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Languages differ in how they encode events. Some languages (e.g., English) encode manner of motion (e.g., hop) in verbs
while others (e.g., Spanish) encode the path of motion (e.g., descender-descend) (Talmy, 1985). This study examines verb
construal in Japanese bilingual adults (L1-Japanese, L2-English). Maguire, Hirsh-Pasek, Golinkoff, Imai, Haryu, Vanegas,
Okada, Pulverman and Sanchez-Davis (2010) suggest that although Japanese is traditionally considered a path language,
manner plays an important role in Japanese verbs. Bilinguals completed two verb construal tasks (one in English; one in
Japanese). Results showed that the Japanese bilinguals construed a novel verb as encoding manner for English and chose
path for Japanese. This differs from Maguire et al. (2010) who found that Japanese monolinguals construed a novel verb as
encoding manner. Bilinguals may find it useful to highlight differences between Japanese and English to keep the two
languages distinct. Bilingual verb construal may be influenced by the linguistic typology of bilinguals’ L1 and L2.
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Learning relational terms such as verbs is crucial to
language acquisition. Verbs allow us to describe relations
between objects and participants (e.g., the boy is throwing
the ball). Yet verbs are difficult to learn because a single
event can include multiple relations and can be perceived
in different ways (Gentner, 2006). For example, the same
event can be construed as coming, going, walking and
marching. In addition, languages differ in how they encode
properties of events in their verbs (Talmy, 1985). English
is classified as a “satellite-framed language” (S-language)
that typically encodes a figure’s manner of motion in the
verb and path in a satellite prepositional phrase (e.g.,
Molly is running [manner] around the tree [prepositional
phrase]). Manner of motion expresses how an action is
performed (e.g., hopping, running and skipping) while
path refers to the trajectory of an action with respect
to a ground object (e.g., around, through and over). In
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contrast, languages such as Spanish are “verb-framed
languages” (V-language) that often encode path in the
main verb and manner outside of the verb, as an optional
gerund (e.g., “Una mujer sale de la casa corriendo”: “A
woman exits the house [running]”) (Slobin, 2001; Talmy,
2000). These typological differences between languages
in the expression of motion may have consequences for the
ways in which speakers conceptualize motion events when
they talk about them (“Thinking for speaking”; Cadierno,
2004; 2008; Slobin, 1996; Stam, 2006). Therefore,
just as learning a first language involves “thinking
for speaking”, second language acquisition involves
learning another way of thinking for speaking (Stam,
2006).

Much verb construal research has focused on
English speakers without exploring their second language
knowledge (Dussias, Marful, Gerfen & Molina, 2010).
More research is needed on bilingual speakers given that
more than half of the world’s population is bilingual
(Grosjean, 1992). This study examines how late Japanese
bilinguals construe the meaning of novel verbs in Japanese
and in English. The late bilinguals in the present study
acquired English as their second language after puberty
but are proficient enough to attend an American university
that has a satellite campus in Japan where English is the
language of instruction.
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English and Japanese Monolingual Speakers’
Construal of Novel Verbs

Japanese has traditionally been categorized as a verb-
framed language (Talmy, 1985; 1991). Maguire et al.
(2010) investigated whether language typology influences
verb construal among English and Japanese monolinguals
by presenting a novel action accompanied by a novel
verb. An animated starfish (called Starry) performed four
different manners and paths in relation to a stationary ball
that acted as a ground object. During the familiarization
phase, participants saw Starry perform a novel action (e.g.,
spinning around the ball) paired with a novel verb (e.g.,
“Look, Starry’s blicking”). At test, one side of the screen
showed Starry performing the same manner seen during
familiarization but now paired with a novel path (e.g.,
spinning past the ball); the other side displayed Starry
performing a novel manner with the same path from
familiariation (e.g., bowing around the ball). Then the
experimenter asked participants to indicate, “Where is
Starry blicking?” If participants perceived the novel verb
to be naming the path of the action, they should point
to the video of Starry performing the same path from
familiarization paired with the novel manner (bowing
around the ball). On the other hand, if participants
interpreted the novel verb to refer to the manner of
action, they should point to Starry performing the same
manner shown in familiarization paired with the novel
path (spinning past the ball). Results indicated that both
English and Japanese speaking adults chose manner
significantly more than chance. Additionally, there were
no significant differences between English (69%) and
Japanese (74%) monolingual speakers’ construal of novel
verbs; both selected the manner alternative.

English speakers’ manner preference is not surprising
as English is a manner-biased language. Since Japanese
has traditionally been classified as a language that
conflates path in the main verb (Talmy, 1991), such
findings may appear contradictory. However, recent
studies revealed that Japanese monolingual speakers
produce constructions that are often associated with
S-languages (e.g., yoji-nobotte (climbs-up) (Brown &
Gullberg, 2012; 2013). In fact, Japanese has two ways
of encoding manner in verbs that do not always conform
to the average V-language. First, Japanese has many
compound verbs that include both the path and manner of
a motion event. Such compound verbs appear in a verb-
verb matrix, in which the second verb is the main verb
and the first verb is a subordinate verb (Allen, Ozyurek,
Kita, Brown, Furman, Ishizuka & Fujii, 2007; Maguire
et al., 2010). For example, “He ran around the track” can
be described in Japanese as “Kootei-o hashiri-mawatta”,
which translates as (Kootei-o) track (hashiri-mawatta) ran
+ circled. In this example, “ran” is considered subordinate
to the main verb (“circled”). This feature of Japanese

verbs may partially explain the manner bias seen among
Japanese monolingual speakers in the Maguire et al.
(2010) study.

A second way in which Japanese encodes manner is
with the use of mimetics, or words that imitate the sounds
associated with the objects or actions to which they refer.
For example, “bura-bura” means dangling, and “noshi-
noshi” implies slow and heavy movement (Matsumoto,
1996). Mimetics are commonly used as either an adverb
(e.g., guruguru (rotatingly) or as a verb placed in front
of a light verb (e.g., doing, as in nobinobi (stretch) suru
(do) which together means, ‘stretching‘) (Imai, Li, Haryu,
Okada, Hirsh-Pasek, Golinkoff & Shigematsu, 2008; Kita,
1997; Maguire et al., 2010). Studies have shown that both
young children and adults use mimetic verbs (Akita, 2007;
Allen et al., 2007; Okada, Imai & Haryu, in prep) and
that they express a variety of manners. Thus, Japanese
not only encodes path information but also has a variety
of ways to encode manner in verbs. This aspect of
Japanese, a V-language, raises the question of whether
language typologies such as S- versus V-languages should
be thought of as strict dichotomies, as early interpretations
of Talmy’s (1991) classification of language typologies
suggested.

Indeed, there are several reasons why language
typologies are not discrete dichotomies (Beavers, 2008;
Matsumoto, 1996; Slobin, 2006). First, languages such
as Chinese cannot be categorized as either an S- or
V-language (Slobin, 2004). Chinese can be defined
as an equipollently-framed language, where path and
manner are often encoded simultaneously and with equal
importance (Slobin, 2004). Second, V-languages such as
Japanese and Korean that are historically influenced by
Chinese have many ways of encoding manner in the main
verb (Inagaki, 2001). Thus, language typologies are better
thought of as biases, perhaps falling on a continuum
(Daller, Treffers-Daller & Furman, 2011; Inagaki, 2001;
Maguire et al., 2010; Noguchi, 2011). S-languages such as
English with its heavy use of manner verbs would fall at
one end of the spectrum. Other S- (e.g., Chinese) and
V-languages (e.g., Turkish, Spanish and Greek) would
fall further away from English on the spectrum, based
on the smaller frequency with which they encode manner
(Slobin, 2004). Thus, because Japanese has multiple ways
of encoding manner in verbs, this feature may position
Japanese closer to English on the language typology
continuum in comparison to other V-languages such as
Greek.

Verb Construal by Bilingual Speakers

How is second language acquisition different from first
language acquisition? Monolingual children typically
achieve excellent L1 mastery whereas late bilinguals are
less likely to achieve the same level of L2 mastery. The
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difficulty that late bilinguals experience when acquiring
a second language (Johnson & Newport, 1991) has
partially to do with transfer between languages. Transfer
has traditionally been understood to mean that the first
language influences the acquisition and use of a second
language (Gass & Selinker, 1992). However, recent
studies have demonstrated that cross-linguistic influence
can work both ways, from L1 to L2 and from L2
to L1 (Brown & Gullberg, 2008; 2013). Such studies
often show “linguistic convergence” between the two
linguistic systems (Brown & Gullberg, 2008; Bylund,
2010; Dussias et al., 2010; Filipovic, 2011; Pavlenko,
2011) such that the two languages come to be similar
to one another (Muysken, 1997) in a way that they are
not for monolingual speakers (Grosjean, 1998). In other
words, bilinguals display responses that fall in between
the responses that monolingual speakers would show in
their target languages (Pavlenko, 2011). For example,
when Brown and Gullberg (2011) assessed late Japanese–
English bilinguals’ production of path expressions in
both their L1 and L2, they found that the bilinguals
used more adverbials in their L2 (English) to describe
path information than Japanese monolinguals but fewer
than English monolinguals. In English, path is often
described using adverbs or particles (e.g., the ball rolls
down [particle]) whereas, in Japanese, path information
is often encoded in verbs. Thus, the Japanese bilinguals
occupied a middle position in their English production
between the monolingual source (L1) and the monolingual
English target (L2) (Brown & Gullberg, 2011, p.85).

Although many bilingual verb construal studies
suggest that the acquisition of a second language often
results in linguistic convergence, the factors that influence
linguistic convergence are not well understood (Pavlenko,
2011). Does linguistic convergence occur during the initial
stages of L2 acquisition when bilinguals begin to diverge
from their L1 and converge with their L2 (Hohenstein,
Eisenberg & Naigles, 2006)? Or does it appear at later
stages when the effect of L2 acquisition is relatively
permanent (Ameel, Storms, Malt & Sloman, 2005)?
Yet another less studied factor is whether the particular
combination of bilinguals’ L1 and L2 influences linguistic
convergence.

Most existing L2 learning studies have examined
two languages (e.g., German vs. Turkish, English vs.
Spanish) that are on opposite extremes of the linguistic
typological spectrum (Cadierno, 2008; Daller et al.,
2011) and find linguistic convergence. A study of
event conceptualization showed that although Spanish–
Swedish bilinguals resembled each of their monolingual
counterparts, they also encoded more events in L2
Swedish narratives than monolingual Swedish speakers
but fewer events in L1 Spanish narratives than
monolingual Spanish speakers (Bylund, 2010). Only a
handful of studies have examined the bi-directional cross-

linguistic influence on event construal of two languages
that are closer to one another on the linguistic typology
spectrum (e.g., Japanese and English) (Brown & Gullberg,
2008; 2013). Since L2 acquisition can be affected by the
L1 and vice versa (Cadierno, 2010), it is important to
examine different combinations of L1 and L2.

Current Study

Here we examine two languages, Japanese and English,
which encode some semantic components in similar
and different ways. Recent studies found that Japanese
monolinguals produce constructions with path and
manner in a single clause which is often typical of
speakers of S-languages (e.g., tobi-utsuru (fly to) (Brown
& Gullberg, 2012; 2013). However, Japanese has many
more path verbs than English (Noguchi, 2011) and
Japanese often encodes path in its verbs while English
tends to encode path in prepositions. These languages
served as ideal candidates for this study, as a) we had
comparable English and Japanese monolingual data from
the Maguire et al. (2010) study; b) there are relatively few
studies on verb construal in Japanese; and c) only a small
number of studies have examined two languages that are
closer to one another on the linguistic typology spectrum
(Slobin, 2004). This study aims to examine whether
Japanese bilinguals respond in the same way as Japanese
and English monolinguals when asked to construe the
meaning of a novel verb in their L1 (Japanese) and L2
(English). We may expect Japanese bilinguals to display
a manner preference that is similar to that of the English
and Japanese monolingual speakers in the Maguire et al.
(2010) study. Thus we predicted the majority of Japanese
bilinguals to display a manner preference in both linguistic
contexts (English and Japanese) like their monolingual
counterparts.

Method

Participants

Japanese–English bilinguals
Fifteen Japanese–English bilinguals (L1 Japanese, L2
English) (mean age = 24-years-old; 8 females) recruited
in a suburban area in the United States and an urban
area in Japan formed the final sample. Nine participants
were undergraduate students at an American university
that has a satellite campus in Japan in which English
is the language of instruction. Six participants were
undergraduate students from Japan who were studying
at an American university in the US. Thirteen out
of fifteen (87%) participants had resided in the US
for one to two years prior to the study. However, all
participants reported that they primarily acquired their L2
through formal study of English in Japan. Participants
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reported that their average age of English acquisition
was thirteen (range = 11 to 15 years of age). Bilinguals
reported using English for 4 hours a day on average
(range 1–10) and rated their overall second language
proficiency (comprehension, speaking and writing) as 4.2
(range 2–5) on a 5-point scale on the Ultrecht Bilingual
Language Exposure Calculator questionnaire (Unsworth,
2011). Participants also reported their L2 proficiency by
providing their Test of English as a Foreign Language
(TOEFL) scores taken within the last 5 years. The
TOEFL is a standardized test that assesses individuals’
ability to listen, read, speak and write in English at the
university level. All students were required to take and
to score somewhere between the intermediate to highly
proficient range on the TOEFL (either Internet-Based Test
or Computer-Based Test) to enroll in an English-speaking
university. Converted into proportions, students’ TOEFL
scores ranged from 74 to 100 percent (M = 83, SD = 8),
placing all participants within the intermediate to highly
proficient range, regardless of where they participated in
the study (US or Japan). As there were no significant
differences in TOEFL scores between participants that
participated in the US (M = .78, SD = .06) and Japan
(M = .82, SD = .06), these two groups were collapsed
t(13) = 1.4, p > .05 .

English and Japanese Speakers in the Maguire et al.
(2010) study
Both English (N = 35) and Japanese monolingual
speakers (N = 23) were recruited from a suburban area
of large cities in their respective countries (i.e., US and
Japan). The Japanese speakers in the Maguire et al. (2010)
were mothers of children coming into the lab for a different
study. As a result, detailed information concerning their
linguistic background was not collected. While the
Japanese speakers were likely to have been taught English
in secondary school given Japanese educational policy,
it is unlikely that these participants would have been
using English with any level of consistency at the time
of testing. The Japanese bilinguals in our study, however,
are proficient enough in English to function at an English-
speaking university. Thus, we considered the Japanese
monolingual speakers from the Maguire et al. (2010) study
to provide a good basis for comparison with the bilingual
speakers in our study.

Procedure in this study

Participants were tested individually by the same
fully bilingual speaker. Participants sat in front of a
computer monitor and the experimenter stood behind each
participant to read the script and record their responses.
We used the same script (for both Japanese and English)
and the same animated stimuli used in Maguire et al.
(2010). Prior to the experiment, the participant and

experimenter engaged in small talk for approximately 5
minutes in the target language to orient the participant
to that language. Participants completed a language
questionnaire that assessed their proficiency in Japanese
and English prior to the small talk (Unsworth, 2011).
Participants were told that these animated stimuli were
originally from a study for children.

Design

The experimenter taught participants novel verbs paired
with novel actions and assessed verb construal in each
language (Japanese and English). The stimuli were
presented in one language on one day and in the other
language a week later. It is important to note that the
participants were not aware that they would be tested in
both languages. During the first session, the conversation
and testing were all in one language and when they
returned for the second session, it was all in another
language. As a result, they were not aware that their
bilingualism was a factor in the study until the second
session when the experimenter spoke to the participants in
a different language. Language order was counterbalanced
across participants.

Maguire et al.’s (2010) stimuli were used: an animated
starfish (Starry) performing actions in relation to a
suspended ball that served as a ground object. Participants
were familiarized to one verb paired with one action (e.g.,
the sentence “Look, Starry’s blicking” accompanied with
the action spinning around the ball) per session, never
seeing the same action in both the English and Japanese
sessions. For example, if participants saw Starry spinning
around the ball in the English session, they were taught
a different action, Starry twisting above the ball, in the
Japanese session.

Each participant saw two different action-verb
combinations, one presented on one day in English, and
one presented on a different day in Japanese. Each session
(English or Japanese) consisted of a single test trial, as
we were concerned about practice effects and potential
consecutive trials would have been difficult to interpret.
Paths and manners were paired together (e.g., spinning
around), resulting in 4 manners (spin, bow, twist and
jumping jacks) and 4 paths (around, alongside, under and
above). Spin differed from twist, as twist only involved
Starry bending half of his body to the other side of his
body and spin involved Starry circling his entire body
from head to toe around the ball.

Participants were randomly assigned to one of two
experimental conditions. In condition 1, participants were
familiarized to Starry spinning around a ball (with English
in session 1 or 2) and Starry twisting above a ball (with
Japanese in session 1 or 2). Condition 2 consisted of
Starry doing jumping jacks over a ball (with English)
and Starry bowing around a ball (with Japanese). Each
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Table 1. Video and audio stimuli presented in English and in Japanese
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session of the experiment, including the warm-up when
the experimenter made small talk with the participant in
the target language and the time taken for participants to
fill out the language questionnaire, lasted approximately
20 minutes.

The video was shown in three phases: introduction,
familiarization and test. The introductory phase presented
Starry for 6 seconds first on one side of the screen and
then on the other side. Participants heard: “Look, this is
Starry. Please look at Starry.” The first side to appear
was counterbalanced across subjects. Starry performed a
novel manner (stretch) across a novel path (across from
left to right) and neither action was presented again in the
second session (English or Japanese).

The familiarization phase showed Starry performing
a novel action paired (spinning around the ball) with a
novel verb embedded in three sentences (“Look, Starry’s
blicking. Do you see Starry blicking? Watch Starry
blicking.”). This phase consisted of a 6-second clip
repeated four times. For each clip, the experimenter
(standing behind the participant) introduced these 3
sentences containing the novel verb.

The test phase assessed how participants construed
the novel verb. Participants saw a split-screen with
Starry performing the same manner paired with a
novel path (spinning alongside) on the one side of
the screen and Starry performing a novel manner with
the same path (bowing around) on the other side. The
experimenter prompted participants to indicate which
action corresponded to blicking (“Point to Starry blicking.
Where’s Starry blicking?”). If participants thought that

blicking referred to the manner of motion, they should
point to Starry performing the same manner shown
during familiarization (e.g., spinning alongside). On the
other hand, if participants thought that the novel verb
corresponded to the path of motion, they should choose
the action where Starry performed the same path from
familiarization with a novel manner (e.g., bowing around)
(Table 1).

Results

Comparing Japanese Bilinguals’ English Verb
Construal to English Monolingual Speakers

In Maguire et al. (2010), 74% of English monolingual
speakers selected the event that preserved the manner
of the original action, a response significantly different
from chance. Eighty-seven percent of Japanese bilinguals
selected the manner choice when they heard the stimuli in
English (Figure 1). Bilinguals’ responses to the English
stimuli were different from chance (p < .05). Because the
present experiment involved one response per participant,
a Kruskal-Wallis nonparametric test was conducted
to compare the Japanese bilinguals’ response when
they heard English stimuli to the English monolingual
speakers. The analysis revealed no significant difference
between Japanese bilinguals (M = 1.87, SD = .41) and
English monolingual speakers (M = 1.74, SD = .44),
χ 2 (1) = .92, p > .05, d = .31. That is, both English
monolingual and Japanese bilingual speakers construed
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Figure 1. English stimuli: Percent with manner preference by speaker type

the novel verb as labeling the manner component when
they heard the stimuli presented in English.

Comparing Japanese Bilinguals’ Verb Construal to
Japanese Monolingual Speakers

In Maguire et al. (2010), Japanese monolingual speakers
construed the novel Japanese verb to be labeling the man-
ner of the action 69% of the time, a response that differed
significantly from chance. Eighty percent of Japanese
bilinguals believed the novel verb to be labeling the path
of the action when they heard the stimuli in Japanese
(Figure 2). Japanese bilinguals selected path significantly
more often than would be expected by chance (χ2 (1) =
5.4). Statistically significant differences between Japanese
bilinguals (M = 1.2, SD = .41) and Japanese monolingual
speakers (M = 1.7, SD = .47) emerged when the two
groups’ verb construals were compared, χ2 (1) = 8.7,
p < .005, d = 1.13. Thus, Japanese bilinguals were
more likely to select path than the Japanese monolingual
speakers.

Discussion

This paper addresses how late bilinguals construe verbs
in their L1 and L2. We asked this question because
languages encode event components in different ways and
we wished to see how native speakers of Japanese who are
studying in English construed novel verbs in each of their
languages. Our comparison case came from the work of
Maguire et al. (2010). Maguire et al. (2010) demonstrated
that English and Japanese monolingual speakers showed
an equivalent manner bias when construing novel verbs
although Japanese is known to be a path-biased language.
Only a few studies have investigated a combination of
languages that are similar in the way they encode semantic

components in their relational terms (e.g., Turkish and
Spanish) (Cadierno & Robinson, 2009; Cadierno & Ruiz,
2006; Hasko, 2009; Vidaković, 2012). The present study
investigated how Japanese–English bilinguals who know
two languages that share similar (manner bias) and
different (path bias) lexicalization biases construe novel
verbs in their target languages. Japanese is like English in
how it encodes manner in verbs but differs from English
in how it also has an abundance of path verbs.

When Japanese bilinguals’ performance to English
stimuli was compared with that of English monolingual
speakers, the Japanese bilinguals displayed approximately
the same proportion of manner verb construal (80%
manner preference) as the English monolingual speakers
(74% manner preference). However, when comparing
Japanese monolingual speakers’ and Japanese bilinguals’
verb construals, we found that bilinguals displayed
a stronger path bias (80%) compared to Japanese
monolingual speakers (69% manner preference). Thus,
Japanese bilinguals displayed a manner bias like the
English monolingual speakers when hearing the stimuli
in English but a path bias when hearing the stimuli in
Japanese. This latter pattern is unlike the performance of
the Japanese monolingual speakers whose path bias was
not as strong as that of the Japanese bilinguals.

Why might Japanese bilinguals show a stronger path
preference when hearing the stimuli in Japanese while
the Japanese monolingual speakers displayed a manner
preference? There are two possible explanations. The first
possible reason for the Japanese bilinguals’ contrasting
construals of verbs in two languages is that this may be a
pattern seen in bilinguals who are learning two languages
that are similar in their tendency to highlight manner in
verbs but differ in how they encode path. That is, although
Japanese and English both tend to encode manner in
verbs, path tends to be expressed in verbs in Japanese and
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Figure 2. (Colour online) Japanese stimuli: Percent with manner preference by speaker type

in prepositions for English. Fluent bilinguals who use
both languages regularly have both languages active and
accessible when one language is being used (Bialystok,
2009; Hernandez, Bates & Avila, 1996; Kroll, Bobb &
Wodniecka, 2006). The challenge facing the bilingual
speaker is to select the form and meaning of the target
language and not the alternate language. The bilinguals
in the current study were proficient enough to attend an
English-speaking university. Participants were using both
languages on a regular basis. Thus, for our proficient
bilinguals highlighting the differences between the two
languages by adopting a path bias when hearing the
stimuli in Japanese may have value in keeping the two
languages distinct.

Another reason could be that the Japanese bilinguals
noticed that the experiment was to be conducted in two
different languages at the beginning of the second session.
This may have led them to choose the construal opposite
to what they chose in the first session. Thus, if they
chose manner in the first session (English) they would
choose path in the second session (Japanese). Because
participants were not familiarized to two labels (English
and Japanese) for the same action, this argument assumes
that participants recognized the path or manner of the
action and knew that picking one manner in session
one meant that they should switch their responses with
intention in session two. We think this is unlikely and
tested this assumption by examining Japanese bilinguals’
verb construal pattern in both sessions.

Participants who heard English in the first session and
Japanese in the second all chose manner (7 out of 7, or
100%) in the English session and five out of seven chose
path in the Japanese session. Six out of eight bilinguals
who heard Japanese first chose path and the same percent
of participants chose manner in the English session.

Participants were consistent in choosing path for the
Japanese stimuli whether it came first (75%) or second
(71%). Six out of eight or 75% of the participants who
heard English second, chose manner. This is consistent
with the group that heard English first as they selected
manner 100% of the time. Thus, it seems unlikely that the
experimental design would automatically lead the bilin-
guals to choose the opposite of what they originally chose.

Instead, we argue that perhaps bilinguals, learning two
languages that are similar in how they encode manner and
that diverge in how they encode path, display a path verb
construal as an adaptive tool to contrast the two languages.
Additional L2 studies that examine verb construal of two
languages that share similar and different lexicalization
biases (e.g., Chinese and Japanese) are necessary to fur-
ther validate and investigate the generalizability of these
findings. Speakers of Chinese and Japanese may be good
candidates to test this hypothesis, as Chinese has been cat-
egorized as a manner-biased language like English. These
findings suggest that there may well be interpenetration
between L1 and L2 (Cadierno, 2008) that have implica-
tions for foreign language instruction that has treated all
bilinguals as if they learn a second language in the same
way, regardless of the L1 and L2 (Weinreich, 1953). That
is, there is little attempt to individualize instruction based
on students’ L1. Should these results prove generalizable
to other similar languages, L2 instruction should explicitly
address the question of how languages are similar and
different in how they encode path and manner.

Conclusion

The field of second language acquisition has mainly
focused on how the first language influences the second
language. However, this study offers additional support
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for the idea that the L1 and L2 interact and that
the particular combination of the bilinguals’ L1 and
L2 matters. Learning English as a second language
appears to have influenced Japanese bilinguals’ L1
verb construal. Japanese bilinguals displayed path verb
construals, a pattern that is not seen with the Japanese
monolingual speakers, and one that does not reflect
language convergence.

References

Akita, K. (2007). The acquisition of the constraints on mimetic
verbs in Japanese and Korean. In Yukinori Takubo. (Ed.),
Japanese/Korean Linguistics, 16. Stanford, CA: CSLI
Publications.

Allen, S., Özyürek, A., Kita, S., Brown, A., Furman,
R., Ishizuka, T., & Fujii (2007). Language specific and
universal influence in children’s syntactic packaging of
Manner and Path: A comparison of English, Japanese, and
Turkish. Cognition, 102, 16–48.

Ameel, E., Storms, G., Malt, B. C., & Sloman, S. A. (2005). How
bilinguals solve the naming problem. Journal of Memory
and Language, 53, 60–80.

Beavers, J. (2008). On the nature of goal marking
and delimitation: Evidence from Japanese. Journal of
Linguistics, 44, 283–316.

Bialystok, E. (2009). Bilingualism: The good, the bad, and the
indifferent. Bilingualism: Language and Cognition, 12 (1),
3–11.

Brown, A., & Gullberg, M. (2008). Bidirectional cross-linguistic
influence in L1-L2 encoding of manner in speech and
gesture: A study of Japanese speakers of English. Studies
in Second Language Acquisition, 30, 225–251.

Brown, A., & Gullberg, M. (2011). Bidirectional cross-linguistic
influence in event conceptualization? Expressions of
path among Japanese learners of English. Bilingualism:
Language and Cognition, 14, 79–94.

Brown, A., & Gullberg, M. (2012). Multicompetence and native
speaker variation in clausal packaging in Japanese. Second
Language Research, 28 (4), 415–442.

Brown, A., & Gullberg, M. (2013). L1-L2 convergence in
clausal packaging in Japanese and English. Bilingualism:
Language and Cognition, 16, 477–494.

Bylund, E. (2010). Segmentation and temporal structuring of
events in early Spanish–Swedish bilinguals. International
Journal of Bilingualism, 15, 56–84.

Cadierno, T. (2004). Expressing motion events in a second
language: A cognitive typological approach. In M. Achard
& S. Neimeier (Eds.), Cognitive linguistics, second
language acquisition for foreign language pedagogy (pp.
13–49). Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Cadierno, T. (2008). Learning to talk about motion in a foreign
language. In P. Robinson & N.C. Ellis (Eds.), Handbook
of cognitive linguistics and second language acquisition
(pp.239–275). New York/London: Routledge.

Cadierno, T. (2010). Motion in Danish as a second language:
Does the learner’s L1 make a difference? In Z-H. Han &
T. Cadierno (Eds.), Linguistic relativity in second language

acquisition: Thinking for speaking (pp. 1–33). Clevedon:
Multilingual Matters.

Cadierno, T., & Robinson, P. (2009). Language typology,
task complexity and the development of L2 lexicalization
patterns for describing motion events. Annual Review of
Cognitive Linguistics, 7, 245–276.

Cadierno, T., & Ruiz, L. (2006) Motion events in Spanish l2
acquisition. Annual Review of Cognitive Linguistics, 4,
183–216.

Daller, M.H., Treffers-Daller, J., & Furman, R. (2011). Transfer
of conceptualization patterns in bilinguals: The construal
of motion events in Turkish and German. Bilingualism:
Language and Cognition, 14, 95–119.

Dussias, E. P., Marful, A., Gerfen, C., & Molina, M. T. B.
(2010). Usage frequencies of complement-taking verbs in
Spanish and English: Data from Spanish monolinguals and
Spanish–English bilinguals. Behavior Research Methods,
4, 1004–1011.

Filipovic, L. (2011). Speaking and remembering in one or
two languages: Bilingual vs. monolingual lexicalization
and memory for motion events. International Journal of
Bilingualism, 15 (4), 466–485.

Gass, S., & Selinker, L. (1992). Language transfer in language
learning. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Gentner, D. (2006). Why verbs are hard to learn. In K. Hirsh-
Pasek, & R. Golinkoff, (Eds.) Action meets word: How
children learn verbs (pp. 544–564). Oxford University
Press.

Grosjean, F. (1992). Another view of the bilingualism. In Harris,
R. (Ed.): Cognitive Processing in Bilinguals. Amsterdam:
North-Holland.

Grosjean, F. (1998). Studying bilinguals: Methodological and
conceptual issues. Bilingualism: Language and Cognition,
1, 131–149.

Hasko, V. (2009). The locus of difficulties in the acquisition
of Russian verbs of motion by highly proficient learners.
Slavic and East European Journal, 53 (4), 360–385.

Hernandez, A. E., Bates, E. A, & Avila, L. X. (1996). Processing
across the language boundary: a cross-modal priming study
of Spanish–English bilinguals. Journal of Experimental
Psychology: Learning, Memory, and Cognition, 22 (4), 846.

Hohenstein, J. M., Eisenberg, A. R., & Naigles, L. R. (2006). Is
he floating across or crossing afloat? Cross-influence of L1
and L2 in Spanish–English bilingual adults. Bilingualism:
Language & Cognition, 9 (3), 249–261.

Imai, M., Li, L., Haryu, E., Okada, H., Hirsh-Pasek, K.,
Golinkoff, R., & Shigematsu, J. (2008). Novel noun and
verb learning in Chinese-, English-, and Japanese-speaking
children. Child Development, 79, 979–1000.

Inagaki, S. (2001). Motion verbs with goal PPs in the L2
acquisition of English and Japanese. Studies in Second
Language Acquisition, 23, 153–170.

Johnson, J. S., & Newport, E. L. (1991). Critical period
effects on universal properties of language: The status
of subjacency in the acquisition of a second language.
Cognition, 39, 215–258.

Kita, S. (1997). Two-dimensional semantic analysis of Japanese
mimetics. Linguistics, 35, 379–415.

Kroll, J.F., Bobb, S.C., & Wodniecka, Z. (2006). Language
selectivity is the exception not, the rule: Arguments

https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/S136672891400073X
Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. Temple University Libraries, on 01 Jul 2019 at 15:56:36, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at

https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/S136672891400073X
https://www.cambridge.org/core


790 Haruka Konishi, Frances Wilson, Roberta Michnick Golinkoff, Mandy J. Maguire and Kathy Hirsh-Pasek

against a fixed locus of language selection in bilingual
speech. Bilingualism: Language and Cognition, 9 (2), 119–
135.

Maguire, M., Hirsh-Pasek, K., Golinkoff, R.M., Imai, M.,
Haryu, E., Vanegas, S., & Sanchez-Davis, B. (2010).
A developmental shift from similar to language specific
strategies in verb acquisition: A comparison of English,
Spanish and Japanese. Cognition, 114, 299–319.

Matsumoto, D. (1996). Emotion and culture: New developments
and new challenges. Review of Emotional and Culture,
edited by Shinobu Kitayama and Hazel Markus.
Washington, DC: American Psychological Association.
World Psychology, 2, 248–249.

Muysken, P.C. (1997), Code-switching processes: Alternation,
insertion, congruent lexicalization. In Putz, M. (ed.), Lan-
guage choices: conditions, constraints and consequences
(pp. 361–380). John Benjamins.

Noguchi, H. (2011). Talmy’s dichotomous typology and
Japanese lexicalization patterns of motion events. Teachers
College, Columbia University Working Papers in TESOL &
Applied Linguistics, 11, 29–47.

Okada, H., Imai, M., & Haryu, E. (In preparation). Use of
mimetics by Japanese mothers describing action events to
young children and to adults.

Pavlenko, A. (2011). Thinking and speaking in two languages.
Bristol, UK: Multilingual Matters.

Slobin, D. (1996). From “thought and language” to “thinking
for speaking.” In J. J. Gumperz and S. C. Levinson (Eds.),
Rethinking linguistic relativity, Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Slobin, D. (2001). Form-function relations: How do children find
out what they are? Language acquisition and conceptual
development, 3, 406.

Slobin, D. (2004). The many ways to search for a frog:
Linguistic typology and the expression of motion events.
In S. Stromqvist & L. Verhoeven (Eds.), Relating events
in narrative: Typological and contextual perspectives.
Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Slobin, D. (2006). The child learns to think for speaking:
Puzzles of crosslinguistic diversity in form-meaning
mappings. Studies in Language Sciences, 7. Tokyo: Kurosio
Publishers.

Stam, G. (2006). Thinking for speaking about motion: L1 and
L2 speech and gesture. IRAL, 44, 145–171.

Talmy, L. (1985). Lexicalization patterns: Semantic structure
in lexical forms. Lamguage typology and syntactic
description, 3, 57–149.

Talmy, L. (1991). Path to realization: A typology of event
conflation. Berkeley Working Papers in Linguistics, 480–
519.

Talmy, L. (2000). Toward a cognitive semantics, vol. 1 & 2.
Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Unsworth, S. (2011). Ultrecht Bilingual Language Exposure
Calculator. Unpublished manuscript, Utrecht University.
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