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Abstract Speaking a second language (L2) involves another way of “thinking for speak-
ing” (Slobin 1996). Adopting Talmy’s typological framework of motion event description, 
this study examined how learning Japanese as L2 restructures English-Japanese bilin-
gual speakers’ thinking-for-speaking. Thirteen English-speaking intermediate learners 
of L2 Japanese described motion events in English and Japanese. The analysis focused 
on speech and gesture describing ‘rolling down’ and ‘swinging’ events, for which Eng-
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1 Introduction

1.1 Thinking-for-Speaking

Speakers of different languages verbalize different aspects of a giv-
en concept or entity. For example, English speakers must always be 
aware of whether the entity is countable (e.g. ‘apple’) or not (‘fruit’), 
and if countable, whether there is more than one of them (‘an apple’ 
or ‘apples’). In contrast, Japanese speakers can be oblivious about 
countability or plurality of the concept when naming the entity (rin-
go ‘apple/apples’). For this reason, Slobin (1991) proposed a hypoth-
esis that a special kind of thinking is “carried out on-line, in the pro-
cess of speaking” which involves “picking those characteristics of 
objects or events” (Slobin 1991, 11-12) that can or must be encoded 
in the language being spoken. Hence, languages train their speak-
ers to attend to particular aspects of concepts/events that should be 
encoded and how they should be encoded.

Talmy’s (1985, 2000) typological classification of how speakers of 
different languages lexicalize different components of motion events 
has been particularly significant in its contribution to research on the 
thinking-for-speaking hypothesis. In second language (L2) research, 
the question is how typological differences between their L2 speak-
ers’ first language (L1) and L2 affect their conceptual representa-
tions and processing patterns in their L1 and L2 production (Benaz-
zo, Flecken, Soroli 2012).

It is not only speech that is used to express meaning. Speech and 
gesture coordinate to express meaning (e.g. Kendon 2004; McNeill 
1992). Gesture is defined here as hand and arm movements which co-
occur with speech, although the speakers are mostly not conscious 
about them (McNeill 1992). According to previous research, in de-
scribing motion events, gesture shows the speaker’s construal of the 
events in a way that speech alone does not always reveal, both in L1 
and in L2 (e.g. Brown, Gullberg 2008; Choi, Lantolf 2008; Neguerue-
la et al. 2004; Stam 2006, 2015; Yoshioka, Kellerman 2006). In other 
words, thinking-for-speaking is reflected in gesture (McNeill 1997; 
McNeill, Duncan 2000). Speakers’ description of motion events in L2 
speech and gesture is therefore a fruitful area of investigation (Cadi-
erno 2008, 2017).

In the current study, we examine L1 English and L2 Japanese 
bilingual (henceforth English-Japanese bilingual) speakers’ motion 
event descriptions in speech and gesture – in both their L1 English 
and L2 Japanese – in order to shed light on the way they talk about 
motion events in a typologically different L2, and how this learning 
(i.e. new training) may affect the way they describe the same motion 
events in their L1. We will build on influential research by Brown and 
Gullberg (2008), who studied L1 Japanese and L2 English bilingual 
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speakers’ motion event descriptions in L1 Japanese and L2 English. 
We will use the same language pair but in the reverse direction: L1 
English and L2 Japanese. We will explain our motivation for revers-
ing the direction later.

Before we proceed, some terminological clarification is in order. 
In recent literature regarding L2 and multilingualism, those who 
learned L2 and use it in addition to their L1 are regarded as “bilin-
gual” regardless of their proficiency levels, and we also call L2 us-
ers “bilingual”. When bilingual speakers are compared with “mono-
lingual” speakers in the relevant literature such as the studies we 
review below, the “monolingual” speakers are actually “minimally 
bilingual” (Cook 2003, 14) in that they have minimal exposure to L2 
and do not engage in using any L2 actively. Following the termino-
logical use in the literature, in this chapter we refer to those who use 
L2 as “bilingual”; and to those who are “minimally bilingual” native 
speakers of a given language as “monolingual”. Bilinguals’ L1 and 
L2 are indicated by the order in which the languages are given (e.g. 
bilinguals whose L1 is Japanese and L2 is English are referred to as 
Japanese-English bilinguals).

1.2 Describing Motion Events in English vs. Japanese

1.2.1 Speech

In Talmy’s (1985, 2000) typological framework of motion event de-
scription, a motion event is an event where an object (Figure) moves 
through a path (Path) with respect to another reference object 
(Ground). Languages are classified by how they lexicalize Path, pri-
marily into two types: Satellite-framed language (henceforth S-lan-
guage) and Verb-framed language (V-language). In S-languages such 
as English and Russian, Path is indicated by particles (e.g. ‘jump 
out’). In these languages, Manner of motion is usually expressed by 
manner verbs. English is known to have a large inventory of manner 
verbs (Slobin 2004). Manner refers to motor pattern of the movement 
of the Figure, the rate of movement, or the degree of effort involved 
in the movement (Allen et al. 2007, 20). In V-languages such as Jap-
anese, Spanish, and Turkish, Path is typically encoded by verbs (e.g. 
agaru ‘ascend’), and in these languages, Manner is characteristically 
expressed in adjunct clauses. In Japanese, Manner is said to be typi-
cally expressed by a subordinate clause, linked by the connector -te. 
However, it is now understood that some V-languages, including Jap-
anese, have rich inventories of mimetics (also called ‘ideophones’) 
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that can readily encode Manner (Ohara 2002)1 as well as compound 
verbs (Croft et al. 2010).

Below are English (1) and Japanese (2a-c) examples describing 
a scene in a Sylvester and Tweety Bird cartoon called Canary Row, 
where Sylvester has swallowed a bowling ball and is rolling down a 
hill. The elements expressing Path are shown in bold.2,3

1. He rolls down the hill.

2. (a) Korogatte  saka-o  kudaru.
 roll-CON  slope-ACC descend.NPAST
 “(He) descends the slope as he rolls”.

(b) Korokoro      saka-o  kudaru.
 MIM(manner of rolling)  slope-ACC descend.NPAST
 “(He) descends in korokoro manner”.

(c) saka-o   korogari-otita.
 slope-ACC roll-fall.PAST
 “(He) rolled down the slope”.

In the English example (1), Path (satellite, ‘down’) and Manner (main 
verb, ‘roll’) are expressed in the same verb phrase in the matrix 
clause. Kita and Özyürek (2003, 22) regard this type of description 
as “tighter packaging”. In the Japanese examples (2a-b), Path can 
be expressed in the main verb, but Manner is expressed in another 
‘clause’, korogatte, linked by -te as in (2a), or through the mimetic 
adverb korokoro as in (2b). In Example (2c), the compound verb ex-
presses both Path and Manner. Allen et al. (2007, 30) regarded (2a) 
as “semi-tight packaging” and (2b-c) as “tight packaging”. Kita and 
Özyürek (2003) regarded (2a) as typical in Japanese and considered 
packaging in English tighter than in Japanese. Indeed, Allen et al. 
(2007) found that Japanese native speakers (university students re-
siding in Tokyo) preferred semi-tight packaging and used it most of 
the time while English speakers (university students residing in Bos-
ton) preferred tight packaging.4

1 It has also been pointed out by Slobin (2004) that some languages can be classi-
fied as another type, “equipollently-framed”, because in some languages such as Man-
darin Chinese and Thai, Manner and Path are expressed by equivalent grammatical 
forms such as serial verb construction in which the Manner verb is often expressed to-
gether with a Path verb.
2 The romanization system adopted here is basically Kunrei-shiki, which reflects pho-
nemic representations of the linguistic elements.
3 In glossing for examples, ACC refers to accusative case, CON connective, MIM mi-
metics, LOC locative particle, QUO quotative particle, NPAST unfinished.
4 The authors described the participants as native speakers of Japanese or English. 
They did not report whether they were monolingual speakers or not, but the participants 
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Brown and Gullberg (2012), however, reported that Japanese 
monolinguals preferred tight packaging with the use of various al-
ternative constructions, including compound verbs such as koroga-
ri-ochiru ‘roll-fall’ in (2c) and what they call complex motion predi-
cates such as korogatte iku ‘goes rolling’. We believe that one of the 
reasons for the discrepancy is due to differing ways of coding the se-
quences/sentences connected by -te, which “exhibit characteristics 
of both coordination and subordination” and “an extreme degree of 
semantic unspecificity” (Hasegawa 1996, 9, 17). For example, koro-
gatte iku ‘goes rolling’, which Brown and Gullberg (2012) coded as a 
compound verb (hence “tight packaging”), may have been coded as 
“semi-tight” by Allen et al. (2007). In fact, Brown and Gullberg them-
selves state that their category of complex motion predicates “could 
have been coded as multi-clausal constructions” (Brown, Gullberg 
2012, 43 fn. 6) by Allen et al. (2007) and Kita and Özyürek (2003).

Despite this discrepancy between previous studies, it remains the 
case that Japanese motion event descriptions involve interchangeable 
alternatives with varying degrees of tightness of packaging, while 
English motion event descriptions have the dominant lexicalization 
pattern of the usage of manner verbs expressing Manner, followed 
by a particle expressing Path. Hence, Japanese motion event descrip-
tions can have looser packaging than English.

As the focus of our gesture analysis is to examine the specific 
types of gesture that Kita and Özyürek (2003) found to correspond to 
syntactic packaging in speech, we adhere to their method of coding 
packaging in this chapter. The differences between English and Jap-
anese motion event descriptions in speech reported by previous stud-
ies are summarised in Table 1, where the characterisation of pack-
aging is based on Kita and Özyürek (2003) and Allen et al. (2007).

Table 1 Motion event descriptions in English and Japanese in speech

English (S-language) Japanese (V-language)
Path encoding Particles Path verbs as main verbs

Manner encoding Manner verbs as main 
verbs

Subordinate clauses, mimetic 
adverbs, other constructions

Manner and Path 
packaging Tighter Looser

Manner verb 
repertoire Rich Limited

were living in the environment where they were actively using their native language.
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It is likely that the English language trains speakers to pay attention 
to Manner of motion and select manner verbs, and to use satellites 
to express Path in the same clause (tight packaging), which then al-
lows them to have an image of Manner and Path occurring simulta-
neously. The Japanese language does not necessarily train speakers 
to simultaneously pay attention to Path and Manner, possibly lead-
ing to a more decomposed image of Manner and Path.

1.2.2 Gesture

Kita and Özyürek (2003) found gesture preferences corresponding 
to tightness of syntactic packaging when they analysed motion event 
descriptions by native English speakers and native Japanese speak-
ers5 (and Turkish [V-language] speakers, whose patterns were simi-
lar to those of Japanese speakers). Kita and Özyürek focused on two 
scenes in the Tweety Bird cartoon: one where Sylvester rolls down a 
hill (henceforth Rolling) and one where Sylvester swings across one 
building to another using a rope (Swinging).

When describing Rolling, most English speakers used gesture con-
flating Manner and Path (i.e. gesture describing a downward trajecto-
ry while simultaneously representing circular, rolling motion), while 
Japanese speakers tended to use gesture representing only trajec-
tory or only Manner, though they also used some gesture conflating 
Manner and Path. Describing a Manner-salient motion event, such as 
the cartoon scenes, presents a “classic linearization problem in Lev-
elt’s (1989) sense” (Allen et al. 2007, 22). Because the speaker can 
only express one semantic component at a time, they need to linearly 
order Manner and Path, despite the fact they occur simultaneously.

When describing Swinging, English speakers paid attention to 
Manner of swinging to select the lexical concept for ‘swing’ in speech, 
and they consistently used gesture representing arc-shaped trajecto-
ry. In contrast, Japanese speakers often ignored the arc trajectory to 
select lexical concepts for readily available Japanese verbs (path verb 
iku ‘go’, manner verb tobu ‘jump/fly’), and some Japanese speakers 
only used straight-shaped gesture. Kita and Özyürek attributed this 
Japanese pattern to the absence of a readily available verb describ-
ing arc-shaped movement. We summarise what Kita and Özyürek re-
ported in Table 2 regarding the English and Japanese patterns in de-
scribing the two scenes.

5 Kita and Özyürek report that their Japanese-speaking and English-speaking par-
ticipants are adult native speakers of Japanese and those of American English, and no 
further information is given.
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Table 2 Motion event descriptions in English and Japanese in speech and gesture

Speech Gesture
English (S-language) Japanese (V-language)

Syntactic:
Manner and Path 
packaging
(tighter in English)

Manner and Path 
conflation

Manner-only and Path-
only

Lexical:
Presence of the manner 
verb swing in English

Arc Straight

Kita and Özyürek (2003) account for these differences by on-line plan-
ning of speech production and thinking-for-speaking for spatial repre-
sentation. The gesture preference corresponding to syntactic and lex-
ical features of each language emerges by feedback from the stage in 
which grammar is encoded during sentence production. “If language-
specific spatial representation is repeatedly generated for speak-
ing, then it can become part of habitual non-linguistic thought about 
space” (Kita, Özyürek 2003, 27). Gesture and speech performance re-
flects a language-specific way of thinking on-line about space.

1.2.3 Previous L2 Studies. Cross-Linguistic  
and Bidirectional Influence

Recent L2 studies in the domain of motion have examined both inter- 
and intra-typological L1-L2 combinations, e.g. L1-L2 pairs differing in 
typology and L1-L2 pairs in the same typology (Cadierno 2017). Re-
searchers have investigated whether differences between L1 and L2 
affect speakers’ motion event descriptions in L2, but the results are 
mixed. Here we focus specifically on studies which examined the inter-
typological L1-L2 pairs. For instance, Cadierno and Ruiz (2006) found 
that L1 played a limited role in motion event descriptions in L2, in that 
L2 learners of Spanish (V-language) whose L1 was Danish (S-language) 
and whose L1 was Italian (V-language) did not differ in the ways they 
expressed Manner; differences were found only in expressing Path.

Hohenstein, Eisenberg, and Naigles (2006) examined grammatical 
and lexical influence among early and late Spanish-English bilinguals 
and found bidirectional (L1-to-L2 and L2-to-L1) influence in lexical as-
pects and L1-to-L2 influence in grammatical construction. Lexically, 
late bilinguals used more path verbs in L2 English than English mono-
linguals and fewer path verbs in L1 Spanish than Spanish monolin-
guals. In terms of grammatical construction, only L1-to-L2 influence 
was found in the use of manner modifiers (e.g. on all fours) and bare 
verbs (lacking locative/ground information). Both early and late bi-
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linguals used more manner modifiers and more bare verbs than Eng-
lish monolinguals, retaining Spanish speakers’ pattern.

Negueruela et al. (2004) showed that English-Spanish bilingual 
speakers used gestures to encode Manner information when they had 
problems encoding Manner in speech. Similar findings have been re-
ported by Choi and Lantolf (2008), who examined English-Korean and 
Korean-English bilinguals. These gestures can be interpreted as L1 
influence in encoding Manner or communication strategies.

Some studies show that the proficiency levels affect L1 influence 
on L2, which is reflected in gesture. Stam’s (2006, 2015) longitudinal 
studies show that the Spanish-English bilinguals who retained their 
L1 gesture when speaking English as their L2 changed their gesture 
to be more like gestures in the target language at the advanced lev-
el of proficiency. Similarly, in a cross-sectional study examining L1 
speakers of Turkish (V-language) who speak English (S-language) as 
L2, Özyürek (2002) showed that at the advanced proficiency level, the 
speech and gesture when speaking L2 English were similar to those 
of L1 English speakers.6 While beginner-level L2 English learners of-
ten used Manner-only or Path-only speech and gesture, advanced-
level learners used more speech expressing both Path and Manner 
and gesture conflating Path and Manner.

Furthermore, in addition to L1-to-L2 influence, the L2-to-L1 influ-
ence (i.e. bidirectional influence) was found in speech and gesture, 
often resulting in bilinguals’ ‘in-between performance’, distinct from 
the monolingual patterns of their L1 or L2 (Hernandez, Bates, Avi-
la 1994; Pavlenko 2014, 2016). This was found in bilinguals of typo-
logically different languages: Spanish-English (Hohenstein, Eisen-
berg, Naigles 2006), Turkish-German (Daller, Treffers-Daller, Furman 
2011), Russian-English (Wolff, Ventura 2009), and Japanese-English 
(Brown 2015; Brown, Gullberg 2008).

The bidirectional influence was not observed consistently, howev-
er. Hohenstein, Eisenberg and Naigles (2006) found bidirectional in-
fluence in proportions of manner and path verbs while they found on-
ly L1-to-L2 influence in grammatical construction. Furthermore, their 
within-speaker analysis showed that the bilinguals’ L1 and L2 per-
formances were distinct from each other. In contrast, as we review 
in the next section, Brown and Gullberg (2008, 2012, 2013) found the 
bidirectional influence was observed as convergence, where their bi-
linguals’ L1 and L2 performances were similar.

6 The elementary-level and intermediate-level Turkish speakers of L2 English were 
university students in Istanbul, and advanced-level speakers were lecturers at the 
same university.
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1.3 Japanese-English Bilinguals

Brown and Gullberg (2008, 2012, 2013) conducted extensive research 
on motion event description by two groups of Japanese-English bilin-
guals (13 learning English as a Second Language while living in the 
U.S. and 15 learning English as a Foreign Language and living in Ja-
pan) and compared their performances with those of 13 English and 
16 Japanese monolinguals. The authors did not find any differences 
between the ESL and EFL groups and collapsed their data. The par-
ticipants described motion events in the Tweety Bird cartoons used 
also by Kita and Özyürek (2003).7

Brown and Gullberg (2008) focused on expression of Manner and 
showed that Japanese learners of English at the ‘intermediate lev-
el’ performed differently from both English and Japanese monolin-
guals, showing ‘in-between performance’ in speech and gesture. 
In speech, the bilinguals expressed Manner more frequently than 
Japanese monolinguals but less frequently than English monolin-
guals, when speaking L2 English. In gesture, they used more Man-
ner modulation (gesture expressing Path when Manner is expressed 
in speech) than Japanese monolinguals when speaking Japanese, 
similarly to English monolinguals. Importantly, Brown and Gull-
berg (2008) reported that the bilinguals’ L1 Japanese performance 
and L2 English performance did not differ from each other, provid-
ing evidence of bidirectional cross-linguistic influence, resulting 
in convergence.

Furthermore, Brown and Gullberg (2012, 2013) showed conver-
gence in syntactic packaging. They found that both English and Jap-
anese monolinguals preferred tight packaging, where Path and Man-
ner are expressed in the same clause such as in Examples (3) and (4) 
below,8 though as mentioned earlier the coding of the manner verb 
followed by -te in (3) may be rather arguable.

3. korogatte iku
rolling.CON go
“(He) goes rolling”.

7 This cartoon was used in many other previous studies that examined co-speech ges-
ture (e.g. McNeill, Duncan 2000), and using the same video as the stimulus has made 
it possible to compare their findings. Hence, we do so too.
8 Glosses and translations are modified to make them compatible with other exam-
ples in the current paper.
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4. guruguru         gorogoro-to      haitte      itte9

MIM(manner of rotating) MIM(manner of rolling)-QUO enter.CON go.CON
“(He) enters going in a manner of guruguru, gorogoro”.

Brown and Gullberg (2012, 2013), however, found that Japanese-Eng-
lish bilinguals used multiple clauses to express Path and Manner in 
their L1 Japanese, using the Manner-only clause subette and Path-on-
ly clauses, similarly to the L2 English in (6). The square brackets indi-
cate clauses. Note that though we agree that Example (5) has multiple 
clauses, subette seems to be a subordinate clause, making packag-
ing ‘semi-tight’, contra Brown and Gullberg’s (2012, 2013) analysis.

5. [subette] [booringuzyo    ni     haitte      itte]
slide.GER bowling.alley LOC enter.CON go.CON
“(He) slides and goes in the bowling alley”.

6. [and he kept running] [and he went into the bowling place]

In a nutshell, Brown and Gullberg (2008, 2012, 2013) provided some 
evidence of bidirectional cross-linguistic influence among Japanese-
English bilinguals who learned English as their L2 in different as-
pects of motion event descriptions, specifically in the ways they ex-
press Manner in speech and gesture and in syntactic packaging. 
Japanese-English bilinguals expressing Manner more often than 
monolingual Japanese speakers and less often than monolingual Eng-
lish speakers suggests convergence in their thinking (construal) of 
motion events.

Though Brown and Gullberg (2012, 2013) examined syntactic 
packaging in speech, they did not examine the bilinguals’ gesture, 
that is, Manner-Path conflation, which is expected to correspond to 
syntactic packaging. Bilinguals’ thinking-for-speaking is expected 
to be observed more easily in gesture than in speech because gen-
erating gesture would not be prevented by insufficient knowledge 
of L2. Hence, we examine two specific types of gesture claimed by 
Kita and Özyürek (2003) to show thinking-for-speaking, represent-
ing the spatial conceptualisation specific to Japanese and English 
(shown in Table 2).

9 Mimetic adverbs are often used with the quotative particle -to, which is usually op-
tional, and regardless of whether the mimetics are accompanied by -to, they are treat-
ed as structurally equivalent adverbs, and hence the presence of –to may not affect 
packaging here.

Noriko Iwasaki, Keiko Yoshioka
Thinking-for-Speaking to Describe Motion Events



Noriko Iwasaki, Keiko Yoshioka
Thinking-for-Speaking to Describe Motion Events

Ca’ Foscari Japanese Studies 13 | 1 81
European Approaches to Japanese Language and Linguistics, 71-98

2 Current Study

2.1 Research Objectives and Research Questions

A question arises as to whether bilinguals in the reverse direction, 
English-Japanese bilinguals, also show bidirectional cross-linguistic 
influence. The acquisition of English and the acquisition of Japanese 
involve different challenges. In speech, while Japanese-English bi-
linguals learn to encode Manner by (nearly obligatory) use of man-
ner verbs in tighter packaging of Manner and Path in speech, Eng-
lish-Japanese bilinguals learn to use path verbs and express Manner 
(which is optional) in looser Manner and Path packaging. This differ-
ence may have different impacts on bidirectional influence. New pat-
terns in speech may require changes in thinking-for-speaking, which 
may be observed in gesture.

Hence, the current study examines whether motion event descrip-
tions by L1 English speakers of L2 Japanese show bidirectional in-
fluence in their L1 English and L2 Japanese when compared with 
English monolinguals’ performance and Japanese monolinguals’ per-
formance reported in previous studies (Allen et al. 2007; Brown, Gull-
berg 2008, 2012, 2013; Kita, Özyürek 2003).

We focus on the two specific event descriptions examined by Kita 
and Özyürek (2003), namely Rolling, whose Manner and Path can be 
expressed in tighter or looser packaging; and Swinging, whose tra-
jectory can typically be expressed differently in English and Japa-
nese. We summarise alternative patterns for describing the events 
in speech and gesture in Table 3. Alternative (a) is compatible with 
preferred patterns reported for English monolinguals, and alterna-
tive (b) is compatible with preferred patterns reported for Japanese 
monolinguals by Kita and Özyürek (2003) though, as we mentioned 
above, findings in previous studies are somewhat contradictory with 
regard to syntactic packaging preferred by native Japanese speakers.

Table 3 Motion event descriptions in English and Japanese in speech and gesture

Motion events Alternative Speech Gesture
Rolling down (a) - Tight packaging using a 

manner verb
- Manner+Path

Manner-Path 
conflation

(b) - Looser packaging using 
adjuncts or adverbs
- Manner-only, Path-only

Manner-only, Path-
only

Swinging across (a) swing (English),
suwingu (Japanese)

Arc-shaped

(b) go, fly (English)
iku, tobu (Japanese)

Straight-shaped
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Specifically, we examine which alternatives English-Japanese bilin-
guals adopt in L1 English and L2 Japanese in order to determine 
whether they show bidirectional cross-linguistic influence. Because 
we endeavour to compare English-Japanese bilingual speakers’ per-
formances with Japanese-English bilingual speakers’ performances 
reported by Brown and Gullberg (2008, 2012, 2013), and with (mono-
lingual) native speakers reported by them and by Allen et al. (2007) 
and Kita and Özyürek (2003), we use the same Rolling and Swinging 
events from the Sylvester and Tweety Bird cartoon, and ask adult bi-
linguals (mostly university students) to describe them. In so doing, 
we aim to answer two questions:

(1) Grammatical: lexicalization pattern and co-speech gesture
Do English-Japanese bilinguals tend to use English patterns (man-
ner verbs, Path+Manner descriptions, tighter packaging, conflation 
gesture) or Japanese patterns (path verbs, Path-only/Manner-only de-
scriptions, looser packaging, Path-only and/or Manner-only gesture) 
when speaking L1 English and when speaking L2 Japanese?

(2) Lexical: the availability/absence of the verb for swinging
Do English-Japanese bilinguals (attempt to) express the arc trajecto-
ry of swinging in L1 English and L2 Japanese in speech and gesture?

Research Question (1) is related to syntactic packaging, and the key 
to this question is the bilinguals’ description of Rolling, for which Ki-
ta and Özyürek (2003) showed tight packaging and conflated gesture 
among English speakers but not among Japanese speakers. If bidirec-
tional cross-linguistic influence is at work, the bilinguals will show 
L1 English packaging looser than that of English monolinguals and 
L2 Japanese packaging tighter than that of Japanese monolinguals, 
as ‘in-between performance’ in speech, and also show some tenden-
cy to use gesture separating Path and Manner even when speaking 
English and some tendency to use Manner-Path conflation gesture 
when speaking Japanese.

Research Question (2) is concerned with lexical availability of 
the manner verb ‘swing’ in English in contrast to Japanese, which 
does not have a commonly used manner verb for swinging. Kita and 
Özyürek (2003) reported that Japanese speakers tended to use verbs 
such as iku ‘go’ and tobu ‘fly’ in speech and use straight-trajectory 
gesture. The questions are: when English-Japanese bilinguals speak 
L2 Japanese, do they attempt to describe swinging by using a word 
borrowed from English (e.g. suwingu-suru ‘swing’) or by other crea-
tive means in L2 Japanese and retain the tendency to use arc trajec-
tory in gesture (L1-to-L2 influence)? And when they speak L1 English, 
do they not describe swinging even in speech and use straight-tra-
jectory gesture (L2-to-L1 influence)?
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2.2 Methods

2.2.1 Participants

A total of 14 English speakers residing in the UK originally partic-
ipated. They were mostly university students in London, where the 
data were collected. They grew up in an English-speaking environ-
ment and spent most of their life in the UK, except for 1 participant 
who was born in Japan and spent a total of six years of her childhood 
in Japan. Her data were excluded, and the remaining 13 participants’ 
data were analysed. Japanese oral proficiency was assessed by Oral 
Proficiency Interview (OPI), following the standard protocol of the 
American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL). 
The first author, a certified OPI tester at the time of the data collec-
tion, conducted OPIs and sent the audio files to the ACTFL for ver-
ification (agreed ratings) of the proficiency levels. The 13 English-
speaking participants (7 women and 6 men, aged 19 to 33, mean age 
21.5) consisted of 10 Intermediate-level (1 High, 5 Mid, 4 Low) and 3 
Advanced-level (2 Mid and 1 Low) speakers. Table 4 shows their pro-
ficiency levels assessed via OPI and approximate CEFR levels, based 
on ‘Assigning CEFR Ratings to ACTFL Assessments’.10

Table 4 Participants’ proficiency levels in L2 Japanese

Official OPI rating CEFR level Number 
of participants

Intermediate-Low (IL) A2 4
Intermediate-Mid (IM) B1.1 5
Intermediate-High (IH) B1.2 1
Advanced-Low (AL) B2.1 1
Advanced-Mid (AM) B2.2 2

Most of the participants in the current study are less proficient than 
the participants that Brown and Gullberg (2008, 2012, 2013) studied, 
who were regarded as “intermediate” and as B2. Brown and Gullberg 
highlight their finding of L2-to-L1 influence at the moderate level of 
proficiency. Hence, if L2-to-L1 influence is found among the current 
participants, the finding would be more striking. The participants 

10 CEFR stands for Common European Framework of Reference, and ACTFL pro-
vides information regarding the approximate CEFR level for each of their oral profi-
ciency levels. URL http://www.actfl.org/news/reports/assigning-cefr-ratings-
actfl-assessments.

http://www.actfl.org/news/reports/assigning-cefr-ratings-actfl-assessments
http://www.actfl.org/news/reports/assigning-cefr-ratings-actfl-assessments
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had studied Japanese for one to ten years (average of 4.3 years). Four 
of them spent one year in Japan to study the language, and one spent 
two years working in Japan.

2.2.2 Stimuli and Procedure

The participants described motion events that they watched on two 
41-second video clips from Canary Row (Warner Bros.), parts of a 
Tweety Bird cartoon containing Rolling and Swinging, as well as 
two other unrelated short video clips,11 both in English and in Japa-
nese. They described these to an interlocutor who speaks English as 
her L1 and another interlocutor who speaks Japanese as her L1, re-
spectively. They were both women in their 20s who had not viewed 
the video clips. They asked the participants for elaboration when 
the participants’ description was brief, but in the current study on-
ly the participants’ initially attempted descriptions, without any fur-
ther elaboration, were examined. The order of the two languages was 
counterbalanced: half the participants, randomly assigned, described 
Rolling in English first and Swinging in Japanese first; the other half 
in the reverse order. They then described one of the unrelated video 
clips before the change of interlocutor. All participants’ descriptions 
were video-recorded and transcribed. The video clips were upload-
ed to the ELAN programme, designed to analyse digital audiovisual 
data (Wittenburg et al. 2006).

2.2.3 Method of Analysis. Rolling Event

Because the foci were different for the two motion events, two differ-
ent methods of analysis were adopted.

For the analysis of speech in Rolling, we first identified speech 
segments that described the rolling event and then examined how 
the events were described. Each description was classified as 
Path+Manner, Path-only or Manner-only. For the analysis of syn-
tactic packaging, Path+Manner descriptions as well as Path-only 
and Manner-only descriptions immediately adjacent were coded by 
the first and second authors as tight (Manner and Path in the same 
clause), semi-tight (Manner in adjunct) or loose (separate clauses). 
It turned out that the participants did not use any semi-tight packag-
ing. Inter-rater reliability was 92% for Japanese and 96% for English 

11 One of the aims of the project was to examine whether and how English-Japanese 
bilingual speakers use Japanese mimetics. Besides the motion events, they were asked 
to describe short noise-emitting disaster scenes (i.e. hurricane, earthquake).
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speech. Example (7) shows an L2 Japanese example for tight packaging 
(Path+Manner description), and (8a-b) show examples of loose pack-
aging (combinations of Manner-only and Path-only). Example (8a) con-
sists of two adjacent sentences, and Example (8b) consists of two coor-
dinated clauses in one sentence. Below, Manner and Path are in bold.

7. P09 IM [Participant 09: Intermediate-Mid]
Ano booru-wa gorogoro gorogoro booringujo-ni      ikimasu.
ball-TOP      MIM MIM bowling.alley-LOC go.NPAST
“The ball goes to the bowling alley in gorogoro manner”.

8. (a) P01 IL [Participant 01: Intermediate-Low]
 Ano, neko-wa rooringu-o simasu. Booringuzyo-ni       hairimasita.
 well cat-TOP rolling-ACC do   Bowling.alley-LOC entered.PAST
 “well, the cat does rolling. (He) entered the bowling alley”.

(b) P04 IM [Participant 04: Intermediate-Mid]
 Miti-o it-te   koro, korogaru.
 road-ACC go-CON roll.NPAST
 “(He) goes on the road, (he) ro, rolls”.

For the analysis of gesture, we first identified the use of iconic ges-
ture, i.e. gesture representing Manner and/or Path in iconic ways 
(namely, gesture that represented either Manner or Path of motion). 
The type of gesture was then coded for Manner-only, Path-only, and 
Manner-Path conflation by the first and second authors, following Ki-
ta and Özyürek (2003). The inter-rater reliability was 88%. The vid-
eo segments of the cases where the two coders did not initially agree 
(e.g. gesture indicating tiny curvy repetition can be either Manner of 
rolling or beating that typically occurs when planning what to say) 
were viewed by the two and discussed to reach agreement.

Once both speech and gesture were coded, the correspondence 
between the speech (tight vs. loose packaging) and gesture (Manner-
only, Path-only, and Path+Manner) were examined.

2.2.4 Method of Analysis. Swinging Event

For the Swinging event, speech was transcribed and we examined 
the specific verbs used to describe swinging. The focus was on wheth-
er the participants used the verb ‘swing’ in English and if they tried 
to describe an arc-shaped event in Japanese in speech (e.g. using a 
word borrowed from English, suwingu-suru) or in gesture.

For the analysis of gesture, we identified the use of iconic gesture 
for each description and the gesture was then coded for Arc trajec-
tory and Straight gesture independently by the two authors. When 
a given participant used more than one gesture during a single mo-
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tion event description, each gesture was coded. The inter-rater re-
liability was 86%. The video segments of those cases where the two 
coders did not initially agree (typically a short or gentle curve) were 
viewed by the two and discussed to reach agreement. Following Ki-
ta and Özyürek (2003), the participants were then classified as those 
who used Arc trajectory gesture only, those who used both Arc trajec-
tory and Straight gesture, and those who only used Straight gesture.

Once speech and gesture were coded, whether the Arc trajectory 
vs. Straight gesture co-occurred with the verb ‘swing’, or what oth-
er verbs co-occurred, was examined.

3 Results

3.1 Rolling Event (Syntactic Influence)

The Rolling event was examined to answer Research Question (1), 
to determine whether English-Japanese bilinguals express Path and 
Manner in speech or gesture in ways that suggest restructuring such 
as convergence in their thinking-for-speaking.

All 13 bilinguals described Rolling events, though they did not al-
ways describe both Path and Manner. In their L1 English description 
in speech, 11 of the 13 participants described both Manner and Path. 
They all used manner verbs: ‘roll’ (11 of 13 participants) or ‘pedal/
shoot’ (both by 1 participant: P05, L2 Japanese AM level). In the Eng-
lish descriptions expressing both Path and Manner, the bilinguals 
consistently used tight packaging (12 of 12 descriptions), mostly using 
the expression ‘roll down’, retaining L1 English pattern. There were 
2 Path-only (e.g. “goes down the hill” by P07, IL; “he falls into a bowl-
ing alley” by P12, IL) and 8 Manner-only (e.g. “just rolling around and 
can’t stop” by P07) descriptions, 4 of which were produced by P07.

With regard to gesture in L1 English, however, while Kita and 
Özyürek (2003) reported that 70% of the English speakers used 
Manner+Path conflating gesture, in the current study only 5 of 13 
participants (38%) did so. [Fig. 1] indicates the gesture types that each 
participant used (note that no or multiple gestures occurred for each 
speech description; hence the number of gestures does not correspond 
to the number of speech descriptions); the participants were ordered 
by their oral proficiency in Japanese from lower to higher proficiency 
(from left to right). Albeit with a small number of participants, it is in-
teresting to note that those whose L2 Japanese proficiency was higher 
(Intermediate-High or above) did not use any gesture conflating Man-
ner and Path; instead, they used Manner-only or Path-only gesture.

Of the 5 cases of gesture conflating Path and Manner, 4 co-oc-
curred with tight packaging of Path and Manner, with the manner 
verb ‘roll’ in speech: 3 occurred with the particle ‘down’; 1 with 
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‘across’. The remaining case was a Manner-only description by P07 
(“it’s um lurking at the bottom of him”), referring to the ball in Syl-
vester’s stomach. The Path-only gesture used by P06 (Intermediate-
High) and P03 (Advanced-Low) co-occurred with the use of ‘roll down’ 
in speech, while a Path-only gesture by P05 (Advanced-Mid) co-oc-
curred with “shoot along the street into a bowling alley”, which did 
not specifically express manner of rolling.

In the bilinguals’ L2 Japanese speech, 8 participants described 
both Manner and Path (but not necessarily within the same descrip-
tions), using manner verbs such as korogaru ‘roll’ (3 participants), 
rooringu-o suru ‘do rolling’ (1), isogu ‘hurry’ (1); path verbs iku ‘go’ 
(4), otiru ‘descend’ (1), sagaru ‘descend’ (1); or the generic movement 
verb ugoku ‘move’ (2). Of the 8 descriptions expressing both Path and 
Manner, 6 (75%) were tight packaging, 2 (25%) loose packaging, and 
there was no semi-tight packaging. There were 13 Path-only and 5 
Manner-only descriptions. The 6 tight packaging cases utilised man-
ner verb korogaru ‘roll’ (P04, P10, both IM), mimetic adverbs (e.g. ko-
rokoro, gorogoro, both without the quotative -to) (P03, AL; P09, IM) 
and other adverbs (e.g. hayaku ‘quickly’, P08, IL; zutto ‘all the way’, 
P06, IH). Two Intermediate-Low participants (P07, P08) mentioned 
the English word ‘roll’ and tried to come up with the Japanese equiv-
alent. Having failed to find the Japanese equivalent, they described 
Manner in alternative ways using the verb ugoku ‘move’ (P07), and 
iku with the adverb hayaku ‘quickly’ (P08). Another Intermediate-
Low participant (P01) borrowed the English word ‘roll’ as rooringu-
o simasita ‘did rolling’.

With regard to gesture in describing Rolling in L2 Japanese, 3 
participants used 6 gestures conflating Path and Manner. [Fig. 2] in-
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dicates the gesture types that each participant used when speaking 
L2 Japanese. Six of the participants used Path-only gesture exclu-
sively, including higher-level participants P06 (Intermediate-High) 
and P03 (Advanced-Low).

Of the 6 cases of gestures conflating Path and Manner, 2 by P05 
(Advanced-Mid) and 1 by P09 (Intermediate-Mid) co-occurred with 
tight packaging of Path and Manner in speech. Three by P10 (Inter-
mediate-Mid) included 1 immediately following a description with 
tight packaging, and 2 occurred with Manner-only descriptions such 
as korogatte ‘rolling’.

3.2 Swinging Event (Lexical Influence)

The Swinging event was examined to answer Research Question (2), 
to determine whether English-Japanese bilinguals’ L1 and L2 descrip-
tions in speech and gesture are influenced by the presence of the 
readily available verb ‘swing’ in English and absence of equivalent 
lexical items in Japanese. Two of the 13 participants did not describe 
the Swinging event in their L1 English or L2 Japanese descriptions; 
they seemed to have forgotten about the Swinging event depicted in 
the video. The following analyses are based on the 11 other partici-
pants’ performance.

Table 5 presents the verbs each participant used in speech and 
each participant’s gesture usage pattern. Following Kita and Özyürek 
(2003), participants were classified based on the patterns of usage of 
Arc and Straight gestures, namely those who used Arc gesture only, 
those who used Straight gesture only and those who used both Arc 
and Straight gestures. The order of languages in which each partic-
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ipant described the Swinging event is also indicated. Note that the 
number of total participants who used gesture in L2 Japanese de-
scription is 10, since 1 participant (P07) did not use any gesture when 
describing the event in Japanese.

Table 5 English-Japanese bilinguals’ Swinging event descriptions

L1 English L2 Japanese
ID Order Verbs used Gesture Verbs used Gesture

IL P01 E-J swing Arc only Straight only
P08 E-J swing Arc only tobu Straight only
P12 E-J swing Straight & Arc tobu, iku Straight & Arc

IM P04 J-E swing Straight only iku Straight only
P09 E-J swing Arc only iku Straight only
P10 J-E fly Arc only tobu [no gesture]
P11 J-E swing Straight only suwingu 

suru
Straight only

IH P06 E-J swing Straight & Arc iku Arc only
AL P03 J-E swing Straight & Arc tobu Straight only
AM P05 E-J sail Arc only tobu Straight only

P13 J-E fly Straight only tobu Straight only

In terms of verbs, most of the participants used ‘swing’ in L1 Eng-
lish, but 2 used the verb ‘fly’ and 1 used the verb ‘sail’. It is plausible 
that the 2 (P10, IM; P13, AM) used the verb ‘fly’ because they had 
described the same event in Japanese first and had used the verb to-
bu ‘fly’. In L2 Japanese description, most of the bilinguals used the 
verbs tobu ‘fly’ and iku ‘go’, similarly to native speakers studied by 
Kita and Özyürek (2003). One, P11 (IM), used a word borrowed from 
English, suwingu-suru, suggesting that she felt the need to describe 
the arc-shaped movement in speech. One participant, P01 (IL), aban-
doned describing the event in L2 Japanese. She said: “Swinging?” She 
then laughed and continued this part in English: “He swung there. He 
swung himself up to the window”, using Arc-trajectory gesture. Pri-
or to this, she attempted to describe the event in Japanese, saying: 
“mado, mado no mae ni…” (“The window, in front of the window…”). 
She did this while using Straight gesture.

[Fig. 3] shows the proportions of participants based on the patterns 
of usage of Arc and Straight gestures, following Kita and Özyürek’s 
(2003) method of presentation of the gesture results.

In contrast to Kita and Özyürek’s (2003) report that almost all 
participants only used Arc gesture, more than half of the English-
Japanese bilinguals used Straight gesture either alone or together 
with Arc gesture in L1 English description. Moreover, 80% used on-
ly Straight gesture in L2 Japanese. Among Japanese monolinguals 
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studied by Kita and Özyürek, about 30% used only Straight gesture, 
and about 45% used both.

4 Discussion

4.1 Rolling Event (Syntactic Influence)

The present study addressed the question of whether bidirectional 
cross-linguistic influence is observed in the thinking-for-speaking 
patterns in English-Japanese bilinguals’ motion event descriptions. 
Specifically, we focused on the grammatical aspects (lexicaliza-
tion pattern, syntactic packaging) in describing Rolling. The results 
showed that in their L1 English speech, the bilinguals mostly used 
descriptions encoding both Path and Manner in tight packaging, us-
ing the manner verb ‘roll’ (11 of 13 instances), retaining their L1 
English pattern. The L1 English syntactic packaging is resilient to 
change, but this may be largely due to the availability of the expres-
sion ‘roll down’, suggesting the difficulty of teasing apart syntactic 
packaging from availability of commonly used phrases. However, it 
is notable that there were 2 Path-only and 8 Manner-only descrip-
tions. Five of them (1 Path-only, 4 Manner-only) were produced by 
P07 (Intermediate-Low). Though he described Rolling first in Eng-
lish, having struggled to describe the cartoon in Japanese, he might 
have carried on his tendency to decompose his intended messages 
for the ease of description.

The bilinguals’ gesture pattern in their L1 English diverged from 
English monolinguals’ pattern of mostly using Path+Manner conflation 
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(Kita, Özyürek 2003). Unlike monolinguals, less than half of the par-
ticipants used Manner+Path conflation gestures. Instead, they main-
ly used Path-only and/or Manner-only gestures. Interestingly, it was 
mostly the participants whose proficiency levels were the lowest and 
highest who almost exclusively used Path-only and Manner-only ges-
tures. The lower-proficiency participants (P01, P08, both IL) might 
have been decomposing their concepts for producing simpler construc-
tions even when speaking in English, but the pattern observed among 
higher-proficiency participants (all participants whose Japanese profi-
ciency was IH or higher) suggests L2-to-L1 influence on gesture.

Moving on to L2 Japanese description, only 3 of 13 participants 
used the Japanese manner verb korogaru ‘roll’. Some lower-proficien-
cy participants’ attempts to search for the manner verb or to describe 
Manner suggested heightened attention to Manner, indicating Eng-
lish thinking-for-speaking pattern. One participant (P01) borrowed 
the English word. There were only 8 descriptions encoding both Path 
and Manner, 6 of which showed tight packaging, similarly to Japa-
nese monolinguals studied by Brown and Gullberg (2012). Of the 6 
descriptions, 2 utilised the manner verb korogaru and 1 utilised an 
innovative mimetic verb koron-site ‘do koron (manner of rolling)’, 
using a mimetic koron. There were 5 Manner-only and 13 Path-on-
ly descriptions, produced both by lower- and higher-proficiency par-
ticipants. This suggests that both lack of knowledge with regard to 
Japanese ways of Manner encoding (at lower level) and the acquisi-
tion of thinking-for-speaking for Japanese (at higher level) can result 
in these Manner-only or Path-only descriptions.

The bilinguals’ gesture patterns in L2 Japanese descriptions 
seemed rather mixed, but overall most participants (10 of 13) used 
Path-only or Manner-only gestures with no Manner+Path conflation, 
including those who were higher in proficiency (3 of the 4 who were 
Intermediate-High or above). The gesture patterns correspond to 
the speech patterns, i.e. frequent use of Path-only or Manner-on-
ly descriptions.

In summary, apparent L2-to-L1 influence was observed in lower- 
and higher-proficiency participants’ use of Path-only and Manner-on-
ly gestures, but not in speech. L1-to-L2 influence was observed in the 
lower-proficiency participants’ attempts to describe Manner and/or 
to use a manner verb in L2 Japanese.

4.2 Swinging Event (Lexical Influence)

In the descriptions of the Swinging event in L1 English, there is no 
clear indication of L2-to-L1 influence on speech. Though P10 and P13 
used the verb ‘fly’, this may be because they described the same event 
in Japanese first. Yet the fact that an Advanced-Mid participant (P13) 
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used the verb ‘fly’ (without any hesitation) suggests his familiarity 
with the lexical gaps between English and Japanese. In gesture, how-
ever, more than half of the bilinguals used Straight gesture, showing 
some L2-to-L1 influence. Curiously, there were two cases where the 
participant used the verb ‘swing’ and yet produced a Straight ges-
ture; such cases of ‘speech and gesture mismatch’ have not been re-
ported in previous research.

In the descriptions of the event in L2 Japanese, L1-to-L2 influence 
was seen primarily because there is no Japanese equivalent for the 
English verb ‘swing’. One participant overcame the difficulty by us-
ing a borrowed English word, suwingu-suru, which is an uncommon, 
innovative word. However, most of the speakers used tobu ‘fly’ or iku 
‘go’, the verbs that L1 Japanese speakers commonly use. Similarly, 
their gesture pattern does not show clear indication of L1-to-L2 in-
fluence since only 2 participants used Arc gesture.

4.3 General Discussion

We did not observe any clear indication of L2-to-L1 influence on 
speech in the descriptions of the Rolling and Swinging events. Eng-
lish-Japanese bilinguals mostly retained their English patterns (us-
ing the manner verb ‘roll’ in tight packaging in Path+Manner descrip-
tions in describing Rolling, and using the verb ‘swing’ in describing 
Swinging).

However, L2-to-L1 influence was observed in gesture in both Roll-
ing and Swinging descriptions. Some cases of ‘speech-gesture mis-
match’ (Church, Goldin-Meadow 1986) were also observed. This mis-
match suggests L2-to-L1 influence in that the bilinguals are ready for 
change in their thinking-for-speaking in their L1. Such mismatches 
are understood to indicate a readiness to learn among children that 
is not observed in speech (Church, Goldin-Meadow 1986), and ges-
ture-speech mismatch can cause a change in cognitive mechanism 
(Goldin-Meadow et al. 2001). The current results suggest the impor-
tance of multimodal approaches in examining subtle changes such 
as conceptual change in thinking-for-speaking.

L1-to-L2 influence is primarily observed among lower-proficiency 
participants. Because using English as L1 must have ‘trained’ them 
to pay attention to Manner (thinking-for-speaking hypothesis) and 
select manner verbs, they tried and struggled to describe Manner 
or find the manner verbs in Japanese that are equivalent to what is 
available in their L1 English. Part of the reason that L1-to-L2 influ-
ence was not observed among higher-level participants may be that 
for L1 English patterns (manner verbs, tight packaging, Path+Manner 
descriptions) to be observed in L2 Japanese, English-Japanese bilin-
guals need to use Japanese manner verbs and/or manner adverbs, 

Noriko Iwasaki, Keiko Yoshioka
Thinking-for-Speaking to Describe Motion Events



Noriko Iwasaki, Keiko Yoshioka
Thinking-for-Speaking to Describe Motion Events

Ca’ Foscari Japanese Studies 13 | 1 93
European Approaches to Japanese Language and Linguistics, 71-98

which are found to be difficult to acquire even among advanced-level 
bilinguals (e.g. Choi, Lantolf 2008). Perhaps at the level higher than 
that of the current participants, L1-to-L2 influence (e.g. more use of 
manner verbs) may be observed.

Among lower-proficiency speakers (P01, P07, P08, P12), then, there 
is an apparent bidirectional influence, though it is not clear whether 
the L2-to-L1 influence shown in their Path-only or Manner-only ges-
ture pattern was the influence of the Japanese pattern of thinking-for-
speaking or the influence of their tendency to decompose concepts in 
L2 for the ease of verbalization, because they tended to decompose 
concepts when they could not find Japanese words that were equiv-
alent to English manner verbs.

Though higher-proficiency participants (P03, P05, P13) did not show 
bidirectional influence, their L2 Japanese seems to have influenced 
their gesture (they used Path-only and Manner-only gesture when de-
scribing Rolling, and P13 used Straight-only gesture when describing 
Swinging in English). The examination of gesture turned out to be par-
ticularly important to reveal this. When considering all participants, 
including lower-proficiency participants and higher-proficiency partic-
ipants, both L1-to-L2 and L2-to-L1 influence was observed.

We did not find clear bidirectional influence among the partici-
pants at approximately the same (or somewhat lower) level as Brown 
and Gullberg’s participants, contrary to their findings. The differ-
ence may be attributed to two factors: the participants in the cur-
rent study are less proficient in their L2 (mostly A2-B1); and the di-
rection of the language pair is different, with English (S-language) 
speakers learning Japanese (V-language).

It is also important to note that monolingual speakers’ perfor-
mances in motion event descriptions in speech and gesture are rath-
er variable, and what was reported (e.g. Kita, Özyürek 2003; Allen et 
al. 2007) was tendency. Speakers’ performances may also depend on 
the types of motion events, particularly on how salient Manner is in 
the motion events. In the cartoon scenes examined here and in pre-
vious studies, Manner is salient and unusual. More research is de-
sired to understand how speakers of different L1s restructure their 
thinking-for-speaking to describe various different events.

5 Conclusion

We examined English-Japanese bilinguals’ motion event descriptions 
in speech and gesture. We found L1-to-L2 influence in speech and (ap-
parent) L2-to-L1 influence in gesture only among lower-proficiency 
participants. Higher-proficiency participants showed L2-to-L1 influ-
ence in gesture but did not show any L1-to-L2 influence. If the phe-
nomenon of bidirectional influence needs to be verified within the 
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same individuals then we have not provided clear evidence, but we 
have shown that among English-Japanese bilinguals, there is both 
L1-to-L2 and L2-to-L1 influence.

The current study involved only a small number of participants 
(N=13) and we based our comparison on monolingual patterns re-
ported in previous studies. Future research involving more partici-
pants, especially including bilinguals who are higher in proficiency 
in their L2 Japanese and including monolinguals, is desired to con-
firm the effect of the proficiency levels and direction on bidirection-
al cross-linguistic influence.

Most studies so far have examined speakers whose L1 and L2 are 
English and/or other major European languages. Research examining 
a non-European language like Japanese as an L2 has important po-
tential to contribute to our understanding, especially because knowl-
edge gained by previous studies on L1 Japanese serves as a basis or 
reference point. Given that many L1 speakers of various European 
languages are learning Japanese as L2, research on various contrast-
ing L1s (e.g. V-languages such as Italian and Spanish vs. S-languages 
such as Dutch and German) would enable research into the impact 
of typological differences on restructuring thinking-for-speaking in 
L2 Japanese in future research.

Acknowledgements

We are extremely grateful to the editors of this special issue, Dr. Pat-
rick Heinrich and Dr. Giuseppe Pappalardo. We also thank the anony-
mous reviewers for carefully reading the earlier version of the man-
uscript and for giving us important feedback for us to improve the 
quality of the paper. The data collection and initial analysis of the 
project was supported by the British Academy Small Grant SG-51954, 
and the initial gesture analysis was partially supported by a Meiji 
Jingu Japanese Studies Research Grant for SOAS staff in 2013, both 
awarded to the first author, Noriko Iwasaki. We express our grati-
tude to their support.

Noriko Iwasaki, Keiko Yoshioka
Thinking-for-Speaking to Describe Motion Events



Noriko Iwasaki, Keiko Yoshioka
Thinking-for-Speaking to Describe Motion Events

Ca’ Foscari Japanese Studies 13 | 1 95
European Approaches to Japanese Language and Linguistics, 71-98

Bibliography

Allen, Shanley et al. (2007). “Language-Specific and Universal Influences in 
Children’s Syntactic Packaging of Manner and Path. A Comparison of Eng-
lish, Japanese, and Turkish”. Cognition, 102(1), 16-48. DOI https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.cognition.2005.12.006.

Benazzo, Sandra; Flecken, Monique; Soroli, Efstathia (2012). “Typological Per-
spectives on Second Language Acquisition. ‘Thinking for Speaking’ in L2”. 
Language, Interaction and Acquisition, 3(2), 163-72. DOI https://doi.
org/10.1075/lia.3.2.01int.

Brown, Amanda (2015). “Universal Development and L1-L2 Convergence in Bi-
lingual Construal of Manner in Speech and Gesture in Mandarin, Japanese, 
and English”. The Modern Language Journal, 99, 66-82. DOI https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1540-4781.2015.12179.x.

Brown, Amanda; Gullberg, Marianne (2008). “Bidirectional Crosslinguistic In-
fluence in L1-L2 Encoding of Manner in Speech and Gesture. A Study of Jap-
anese Speakers of English”. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 30(2), 
225-51. DOI https://doi.org/10.1017/s0272263108080327.

Brown, Amanda; Gullberg, Marianne (2012). “Multicompetence and Native Speak-
er Variation in Clausal Packaging in Japanese”. Second Language Research, 
28(4), 415-42. DOI https://doi.org/10.1177/0267658312455822.

Brown, Amanda; Gullberg, Marianne (2013). “L1-L2 Convergence in Clausal 
Packaging in Japanese and English”. Bilingualism. Language and Cogni-
tion, 16(3), 477-94. DOI https://doi.org/10.1017/s1366728912000491.

Cadierno, Teresa (2008). “Learning to Talk about Motion in a Foreign Lan-
guage”. Robinson, Peter; Ellis, Nick C. (eds), Handbook of Cognitive Linguis-
tics and Second Language Acquisition. London: Routledge, 239-75.

Cadierno, Teresa (2010). “Motion in Danish as a Second Language. Does the 
Learner’s L1 Make a Difference?”. Han, ZhaoHong; Cadierno, Teresa (eds), 
Linguistic Relativity in SLA. Thinking for Speaking. Clevedon (UK): Multilingual 
Matters, 1-33. DOI https://doi.org/10.21832/9781847692788-003.

Cadierno, Teresa (2012). “Thinking for Speaking in Second Language Acquisi-
tion”. Chapelle, Carol A. (ed.), The Encyclopedia of Applied Linguistics. Ox-
ford: Wiley-Blackwell. DOI https://doi.org/10.1002/9781405198431.
wbeal1213.

Cadierno, Teresa (2017). “Thinking for Speaking about Motion in a Second Lan-
guage. Looking Back and Forward”. Ibarretxe-Antuñano, Iraide (ed.), Mo-
tion and Space Across Languages. Theory and Applications. Amsterdam; 
Philadelphia: John Benjamins, 279-300. DOI https://doi.org/10.1075/
hcp.59.12cad.

Cadierno, Teresa; Ruiz, Lucas (2006). “Motion Events in Spanish L2 Acquisi-
tion”. Annual Review of Cognitive Linguistics, 4, 183-216. DOI https://doi.
org/10.1075/arcl.4.08cad.

Choi, Soojung; Lantolf, James P. (2008). “Representation and Embodiment 
of Meaning in L2 Communication. Motion Events in the Speech and Ges-
ture of Advanced L2 Korean and L2 English Speakers”. Studies in Second 
Language Acquisition, 30(2), 191-224. DOI https://doi.org/10.1017/
s0272263108080315.

Church, Ruth B.; Goldin-Meadow, Susan (1986). “The Mismatch between 
Gesture and Speech as an Index of Transitional Knowledge”. Cognition, 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2005.12.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2005.12.006
https://doi.org/10.1075/lia.3.2.01int
https://doi.org/10.1075/lia.3.2.01int
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4781.2015.12179.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4781.2015.12179.x
https://doi.org/10.1017/s0272263108080327
https://doi.org/10.1177/0267658312455822
https://doi.org/10.1017/s1366728912000491
https://doi.org/10.21832/9781847692788-003
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781405198431.wbeal1213
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781405198431.wbeal1213
https://doi.org/10.1075/hcp.59.12cad
https://doi.org/10.1075/hcp.59.12cad
https://doi.org/10.1075/arcl.4.08cad
https://doi.org/10.1075/arcl.4.08cad
https://doi.org/10.1017/s0272263108080315
https://doi.org/10.1017/s0272263108080315


Ca’ Foscari Japanese Studies 13 | 1 96
European Approaches to Japanese Language and Linguistics, 71-98

23(1), 43-71. DOI https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1016/0010-
0277(86)90053-3.

Cook, Vivian (2003). “Introduction: The Changing L1 in the L2 User’s Mind”. 
Cool, Vivian (ed.), Effects of the Second Language on the First. Clevedon (UK): 
Multilingual Matters, 1-18.

Croft, William A. et al. (2010). “Revising Talmy’s Typological Classification of 
Complex Event Constructions”. Boas, Hans C. (ed.), Contrastive Studies in 
Construction Grammar. Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 201-36. DOI https://
doi.org/10.1075/cal.10.09cro.

Daller, Michael H.; Treffers-Daller, Jeanine; Furman, Reyhan (2011). “Transfer of 
Conceptualization Patterns in Bilinguals. The Construal of Motion Events in 
Turkish and German”. Bilingualism. Language and Cognition, 14(1), 95-119. 
DOI https://doi.org/10.1017/s1366728910000106.

Goldin-Meadow, Susan et al. (2001). “Explaining Math. Gesturing Light-
ens the Load”. Psychological Science, 12(6), 516-22. DOI https://doi.
org/10.1111/1467-9280.00395.

Hasegawa, Yoko (1996). A Study of Japanese Clause Linkage. The Connective TE 
in Japanese. Tokyo: Kurosio Publishers.

Hernandez, Arturo E.; Bates, Elizabeth A.; Avila, Luis X. (1994). “On-Line Sen-
tence Interpretation in Spanish-English Bilinguals. What Does It Mean to Be 
‘In Between’?”. Applied Psycholinguistics, 15(4), 417-46. DOI https://doi.
org/10.1017/s014271640000686x.

Hohenstein, Jill; Eisenberg, Ann; Naigles, Letitia (2006). “Is He Floating Across 
or Crossing Afloat? Cross-Influence of L1 and L2 in Spanish-English Bilin-
gual Adults”. Bilingualism. Language and Cognition, 9(3), 249-61. DOI htt-
ps://doi.org/10.1017/s1366728906002616.

Ibarretxe Antuñano, Iraide (2005). “Leonard Talmy. A Windowing to Conceptu-
al Structure and Language. Part 1: Lexicalisation and Typology”. Annual Re-
view of Cognitive Linguistics, 3(1), 325-47. DOI https://doi.org/10.1075/
arcl.3.17iba.

Kendon, Adam (2004). Gesture. Visible Action as Utterance. Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press.

Kita, Sotaro; Özyürek, Aslı (2003). “What Does Cross-Linguistic Variation in Se-
mantic Coordination of Speech and Gesture Reveal? Evidence for an Inter-
face Representation of Spatial Thinking and Speaking”. Journal of Memo-
ry and Language, 48(1), 16-32. DOI https://doi.org/10.1016/s0749-
596x(02)00505-3.

Levelt, Willem J. M. (1989). Speaking. From Intention to Articulation. Cambridge, 
MA: The MIT Press.

McNeill, David (1992). Hand and Mind. What Gestures Reveal about Thought. Chi-
cago: University of Chicago Press.

McNeill, David (1997). “Imagery in Motion Event Descriptions. Gesture as Part 
of Thinking-for-Speaking in Three Languages”. Proceedings of the 23rd An-
nual Meeting of the Berkeley Linguistics Society. General Session and Par-
asession on Pragmatics and Grammatical Structure, 255-67. DOI https://
doi.org/10.3765/bls.v23i1.1274.

McNeill, David; Duncan, Susan D. (2000). “Growth Points in Thinking for Speaking”. 
David McNeill (ed.), Language and Gesture. Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 141-61. DOI https://doi.org/10.1017/cbo9780511620850.010.

Negueruela, Eduardo et al. (2004). “The ‘Private Function’ of Gesture in Sec-
ond Language Speaking Activity. A Study of Motion Verbs and Gesturing 

Noriko Iwasaki, Keiko Yoshioka
Thinking-for-Speaking to Describe Motion Events

https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1016/0010-0277(86)90053-3
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1016/0010-0277(86)90053-3
https://doi.org/10.1075/cal.10.09cro
https://doi.org/10.1075/cal.10.09cro
https://doi.org/10.1017/s1366728910000106
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9280.00395
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9280.00395
https://doi.org/10.1017/s014271640000686x
https://doi.org/10.1017/s014271640000686x
https://doi.org/10.1017/s1366728906002616
https://doi.org/10.1017/s1366728906002616
https://doi.org/10.1075/arcl.3.17iba
https://doi.org/10.1075/arcl.3.17iba
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0749-596x(02)00505-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0749-596x(02)00505-3
https://doi.org/10.3765/bls.v23i1.1274
https://doi.org/10.3765/bls.v23i1.1274
https://doi.org/10.1017/cbo9780511620850.010


Noriko Iwasaki, Keiko Yoshioka
Thinking-for-Speaking to Describe Motion Events

Ca’ Foscari Japanese Studies 13 | 1 97
European Approaches to Japanese Language and Linguistics, 71-98

in English and Spanish”. International Journal of Applied Linguistics, 14(1), 
113-47. DOI https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1473-4192.2004.00056.x.

Ohara, Kyoko Hirose (2002). “Linguistic Encoding of Motion Events in Japa-
nese and English. A Preliminary Look”. Keiō Diagaku Kiyō. Eigo-Eibungaku, 
41(9), 122-53.

Özyürek, Aslı (2002). “Speech-Gesture Relationship Across Languages and in 
Second Language Learners. Implications for Spatial Thinking and Speak-
ing”. Skarabela, Barbora; Fish, Sarah; Do, Anna H.-J. (eds), Proceedings of 
the 26th Boston University Conference on Language Development. Vol. 2. 
Somerville (MA): Cascadilla, 500-9.

Pavlenko, Aneta (2014). The Bilingual Mind. And What It Tells Us about Language 
and Thought. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Pavlenko, Aneta (2016). “Whorf’s Lost Argument. Multilingual Awareness”. 
Language Learning, 66(3), 581-607. DOI https://doi.org/10.1111/
lang.12185.

Slobin, Dan I. (1991). “Learning to Think for Speaking. Native Language, Cog-
nition, and Rhetorical Style”. Pragmatics, 1(1), 7-26. DOI https://doi.
org/10.1075/prag.1.1.01slo.

Slobin, Dan I. (1996). “From ‘Thought to Language’ to ‘Thinking for Speaking’”. 
Gumperz, John Joseph; Levinson, Stephen C. (eds), Rethinking Linguistic 
Relativity. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 70-96.

Slobin, Dan I. (2004). “The Many Ways to Search for a Frog. Linguistic Typology 
and the Expression of Motion Events”. Strömqvist, Sven; Verhoeven, Ludo 
(eds), Relating Events in Narrative. Typological and Contextual Perspectives. 
Mahwah (NJ): Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 219-57.

Stam, Gale (2006). “Thinking for Speaking about Motion. L1 and L2 Speech and 
Gesture”. International Review of Applied Linguistics, 44(2), 145-71. DOI htt-
ps://doi.org/10.1515/iral.2006.006.

Stam, Gale (2015). “Changes in Thinking for Speaking. A Longitudinal Case 
Study”. The Modern Language Journal, 99, 83-99. DOI https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1540-4781.2015.12180.x.

Talmy, Leonard (1985). “Lexicalization Patterns. Semantic Structure in Lexical 
Forms”. Shopen, Timothy (ed.), Language Typology and Syntactic Descrip-
tion. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 57-149.

Talmy, Leonard (2000). Toward a Cognitive Semantics. Vol. 1, Concept Structur-
ing Systems (Language, Speech & Communication). Cambridge (MA): The 
MIT Press.

Wittenburg, Peter et al. (2006). “ELAN. A Professional Framework for Multimo-
dality Research”. Calzolari, Nicoletta et al., Proceedings of the Fifth Interna-
tional Conference on Language Resources and Evaluation LREC (Genoa, May 
2006). European Language Resources Association, 1556-9. URL http://
www.lrec-conf.org/proceedings/lrec2006/pdf/153_pdf.pdf.

Wolff, Phillip; Ventura, Tatyana (2009). “When Russians Learn English. How the 
Semantics of Causation May Change”. Bilingualism. Language and Cogni-
tion, 12(2), 153-76. DOI https://doi.org/10.1017/s1366728909004040.

Yoshioka, Keiko; Kellerman, Eric (2006). “Gestural Introduction of Ground Ref-
erence in L2 Narrative Discourse”. International Review of Applied Linguis-
tics, 44(2), 173-95. DOI https://doi.org/10.1515/iral.2006.007.

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1473-4192.2004.00056.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/lang.12185
https://doi.org/10.1111/lang.12185
https://doi.org/10.1075/prag.1.1.01slo
https://doi.org/10.1075/prag.1.1.01slo
https://doi.org/10.1515/iral.2006.006
https://doi.org/10.1515/iral.2006.006
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4781.2015.12180.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4781.2015.12180.x
http://www.lrec-conf.org/proceedings/lrec2006/pdf/153_pdf.pdf
http://www.lrec-conf.org/proceedings/lrec2006/pdf/153_pdf.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1017/s1366728909004040
https://doi.org/10.1515/iral.2006.007



