass/cross G) are drawn from Wilchli (ms.) and

Berthele (2004), whereas the last six are our own additions to account for all the verbs in our corpus.

The reader might note that ‘Closer to G’ could also have been considered as a subtype of the path

‘To/towards G’ instead of as a separate type of path. However, we opted for such granular types of

path in order to better account for the semantic nature of path verbs.
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0 After G: perseguir ‘to chase’, seguir ‘to follow’, follow

In terms of Manner, on the other hand, we have proposed the following fine-

grained manner categories which are relevant for our analysis:

. ‘Posture’:
0 Vertical orientation (upwards or downwards): tenderse ‘to lie onself
down’, agacharse ‘to crouch’, accurrucarse ‘to crouch’, empinar(se) ‘to

(cause to) stand up’

0 Horizontal orientation: acostarse, tenderse, echarse ‘to lie down’
0 Unspecified orientation: extenderse, estirarse ‘to stretch oneself’, stretch
0 Bend, Twist, Curve: arquear ‘to bend oneself’, slouch, twist
0 Roll — Unroll: enroscarse ‘ to roll oneself’
0 To one side: ladear(se) ‘to slant, to lean’, careen, dodge
. ‘Shake, swing, vibrate’” : temblar, tiritar ‘to tremble, shiver’, tremble, sway
° ‘Revolve, rotate, spin’8: rodar, girar ‘to roll, to turn’, roll, spin, twirl, turn
° ‘Bounce’: botar ‘to bounce’, rebotar ‘to rebound’
o ‘Upside down’: capsize, flip
o ‘Iterative motion’: apisonar ‘to tread repeatedly on something’, bob,

rebound (iterative up-down motion)

These manner categories are mainly related to manner verbs describing self-
contained motion, whereas the following categories are linked to verbs implying
translational Motion (i.e., such manners of motion appear to exist only in the course

of the Figure’s translational motion):

. ‘Path-shape’®:

7 “Short, sudden movements’ are also included under this category.

¥ As pointed out by Levin & Rappaport-Hovav (1992), Levin (1993) and Morimoto (2001), verbs
within this category might also be found in translational motion.

? As we pointed out in Chapter 4, ‘Path shape’ has been usually regarded as a manner parameter (e.g.,

Nikanne & van der Zee, 2004).
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O Zigzag or curved path: culebrear, serpentear ‘to follow a curved
path, to zigzag’, zigzag
‘Motor pattern’ (mp): basic locomotive abilities for human and animals.
Different body positions are adopted when performing each motion:
0 Ways of walking (mp-walk)
Ways of running (mp-run)
Ways of jumping (mp-jump)
Ways of flying (mp-fly)

O O O O

Ways of swimming (mp-swim)
‘Rate’: speed of motion; e.g., hurry, dash, sprint, zoom

0 Rate-fast; Rate-slow; Rate-increase; Rate-decrease
‘Forced motion’': motion requires an effort to be performed:

0 ‘Energy-high’: abalanzarse ‘to dash over in a violent way’, lanzarse

‘to throw oneself’, lunge, plunge, thrust

0 ‘Energy-low’: plod, trudge, wade
‘Furtive motion’: hidden purpose or secretive motion, as in to avoid being
seen or heard; e.g. crawl, creep, sneak
‘Obstructed motion’: there is some impediment or obstacle; e.g., tropezar ‘to
trip’, stumble
‘Smooth motion’: motion flows, no obstacle; e.g., glide, slide
‘Leisurely motion’: motion for pleasure; e.g., pasear ‘to stroll’, hike, trek
‘No aim in motion’: no special purpose; e.g., vagar ‘to wander’, roam,
saunter

‘Unsteady motion’'': unbalanced motion; e.g., fotter, stagger.

' The manner category of ‘Violent Motion’ (e.g., abalanzarse ‘to dash over in a violent way’, charge,

plunge) was included within ‘Forced Motion’ as it seems that all verbs denoting violent motion do

encode forced motion as well. Moreover, two subcategories within ‘Forced Motion” were created: (a)

Energy-high, in order to account for verbs denoting violent motion, and (b) Energy-low, to account for

other verbs denoting an effortful motion which is not violent (e.g., trudge, plod). We are grateful to

Michele Feist for suggesting these two possible subcategories.

"' In the light of our data, this manner category seems to pertain to both self-contained and

translational motion.
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o ‘State of Figure’: physical (e.g., injured) or psychological state (e.g., proud,
careless, angry); e.g., cojear ‘to limp, hobble’, contonearse ‘to walk swaying
one’s hips in a proud way’, traipse, stroll, swagger

. ‘Dance’: different ways of dancing, e.g., bailotear ‘to dance in a careless
way’, foxtrot, waltz

o ‘Vehicle/Instrument’: conveyance by means of an animal (e.g., trot, gallop)
or of a vehicle (e.g., car (e.g., drive), boat, plane, skates, bike, etc)

o ‘Contact between the Figure and the Ground’:

0 ‘Body close to ground’: gatear ‘to crawl’, arrastrarse ‘to drag oneself on
the ground’, grovel, creep

0 ‘Smooth Motion’: deslizarse, resbalarse ‘to glide, slide’, glide, slide

O ‘Slight contact’: skim, skitter

o ‘Characteristic use of lower body’

0 ‘Length of Steps’: information about the steps/jumps the Figure takes;
e.g. stride (long steps), scurry (small short steps)
0 ‘Shape of Legs’: information about the Figure’s legs; e.g. goosestep (legs
lifted high and straight)
O ‘Gradual stages/steps’: edge, inch
o ‘Use of one’s Hands/Legs’: whether the Figure’s hands are also involved in

the motion; e.g., trepar ‘to climb’, crawl, climb, vault

o ‘Motion in file’: desfilar ‘to parade, to march’, parade

o ‘Motion in sports’: regatear ‘to dribble’, dribble

o ‘Joyful, playful motion’: e.g., scamper, frolic

° ‘Uncontrolled motion’: motion without control; e.g., career, careen, skid

o ‘Awkward motion’: shamble

o ‘Noisy motion’: noisy way of moving; e.g., zapatear, taconear ‘to walk/to

dance tapping shoes’, roar, shuffle, stamp
As we saw in Chapter 4, the manner categories listed from ‘Path-shape’ to

‘State of the Figure’ are drawn from Ibarretxe-Antufiano (2006a), Ozgaliskan (2004)

and Slobin (2000). The remaining categories, from ‘Dance’ to ‘Noisy motion’, are
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our own additions in order to account for the semantic specificity of the manner
verbs in our corpus.

When looking at the sorts of semantic components conflated in verbs, we first
and foremost based our decisions on definitions taken from the dictionaries cited
above, though my own introspection as a native speaker of Spanish and
introspections of some English informants were also taken into account. Only
dictionary definitions of physical or actual motion were of interest for our research
purposes, leaving fictive motion (e.g., Talmy, 2000a: 90; Langacker, 1987;
Matsumoto, 1996; Rojo & Valenzuela, 2003) and metaphorical senses (e.g.,
Ozcaliskan, 2002, 2004) aside. When the majority of the dictionaries did not agree'?
about the semantic information that the verb denotes, such information was not
included in our semantic encoding; for example, the verb tear is defined as violent
motion (Manner) only in two out of five sources (i.e., Oxford English Dictionary and
Merriam-Webster Online), with the result that this semantic information was not
coded for this verb. Moreover, we often took into consideration a verb’s etymology
in order to better understand its semantics and, quite often, its composite nature. For
instance, the Spanish verb adentrarse ‘to go into/inside’ comes from a (‘to’) + dentro
(‘inside’), and has thus been analysed as conflating Motion + Path; desperiar(se) ‘to
(cause to) fall down from a rock’ comes from des (‘from’) + pesia (‘rock’), and has
been analysed as conflating Motion + Path + Ground. With regard to the etymology
of English motion verbs, both the Oxford English Dictionary and Merriam-Webster
Online provided us with such information. In the case of Spanish motion verbs, we
resorted to Cifuentes-Honrubia (1999), who draws from Corominas & Pascual’s
(1984) Diccionario critico-etimologico castellano e hispdnico, and to the two
Spanish monolingual dictionaries, Diccionario de uso del Espariol and Diccionario

de la lengua espariola, which also offer the etymologies of words.

'2 By agreement across dictionaries, we generally mean 3 of 5 sources for English (4 dictionaries:
CALD, TFD, MW, OED, and 1 thesaurus: LLA) and 2 of 2 dictionaries for Spanish (DUE, DRAE).
The reader should note that LLA is a thesaurus which was just used for human locomotion verbs; it
fails to include many other motion verbs. Moreover, some of the dictionaries do also often fail to
incorporate definitions for some of the English motion verbs. When that was the case, we based our

analysis on the available dictionary definitions.
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For verbs that have multiple dissimilar meanings (i.e., they conflate different
semantic information) separate numbered entries are created. For example, stalk has
two separate meanings: sfalkl ‘to go stealthily to, towards (an animal) for the
purpose of killing or capturing it” (OED) and stalk2 ‘to march proudly’ (OED). For
ease of analysis, each numbered verb entry counts as a verb; stalkl is counted in the
group of furtive motion verbs, whereas stalk2 in the group of verbs encoding the
Figure’s mental state.

The eighth and ninth columns include definitions taken from monolingual
dictionaries and a thesaurus for English which were used when compiling our corpus
of motion verbs. Moreover, syntactic behaviour provided by the dictionaries was
included in those columns, namely, whether the verbs were intransitive, transitive or
pronominal verbs. Pronominal motion verbs are abundant in the Spanish motion verb
lexicon. They are intransitive verbs accompanied by the reflexive pronoun ‘se’. The
reflexive pronoun can either (a) denote that the Figure is acting on itself (e.g.,
acercarse ‘to move oneself closer to’, zambullirse ‘to dive oneself into’; posture
verbs such as acostarse ‘to lay oneself down’ and levantarse ‘to get (oneself) up’) or
(b) just add emphasis to their meanings (e.g., irse ‘to go away’, caerse ‘to fall
down’). All motion verbs (a) which can be both pronominal (i.e., self-agentive) and
transitive (i.e., agentive, caused motion), and (b) whose reflexive pronoun ‘se’ is
used for emphatic purposes were listed with the ‘se’ in brackets (e.g., levantar (se)
‘to raise, to rise’, agitar (se) ‘to shake, to shake oneself’). Those verbs that are
strictly pronominal verbs, are shown with the reflexive pronoun ‘se’ adjoined to the
verb root (e.g., adentrarse ‘to go into the deepest part of’, apresurarse ‘to hurry up’).

Finally, the tenth column in our corpus spreadsheet displays the motor
patterns with which, according to native speakers, human locomotion verbs are
associated. For example, the English verbs dash and dart seem to be related to the
motor pattern run, that is, the Figure seems to be running while dashing or darting.
The data shown in this column come from a study on categorisation. This
information, which constitutes a separate study, will be left out of the discussion of

the corpus and will be taken up in detail in Chapter 6, Section 6.4.
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5.2.4. Some problems and limitations

The research methodology faces some problems which need to be tackled before
undertaking our enterprise. As we pointed out in the previous section, dictionaries do
not always agree on their motion verb definitions; sometimes there is high variability
in the sort of fine-grained details they are ready to include (as we saw above with the
verb tear), whereas, on other occasions, some dictionaries include a verb sense which
might not be found in any other dictionary. For example, the OED includes a sense
for traipse, to walk in a trailing or untidy way, which is not found in any of our other
sources. In general, our undertaking faces the impossibility of accounting for all the
possible contexts of use that a verb might have—some of which are included in
dictionary definitions. Consequently, we decided to take into account in our analysis
those fine-grained details and those verb senses that were present in the majority of
the dictionaries in order to more closely account for the semantic contribution of the
verb itself.

Another related problem we dealt with is the difficulty telling apart (a) what a
motion verb encodes or lexicalises and (b) what it is just implied, which is connected
to our linguistic knowledge about how a given motion verb is used and to our
semantic interpretation>. More often than not, dictionary definitions incorporate
information about the types of Figures (animates, inanimates), Grounds (air, water,
etc), manners of motion (rate, motor pattern) and trajectories (up, down, etc) which
are usually associated with motion verbs, but this information does not necessarily
amount to what is encoded or lexicalised in the verbs. By way of illustration, dodder
and foddle are manner verbs which encode unsteady ways of walking; the former
seems to imply that the Figure is normally an elder person, whereas the latter implies
that the Figure is usually a toddler. However, these verbs may be used with Figures
which are neither elderly people nor toddlers. Another good example is the verb dive;

this verb seems to encode a headfirst downwards motion, which normally takes place

" Talmy (1985: 59) notes that a meaning can be associated with a linguistic unit mainly by different
processes; among them, lexicalisation and interpretation. In his own words, ‘lexicalization is involved
where a particular meaning component is found to be in regular association with a particular
morpheme’, whereas by interpretation he meant the process of interpreting the meaning of a lexical

unit by drawing from ‘present context and general knowledge’.
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into water, but not necessarily. To solve this problem, we have attempted to code and
capture that semantic information pertaining to motion which is kept constant
throughout senses regardless of preferred Figures, Grounds, Manners and Paths.
Thus, dodder and toddle are analysed as conflating Motion and Manner but not
figural information; in the case of dive, the Ground (water) is not taken as being
conflated in the verb.

Finally, as the reader might argue, our methodology has a main limitation:
our semantic coding does not equal what might or might not be in speakers’ mental
representations of these verbs. We do not intend, by any means, to argue otherwise.
The results from our analysis call for experimental research to test their
psycholinguistic reality. On the whole, the semantic analysis of the English and
Spanish motion verb lexicons offers a solid linguistic ground for further experimental
research; our results raise some questions regarding what might or might not be in
the speaker’s mind. Obviously, a complete psycholinguistic validation of our
findings falls outside the limits of this dissertation, which just explores the

subdomain of human locomotion by using experimental methods.

5.3. General distribution: verb conflations

This section provides the answer to our first research question, specifically, which
semantic notions are conflated in English and Spanish motion verbs? In this section,
the different sorts of conflations found in our corpus are outlined and fully described.
As we will see, in addition to path-conflating verbs and manner-conflating verbs,
other lexicalisation patterns are found, though they seem to constitute minor patterns
in both languages.

Motion verbs are grouped by taking into account (a) the number of semantic
components lexicalised in each verb, and (b) the semantic information they encode.
In terms of the number of semantic elements, motion verbs fall mainly into 4 groups:
(1) Motion, (2) Motion + 1 semantic component, (3) Motion + 2 semantic

components, and (4) Motion + 3 semantic components. In terms of the semantic
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information motion verbs encode, the following verb conflations are found in our

corpus of English and Spanish motion verbs:
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Motion + Ground

Motion + Figure

Motion + Path

Motion + Manner

Motion + Cause

Motion + Concu