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Abstract

Talmy’s influential typology of verb-
framed | satellite-framed languages has
recently been shown to be insufficient
(Stromquist and Verhoeven 2003), in
particular with respect of serial-verb
languages (Zlatev and Yangklang 2004,
Slobin 2003). In this paper, we compare
motion event constructions in three
languages, where two are clear
representatives of Talmy’s two types:
French and Swedish, and the third is a
serial-verb language, Thai. As expected,
Thai turns out to resemble French in
some respects, Swedish in others but
also to possess structural (i.e. syntactic
and semantic) characteristics which
distinguish it from the two Talmian
types. This reinforces, but also clarifies,
previous proposals for regarding serial-
verb languages as belonging to a third
“equipollent” type.
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Introduction

From a cognitive-functional point of
view grammar can be regarded as a
conventional system of interrelated
form-meaning mappings, usually
referred to as grammatical construc-
tions (Langacker 1987; Goldberg 1995;
Croft 2001). It is worth emphasizing that
from this perspective a grammatical
construction is never just a matter of
“syntax”, but always a pairing of form
and meaning, the first representing
(signifying) the latter. In line with this
general approach, the major concept of
this article can be defined as follows:

A Motion Event Construction
(MEC) is a universal linguistic
construction consisting of one
or more verb phrases and
optionally one or more ad-
nominal phrases, which re-
presents the change of location
of a trajector according to
linguistically specified frames of
reference.

The emphasized terms in the definition
need clarification. MECs are universal
since all languages have the lexical
category verb (Givon 2001) and within
it, a sub-type expressing motion and the
means to predicate this motion of a
trajector — the focused moving entity.
In its simplest form this can be seen in
the English sentence He entered. Such
motion events are highly salient, both
experientially and culturally, and hence
it is unsurprising that all languages have
“evolved” means to represent them. But
some care needs to be paid in defining
the notion motion event. First, we must
exclude from the definition cases of so-
called “self-contained” or locative
motion where “an object keeps its same




basic, or ‘average’ location”, distin-
guishing this from “translational”’, or what
we prefer to call translocative motion
where “an object’s basic location shifts
from one point to another in space”
(Talmy 2000a: 35). The difference
between locative and translocative
motion is essential: the first represents
an activity which takes place at a certain
location, as in He ran on the treadmill,
while the second represents an event in
which the location of the trajector
necessarily changes, as in He ran to the
house.> Only the second is to be
regarded a “motion event”, in accord-
ance with the usage of the term in the
literature (e.g. Stromquist and Verhoe-
ven 2004).

In order to characterize motion events,
minimally some fixed point is necessary
and extensive cross-linguistic research
has shown that languages use three
different reference frames (Levinson
1996, 2003; Pedersen et al. 1998; Zlatev
1997, in press):

Viewpoint-centered: The
translocation of the trajector is
defined in relation a subjective
viewpoint which can be that of
the deictic center, as in Put your
coat over there, but need not be,
as in The church is to the right
of the monument, looking from
the steps of the palace.

? As these examples show, the same verb, in
this case run, can be involved in the
representation of both kinds of situations,
and that is why it is necessary to consider
the whole sentence, and sometimes the
discourse context in order to decide whether
the motion involved is locative or transloca
tive (Zlatev and Yangklang 2004).
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Geocentric: The translocation
of the trajector is defined in
relation to a system of stable
external reference points, as in
The bird flew upwards.

Object-centered: The
translocation of the trajector is
defined in relation to a land-
mark entity, as in The bird flew
into the room.

Third, we need to distinguish between
two major types of MECs: intransitive,
in which the grammatical subject of the
sentence expresses the trajectory as in
(1a) and transitive ones, in which an
agent causes the motion of the trajector
coded by the grammatical object (1b).

(1
a. The ball goes into the goal.
b. He kicked the ball into the goal.

Finally, we should note that even if the
basic meaning of MECs is actual
physical motion — the kind of motion
we will be concerned with in this article
— it is well-known that there are close
parallels between the syntactic and
semantic structure of MECs and
constructions expressing change-of-
state events in general, as in (2a) and
(2b) (Langacker 1987; Jackendoff 1990;
Talmy 2000b), sometimes interpreted in
terms of conceptual metaphor (Lakoff
and Johnson 1999). Thus MECs are a
central part of the grammar (i.e. syntax
and semantics) in all of the world’s
languages.

(2)

a. The prices are going up.

b. The crisis pushed the employee into
resignation.



Manusya: Journal of Humanities (Special Issue No.6 2003)

The main question to be addressed in
this article is: Into what major types can
languages be divided depending on
their way of coding MECs? The
conclusive answer to this question was
considered to be provided by the
influential binary typology of Talmy
(1991, 2000). According to this
typology, all languages can be divided
in two groups, depending on which
form-class preferably expresses the
category Path of motion, or more
generally “the core schema™: verb-
framed languages where this is done by
the verb-root, or satellite-framed
languages where this is done by a verb-
prefix, verb-particle, or some other kind
of element in close association (“sister
relation”) to the verb-root. As
summarized by Talmy:

Languages that characteris-
tically map the core schema
into the verb will be said to have
a framing verb and to be verb-
framed. Included among such
languages are Romance,
Semitic, Japanese, Tamil,
Polynesian, most Bantu, most
Mayan, Nez Perce, and Caddo.
On the other hand, languages
that characteristically map the
core schema onto the satellite
will be said to have a framing
satellite and to be satellite-
framed languages, and included
among them are most Indo-
European minus Romance,
Finno-Ugric, Chinese, Ojibwa
and Warlpiri. (Talmy 2000b:
222, emph. original)

4Defined in the most general terms as “the
association function that sets the figural
entity into a particular relationship with the
ground entity” (Talmy 2000b: 218).
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English is usually considered a satellite-
framed language — or ‘S-language’,
following the terminology of Slobin
(1996) —but since it has been influenced
from other languages and especially
Romance is not the clearest possible
example. Swedish, on the other hand,
is a fairly typical S-language and will
serve as our representative for the
category in this article. French will be
our example of a verb-framed, or “V-
language’. (3) and (4) show how the
English sentence I swam across the
river can be (most naturally) rendered
in each:

3)

Jag simma-de over

Isg SWIMm-PAST across
(flod-en).

T1Ver-DEF

4)

i ai traversé le fleuve
Isg  AUX  Cross/PAST  DEF river
(ala nage)

swimming

In the Swedish sentence (3), the main
verb simma ‘swim’ expresses the
Manner of motion, while Path (or the
‘core schema’) is coded by the verb-
particle/preposition ¢ver ‘across’. The
fact that this form is ambiguous
concerning the grammatical categories
particle and preposition is reflected in
the optionality of the landmark-nominal
floden ‘the river’: with it, the form is a
preposition, without it, it is rather an
appendage or “satellite” to the verb. On
the other hand, the coding of the major
motion categories is quite different in
the French example (4): the main verb
traverser ‘cross’ expresses Path, while
Manner is relegated to an optional
adverbial phrase, which is most likely
omitted in discourse if Manner-of-




motion is predictablé or can be inferred
from the context (Khalifa 2002).

But do all of the world’s languages
follow either the Swedish or the French
type in coding motion events? Partic-
ularly troublesome are serial-verb
languages, found among Niger-Congo,
Hmong-Mien, Sino-Tibetan, Tai-Kadai,
Mon-Khmer and Austronesian lan-
guages (Stahlke 1970; Thepkanjana
1986; Bisang 1995; Durie 1997; Senft
2001). What characterizes these
languages, especially in comparison to
the more familiar Indo-European
languages, is that a single clause
representing the same general event can
contain two or more verbs with shared
nominal arguments. Furthermore it can
be argued that at least in some
constructions these verbs are of equal
status — neither is a modifier of the
other(s). Consider the equivalent to (3)
and (4) in one serial-verb language, Thai
(5a).

(5)

a.

chdn wiyndam khdam méendam
Isg swim Cross river

b.

chdn khiam méendam
lsg Cross river

€.

*chdn wiyndam méendam
Isg Swim river

d.

chin waiyndam

Isg swim

Here we have not one, but two main
verbs — the first one, wdyndam
(‘swim”) lexicalizing Manner and the
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second khdam (‘cross’) representing
Path. That the second form is a full verb,
rather than a “satellite” is shown in (5b).
While it is necessary if there is a
landmark nominal, as can be seen in the
ungrammaticality of (5c¢), it is not
necessary when this is absent (5d),
showing that the first verb could bear
the main predication of the sentence.
However, this would not be an ex-
pression of a motion event, since the
motion expressed is not translocative
but locative, representing an activity
similar to that in the English translation
I swam.

Thus it turns out that serial-verb
languages like Thai are quite prob-
lematic for Talmy’s binary typology of
MECs, since with their Manner verbs
they resemble S-languages and with
their Path verbs they resemble V-
languages. Actual analyses have
oscillated from one side to the other.
Talmy (1991, 2000b) classified at least
two serial-verb languages, Chinese and
Lahu, as satellite-framed, while Slobin
and Hoiting (1994) proposed that “serial-
verb languages be reclassified as
complex verb-framed types” (ibid: 502)
similar to Sign Languages like ASL.
More recently, Slobin (2000) suggested
that “serial-verb languages like Chinese
may represent a third type of lexi-
calization pattern, lying between S-
languages and V-languages” (ibid: 134),
but it remained difficult to explain in
which sense they could be said to be “in
oetween”.

A strong case for regarding at least two
Niger-Congo serial-verb languages,
Ewe and Akan, as neither S- nor V-
languages, but as instantiating a third
type, has been made by Essegbey and
Ameka (in press), the point being that
since they share some features of both



distinguishes between the ‘conforma-
tioni.e. Region, and the ‘vector’ which
“comprises the three basic types of
arrival, traversal and departure that a
Figural schema can execute with
respect to the Ground schema” (ibid:
53), the latter notion corresponding to
our usage of the term Path. Since in this
narrow(er) definition Path is always
specified in relation to an explicit or
implicit landmark, it can also be said to
be based on the object-centered Frame
of Reference (FoR).

So how is Path expressed in the three
languages under analysis? The
English sentence I went into the room
can be most naturally translated as (6)
in Swedish and (7) in French.

(6)

Jag gick ¢ in
Isg ZO/PAST in/DIR
(1 rum-met)
in/L «¢ room-per

(7)

Je suis entré

lsg AUX enter/pAsT
(dans la piéce)

in DEF room

The contrast between “verb-framing”
and “satellite-framing” is here even
clearer than in the introductory
examples (3) and (4), since in both (6)
and (7) there are prepositional phrases
expressing the Region in which the Path
of motion ends: the INTERIOR of some
particular room — and both can also be
omitted if this Region can be inferred
from the context. But the Path (‘vector”)
itself is lexicalized in Swedish by the
verb-particle in — which, note, is distinct
from the preposition i — while in French
this is done by the main verb entrer
‘enter’. What about Thai then? The
simplest® way to render this motion
event is given in (8).
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(8)
chin khaw *(h3p)
Isg enter room

This construction is most similar to the
French (7), since it is the main verb that
expresses Path, but is even simpler in
that it does not require a preposition.*
However, as shown, it is impossible to
omit the landmark nominal — unless a
deictic verb pay/maa is added, as will
be described in the next section.
Though this can be done if the landmark is
clearly obvious from the context as in (i1),
as pointed out by Kingarn Thepkanjana
(pc.):

The “reverse” motion event — [ wenz out
of the room — is rendered likewise in
the three languages, as shown in (9),
(10) and (11), save that Thai now also
requires a preposition, making the
similarity with French even greater,
leading some analysts such as Weinold
(1995) to classify Thai as a V-language.

*Though arguably not the most natural one,
which would rather be (1):

@®

chain  khaw pay nay h3n
Isg enter  go in room

¢ Save for the lack of morphological markers
for tense and definiteness, it is similar to
the non-prototypical English sentence with
a Romance-borrowed motion verb / entered
the room

"Though this can be done if the landmark is
clearly obvious from the context as in (i),
as pointed out by Kingarn Thepkanjana
(p.c.):

(i)

kh3>  thaan ndy chin  ca
ask way little Isg FUT
khaw\?50k

enter\exit
‘May I have the way please? I wish to go
in\go out.’
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Je suis  entré

Isg AUX  enter/PAsT
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in DEF rOOm

The contrast between “verb-framing”
and “satellite-framing” is here even
clearer than in the introductory
examples (3) and (4), since in both (6)
and (7) there are prepositional phrases
expressing the Region in which the Path
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itself is lexicalized in Swedish by the
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from the preposition i — while in French
this is done by the main verb entrer
‘enter’. What about Thai then? The
simplest® way to render this motion
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(8)
chin khaw *(h3p)
Isg enter room

This construction is most similar to the
French (7), since it is the main verb that
expresses Path, but is even simpler in
that it does not require a preposition.*
However, as shown, it is impossible to
omit the landmark nominal — unless a
deictic verb pay/maa is added, as will
be described in the next section.?
Though this can be done if the landmark is
clearly obvious from the context as in (ii),
as pointed out by Kingarn Thepkanjana
(p-c.):

The “reverse” motion event — [ went out
of the room — is rendered likewise in
the three languages, as shown in (9),
(10) and (11), save that Thai now also
requires a preposition, making the
similarity with French even greater,
leading some analysts such as Weinold
(1995) to classify Thai as a V-language.

3Though arguably not the most natural one,
which would rather be (i):

@®
chin khiw pay nay h3n
Isg enter  go in room

¢ Save for the lack of morphological markers
for tense and definiteness, it is similar to
the non-prototypical English sentence with
a Romnance-borrowed motion verb [ entered
the room

"Though this can be done if the landmark is
clearly obvious from the context as in (ii),
as pointed out by Kingarn Thepkanjana

(p-c.):

(i)

khd>  thaap ndy chin ca
ask way little Isg FUT
khaw\?5ok

enter\exit

‘May I have the way please? I wish to go
in\go out.”
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®

Jag gick ut

Isg g0o/PAST Out/DIR
(ur rum-met)

out/DIR TOOM-DEF

(10)

Je suis  sorti

Isg AUX  eXit/PAST

(de la piece)

from DEFroOm

(1D

chin 0k *(cdak h3p)
Isg exit from room

But one need not go far to find
differences between Thai and French.
Being a serial-verb language, Thai can
“stack” two verbs expressing comple-
mentary Path notions as in (12). If we
define Path to be always related to a
landmark (and thus based on an object-
centered FoR) it is difficult to find Thai
examples with more than two Path verbs
following each other. But if we also
consider verbs which express the shape
of the trajectory, or what we can call
Direction, then we can easily construct
a sentence with a series of four verbs,
as in (13). As originally observed by
Thepkanjana (1986), there is a require-
ment in this case for Direction verbs
such as won (‘curve’) and yoon
(‘reverse’) where the motion is not
specified in relation to a landmark to
precede the Path verbs proper, making
e.g. (14) ungrammatical.

(12)
chin klap khaw hdy
Isg return enter room

‘I went back into the room.’
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(13)
chin won ydon klap Kkhaw
1sg curve reverse return enter
hny
room

‘I curved back into the room.’

(14)

*chin klap khaw won
Isg return enter curve
yson h3dny

reverse room

This ordering constraint can be
reasonably explained in terms of the
iconicity of the serial-verb construction:
in the represented motion event ‘I” first
‘curve’, then ‘reverse’ and then ‘return
into’ the room, rather than vice versa.

In sum, from our discussion of Path
expression in the three languages, we
can conclude that Thai behaves like a
V-language, albeit a rather “special” one
with its ability to “stack” Path and
Direction verbs.

Expression of Deixis
(combined with Path)

While the category Path presupposes an
object-centered FoR, as pointed out
above, the category Deixis is based in a
viewpoint-centered FoR. This latter
concept is a generalization of
Levinson’s (1996, 2003) relative
reference frame which is always ternary
as in The ball is behind the tree (from
the speaker’s point of view). On the
other hand, our notion of viewpoint-
centered FoR can also be binary, as in
Come here, and thus potentially
independent of any landmark.

The separation of Path and Deixis is
important for our present analysis since
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it turns out that with respect to the
expression of Deixis, all three languages
differ! The English sentence He came
out of the room, with the Deictic Center
(DC) defining the viewpoint positioned
“outside the room”, can be translated
most directly into Swedish using
example (15). Here Deixis is introduced
by the main verb komma, which replaces
the verb ga (‘go’, ‘walk’) in (5), other-
wise leaving the expression of Path in
the satellite uf unchanged.

(15)

Han kom ut
3sg/mM come/pasT out/pIr
ur rum-met.
out-of/pIr TOOM-DEF

It turns out that this motion event can
not be satisfactorily rendered in French!
This is surprising, especiaily since as
shovnin (16) the verbs venir/aller code
for : deictic contrast that is similar to,
ever if not identical to, the English pair
come/go (Lebaud 1989; Chuquet and
David in press).

(16)

a.

11 est venu

3sg/M  AUX  come/pAST

dans la piéce

in DEF room

‘He has come inside the room’ (DC is
inside the room)

b.

Il est allé dans la piece
3sg/M AUX  gO/PAST in  DEF
room

‘He has gone inside the room’ (DC is
outside the room)

Note that in (16) neither the verbs nor
the preposition dans (‘in’) express an
explicit boundary-crossing. It is
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pragmatically inferred, rather than
semantically coded (Levinson 2003;
Zlatev 2003) — much like the use in
English sentence glosses using ‘inside’.
This becomes obvious if we attempt to
reverse the direction of motion to the
ouTsIDE Region of the room using the
same verbs, but changing the
preposition: the result is ungrammatical,
or at least unacceptable (17).

(17)

a. 771 est venu de la piéce
3sg/M AUX  come/PAST from
DEF 100m

‘He has come from the room.” (toward
DC)

b.

7711 est allé de la piéce
3sg/M  Aux  go/pasT from DEF
room

‘He has gone from the room.” (away
from DC)

#In the imperative, this seems to be possible,
presumably due to support from the here-
and-now context, as shown in (i) using a
spatial adverb dehors, (ii) the composite
preposition hors de ‘out of * with a landmark
nominal and (iii) the spatial deictic ici ‘here’,
and if necessary to be explicit, an extra
prepositional phrase.

@

viens  dehors
come  out
‘Come out here’
(i1)

viens  hors de la piéce

come out of theroom

‘Come out of the room’?

(i1)

viens ici, a ['extérieur de la piéce
come here to DEF outside of DEFroom
‘Come here, to the outside of the room’
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The conclusion must be that French
does not allow the combination of a
Deictic verb (and in particular venir,
which like the English come is the more
deictic one of the pair venir/aller) with
explicit mention of boundary-crossing
(Slobin and Hoiting 1994), at least in
the indicative mode. As will be shown
below, this also applies to Manner verbs
like courir (‘run’), making it mandatory
to use Path verbs like sortir (‘exit’)
every time there is to be an explicit
coding of a boundary transition.

But even when a Path verb is used, it
turns out to be impossible to capture the
exact meaning of He came our of the
room, or the Swedish example (5) in
French. As (18) shows, the Path verb
cannot be combined with the spatial
deictic ici ‘here’. The closest one can
come to the English and Swedish
sentences is the last option, using a non-
spatial personal deictic moi ‘me’. But
while this introduces a viewpoint-
centered FoR, it does not fully capture
the meaning of come and komma, which
express movement towards the DC, not
necessarily the speaker (Fillmore 1997).
Thus [ came outside would be
untranslatable in French!

(18)

Il est sorti
3sg/M  AUX  exit/pAsT
(de la piéce)

from  DEFroom

*ici / *aici / en s’avangant vers moi
here / to here / advancing towards me

Turning finally to Thai, we can see that
Junctionally the sentence (19) is much
more similar to the Swedish example
(15) than the French (18), since both
Path and Deixis are expressed in
separate simple morphemes in the same
clause. However, in Thai they are both
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verbs, while in Swedish only the first one
is. Together with the Deictic verb rmaa
(‘come’) the Thai sentence is complete,
and unlike the case with a “bare” Path
verb in (11), the landmark phrase can
be omitted. The explanation for this,
proposed by Zlatev (2003), was a
general principle of spatial semantics:
every complete spatial sentence needs
to (explicitly) express at least one Frame
of Reference, and the supposition that
Thai path verbs, unlike Swedish
satellites and French verbs, do not
contain an explicit expression of the
object-centered FoR.

(19)
khdw 3k maa (cdak hdy)
3sg exit come from room

Another interesting generalization to be
made about Thai deictic verbs is that
they always appear in final position of
the verb series in the (simple) motion
event construction, i.e. following any
Path verbs, as shown in (20).

(20)

chian  klap khdw pay/maa
Isg return enter  go/come
nay hg

inside room

‘I came back inside into the room.’

If the Deictic verb precedes a Path verb
as in (21), that Path verb expresses a
second sub-event in a complex MEC
which may have a Purposive inter-
pretation, as shown by the English gloss:

.21)

chian klap pay/maa
1sg return go/come
khiw (nay) h3yp
enter  (inside) room

‘I came back (in order) to enter the
room.’




Expression of Manner

Like Path, Manner-of-motion is also a
rather ambiguous concept, and can be
interpreted either broadly, involving
sub-categories such as Body-motion
(running), Body-posture (stooping),
Vehicle (by car), Speed (in a hurry),
Force-dynamics (piercing) Medium
(through water) and possibly others.
Alternatively, it can involve only the
type of (human or non-human) bodily
motion that leads to the translocation in
amotion event, expressed in verbs such
as run, crawl, leap, trot, tiptoe etc. In
this section we consider Manner only
in the narrow sense, though in a later
section, when discussing the possibility
of conflating Path and Manner
information in a single verb, we will
also use the broader notion.

As pointed out by Talmy (1985) and
Slobin (1996, 2003) it is characteristic
for S-languages to have a large number
of Manner verbs (both in the narrow and
broad sense) in their lexicons, while in
V-languages this set is much more
restricted. Thus, Swedish has many
rather specific Manner verbs like stdta
(‘barge’), kliva (‘stride’), tassa
(‘tiptoe’), vada (‘wade through water”),
pulsa (‘wade through snow’) etc. while
French lacks corresponding specific
Manner verbs.

Thai is in this respect closer to Swedish
than to French — not only does it have
the relatively small set of Manner verbs
typical for V-languages such as daan
(*walk’), wiy (‘run’), piin (‘climb’) etc.
but also verbs making rather fine
semantic distinctions similar to those in
Swedish e.g. kracoon (‘leap’), j3p
(‘tiptoe’), kdaw (‘stride’), khajép
(‘limp’), luiaj (‘creep, for snake-like
animals’), luj (‘wade’), buip (‘rush’),
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hee (‘parade’). Thus, the English
sentence He strode through the water
can be translated with Manner verbs in
Swedish (22) and Thai (23), but requires
an adverbial phrase in French (24).

(22)

Han  vada-de genom
Isg/m  wade-pasT through
vattn-et.

water-DEF

(23)

khiw dsen kdaw khiam ndam
3sg walk  stride cross water
(24)

1 a marché

3sg/M  Aux  walk/pasT

a grands pas  dans 1'eau

with big steps  in  DEF water

Combination of Manner, Path
and Deixis

As shown earlier, it is very difficult to
combine Path and spatial Deixis in a
single clause in a French MEC. The case
is the same for Manner and Deixis,
unless Manner is expressed in an
optional adverbial as in (25). If a
Manner verb is used, Deixis can only
be expressed using a personal pronoun

or a rather heavy prepositional phrase,
as in (26).

(25)
il est venu en courant
3sg/M  AUX  come/PAST running

‘He has come running’
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(26)
i a couru
3sg/M  AUX run/PAST

en s’avangant vers moi
advancing towards me

/dans cette  direction

in this way

‘He ran toward me/in this way.’

It is on the other hand easy to combine
a Manner verb and a spatial deictic, as
in (27), but the interpretation is not
translocative, and thus this is not an
instance of a MEC.

(27
Il a grimpé ici
3sg/m  pAST  climb/PasT

here‘He climbed here.’

Path and Manner can be also combined,
with Path in the main verb and Manner
in an adjacent adverbial similar to (25),
as explained earlier and shown in (4).
Combining the three categories is
possible only using the strategies of
personal pronoun or directional deixis,
in the order Path > Manner > Deixis, as
shown in (28). As will be seen below,
this contrasts with the mandatory
ordering in Thai.

(28)
Il est sorti en courant
3sg/M AUX  exit/PAsT running

en §’avangant vers moi
advancing towards me
‘He ran out this way.’

Swedish has the ability to combine
Deixis and Path without relying on
adverbials, as was shown already in
example (15) which combines a Deictic
verb and a Path satellite. However, if
Deixis and Manner are to be expressed
in the same clause one must be put in
an adverbial as in (29) and (30), very
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much like in English, as shown by the
glosses.

(29)

Han  kom ut
3sg/M  come/PAST out/DIR
springande.

running

‘He came out running’

(30)

Han  sprang ut

3sg/M  run/pAST out/DIR here/
hit-at.

DIR-toward

‘He ran out this way.’

In comparison, Thai is the most flexible
of the three languages when it comes to
the ability to combine different
information in the same clause. As
shown in the previous three sections,
serial verbs allow Thai to combine the
expression of the categories Manner,
Direction (i.e. “path” that is not related
to a landmark), Path and Deixis in a
single simple MEC. As already shown,
these categories must obey the order
Manner-V > Direction-V > Path-V >
Deictic-V as in example (31).

(31)
khdw doon ydon khiw maa
3sg walk reverse enter come

‘(S)he walked back into the house.’
(towards the DC)

We would argue that there is no a priori
reason to regard only one of the verbs
as the mair verb and the others as
(grammatically) subordinate, and even
less so as “satellites”. However, this is
often disputed, arguably on the basis of
an analogy with S-languages like
Swedish where only the manner verb is
a main verb. This was presumably the
basis for Talmy’s (1991) analysis of




Chinese and Lahu as S-languages.
Similarly, Sak-Humphry, Indambraya
and Starosta (1997) argue that in Thai
and Khmer, when a Manner verb leads
the serial-verb construction as in (31),
the following Path expression(s) are not
verbs but “deverbial adverbs”.

Zlatev and Yangklang (2004) argued
against this, and below we summarize
the evidence cited there, with some
modifications and corrections.

(a) Any one of the four verbs in (31)
can appear alone without making the
sentence incomplete; this is not the case
with satellites: *John in.

(b) If the “deverbal adverbs” are more
grammaticalized than the verbs they
derive from, then their semantics should
be more “bleached” (Traugott and
Dasher 2002). But there is no semantic
difference between the “truly verbal”
uses of Path expressions as in examples
(11-13) where there is no preceding
Manner verb, and those in (31) where
there is. Some “bleaching” can however
be admitted from the Deictic verbs pay/
maa.

(c) If the Path verb occurs as a single
verb in the clause, the sentence will
nevertheless express a MEC, as in (8).
However, if there is only a Manner verb
as in (5d), the most neutral interpre-
tation would not be translocative, but one
of “self-contained” motion. Hence, the
Path verb can not be said to have any
“adverbial”, modifying function, but is
rather the one that truly “frames” the
MEC. Together with argument (a), this
should lead us to treat the Path verb(s)
in (31) as “framing verbs”.
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(d) If only a single Path expression could
be added to the Manner verb, one could
perhaps suspect that it is being
reanalyzed as a verb-particle. But as
shown above there can be at least four
such verbs: One could, for example, add
the verb series from (13) to the manner
verb doan (‘walk’) to produce ?(32)
below. Would it mean that the five
expressions, classed as verbs when not
following Manner verbs, should be
classed as “homonymous deverbal
adverbs” when they do follow a Manner
verb? Hardly.

(32)

dean won ydon klap khaw
walk circle reverse return enter
hdy

room

‘(Someone) walked in a circular manner
back into the house.’

Thus we can conclude that the analogy
from S-languages to serial-verb
languages is not that good after all. Or
rather, as all analogies — it is partial. The
disanalogous aspects are those that
motivate treating Thai as belonging to
a separate language type from e.g.
Swedish. One final argument has to do
with the scope and focus of negation,
with respect to which we wish to
compare the three languages in more
detail and thus deserves a separate
section.

Scope and focus of negation

One specific way to analyze the
semantic contributions of the different
expressions in a MEC is by analyzing
the scope and focus of VP-negation. It
has been noted by e.g. Givén (2001) that
the most strongly asserted element in
an affirmative clause is also the one that
“attract[s] the focus of negation” in a
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negative clause (ibid: 382). An optional
constituent most often takes on this
double role (depending on whether the
clause is affirmative or negative) — if
there is no contrastive stress to mark
some other element as the asserted/
denied information. Thus, in (33), it is
the prepositional phrase with a gun that
attracts the focus of negation if the
sentence is pronounced with neutral
intonation.

(33)
She didn’t shoot him with a gun. (Givon
2001: 381)

In the case of a MEC, the situation
seems to be somewhat more complex.
To some extent we can consider the
landmark nominal phrase “optional”, as
shown in (6) and (7) for Swedish and
French, and in the negative clause in
(34a) below for English. But in a
neutrally pronounced (34a), the
negation can involve both the Landmark
(34b) and the Direction (34c¢). But what
negation can not focus on is Manner,
showing that in (34a) a “neutral” kind
of manner has been presupposed rather
than asserted.

(34)

a. He didn’t go up (the stairs)...
b. ... he went up the ladder.

c. ... he went down the stairs.
d. *...he crawled up the stairs.

But this seems to change with “non-
neutral” Manner expressions such as
that in (35), showing that it is at least as
strongly asserted in an affirmative
clause as the Path itself — if not more
so: at least to some native speakers,
(35b) is preferred to (35¢c) as a
continuation of (35a), if the latter is
pronounced as neutrally as possible.

(35)

a. He didn’t run into the house...
b. ...he walked into it.

c. 7...he ran out of it.

The situation in Swedish is quite similar
to that in English: (36) is a translation
of (35) and to the extent that it is at all
possible to imagine (36a) being pro-
nounced neutrally, (36b) is likely to be
the preferred continuation, showing
again that Manner is strongly asserted
in affirmative sentences, at least when
it in some ways deviates from the
“norm”.

(36)

a.

Han sprang inte
3sg/masc Tun/PAST not
in i hus-et...

in/DIR  in/LoC house-DEF

b.

...han gick in.
3sg/m  walk/pasT in/DIR
c.

?7...han sprang ut
3sg/M  Tun/pasT Out/DIR
ur det.
out-of/DIR it

In French, the focus on Manner is even
clearer. We saw repeatedly earlier that
when combined with Path, Manner is
expressed through an optional
adverbial; and in that case it becomes
most strongly asserted in an affirmative
clause and most strongly negated in a
negative one. This is the case even when
the Manner of motion is a “normal” one
as in (37) below.




(37

a.

Il n’est pas
3sg/M  NEG/AUX NEG
entré dans la maison
enter/PAST n DEF house
en marchant

walking

‘He didn’t walk into the room.’

b.

s Bl deBt entré
3sg/M  AUX  enter-PAsT
en courant.

running

‘He ran in.’

c.

?7... 11 est sorti
3sg/M  AUX  exit/pasT
en marchant

walking

‘He walked out.’

In " hai, the negative operator for VP-
neg ition mayday contains the Manner,
Path and Deictic verbs in its scope
logically, and Zlatev and Yangklang
(2004) suggested this as further
evidence for the verbal character of
post-Manner verb expressions. In itself,
however, this is not sufficient. As shown
in (36) and (37), the negative operators
inte in Swedish and ne + pas in French
include much more than verbs in their
scope. What would be necessary is to
show that the Path verb is equally much
in focus with these other expressions —
unlike the case with Swedish, and
especially with French, where we saw
that this was not the case.

The Thai equivalent (without the
landmark phrase) to (36) and (37) is
presented in (38) below. Both (38b) and
(38¢) are possible normal continuations
to (38a), pronounced with a non-
contrastive intonation. This suggests
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(again) that Manner and Path are
expressed “equipollently”. This is
further supported in (38d), where both
are interpreted as being negated in
(38a). However, this is not the case for
Deixis, which can not be interpreted as
the only element negated in (38a), as
shown in (38e). For that last clause to
be the continuation of the first, the
speaker would have to be denying his
or her viewpoint — from the “outside”
in (38a) and from the “inside” in (38e).
But clearly, this is the most weakly
asserted and most strongly presupposed
aspect of the Thai MEC, and
consequently cannot attract negation.
This is also seen in (38a) where in
negating the Path — from “entering” to
“exiting” — the Dectic verb must change
as well, thereby allowing the viewpoint
to remain unchanged.

(38)

a.

khaw méiyddy doan khaw pay...
lsg NEG  walk enter go
‘(S)he did not walk in (away from
DEY=:

b.
...khdw wip khdw  pay
...(s)he rTan in’ (away from DC)

o
... khiw doan 732k maa
... (s)he walked out’ (toward DC)

d.
...khdw wip phaan pay
...(s)he ran by’ (away from DC)
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e.
... *khaw dosan khaw maa
... (s)he  walked in’ (toward the
DC)

This analysis, along with the fact that
the Deictic verbs are highly frequent
(Zlatev and Yangklang 2004) and
semantically general, can lead us to the
conclusion that if any Thai expressions
are to qualify for the role of “satellites”
in MECs, these are the ones. However,
this does not hold for the Path verbs, at
least not in intransitive MECs.

The boundary-crossing
constraint

Following Aske’s (1989) work on
Manner verbs in Spanish, Slobin and
Hoiting (1994) identified the so-called
boundary-crossing constraint, according
to which Manner verbs cannot be used
to describe situations in which a
boundary is crossed. This general-
ization, supported through both (intuition-
based) grammatical analyses and corpus
studies (Slobin 2000, 2003), stresses that
V-languages obey this constraint, while
S-languages do not. Our two
representative languages clearly follow
this prediction. The Swedish example
(39) uses a Manner verbina boundary-
crossing context, while in French it is
impossible to combine a Manner verb
with boundary-crossing in a single-
clause MEC: (40a) does not have
translocative motion, (40b), attempting
to combine Manner and Path, is
ungrammatical, while (40c) consists of
two clauses.
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(39)

Han sprang in i hus-et.
3sg/M run/pAsT in/DIR in/Loc house-DEF
‘He ran into the room’

(40)

a.

Il a couru dans
3sg/M  Aux run/pAstT  in

la maison.

DEF house

‘He ran inside the house’.

b.

1 a couru

3sg/Masc TUn/PAST

en entrant dans  la maison
entering in DEF house

‘He ran entering the house.’

C.
Il a couru pour
3sg/MAsC Tun/pAsT to
entrer dans la maison

enter  in DEF house

‘He ran (in order) to enter the house.’

The only way to express the meaning
of run intc or run out of in French is by
the now familiar combination of a Path
verb and a Manner adverbial as in (41).

(41)

)

11 est entré
3sg/M  AUX enter/PAST
dans la maison en courant
in DEF house  running

‘He ran into the house.’

b.

Il est sorti
3sg/M  AUX  exit/pAsT
delamaison  en courant

from per house running
‘He ran out of the house.’




On the other hand, as demonstrated in
(42), Thai does not have any problem
whatsoever in using a Manner verb with
boundary-crossing — something that
directly contradicts any claims to its
being a V-language.

(42)

chin wig  khiaw pay nay
Isg run enter go in
baan

house

‘I ran into the house’. (away from DC)

Furthermore, as example (43) shows, the
Manner verb daan ‘walk’ can combine
with not only one but two boundary-
crossing verbs, and the sub-events
described by them are in both cases
within their scope. This last example is
relevant to our next dimension of
comparison.

(43)

chd  doan khiaam thandn khiw
Isg walk cross road enter
paj naj stan

£o in park

‘I walked across the road (and) into the
park.’

Multiple expressions of Path
(in a single clause)

Another difference between S- and V-
languages, related to but distinct from
the boundary-crossing constraint, is the
ability to “stack” Path-expressions in the
same clause. In V-languages this is
generally not possible, and French
obeys this restriction. In order to
combine two different Path expressions,
two different clauses are necessary: This
combination can consist of a main
clause (44a) and a subordinate clause
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(44b) or of two conjoined main clauses
(44a) and (44c)

(44)

a.

T ai
Isg AUX
la route

DEF road

‘I crossed the road’

traversé
CTOSS/PAST

b.

... pour (r)entrer dans la
order to enter n DEF
parc

park

‘(in order) to go (back) into the park’

€.
... et puis je suis entré
and then lsg AUX enter/pasT
dans le parc
in DEF park

‘and then I went into the park.’

In Swedish, as is generally the case for
S-languages, this is unproblematic, as
shown in (45).

(45)
Jag gick Over gata-n in
Isg walk/PAST over street-DEF

i park-en.
in/DIR  in/Loc park-DEE
‘I walked over the road into the park.’

It may be objected that this sentence
really consists of two clauses, with a
silent conjunction and “elliptic verb”,
but such claims can be countered.
Evidence against such an analysis is not
only the single intonational contour, but
also the fact that the order of Path
expressions in single clauses can be
predicted by their temporal iconicity,
while this is not the case for separate
clauses.



Manusya: Journal of Humanities (Special Issue No.6 2003)

The same argument can be made for
the Thai equivalent (43), which parallels
the structure in (45) quite closely. While
it is possible to “break up” (43) into
different clauses by inserting a
conjunction such as l&zw ‘and then’
between the parts expressing
component sub-events, and thus
producing (46), this, in itself, is not an
argument for an underlying multi-
clausal structure such as the one in (43).°

(46)

chan doan khidam thandn
Isg walk  cross road
léew  khdw paj naj suan
and-then enter go inside park

‘I walked across the road and then I
went into the park.’

While the truth-conditional meaning of
(43) and (46) may be the same. their
conceptual and grammatical structure is
different: in the first there is no explicit
temporal separation and ordering of the
sub-events, while in the second there is.
Evidence for this is again that (43) is
produced as one intonational unit
(Chafe 1994) while (46) is produced as
two. Semantically, the sequentiality
between the two sub-events in (43) is
implicit, and as observed with respect
to Swedish above, the order of the verbs
reflects this. In the bi-clausal variant,
the temporal order is made explicit
through the conjunction laaw ‘and
then’. Enfield (2002) has recently
argued the same point with respect to

?Zlatev and Yangklang (2004) made this
mistake in defining clauses in Thai, but
fortunately this does not mar the major
argument presented there: that Thai instant
iates a distinct language type.
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Lao, which in this (and other) aspects is
exactly like Thai. Enfield furthermore
suggests that unlike multi-clause complex
events, most of the single-clause MECs
consisting of several sub-events consti-
tute representations of cultural events,
which due to frequency and saliency
have become schematized. Such an
event can, for example, be captured in
a single clause in (47), while this would
be impossible in not only V-languages
like French, but also in S-languages, as
reflected in the Swedish gloss.

(47)

chidn pay tdldat sdéw khdaw maa
Isg go market buy rice come
‘I went to the market to buy food’.

Conflation of Manner and
Path/Direction: MP verbs

Zlatev and Yangklang (2004) suggested
that apart from the major types of verbs
in Thai discussed so far — Manner, Path
and Deictic verbs, as well as the
Direction verbs such as won ‘curve’,
independent of a landmark — there is
another class, combining aspects of
Manner and Path, now interpreting
these concepts in their broad senses.
This class contains verbs of downward
motion such as tok ‘fall’, lon ‘fall’, lom
‘collapse’, com ‘sink’ and verbs of
“force dynamic” motion through a
barrier, with degrees of suddenness and
resistance such as phloo ‘pop-out’, thalii
‘pierce’, thim ‘puncture’.

Such MP verbs in Thai appear to form
a separate category syntactically as well
as semantically and their position in a
MEC is where it would be predicted on
semantic grounds: following the Manner
verb, but preceding the Path verb(s) as
shown in (48a). Violations of this




constraint, e.g. (48b) and (48c), result
in ungrammaticality.

(48)

a.

khdw dsan phido 230k pay
3sg walk  pop-outexit  go
‘(S)he walked out suddenly.’

b.

*khdwphldo dean 250k pay
¢

*khdwdsan ?30k  phldo pay

Itis also possible to combine more than
one MP verbs, as in (49).

(49)
khidw tok thali  khdw maa
3sg fall plece enter come

“(S)he fell through (something) to the
inside (of something).’

It seems to be more difficult to combine
MP verbs and the (landmark-
independent) Direction verbs such as
those discussed briefly in connection
with Path verbs above. But this
difficulty is not absolute, and is
possible, at least in colloquial style
(50a), while the reverse order of
Direction and MP verbs is ungramma-
tical, (50b).

(30)

a.

khdw won phldo 239k maa
3sg curve pop-up exit  come
‘(S)he curved and popped in.’

b.

*chinphldSo won %9k maa

Thus we can establish the order of
verbs within a (single clause)
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intransitive MEC in Thai, shown in

(51).

(51)  Manner-V > Direction-V >
MP-V > Path-V > Deictic-V

Turning to Swedish and French, we can
only find a few verbs that appear to
conflate Manner (Medium) with
downward motion:

falla ‘fall’, ramla ‘fall over’,
sjunka ’sink, move down
through water’... (Sw)
tomber ‘fall (over)’, couler
‘sink’, sombrer ‘sink (for a
boat)’ ... (Fr)

Despite their semantic near-equivalence
these verbs are treated differently
grammatically in the two languages! In
Swedish, they come under the same
paradigm as Manner verbs, and
(usually) combine with the Path satellite
ner ‘down’, as shown in (52). In French,
however, they are treated as Path verbs
expressing translocation, and
combining with an optional manner
expression as in (53).

(52)
Han  ramla-de ner
3sg/m fall-pasT down

(pa mark-en)
on ground-DEF
‘He fell down on the ground.’

(53)
Il est tombé  (en courant).
3sgiM  Aux fall/pAsT running

‘He fell while running.’

Thus, with respect to verbs that conflate
Path and (aspects of) Manner, all three
languages differ.
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Expression of Cause-of-Motion

In our comparison of Swedish, French
and Thai MECs we have thus far only
considered intransitive motion, where
the trajector is the grammatical subject.
Before concluding, let us turn to the
second major type of MECs: transitive
ones, where an agent (or actor) usually
coded by the grammatical subject,
causes the motion of the trajectory,
usually the direct object, along some
particular trajectory.

Since most of the characteristics of
transitive and intransitive MECs are the
same, and for the sake of brevity, we
will consider only MECs with an object-
centered frame of reference and
including boundary-crossing, as in the
English sentence I threw the ball out of
the room, where there turns out to be
some differences compared to what we
have already observed.

A common characteristic of all
transitive MECs is that the main verb
expresses the Cause-of-Motion (CoM).
In Swedish, CoM verbs such as kasta
(‘throw’) and putta (‘push’) behave like
— and take the place of — Manner verbs,
as was suggested in Talmy’s (1985)
original analysis of verbal lexicalization
patterns. As shown in (54), the CoM
verbs can participate in the expression
of translocative motion across a
boundary, as was also the case with
Manner verbs.

(54)

Jag kasta-de boll-en
Isg throw-pAsT ball-pErF
ut ur rum-met
out/pir  out-of/DIR TOOM-DEF

‘I threw the ball out of the room.’

36

The French translation of example (54)
is given in (55). It can be observed that
the two are structurally very similar.
This was not the case with Manner verbs
in intransitive MECs, where due to the
boundary-crossing constraint, a Manner
verb could not be used in French. The
conclusion appears to be that CoM verbs
are different from Manner verbs in
French in allowing boundary-crossing.

(55)

1 ai lancé

Isg AUX throw/pAsT

la balle hors de la piéce
DEF ball out of  DEFroom

In Thai, common CoM verbs are 7Zaw
(‘take’), vip (‘pick up’), say (‘insert’),
phaa (“take along’), thoot (‘take off”),
yok (‘lift’) and phlak (‘push’). The
translation of (54-55) could be given as
(56), again with a serial-verb construc-
tion. However, unlike sentences ex-
pressing intransitive motion, it is easier
to see the CoM verb yoon (‘throw’) as
the main verb of the clause, determining
the subject (Matsumoto 2003). This can
also be demonstrated by applying the
focus-of-negation test, as shown in (57).

(56)

khiw yoon Iiukbon 230k
(s)he throw ball exit
caak hdy

from room

‘(S)he threw the ball out of the room.’

(37)

a.

khiw mayddy yoon

(s)he neg throw
Iiukbon 730k caak hdp
ball exit from room

‘(S)he didn’t throw the ball out of the
room..."




b.

... khdw /¢ man 250k maa
(s)he kick it exit come
‘... (s)he kicked it out.’

c.

77 ... khdw yoon man khdw pay
‘... (s)he threw it in.”

Unlike in Swedish and French, CoM
verbs in Thai can also combine with
Manner verbs, as in (58).

(38)

khiw phaa Iduk dasn
3sg take-along child walk
0k  pay

exit go

‘(S)he took his/her child out walking
away.’

On the other hand, it is (nearly)
impossible to combine CoM verbs with
the “force dynamic” sub-category of MP
verbs in a single clause, as seen in (59).
The reason appears to be that these
verbs imply, at least pragmatically,
agency on the part of the trajector and
this is lacking when the trajector is the
direct object of a transitive CoM verb.
This interpretation is supported by the
fact that when the MP verb does not
imply agency, as is the case with f0k
‘fall’, combination with a CoM verb is
indeed possible, as in (60).

(59)

\77khaw yoon ldukbon
3sg throw ball
phldo 50k pay
pop-out exit  go‘(S)he

threw the boll popping out.’
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(60)

khdw phlak dék  tok
3sg push child fall
loy pay
go-down g0

‘(S)he pushed the child down.’

In sum, with respect to their role in
motion event constructions CoM verbs
need to be considered a separate
syntactic and semantic category in Thai
and, at least to a degree, in French as
well, due to the fact that they allow
boundary-crossing, unlike Manner
verbs. In Swedish, on the other hand,
apart from the predictable properties
related to causation, their properties are
similar to those of the Manner verbs in
intransitive MECs.

Conclusions

In this article, we have compared
Swedish, French and Thai motion event
constructions (MECs) with respect to a
number of syntactico-semantic features,
the goal being to establish whether Thai
mostly resembles French (a V-
language), Swedish (an S-language), or
both and '(thus) neither. Table 1
summarizes the results of the
comparison.
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Table 1. Comparison between a number of grammatical (i.e. syntactic and semantic)
characteristics of French (V-language), Swedish (S-languages) and Thai

(“Equipollent”?).

Characteristic [French (Fr) [Swedish (Sw) [Thai ghai ~[Thai ~
r Sw
(a) Path expression  [Path-V IPath-Sat Path-V + -
(b) Manner expression Manner-Adv Manner-V Manner-V - +
(with BC)
¢) Deixis only Deictic-V Deictic-V Deictic-V + +
(d) Deixis (with BC) [Path-V + Deictic-V + Path-V + - -
Deictic-PP Path-Sat Deictic-V (?)
(e) Deixis (with Deictic V + Manner-V +  Manner-V + - +(?)
Manner) Manner-Adv eictic-Adv ~ Deictic-V (?)
(f) Manner, Path, Path-V + anner-V +  [Manner-V + - -
Deixis (single Deictic-PP + Path-Sat + Path-V +
clause) Manner-Adv Deictic-Adv ~ Deictic-V (?)
(g) Negation focus ~ Manner Manner Path or Manner| - -
(with unusual
Manner)
(h) Manner-V with BC|No Manner-V +  Manner-V + - +
[Path-Sat Path-V
(i) Several path- No 'Yes Yes - +
segments per
clause
(j) Manner+Path =~ Path-V ~ Manner-V  Seperate - -
conflation category
(k) Cause-of . Motion Seperate ~ Manner V. [Seperate - -
verbs category (allow category
BC)

We can first observe that Thai
resembles French to a limited degree:
both languages use Path verbs,
especially for boundary-crossing (BC)
situations. Also, they both have Deictic
verbs, but so does Swedish, which on
the whole appears to be a near-universal
property that can not help us determine
the typological category of Thai. Finally,
both Thai and French treat CoM verbs
differently from Manner verbs, though
also differently from each other: in Thai
the CoM and Manner verbs can be
combined, but not in French.
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There seems to be more similarities
between Thai and Swedish: they both
use many detailed Manner verbs, also
in boundary-crossing conditions.
Similarly, both languages allow the
combination of several Path
expressions, with or without landmark
arguments, in the same clause.

But on closer analysis, especially in
considering how the different semantic
categories Path, Manner, Deixis,
Direction and Cause are combined in a
motion event construction, it has been
shown that Thai differs from both
French and Swedish, with respect to the
following characteristics from Table 1:




(d) The combination of Deixis
and Path with boundary-
Crossing was most cumbersome
in French, requiring a heavy
Deictic PP such as dans cette
direction (‘in this way’). In
Swedish the preferred way to
express this is through a Deictic
verb and a Path satellite komma
ut (‘come out’). Thai is like
French in using a Path verb, but
different from both in also
using a Deictic verb. On the
other hand, since this last verb
seems to be undergoing
grammaticalization, the
similarity to Swedish can be
said to be on the increase.

(e) In combining Deixis and
Manner in MEC, French treats
the Deictic verb like a Path
serb, adding Manner, usually
hrough an optional adverbial.
The Swedish pattern was rather
the opposite, with a Manner
verb and a Deictic adverb. Thai
resembles Swedish in using a
Manner verb, but differs in
following it with a Deictic verb/
satellite — though admittedly
the similarity to Swedish is
clearer.

(f) In combining all three
categories though, Thai clearly
differs from both French and
Swedish in using three verbs,
always in the order Manner-V
> Path-V > Deictic-V, where
only the last shows some
symptoms of deverbalization.

(g) The “focus of negation” test
showed that Path and Manner
were equally focal in Thai,
while Manner seemed to attract
negation more in both French
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and Swedish. According to the
principle “most-strongly-ne-
gated = most-strongly af-
firmed” this would imply that
Manner and Path are more
equally affirmed in Thai indica-
tive clauses than in the other
two languages, confirming their
“equipollent” (Slobin 2004)
status.

(j) Finally, Thai has a more
developed paradigm of verbs
conflating Manner and Path/
Direction than either French or
Swedish, and treats these
differently from the “pure”
Manner and Path verbs
grammatically, unlike French
which treats verbs like tomber
(‘fall’) like its Path verbs, while
Swedish treats such verbs (e.g.
ramlar) as its major pattern, the
Manner verbs.

As pointed out in the introduction, it has
been difficult to place serial-verb
languages such as Thai within the binary
typology of verb-framed languages such
as French, and satellite-framed
languages such a Swedish. The analyses
presented in this article, and the
differences summarized above confirm
this difficulty, and show quite
specifically why languages such as Thai
do not fit into the binary typology. Thai
resembles  French in  some
characteristics, Swedish in others, but
also clearly differs from both. This also
makes it impossible to regard Thai as
being on a “cline” between S-language
and V-languages, as suggested by Slobin
and Hoiting (1994): There is simply no
consistent metric according to which
Thai and languages like it can be
positioned “between” S-languages and
V-languages. Thus, the argument for
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assigning serial-verb languages to a third
type, presented by Essegbey and Ameka
(in press), Zlatev and Yangklang (2004)
and Slobin (2004) has been supported.

Given the fact that the typology of S-
languages and V-languages has been
immensely productive for studies in
language typology, “rhetorical style”
and a weak type of Whorfian effect
shown in “thinking for speaking” and
language specific gesture (Talmy 1985,
20002, 2000b; Slobin 1996, 1997, 2000;
McNeil 2000; Stromquist and Verhoe-
ven 2004), the existence of such a third
“equipollent” type raises many new
questions:

Which languages can be said to
belong to such a class?

What kind of “rhetorical style”
do they have?

Do they affect “thinking for
speaking” differently?

Do they have type-specific
gesture patterns?

The goals of our future research will be
to address these questions by continuing
our comparative work with Swedish,
French and Thai in the domains of
spontaneously produced discourse,
spatial cognition and gesture studies.
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