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Typological constraints in foreign language acquision:

the expression of voluntary motion by advanced Rusm learners of English

Abstract

This study examines the impact of typological caists on foreign language acquisition in a classro
setting. It explores the hypothesis adnceptual transfefrom first to foreign language L1>FL (Jarvis
2011). Based on Talmy’s (2000) distinction betw&tmb and Satellite-framedanguages, corpus-based
analyses compare descriptions of voluntary motients along three pathsH, DOWN, ACROSY, elicited

in a controlled situation from Russian advancednless of English and from native speakers (Russian,
English). Special accent is made on the encodingReevents in Russian given that this type hasyabt
been systematically explored. Results show thapite of considerable differences between Rusgidn a
English native speakers’ performance, idiosyncrétitns produced by multilinguals rarely mirror L1
motion conceptualization. The discussion highligatgors that might interact with typological caagtts

in SLA.

Key words: space, voluntary motion conceptualization, typglogdult SLA, conceptual transfer,

multilingualism

1. Introduction

Following Cook (2002: 3), an individual can be edlbilingual if she uses a FL at any level and sgpdo
any amount of itin this paper, the termioreign language(FL) and second languagélL2) are used
interchangeably. Similarly, the terntearner, bilingual, multilingualandL2 userare used as synonyms.
Cook’s definition presupposes that advanced L2 suseave considerable changes in ‘L1 thinking’,
independently of the context in which hey acquimegluages (immigrantss classroom learners) and that
they possess specific/unique TFS (“thinking foradqeg”) perspectives when using their languagess Th
vision is challenged by Pavlenko (2011: 4) whoestdéarners who acquire FL in non-immigrant corstext

rarely undergo shift in L1 TFS.

Talmy (2000) classifies Russian and English asllgattamed languages (hereaft&languages S-
languagesdisplay a specific way of mapping spatial inforioatonto linguistic means, that is, the main
verb of the utterance vs. other devices (Hendrikdiékmann 2010). A canonic&-patternencodes Path

in diverse devices associated with the main venld, lMlanner being lexicalized in the main verb root.
Russian and English share some similar periphezaicds such as prepositions, adverbs, gerunds and
infinitives. In addition, there is language-spexifieripheral means typical of both languages: yesfin
Russian and particles in English (Talmy 2000; Pakde2010). Secondly, there is variation in the seiina
structuring of Russian and English verbs (HaskoO02Mavlenko 2009Gor, Cook, Malyushenkova &
Vdovina, 2009). Finally, the third type of variatilhas been reported at the level of lexicalizaiatierns

(Hasko 2009: 363-364) where Russian shows a higbgree of variability than Englisror instance,



Russian displays ¥-patternin the pair of verbspustit'sja/spuskat’sjédescend, get dowgegve; (Hasko
2010). High variation in lexicalization patterns revealso reported in some Slavic languages other tha
Russian. For instance, Serbo-Croatian displaysguéntV-framedpattern (Filipovic 2010: 263), whereas
Polish conflates Manner and Path in verbs, @sgpinac sié[up-(non autonomous root)-itself] ‘climb-up’
(Kopecka 2010: 237).

The present study examines variation in Russiamcdézation patterns. With respect to SLA, we
investigate the role of typological factors in L&jaisition of English by advanced Russian learmdrsse
descriptions are compared with those of native lgrsaof the two languages. Previous studies have
detectedLl typological transfer>FLat different levels of learners’ proficiency: adead (Lambert,
Weimar, Flecken, Caroll & v. Stutterheim 2011; CBolLantolf 2008), intermediate (Brown & Gullberg
2011: 82) and less advanced (Hendriks & Hickmant020These studies mostly focused on comparisons
between typologically distant languages (see, hewe@adierno 2004 who studied a combination/of
language¥ Our study examinekl transferbetween typologically similar languages in biliaggiwith a
predominant L1 (Russian) and fluent L2 (English)l aefers to the theory &tructural AmbiguityMdiller,
1998), according to which the degree of transfek<(tFL) depends on theelative variability of the

languages in question.

In the following chapter, we report the variationang S-languagesevealed by previous studies in order
to present challenges that L2 learners face in 8LIAnguages belonging to the same family. In secl

we focus on the models of the bilingual mind (ShoBD06, Muller 1998, Green 1998) which are followed
by a presentation of our hypotheses concerning nd 122 speakers and the methodology used. Then
follows a presentation of our results and the dismn in which we summarize our findings in thétigf
factors other than typology which might accountrfarltilinguals’ linguistic conceptualization of moh at

the micro-level (Bassetti & Cook 2011).

2. Expression of motion in S-languages

There are several claims regarding motion talk irsgRan. We will mainly focus on three of them: g t
omnipresence of Manner in motion description (Pakde 2010, Slobin 2006); 2) the variability of
typological patterns displayed (Hasko 2009, 203Dthe semantic composition of Russian verbs emgpdi
basic types of Manner of voluntary motion (runnimglking, climbing etc.). Experts in Slavic studesl
the latter verb&erbs of Motion (hereafter VoMand distinguish betweetteterminatgarguably encoding
direction of motion) andndeterminate(denoting no particular orientation of motion) verbt is not
surprising that Russian speakers extensively udé {&md their derivatives formed through addinga§

to VoM roots) in their descriptions of motion.

L ws-pinac sigs a semi-transparent reflexive verb with a verbat which has no particular meaning in synchrony.



Talmy's cognitive and typological approach has iresp research on different aspects of lexicalizatio
patterns in languages of the world. According totdvenoto (2003), there are several perspectives
stemming from this Talmy’s framework. One of theotudses on ‘sentence constructions’ in which
linguists study main verbs and ‘other devices’ safgdy (Hickmann, Hendriks & Demagny 2008). Within
this perspective, it has been shown tBdanguagesdisplay considerable disparity (Hasko 2009, 2010,
Filipovic 2010, Schmiedtova et al. 2012; Czechowskd&wert 2011). Some studies which examine
lexicalization patterns are not limited to the leakutterances. For instance, in von Stutterhemth Hiise’s
framework (2003: 851), lexicalization patterns arelyzed at discourse level in a stretch of cormect

discourse. In this paper, the data is analyzed @iothtterance construction” and discourse level(s)

In the following section we present an overviewdifferences between English and Russian reportéukin
literature. Recent research shows that the predorom of a unique lexicalization pattern (massive
encoding of Manner in verbs with Path expressedtiver devices) irS-languagess no more than a
simplification of complex systems which vary withgard to event types analyzed, both intra- and-inte
linguistically. In the following section we how tHellowing components are expressed in Russian and
English: 1) Manner 2) aspect 3) Path.

2.1. Manner specification

In both languages, the intra-linguistic frequenéyManner specification depends on the type of nmotio
analyzed. For instance, in EngliSluT-events expressing voluntary motion mainly (68%Qaete Path both
in verbs and adjuncts (e.gome out (Slobin 2006),whereasUP/DOWN/ACROSSevents expressing
CAUSED motion massively encode Manner (Hickmanmdiis & Demagny 2008). In Russian, Manner
is encoded in 100% of descriptions representig-of-a—tree-hole events (Slobin 2006). Similarly,
Pavlenko (2009: 51) points out that Russian nasipeakers obligatorily specify ManieHowever, it
seems to hold only for the expression of motiomngl@ horizontal plane but not of a vertical one
(podn’atsia‘ascend; zabrat'sja‘climb’, zaleztclimb on/in/onto/into; spustit’sja‘descend’ slezt’ ‘climb

down’) in which Manner is not always omnipresent.

2.2. Grammatical aspect

In English aspect is encoded with specific tenk@sinstance, by means of thimg form (Schmiedtova et

al. 2011). English grammatical aspect is not aigatbry category and it is never encoded in thimitie.

In contrastRussian is « dominated » by grammatical aspect.kRussian speakers are required to mark
verb aspect, regardless of whether the markingriboés to the meaning of the sentence » (Pavlenko,
2010: 50). Aspect is marked not only in the finierb but also in the infinitive, the imperative aimd

participles.

2 Russian, English, German, Czech, Serbo-CroatiarstPoli
3 The choice lies between motion on foot, &tj.‘walk’, and motion carried out by (various) mearigransportation, e.@xat’
‘drive/ride’.



Each English verb corresponds to at least two Ras&irms (perfective/imperfective): for instanclee t
verb climb may be translated by Russian reflexive morphokdbjicsemi-transparent’ verbs such as the
imperfectivezabirat'sja or the perfectiveabrat'sja However, only reflexive verbs mentioned above are
limited to a single form per each type of aspedrfgrtive/imperfective). Other verbs display more
numerous forms including several perfectives anuesitnes secondary imperfectived\s for Russian
VoM, they display numerous forms (mostly perfectim@any of which indicate differedctionsarts(po-iti
‘start/leave-walk’) or acquire additional semantic componengsi-kodit’ ‘arrive-walk’) (Wlodarzcyk
2007). Recall that VoM paradigm is composed of mheiteate/indeterminate pairs. Each correlate
(imperfective and unprefixed) of these pairs hasrtbwn perfectives.For instance, the English vetb
run corresponds to two Russian Volbezhajper,’ and‘begajpr;’. Both correlates encode the identical
Manner of motion (running) but differ in that thiest denotes motion in one linear direction, whertdae
second contains no specific indication with respectmotion orientation (Isachenko 1960)The
determinate VoM'bezhat' combines with 19 Russian prefixes and thus formpé€ective correlates,

whereas the indetermindtegat’ has 6 perfective correlates.

To sum up, with ACROSS, UP and DOWN-events, EnglisbsS-pattern whereas with IN/OUT events,
English mainly uses Path verbs. In contrast, Rossigplays a complex and variable system with
obligatory aspect-marking. With IN/OUT events Rassgystematically lexicalizes Manner in perfective
verbs (e.gvy-letet’ ‘out-fly’). In the expression okCROSsevents and some UP/DOWN events Manner is
encoded either in the imperfective VoMeghat ‘runpper’; lezt’ ‘climb/move with the help of limbs’) or
perfective pere-bezhat across-run’;za-lezt’ za-climb’; s-lezt’ ‘down-climb’) verbs. Finally, UP- and
DOWN-events are expressed by means of prefixed -Bamsparent verbszgbrat'sja ‘climb (on),

spustit’sja‘descend’).

2.2.1.Grammatical aspect in narrations

As has been shown above, English uses a complésnsysf tenses only some of which are marked with
aspect, whereas Russian employs only two tensésdbathich are aspectual marked. Russian aspect has
an autonomous status with respect to grammaticalete (Pavienko, 2010: 49-50). When Present tense
forms combine with perfective aspect, they expriegare. The Present tense allows exclusively for
imperfective forms. As for the Past tense, it iatés with both perfective and imperfective aspeithiw

two distinct systems: aarrative and arestrospective ones (Lafite 2010). In the narrative system,
perfective aspect “is used for the introduction rw events”, meaning it marks the foreground
(Schmiedtova 2012: 3), whereas imperfective agpecks the background, slowing the narrative dynamic

down and providing descriptions and commentariesvehts introduced by the perfectives (Lafite 2010)

* Depending on the context, the English verad may correspond to 7 different verloitat’ ‘readpr’, pro-chitat’ ‘readpr, pere-
chitat’ ‘read once mokgy’, za-chitat’‘read outloughg’, pro-chita-yvat'‘read,er), pere-chit-yvat'read once mokgeg; .

5 Additionally, some indeterminate VoM have secogdarperfective derivatives, e.goxazhivat’ ‘walk from time to time; walk to
and fro’.

5 Note that this vision of VoM is not unanimous (Yirenc 1980)

" In our studywe focus exclusively on short narratives, so thespective system will not be discussed any furthe



However, according to Lafite (2010), this dichotetistinction is too simplistic: some imperfecgve.g.
with meanings of durativity) also contribute to thlet development and introduce new events jushas
perfective forms do. English does not use the sam@ans of foreground/background differentiation as
Russian (Schmiedtova et al. 2012: 4). As for ttexdiure on the acquisition of tense- and aspeittisivg

in the productions of Russian-speaking learnergrgjlish, according to Schmiedtova et al. (2012),4-5
these bilinguals idiosyncratically use past endittgsepresent completed events and non-past entbngs

represent non-completed evehts.

2.3. Path

With a few exceptions, the Russian prepositioas‘on/onto’ andv ‘in/into’ combine with both the
Locative and the Accusative cases depending onheh#éttey denote generabcationsin static situations,

or GOALS in dynamic situations, e.ga dereve/derevmn the tregoc/acc.- The same principle guides the
German system of endpoints encoding, the Dative dasoting Localisation, and the Accusative degotin
endpoints towards which motion is directed. In Rarssand German both cases combine with identical
prepositions. In contrast, English does not use caarking but instead differentiates locative, clianal

and boundary-crossing prepositioirs pnvs.to vs. into/ontd

Pavlenko (2009) compares how English and Russiatrildite Path information between different
components of utterances. Whereas English ofteraldmice between the expression of this component
either in a particle OR a preposition (dependinguether the speaker wishes to mention Ground t)r no
Russian frequently distributes Path over both &pAND a preposition. The two latter linguistic iaes in
Russian are sometimes homomorphic and express amolkess identical Path information (boundary-
crossing and reaching, as suggested by Hasko 28X0y-lezt’ v [into-to get using limbsnto]) : «[...]
satellite combinations often work in semantic apdtactic tandem to express meanings that are edcode
through a single element in English » (Pavlenko ®2050). Other verbs combine with allomorphic
prepositions, e.gperebezhat’ cherez [acrossto run acrosg. In both examples the morphological
constituents (prefixes and roots) are autonomoits tire meanings of which in autonomy are preserved

within the prefixed structures.

In some cases the distribution of Path betweenixe®efand prepositions is less clear wéttmiopaque
prefixed reflexive verbs expressing vertical motion, ejgodnimat'sja ‘ascengeg’, zabirat'sja ‘get
somewhere with the help of the limips]’. Recent research shows that there is no conseagasding the
encoding of boundary-crossing in the expressieDOWN- EVENTS in different languages, including

Russian. This leads to difficulties in the encodifigerbs expressing these events:

8 There is controversy with respect to the integtien of these results: some authors interpret §ndings as L1 transfer, whereas
others view it as the manifestation of “a genegather strategy” (Schmiedtova et al. 2012).
%n some cases on and on can denote boundaryrmas goes in the shid



There are many questions related to “ups-and-dowrasSs-linguistically that are still waiting to be
answered. For example, is the movement along &&kEexis to be treated as boundary-crossing or
non-boundary-crossing? (Filip@2010: 259)

To summarize section 2, we showed there is a styikiariability in how Manner, aspect and Path are
encoded in Russian and English. In terms of sgaaglish is often described as a highly systemastesn
which contrasts with a higher degree of variabiiityRussian. However, English seems to be much less
transparent in temporal anchoring of events becdausses a complex system of tenses, whereas Russia
employs only the Present and the Past tenses. Noan wariability between Russian and English is
demonstrated, we turn to theoretical models whiqghlaén how bilinguals cope with the variability tha

their languagepresent.

3. Processes in the bilingual mind
First of all, we refer to Green’ model (1988: 68farding to which during verbal production, a kliral
has all his languages present in his/her mind fi¢rdnt levels of activation: “in order to speakeon
language rather than another, its activation lewe$t exceed that of the other language”. The sesug
we make reference to is an on-going debate whdtmguage acquisition (both mono- and bilingual)
influences non-verbal and verbal cognition. Althlolgpme studies (Soroli, 201€zechowska et al. 201
found language-specific effects on non-verbal ciigmiin the expression of motion, this idea is widely
accepted. In contrast, there is a more widespraad that ‘codability’ of immediately available cogyts
frequently represented in language influences aialgpe of thinking which is necessary for theeding
of verbal language-specific messages. This id&adsvn as “Thinking for speaking” hypothesis (heteaf
TFS), according to which the speaker of a particldaguage assimilates “ways of looking at events”
through frequently encoded perspectives (Slobin6L98ccording to Slobin (1996), these perspectives
structure L1 discourse and interfere in SLA:
[E]ach native language has trained its speakepayadifferent kinds of attention to events [...] when
talking about them. This training [...] is exceptitiparesistant torestructuringin adult second-
language acquisition (italics are introduced byab#hor of the present article) (Slobin 1996: 89).
Our initial aim is to examine L1 restructuring ot konceptual transfer in Pavlenko’s terms (201B-24
247). The results previously reported in the liter@ are variable and depend on the combinations of
languages studied: for instance, Cadierno (2004orted a limited support for L1 transfer
(Danish>Spanish). In contrast, studies exploringnEh<->English (Hendriks et al. 2010; Hickmannlet a
2008; Lambert, et al. 2011), Japanese(L1)-Engl@h(Brown & Gullberg 2011: 82) and Korean<-
>English (Choi & Lantolf 2008) combinations providepporting evidence for L1 transfer at different
levels of L2 proficiency.
Findings stemming from the studies of French-Ehgtismbinations seem to suggest that L1 transfehtmig
depend on the linguistic variability of the systemmgolved in acquisition. We refer here to the tlyeof

Mdller (1998) who suggested that bilinguals migavdur a linguistic system/language which provides



more systematic and transparent patterns/input.edery the factor of relative variability is not cient

to explain all aspects of L2 acquisition: for insta, studies of French<->English combination shioat t
English is more systematic than French in expressib both voluntary and caused motion, which,
according to Miiller's framework, should point toi-directional transfer from English (more systeroati
language) to French (less systematic one). Howedweglish triggers massive L1 transfer only in the
expression of caused motion (Hendriks et al. 20I8¢. results regarding voluntary motion are lesdeat
(Hickmann et al. 2008). Similarly, in Choi and Lalfis (2008: 219) study of motion by English-Korean
bilinguals, results depend on the type of motioalyed: Korean is more variable than English witithb
voluntary and caused motion; however, the desonptf voluntary motion shows less L1 transfer ttizat

of caused motion.

Finally, we refer to the “Revised hierarchical miidbereafterRHM) by Kroll & Stewart (1994), mainly
inspired by sequential language acquisition. Thigleh operates at the level of translational eqeivia of
single L1 and L2 words. It assumes that L1 anddx2cbns are separate and that it is easier folirggbal
to retrieve a word in the stronger language thaa imeaker one. Finally, it suggests that similaoly.1

words, L2 words “access conceptual memory diredilyt’this link is less strong than that of L1 words

4. Hypotheses

4.1.Monolinguals

Recall that English is highly systematic and usesioere than two patterns: (a®jpatternwith DOWN-, UP-

and ACRossevents (Hendriks et al. 2010) andVepatternwith ouT-events (Slobin 2006)\We expect
native speakers of English to show a high degresystematicity in their motion talk, expressed byams

of a single lexicalizatiors-patternwith DOWN-, UP-, ACROSSvents. Russian is expected to show a less
transparent configuration of lexicalization patsgesmhich are expected to be event-type-spedif@yN-

and UP-eventsprobably displayingpatterns different from those displayed AgROSSevents.(V- and
Manner-and-Path conflation pattens S-pattern). In this case, Russian and English idsatical

typological patterns exclusively withCROSSevents.

4.2. SLA

Although the initial aim of our study is to examib& conceptual transfer in adult bilingual acquisit the
ultimate task is to understand which processedastdrs (other than L1 transfer) guide bilinguaigition
conceptualisation. If our hypothesis that Englisk &ussian encode similar types of information anly
the expression oACROSSevents, we expect learners to have difficultiegshi@ descriptions of vertical
motion. However, these difficulties might be attatad by thesystematicityof English: overall, we expect
the learners to shift to L2 relatively transparmguistic conceptualisation and to display redniag of
L1-based perspectives or frames. At the same timeeexpect such aspects of L1 TFS (such as VoM
conceptualisation and morphological verb compasjtio resist the restructuring, especially givemoa-

immersion context in which L2 acquisition of ourfigpants took place (Pavlenko 2011).



Thus, we expect both L1 and, with a greater degsgstematic L2 properties to have an impact on
bilingual acquisition. Whereas learners are suppdseuse the highly systematic English system when

representingpace temporality is expected to be influenced by atredly systematic L1 Russian.

5. Method

4.1. Participants.

The present paper differs from previous studieadlt English-Russian bilingualism (Wolff & Ventura
2009; Pavlenko; 2011; Hasko 2009; Gor et al. 2089%hat these studies focused on Russian-English
bilinguals with English being their dominant or mdanguage of environment (in the US). Our study
examines the system of Russian-English multilingyedakers residing in Russia. Most of these spgaker
had French as L3 (10 subjects out of 12). Our stoagpares three groups of participants: Russianesat
(N=12); English natives (N=17) and advanced Rusegiaitilingual learners of English (N=12). Russian
natives had no active knowledge of any L2 langugge=n that monolingual populations are non-existen
among students, we selected participants with teanmage of 48. Although they reported to have tearn
some FL at school, it means that they were lasbirtact with their FL more than twenty years ptthe
moment the experiment took place. As for the leariere mean age was 30, participants having more or
less similar social background and having never Rafssia for more than three weeks. We selected
participants with theAdvanced Levebf English which at the evaluation scale of Colrmdi Europe
corresponds to a C1 level (‘competent users’).riteoto identify learners’ levels, we asked papeits to
complete a short version of written Oxford Quickément Tesf. The learners’ age of onset of bilingual

acquisition (Russian L1 + English FL) varied frono5L1 years old.

4.2. Stimuli and procedure

The instruction was to describe 24 very short atechalips each of which lasted for no more than 30
seconds. Participants were asked to answer thetiquéd’hat happened No time limitations were
imposed. Participants were allowed to describevoas either in the process or in the end of watthiime
experimenters testing all the three groups were tilingual speakers. Those who tested
natives/monolinguals were natives of respectivguages; the one who tested multlilinguals was aaat
speaker of Russian whose dominant language washr(she has been living in France for five yearsrpr
to the experiment) and whose level of L2 Englists waughly equal to that of participants. Pigure 1
shows, the clips showed voluntary motion carrietl inwarious manners along three paths, ODOWN,
ACROSS. Note that upward and downward motion exclusivelytnaged a ‘climbing’ Manner of motion.
The supports (GROUNDS) for these types of motiorewsainly trees, poles and tables. As for ACROSS-
events, Manner of motion (as well as types of GROYMas much more variable: running, skating

sliding, swimming (roads, lakes, rivers).

Insert Figure 1

19 The Oxford Quick Placement Test distinguishes betws levelsBeginner, Elementary, Lower Intermediate, Upperrimidiate,
Advanced



4.3. Segmentation analyses

Participants produced short narratives that wett@éu decomposed into several parts. For instano&pn
represented in Figure 2 might include the desanptf a TOWARD-eventg monkey appears on the left
of the screen and heads for the Jem that of a settinglfere is a monkgyan UP-eventthie monkey is
climbing the tre a DOWN-eventdlimbing down and a final partte monkey walking to the right and
disappearing TOWARD-events and final parts of the descripsiamere not selected for our analyses of

lexicalization patters. However, TOWARD-events datacluded in our analyses of temporality.

4.4. Coding choices

4.4.1 Reflexive verbs and verbs containing thebpesi-

This section gives a detailed analysis of Russ&hs/and constructions which describe UP-eventsus.e
first examine the perfective/imperfective pair eflvszabrat'sja/zabirat'sja™* na ‘climb/get on/onto smth
reape] - According to Plunguian & Rakhilina (2007: 10uych Russian verbs are barely analyzed in the
literature, which arouses numerous questions abowt to code them linguistically. For instance,
zabrat'sja/zabirat’sjapgipr Na are ambiguous in terms of the encoding of a boyrd@ssing semantic
component for two reasons 1) it is not clear whethe prefixza- that they contain and which in Janda’s
framework (1986) denotes a lateral boundary traassion between a ‘normal’ and an ‘abnormal’ domains
retains this meaning in the prefixed structureth®) imperfectivezabirat’'sja can describe two types of a

situation (Figure 2), 1a implying no boundary-cingsand 1b implying the crossing of a lower boundar

Insert Figure 2

As for the verb root b(i)rat'sja, its meaning within the prefixed structure is difficto define. Thus, if we
translate each morphological component Zstbrat'sja/zabirat’sjapegps, We will get the following
scheme:

(1) za-birat’-sjaer [(Prefix)=lateralboundary transgression - (Verbal root)=[no particuheaning]-itself]
na derev@cc) ‘he climbs on(to) the tree’

The root brat'sja can be analyzed in two ways: 1) as an autonometls 2) as a non-autonomous root
(Dobrushina Mellina & Paillard 2001). 1) In autongrbrat’'sja hardly denotes any motion: it obligatorily
combines with a limited number of complements,.(etgt’sja za rabotyto accept/staytq a job/mission’)
Furthermore,brat’sja itself can be decomposed into the root ‘to taked dhe reflexive postfixsja
‘oneself’; [take-oneself]. 2) In the framework obbrushina et al. (2001: 139), the non-autonomouas-ro
brat'sja (as a non-decomposable whole) is associated wethdmponent of <difficulty of motion>, which,

IS, according to Stosic (2010) and Aurnague (2041¢, of the traits of Manner.

In contrast to (1) which viewzabrat'sja as a decomposable structure, we can analyze ianas

indecomposable whole without a detachable prefisthis case, the fuses Manner <use of limbs> atid Pa

1 The symbol ¥ means that the verb is not totally morphologigalansparent in synchrony.
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(arguably denoting up-ward motion when it combingth the prepositioma ‘on’ and boundary-crossing)
within a root, roughly approaching the meaning leg English combinatioklimb-up-onto This type of
interpretation does not view the meaning of the lehstructure as a sum of the meanings of its
components. In contrast, English does not displa &n ambiguity of interpretation with respectuch
types of spatial information are expressed by wkmmponents of the structure. For instancéjenclimbs

up the treethe componentslimbs(Manner)andup the tregPath) encode specific types of information

and the meaning of the whole construction is a stithe meanings of its components.

The prefixed zatbrat'sja/zabirat’'sja na ‘climb/get on/ontgepe behave differently when describing
upward motion Zabirat’sja na derevoclimb the treeyeg’;). vs motion other than upward-oriented (e.g.
zabirat'sja v dontillegally get into/trespass somebody’s hoysg', pod odejalo’'under the blanket’). In
the latter case, the boundary-crossing is cleaniylied, whereas with upward motion, the component i
perceived only by some native speakers but questidoy others. It is possible that in the course of
diachronic development such reflexive verbs hasgest losing their Path component (initially enabite
the prefix), depending on the properties of theuBd) e.g. with vertical vs. non-vertical orientatiand
their functional features. Similarly, morphologigairansparenta-lezatjes na derevoclimb on the tree’
is problematic in terms of coding because it cascdbe two types of a situation (Figure 2): withdan

without boundary-crossing.

In our datazabiraetsjaer, pres)Na derevohe climbs the treeandspuskajetsjar pres) S derevahe climbs
down the tree’ and their perfective equivalests encoded as structures containing indecomposaktbs
which do encode boundary-crossing, although, as we haverrshsuch interpretation is not the only
possible one. In our analysembiraetsjaand its perfective correlate are coded for PathMadner
conflation. Spuskat’sja/spustit’sjgepr ; are coded for Path only. As for the pair of morplgadally
transparent verbsa-lezat'/za-lezt’ (na derevdglimb on the tree’, we coded them as roots withasate

‘other devices’, the former encoding Path (boundaingsing) and the latter encoding Manner.

4.3.2. Directionality and Verbs of Motion (VoM)

The class of VoMshows lack of linguists’ unanimity as to what tgps information it expresseghere is

a large body of work on VoM which offers differe(@ometimes contradictory) explanations of their
semantics (Janda 2010; Isachenko 1960; Veyrenc; Iaak & Rakhilina 2007). As has already been
noted within Isachenko’s framework (1960), canohiteterminate/indeterminate correlates share idanti
Manner of Motion (e.gbezhat'/begat’run [prior]’) but differ in the type of directionality theyediote. In
studies inspired by Talmy’s workljrectionality/orientationis viewed as a type of Path of Motion. Thus,
within this framework, determinate VoM fuse Mania@d Path and indeterminate VoM lexicalize Manner

only.
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In contrastVeyrenc (1980) explicitly rejects the criterionwdi-/multiple directionalityclaiming that both
VoM correlates can designate identical readingsemrms of orientation depending on the presence or
absence of final GOAL PPs. Instead, this scholeriterion is theforegroundingvs. backgroundingof
motion: whereas the semantics of foregrountetionis attributed to the determinate VoM, this featisre
accessory in the semantics of the indeterminate VONE is in line with Rakhilina’s (2007) claim thia
some uses the indeterminate individual vplwvat’ ‘swimp;’ indicates rathetocalisationrather than
motion. In Veyrenc’s view, the indeterminate VoMsimate a kind of a mission or an activity. In this
respect, Veyrenc considers the following illumingtiexample On glavhym obrazom xodil: v etom
zakluchalas’ ego rabotadMost of the time he walkggr: this was his job’ (quoted and translated from
Veyrenc 1980)Veyrenc's idea is that the same situation implyingtion can be described through both
determinate and indeterminate VoM, depending onotigerver's/speaker’s point of vietv Within this

approach, all VoM encode Manner only.

Given differences between these approaches, walaadedata twice. This paper reports findings based

Isachenko’s framework which uses the criterionnain)-uni-directionality.

6. Results (monolinguals)

6.1.Variability of patterns

As expected, results show that L1 English dispkysuch higher degree of transparency of pattems th
Russian (Figures 3 and 4). English uses a cleaynoeal S-strategywith the three types of motion under
investigation. In contrast, Russian presents a t@mpombination of different patterns. In addititnthe
S-strategyused with both vertical and crossing-motion, Rasdrequently employs ¥-strategyin the
expression of vertical motion p@dn’atsja/podnimat’sja naacc; ‘[ascend  onto  pepe]’;
spustit’sja/spuskat’sja&n; ‘descend froneger) and also frequently conflates Manner-and-Patheirbs
(zabrat’sja/zabirat’sjangacc; ‘climb onto peer) in the expression of upward motionVariabilityrnsore
striking in verbs than in other devices, althougBROSS-events do equally show some variability. As
expected, English and Russian use the same patidriACROSS-events. However, S-pattern is equally

used in the expression of UP- and DOWN-events (&vemgh less frequently than other patterns).

Insert Figures 3 and 4

Thus, in Russian, all verbs employed in the tapgets of descriptions express either Manner or Bathn
combination of both. This finding is in line withatAenko’s findings (2010) according to which Russia
rarely uses ‘neutral’ verbs (comparable to the Bhglerbsgo and get) whereas English does, even
though, as our data show, relatively infrequentithwhe three types of motion in question. Thusglish
uses both specialized Manner verbs and ‘neutralbsteAs for other devices, there are unexpected

differences in Russian and English: 1) English somes expresses simpl®calisation(ACROSS) whereas

12 « Le mouvement de déplacement est celui que & pupduit & partir de lui-méme ; le mouvement alecfion est celui que le
sujet reporte sur lui-méme et assume en lui-méme ».
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Russian never does (all types of events); 2) otobaty level, Russian sometimes employs bare verbs

[without other devices] English hardly ever doeg(Fes 3b and 4b)

6.2. Tense in the descriptions of motion

Figure 5 shows results concerning those motionrggms in L1 Russian which contained more thaa on
sentence per stimulus. First of all, in the mayoof cases there is no code-switching: most often t
narratives are produced either in the Past or,flegsiently in the Present Tense. However, Russsive
speakers do occasionally produce aspectual swifchithin the Past tense between theperfectiveand
the perfective(10%) within a stimulus description. In these sagteeTOWARD-motion (in the beginning
parts of descriptions) is described through ithperfectiveforms whereas/P-, DOWN- or ACROSSevents

are described by thgerfectiveforms.

Insert Figure 5

Figure 6 presents the encoding of tenses (withekihg into account tense-switches) in the encoding
four types of eventsDOWN, UP, ACROSS, TOWARD by monolingual speakers. Russian monolinguals
most frequently use the Past Tense, especially bothin-events. It is worth noting that most of the Past
forms are prefixed and encode perfective aspeaomtrast, English monolinguals mostly use the éres
Simple tense, especially wittowARD-events. Note that the Present Progressive formprasent even

though not predominant withpP- andACROSSevents.

7. SLA Results

7.1. Lexicalization patterns

Figure 7 shows our results elicited from learneisScriptions. The data are in line with Bassettlés
(2011: 170) observation that “[...] a contrastive lgsia of differences between two languages and two

groups of speakers does not necessarily prediatwiidappen in bilinguals”.

First of all, as expected, L2 typological propestleave impact on multilinguals’ description of naatiin
English, because target-like structures contaiMiagner verbs and Path satellites are frequent cedlye
with up-events. However, the pattefdanner-in-verbs & Path-in-other-devicds often idiosyncratic, ex.
(2, 5). As expected, learners do not totally switchhe English systemat®-patternin the expression of
vertical motion: these descriptions display moreialde types of information than those by English
monolinguals. However, learners’ descriptions domoror L1 Russian typological patterns (espegiall
ACROSS- and DOWN-evenjtsFor instance, learners often express Path idéseription oACROSSMOtion,
ex. (2), which is totally unexpected because botiujgs ofmonolingualsmassively conceptualizesingle

Manner-only pattermwith this event type. Another example is thattheas do not use Manner and ‘neutral’
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verbs with native-like frequencies: for instand® expression of downward motion in L2 is domindigd
the patterngo downwhich is infrequent in English natives’ and totalbsent from L1 Russian

descriptions.

Furthermore, learners use bare verbs (=verbs witbther devices) more often than natives, and not
exclusively with downward and motion as it is tfese in L1 Russian, ex. (8). When using other dsvice
(with ACROSS, learners express very diverse types of inforomatamong which are Path ex. (2), Manner
alone, ex. (9, 10), Manner-with-Path, ex. (12), larcalisation ex. (3). Overall, learners express
Localisationmore often than natives, ex. (3, 6, 7, 11), whefassian native speakermsver dd?

(2) the boy fell down to the water asebam crossing the river

(3) the boy is swimmingn the river[to express CROSSING-motion]

(4) some boy isrossingthe river

(5) the sportsmarunning crossing the road

(6) the girl skatingon the lake

(7) the caterpillar climbingn the grass

(8) the girl is skiing

(9) the man is crossing the frozen rivelipping[=sliding on] it.

(10) a girl is crossing the lake by [6h skate®r she is crossing the lakg skating

(11) a man *runningn the snowthen he jumpsn the river skiingon it and then run *awagn the other
snowy shore.

(12) a baby wentn his knees across the road

8.2. Idiosyncratic forms

Results show that target-like forms are highly frewt in other devices (approximately 94% of all
descriptions), 6% representing a wrong prepositimsice, ex. (13, 14 [UP], 23 [ACROSS]). As for v&rb
idiosyncratic forms are more frequent and varialeey include 1) idiosyncratic choice of lexemes, e
(19-25); 2) idiosyncratic morphology, ex. (15, 18, 22); 3) idiosyncratic absence of an auxiliagyty ex.
(25); 4) idiosyncratic combination of a verb witlC®D ex. (16).

(13) squirrel runs, then *climbup to the tree

(14) a bear climbstt the tree

(15) sportman fansacross the road

(16) the boy swam the river

(17) the mouseput itself up into the tree

(18) the caterpillatput up on the stem

(19) some boysqueeze, *smootho? *smoothon the ice from one side of river to another ribarbridge

13 Finally, we detected instances of code-switchisgduby advanced learners to ask for missing voaapel.[in Russian] how
does one say “a train"?This might be due to the learners’ awarenessttieatexperimenter is multilingual and masters thaesa
combination of languages as they do (Grosjean 1998)
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(20) the boyis *slippering no! *slip, the boy was tryingo do some ice skatinigut it just *slippered,
*slippering, he fell down, | think. Ah, yes he's done sofgkding yeh

(21) this wonderful moustput down on the floor

(22) a girl comes up to this lake, stski [for the description of skating]

(23) it is winter, so the boyrfdes on his feetto the iceand runs away

(24) | see a baby a little boy that‘t@ambling across the street

(25) a man [pausewimmingacross the lake and goes away

(26) it's a lizard, it*s *went up and it*s *eageme piece of a leaf and went down

8.4. Tense
Unexpectedly, the learners give preference to tlesdnt Continuous tense, rarely using the Preseht a
Past tenses (present in LIDWARD-events are an exception: here the learners haverg@nee for the

target-like Present Tensé.

6. Discussion

6.1. Lexicalization patters

Results show two frequent non-target-like pattenigsarners’ descriptions: 1)\&pattern ex. (4, 6, 7, 8-
10); and 2) go down/up pattern (which in monolingual English does nopeess Manner). As for thé-
pattern we could explain its emergence by several factimnsinstance, the influence of L3 French.
Another explanation is the strategy of simplificati In order to explain this point, let us turn kao
examples (19) and (20) which contain false startb@oint to participants’ search for appropriateniier
verbs in the description gfcrRossevents. The verlgrossused, for instance, in ex4) can serve as a
means of simplification allowing bilinguals to adca sometimes difficult retrieval of linguistic tsifrom
a rich lexicon of English Manner verbs. Still anatipossibility is the specificity of the input tHaarners
have or had in the classroom: the verbssmight be frequent in the locutionBd not cross the stregt!

presented in textbooks. All the three explanatioesd validation in new experimental studies.

The specificity of classroom input might equallypkin the emergence of the second pattern ‘go
down/up’. Another explanation of such a patternhhige L1 influence: recall that in Russian thereads
semantic equivalent to the neutral English verlgo. The Russian paiidti/xodit’” ‘walkprpr;” almost
always denotes motion on fdband thus specifies Manner. The English \golmight be idiosyncratically
perceived by learners as an equivalendtfxodit’. If this hypothesis is correct, then learners doswasy

express salient Manner of motion while using Efgbsit they conceptualize the English vgin a non-

14 with all types of events, both monolinguals aratters sometimes used verbs with no inflection (1@% (25). The code used
for such cases is “Ambigous” (Figure 7 and 8).

15 Al participants reported that their knowledgeEafglish was largely superior to that of French.

18 However, Rakhilina (2007) showed that the vidtbcan denote motion performed by buses and cars theémitinerary is known
in advance.

15



native-like manner. Additionally, some learnersdarced idiosyncratic descriptions with the vavhlk,
which confirms that learners do not conceptualgedistinction betweego andwalk in a native-like way:
(27) a cat igvalkingup the pole, takes eggs of some bird @watksdown the pole andialksaway

In (27) walk allows for a two-fold interpretation: 1) eitherist employed as a generic verb comparable to
the verbgo in its standard usage; or 2) the speaker is pérfaware of the type of Manner it denotes but
he overgeneralises Manner specification, typicaimaftion description along a horizontal plane in L1

Russian and extends it to the vertical plane wisiag L2 English.

L1 influence could also explain theiosyncratic choice of verbs in ex. (17, 18). Thsiructure roughly
corresponds to the morphological composition of plaér za-brat’-sja/za-birat’-sja (na derevo) ‘take
oneself on(to) the treeFor instance, in example (17) the learner usegéHexive form ‘itself’ and the
prepositioninto the latter arguably corresponding to the semartrtent of the prefiza- Janda 1986).
Although the verlput produced by the learner does not directly corredgo the meaning dirat’ ‘take’,

bothput andtakeare similar in that they share the component cUSE.

Another possible example of L1 interference/trangféght account for the difficulties that speakers
experience in their search for appropriate Manmeby in (19) and (20). In these examples both érarn
seem to search for an English equivalent of thesiosverbskol’zit’ ‘slide’. At the some time, L2 English

is equally activated because these L2 learnersupethe lexemesmooth glide, slipperwhich in some
way, are phonological approximations of the targab slide The choice of the verslipperis extremely
interesting because its translation into Russiaa jsefixedpod-skol’'z-nut'sjawhich is derived from the
Russianskol’zit’ ‘slide’. Skolzit’is precisely the word whose English translatiomg@livalent the learner
were supposedly looking for. These examples sughestwhen advanced learners fail to automatically
retrieve appropriate linguistic L2 units, they twonconcepts and lexemes of their L1, without shittg off
their L2 English. In these cases (ex. 17,19,20), drfd L2 seem to simultaneously compete and

complement each other.

6.2.Tense

Results show that unexpectedly Russian monolingoaist frequently use a single tense without any
switching. This might be due to the fact that thet@ons are very short, whereas tense-switchingrieg

by Schmiedtova et al. (2012) might demand moreosltbd plots. However, a non-negligible percentage
(34%) of descriptions containing more than oneessd did contain switches. In Past->Present swdtche
which constituted 7% of such descriptions, the sjtjmm between foreground and ground is easilyetlac
indeed, Russian native speakers provided relatiegly descriptions in which they introduced newrdse

through the Past perfective forms, whereas commeete encoded with the Present imperfective verbs.
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However, in the remaining 27% of cases, the switaten not be explained by foreground/background

distinction?’

The learners mostly use the Present ContinuouseT &rsch is neither L1- nor L2- native-like. It frably
has to do with how the function of the Present @oiolus tense are explained in the classroom: ioryhe
the Present Continuous denotes an on-going motidnfeom this point of view, the use of such forisis
justified. Moreover, the description of animatedt@ans is a very specific task which the learnecbably
encountered for the first time. In this case theas only a very small chance that they had prelydusd

access to appropriate authentic input.

7.Conclusion

To sum up, both L1 and L2 properties have impacbitingual acquisition but the weight of the former
(L1) seems to be limited. Thus, our data to somrgxsupport the hypothesis that learners show a
preference for a highly systematic English patferrrepresenting space. Except for the downwardanpt
the multilingual users most frequently produce Emi(but not identical as revealed by qualitative
analyses) lexicalization patterns as native spsatEEnglish. In terms of typological variation Wween
Russian and English, the analysis ‘verbs vs. oflesices’ shows that 1) with DOWN-, UP-, ACROSS
English shows a systemat®:pattern 2) Russian, being less transparent, does notivehsemploy S-
patterns with these events. With respect to L2 acquisitidaspite the idiosyncrasies detected in the
descriptions of advanced FL users, results ovehalv little L1->FL conceptual transfer. It is limd to the
variability in other devices witacRossand for the choice of verbs in examples (17, 08,22). Note that
the latter examples are infrequent and do not rsak@ficant changes to the learners’ general tygickl
tendencies. However, many descriptions signifigadéviate from the target-like patterns in uniqueys:

for instance, in terms of frequency and the seraasitucturing of verbs. Additionally, when L2 uséasd

to retrieve appropriate L2 linguistic material, yheurn to both L1 and L2 systems which results in
idiosyncratic descriptions. Parameters and facidngh interact with typological properties are hpt
influence of another FL having been or being a@glifFrench), 2) strategies of simplification getigra
applied by multilinguals studying different lingtiscombinations; 3) the input received by learndjshe

depth of analysis of motion conceptualization igksh provided in the classroom.

a) without boundary-crossing b) with boundary-sing a)vertical motion b) crossing motion

Y7 For instance, the TOWARD-motion was introducedhie Present, but then the speaker switched to thepR&ective to
introduce the other events constituting the plawNesearch is needed to explain this phenomenon
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Figure 2. Situations described byabirat'sjger Figure 1. Examples of stimuli

100% - 100% -+
80% 80% -
60% W Path 60% m Path
0O Manner O Manner
20% 1 & Manner-Path 40% | & Manner-Path
’ mo ’ 0] Zero other
20% 20% -
0% 0%
Down Up Across Down Up Across

Figure 3. Distribution of semantic information amorg Russian monolingual speakers

a) verbs b) other devices
100% 1 B B 100% -
80% - 80% 1
H Path & Loc
60% - O Manner 60% - W Path
0 Manner-Path & Manner
40% 1 o 40% & Manner-Path
@ Zero other
20% - " 20%
1
1
1 1
0% - o m T ol 0%
Down Up Across Down Up Across

Figure 4. Distribution of semantic information amorg English monolingual speakers

a) verbs b) other devices
100% 7 M No switch in the
Past
80% O No switch in
Present

%
60% & Present-Past

Perfective

40% 4 ) )

| Past imperfective-
Past Perfective

20%

B Past perfective -
Present

0%

Figure 5. Tense-aspect switching in the descriptienby Russian monolinguals

a. Russian monolinguals b. English monolinguals
B Present Perfect
100% 100% 1
8 Present
80% 80% 1 Progressive
OPresent
60% BPAST 60%
OPRES BPAST
40% DNower| | 40%
i Ambiguous
20% 20%
E [INo verb
0% 0% +%
Down Up Across  Toward Down  Up  Across Toward

Figure 6. Use of tenses by monolinguals
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Figure 7. Distribution of semantic information amorg advanced learners of English

a) verbs b) other devices

c. Learners of English [gp ot

100% 7 & Present
Progressive

80% 1 & No inflexion
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60% @ Ambiguous
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i O Present
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Figure 8. Use of tenses by learners

REFERENCES

Aurnague, M. (2011).How motion verbs are spatial: the spatial fouradetiof intransitive motion verbs
in French;Lingvisticae Investigatione84:1, pp. 1-34

Bassetti, B.& Cook, V. (2011). Relating language and cognition. In V. Cook & B.sBetti (eds.)
Language and bilingual cognitiod43-190. Psychology Press. Taylor and Francis Grideg York
and Hove.

Brown, A. & Gullberg, M. (2011). Bidirectional cross-linguistic influence in everdnceptualization?
Expressions of Path among Japanese learners ofSEntl Bilingualism: Language and Cognition
14(1). Cambridge University Press.

Cadierno, T. (2004).Expressing motion events in a second languageguitive typological perspective.

DansSOLA 18 (Studies on language acquisitjdviichel Archard et Susanne Niemeier (ed.). Mouden

Gruyter. Berlin. New York.

Czechowska, N& Ewert, A. (2011). Perception of motion by Polish-English bilingudfsin V. Cook & B.

Bessetti (eds.language and bilingual cognitio287-314. Psychology Press. Taylor and Francis Gridepv York

and Hove.

Choi, S & Lantolf, J. (2008).Representation and embodiment of meaning in L2 comnration. Motion

events in the speech and gesture of advanced L&akand L2 English speakers. In SSLA, 30, 191-224.

Czechowska, N& Ewert, A. (2011). Perception of motion by Polish-English bilingudtsln V. Cook
& B. Bessetti (eds.hanguage and bilingual cognitio@87-314. Psychology Press. Taylor and Francis
Group. New York and Hove.

De Groot, A.M.B. (2011).Language and cognition in bilinguals and multilimgst An introduction.
Psychology Press. Taylor & Francis Group. New Yamk Hove.

19



Dobroushina, E.R., Mellina, E.A. & Paillard D. (20Q.). Russkije pristavki : mnogoziteost’ i
semantieskoje edinstvoMoskva, Russkije slovari, [Russian prefixes: pelyy and a semantic unity,
Moscow, Russian dictioaries]

Hasko, V. (2010).Semantic Composition of Motion Verbs in Russiad &mnglish: the Case of Intra-
typological Variety. In V. Hasko and R. Perelmuiteds),New Approaches to Slavic Verbs of Motion.
Studies in Language Companion Series (115). Amatefidhiladelphia: John Benjamins.

Hasko, V. (2009).Teaching and learning Russian verbs of motioskikJ vol. 53, N°3, pp 351-384.

Hendriks, H. & Hickmann, M. (2010). Expressing voluntary motion in a second langudggglish
learners of French. In V. Cook & B. Bassetti (edsgnguage and bilingual CognitioriPsychology
Press: NY.

Hickmann, M., Hendriks, H. & Demagny, A. (2008).How adult English learners of French express
caused moton: A comparison with English and Frevattves AILE (27), pp. 15-43.

Gor, K., Cook, S., Malyushenkova, V. & Vdovina, T(2009).Russian verbs of motion. Second
language acquisition and cognitive linguistic pergjves. Verbs of Motion in Highly Proficient
Learners and Heritage Speakers of Rus8#vic and East European JournaB, 386-408.

Green, D.W. (1998)Mental control of the bilingual lexico-semantic &ys. InBilingualism: Language
and Cognition 67-81. Cambridge Univessity Press.

Isachenko, A. V. (1960) Grammatteskij stroj russkogo jazyka v sopostavienii s dikien.
Morphologija, volume II[The Grammatical structure of the Russian Languageomparison to
Slovakian. Morphology, volume IBratislava The Slovak Academy of Sciences.

Janda, L. A. (1986).A semantic analysis of the Russian verbal prezeespere-, do- and otverlag
Otto Sagner, Minchen.

Jarvis, S. (2011). Conceptual transfer: crosslinguistic effects in egatization and construal.
Bilingualism: Language and Cognitidi®#(1), 1-8.

Kroll, J.F. & Stewart, E. (1994). Category interference in translation and picturening: Evidence for
asymmetric connections between bilingual memoryresgntations.Journal of Memory and
Language, 33648-665.

Lafite, B. (2010). University course on the comparative analysis gfeas in Russian and French.
Univesité Paris 8.

Lambert, M., Weimar, K., Flecken, M., Caroll, M., v. Stutterheim, Ch. (2011) Structuring motion
events: learning the role of grammaticized strueguOral paper presented at the EUROSLA 21
conference.

Maissak, T. & Rakhilina E. (eds.) (2007)Glagoly dvizhenija v vode: Leksicheskaja tipolodijarbs of

agua-motion: lexical typologyl— Moscow: Indrik, 2007.

Matsumoto, Y. (2003).Typologies of lexicalization patterns and evenegmation: clarifications and

reformulations. In Shuji Chiba et al. (edEmpirical and theoretical investigations into larage: A

Festschrift for Masaru Kajitapp. 403-418. Tolyo: Kaitakusha.

20



Nikitina, T. (2010). Variation in the encoding of endpoints of motienRussian. In V. Hasko and R.
Perelmutter (eds)New Approaches to Slavic Verbs of Mofidt67-291. Studies in Language
Companion Series (115). Amsterdam/Philadelphian B¥mjamins.

Pavlenko, A. (2009).Verbs of motion in L1 Russian of Russian—Englishnguals. Bilingualism:
Language and Cognitigri3, pp 49-62.

Pavlenko, A. (2011)Thinking and speaking in two languag€tevedon, UK: Multilingual Matters.

Schmiedtova, B., v. Stutterheim, Ch., Carroll, M. 2011). Implications of language-specific patterns in
event construal of advanced L2 speakers. In: ARetadenko (ed.)Thinking and Speaking in two
languagesClevendon: Multilingual Matters, 66-107.

Schmiedtovd, B. & Sahonenko, N. (20127cquisition of L2 narrative competence: Tense ehitg by
Russian L2 speakers of German.Jaurnal of Slavic Linguisti¢0, 1.

Slobin , D. I. (1996).From « thought and language » to « thinking fagading ». In J. Gumperz et S.
Levinson (eds.)Rethinking linguistic relativitypp. 70-96. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Slobin, D. I. (2006). What makes manner of motion salient? Explorationdinguistic typology,
discourse, and cognition. In M. Hickmann et S. Rbled.), Space in languages: Linguistic systems
and cognitive categorieqTypological Studies in Language 66), pp. 59-81lmsterdam et
Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Soroli, E. (2011). Language and spatial cognition in English and FiencCrosslinguistic
perspectives in aphasiBhD Thesis, Université Paris 8.

Stosic, D. (2010)Le sens de maniere comme critére de définition garadigme, papier présenté a
'ACLIF-SDU, Université de Constanta (Roumanie).

Stutterheim, C. von & Nuse, R. (2003).Processes of conceptualisation in language primouct
Language- specific perspectives and event consttuaguistics (special issue: Perspectives in

language production) 41, 851-881.
Talmy, L. (2000). Toward a cognitive semanticSambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Veyrenc, J. (1980)Etudes sur le verbe rusdearis, Institut d’Etudes Slaves.
Wolff, P. and Ventura, T. (2009).When Russians learn English: how the semanticsao$ation may

changeBilingualism: Language and Cognitipt2, pp 153-176.

Résumé

Ce papier examine l'impact des facteurs typologiqeser l'acquisition des langues étrangéres en
explorant 'hnypothese du transfert conceptuel L1>ER nous référant a la distinction de Talmy efdse
langues a satellitestlangues a cadrage verbalous comparons des corpus contenant les desospdu
mouvement volontaire effectué de Manieres diversesselon des axes vertical (DESCENDRE,
MONTER) ethorizontal (TRAVSERSER). Les descriptions étudigast produites par les apprenants de
I'anglais LE et par les locuteurs natifs (russog®ranglophones). Nous nous focalisons d’abordasur
conceptualisation des buts du mouvement , puitesyratrons typologiques (verbes vs. autre proesjlur
produits par les natifs et les apprenants, avecatbeation particuliere octroyée/accordée a I'eggien

du mouvement vertical par les natifs russophom¢®nfin, sur l'utilisation des temps grammaticaLes
résultats montrent que les idiosyncrasies détealédas les productions des apprenants sont rares ou
absents a la fois de I'anglais L1 et du russe Ldud\terminons par la discussion ou nous faisons des
hypothéses concernant des facteurs qui puissenagit avec les contraintes typologiques dans ALE.
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