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JOHN BEAVERS BETH LEVIN & SHIAO WEI THAM
This paper provides a new perspective on the options alailed languages for

encoding directed motion events. Talmy (2000) introduceisiiuential two-way typology,
proposing that languages adopt either verb- or satetiter¢d encoding of motion events.
This typology is augmented by Slobin (2004b) and Zlatev &gtdang (2004) with a third
class of equipollently-framed languages. We propose tieabbserved options can instead
be attributed to: (i) the motion-independent morphologieical, and syntactic resources
languages make available for encoding manner and path abmdii) the role of the
verb as the single clause-obligatory lexical category ¢hatencode either manner or path,
and (iii) extra-grammatical factors that yield preferenéar certain options. Our approach
accommodates the growing recognition that most languageddée more than one of the
previously proposed typological categories: a languagg shaw both verb- and satellite-
framed patterns, or if it allows equipollent-framing, exaithree patterns. We further show
that even purported verb-framed languages may not onlwdlid actually prefer satellite-
framed patterns when appropriate contextual support igal@, a situation unexpected
if a two- or three-way typology is assumed. Finally, we explie appeal of previously
proposed two- and three-way typologies: they capture tbheding options predicted to be
preferred once certain external factors are recognizetljdmg complexity of expression

and biases in lexical inventories.



THE TYPOLOGY OF MOTION EXPRESSIONS REVISITED
1. INTRODUCTION

From a typological standpoint, motion events have receivede attention than
almost any other type of event. The reason, undoubtedlgasard Talmy’'s (1975,
1985, 1991, 2000) intriguing proposal that languagesri#dl iwo types with respect
to how they encode directed motion events. This pioneegsgarch has inspired
a plethora of studies of an increasingly diverse set of lagga. However, various
recent studies have revealed further options for encodirggtéd motion events
that do not fit easily into Talmy’s typology, as well as opsdior motion event
encoding in many languages that go against their purporédyltype. With this
work as a backdrop, we propose a reconceptualization ofptheesof possibilities
for encoding motion events, wherein no single parameteegevthe options for
how motion is encoded across languages. Instead, crogsiiogvariation falls
out of a series oMOTION-INDEPENDENT properties of languages which govern
the morphological, lexical, and syntactic resources thatima principle available
to encode motion, thus predicting a much larger number auage types than

Talmy'’s typology.

In contrast, many other recent approaches have tried tm readmy’s typology
despite problematic data. They attempt to accommodatepggoal behavior via
refinements or extensions to the typology, or by minimizihg significance of
such behavior, thus taking it not to invalidate larger gahizations. Such strategies
are tempting since, overall, languages do appear to fit Taltgpology, and the
typology itself has tantalizing implications for univekrggammar. However, while
it is often possible to accommodate any particular exceptiwe suggest that
the increasing number of exceptions cited in the literatteken together with
the varied nature of the lexical and structural devices fotiom event encoding
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revealed in recent work, calls for a more fundamental remtan of how best

to describe crosslinguistic variation in this area. Ndwelgss, any viable account
should illuminate why Talmy’s typology is so close to beinght. Therefore, we
will show that on our approach both Talmy’s apparent typglagd its exceptions

emerge from the space of possible language types.

Following Talmy, research on motion events has been cordewith directed
motion events, investigating how their two major semantimponents — path
and manner of motion — are encoded and combined in a singlseclacross
languages. Most recently, Talmy (2000) posits a two-waplkygy depending on
where a language characteristically encodes p#irS(atellite)-framed languages
manner is characteristically encoded in the verb and path satellite to the
verb, where satellites subsume primarily particles and) edfixes (see section 2).
Conversely, in V(erb)-framed languages, path is charatizally encoded in the
verb, with manner encoded via a separate adjunct clauseateldite. More recent
work extends Talmy’s typology to include a third class ofdgipollently)-framed
languages’, encompassing languages in which ‘path and enaame expressed
by equivalent grammatical forms’ (Slobin 2004b: 249; ses &lobin & Hoiting
1994, Zlatev & Yangklang 2004, Ameka & Essegbey in pressis ¢lass primarily
accommodates languages with serial verb constructionshichanone verb may

encode manner and one or more may encode path. Examplesemarg(1).

(1) (a) Hatellite)-framed Manner is encoded asMAIN VERB; path must be a
satellite.

John limped into the house. (English; also Russian, German)

(b) V(erb)-framed Path is encoded as @AIN VERB; manner must be a

subordinate adjunct.
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Jesuisentré dansla maison(enboitant).

| am enteredn thehouse in limping

‘| entered the house (limping).’

(French; also Spanish, Turkish, Japanese, Hebrew)

(c) E(quipollently)-framed Manner and path are both encoded nasIN

VERBS.

oli omohela o  vbioa

theman runenterat house

‘The man ran into the house.’ (Emai — Schaefer 1986: 181; Hisn)

Crucial to this approach is the assumption that crossistgwariation in motion
event encoding reflects a single parameter that classifregidayes according to
their prototypical behavior. However, we take seriousky hcreasing number of
observations that putative S-framed languages often shénarved behavior and
vice versa, and that many putatively E-framed languages §iand/or V-framed
behavior outside of multiple verb constructions (see JA883, Cummins 1996,
Fong 1997, Folli & Ramchand 2005, Filipovic 2007: 23ff.,’S&007, Asbury
et al. 2008hb: 22-23, Beavers 2008a, Gehrke 2008, Mateu Z3(E:Croft et al.
in pressi,inter alia, and sections 2—3). Thus, nearly all languages straddleotwo
three of the classes in (1). Furthermore, some researctapege that these classes
can be usefully subdivided, for example due to differencegreposition or verb
inventories (Bohnemeyer et al. 2007, Croft et al. in prdssaddition, manner and
path may be expressed using morphosyntactic means suchuaetaclauses or
PPs that are neither verbs nor satellites (on Talmy’s d&fmjitintroducing further
variation. The emerging picture suggests that observadti@r cannot be reduced
to a simple two- or three-way typology.
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We come at the diversity of motion event encoding from a dzffié perspective.

Our starting point is the null hypothesis: that the resosiaailable to a particular
language for expressing manner and path are drawn fromex lsegof grammatical
devices and processes, such as those in (2), none of whigtdisatled to motion
event encoding. Rather, the relevant resources are thasansieally compatible
with the encoding of the components of motion events and¢husif available in

a language, be deployed to encode such events.

(2) (a) Lexicat manner and result verb roots/stems/affixes, spatial atiipos

and patrticles, boundary markers

(b) Morphological case markers, applicative affixes, aspectual affixes, com-

pounding

(c) Syntacticadjunction, verb serialization, subordination

Languages vary as to which options in (2) they have availakith the options
available to a particular language reflecting its basic liygical profile. The set
of options in (2), taken together, determines ti\aPRINCIPLE languages should
fall into many crosscutting types, as many as there are ald®combinations of
the options in (2), explaining attested crosslinguistiedsity. Thus, what from a
Talmyan perspective are exceptional data are now predict@ctur. Their apparent
exceptionality arises instead from other properties ofl#mguages in question,
not specific to motion event encoding, that make certainiplessptions rare or
unattested, so that the most commonly attested languags tygarly give rise to
Talmy'’s typology or its descendants.

First, in setting out the picture of attested options, wenhhggnt the critical role
of the verb in determining how manner and path are encodetiwenorganize
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subsequent sections to reflect this. The importance of the s&ems from the

following two properties:

(3) (a) Verbisthe only clause-obligatory lexical category

(b) A verb may lexicalize only one of manner and path.

Although the verb is one of several lexical categories thatencode either manner
or path, it is unique in being the only one that is clause @lttigy (since it heads
the VP that forms the nucleus of the clause, ‘verbless’ amelauses aside). Thus,
(3a) follows independently from the syntax. The property3h) is a consequence
of a general constraint on the complexity of non-stativéwaeanings proposed by
Levin & Rappaport Hovav (Levin & Rappaport Hovav 1991, 199298; Rappaport
Hovav & Levin in press): a verb cannot lexicalize both mararad result meaning
components$,where we take path to be a subtype of result (rather than sy
as in Aske 1989, Talmy 1991, 2000; see section 2.3.1 andosedji In a given
clause, either manner or path always has the option of verizalding, making the
verb the single common element across all clausal desmmptf motion events and
thus central to how path and manner are encoded and combivesdinguistically*
Languages rarely encode motion without making use of thefegrencoding either
component (though see section 4). This effectively limiits space of possible
language types to those that characteristically lexiealimnner in the verb, path
in the verb, or allow both a path verb and a manner verb in timeselause;
any additional semantic components would be expressedive categories. The
assumption that descriptions of motion events include b,wehich serves as the
linchpin of motion event encoding, is implicit in previouokk, but it is worth
examining more closely in order 2to understand its ramificatfor clauses where

both path and manner are specified.
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Second, we argue that there are preferences for certaimdgegtypes over

others due to preferences for morphosyntactically lessptaxnexpressions of
motion events over more complex expressions — a markedressderation.
Many languages that allow encoding possibilities ‘agaittstir Talmyan type
may in practice disprefer them as they are more complex tlher available
options. However, we also show that other factors, espggiahgmatic factors,
may sometimes cause the more complex types to be favoredjtaonee that is

only expected if, as on our approach, such options are iciptaavailable.

Thus, we aim to explain the diversity in how languages encodéon events
via their basic morphosyntactic and lexical propertiesZngnd their interaction
with independent constraints such as (3) and general prefes for simplicity in
event encoding. We begin by examining the considerablatian in how motion
is encoded both within and across languages through aatritase-by-case survey
of recently discussed data. This survey is essential toatipg our proposal: to
(re)view the entire range of relevant data and thereby fonedtaally reevaluate
Talmy'’s typology. In section 2 we look at clauses with a sengtrb — the core class
of data in the literature on motion event encoding. We caersfnist well-known
patterns cited in support of a two-way typology, and revianafiels between these
patterns and those used to encode change of state in ordghtght that these
patterns are not exclusive to encoding motion — they areanetidependent. We
then turn to data which, while not unfamiliar, on closer $iciyiraise questions
about the adequacy of such a typology. In section 3 we turlatses with multiple
verbs — a form of encoding which has received increasingitie in recent years
— and show that these patterns cause even more problemsufiolastl typologies
than previously acknowledged. With these problematic islatand, in section 4 we
show how much of the attested variation follows naturalyyrrthe factors outlined
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THE TYPOLOGY OF MOTION EXPRESSIONS REVISITED
in (2) and (3), so that what appears to be variation specifmdtion events can

be reduced to more basic, motion-independent factors.dimose5 we return to a
particularly worrying set of exceptions to Talmy’s typojog cases of canonical
S-framed behavior in V-framed languages — and argue thaexband pragmatics
can play a crucial role in ruling in or out certain encodindiops in a language
— a possibility our approach allows, as pragmatics is justlzer factor that can
influence the motion event encoding. Finally, in section G@&examine previously
proposed typologies in light of (2) and (3), and argue they tleflect those language
types that are preferred once external factors such as m®yptactic complexity

and biases in lexical inventories are taken into consiasrat

2. ENCODING DIRECTED MOTION WITH ONE VERB ONLY

We first consider the encoding options available for desugillirected motion
events in clauses with only one verb. We begin in section 4th gonstructions
in which the verb encodes manner, and enumerate the passsfibr how path can
be encoded. We also highlight non-motion uses of some ottpath encoding
resources, especially in encoding aspect and result. lhose2.2 we turn to
constructions in which the verb encodes path, and enumtrateiays in which
manner is encoded, again drawing parallels with nhon-mogaents. These two
classes of data constitute the primary evidence used byyTahah others to support
a two-way typology. This is unsurprising, since if a clauses lonly one verb
which can encode either path or manner, but not both, twoulageg types should
arise. In section 2.3 we summarize and review a range oftettesotion event
encoding options with a single verb that do not clearly fitigk typology, mostly
involving types of satellites (in the broad sense), whichiagave non-motion
uses. The picture that emerges is that (a) motion event ergdevices are rarely
9
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if ever dedicated only to encoding such events and (b) thgeramd diversity

of exceptional data is sufficient to warrant a larger reassest of the two-way
typology.
Before we begin, we briefly reevaluate Talmy’s notion of Bid¢ée We start with

his definition:

[S]atellites are certain immediate constituents of a vedi other than
inflections, auxiliaries, or nominal arguments. They eelat the verb
root as periphery (or modifiers) to a head. A verb root togettith

its satellites forms a constituent in its own right, the lvaomplex’

... In some cases, elements that are encountered actingetitesa

to a verb root otherwise belong to particular recognizabdergnatical
categories; therefore, it seems better to consider thdligatele not

as a grammatical category in its own right but as a new kind of
grammatical relation. (Talmy 1985: 102)

Satellites on this conception include English particlegri@anic (in)separable
prefixes, Russian verb prefixes, Chinese coverbs, and Atsugm-inflectional
affixes. For example, Talmy considers each element markeddio be a satellite

in the following English sentence:

(4) Comewright «back «down«out from up in there!
(Talmy 1985: 102, ex. (60))

Crucially, the satellite is distinct from the prepositiavhich often occurs with the
satellite or verb and takes as its object the ground eleméhtrespect to which
the path is defined. For example, in @)t is a satellite, whileof is a preposition

(indicated by> by Talmy):

(5) Iran<outof> the house. (Talmy 1985: 103, ex. (62a))
10
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Talmy (1985: 105) proposes a single diagnostic for distisigng a preposition

from a satellite: the ground is optional with a satellitet bat with a preposition.
Thus, some English satellites also double as prepositeogsi{ (the housg on(the
roof)), while some prepositions are only prepositions (etp *(the housp, and
some satellites are only satellites (dayth (*the housp. A satellite, then, is a sister
to the verb root and does not require the obligatory presefiagground element.
Although the directional affixes of some languages may nieettiterion, we now
suggest that more generally it fails to pick out a naturaslaf elements across
languages. (For further, partially overlapping discussiee Filipovic 2007: 33ff.)
First, the English elements that Talmy labels satellites rast always sisters
to the verb, at least not to the exclusion of the ground. Aipglythe it-clefting
constituency test to (5) shows that the satellite+grouna&®binationout of the

houseis a constituent excluding the verb:

(6) (a) ?Itwas out of the house that | ran, not into the house.

(b) *It was out that | ran of the house, not in.

The slight oddness of (6a) most likely arises because goatph are preferred right
after manner-of-motion verbs (Nikitina 2008). In the comgide sentences with a
path verb in (7) the different status of the two sentenceb wspect tat-clefting

is clear:
(7) (a) Itwas out of the house that | went, not into the house.

(b) *It was out that | went of the house, not in.
By this diagnosticout of the houses a constituent. Thugutalone is not a sister to
the verb root; rathenf the housés a complement abut, and the entire PBut of the
houseis a sister taun, effectively nullifying the distinction between sate#i# and

prepositions. In fact, particles have been subsumed uhderiass of prepositions,
11
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as in Jackendoff’s (1973) proposal that they are ‘intraresiprepositions; see also

Emonds (1972) and Svenonius (2007), among others.

Second, it seems semantically unmotivated to distinguidigatory vs. optional
ground elements. Idohn ran in though a specific ground is not expressed, one
is understood. In (8), botin (the housg (a satellite+ground) antb the store
(a preposition+ground) indicate the goal of motion androfteey are apparently

alternate expressions of the same semantic content (MNak2008):

(8) (a) Johnranin (the house).

(b) Johnran to the store.

However, for Talmy (8a) and (8b) represent typologicallgtitict methods of
encoding path: as a satellite and as non-verb non-satedlitggesting that in
addition to V-framed and S-framed languages, there migtd be A(dposition)-
framed languages, something surely not intended. Thusuggest that PP not be
excluded from the notion of satellite, thereby recognizangider range of path
encoding options than under a strict interpretation of Jédrtypology.

Talmy'’s definition also has implications for manner satedli Talmy (2000: 222)
notes that V-framed languages ‘map [manner] either ontotaliéa or into an
adjunct, typically an adpositional phrase or a gerundyetconstituent’. For
example, Talmy (1985: 111) contrasts manner satellitesen Rerce, which are

verbal affixes, with gerundive manner clauses in Spanish:

(9) “ipsqi- ‘walking’, wilé- ‘running’, wat- ‘wading’, siwi- ‘swimming-on-
surface’ ,tuk”e- ‘swimming-within-liquid’, we- ‘flying’
(Nez Perce — cf. Talmy 1985: 111, ex. (82))
(10) Entro corriendo/volando/nadando/a.la cueva®
enter.3G.PAST running/flying/swimming/... to thecave

12
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‘S/he entered running/flying/swimming/... the cave.

(Spanish — cf. Talmy 1985: 111, ex. (83))

However, there is no apparent reason to distinguish thedwdactically neither is
the main verb (root) and semantically both indicate manftaus, in what follows,

we employ the term ‘satellite’ in a broader sense: any ctuesit that is sister to or
adjoined to the verb (root). When this notion and Talmy'soaer notion need to

be distinguished, we will indicate it overtly.

2.1 The verb encodes manner: canonically cited patterns

We first examine motion constructions with a single verb #ratodes the manner
of motion, while the path is encoded as a satellite (i.e a®&&d behavior). As such
verbs do not themselves entail a specific path of motion, wheyare used in the
description of directed motion events, a path needs to bkcékpintroduced and

expressed outside the verb. Languages provide variousnspldr expressing the

path, and we examine several well-known types from thedlitee.

2.1.1 Path particles/affixes

A common option is to encode the path of motion as a particlaftix, as
in (11). These examples from various S-framed languagdsatedthe path via
a particle/affix meaning ‘out’ (e.g. Englisbut, Germanraus- Russianvy-, all

canonical Talmyan satellites) (Slobin 2004b: 224, (5)).

(11) (a) Anowl popped out. (English)
(b) ...weil da eineEulepldtzlich raus-flattert.
becaus¢herean owl suddenlyout-flaps
‘because an owl suddenly flaps out. (German)
13
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(c) Tam vy-skocila sova.

thereout-jumpedow!

‘An owl jumped out.’ (Russian)

This option is attested outside of Europe: Mokilese (Mi@sian) also uses

directional affixes with manner verbs, such-dah-‘up’ in (12).

(12) Ihaluh-dah-la in dollo.
hewalk-up-PRFLOC mountain
‘He walked up to the mountain.
(Mokilese — Harrison 1976: 204, ex. (47))

In general, such particles and affixes are not found solelypation construc-
tions, but rather have additional result-denoting usek€¢AE989, Talmy 1991,
2000, Mclintyre 2004). For example, Englisht is also found in change-of-state
expressions such dshn blew the candle ouSimilarly, the Russian prefixy- can
also have a result reading, as in (13), where the undersemdtris determined

partly lexically and partly pragmatically/conventionall

(13) Onavy-tjorla stol.
she ouT-wipedtableAcc
‘She wiped the table (clean).
(Russian — Spencer & Zaretskaya 1998: 15, ex. (44))

Furthermore, particles and affixes often have purely aspécases (Talmy 2000).
For example, Englisbhip has a completive use (e gweep up as do many Russian
affixes (e.g.na- Spencer & Zaretskaya 1998: 24-25). The connection between
goal/result-marking and completion is not surprising:dicates that entail arrival
or change are typically telic (Dowty 1979), suggesting ttetain particles and
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affixes share an independent completive semantics. Inda@gclerck & Cappelle

(2005) show thoroughly (see also Folli & Harley 2006: 1252)13hese parallels
are more extensive, involving the whole range of spatidigas and prepositions,
with the boundedness of an element in its path use reflectadhé@ther it in turn

contributes temporal boundednéss.

2.1.2 Goal/path-marking XPs

Another common type of path satellite (in the broad sensepsesented by goal

XPs, including PPs and DPs marked by appropriate semarsggscdhese options

are exemplified by the Englidglh andontoPPs in (14) and the Finnish allative and
illative DPs in (15).

(14) (a) Johnran to the store.
(b) Iwent onto the balcony. (English)

(15) (a) Menen  parvekkee-lle.
g0.PRS1ST balconyALL

‘I am going onto the balcony.’

(b) Isa ajaa auto-n autotalli-in.
fatherNOM drive PRS 3SG car-GEN garageH.L
‘Father drives the car into the garage.
(Finnish — Karlsson 1983: 108, 104)

Like affixes and particles, such adpositions and case n&ackeralso indicate result

states in various types of resultative constructions. kanmle, Englisho (as well

asinto, out of etc.) can head XPs that add or further specify a result $tate

some action described by the main verb (Simpson 1983, H@ek8688), as iThe
15
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nurse roused Pat to consciousnes&elly slapped Sam into silenc8o can certain

semantic cases in Finnish, including the translative cadsd.(

(16) Ravist-i-n mato-n puhtaa-ksi.
shakePAST-1SG carpet&EN cleanTRr
‘| shook a/the carpet clean.’ (Finnish — Fong 2003: 203, #&))

Familiar from the literature is the observation that XPsddticing goals com-
parable to those in (14)—(15) are not typically found in ®rred languages with
manner-of-motion verbs — an observation antedating Tamyork (e.g. Bergh
1940, Vinay & Darbelnet 1958). This observation is based ainspof sentences
from V-framed languages such as those in (17)—(19) from dfreBpanish, and
Japanese, where the XP contributing a goal with a path veiib,tae (a) sentences,
is at best marginally acceptable if understood as a goasphwih a manner verb, as
in the (b) sentences. (Some (b) examples may be acceptaieXP is understood

to describe the location of the event — a reading that is niitefest here.)

(17) (a) Jesuisallé a la librairie.
| am goneto thebookstore
‘| went to the bookstore.’
(b) ??Jai boite a la librairie.
I-havelimpedto the bookstore

‘I limped to the bookstore.’ (French)
(18) (a) Labotellafue a la cueva.

thebottle wentto thecave

‘The bottle went to the cave.
(b) ??Labotellaflotd6 a la cueva.
thebottle floatedto thecave
16
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‘The bottle floated to the cave. (Spanish)
(29) (a) John-wakishi-ni itta.

JohnToP shore-towent

‘John went to the shore.’

(b) ??John-wakishi-ni oyoida/tadayotta/hatta.

JohnToP shore-taswam/drifted/crawled

‘John swam/drifted/crawled to the shore. (Japanese)

Concomitantly, Frencla, Spanisha, and Japanesei are taken to convey the
goal of motion and often glossed ‘to’, because of their uséspath verbs as in the
(a) sentences. (For this reason we gloss them ‘to’ here dod)&he conclusion
drawn, then, is that manner-of-motion verbs do not take ggwandicating goals,
leading to the observation basic to defining the S- vs. V-&dhanguage dichotomy.
Yet the prepositions in (17)—(19) also have locative usdh wiher, non-motion
verbs. For this reason, studies by Jones (1983, 1996), Dibi &omaso (1995),
Cummins (1996, 1998), Song (1997), Song & Levin (1998),reégas (2007)
and Son (2007)inter alia, have suggested that such prepositions are inherently
locative and best glossed ‘dt'When these elements occur with a path verb, the
directional interpretation is attributed to the verb, buten they occur with a
manner verb, the adposition or case marker alone is unalpeetticate a result
location, explaining the oddity of the (b) sentences in {{¥9) (see section 2.3
for some counterexamples, and section 5 for discussioreésd kanguages, then,
lack a dedicated goal adposition or case marker such asdanglor the Finnish
allative case. Although these studies suggest a diffeespective on the V-framed
language data, they do not change the bottom line obsenvttai goals can be
expressed with manner verbs in S-framed languages and Yidétamed languages.

17
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This property of V-framed languages correlates with thgapaaent lack of

secondary result predication (Green 1973, Aske 1989, Tala®l, 2000; Snyder
19954, b; Song 1997, Washio 1997, Folli & Ramchand 2005, kes2008, Beavers
2009b) as shown for Japanese in (20) (cf. the translatfons).

(20) *John-ga kinzoku-o petyankoni tatai-ta.
JohnNoM metalAcc flat-DAT poundPAST
‘John pounded the metal flat/to flatness.’
(Japanese — Washio 1997: 5, ex. (16b))

Following Aske (1989), we suggest in section 4 that thisalation is critical to

understanding why these languages typically lack S-fraemedding options.

2.2 The verb encodes path: canonically cited patterns

We now consider the other side of the traditional typologjuature: motion
descriptions whose single verb expresses path, requirammner to be expressed via
a satellite. One option, noted in section 2, is to use affigaa (Talmyan satellites)
that indicate manner, as in Nez Perce. Another option is ¢éoamsideophone or
adverbial, as discussed by Wienold (1995) for Japanesesakorand Thai. For
example, the Korean vetada‘'go’ can be modified by a range of ideophones to
express various kinds of walking, assallongddillong kada'saunter’,pit’ulpit’ul
kada'stagger, totter’, antladakt’adak kaddtrudge along’ (cf. Wienold 1995: 321,
table 9). Ideophones can also combine with Korean manneredion verbs such
askotta‘walk’, e.g. ajangajang ktta‘toddle’, ch’'ongch’ong ktta‘trot, hurry’, and
salgimsalgim lotta ‘sneak’ (ibid.). In fact, as noted by Wienold (1995) and $tob
(2000), V-framed languages tend to have small inventoriemanner-of-motion
verbs, so ideophones provide a way to convey notions thattrbig lexicalized by
18
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one word in an S-framed language like English, as the traoskof the Korean

examples show.

Comparable examples can be found in some S-framed languisgphasding
Mandarin? which employs reduplicative or partially reduplicativevadbials to
encode manner. Like Korean ideophones, these adverbmalmodify path verbs
as in (21a) or manner verbs as in (21b); they can also modifynerapath verb-

verb compounds as in (21c) (see section 3.1).

(21) (a) ta diedie zhuangzhuangle jin le jiaoshi
3saG fall-REDUP collide-REDUP MOD enterPRF classroom
‘(S)he stumbled into the classroom.
(lit. entered the classroom stumblingly)
(b) ta yi guaiyi guaide zou le ji bu
3sG onelimp onelimp MoD walk PRFfew step
‘(S)he limped a few steps.’ (lit. walked a few steps limpigl
(c) ta nié  shounie jiaode zou-jin jiaoshi
3sa restricthandrestrictfoot MoD walk-enterclassroom

‘(S)he walked into the classroom gingerly. (i.e. tiptoeda the class-

room) (Mandarin)

Other examples includehanchan weiwei ‘tremblingly, unsteadily’, bengkeng
tiaotiao ‘hopping and jumping’,se swsw ‘shrinkingly’, and even some that
indicate a sound accompanying the motion, égan pei ding-dong ‘bangle
pendant tinkling, i.e. with the tinkling of jewelry’ (seesal Chen & Guo 2009: 1764,
ex. (19)).

Like path satellites, ideophones can be used outside themdomain. For
example, Wienold (1995: 320, Table 7) lists ideophones dowith the Japanese
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verb naku ‘cry’, including kusunkusan nakusob’, oioi naku ‘blubber’, and

shikushiku naktwhimper’. Thus, the use of ideophones (and adverbials imegs)
to encode manner of motion is really an instantiation of aexg@neral option for
encoding manner.

A second pattern, discussed by Talmy, is the expression nharan a subordi-
nate clause headed by a participial form of a manner verls iShgharacteristic of

V-framed languages.

(22) (a) Labotellaentr6 a la cueva(flotando).
thebottle enteredothecave floating

‘The bottle entered the cave (floating). (Spanish)

(b) Jesuisentré dansla maison(enboitant).
| am enteredn thehouse in limping

‘| entered the house (limping).’ (French)

In (22a) the present participlidotando ‘floating’ indicates manner for the path
verb entrar ‘enter’, and in (22b)en boitant‘in limping’ (a preposition with a
present participle complement) indicates the manner ofandor the path verb
entrer ‘enter’. Gaines (2001) also describes the use of suborlink&tuses for
expressing manner of motion with path verbs in four Bantglemges (Gikuyu,
Swabhili, Tswana, Zulu), noting differences among thesguages with respect to
the subordination markers involved and the degree of siityilthat a subordinate
clause bears to a finite clause. He also notes that Swahiéi basparable strategy
using infinitival manner verbs.

More important, as far as we know, all languages with patbvyalow manner to
be expressed via a subordinate clause. Since nearly alldgeg have path verfs,
nearly all languages have at least one V-framed encodingrofif. the English
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translations to (22)), calling into question a clear sejanabetween V- and S-

framed languages types — something not often discusseaeilit¢hature despite
the widespread acceptance of such data.

Summarizing, we have focused so far on clauses with only ene, discussing
data that largely support Talmy’s typology, if the notiortsdtellite’ is generalized
to include path XPs, although the wide availability of Vifrad patterns in S-framed

languages suggests that even from this data it is hard tastgplear typology.

2.3 Consequences for ‘classifying’ languages: further siyae

In this section we examine further options for encoding progvents with a single

verb which are problematic for a two-way typology.

2.3.1 General delimiters

As discussed, frequently elements that indicate paths Isaniradicate results or
aspectual notions, a fact noted by Talmy (1985) and Askeq)L88d elaborated
in Talmy (2000), who subsumes these notions under the gematian of a Core
Schema (see footnote 2). However, languages have expressicyoal that do
not extend to the notion of result. In many languages, inolygnany putative
V-framed languages, adpositions meaning ‘until’ may iatkcgoals in directed
motion constructions with manner verbs (Beavers 2008arKae€tD08). This option
is illustrated in (23) for S-framed English and V-framedtkale, Spanish, Japanese,
and Turkish. In these examples, the main verb encodes mandesn adposition

meaning ‘until’ encodes goal (cf. (17)—(19)).

(23) (a) The bottle floated as far as/up to/?until the cave. ngligh)
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(b) La cire coule jusqu’auborddela table.

thewax floweduntil.to edgeof thetable

‘The wax flowed to the edge of the table”  (French — Cummins6)99

(c) La botellaflotd hastda cueva.
thebottle floateduntil thecave
‘The bottle floated to the cave. (Spanish — Aske 1989)

(d) John-wa kishi-madeoyoida/tadayotta.
JohnTopP shore-untilswam/drifted

‘John swam/drifted to the shore.’ (Japanese — Beavers 2008a

(e) Kaya-darkaya-ya atla-yarak uc-a kadargel-di.
rock-ABL rock-DAT jump-PROGTront-DAT until comePAST
‘Jumping from rock to rock he came all the way to the front.’

(O. Kemal, Turkish -Ozcaliskan & Slobin

2003: 264, ex. (5); gloss by Hayriye Kayi)
Crucially, as discussed by Beavers (2008a), in these |layggulne same elements
are also used outside of motion constructions to introdac®us types of bound-
aries. For example, Japanesgademay indicate temporal, spatial, numerical, and
propositional boundaries as in (24a—d) (cf. Kuno 1973: 109 exx. (1a), (6),
Makino & Tsutsui 1986: 226—228).

(24) (a) Ohiru-madé&ore-o shite-kudasai.
noon-until this-Acc do-please

‘Please do this until noon.’ (Temporal)

(b) Yuka-karayane-mad@an-meetoru  arimasuka?
floor-fromroof-until  how.many-meterare Q
‘How many meters from the floor to the roof?’ (Spatial)
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(c) Konohooru-wanisen-nin-made haireru.

this hall-Top 2,000€LF.people-untilhold
‘This hall can hold up to 2,000 people. (Numerical)

(d) Hikooki-gaderu-madeobii-de tomodachi-tdhanashiteta.
planeNOM leave-untillobby-atfriend-with talking was
‘Until the plane left | was talking with my friend in the lobby

(Propositional)

As (24) showsuntil-markers are not dedicated goal markers. Further, unlileé go

markers, they cannot be used to introduce results, as i(¢25)) in note 8).

(25) #Mary-ga doresu-o0 pinku-madesome-ta.
Mary-NoM dressAcc pink-until dye-PAST

‘Mary dyed the dress pink.’ (#Result)

Following Beavers (2008a: 297ff.), we takmtil-markers to express general
delimitation, providing a static boundary point for someest participant that
has physical or abstract extent. The precise form of dediiom is inferred from
the nature of the event and the complement of uh&l-marker; when a motion
predicate takes a delimiter with a ‘place’ as complemer,itifierence is that the
complement names the endpoint of the path of motion, i.s.uhiderstood as the
goal. Thus, althoughntil-markers are not goal markers per se, their use in motion
events qualifies as S-framed behavior, since the goal isesgpd via a PP. Yet
the data in (23b—e) suggest that some V-framed languagesshmy S-framed
behavior. Interestingly, the comparable notion outsigenttotion domain is neither
result nor culmination as in sections 2.1.1-2.1.2, butenagitatic delimitation, a
semantically unsurprising yet rarely discussed obsamdtee also Gehrke 2008).
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Aske (1989) takes an alternative stance on such phrasegiresahat although

they describe a path, they do not entail ‘boundary crossing’ actual arrival.
He proposes that Talmy’s typology is sensitive to the enugpddf ‘telic’ (i.e.

boundary crossing) vs. ‘atelic’ paths. On this proposafravhed languages dis-
allow boundary-crossing path satellites with manner vedithough they may
allow non-boundary-crossing path satellites (see alsdi®l& Hoiting 1994,

Martinez Vazquez 2001, Stringer 2001). Thus, in (26) tiparfssh preposition
a is unacceptable marking goals with manner verbs becausgatls boundary
crossing, while the prepositiorsacia ‘towards’ andhasta‘until’ are acceptable

because they do not:

(26) Labotellaflot6 hasta/hacia/??& cueva.
thebottle floateduntil/towards/tathecave

‘The bottle floated to/towards the cave. (Spanish)

However, althouglhacia‘towards’ does not entail arrivahasta'until’ and some
otheruntil-markers do; in each example in (23) the figure reaches thelgdact,
motion descriptions withuntil-markers are incompatible with contexts that deny

arrival:

(27) #Labotellaflotd hastda cuevaperono llegd (a la cueva).
thebottle floateduntil thecave, but notarrived atthecave
#The bottle floated to the cave, but never arrived. (Spanis

It is possible thatuntil-expressions do not entail motion beyond the perimeter
defined by the goal (Dan Slobin, p.c.). However, other exasplearly do entail
boundary crossing, as in the Japanese (28): here the figdsauprinside the cave,

having crossed the boundary represented by its perimeter.
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(28) John-wa dookutu-nonaka-madeoyoida.

JohnToP caveGEN inside-untilswam

‘John swam into the cave. (Japanese — Kiyoko Uchiyama) p.c.

Thus, until-markers represent S-framed behavior: the verb encodemémmer
and the (boundary-crossing) path is expressed in a satelg these markers are
attested in V-framed languages, this option is inconsistéh Talmy'’s typology of

motion events.

2.3.2 Applicatives

Languages — V-framed included — may have other morphosyntasources that
allow path satellites in the presence of manner verbs. Ta\{Bantu; Niger-Congo)
has been classified as V-framed; typically, when a mannenaifon verb occurs
with a locative phrase, the phrase is understood as thedacat the event itself
(Schaefer 1985). In (29a), for example, the running occurthe area under the
trees. However, when the manner verb includes the applecatorphemegl-, the
locative phrase is understood as specifying the goal ofangéis in (29b): the figure
ends up to the foot of the mountain (Schaefer 1985: tableX/I(&); table VII, ex.

(2)).

(29) (a) mo-simané-kibitl-a fa-tlasé ga-di-tlhare.
CLF.1-boy he-run.heavilyiPFv NEARBY-underLOC-CLF.8-tree
‘The boy is running with heavy footfall under the trees.
(b) mo-siman&-kibitl-gl-a kwa-tlasé ga-thaba.
CLF.1-boy he-run.heavily-toPFv DISTANT-underLoc-mountain
‘The boy is running with heavy footfall to under the mountajiiswana)
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Schaefer takes examples such as (29b) to have two path saoker represented

by the applicative and the other by the postverbal phrasatWihtters, once again,
is that in such examples, at least some part of the path ieesed outside the verb,
representing S-framed behavior in a putatively V-framaetyleage. Sitoe (1996)
describes a similar applicativization strategy in anotBentu language, Tsonga.
Applicative morphemes in Tswana and beyond are not only tseéddd’ goal
arguments; Tswana itself also uses the applicative morphenntroduce bene-
factive and locative arguments (Cole 1955: 201-203). s tbspect, applicative
morphemes are quite similar to the aspectual/result/geéikes of Russian, which
also sometimes license objects which the verb does not Higreedect (see Spencer
& Zaretskaya 1998: 16ff.).

2.3.3 Other S-framed patterns in V-framed languages

As discussed by Talmy (2000: 29, 49), the canonical S-franedavior represented
by English particles or Russian prefixes (see section 24 sl)pposedly unattested
in V-framed languages. However, there is at least one exgeph present-day

spoken Italian, a verb-particle construction is gainingugrd, as documented by
lacobini & Masini (2006). An adverbial particle can be use@xpress a path with

manner-of-motion verbs as in (38)Such particles includtiori ‘out’, giti ‘down’,

su‘on’, and the particularly prevalenia ‘away’.

(30) (a) Giannie COorso via subito dopola partita.

Giannibe.3G run.PART.PAST awayimmediatelyafter thegame

‘Gianni ran away immediately after the game.’
(Italian — Masini 2005: 153)
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(b) Luigie saltato fuori all'improvviso.

Luigi be.3G jump.PART.PAST out suddenly

‘Luigi suddenly popped up.”  (Italian — lacobini & Masini 260160)

Furthermore, these particles are coming to resemble Engéigicles and Russian
prefixes in also making aspectual contributions: they mayesas markers of
telicity or atelicity depending on their literal meaninghd particlevia ‘away’
is being increasingly attested as a telic marker; for insant is found quite
productively in this function with surface contact verbsmgparegraffiare‘scratch’
with graffiare via ‘scratch off’ (lacobini & Masini 2006: 180). Aske (1989)
discusses a similar class of particles in Spanish, but megpdin line with his
telic/atelic path distinction) that these particles arbkeirently atelic and cannot
express boundary crossing. These observations suggestindlyw even two closely

related languages can differ in terms of how motion is endode

The question arises whether other purportedly V-frameduages also show
directional verb affixes. Kopecka (2006) points out thatiErehas some verbs with
such prefixes, as iac-courir ‘to-run’ and é-couler‘out-flow’. In contrast to the
Italian particles, which are becoming more productive hsuiefixes are no longer
productive and date to earlier stages of French. Inteiggtisome of these prefixes

have an aspectual function, but Kopecka says little abazit sxamples.

Furthermore, there are more and more mentions of what migihea to be
instances othe prototypical S-framed pattern in V-framed languages,udiig
French, Italian, and Spanish, all considered ‘stronglyframed (Alonge 1997,
Martinez Vazquez 2001, Stringer 2003, 2006, Baicchi 20a@8li & Ramchand
2005, Zubizarreta & Oh 2007, Gehrke 2008, Kopecka 2009).Hreach preposi-
tion dans'in’, which is generally locative, can occasionally be faumith a manner
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verb while receiving a goal interpretation, as in (31)—(38)fact, some French

speakers find (32a) more natural than (32b) in the contextrobther telling her

children that they should all go inside (perhaps as it startain).

(31) Il courtdansle jardin.
heruns in  thegarden
‘He runs into the garden.’ (French — Pourcel & Kopecka 20@j: 3

(32) (a) Allez, couronsdansla maison!
go-2rPL, run-1PL in  thehouse

‘Come on, let’s run in the house!’

(b) ?#Allez, entrons dansla maisonencourant!
go-2rL, enter-PL in  thehouse in running
‘Come on, let’s enter the house running!
(French — Stringer 2003: 46, ex. (7))

The fact that this option is possible suggests that theretia nomplete ban on such
constructions in V-framed languages, as in Talmy'’s two-tygplogy. We return to

why such instances of S-framed behavior arises in V-fraraeguages in section 5.

2.3.4 Path verbs in S-framed languages

Also unexplained in a two-way typology is the availabilifypath verbs in S-framed
languages, as discussed in section 2.2. English, for iostdras a wealth of path
verbs. Some, such asiter, exit, ascendanddescendare Latinate in origin and feel
more stilted than their compositionally understood vertls@atellite counterparts
come/go in/out/up/dowrOthers, such asse, fall, andsink seem colloquial and
tend not to be replaced by a verb plus satellite collocattiti, deictic path verbs
such azomeandgoare no less path verbs thanterandexit, and deictic path verbs
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seem to be available across languages (with a few excedimisas Russian, as

noted above).

Furthermore, Mandarin, which is also classified as S-frarhad sentences with
path verbs which lack the stiltedness and formality somesirassociated with
English sentences witnterandexit For example, in scenarios involving boarding
or alighting from a vehicle, sentences with path verbs sigli38a) are just as
natural as their counterparts with the manner wgxb‘jump’ in (33b), and in some
contexts are more natural than those with the manner zétbgvalk’ and ta ‘step’,

this last having a somewhat literary flavor.

(33) (a) ta shande che
3sG go.upPRFvehicle
(S)he boarded the vehicle.
(b) ta tiao/zbu/ta-shang le che
3sG jump/walk/step-go.upRF vehicle

(S)he jumped/walked/stepped onto the vehicle.

These data from S-framed languages are hardly unknown avd thlat supposed

S-framed languages show V-framed behavior.

2.3.5 Summary

Many languages exhibit properties of both V- and S-framedjlages. Some V-

framed languages allow goal-marking wetil-markers or applicativization, or

even via affixes and particles, i.e. unexpected S-frameidmgpt’ Likewise, most

S-framed languages have path verbs, thus allowing V-fraerexding options.

Some data discussed in this section have been cited prévioudirect response

to Talmy’s two-way typology. Other data, such as the avditsibof path verbs
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in English, are familiar, but have not been raised as olggsti Yet, just as the

availability of S-framed options in a putative V-frameddarage is problematic for
a two-way typology, so is the availability of V-framed opt®in putative S-framed
languages. Finally, no matter the classification of a giegigliage or construction,
most options are not specific to encoding motion, but instasv on a larger
set of motion-independent resources that have as one darttteir use in motion

constructions.

3. ENCODING DIRECTED MOTION WITH TWO OR MORE VERBS

We turn now to monoclausal constructions with more than ard.\Languages
with such constructions are not accommodated by Talmy'®lbgy, so it is
not surprising that some researchers (Slobin 2004b, Zlat&angklang 2004)
posit a third class of E(quipollently)-framed languagesdéal with a subset of
such constructions; however, as we show, even this elaboraf the typology
is empirically inadequate. We look first at canonical E-femimanguages — in
particular serial verb languages — and then at other typesitiiverb constructions

found across languages.

3.1 Serial verb constructions and E-framing

Serial verb constructions (SVCs) are the primary motivata positing a class of

E-framed languages. Their structural analyses are notaloigd and controversial

(Stahlke 1970, Baker 1989, Seuren 1990, Zwicky 1990, C»Ili®97, Durie

1997, Stewart 2001), but pretheoretically, SVCs are ifiabte by a series of

two or more verbs that seem to be part of a single clause. ieff-indications

of monoclausal status include shared tense, aspect, modald polarity across
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the sequence (Durie 1997: 289), and the absence of codafir@tsubordination

markers (Collins 1997: 462). Needless to say, clauses ioomgamore than one
verb, whether said to involve serial verbs or not, can cpoed to quite different
structures, and even recognized serializing languagessimaw different kinds of
serialization (Foley & Olson 1985, Crowley 1987).

Since SVCs allow for two or more distinct verbs per clausdoliows that a
clause encoding directed motion can include both mannepaiidverbs, in contrast
to the monoverbal clauses considered so far, as in the folgp@xamples from
Emai (Edoid; Nigeria) and Thai.

(34) (a) di omohela o vbioa
theman runenterat house

‘The man ran into the house.’ (Emai — Schaefer 1986: 181)

(b) chandoon (paj)
I walk go
‘I am walking (away, towards s.t.)’
(Thai — Zlatev & Yangklang 2004: 165, ex. (10))

In the Emai example (34a), the path is encoded by the wednter’, while the
manner is encoded by the veld ‘run’. Similarly, in the Thai example (34b) the
path is encoded in the vedaj ‘go’ and the manner in the veron ‘walk’. In both
languages, the manner verb precedes the path verb, anngrdenich may arise
from a temporal iconicity condition as suggested in Li (199209, ex. (34)). In fact,
Thai is unusual in allowing a sequence of several path verbsiSVCs, either
together with a manner verb, which is always leftmost, a8%aj, or without, as in
(35b).
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(35) (a) chanloon won klap json khawpaj.
I walk circle returnreverseentergo

‘I am walking in a circle, returning back inside.’

(b) chanklap khawpaj/maanaj hdoy
I returnenter go/comeinsideroom
‘| came back into the room.’
(Thai — Zlatev & Yangklang 2004: 163-164, exx. (6), (8))

The structure of Thai SVCs expressing motion events is gua@plex, with
somewhat differing descriptions being given by Muansuvwz000) and Zlatev &
Yangklang. There is agreement that Thai has both manneretibn verbs and path
verbs, including a subclass of deictic path verbs lexiagaizhe notions ‘come’ and
‘go’. Muansuwan, following Thepkanjana (1986), furthebdivides the remaining
path verbs into four types, though Zlatev & Yangklang sugtes not all of these
subdivisions are well motivated. Furthermore, Zlatev & klang introduce a class
of manner+path verbs, which does not have a clear equivaleltuansuwan’s
work. In the most elaborated SVCs, the manner verb appeatsféiiowed by a
manner+path verb, followed by one or more non-deictic patby, with the deictic
path verb appearing last; there is some freedom in the ogleri the non-deictic
path verbs with respect to each other.

Thai is not alone in distributing the path component of a om#vent across
several elements. This ‘spreading out’ is also attestethenotherwise V-framed
Caribbean English Creoles (CECs) (see (36a)), whose S\D#&eea manner verb
to combine with a deictic path verb. The expression of nantidegoal/path is
done via satellites (Winford 1990). In (36b—d), for examples path verb merely
expresses deictic motionge ‘go’, kom‘come’, andgaan‘have gone’ — and the
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goal/path is expressed either by a directional adpositidto{, in a ‘into’) or even

by an affix fwe ‘away’).

(36) (a) dema waaka di striit

theyPrROGwalk to thestreet

‘They’re walking in the street.’

(b) dema waakgoa maakit

theyprROGwalk goto market

‘They’re walking to (the) market.

(c) demronkom ina di house
theyruncomein to thehouse
‘They ran into the house.

(d) Mieri swim-we gaan
Mary swam-awayhave.gone

‘Mary swam away.’

(CEC — cf. Winford 1990)

Path encoding in E-framed languages, then, can be varieccamglex, often

involving the distinct specification of deictic and non-ct&d components. In

fact, other languages with SVCs may also distinguish deiaiid non-deictic

components, allowing them both to be expressed in the gseriof a motion

event, as in the Korean multiverb constructions describexdction 3.2. We do not

delve into this further, but Lamarre (2008) provides inthegiscussion of Chinese,

as well as a brief description of this phenomenon in otheguages representing the

various Talmyan types. What matters is that subsuming al $\hguages under

the E-framed rubric does not obviate the need to furtherlaabify them according

to finer-grained encoding of path.
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Certain other languages are said to be E-framed by Slobbht{Z)), but unlike

those with SVCs, they still use a single verb in motion evethisugh one formed
from two verb roots. For example, DeLancey (2003, 2005) udises Klamath

(Plateau Penutian; southern Oregon), in which the typemfrut is encoded in what
DeLancey calls a locative-directional stem (LDS) — a vedisencoding motion
and/or location/ground. Any motion (or location) verb meshtain an LDS and an
initial element which may be a manner-of-motion stem, asif) from DelLancey

(2003: 74). (We follow DeLancey’s conventions, indicatligSs and their glosses

in boldface.)

(37) (a) holhi ‘run inside’
(b) hol?aal'a ‘runinto the fire’
(c) homee@ ‘runinto a hol€

(d) howwa ‘runinto water’

Interestingly, DeLancey (2003: 72ff.) notes that some Kd#mLDSs are devel-
oping aspectual functions. For instance, the LBISG ‘down’ can contribute
‘a completive aspectual sense reminiscent of English vatigles or Russian
prefixed prepositions’ (2003: 73). If LDSs, like the mano&motion elements they
combine with, are verb stems, then Klamath verbs instanéiatE-framed option,

albeit one instantiated at the word level (Slobin 1996).

Reminiscent of Klamath are languages with verb-verb (VVinpounds con-
sisting of a manner plus a path verb. Such compounds argpablyde another
E-framed strategy. Examples from Japanese follow; thevindd is in the so-called
Renyoo form and the second bears tense and aspect infleciied fiere in the
infinitive).
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(38) (a) kake-agaru (run-go.up) ‘run up’

(b) hai-noboru  (crawl-climb) ‘crawl up’

(c) kake-mawaru (run-go.around)  ‘run around’

(d) tobi-mawaru (jump-go.around) ‘jump around’
(Matsumoto 1996: 211, ex. (21b))

Once again, these compounds are found in monoclausal wotistrs. Specifically,
working in LFG, Matsumoto argues that they have simple fiometi and argument
structure (1996: 220ff.). Nishiyama (1998), working in anlmalist framework,
analyzes them instead as syntactically complex serial stetztures, though still
monoclausal. As with other forms of motion event encodiing tompounding
strategy in Japanese is used for a variety of event typeg@srented extensively
by Matsumoto (1996: section 8.1).

A given language could indeed have access to both SVCs andovpaunds,
demonstrating two E-framed options. (39) shows a typicdione-path sequence
in Mandarin for encoding directed motion events, thoughitriclear on the surface

whether it is an SVC or VV compound.

(39) woOpaochu le chifang
| run exit/outPREkitchen

‘| ran out of the kitchen.’ (Chen & Guo 2009: 1751, ex. (4))

It is likely that both structures are available. The examplél0) shows that a DP
describing the path may intervene between the verbs, stigged serialization

rather than lexical compounding.

(40) ... héng feida-x1-yang dao Meéigub
horizontalfly Atlantic.Oceararrive/toAmerica
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‘fly across the Atlantic to America.’

(http://gcsr.bokee.com/viewdiary.15001541.html)

Only some VV sequences allow this. For example, it is not iptes$o insert a path
phrase between the verbs in a sequence when the first (maenedoes not entail
displacement towards a goal, as exemplified by the contrg4ti), whose first verb
huang means ‘wander around aimlessly’. The adjacency requireorethe verbs
in (41a) suggests these VV sequences may be compounds, S¥iide are also

available, as in (40).

(41) (a) congyu Changchenguuang dao Yung anghiku
from ancientGreat.Wall wanderarrive/toYunganggrotto
‘Wander from the ancient Great Wall to the Yungang Grotto.’
(http://tour.fblife.com/shownews/20383)
(b) *conggl Changchenfpuang yuaniu dao Ylng anghiku
from ancientGreat.Wall wanderfar roadarrive/toYunganggrotto
Intended: ‘Take the long route from the ancient Great Wathto

Yungang Grotto.

Of course, there is some debate as to whether SVCs and VV aordpare
truly equipollent, that is, whether the multiple verbs h#ve same status. If one
of the verbs turns out to be the grammatical head, and the(sjheubordinate,
then they could represent another type of S- or V-framed tooctson. However,
there is no clear consensus in the literature on the questibeadedness of such
constructions, with different authors making differenbposals, even for the same
language, which may or may not extend beyond the languaggstle examining.
For serial verb languages, Chen & Guo (2009: 1751) pointr@itdome researchers
take the path verb to be the head in Mandarin SVCs, while sttisagree, with
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no apparent consensus emerging. Thepkanjana (1986) mopofiat structure

for Thai SVCs, consistent with the claim that Thai is E-franbut Muansuwan
(2000) argues that Thai SVCs have considerable internadtsie. Baker (1989)
argues that serial verb languages have doubly-headed g, W (1991: 109f.)
argues that SVCs involve a series of stacked VPs each witiwitshead, though
one of these verbs acts as the head of the whole constru€adims (1997) also
proposes a variant of a stacked VP structure in which thentest verb would most
likely be taken to be the head. In contrast, Stewart (200j0es that some serial
verb constructions are doubly-headed, while others areRutVV compounds,
Matsumoto (1996: 211, 223ff.) and Nishiyama (1998) argws the right-hand
verb is the head in Japanese VV compounds, while Li (1993)emrdhat such
compounds are head-initial in Mandarin and head-final iradape. Similarly, if
one of the two stems in a Klamath bipartite root is the heatl®ferb, its E-framed
characterization is called into question. Although moreesech is needed into the
analysis of these options, they all unquestionably repites@ys of combining
manner and path within a single clause beyond the standanb.SY-framed
dichotomy. For this reason we continue to treat them asndist— although, as
discussed, uniting them under one umbrella classificatlustures the diversity

represented by the various constructions labeled ‘egleipiol

3.2 Other multiverb constructions

SVCs have been singled out because they suggest an E-franmgpthbe type, but
other multiverb constructions are cited in the literatagmin typically in V-framed
languages, which are not so clearly equipollent. Many maparJapanese motion

events contrast the monoverbal (42a) with the biverbalY42b
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(42) (a) ??John-wakishi-e oyoida.
JohnToP shore-toswam

‘John swam to the shore.

(b) John-wa kishi-e oyoide-itta.
JohnToP shore-toswimming-went
‘John swam to the shore.
(Japanese — Yoneyama 1986: 1-2, exx. (1b), (4b))

Example (42a) shows yet again that in Japanese, as is atréstctof a V-framed
language, a path satellite cannot be combined with a marerbr@ntil-markers,
discussed in section 2.3.1, being the exception). In centfd2b) uses a manner
verb in the-te participial form and a path verb to convey both manner and pat
in a single clause. According to Matsumoto (1996: ch. 9)s¢hmgether form a
complex predicate (although Yoneyama (1986: 2) calls thesmplex verbs’ and
Tanaka (2002: 421) lexical ‘TE-compounds’). Such examples not obviously
equipollent, as the manner verb bears a participial morghetthough they are
still monoclausal.

Korean is also said to be V-framed; however, manner and pathboth be
conveyed in the multiverb construction illustrated in (43Ghoi & Bowerman 1991,
Wienold 1995, Kim 1997, Im 2001nter alia).

(43) (a) Ku salam-i cip-ulo ttwui-e kassta.
thatpersonNOM house-taun-CN went

‘That person ran to the house.’

(b) Ku salam-i cip-ulo ttwui-e tul-e kassta.
thatpersonNOM house-taun-CN enter<N went
‘That person ran into the house.’ (Korean — Slobin & Hoitirgpa)
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This construction involves a verb sequence made up righaftef a deictic path

verb, a non-deictic path verb (optional), and a manner \tats distinguishing two
types of path verbs. The rightmost verb bears tense, wiélettiers are followed by
the connective morphemeand lack tense. The precise analysis of this construction
is again the subject of debate, with Choi & Bowerman (1991): &lling it a
compound, Kim (1997: 495) a complex predicate, and Im (2@%%) an SVC;

Jo (1990) and Zubizarreta & Oh (2007: 64ff.) argue explicthd extensively that

it is an SVC. We do not attempt to resolve this issue; the pgsiatmply that these
constructions represent yet another multiverb option e@s¢hlanguages that goes

against their usual V-framed classification.

3.3 Summary

Even with a third typological class, some facts are not g&siplained. Languages
may be V- or S-framed in non-E-framed contexts even when déilew E-framed
encoding, some multiverb options are not quite so clearlyipeilent as others,
and some SVC languages exhibit mixed behavior even in Eddaencoding.
In Mandarin, all three encoding options — V-, S-, and E-frdnfpotentially of
two kinds) — are available, and any one of these classifiesii® arguably valid,
making any single classification seem contrived. Finallgneif one option is more
frequent in a language than the others, and thus fulfills ¥alrt2000) dictum
that the typological approach should capture the colldginequent, and pervasive
patterns of motion event encoding in a language, assignsiggie classification
to that language is undesirable, as it obscures the aVéyadfi other options. If a
particular motion event encoding option is available torayleage, no matter how
minor or infrequent, then an approach that accommodatepiieferable to one that
does not.
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4. THE ROLE OF MORPHOLEXICAL AND MORPHOSYNTACTIC RESOURCES

The data surveyed in the previous sections show a wide yaoktncoding

possibilities for motion events that do not fit comfortalbtya a two- or three-way
typology. They also show that some options involve one nmotirb, while others
involve two or more. The former are the focus of Talmy’s wattke latter have
figured in work that extends his typology. The question is wWie/number of verbs
should play a role in determining the available encodingomgtfor directed motion

events. We argue that constraints as in (3), repeated Imnee|ight on this question:

(44) (a) Verbisthe only clause-obligatory lexical catggor

(b) A verb may lexicalize only one of manner and path.

The requirement in (44a) reflects the more general requimethat all main clauses
contain a verb (excepting copular constructions in somguages). Similarly,
(44b) is an instance of a more general constraint on how muadhvahat type
of semantic information can be packaged into a verb mearmiatjowing Levin

& Rappaport Hovav (1998) (see also Pinker 1989 and Grimsl@%)? a verb’s
meaning can be thought of as being composed of two distietsa One is an
event schema, built from a small, universal set of primgig@g. causation, process,
change-of-state, change-of-location, existence) thesent the verb’s basic event
type. The second facet, and the one relevant here, is soosydiratic semantic
material, now often referred to as the ‘root’ (after Pesgts®95), which crucially
distinguishes among semantically related verbs. Rootarfed a limited set of
‘ontological types’; two of the most important are mannemHradication of how
a particular action is performed — and result — an indicatibthe result state or
location of the action.
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Moreover, various researchers have argued that the caegdresult and goal

(a subpart of a path) are manifestations of a single more lsaségory, or perhaps
reducible to one another. Talmy (2000: ch. 3) himself sedk he types of Core
Schema in an event, loosely the component that determimeesvéint’s temporal
structure. More specific arguments that goal and resulesgmt a single category
are based on their comparable contributions to the aspeptaperties of the
predicate, including telicity (Tenny 1987, 1994; Dowty 19%Krifka 1998; Hay
et al. 1999; Rappaport Hovav & Levin in press) and duratiyilyechsler 2001,
2005; Beavers 2002, 2006, 2008b). A second similarity cofrm® argument
realization: figures of motion events and patients of chasfggate events tend to
be realized as direct internal arguments (Rappaport & L&8@3, Dowty 1991,
Baker 1997, Krifka 1998, Beavers 2006), while paths andltesare realized
as obliques or as secondary predicates, as discussed ions2ct. Indeed, this
similarity is a key motivation for the localist hypothes@r(iber 1965; Lyons 1967,
Anderson 1971; Jackendoff 1972, 1983 DelLancey 2000), afindhis hypothesis
takes path as basic (as Talmy 2000 seems td3dohus, following the common
assumption that coming to be in/at a location is like cominde¢ in/at a state
and vice versa, (44b) is just an instance of a more generateont proposed by
Levin & Rappaport Hovav (1991, 1992) and Rappaport Hovav &ihéin press)
that while a verb root may lexicalize manner or result, it nmay lexicalize both
simultaneously? a separate statement is not needed for motion verbs. Asgumin
that languages can lexicalize only one of manner or resutenverb, a two-way
typology is the logical outcome for sentences with one vexiplaining the appeal
of Talmy’s typology. However, once languages with multiv&onstructions are
taken into account, positing a third class of E-framed |laggs appears to be a

natural next step.
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Furthermore, the goal of a motion event can be expressed asiy encoding

option that can convey the appropriate semantics. Mostooisly, goals are
expressed using dedicated goal markers, such as Englidhut there are two
alternative semantic notions that allow for goal consspgiving rise to alternative
expressions of this notion: boundary and location. Theomotif boundary was
introduced in section 2.3.1, in the contextwftil-markers. When occurring with a
spatial complement, such markers, which are neither asplecbr result-denoting
in nature, are understood as contributing a goal becausspiigal complement
must be understood as a boundary. In addition, as discussséction 2.1.2

some apparent goal markers are in fact markers of locatiba.use of location

markers to express goals is not surprising since a goal lisftastidamentally a

location, albeit the final location in a motion event. Thisacdcteristic of goals
is reflected in analyses that decompose directional adpositnto layered PPs
with a directional head selecting for a locative head (se® Reemsdijk 1990,

Rooryck 1996, Koopman 2000, den Dikken 2003, Svenonius 224)Y Riemsdijk

& Huijbregts 2008, among others). Thus, the expression alggas boundaries
or locations represent other, less recognized, semantsp@etives on the notion
of goal, which allow for additional encoding options. Loogiat paths from this
perspective, we see that paths are expressible as promafgssthat measure
changes, entities with physical extent, or a series of iooat Again, there is no

reason to treat path as a unique category subject to uniagstramts.

With this background, we turn to the consequences of (44)nfotion event
encoding. The options for expressing a given event in a gi@eguage fall into
two main classes: manner in the verb or path in the verb (d thass is discussed
below). Each determines a different set of possibilitiesgiocoding or combining
both manner and path in a clause (setting aside goals aglosaintil section 5):
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(45) (a) Path as VIf path is expressed in V for a given expression, then

(i) if the language has monoclausal multiverb constructjananner

may also be expressed as a V.

(i) if the language has manner adverbials (ideophonesprsiiate

clauses, adverbs), these may encode manner.
(b) Manner as VIf manner is expressed in V for a given expression, then

(i) if the language has monoclausal multiverb construatjgrath may

also be expressed as a V.

(i) if the language has appropriate result satellitesxXeasfj applicatives,

semantic cases, adpositions, particles), these may epetile

(i) ifthe language hasantil-markers, these may be used to encode path.

The encoding of the meaning component not expressed in ttiedepends on
available language-specific resources for encoding andoicong manners and
results in a clause. These resources need not be specific ttonnewents. For
example, French and Japanese share a number of crucialrggepegarding
morpholexical and morphosyntactic inventories. Both lapklicative morphemes
(cf. Tswana), aspectual affixes (cf. Russian), particlesgerman), semantic cases
(cf. Finnish), bipartite verb stems (cf. Klamath), and tesatellites (cf. English).
Therefore, there are only two possibilities for encodinthpeft in both languages
from those discussed in sections 2—3: path verbauatitmarkers. Likewise, there
are only two options in both languages for encoding mannanmar verbs and
subordinate adverbial clauses. Both languages expldaaloptions.

We cannot, however, predict which options will be availdhla given language.
For example, either French or Japanese could have lagkiédmarkers (though
we know of no such languages) or path verbs (as may be therc&essian). Nor
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can we predict which resources of the ones available willalst be employed for

encoding motion events. Although Japanese allonti-markers to encode path,
the availability ofuntil-markers is not sufficient for their use in path encoding.
For example, few English speakers accaptil in the expression of goals (cf.
John strolled to/??until the pajk Furthermore, even if a particular resource is
both available in a language and exploited in its motion troigsons, this does
not predicthow it interacts with other resources. Rather, the availableo$e
combinatorial processes for putting these resourceshegeepresents a further
dimension of variation (Bouchard 1995; Pustejovsky & Bu885 Cummins 1996,
1998; Song & Levin 1998). For example, we have shown thatest e following
combinatorial options are exploited by different langusaipe encoding manner and

path without using path satellites (in the narrow, Talmyanse):

(46) Compositional method Example language
Serial Verbs (€.9. Vanner Vpath) CEC, Emai, Thai, Mandarin
Compound Verbs (e.9. Vanner+Vpatn) Japanese, Mandarin

Complementation (e.9. ,Vanner PP/DR ) English
Subordination (€.9. Mun Vmanner-participle)  All languages (?)
Adjunction (e.g9. Van ADVP/PR,4ner) All languages (?)

Again, the possible options for encoding motion events aterchined by general
properties of a language; they are not specific to these @atohe. For example,
despite their very similar morpholexical inventories, aagse allows VV com-
pounds and Me-V complex predicates, while French does not. Thus, Jaganes
allows V- and E-framed options, while French only has thener, although both
languages also hawmtil-markers, a type of S-framed option. Thus, this difference
has significant consequences for the encoding optionsaél@ilo each language.
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Interestingly, depending on the resources available ta iBnguage may even

allow both canonical S- and V-framed constructions. Fongxa, both English and
Hebrew (the latter sometimes classified as V-framed; Slabidvb) have manner
verbs, path verbs, manner adverbial participles, and gigasitions, yielding both
canonical encoding types, as shown in the Hebrew examplg¢s( their English

translations.

(47) (a) ha-kelewaxal la-meluna.
the-dog crawledto.the-doghouse

‘The dog crawled into the doghouse.’

(b) ha-kelewixnas la-meluna bi-zxila.
the-dog enteredo.the-doghousmm-crawly
‘The dog entered the doghouse crawling.’
(Hebrew — Itamar Francez, p.c.)

Indeed, in addition to the options in (45), there is a seld@oubssed third option:
encodingNEITHER manner nor path in the main verb, but rather encodiogH
as satellites. English instantiates this option as in (48R)the more commonly

discussed options in (48b, c)).
(48) (a) John moved stealthily out of the bedroom.
(manner = adverb, path = adposition)
(b) John stole out of the bedroom. (manner =V, path = adpogiti

(c) John left/exited the bedroom stealthily. (path =V, marm adverb)

This third possibility arises simply from the resourcesilade in English, includ-
ing path, manner, and pure motion verbs, plus result and eraatellites.
What emerges is a more varied picture of motion event engoblath within
and across languages. Languages will share similaritiBewimotion is encoded
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only in as much as they share types of manner, result, boyndiad argument

marking resources and combinatorial processes for putie@ieces together. We
should not, then, expect a small number of language typdsresipect to motion
constructions, but rather as many types of languages as éinercombinations of
relevant resources, and indeed the data discussed in tbedgng sections attest
to this. Despite this, not all options for motion event enogdhave equal status,
as we discuss in section 6. First, though, we expand our appro include non-

grammatical factors that contribute to motion event enogdi

5. LOCATIONS WITH DIRECTIONAL INTERPRETATIONS THE ROLE OF

PRAGMATICS

As discussed in section 2.3.3, the literature on V-framedjlages includes a
growing number of examples of manner verbs with PP depesddmnth are used
to encode directed motion events — an apparently S-framedderg strategy.

We take as our starting point two factors which allow us to pare these data
directly to comparable examples found in S-framed langsiagest, researchers
who note such examples in V-framed languages often sinediasly note that
they involve only a handful of manner-of-motion verbs (Ad@en1997, Folli &

Ramchand 2005, Zubizarreta & Oh 2007, Folli 2008, Gehrke820énd second,
the PPs in these examples are invariably locative in natee 6ection 2.1.2).
These two factors are also relevant for S-framed languagese the directional
interpretation of locative PPs is often attributed to pragminference involving the
verb, the locative adposition, and context. We suggestliigasame explanation is
available for the V-framed language examples: directioriatpretations of locative
adpositions should be available with the appropriate pedggnsupport even in the
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absence of morphosyntactic devices for directly expregsdirection in a PP. (See

also Levin et al. 2009 for further developments of this pisaig

Studies of English and some other S-framed languages hawgee@out that
in some circumstances locative phrases can be understogdads rather than
locations, both with directed motion verbs and with manofemotion verbs (see
Thomas 2004, Gehrke 2006, and Nikitina 2008 on English; BeR006 on Dutch;
Biberauer & Folli 2004 on Afrikaans; Tungseth 2004, 2008 arWegian; Israel
2004 on Russian; Nedashkivska 2001 on Ukrainian). In Engfer examplejn
and on are locative, contrasting witinto and onto, which are inherently goal-
markers (although see footnote 4). feandon may receive goal interpretations in
certain contexts. For example, such an interpretationdsable for (49a) if John is

standing just outside the room and for (49b) if Kim is stagdiext to the bed.

(49) (a) John walked in the room.

(b) Kim jumped on the bed.

Specifically, locative phrases are understood as goalssphgdn those contexts
that allow a reader or hearer to infer that a goal interpiatas intended. Evidence
comes from an extensive corpus study by Nikitina (2008),ciwhdentifies some
contextual factors that facilitate a directional intetat®n of in. For example, a
goal interpretation of the PPs in (49) is unavailable if JohriKim was standing
some distance from the relevant location (e.g. down a lofigrag) (and similarly

of course for a location interpretation).

Furthermore, Nikitina points out that verbs that are inhdyepunctual and thus
naturally describe a transition are more likely to be fourithun goal PPs than
verbs that describe a process. In particulais found less often with manner-of-
motion verbs (which tend to describe processes with duratitan with directed
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motion verbs (which are more likely to allow punctual, trisios readings); see also

Thomas (2004). Interestingly, the manner-of-motion véns Gehrke (2006, 2008)
cites as showing the comparable phenomenon in Dutch ardyainehile those
that disallow it are durativ& Turning to the complements of such prepositionss
found more often with ‘containers’ — locations with wellfoheed boundaries, such
as rooms, pools, boxes, and cars — than it is with ‘areas’ atilmas that lack such
boundaries, such as forests, neighborhoods, fields. AsibNkpoints out, it is more
plausible to infer a punctual transition into a containerttan area, thus allowing
for a focus on the result location rather than on the extepddid of motion. These
semantic effects are clear evidence against treating pitepts in English such as
in as having both locative and directional readings, since thgical ambiguity
would be expected to be more consistently available. Theetianal interpretation
of these PPs, then, is better understood by positing a ptagbasis.

On a pragmatic account, we expect that location phrasesdshave comparable
directional interpretations in path languages, as long a#extual support is
available. We argue that this is so, and therefore that ile&Ps should not be
used as evidence that these languages express motion in thatagiashes with
their Talmyan type. As mentioned in section 2.3.3, Pourcé&ldfecka (2006: 35)
and Stringer (2003: 46) note that in French the location erat&nscan receive a
goal-marking interpretation in the right context, as shawb0) and (51) (repeated
from (31) and (32) in section 2.3.3). Not only is this ‘nomoaical’ use odansin
(51a) possible, but in the context of a mother shouting tcchédren it is actually
more natural-sounding than the equivalent ‘canonicaltafffed expression of the
same meaning in (51b) (cf. the oddity of the English tramnstat

(50) Il courtdansle jardin.
heruns in  thegarden
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‘He runs into the garden.’ (French — Pourcel & Kopecka 20@j: 3
(51) (a) Allez, couronsdansla maison!
go-2rPL, run-1PL in  thehouse

‘Come on, let’s run in the house!’

(b) ?#Allez, entrons dansla maisonencourant!
go-2rL, enter-PL in  thehouse in running
‘Come on, let’s enter the house running!
(French — Stringer 2003: 46, ex. (7))

Kopecka (2009) reports on an in-depth corpus study exagpitive factors
favoring such interpretations in V-framed French. Her gtednfirms that the
factors relevant to English extend to French. For instaam&shown in (50) and (51),
dans‘in’ is more likely to be understood &aato with locations that can be viewed
as delimited — that is, as being ‘containers’ rather tharphirtareas’. Although
Kopecka limits her study to ten manner-of-motion verbs, fads that the verbs
denoting manner of motion that are most likely to produceldisement are those
that are most likely to be found with locative phrases undexd as goals. This
dovetails with Allen et al.'s (2007) observation that manokemotion verbs can
be subdivided into those that describe forms of motion tletessarily produce
displacement to some goal, such as running, walking, flyang, perhaps jumping
and rolling, and those that do not, such as dancing. Verbseofitst type involve
manners characteristic of animate entities and are typicasled with the intent
of reaching a goal, suggesting that they may indeed at legdtdate a notion of
path, though they do not lexicalize direction or result,piesclaims that they do
by Alonge (1997) and Folli & Ramchand (2005) for Italian ar&bFegas (2007) for
Spanish; see also Mateu (2008: 246, n. 29). None of thesesfudhfortunately,
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considers the durative/punctual criterion, although Blaii¢2005: 514) notes that

‘immediacy’ or ‘suddenness’ of the overall event is a préypef many comparable
Italian examples.

These observations are confirmed in corpus studies of SpdwyisMartinez
Vazquez (2001) and Fabregas (2007). Fabregas notea ih&und with a direc-
tional interpretation precisely with those manner verbgtvimply displacement,
despite the purported V-framed status of Spanish. Siméaults emerge from
Martinez Vazquez’s study, which systematically expddtes range of semantic sub-
classes of motion verbs in Spanish; she reports on all typpkrases understood
as goals, including those expressed wittiil-markers, but importantly cites a fair
number of examples wita, typically found with those manner-of-motion verbs that

imply displacement (see Fabregas 2007: 168-169, ex. (3)fiher examples):

(52) (a) ... deslizandose las habitacioneslelas bailarinas...
slipping totheroom of thedancers

‘slipping into the dancers’ rooms’

(b) ... volarona MardePlata...
flew toMardePlata
‘they flew to Mar de Plata’
(Spanish — Martinez Vazquez 2001: 51-52, exx. (101),)j112

Stringer (2003, 2006) notes similar data in colloquial Jegs®, also involving
manner verbs that implicate displacement, although hesnib&t the judgments
are variable (see Beavers 2008a: 305-309 for further disanls

(53) (a) Akira-wa umi-no-naka-ni hashitta.
Akira-TOP seaGEN-inside-toran
‘Akira ran into the sea.’
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(b) Hidari-nitobu.
left-to  leaps

‘(He) leaps to the left. (Stringer 2003: 46-53, exx. (5H¢P

Independent of a language’s Talmyan type, a pragmaticentsr of directed
motion can arise when context facilitates it. Although d &dcount of how such
interpretations arise is still necessary, a theory of nmo@eent encoding must be
flexible enough to allow for them. Our approach more easilyoaunodates the
use of inference to attribute goal interpretations to liveaéxpressions than an
approach that explicitly posits a two- or three-way typglogince we make no
predictions about the presence or absence of such intatipres beyond the fact
that putatively V-framed languages tend to lack lexicalipath encoding satellites.
However, nothing prevents interpretive processes thatvdticative expressions to

take on such meanings in a given context, creating appareangd behavior.

6. CONCLUSION: REVISITING TALMY 'S TYPOLOGY

We have argued that the range of attested crosslinguisgcgiiy in motion event
encoding points to a much richer typology of languages tlyaically assumed.
However, the options exploited in a given language are caingd by the more
general manner, result, boundary, and location encodismurees available to it,
and the resources available for putting them together. ,Tthes crosslinguistic
diversity in motion event encoding can effectively be reslido a more basic
form of typological diversity. In this concluding sectioneweturn to Talmyan
typologies, and suggest that they may be a by-product ofriteeaiction of more
basic typological parameters with factors affecting how thlevant resources are
used.
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Although a particular language may have multiple optiorelable for encoding

manner and path, some may be preferred on independent groiamdexample
due to morphosyntactic complexity or to preferences fotaiertypes of lexemes
over others within the lexical inventory of a language. Wegibéyy considering
morphosyntactic complexity. The use of encoding optios #re less complex —
and, thus, presumably easier to process — is preferred tosthef more complex
ones. As a conseqguence, a language might appear to have dimited set of
encoding options available than it actually has. Consi&,(which includes
several acceptable descriptions in Japanese of an evattrofudnning to the station

in which both manner and path are encoded:

(54) (a) John-waeki-ni itta.
JohnToOP station-towent

‘John went to the station.’

(b) John-wa eki-ni  hashitte-itta.
JohnToP station-torunning-went

‘John went running to the station.’

(c) John-wa eki-made hashitta.
JohnToP station-untilran

‘John ran to the station.’

(d) John-wa hashitteeki-ni itta.
JohnToP runningstation-towent
‘John went to the station running.’

(Japanese — Yoneyama 1986: 2, ex. (4))

Presumably, (54a) is the least morphosyntactically compelent description,
involving a single path verb that entails or selects for tlbalgPP, while (54b)
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involves a Vte-V complex predicate of the type discussed in section 3.8, an

(54c) makes use of an adjunct PP headed byrditmarker, and thus involves the
boundary/goal inference discussed in section 2.3.1, gdsidmantic complexity.

The option in (54d), despite showing the participial form also found in (54c),

involves a subordinate participial clause; thus, it isytrblclausal (Matsumoto

1996: ch. 9), as reflected in the lack of adjacency of the twbsjeand represents
a grammatically more complex option. Of these options, (3glanost preferable

on complexity grounds, while (54d) is least preferable. dtieer two options are

both suboptimal, but better than (54d). This suggests Hpankese favors V-framed
encoding, with tendencies towards E-framed encoding. Roméanguages have
a similar spectrum of options with one exception: there arequipollent forms.

Given the more limited options, French appears to conformenatosely to the

V-framed ‘ideal’.

Similarly, the putative S-framed tendencies noted for Ehginay arise because
the canonical S-framed pattern, manner verb plus pathisated presumably the
least marked of the available options; these were illustrat (48) and are repeated
here. The example in (55b) avoids the manner adverbialsreshif manner is

expressed via a satellite, as in the other two sentences.
(55) (a) John moved stealthily out of the bedroom.
(manner = adverb, path=adposition)
(b) John stole out of the bedroom. (manner =V, path = adpogiti
(c) John left/exited the bedroom stealthily. (path =V, mamm adverb)
Thus, the relative complexity of available options may fasome over others,
in turn yielding strong tendencies within a language thay maasquerade as

categorical constraints.
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The issue of complexity arises in a second form with respethé optionality

of expression of some components of motion events. Opiignial inherent in
Talmy’s verb/satellite contrast: satellites of all typeswhether path- or manner-
encoding — are generally optional, unlike the main verbateflites are optional,
then the question arises of when they need to be expressisdjdéstion has been
addressed by a comparative study of manner encoding in dnglh S-framed
language, and Greek, a V-framed language. Papafragou €04l4) show that
the frequency of manner encoding is dependent not just ogukege type but
also on whether the manner in question is ‘inferable’ or tppa. Given a scene
with a man walking up the stairs (where walking is a canonaal thus easily
inferable way to go up stairs), English speakers tendeddananer verbs (with or
without path PPs), while Greek speakers tended to simplypateverbs, leaving
the manner unexpressed, as might be expected given the iggodges’ Talmyan
types. However, when Greek speakers were presented witesegth unexpected
manners of motion (e.g. a plane flying upside down), the ®eqy of manner
encoding (either through complex manner adverbials or miawaerbs) increased
significantly. This suggests that there may be a preferemcehoosing encoding
options that avoid the use of satellites, especially morepimmsyntactically or
semantically complex satellites suchuagil-markers or subordinate clauses which
are typically used in V-framed languages if manner is in #VvThis observation is
also made by Slobin (1996), who notes the considerable fasaener information
in English-to-Spanish novel translations. It appears spatakers avoid satellites
when possible; their use depends on how necessary the mgeaomponents
they would encode are to the event description, as well as ihtevable these

components are from context. A dispreference for satslliteny in turn move
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certain languages towards the more predominant use ofréither S-framed

encoding options, even if other options are available.

Preferences for some encoding options in a given language als® arise
due to the shape of its verb lexicon, as verbs are the linchpth in previous
typologies and in our approach. Although nearly every lagguhas both path and
manner verbs, languages differ significantly as to how maeps of each type
they have. A language may prefer certain types of motionrgesmns depending
on its having a greater number of path vs. manner verbs. Mosgjuages have
basic path verbs such as Englisbme and go, but there is more variability
as to whether they have available path verbs that encodeefudirectional or
orientational information, such approach(i.e. ‘go towards’) orenter(i.e. ‘go
in’). Crosslinguistic differences in verb inventories aven more pronounced for
manner verbs. Most languages have verbs describing velynasners of motion
like walk, run, fly, andswim but fewer also provide highly contentful manner-of-
motion verbs such aamble‘walk in a leisurely manner’jog ‘run for exercise
(or) at a slow and regular paceialtz ‘dance to a three-beat rhythm’, and the
like (Wienold 1995, Slobin 2000; see also section 2.2). énse plausible that the
encoding options preferred in a certain language would beetlihat exploit its

lexicon to the fullest®

There is also crosslinguistic variation in which meaningiponents are encoded
in a motion verb. For instance, in Atsugewi (Hokan; North@atifornia), rather
than path and manner, a motion verb may encode propertidseedigure. Thus
the Atsugewi verb rootlup- is used to describe the movement or location of
‘a small shiny spherical object (e.g. a round candy, an dijebdailstone) ...’
(Talmy 2000: 57-58). Atsugewi is classified by Talmy as $rked, as path is not
specified by its motion verb roots, yet its motion verbs leize meanings quite
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different from the verbs in the more familiar Indo-Europegyframed languages

such as English, German, and Russian. Classifying thensd-framed tells us
that the verb root does not lexicalize path, but says littkeus what it actually does
containt’

Thus, Talmy’s typology results from numerous convergingtdes, including
the overlap of path/manner (or rather result/manner) engoth the verb, the
verb’s obligatoriness, and the independent availabifityamious means of encoding
manners and paths, combined with preferences for certairvadal encoding
possibilities over others. A similar conclusion is reaclbgdSlobin (1996), who
argues that languages may exhibit a range of encoding aptibough only some
of these options will be viewed as relatively simple or cqli@l (due in part
to preferences a language may exhibit for certain encodpigpms because of
its typological status). These options will become preférfor speakers of the
language as part of the development of a canonical rhetatitegy, with other
available options being dispreferred. We agree in spitih\8Blobin’s reasoning, but
suggest that although there is crosslinguistic variatasnrg the availability otintil-
markers, compounding, or serialization), not justr option is in principle possible
in any language. Rather, variation follows from more basmion-independent
resources a language has, so that on a language-by-langasigeve can still make

certain clear predictions about what options a languageatiauy.

This conclusion has ramifications for proposals that Tantyo-way typology
arises from a ‘macroparameter’, as in Mateu & Rigau (20023|ntyre (2004),
Zubizarreta & Oh (2007), and especially Snyder (1995a, 20@% focus on
Snyder’s proposal, which has been perhaps the most infaligoeirticularly in work
on language acquisition (e.g. Liceras & Diaz 2000, Sny@ed2 Slabakova 2002).
Snyder introduces the Compounding Parameter, which diffeates languages
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according to whether they allow productive noun-noun (Ndfhpounding; he then

proposes a strong connection between the availability ofddiMpounding and a
cluster of phenomena said to involve ‘complex predicatenfiiion’, including the
availability of directional complements to manner-of-iatverbs and resultative
phrases. In this way, Snyder connects the Compounding Rtearto Talmy’'s
typology. If Talmy’s typology is indeed epiphenomenal, rireccounts based on
such parameters are called into question. In fact, Sny@erspounding Parameter
has been criticized: Guevara & Scalise (2009: 123) question morphological
grounds, while Son (2007) presents data showing that thagabigy of NN
compounding can be dissociated from the availability afiltesives (see also Mateu
2008: 245, n. 26).

In sum, we propose that the wide variation in motion evenbdmy falls out
from general constraints on how manner and path may be eddaodanguage,
together with independent properties of the morpholexicatntories and mor-
phosyntactic resources of particular languages. Althouglsuggest that Talmy’s
typology is an epiphenomenon, it emerges because the ledtsgory verb may
encode either manner or path, but not both simultaneousiginfy a language to
choose to encode one meaning component in the verb and agidepitt that is, to
choose a V- or an S-framed option. The natural question odygioses is whether
comparable explanations will prove to be applicable to o#pparent typological
differences between languages (cf. Hale & Keyser 1997, 1R68ntz-Garboden
2006 on state-derived inchoatives/causatives; Harleyp, 19997; Hoekstra 1995;
Siewierska 1998; Snyder 1995a, b; Levin 2008 on the datiterration; Folli
& Ramchand 2005 on resultatives/goal expressions; BeaX@@§, 2009b on
argument/oblique alternations and argument realizataitepns). We believe that
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they will, and we hope that this work will provide further imois to the necessary

investigations.
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FOOTNOTES
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anonymous JL reviewers, and we also thank Jurgen BohnempMsiee Ettlinger,
Itamar Francez, Hyun Jong Hahm, Hayriye Kayi, Andrew Koe@trboden,
Ulia Lierler, Jean-Philippe Marcotte, Tatiana Nikitinagter Sells, Dan Slobin,
Judith Tonhauser, Kiyoko Uchiyama, and Stephen Wechslerdigcussion,
suggestions, and comments, as well as audiences at thei@tddif/ersity in
Language Workshop, the 2006 LSA Annual Meeting, the Stahfemantics
Fest, and Trinity University. We are grateful to Malka Rappd Hovav and
Maria Polinsky for helpful discussion at earlier stagesd tesearch. Finally, we
thank Grace Song, whose earlier work with Beth Levin (Sond lagvin 1998)

was a direct precursor of this paper.

2 More accurately, Talmy’s division is based on where theRE SCHEMA is
encoded, a broad semantic category that includes patht, respect, and other
notions that may shape the temporal structure of the evadtt@some degree

argument structure; see Talmy 2000: 278ff.).

3 As discussed in footnote 14, there is still some questioroashether man-
ner/result complementarity really holds. If not, (3b) ablle weakened to
‘manner and path are two of the semantic categories that raagnboded in

the verb’.

4 Following Talmy, we focus exclusively on the encoding of mntevents in
clauses, although a reviewer asks whether motion may bededda DPs such
as The first/next/last man into the room wins a pri¥ée argue that such DPs
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do not truly describe motion events. Rather, they involvat¥ong (1997) calls

‘directional locative’ uses ahto or out ofas inthe bridge into/out of New Yok
the road into/out of the citywhere there is no motion anilto is licensed in the
presence of an ordered structure for ‘times, stages of gveegyments of objects,
and spatial traces of events’ (Fong 1997: 28). Since thdientieferred to in
Fong’s examples have one salient dimension with a partiovientation (e.g. the
choice betweeimto andout of depends on perspective), they can be viewed as
consisting of an ordered set of slices, thus defining a patlolbject and licensing
a directional locative (Fong 1997: 33ff.). Interestinglye reviewer’s examples
are felicitous only with an ordinal modifietthe (tall) man into the room won the
prize (Higginbotham 2000) — a requirement not found in the clagsabding of
motion events. The modifier requirement indicates that 8iR&imust pick out a
specific instance from an implicit sequence of similar égitwhich thus defines

the ordered structure that licenses a directional locative

5 Abbreviations used: 1, 2, 3 = 1st, 2nd, 3rd persan. = ablative;Acc =
accusativeALL = allative; CLF = classifier;CN = connective;DAT = dative;
GEN = genitive;ILL = illative; IPFv = imperfective;LoC = locative; MOD =
modification markerNOM = nominative;PART = participle; PRF = perfective;
PL = plural; PRS = present;PROG = progressive;Q = question;REDUP =
reduplicated;sG = singular; TOP = topic marker;TR = translative. We follow
glosses and translations from original sources where geaolialthough some
abbreviation labels have been changed for consistency.

6 Although for simplicity we say that certain particles, posjiions and adjectival
predicates ‘contribute telicity’, there is more to the attdetermination of
telicity. As Levin & Sells (2009) put it, these elements ‘nedielicity possible’
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with a verb that is otherwise atelic, but the actual telicfythe entire sentence

depends on the boundedness of its DPs. Thus, compare thB&ela pounded
the scrap metal flato the atelicDana pounded scrap metal flaand similarly
Dana pushed the lawnmower into the garageDana pushed lawnmowers into

the garagesee also Folli & Harley (2006) and Beavers (2009a).

Spanisha, unlike its French and Italian cognates, predominantlyashdirec-
tional rather than locative uses. This property may haveearbecause other
prepositions and/or relational nouns (eg'in’, alado denear’, dentro‘inside’)
have taken over some of its former functionality. For furtligscussion of

locativea see Fabregas (2007).

Actually, Japanese shows what could be considered a regailtaonstruction,
but only when the result XP further specifies a result statadly encoded in the

verb, as in (i).

(i) Mary-ga doresu-0 pinku-ni some-ta.

Mary-NOM dressAcc pink-DAT dye-PAST

‘Mary dyed the dress pink.’ (Japanese — Washio 1997: 5, @&h)j1

The limitation on the distribution of result XPs to contextsolving change-
of-state verbs could be viewed as the change-of-state doaralogue of a
restriction previously observed in the motion domain: gé@s in Japanese (and
other V-framed languages) are found only with path verbsclwithemselves
already entail direction. Thus, this distributional pheklfurther supports a
correlation between the notions of goal and result. Aceydb Son (2007),
Korean lacks PP resultatives (again paralleling motiorstroigtions), but does
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have adjectival resultatives. This suggests that a moregfiamed approach is

necessary to the types of secondary predication availal@déanguage.

9 Although Talmy (1985, 2000) proposes that Mandarin is #i#d, its classi-
fication is controversial. Chen (2007) and Chen & Guo (200guea that it
is E-framed, based on the properties of the motion eventdengopatterns
most frequently found in Mandarin connected discourses Ttliows Slobin’s
(1997) proposals concerning a correlation between theoma@vent encoding

and rhetorical style in languages of different types.

100ne possible exception is Russian, classified as a stroAfgnsed language in

previous work, which appears to lack path verbs entirelgl{isl 2004b: 227).

11 Italian adverbial particles also allow a path to be furtherealundantly specified
with path verbs, as inscire fuori‘exit outside’. In addition, like their Germanic
counterparts, they may assume metaphorical meaningsudtgre via‘throw
away’ (either literally or metaphorically in the sense afusinder’), and even

non-compositional meanings, efgre fuori ‘kill' (literally ‘do out’) (Masini
2005).

12 According to Ibarretxe (2004a, b), Basque, a V-framed laggy uses many of
the narrative rhetorical features that Slobin (1996, 2004a associated with S-

framed languages. We do not pursue the significance of tinés he we are not
focusing on this facet of motion events.

13The localist hypothesis, which posits that various typessehts are construed as
abstract events of motion, is used to explain why the notiesult’ is expressed

using goal markers, such as Englishn Pat exercised her way back to health
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it thus purports to account for extended uses of certainiapatepositions.

However, in terms of the analysis of basic verb meaningsppears that path
verbs should be viewed as a type of result verb (or at least boould be
subsumed under a single type) in that both denote eventsilairshange (Tenny
1987, 1994, Dowty 1991, Krifka 1998, Hay et al. 1999, Beaa#ig§6, 2008b,

Rappaport Hovav & Levin in press).

14 We assume manner/result complementarity, following a éheecent work;
however, this assumption is not entirely uncontroverdf@ontz-Garboden &
Beavers 2009, Goldberg in press). With respect to moticse¥|& Yangklang
(2004) argue for a class of ‘manner+path’ verbs in Thai (sedien 3.1),
including phloo ‘pop out’, thall ‘pierce’, andhokli ‘trip and fall’; these verbs
differ from the Klamath bipartite verbs in section 3.1 intttfzey lexicalize two
meaning components in a single monomorphemic verb. Zlatevyangklang
argue that these verbs constitute a distinct subtype, lmaseard order facts. In
SVCs manner+path verbs must occur after all the manner \eerblsefore any

path verbs:

(i) (a) chandoon phloo 7?30k paj
I walk pop.outexit go
‘| popped out, walking.’
(b) *chan phbo doon 730k paj
(c) *chan doon 730k phloo paj
(Thai — Zlatev & Yangklang 2004: 167-168, ex. (17))

This fact is attributed to a more general constraint: maweéebs occur before
path verbs and (tautologically) path verbs after mannebsjethus leaving
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manner+path verbs sandwiched in the middle. Rappaport\H\aevin (2008)

show how apparent English counterexamples to mannerfisuplementarity,
including some from the motion domain, dissolve on closengration, sug-
gesting that the purported dual semantic characterizaftidimese Thai verbs be
reexamined. What is crucial for us is that verbs are bothsgabligatory and
restricted to encoding primarily a manner or a result meaniimus, we set the

possibility of manner+path verbs aside for now.

15Beavers (2008b) discusses the durational/punctual digimof change-of-state
and motion predicates and suggests that it is intimately tiee properties of
the result/goal-denoting expression and properties ofrthiener involved in the
event; see also Beavers (2002) and Wechsler (2005).

16 We do not pursue the question of why a language may prefeaindstpes of
lexemes, e.g. manner or path verbs; such preferences maydmeiaintain its

typological ‘status’ (see Wienold 1995: 323ff.).

17 The larger question is what the full range of ontologicalgdoisities is for verb
roots. This question must be addressed by a general theggrtofneaning, and
itis presumably connected to an account of the types of Emgiénominal verbs

such adag, kayak, paint, summer, water
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